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Executive Summary

In spite of recent successes in its educational development mainly with respect to access,
Cambodia’s education system still ranks among the worst in Southeast Asia, particularly with
regards to educational quality. Since 2013, Save the Children International, funded by the
Norwegian government agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD) through Save the
Children Norway (SCN), has been implementing a four-year educational pilot program called
“I’m Learning!” in 15 rural primary schools in Cambodia. This holistic program is based on
four main Quality Learning Environment (QLE) Guiding Principles (GP): 1) emotional and
psychosocial protection; 2) physical protection; 3) teaching learning environments (towards
active learning); and 4) collaboration between schools and parents/community. In the context
of this study, these are known as GP 1, GP 2, GP 3 and GP 4. Each GP is divided into substandards, with a total of 28 sub-standards.
The “I’m Learning!” programme can be defined as a holistic approach to education
development which recognises the complexity of education. The different components that
need to be in place in order for a child to learn, thrive and develop are interlinked and
interdependent. Therefore, there is a need to target several of these in parallel in order to
make a change as reflected in the holistic QLE framework. Furthermore, “I’m Learning!” can
be defined as a child rights based approach, focusing on equality, children's participation and
sustainable results through building local capacity and ensuring local ownership. Finally,
“I’m Learning!” is underpinned by the educational moral values of democratic participation
and empowerment. Democratic educational values refer to values which promote dialogue
and equality in the act of studying, cooperation among pupils, and between pupils and
teachers, speaking up and decision making by pupils in school matters. It also includes the
participation of parents and community in school matters and decision-making.
Empowerment values promote individual emancipation (of children), it emphasizes the need
for development of critical thinking, it valorises the ability to stand up against domination
and violence - whether from the state, international organisations, the market economy, the
family or the neighbourhood. In other words, empowerment is about “equipping individuals”.
In the pilot in Cambodia, Government staff of the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports
(MoEYS) have been involved in the “I’m Learning!” programme at both national and
viii

provincial levels. They attended meetings, workshops and trainings provided by Save the
Children within the framework of the “I’m Learning!” planning and implementation process.
This particularly happened in the provinces of Kampong Cham, Kampong Chnang and
Kratie, where SC implements “I’m Learning!”. Areas of interventions were numerous, such
as school improvement planning, health and hygiene, positive discipline and student-centered
methods, lesson planning, teaching material production, student councils, cooperative
reflexivity, etc. Government staff involvement aims at capacity-building, empowerment (of
the local authorities) and sustainability, so that after the four years period of implementation,
“I’m Learning!” can continue and be carried out and monitored by the local government.
Indeed, the long-term purpose of the pilot is for SCI to develop a common approach for Save
the Children International’s wider education programming and a model which can be
replicated and scaled up in different contexts by Governments, partners and other actors.
In order to validate the relationship between the QLE framework and learning outcomes and
child development using evidence-based methodologies, Save the Children Norway (SCN)
and Save the Children International (SCI) in Cambodia engaged an independent local NGO –
Kampuchean Action for Primary Education (KAPE) – to design and conduct a research study
to assess the relationship between SC interventions according to the QLE GPs and learning
outcomes and child development during the last three years of the four year pilot.

The relationship between QLE GP and student learning outcomes/child development
The research aims to assess the relationship between implementation of interventions related
to the QLE framework and student learning outcomes and child development. This is done by
analyzing data from selected primary schools exposed to interventions compared to data from
schools where no SC interventions have taken place. While student learning outcomes refer
mainly to literacy and numeracy skills, child development refers to five life skills: critical
thinking and problem solving; moral, ethical and citizenship; health and hygiene; selfregulation; and interpersonal skills and communication. The research seeks to answer five
research questions:
1. How do pupils in intervention schools perform in terms of learning outcomes and
child development compared to those in comparison schools?
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2. How does the psychosocial environment relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 1)
3. How does the physical environment relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 2)
4. How does active, child-centered learning relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 3)
5. How does school-community and community participation relate to learning
outcomes and child development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP
4)

Comparison between four intervention schools and four control schools
The research has selected four out of fifteen intervention schools and four comparison
schools for intensive study. Each category reflects four different school types: Type A and
Type B schools are core schools whereas Type D and E schools are satellite schools (Table
1). In this context, core schools refer to centrally located resource schools, directly connected
to the authorities that support smaller surrounding schools known as satellites. This system is
part of a ‘cluster school’ system that was established by the government in the 1990s. In
terms of socio-economic backgrounds, the main difference derives from being involved in
plantation (Type A and B schools) or rice farming (Type D and E schools). Type B and D
schools are characterized by overcrowded classrooms and many two-shift teachers in contrast
to Type A and E schools.
Given the large development budget in Cambodia, both intervention and comparison schools
received significant amounts of development aid over the last 20 years for infrastructure,
water and sanitation from other agencies than SC. Of particular importance is the UNICEF
Child Friendly School (CFS) program that became nationwide in 2007 at the primary school
level and addressing many of the same issues as “I’m Learning!” (school management,
community involvement, student councils, gender issues, student-centered methodologies,
etc.). It was, therefore, in an already existing CFS context that this research had to determine
the relative importance of improved QLE and student learning outcomes and child
development resulting from the SC “I’m Learning!” interventions.
The research aimed at comparing improvements in student learning outcomes and child
development in the different kinds of schools in relation to the four QLE GPs. Two cohorts of
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students were tracked over three years through a process of pre- and post-test administration
each year. The subject tests focused on literacy, numeracy, and life skills. One cohort was
tracked from Grade 1 over three years to Grade 3 (Cohort 1); another cohort was tracked
from Grade 4 to Grade 6 (Cohort 2). In addition, the student learning outcomes of grades 1, 2,
4, and 5 students of the new academic years were also compared to the student learning
outcomes of grades 1, 2, 4, and 5 of the previous years. The study started with 492 and 265
students in Grade 1 and Grade 4 for the intervention group and ended by 414 students in
Grade 3 and 362 in Grade 6 (the increase of the upper cohort is due to a significant increase
of intervention school D students). The comparison group started with 295 and 203 students
for Grades 1 and 4 and ended with 266 and 168 students in Grades 3 and 6. Descriptive
statistics, Independent Sample T-Test, Paired-Sample T-Test, ANOVA, Pearson Correlation,
and Linear Regressions were used to analyze the mean scores of the two groups.
The quantitative data collection from the test results was complemented with a qualitative
data collection. This derived from interviews with school directors and teachers, classroom
and playground observations, and Focus Group Discussions (FGD) with students in Grades 1
and 4 during the first year of the research, Grades 2 and 5 during the second year of the
research, and Grades 3 and 6 during the third year of the research. While these qualitative
investigations could only be conducted once during the first year of the research, they were
conducted monthly during the last two years of the research (nine months per year). In
addition, the research team also used case study methods to understand development of a
small number of children. In all 24 students in the four intervention schools were selected (six
per school, studying in Grade 1 and Grade 4 during the first year). Interviews were conducted
regularly with their parents at home and with the child at school.

Findings for Research Question 1: “a real difference in reading skills”
After four years of implementation of the “I’m Learning!” pilot, it was found that
intervention school students performed significantly higher in reading (above the average),
significantly higher in math (but still below the average), and significantly higher to a lesser
extent in writing (only Cohort 1, below the average, low effect size) and life skills (only
Cohort 1, above the average, low effect size) based on the results of the three school years
investigated in the research. Students in the lower primary school grades (Grades 1-3) had
better learning outcomes in reading, writing and life skills than did the upper grades (4-6)
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although math scores were nevertheless below the average. Intervention school students
clearly demonstrate a better performance in reading and to a lesser extent in writing and
math. No gender-specific difference was identified.
Table i reported below shows the relative performance of intervention and comparison
schools by subject and grade according to school type. It shows whether the particular
intervention school performed significantly higher than (+), or significantly lower than (-) or
equal to (=) the comparison school.
Table i Comparison of intervention and comparison school performances, by Subject,
Grade and School Type
Learning outcomes
Type A Schools
Reading
Writing
Math
Life Skills
Grade 1
+
+
=
=
Grade 2
+
+
+
=
Grade 3
+
+
+
=
Grade 4
=
=
+
=
Grade 5
=
=
Grade 6
=
=
=
+
Type B Schools
Grade 1
=
=
=
Grade 2
=
+
+
=
Grade 3
=
Grade 4
Grade 5
=
=
+
+
Grade 6
=
=
=
=
Type D Schools
Grade 1
+
+
+
=
Grade 2
+
+
=
=
Grade 3
+
+
+
+
Grade 4
+
=
+
=
Grade 5
+
=
=
=
Grade 6
+
=
=
=
Type E Schools
Grade 1
+
+
=
=
Grade 2
=
=
=
+
Grade 3
+
+
+
+
Note: Grades 1/4: 2014-2015; Grades 2/5: 2015-2016; Grades 3/6: 2016-2017

The total number of students was 787 for Grade 1 (only post-tests), 969 and 718 for Grade 2
(pre-tests and post-tests), 794 and 680 for Grade 3, 549 and 468 for Grade 4, 535 and 552 for
Grade 5, 531 and 407 for Grade 6.
The findings confirm a tendency observed among teachers who demonstrated more
proficiency in teaching reading than in other subjects. These findings also reflect a
programmatic focus on reading skills at the expense of numeracy. Indeed, in the framework
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of “I’m Learning!”, SCI has emphasized literacy (especially reading) more than numeracy:
study games for literacy, reading benchmark for lesson frameworks and standardized tests,
and reading competitions.
Although the quantitative analyses of student learning showed the most pronounced
improvements in literacy (reading) and to a lesser extent in numeracy (still below the
average), few improvements were found in life skills. Nevertheless, qualitative analyses of
student behavior based on observations and interviews showed that intervention school
children are more spontaneously polite towards adults, and many have increased their selfconfidence in learning activities and in interacting with adults. The fact that students are more
spontaneously polite towards adults can be understood from two different points of view: if
this is the case, is it because they are asked to do so, which shows that adults “care” more
about the children at school (QLE GP 4); or are children in the intervention schools more
controlled and submissive (being more polite means greeting adults by bowing while joining
hands)? Nevertheless, students show more self-confidence in interacting with adults, they
dare communicate with their teachers and adults of their community more than comparison
school students. This suggests that after four years of project implementation, intervention
school students are more empowered, but in the framework of a strengthened hierarchical
educational structure (which is not necessarily paradoxical).
In terms of school performance, Intervention School A which, in contrast to other schools,
has been teaching full time since November 2015 (beginning of the third year of
implementation) did not perform better than Comparison School A for Cohort 2 (upper
grades). Intervention School B did not perform better than Comparison School B at the end of
the project for Cohort 1 and Cohort 2. Intervention School D performed significantly better
than Comparison School D in all skills for Cohort 1 but only in reading for Cohort 2.
Intervention School E performed significantly better than Comparison School E in all skills
(no Cohort 2 in Comparison School E).
Therefore, Comparison Schools A and B, both having poor quality learning environments,
still challenge intervention Schools A and B in terms of learning outcomes at the end of the
project. One explanation for this is that Comparison School D has a very low quality of
management, leadership, and teaching willingness (including strong physical punishment).
This school has a majority of male staff, a gender issue that should be understood in the
context of the more general cultural context in which men are well-known for not being
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dedicated to taking care of children. As for Comparison School E, it is a small and remote
school that only includes Grades 1-3 for a few young children, while the direction is located
in another school. In contrast, Comparison Schools A and B show a more dynamic and
quality level school management, leadership and teaching commitment. This could explain
why Comparison Schools A and B still challenge intervention Schools A and B.
In terms of student learning outcomes, Type A schools appear to be the most successful kind
of school among both comparison and intervention schools in all skills, while Type E schools
are the second most successful in the intervention group. Intervention School E is a small
annex school that has demonstrated a remarkable improvement of all QLE GPs over the
project period. Types B and D schools appear to be the least successful school types,
probably because of the high teacher/student ratio and the fact that many teachers teach two
shifts in these schools (as mentioned above).

Findings for Research Questions 2 and 3 (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
Intervention schools have received several awareness raising trainings on child protection
issues. As a result, intervention school teachers have created a “jointly agreed code of
behavior” with their students. This reflects that SCI and the schools agreed to promote quality
learning environments by creating a moral document with the children of each classroom
addressing both teacher and student responsibilities. In comparison schools, the (unwritten)
code of conduct is merely an administrative task for which “nobody cares”. In contrast, the
“jointly agreed code of behavior” in intervention schools is known to the students and has
given them “a voice”. Nevertheless, the observations, interviews and FGDs suggest that what
the children wrote was driven by their teacher and that this document remains “adultcentered”; the FGDs and observations also showed that students and teachers do not pay
attention to it once it has been made.
Regarding prevention of violence and protection of children, the intervention schools have
been trained by SCI in creating a harassment reporting system that is now visible in all
schools. However, the study shows that students do not use it much and that teachers and
directors do not yet engage in child protection measures when they realize that a child faces
domestic violence. Therefore, while awareness on child protection has increased through
trainings and workshops provided by SC over the four years, intervention schools staff have
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not yet changed their behaviors. Furthermore, this reporting system is locally understood as
related to domestic violence rather than school violence.
Intervention schools are, however, more effective in applying ‘positive discipline’ measures
that forbid corporal punishment. These measures contributed to an effective child protection
environment (in both physical and psycho-emotional terms) in intervention school
classrooms. They have led to freer communication between students and teachers and
improved student self-confidence in learning, which was not in evidence in comparison
schools. The environments coexist with stronger learning outcomes in reading and to some
cases in math (still below the average) and writing (only Cohort 1, with low effect size).
Teachers in Type A and E schools appear to be better able to build good classroom
communication and learning environments that exemplify principles of child protection than
is the case in Type B and D schools which struggle with multiple shift teaching and
overcrowded classrooms. Although the research does not show significant differences
between Grades 2/3 and Grades 5/6, it was still observed that in Grade 2 classrooms, the
teachers face more difficulty relating to classroom management. Grade 2 students are very
young, they are easily agitated and do not easily concentrate. Accordingly, teachers may be
tempted to resort to physical punishment in order to have a quiet classroom. In general,
however, discrimination attitudes, e.g. by sex, class or religion, were not observed in any of
the schools and may not be an issue in rural Cambodian primary schools at all
(autochthonous minorities were not involved in this project).
Both in comparison and intervention schools, and because of the MOEYS/CFS health and
hygiene promotion campaigns that have been conducted for many years, students clearly
know that boiled, filtered or clean water prevents disease, contamination, stomach ache and
diarrhea; a clean environment prevents diseases (FGD, interviews). They also know this
information from TV shows, parents, teachers and books. Nevertheless, the research shows
that intervention schools have a healthier environment than do the comparison schools,
mainly because of the student council’s cleaning shift system, operational water systems and
the availability of healthier food. But many boys still appear not to use the bathroom when
they urinate and many children still do not drink clean water. While it could not be
definitively concluded that healthier environments are empirically linked to better learning
outcomes, it seems logical to assume that a lower incidence of stomach ache and other shortterm illnesses help children concentrate more during learning activities.
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In conclusion, although they are significant differences of QLE scores, the qualitative
fieldwork shows that there are no real differences between intervention and comparison
schools in terms of compliance with QLE GP 1 and GP 2 (child protection) when considering
these principles in very broad terms. Furthermore, several sub-standards seemed not to be a
problem in the context of the eight schools, such as “learning environment discrimination
free”, “school is accessible”, “safe learning and safe play areas”, “school disaster
management plan”. There is also no difference between intervention and comparison schools
regarding these sub-standards. Differences are more apparent when defining QLE GP 1 in
terms of ‘positive discipline’ between students and teachers and QLE GP 2 in terms of
‘health and hygiene’ issues. Nevertheless, the quantitative analyses conducted as part of the
research indicated positive correlations between QLE GP 1 and GP 2 and student learning
outcomes in all skills for Grade 3 and 6 (see Tables 6.17 and 6.18).

Findings for Research Question 4 (QLE GP 3)
Based on the qualitative data, such as key informant interviews, focus group discussions, and
observations, a majority of teachers in intervention schools implemented key behavioral
elements that define QLE GP 3. This includes regular lesson planning, group learning, use of
didactic materials such as study games and research activities, and continuous assessment.
This is in contrast to teachers in comparison schools where this was noticeably less in
evidence. Intervention school teachers clearly resort to an enriched set of teaching methods.
The quantitative analysis also shows that there are significant positive correlations between
QLE GP 3 (see Table 6.17 and Table 6.18) and improved learning outcomes (for all skills).
However, this is not true across the board but only in a limited number of cases, such as
Grades 3 and 6.
While there were definitely significant behavioral changes among teachers in intervention
schools relating to QLE GP 3 (as mentioned above), which occurred less frequently in
comparison schools, it could not be established conclusively that there is a direct relationship
between these behavioral changes and improved learning outcomes. However, it seems to be
intuitively correct to assume that improved teaching practices do support improved learning
outcomes. QLE GP 3 allows students to enjoy learning, make learning activities less
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monotonous (thanks to different teaching methods) and because students enjoy learning they
concentrate more and perform better.

Findings for Research Question 5 (QLE GP 4)
The participation of the School Support Committee (SSC), the community and parents in
intervention schools is better than in comparison schools. The greater involvement of the
community in education appears to put pressure on teachers to teach more diligently (e.g.,
coming on time, teaching according to the schedule, etc.) than was true of comparison school
teachers; that is, they are “monitored” by their own community. This “community-based
monitoring” makes teachers and students focus more on learning situations. The
implementation of “I’m Learning!” underlines the importance of the school and makes it a
public affair in which parents are more interested in the school than usual. This compels
directors and teachers to put their reputation at risk more than usually. This could explain
why students demonstrate better learning outcomes than comparison school students, and are
more spontaneously polite towards adults: they are reminded to be polite. The students care
more about their own study as the community involvement makes their study “more
important”.
However, while Intervention Schools A and E show the best community-based monitoring,
Intervention School A is still challenged by Comparison School A in terms of learning
outcomes (for the upper grades), even though Comparison School A has poorer communitybased monitoring. This contradicts the hypothesis of a positive relationship between QLE GP
4 and student learning outcomes. In addition, it has to be noted that Intervention School A
created a good relationship with the community and was among the best schools of the
province in terms of school leadership and reputation before the “I’m Learning!” project. It
also has to be remembered that since November 2015 (beginning of Year 2 research),
Intervention School A has been teaching its students full time, unlike Intervention Schools B,
D and E. But still, it is nevertheless challenged by Comparison School A (for the upper
grades) in terms of learning outcomes.
Comparison School B, which has very poor community involvement, performed better than
Intervention School B at the end of the project. This finding also poses a problem regarding a
supposed positive relationship between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes. In
Intervention Schools D and E, however, students perform much better in reading (Type D)
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and in all skills (Type E) than was true of Comparison Schools D and E which have a very
poor QLE GP 4 rating. Thus, only two schools out of four validated the hypothesis that strong
community engagement as defined under QLE GP 4 will have a positive impact on learning
outcomes.
Quantitative analyses undertaken in this study did confirm a significant positive correlation
between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes in all subjects for Grade 3, and a positive
correlation between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes in reading and math in Grade 6
(for all eight schools). Although the quantitative data analyses do provide some validation for
a link between community support and learning outcomes, this relationship was evident
mainly for math scores only (and surprisingly not for reading) and only for certain grades
(i.e., Grade 6). Thus, the research team is unable to draw any firm conclusions from these
findings and caution against imputing any direct relationships. Furthermore, a relationship
between variables in correlational analysis does not imply that one is the cause of another.
In conclusion, the research aimed to highlight a link between what was defined as
“community-based monitoring” and learning outcomes/child development. That is, it was
believed that the high expectations of students and teachers generated by community-based
monitoring could lead to better student learning outcomes. However, it seems that other
factors, such as full-time teaching, single shifts, and non-crowded classrooms, are more
crucial in terms of influencing learning outcomes than is community involvement.

Community-based monitoring, positive discipline and enriched daily teaching routines
As explained above, intervention schools outperform comparison schools in reading and to a
lesser extent in writing (only Cohort 1, low effect size) and math (still below the average).
However, only two out of four intervention schools outperformed comparison schools. The
observation that Intervention Schools A and B do not show significant differences from
Comparison Schools A and B at the end of the project means that the proposition that QLE
GP 1, GP 2, GP 3 and GP 4 are directly linked with better student learning outcomes (and
child development) cannot be conclusively validated. Notwithstanding this observation, there
are three improvements as a result of implementing the QLE framework of “I’m Learning!”
that relate to improved student learning outcomes, namely community-based monitoring
(QLE GP 4), positive discipline (QLE GP 1) and enriched teaching methods (QLE GP 3).
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Community-based monitoring is a key element that has promoted the effectiveness of “I’m
Learning!”. The enhanced engagement of parents and community members (QLE GP 4)
makes the school more transparent which compels directors and teachers to put their
reputation at risk. That is, increased community engagement raises expectations for school
stakeholders. Furthermore, standardized monthly test results (QLE GP 3) that are shared
publicly in the school, create a peer-to-peer monitoring dynamic among teachers pushing
them to strive for excellence. Although “monitoring” as a key component within “I’m
Learning!” is probably not as valuable as accountability, enthusiasm, willingness, etc.
(because teachers still have to be monitored), “community-based monitoring,” as espoused in
“I’m Learning!”, seems to be more democratic, effective and satisfactory than the traditional
hierarchical monitoring conducted by government officials. Eventually, it pushes teachers to
focus more on the learning situations which in turn facilitates improved student concentration
and time on task.
The enhanced utilization of small student work groups, study games, teaching materials and
Inquiry-Based Learning activities (QLE GP 3) in intervention schools enable teachers to
provide more dynamic and varied daily learning activities. Since these learning situations
express “positive discipline” (QLE GP 1) that forbids corporal punishment, students feel freer
to communicate with their teacher and are more self-confident. Students appear to enjoy
learning, are more active in the classroom, and show higher levels of concentration on
learning tasks.
Thus, Community-based monitoring, positive discipline and varied daily teaching routines
reinforce each other and help increase the time that teachers spend teaching and the time
students spend on tasks during the four hours of daily instruction. It is, therefore, the basis for
an improved connection between students and educational praxis.
The main recommendations based on the findings appear in Box 1.

Box 1 Recommendations

1. Issues of classroom overcrowding and double shift teaching should be addressed in
order to improve the quality of the learning environment. The research shows that
even with effective implementation of positive discipline (GP 1), active teaching
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methods (GP3) and community-based monitoring (GP 4), it is difficult to overcome
the negative effects of these factors (see Types B and D school analyses).

2. SC efforts to develop a comprehensive lesson framework that goes beyond simple
lesson planning is a key component to improve instructional quality and should be
further strengthened. The lesson frameworks incorporate study games (both in
literacy and numeracy) and teaching materials, and they are based on study
programs, manuals and benchmarks. Thus, lesson frameworks promoted within “I’m
Learning!” are effective tools for the teachers in order to prepare lessons based on
active learning methodologies (GP 3).
3. A more balanced approach to strengthening both literacy and numeracy should be
developed in capacity-building and curricular materials development in order to
overcome the current deficient focus on numeracy. It seems necessary to improve the
numeracy study games, and to improve the methodology of the working groups,
specifically regarding the cooperation between students (to set up a clear division of
labour within groups and ensure that all students are on task through teacher
monitoring and clearer directions).
4. After the pilot period, the Provincial Offices of Education (POE) will be responsible
for monitoring the project and continuing the work related to capacity-building for
purposes of sustainability. Thus, the more POE staff members enforce principles of
accountability among themselves and of school directors and teachers, the more
likely it is that the project will demonstrate sustained fidelity to implementation
guidelines and principles. It is also important to consider the District Training and
Monitoring Teams (DTMT) who are available local resources that could be targeted
for the purpose of sustainability. In addition, the degree to which ‘community-based
monitoring’ can be strengthened will also lessen the dependency on district and
provincial level officials. There may also be possible synergies by coordinating with
the efforts of Sida (through the Swedish School Inspectorate Office) and UNICEF,
which are currently strengthening Quality Assurance services to schools along with
the Ministry of Education (the Education Quality Assurance Department – EQAD).
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5. Democratic education and children’s empowerment are key values that underpin the
“I’m Learning!” philosophy. These values are in contrast to “vernacular” hierarchical
values promoted in homes and classrooms as well as patronage values promoted
within the State. Without the internalization of these values, a project like “I’m
Learning!” cannot easily succeed. Indeed, it seems that when teachers apply studentcentered methods, and more generally “I’m Learning!” education principles, they
understand ‘what’ they have to do, but it is not clear that they understand ‘why’ they
have to do it. Formal training materials should be developed to further promote the
understanding of these values by Cambodian educators (e.g., Teacher Training
College personnel) and education officials (e.g., District Training and Monitoring
Team).
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1. Introduction: “I’m Learning!” in rural Cambodia

In spite of recent successes in its educational development mainly with respect to access,
Cambodia’s education system still ranks among the worst in Southeast Asia, particularly with
regards to educational quality. Indeed, general assessments of educational quality rank
Cambodia in the bottom third of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
countries (e.g, World Economic Forum, 2014). The conventional wisdom is to mainly
attribute this state of affairs to the leadership of the education system under Democratic
Kampuchea (1975-79) when many schools were closed and much of the teaching force was
systematically killed (e.g., World Bank, 1994; ADB, 1996). However, Ayres (2000) disputes
this assessment and attributes the deeply rooted problems in the education system not to the
actions of the Khmer Rouge (though these certainly amplified the problems) but to
dysfunctional policy patterns in the education system that were in place long before the
Khmer Rouge. These patterns refer mainly to the failure of policy makers to base the policymaking process on rationalized frameworks and long-term planning. However, many policy
decisions have a political overtone that overrides more practical considerations (Ayres,
1999)1. These educational patterns have important implications for the adoption of more
holistic approaches to educational development, which is the topic of this research.
The contemporary period in the history of Cambodia’s education system starts after the peace
agreements in 1991 that were signed by the warring parties involved in Cambodia’s civil war
(Ayres, 2000). This event occurred against a turbulent geopolitical backdrop: the Soviet bloc
had collapsed and the Vietnamese government left the country; the United Nations brokered
national elections in 1993 and opened a pathway to Human rights and Democracy; and the
Cambodian government opened the borders to a market economy. During the 1990s, a
considerable number of NGOs came to Cambodia, and many have become involved in the
educational sector to work along with the Ministry of Education. As Cambodia re-joined the
community of nations following the civil war, the country also joined the international goals
of Education for all (EFA) initiated in Jomtien in 1990 and reconfirmed in Dakar in 2000.
The decision to make EFA a national policy was important because it is intimately linked to
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An example of this tendency was the decision in 1996 to force all teachers to retire early at the age of 55 years
in order to generate posts for patronage of those who had supported the Royalists during the civil war.
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the International Convention on the Rights of the Child, and aims at full enrollment of the
children of the world in 2015 (from Grade 1 to 9)2. Important sources of funding for the
education system include multi-lateral (e.g., World Bank, Asian Development Bank (ADB),
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the European Union (EU), etc.), bilateral
(Swedish International Development Agency (Sida), United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), etc.) and nongovernmental organizations (e.g., Save the Children, Child Fund, KAPE).
In 2001, Education for All was further supported by the UNICEF educational movement
known as Child Friendly Schools (CFS). The CFS approach to educational development
came about as a result of dissatisfaction with stand-alone, uni-dimensional development
projects that characterized much of the period before 2000. Recent research has demonstrated
the need to address both supply and demand-side issues within the education system when
doing development (e.g., Bredenberg, 2000, 2008; Hopkins et al. 2000). That is, the tendency
of stand-alone projects to ignore other aspects of a child’s environment relevant to learning
often has the effect of undermining such projects, even if the interventions are properly
implemented. CFS methodologies with their focus on the ‘whole’ environment are intended
to address such issues and move development away from uni-dimensional approaches.
CFS is divided into six dimensions with the goal of creating an attractive school for children.
More precisely, CFS aims at raising awareness of health and hygiene issues, at decreasing
gender inequalities, at implementing a “child centered” approach in teaching, at promoting
active learning, and involving children in the school decision making process. Furthermore,
CFS seeks to increase the engagement of communities (parents, villagers, local political
authorities, etc.) in the daily life of the school. In other words, CFS promotes a decentralized
school system.
In 2007, the Cambodian government officially adopted CFS as a national policy (MoEYS,
2007). With CFS came the first holistic approach to primary educational development in
contemporary Cambodia and political promotion of children’s empowerment and democratic
educational values. “I’m Learning!”, initiated by Save the Children Norway and implemented
by Save the Children International in Cambodia in 2013, takes its roots in this historical and
political context.

2
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1.1 A holistic approach: The Quality Learning Environment (QLE) Guiding Principles
“I’m Learning!” is a pilot project, which started in March 2013 in Cambodia, with sister
projects in Zimbabwe and Uganda, and which ended in September 2017. While somewhat
different from the CFS formula promoted by UNICEF (see below), “I’m Learning!” shares a
holistic approach that is an integral element of integrated project designs. The project came at
an opportune time for Cambodia, as there was renewed debate about the effectiveness of
integrated and holistic project approaches, such as CFS, whose implementation process has
been seriously hampered by misunderstandings at national, provincial, district and local
levels (Bernard, 2005; Reimer, 2012; Prigent, 2014). These misunderstandings refer mainly
to the fact that stakeholders have not internalized the principles of CFS; that is, stakeholders
can explain ‘what’ they are doing but not ‘why’ they are doing it. In addition, there has once
again been a shift in development away from integrated project designs towards more unidimensional programming where the focus is again on only one aspect of a child’s learning
environment as opposed to multiple foci (see for example USAID’s Education Strategy,
2011).

Figure 1.1 Child Development according to the four QLE Guiding Principles
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Table 1.1 QLE framework: 28 sub-principles
“I’m Learning!” seeks to provide empirical evidence that holistic-integrated project designs
are not only preferred, but also more effective in achieving positive changes in children’s
learning and psycho-social development. Unlike more conventional CFS projects and their
six dimensions, “I’m Learning!” promotes strong monitoring and an evidence-based
approach, and proposes a QLE concept, divided into four principles: (i) Children’s emotional
and psychological protection; (ii) Children’s physical protection; (iii) Active learning
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processes and improved learning outcomes; (iv) Close collaboration between school and
parents/community (see Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1). These four areas make up what is known
as the QLE framework developed by Save the Children. Interventions within these four QLE
GPs are assumed to have an impact on children’s learning outcomes and development.
2. A framework for the research
The evidence-based approach required separating the programming team from the research
team. While implementing “I’m Learning!” in Cambodia, SCI commissioned KAPE, a local
NGO, to undertake two discrete tasks that include Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of the
program as well as independent research. The research team utilizes a different methodology
guided by specific research purposes (see Chapter 5); unlike the M&E team, those
responsible for the research do not report to SCI Cambodia directly. This ensures the
independence and integrity of research activities while accountability and oversight are
nevertheless provided through direct reporting to the University of Oslo. By utilizing a
formalized approach for its research activities (Chapter 5), the research team seeks to assess
the relationship between QLE GPs and children’s learning outcomes and development during
the school years 2014-2015 (Year 1), 2015-2016 (Year 2) and 2016-2017 (Year 3). Although
the research team takes the M&E findings into account, it aims to provide a different study of
factors compared to M&E tasks.
The research team has examined the implementation process in order to explore how it has
worked. The following two hypotheses that underpin the programme are tested in the study:
1. There is a relationship between the improved quality of a learning environment and
improved quality of learning outcomes and child development in primary schools:
-

The psychosocial environment is positively related to learning outcomes and
child development.

-

The physical environment is positively related to learning outcomes and child
development.

-

Active, child-centred learning is positively related to learning outcomes and
child development.

-

School-community collaboration is positively related to learning outcomes and
child development.

2. The students in intervention schools have better learning outcomes and child
development than students in comparison schools.
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The research aims to answer the following research questions:
1. How do pupils in intervention schools perform in terms of learning outcomes and
child development compared to those in comparison schools?
2. How does the psychosocial environment relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools?
3. How does the physical environment relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools?
4. How does active, child-centered learning relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools?
5. How does school-community collaboration and community participation relate to
learning outcomes and child development in intervention and comparison schools?
To answer the five research questions and provide evidence on the impact of “I’m Learning!”
on students’ learning outcomes and child development, two main conceptual frameworks are
combined: the 4 QLE GPs (and the 28 sub-standards); and the literacy, numeracy, and life
skills framework.
2.1 Use of the QLE framework
The four QLE GPs are the meeting point between SCI implementation and the research in
two ways. First, the research team retains the QLE assessments made by the M&E team
regarding the eight selected schools for the study (see chapter 5). These data help provide a
first impression of the schools and the evolution of the QLE GPs over the school years (20142017) according to the M&E format. As mentioned above, the research however aims to
provide a different study of factors compared to M&E tasks, to the extent that the
methodologies designed for research and M&E are completely different.
Second, the research relies on the QLE framework for the design of research tools for the
fieldwork in the schools. While the M&E data answer (and score) if there is a mechanism in
place or not, the research data (collected monthly) explain if it is used, how it is used and
why. The research, therefore, expands on each of the four GPs, taking into consideration the
28 sub-standards, with facts, data and evidence. The research study compares the four QLE
GPs in intervention and comparison schools in order to assess the relative difference which
the implementation of the QLE principles might make.
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The use of the QLE framework also provides data that will contribute to answering research
questions 2, 3, 4 and 5, i.e. the relationships between an increased quality-learning
environment (using the four QLE GPs) and student learning outcomes/child development
and, therefore, the potentially increased quality-learning environment. Data for student
learning outcomes and child development derive from the literacy, numeracy and life skills
conceptual framework discussed in the following.
2.2 Student learning outcomes and Child development concepts
Learning outcomes can be described as comprising “the knowledge, the behaviours, the
skills or comprehension demonstrated by the learner” (Phillips et al. 2010, p. 2). Student
learning outcomes can be defined as “the knowledge, skills, and abilities that students have
attained as a result of their involvement in a particular set of educational experiences” (Yuba
Community College District (YCCD, 2005, p. 1). This definition suggests that learning
outcomes include not only the knowledge but also the skills and abilities that students acquire
as a result of their involvement in a specific set of educational experiences. This definition
reflects the general trend within the international academic community that is moving away
from the traditional concept of student learning outcomes based primarily on literacy and
numeracy achievement, to a wider definition focused not only on measuring cognitive
knowledge but also on the skills and abilities that are needed and required for success in the
labor market.
Because “I’m Learning!” research and monitoring activities follow a child-rights based
approach, the definition of learning outcomes necessarily emphasizes self-development and
self-actualization in order to promote children’s empowerment. This dimension of learning
outcomes is particularly important in a world that is fast becoming more liberalized and
globalized. Individuals have to rely on themselves to find the key to their development and
face “government” forces (referring to Michel Foucault’s philosophy, 2004) that may
pressure them in various ways. Such pressures may come from the State, international
organizations, the market economy, competitive access to economic resources, and
adulthood, among others. Children, who have rights, who “have a voice”, definitely need to
become more empowered as part of their school life; hence, they need to be able to rely on
themselves to live in a more complex political, social, and economic world. Furthermore,
empowering one’s childhood is particularly relevant as it relates to the ability to face
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potential violence within the family and the community (e.g., domestic violence, sexual
abuse, street life, and extreme poverty).
The terms ‘skills’ and ‘abilities’ in this context refer to the capacities needed in any activity,
such as good communication, the ability to interact with others, collaboration, problem
solving, and critical thinking. These skills and abilities enable individuals to interpret reality
correctly and to adapt and learn. These are essential characteristics for success in the present
labour market. As a recent Work Bank report (2012) highlighted, Cambodian employers
perceive the sharpest skills shortages in senior management and, more specifically, it is the
soft skills that are considered as the most important type of skills lacking in the work force.
There seems to be a growing consensus in the international community of the importance of
creating some sort of standardized tool to measure the quality of education services rather
than just measuring access to these services. This is reflected in the ongoing discussion in the
Learning Metric Task Force, supported by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), through its Institute for Statistics, and the Center for

Universal Education at Brookings “to catalyze a shift in the global conversation on education
from a focus on access to access plus learning” (UNESCO, 2013).
Following the above literature on the concept of Student Learning Outcomes, the Cambodia
research team decided to pay particular attention to the Life Skills policy officially adopted
by the government (MoEYS, 2006). This approach, in line with the guidelines provided by
Save the Children, allows the study to have a standard definition that details precise domains
for student learning outcomes through the main subjects in the curriculum (see below).
Child development generally describes the various stages of growth that each child
experiences while becoming an adult, passing through different stages of physical, socialemotional, and cognitive growth. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC, 1989) explicitly mentions the importance of child development as a human right.
The Convention, ratified by the Royal Government of Cambodia in 1992, acknowledges the
rights of all children to education with explicit reference to their development.
The reviewed literature offers a variety of definitions of Child Development which specify
areas in which any child should grow and develop depending on age and stimulations
received. Child development is commonly defined through milestones, stages, or theories in
reference to the biological, psychological and emotional changes that occur in human beings
between birth and adolescence.
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Each age has specifications. The World Bank (2013) defines child development in three
areas: “Physical development, Psycho-social and emotional development, Cognitive and
language development” (par. 6). United Kingdom Government Department of Education
(2014) considers 3 crucial areas in child development: “Communication and language,
Physical development, and Personal, social and emotional development” (p. 4). UNICEF
(2013 p. 10) defines child development as: “Physical health and motor development; Socioemotional development; Development of approaches to learning; Language development,
literacy and communication; Cognitive development and general knowledge acquisition”.
The literature offers several child development definitions, but physical, socio-emotional,
language (or communication and language) and cognitive development are areas common to
all definitions although they are grouped in different ways depending on the purpose.
2.3 Literacy, Numeracy and Life skills
Following the literature review, the research team decided to pay particular attention to the
Cambodian Life Skills Policy (MoEYS, 2006), created as a complement to the literacy and
numeracy skills, in the analysis of Student learning outcomes and Child development.
According to the MoEYS (2004), Life Skills are defined as “the intellectual, personal,
interpersonal and vocational skills that enable informed decision-making, effective
communication, and coping and self-management skills that contribute to a healthy and
productive life to ensure successfully solving daily problems [sic]” (p. 8). In addition, the
Life Skills Policy 2006 defines two main categories of skills: “basic skills and career skills”
(MoEYS, 2006, p. 1). In this policy, basic skills are divided into “foundational skills,
(numeracy and literacy), general skills and pre-vocational skills while career skills include
simple vocational skills and vocational skills” (pp. 1-2).
Vocational skills are not included in the definition of life skills because this refers to subjects
that students study as part of the Elective Vocational Education Program (EVEP) or at Upper
Secondary level. The EVEP was intended to provide hard skills to students who would not be
entering a tertiary institution after high school. Making EVEP topics elective aimed at
operationalizing

youth

empowerment

principles.

EVEP

topics

include

ICT,

Accounting/Business Management, Local Vocational Technical Subjects, Tourism, and Art
Education (Leang, 2014). In addition, simple career skills, taught as part of the Local Life
skills program (LLSP), are also excluded.
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Although the Life Skills Policy allocates time for teaching (2 hours per week), LLSP
implementation depends on the ability of each school to find its own funds and the
government does not provide a specific budget or lesson plans for implementation. Although
the government has recently adopted a life skills curriculum complete with existing lesson
plans, this has been designed primarily for lower secondary school level. Nevertheless, the
absence of overt life skills support often results in an absence of LLSP implementation in
schools, especially where NGOs are not present (World Bank, 2012).
General life skills and pre-vocational skills are integrated into the school curriculum, and
hence should be acquired through the teaching of the four main school subjects (Khmer,
Math, Science and Social Studies). Life skills can therefore be considered as a cross cutting
theme in all main subjects. In addition, the curriculum standards at Grades 3, 6 and 9 define
the key learning outcomes for students at these levels. These include life skills outcomes.
Furthermore, the curriculum standard comment specifies activities that aim to develop these
skills (see Figure 2.2).

Khmer

Math

Social studies

Science

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

• Daily Life
(Moral Civics)
• Culture
• Group work
• Literacy
• Numeracy

•
•
•
•
•
•

Daily life
Group work
Creativity
Literacy

Daily Life
Group work
Problem solving
Critical thinking
Numeracy

Daily Life
Hygiene
Group work
Literacy
Numeracy
Problem solving

Life Skills

Figure 2.1 Life skills in the curriculum
Source: adapted from MoEYS, 2006

As a second step, the research team validated the Cambodian classification against other
international standards. The team compared the Student Learning Outcomes (Foundational,
General and Pre-vocational Skills) provided by the policy (MoEYS, 2006), to the
specifications contained in the Curriculum Standards (MoEYS, 2003), the domains and subdomains provided by the Learning Matrix Team Force Report 2 (LMTF, 2013). LMTF
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Report 2 was considered a relevant source of comparison considering that LMTF is the main
forum for educational stakeholders to discuss the quality of teaching and student learning
outcomes.
In particular, the team compared the division provided by the LMTF in 7 domains to the one
present in the Curriculum standards for Grades 3, 6 and 9 (MoEYS, 2003) as defined for the
four main subjects (Khmer, Mathematics, Social Studies and Science). The latter contains, as
mentioned above, a specification of the different Life Skills included in the curriculum,
providing details on what learners are expected to know and do depending on the grade.
In comparing LMTF criteria and curriculum standards, all learning domains correspond
except for two. Mental health and awareness and the use of digital technology are present in
the LMTF framework but not in the curriculum standards. Although not specifically
mentioned in the MoEYS curriculum, mental health promotional activities in schools are
implicitly present (e.g. programmes supporting child-friendly schools are national policy in
Cambodia). Secondly, awareness and use of digital technology is not part of MoEYS
priorities in Primary Education (MoEYS, ICT Policy, 2010). This is mainly due to lack of
funds for initial investments. However, a few NGOs are introducing the use of technology
and this might become a trend in Cambodia in the coming years.
This comparison helped in validating the decision to adopt the life skills model defined in the
MoEYS Life Skills Policy (2006). Whilst the classification provided in the Life Skills policy
does not give a detailed definition, all 7 domains defined in the LMTF report could be
identified. In the research, three Life Skills categories are applied:
1. Hygiene and sanitation
2. Morality (& Civics), Safety and Daily life
3. Critical thinking and problem solving
This provisional definition of Life Skills supported the provisional wider definition of
Student Learning Outcome for the research, as summarized in Figure 2.3.
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Numeracy

Student Learning
Outcomes

Literacy

Hygiene and
sanitation

Life Skills

Morality (& Civics),
Safety and Daily
life
Critical thinking
and problem
solving

Figure 2.2 Student learning outcomes: provisional definition for the research

This first specification of Life Skills categories was presented and further analyzed when all
three research teams (Cambodia, Uganda and Zimbabwe) met in Gulu, Uganda in February
2014. In the attempt to operationalize and define Learning Outcomes, a final common
definition of Life Skills was agreed upon, with the identification of five types that each
country would adopt (Figure 2.3).
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Numeracy

Health and
Hygiene
Student Learning
Outcomes

Literacy

Moral, ethical and
citizenship skills
Life Skills

Critical thinking
and problem
solving
Self-regulation
skills
Interpersonal skills
and
communication

Figure 2.3 Student Learning Outcomes: final definition

The Cambodian team agreed on the following definitions for each area based on the Life
Skills Policy (2006):
Critical thinking and problem solving
Critical thinking refers to the ability to undertake clear and effective decision-making through
a combination of reasoned judgments, reflection, flexible thinking, taking alternative
perspectives, and analysis in solving problems. Critical thinking and effective decisionmaking lead to the ability to solve problems, think independently, and be creative.
Health and hygiene
Hygiene life skills refer to practices and personal habits that help to maintain health and
prevent the spread of disease. These skills include good personal hygiene (bodily cleanliness,
clean clothes, etc.), good eating habits, clean food preparation, disease prevention practices
(e.g., covering one´s mouth when coughing), good hygiene practices, as well as respecting
and maintaining the environment (clean, natural environment).
Moral, ethical, and citizenship skills
Moral and ethical life skills refer at one level to the ability to distinguish between right and
wrong both for the good of oneself and others. Such skills are defined by social and cultural
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understanding or agreement about what is good for the individual as well as for the collective
whole in society. At a higher level, these skills refer to the ability to use one´s knowledge of
morals to make sound moral choices and actions that are both individually and socially
beneficial. It is the way people value and honor the dignity and rights of others in order to
guarantee everyone´s well-being.
The notion of right and wrong may be defined by the Buddhist teaching of goodness begets
goodness, evil begets evil. In this context then, the Golden Rule (Do unto others what you
want others to do unto you) may also apply.
Self-regulation skills
Self-regulation skills refer to the ability to monitor and control own behavior, emotions, and
thoughts according to the demands of the situation. It includes self-discipline, time
management, self-awareness, and ability to adapt to and follow the norms of a given context
and/or situation.
Interpersonal skills and communication
Interpersonal communication skills are defined as the ability to interact, cooperate, and
convey information to others (either an individual or a group) in a positive manner that may
entail verbal communication, active listening, and appropriate non-verbal behaviour (e.g.,
body language, gesturing, facial expressions, etc.). Such skills seek to enable an individual to
be positively assertive (i.e., respectful of others), to defend one’s rights, resolve conflicts
peacefully, and ask questions that can facilitate understanding, the completion of a task, or
other personal needs.
The definitions above have been agreed on after reviewing various literature (e.g. WHO
2014), analysis of the national curriculum and life skills policy in Cambodia and discussions
within the research team. Some of the definitions therefore, represent modifications of
already existing definitions of the terms, adapted to this specific study and situation.
The five Life Skills categories help examine the internalization of the QLE GPs since they
refer to psychological and emotional protection (QLE GP 1), physical protection (QLE GP
2.2, 2.3, 2.6, 2.7), and active learning (QLE GP 3, notably 3.10, 3.11, 3.12). These life skills
were used to develop the methodological tools in order to assess student knowledge of life
skills (Level 1, see below), to analyze the relationship between students and teachers, and
children among themselves, and to assess child development (Level 2 and 3, see Chapter 5).
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Literacy, numeracy and life skills framework
The literacy, numeracy, and life skills framework helps conduct the empirical analysis of
student learning outcomes and child development.
The research team first uses quantitative tools (pre-test and post-tests among the student
cohorts) to assess the student learning outcomes through literacy, numeracy and life skills.
While the tools were developed by the SC M&E team, data collection was conducted
independently (tool development and data collection process are described in detail in
Chapter 5.4.1). A second dimension of the research is qualitative tools to assess the student
learning outcomes and child development through literacy, numeracy and life skills
(classroom and playground observations, interviews with teachers and students). Doing so, it
is possible to compare intervention and comparison schools, school types, grades and gender.
The quantitative and qualitative assessments of student learning outcomes and child
development (through literacy, numeracy and life skills) are combined with the data related to
the four QLE GPs in order to answer the five research questions.
In the following, previous research on the relevance of implementing a QLE framework and
its effect on educational improvement, quality of learning outcomes, and child development
is examined in order to position this study in the context of existing knowledge.
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3. Literature Review about the QLE framework
This chapter does not pretend to cover all literature in this regard, but rather provides the
main thematic fields that are relevant to the stated research purposes. As will appear, the
literature shows substantial evidence that a good quality learning environment leads to an
improved level of quality in children’s learning.
3.1 QLE in a macro-context
The delivery of a QLE up to the level of the macro-context situates the learners. This view is
discussed in the work of UNESCO/IBE in Botswana and South Africa (cited in OECD,
2009), which states that quality improvement is more than the intervention made in the
immediate surroundings of the learner in school. In order for a QLE to provide maximum
benefit, its design should consider the role and influence of the structural or systemic context
of a society or a culture that may exist and strongly affects children’s learning and
development. The environment must be improved not solely at the “level of instruction” or
program “delivery system”, but in its “full context” – a wider societal and global scope – to
create a long lasting impact on teaching and learning in school. The macro-context, while
considering the importance of specific aspects of student characteristics and classroom
environmental factors, takes up the larger culture and societal context as crucially important
for children’s development (Ableser, 2011).
3.2 QLE in an ecological context
An illustration of the macro-context model was developed in the West and was mainly
inspired by an ecological theory of human development (Bronfenbrenner, 1989). The model
known as, ‘Teaching for All to Learn Ecological Model” (TFAL) has its focus on the
interaction and relationship between the learner, the teacher, the teaching practice, and the
larger context in which teaching-learning occurs (Ableser, 2011). The ecological model
provides a two-fold view of the overall environment: the macro-context and the microcontext. The macro-context is the wider global and societal context that includes the
influences through a multidisciplinary view of human functioning. The micro-context refers
to the immediate school, home and community surrounding the child.
A dominant feature of the ecological TFAL model is its strong emphasis on ‘exemplary
practices’ that promote efficient learning, compared and contrasted through research across
contexts. The TFAL exemplary teaching practices include:
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1) Educational values, beliefs and philosophies that support teaching for all to learn;
2) Focusing on learning that is relevant, purposeful, meaningful and meaning making;
3) Focusing on learning and learning outcomes; 4) Facilitating learning; 5) Learnercentered active engagement by providing a range of techniques and authentic learning
opportunities to meet the needs, interests and styles of all learners; 6) Assessing and
supporting learners’ strengths, interests, needs and learning styles to ensure their
success; 7) Demonstrating respect, fairness and care of learners’ development and
learning to ensure success; 8) Creating a community of learners; 9) Intentional and
purposeful curriculum planning; 10) Exemplary teaching practices across educational
contexts; and 11) Engaging in reflective practice (Ableser, 2012, pp. 67-68).
3.3 QLE in a cross-cultural context
Culturally-sensitive Learning Environment Quality (CLEQ) is another model that aims to
address issues that are cultural in nature. This model investigates factors that should be
considered when designing the learning environment in relation to the cultural disposition of
the learner. To provide a culturally sensitive and responsive classroom environment, a cross
cultural QLE framework has been tried in Indonesia and Australia (Fisher & Waldrip, 2002).
The CLEQ framework, with its corresponding evaluation instrument (Waldrip & Fisher,
2000), was devised to guide science educators in constructing culture-friendly teaching and
learning of science in the classroom. The framework was based on the observed difficulties
of children coming from non-Western traditions of knowledge when they learn science in
school. The model postulates that science is not a neutral form of knowledge but is bound to
the indigenous patterns of conceptual development of people doing it (Fisher & Waldrip,
1999). Except for its specific orientation to a cross-cultural approach to science teachinglearning, CLEQ is similar to QLE in its structure and components.
A second pattern of thought views QLE as the provision of an improved environment in the
context of the school and its interaction with the home/community. This is a micro-context
model, which is discussed further in later sections of this literature review. The SCI QLE
model falls into this typology, as does the CFS model.
3.4 The quality of QLE programs and effectiveness of educational improvement
The QLE model of educational intervention has been associated more with the notion of
program delivery. It has been understood as the basis for an assessment of program quality
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(e.g. effectiveness and efficiency in delivery). The focus is on using the QLE framework as
an administrative standard for guiding the school in its work for children within the
educational structure. An example in the area of early childhood education, the Early
Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) in the United States, has been
implemented for many years guiding the design and implementation of Early Childhood
Environments (ECE) for young children in many states. The framework has provided a
national standard for looking at quality in ECE provision both at the policy and the classroom
level. A review of the framework was done and identified an urgent need to develop a
conceptual definition and measures of learning quality. The concept of quality needs to be
translated in operational terms that can enlighten ECE professionals on what quality means in
the learning of children (La Paro et al., 2012).
In another instance, the American Institute for Research conducted a five-year project on
improving educational quality that formed an Educational Quality Framework (EQF) for
Ghana, Uganda, Mali, South Africa and Guatemala. The framework has similarities with
QLE and has its focus on developing standards for programs of instruction that will be
gauged in terms of defined levels of numeracy and literacy, an environment that enables
learning to take place, make instructional resources available to all teachers and pupils, and
provide teachers with levels of education qualified to facilitate student learning. Similarly, the
EQF is centered on program quality while it assumes an implicit concept of quality in
learning outcomes.
Related to this view of QLE, some pieces of work relate to the concept of quality implied in a
QLE framework for improving the teaching-learning environment. These include the
following reports:
•

The EFA Global Monitoring Report summarizes the quality of a QLE program in four
characteristics comprising effectiveness, equality, relevance, and sustainability. In the
same report, unique features of a supportive learning environment were identified in
‘high-performance’ successful countries (Canada, Cuba, Finland, and Korea), such as
high esteem for the teaching profession, continuity of policy in education, a high level
of public commitment to education, and an extremely high level of energy among the
main stakeholders: learners, teachers, and parents (UNESCO, 2004).

•

Johannessen (2006), in a SCN report cited by Stephens (2003), noted the four
characteristics of a good learning environment: efficiency in meeting goals; relevance
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to human and environmental conditions; encouraging exploration of new ideas,
excellence, creativity; and special education for all.
•

Briseid and Osnes (2013), based on an OECD Report from 2010 (pp. 123-124), cite
seven features of an effective learning environment:
1) The learning environment recognizes the learners as its core participants,
encourages their active engagement and develops in them an understanding of their
own activity as learners; 2) The learning environment is founded on the social nature
of learning and actively encourages well-organized cooperative learning; 3) The
learning professionals within the learning environment are highly attuned to learner
motivation and the key role of emotions in achievement; 4) The learning environment
is acutely sensitive to the individual differences among the learners, including their
prior knowledge; 5) The learning environment devises programs that demand hard
work from and challenge all participants without excessive overload; 6) The learning
environment operates with clarity of expectations and deploys assessment strategies
consistent with these expectations; there is strong emphasis on formative feedback to
support learning; and 7) The learning environment strongly promotes ‘horizontal
connectedness across areas of knowledge and subjects as well as to the community
and the wider world.

The above account, especially point 7 from the OECD Report, is highly congruent with
pieces of work reviewed beforehand. They are also reflective, more or less, of a balanced
view of the nature of learning and development of children as well as backing widely
accepted and wide-ranging theoretical explanations of child development.
In his research on human environments, Moos (1979) singled out the preference of a diverse
environment. He found three general categories that can be used to describe diverse learning
environments:
1) relationship dimensions which identify the nature and intensity of personal
relationships within the environment and assess the extent to which people are
involved in the environment and support and help each other; 2) personal
development dimensions which assess personal growth and self-enhancement; and 3)
system maintenance and system change dimensions which involve the extent to which
the environment is orderly, clear in expectations, maintains comparison, and is
responsive to change (p. 26).
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Studies have also been conducted to assess improved learning environment and student
outcomes. For instance, an evaluation study by Peisner-Feinberg, Schaaf and LaForett (2013)
aimed to explore the impacts of a pre-kindergarten program in the state of Georgia. The study
was conducted during 2011–2012 and consisted of observations of classroom quality in a
random sample of 100 of Georgia’s Pre-K classrooms. The assessments of the language,
literacy, math, general knowledge, and behavioral skills were particularly carried out on a
sample of 509 children attending the classrooms over the Pre-K program year. The findings
revealed that children’s growth in many areas had progressed at a greater rate during the time
they participated in Georgia’s Pre-K Program than would be expected for normal
developmental growth. The findings also showed that the factors predicting greater growth in
skills included “individual level of English proficiency, having a higher proportion of nonEnglish-speaking children in the classroom, and attending a pre-K program in a local school
system” (p. 2). That is, the most consistent predictor of growth was the level of English
proficiency in children at lower levels of proficiency who make greater gains in most
language and literacy, math, and general knowledge skills.
Tanner (2009) studied student outcomes in different school environments with a particular
focus on school design. The study was set out to compare achievements with three school
design classifications that included “movement and circulation, day lighting, and views” (p.
381). A sample of seventy-one schools was studied by using a ten-point Likert scale to
compare students’ reading comprehension, social studies, language and arts, reading
vocabulary, mathematics, and science. Significant findings were found in reading vocabulary,
language, arts, reading comprehension, mathematics, and sciences. The study outlined
implications for designing new schools and modifying existing structures.
A study examining how resources for privileged students affected their academic
performance was conducted by Chiu and Khoo (2005). A questionnaire and tests were
completed by fifteen-year-olds from 41 countries. The results showed that students with more
resources in their country, family, or school, tended to score better in all subjects. In contrast,
students in countries with higher inequality, being underprivileged, or having an unequal
supply of certified teachers tended to score lower. Parental job status also had a higher effect
on underprivileged students’ achievement and those who tended to score lower. These results
suggest that there is a link between students’ equal opportunity and their achievement.
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The study by Milesi and Gamoran (2006) examined the effects of class size on achievement
in kindergarten. The study used data from a nationwide survey, the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study–Kindergarten Class of 1998–99. In response to concerns about
selectivity, teacher fixed-effect models were also estimated. In an effort to understand the
inconsistent findings of the past, the authors examined classroom conditions that may affect
the link between class size and academic achievement, and also considered whether class size
had different effects for different groups of students. No evidence of class-size effects on
student achievement in either reading or mathematics was found, and the results indicated
that class size is equally insignificant for students from different race/ethnic, economic, and
academic backgrounds. Instructional activities offer significant boosts to achievement, but the
effects of instruction do not differ between small and large classes. The study discussed why
the small class size advantage evidenced by experimental research might not generalize to
non-experimental, naturally occurring settings throughout the nation.
A longitudinal study by Pianta and Belsky et al. (2008) set out to examine the classroom
supports that predict trajectories of achievement in reading and math over a period of 54
months to fifth grade. The results revealed a minor correlation between observed emotional
quality of teacher-child interactions and growth. Additionally, growth in math achievement
showed a small positive relationship with observed emotional interactions and exposure to
math activities. A significant interaction was found between quality and quantity of
instruction for reading such that at higher levels of emotional quality, there was less of a
negative association between amounts of literacy exposure and reading growth.
A study by Macneil, Prater and Busch (2009) investigated the differences in school climates,
namely “Exemplary, Recognized, and Acceptable” as well as their impacts on student
learning outcomes. The study measured 10 dimensions of the Organizational Health
Inventory in 29 schools in southern Texas, and included 1,727 teachers and 24,684 students.
Significant differences were revealed on all 10 dimensions of the Organizational Health
Inventory. The findings also suggested that students achieved higher test scores in schools
with healthy learning environments.
A study by Byrnes and Bury (2007) compared student achievement of middle schools to K–8
schools, and newly formed K–8 schools. The samples of the study included 40,883 students
in five cohorts of Grade VIII students in 95 schools. The study revealed that the students of
older K–8 schools performed significantly better than middle school students. Considering
21

school characters, the differences in student achievement can be explained by different
student and teacher populations, grade sizes, and school transition. However, there was no
significance found in newer K–8 schools, despite having smaller class size and lower
transition rates.
A study by Valentine (1979), as cited by Sylva (1994), discussed the study of impact of the
American program called “Head Start” which was funded for two decades with the
expectation of breaking the cycle of poverty. The study had a simple comparison design and
employed IQ or attainment tests of pre-school graduates compared to a comparison group of
children with no pre-school experiences. However, the evaluations of the programme focused
on measures of intelligence as the main outcome, and found no significant difference between
Head Start children and comparison ones.
Hommes and Van der Molen (2012) studied the effects of life skills, particularly in a selfinstruction training program in communication skills for psychology students at the Open
University of the Netherlands, comparing it to a completely supervised training program. The
program was expected to increase students’ knowledge and skills, self-efficacy, and
motivation concerning the use of skills. In addition, it was expected that both training
programs would help students to transfer these skills into their daily life situations after one
year of training. The findings showed that the self-efficacy program reached almost all
expectations and were comparable to those of another supervised training. The conclusion
was drawn that the effectiveness of a self-instruction program could be a good model for
communication skills training for other groups.
A longitudinal study by Bursal (2013) sought to investigate changes in science academic
achievement, with a focus on grade and gender of 222 elementary students from 4th and 8th
grades, and to conduct an analysis on students’ successful performance from Grades VI to
VIII on a Level Determination Exam during the entire study. The 222 elementary students
(116 boys and 106 girls) were from a school in the city of Yozgat, Kadışehri province of
Turkey. Based on the findings, consistency in the results of the national achievement results
were found while a significant decrease was seen in elementary students’ science academic
achievement when their grade levels increased. The analysis of the differences in science
academic achievement by gender also showed a significant difference between science scores
of Grades IV – VIII. Girls were consistently found to have slightly higher science success
than boys. The difference, moreover, was statistically significant when the grade level
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increased. It was recommended to focus on the low performance students, and improve
comparative achievement by gender.
A study by Bayazit (2013) investigated students’ life skills, particularly with respect to
thinking processes regarding real-world problems. Data collection methods included written
exams and semi-structured interviews of 116 students for Grades VII and VIII from four
different schools in Kayseri, Turkey. The results indicated that most of the students
overlooked the problems related to real-life situations. In addition, most of the students
showed limited capacity to use alternative approaches and appropriate strategies. Most of
these students were also not able to utilize the instruments as a conceptual tool to delve into
real situations. Rather, students used these models as part of their routines, rules, procedures,
and actual knowledge uncritically.
3.5 Quality of learning and development, quality of outcomes
The Child Rights movement has shaped much of the work for improving the quality of life
for children. Much has been said about the role of education in achieving this goal. In recent
years much has also been argued in favor of people taking a new perspective of the role of
children in the teaching-learning process in school. The view of a passive learner has been
contested for its unfair treatment of the child in the classroom, depriving the child of an
opportunity to both express and assert her/his right for an authentic education and deserved
participation in its process.
QLE has the welfare of the child as its basic rationale and goal. As previously discussed in
the above literature review, there is, however, a danger to neglect this basic foundation of any
educational strategy for improving children’s learning and development. There is the pitfall
of putting too much focus and work in developing a neat framework of principles and
activities that can deliver the intended learning quality but having very little grasp of what
“quality in learning” means in the first place. There is a need to look at what quality learning
or development indeed means on behalf of and for the maximum benefit of major
stakeholders, primarily the child and the family.
The need for a clear statement of an educational goal that is responsive to the needs of the
country and people is still an ongoing issue in Cambodia. In terms of the research issue in this
study, a broad spectrum of views has been found as regards the country’s goals for learning.
The aim of the review was to have a good conceptual understanding of what kind of learning
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is intended by the country. The goals and outcomes found in different sources and documents
come in a continuum ranging from the very basic outcomes, such as functional
literacy/numeracy and life skills intended in the EFA National Plan 2003-2015 as well as the
minimum learning competencies prescribed in the general curriculum, to the more complex,
but vaguely defined outcomes expressed in the CFS and Life Skills Policy statements
provided by MoEYS, (2006; 2007).
There is now worldwide overemphasis on testing domain-based outcomes of what is often
referred to as logico-mathematical knowledge. There is an imbalance in representing what
children are capable of learning. The testing of outcomes of this type may have served the
purpose of delivering emergency interventions to many deprived educational systems in
developing countries. It does not fulfill, however, the purpose of securing every child’s right
to develop her/his fullest potential. QLE interventions would have to seek ways to create a
learning environment that safeguards this right constantly and consistently.
QLE work in other contexts may provide insights as to the meaning of the quality in
children’s learning and development. The concept of holistic learning and development,
which is central in this study, can be found in other studies. In one of the significant works, it
is accounted as follows: The UNESCO Delors Commission gave a broad definition of good
learning in general categories such as: learning to know, learning to do, learning to live
together, and learning to be. Chitty (in Barrett et al., 2006) defined good or desirable learning
as human fulfillment, preparation for work, and learning for social progress.
Walsh and Gardner (2011) believe that good learning is what people call ‘experiential
learning’, a popularly held view of learning particularly in the early childhood sector.
Experiential learning was originally conceptualized in the work of Dewey and further
informed by more recent developments in the personal constructivist theory of knowledge by
Piaget, the sociocultural theory of human development by Vygotsky, and the multiple
intelligence theory by Gardner. Gardner and Walsh’s (2011) study identified and documented
a number of desirable key features of experiential learning, such as:
1- Children should be actively interested and engaged in their learning (keywords:
motivation and concentration); 2- Children need to be independent and have a
measure of comparison over their own learning (keyword: independence); 3- Children
must feel secure in their learning environment (keywords: confidence and well-being);
4- Children should learn in the company of others (keywords: social interaction and
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respect); 5- Children's learning must be holistic and must cover a variety of skills and
knowledge (keywords: multiple skill acquisition); and 6- Children's metacognitive
thinking skills must be harnessed (keywords: higher-order thinking skills) (p. 3).
3.6 Tools for assessing learning and development
The way a learning condition affects the process and outcomes it produces has been a longtime research interest of educators and social scientists. In addition to the difficult task of
uncovering the nature of the learning process is the challenge of how to demonstrate the
nature and magnitude of its outcome or product.
As discussed earlier, there has been a pre-occupation of assessing learning outcomes through
standardized domain-based testing, e.g. OECD countries and PISA (Programme for
International Student Assessment) scores (OECD, 2009). There is a predominance of studies
on measures and indicators of learning quality as reflected in literacy and numeracy
achievement testing. This so-called economist model of testing learning outcomes (typified
by World Bank project studies) uses test outcomes to assess the effectiveness and efficiency
of educational intervention programs on which large sums of aid or loan money is invested
by the government. Since standard tests often use multiple-choice format, it underestimates
student performance revealing very little information on what the child really knows or can
do (Baker, no date). There is little benefit in spending huge amounts of money on these
limited accounts of what especially the poor children can actually learn in school to uplift
their wellbeing.
Walsh and Gardner (2011), with the view of experiential learning in mind, looked at one
possible alternative in assessing the effectiveness of teaching-learning in early childhood
classrooms. They proposed to take the child's experience to be the basis of assessment.
Assessment should be guided by an experiential learning construct that is promoted in a
corresponding experiential learning environment. The quality of the learning environment is
defined as the measure of the interaction between three elements of an interactional triangle:
the child, the adult, and their physical environment. The assessment of child learning may be
conducted through an observation of this interactive process. To assess the quality and level
of interaction and outcomes, the study developed an observation schedule called the Quality
Learning Instrument (QLI).
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3.7 Conclusion
The reviewed literature shows that there is substantial evidence that a good quality learning
environment leads to an improved level of quality in children’s learning. It shows that there is
credibility in assuming this relationship. The review, however, also disclosed gaps,
particularly as regards the conceptualization and operationalization of quality in the concept
of “quality learning environment” and of “quality in children’s learning and development”.
In this research, the definitions of children’s learning outcomes and development derive from
the literacy, numeracy and life skills framework (see above). The quality of the learning
environment is defined in the context of specific social realities and actions that emerge from
the fieldwork. The research does not aim at discussing “what quality is” (in other words to
discuss the relevance or meaning of the designed QLE framework). It rather studies the
potential relationship between the QLE framework and student learning outcomes and child
development, i.e. whether “I’m Learning” influences student knowledge and behaviors and if
so, then how and to what extent? In the context of the existing scientific knowledge of QLE
(reviewed above), the research presents itself as an empirical rather than a theoretical study
which can hopefully be useful for both practitioners and academics working on issues related
to the importance of a QLE for education in terms of learning outcomes and child
development.
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4. “I’m Learning!” in the Cambodian context
This section presents the Cambodian educational context (schools before “I’m Learning!”)
and follows up the “I’m Learning!” implementation process in Cambodia. Section 4.1 is an
introduction to primary school functioning in Cambodia, including information on teacher
education, local cultural educational values, and key reforms by the Ministry of Education
and international organizations over the past twenty years. The aim is to provide information
on the pre-existing social, cultural and political educational context for “I’m Learning!”.
Section 4.2 provides an overview of the main actions by SCI in the four selected intervention
schools (see Chapter 5) within the framework of “I’m Learning!” (2013-2017), including the
involvement of provincial level government stakeholders, school management and
leadership, teaching methods, action research and cooperative reflexivity. In other words, it
shows how SC-Cambodia internalized the 4 QLE GPs and its 28 sub-standards in a singular
and contextualized project.
4.1 General context and observations on school functioning
The Ministry for Education, Youth, and Sport (MoEYS) manages all public schools
throughout the country although direct oversight rests with the Provincial and District Offices
of Education, Youth, and Sport. The main responsibility for school oversight at national level
rests with the Directorate-General of Education and its Departments of Early Childhood
Education (ECE), Primary Education, Secondary Education, Curriculum Development, and
Teacher Training. Each of these departments has counterpart offices at provincial level.
Responsibility for policy development and curriculum is still highly centralized despite
official rhetoric to decentralize.
There are 25 Provinces and Municipalities in Cambodia (including the Municipality of
Phnom Penh) and, as noted above, each has a Provincial Office of Education (POE), which
exercises control over schools within its jurisdiction, including teacher appointments and
deployments. There are 18 Provincial Teacher Training Centers (PTTCs) across the country
which prepare teachers before they are assigned to schools. Within provinces, District Offices
of Education (DOEs) exercise direct supervision of primary schools (secondary schools are
overseen at the provincial level). The 185 DOEs vary greatly in size and resources from large
offices overseeing more than 100 schools to very small ones with only a few small schools to
supervise. In the more populous, lowland areas, groups of neighboring schools meet together
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for administrative and professional exchanges under a school cluster structure. Clusters were
established in Cambodia in 1993 in order to facilitate efforts to share resources and foster
capacity building and improved accountability (Bredenberg and Geeves, 2004). In 2010,
there were 1,148 Clusters comprising over 6,000 primary schools across the country.
School operating budgets represent a key source of income for public schools from the
National Treasury. They derive from a combination of tax receipts and credits from
Development Banks. The Priority Action Plan (PAP) was a major educational reform in
2002, which introduced the provision of school operating budgets, hence the need for school
improvement planning guidelines to steer the way in which these operating budgets are
utilized (see below). Before PAP, schools were dependent on unofficial school fees collected
from parents, which had the effect of depressing enrollment. These operating budgets are
today known as Program-based Budgets (PBB). Between 2013 and 2016, this budget has
been strengthened by a grant from Sida which permits provision of supplementary School
Improvement Grants (SIG) that are dedicated to improving educational quality. These grants
are transferred directly to school bank accounts, which expedites the transfer process and
prevents skimming. Both SIG and PB disbursements are based on the number of students
enrolled in a school and can be used to pay for both materials and equipment, such as
educational posters, renovation of latrines, classroom stationery (books, posters, pens, etc.),
and school gardens.
As previously mentioned, Cambodian primary schools have been implementing the CFS
framework since 2007 in order to approach school development more holistically and create
an attractive school for children. It has six dimensions: inclusivity; quality; health and
security; gender; participation; and others. More precisely, CFS aims at raising awareness of
health and hygiene issues, at decreasing gender inequalities, at implementing “child centered”
and active learning approaches, at promoting child protection (including children’s rights),
and the involvement of children in school decision making processes. Furthermore, CFS
seeks to increase the engagement of communities (parents, villagers, local political
authorities, etc.) in the daily life of the school. The six CFS dimensions are similar in focus to
the four QLE GPs.
4.1.1 Teacher education
When Cambodia again became a sovereign nation under the Sangkum Reastr Niyum regime,
(1954-1970), teachers had become an iconic figure of the State, the nation, and modernity,
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thereby dispossessing monks of their monopoly on formal education. By that time, teachers
were highly respected and could support the whole family easily with their salary. Although
many older educators often refer to the Sangkum Reastr Niyum period as a ‘golden age’ for
Cambodia’s education system because of the high esteem in which teachers were held, the
education system was nevertheless criticized as being highly inequitable with very low
penetration to the countryside.
It is generally accepted that the civil war of 1970-75 and the Democratic Kampuchea period
(1975-79) were catastrophic for the school system since the teaching force was wiped out
either through executions or emigration (e.g., UNDP, 1989; ADB, 1994). The reconstruction
period that started in 1980 under the People’s Republic of Kampuchea sought to put the
system back together again in what is sometimes known as a new ‘iron age’ in which
educational access was much higher while quality was much lower. This was mainly due to
the need to appoint teachers to work in quickly re-established schools where the main
criterion for selection was simply being literate. Teachers appointed in this way were known
as ‘kru jat-tang’ or ‘appointed teachers.’ After a period of significant investment in teacher
training colleges during the 1980s and 1990s, the MoEYS has been able to gradually replace
nearly all kru jat-tang with trained teachers, albeit the quality of training in these new teacher
training facilities has often been weak (World Bank, 2015). The most recent data reported by
EMIS shows that of the 89,146 teachers currently employed by MoEYS at primary and
secondary school level, 72% have an upper secondary school diploma and 99% are
pedagogically certified (EMIS, 2015).
In the 1980s, many teachers did not receive long and strong pre-service education before
being assigned to schools. MoEYS sought to address such deficiencies in 1993-94 by
instituting short-term certification courses of three months for under-qualified teachers. These
courses, known as bom-penh-ruba-mon, were intended to bring the entire teaching force up to
a single standard. These courses were of questionable quality and were considered by many
at the time to be merely pro-forma exercises (e.g., Geeves & Bredenberg, 2005). Over the
years, entry levels and the duration of pre-service teacher education at PTTCs was gradually
upgraded from 7+1 to 8+2, then to 11+2 in 1994 before arriving at 12+2 in 1998, which is the
current standard.
Since the end of the 1990s, teacher education now requires two years of training in one of the
18 PTTCs (primary level) or the five RTTCs (lower secondary level). The only exception is
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in remote provinces where the lack of upper secondary schools requires a continuation of a
9+2 regime. PTTC entry formerly required only completion of Grade 12 (but not passing the
Bac II Exam) while RTTC admission requires passing the Bac II Examination. This has now
changed dramatically with the new reforms described earlier. Teachers graduating from TTCs
are known as kru bondoh-bondal or kru krop khan, (‘certified’ teachers). In spite of criticism
of the PTTCs, graduates from these institutions tend to be the best-educated primary school
teachers and the most familiar with the child-centered and activity-based approaches
endorsed by the MoEYS since 1996.
In-service Teacher Education Recap: During the early 1990s, massive in-service training
programs were initiated in all provinces that would eventually lead to wide scale certification
of many of the kru jat-tang. This move was partly technical, designed to improve standards in
classrooms, but most of the content of these up-grading courses was aimed at lifting
teachers’' own general educational level rather than at developing pedagogical skills. The
campaign also had a significant political motive as the former communist party tried to win
the favour of teachers by facilitating their formal absorption into the civil service through
their certification as teachers. These efforts became particularly intense in the run-up to the
first democratic elections brokered by the international community in mid-1993. As noted
earlier, teachers who completed this in-service became known as kru bompenh-rubamon, or
equivalency certified teachers.
Since the 1990s, in-service teacher education interventions have become a familiar feature of
the development scene in most schools. Such trainings were mainly provided to compensate
for the weak teacher education offered by training institutions following the war so that
teachers could be upgraded in order to meet the standards of a 12+2 qualification. Over the
past twenty years a huge amount of resources has also been invested in in-service teacher
education for other purposes, many of which tend to be project-specific. Such in-service
programs have included Textbook Orientation Programs, subject-specific training programs
(e.g., Science, Life Skills, Health, Hygiene, etc.), and those for policy dissemination purposes
(e.g., CFS, Cluster Schools, EFA, etc.), as well as Effective Teaching Learning (ETL) and its
student-centered approach component. All of this in-service training has led to a wellentrenched culture of entitlement focused on per diem payments for both trainers and trainees
that has required significant investment by government and donors.
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4.1.2 Teacher resistance to democratic educational and empowerment values?
In the context of CFS implementation and more precisely Effective Teaching and Learning
(ETL) workshops, international agencies and NGOs have sought to replace local pedagogies,
which consider that good student learning is based on the adoption of deferential behavioral
norms. Thus, the new pedagogies introduced by international agencies promote active and
“student-centered” learning. Under these pedagogical norms, corporal punishment is not
allowed and teachers are seen as benevolent guides who give value to critical thinking,
individual and peer-to-peer problem solving, and decision-making student groups and
associations. Teachers are required to invite students to participate actively in lessons and
exercises, notably through working in groups. In other words, some room has to be made for
horizontal sociability and individual initiative in learning situations. Students must take
responsibility for their own learning. That is, the teacher does not only educate the child, the
teacher and the child cooperate to promote learning. This new educational conception that has
been spreading for 20 years is completely new in Cambodia. One can add that these
international projects also promote gender equity, and advocate for a more decentralized
school system in favor of more active community participation in school life.
Cambodian primary school institutions are supported jointly by the State and the international
community. In general, they aim to provide a strong mastery of Khmer language (and
English), math and science, and to produce empowered citizens through the teaching of five
key life skills (i.e., health and hygiene; morals, ethics and citizenship; critical thinking and
problem solving; self-regulation; interpersonal skills and communication). To be sure, one
can assert that international influence on education, perfectly illustrated by CFS (and “I’m
Learning!”), are promoting democratic educational values and children’s empowerment in
Cambodian schools. Two main challenges that hinder the internationalization of such
educational values can be highlighted: the morals of education shared by Cambodian farmers
(and teachers); and the patronage system that is endemic in the Ministry of Education.
Vernacular hierarchical values
In rural Khmer society and from a sociological and linguistic (terminological) point of view,
childhood implies dependency, filial piety, and inferiority. “Educational reason” means
bending children to the rules of filial piety and Buddhist completion of good deeds (gun)
within the framework of a deferential relationship between eldest and youngest (Prigent,
2014). Children are the absolute youngest and the elders expect them to bend (i.e., defer)
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when they encounter them, especially in the case of teachers. Teachers are called kru, which
derives from the Sanskrit term “guru” and traditionally means “master of knowledge”.
Among other “vernacular masters” (e.g., doctor, magician, fortune teller, monk), the figure of
the laic teacher emerged during the French Protectorate. Traditionally, the status of
Cambodian teachers can be described as that of a hierarchical superior to whom pupils have
to pay respect, reverence, and submission. As was the case in monasteries for centuries,
school didactics and pedagogy have mainly consisted of repeating after the teacher who is
generally considered a model by pupils, to learn “by heart” how to read, write and count. To
strengthen this hierarchical pedagogy, teachers have always resorted to punitive sticks
(rumpoat) and other physical punitive techniques. The student reverential attitude is
observable every day in classrooms, when they stand up and greet their teacher when he/she
enters the classroom. It is to a certain extent this cultural legacy that makes Cambodian
teachers resistant to adopting more CFS and student-centered pedagogies (Bernard, 2005;
Reimer, 2012; Prigent, 2014; Song, 2015).
Teachers trapped in a patronage system
Like in any other public sector in Cambodia, a patronage system is grafted to the State in the
education sector. Teachers’ status places them under the protection of the “patrons” of
Education. This means that teachers and school directors have to provide monetary,
reverential and electoral gestures to their superiors on certain occasions. By doing so, they
benefit from a lifetime salary; they can also benefit from the informal economy of education
that allows them to supplement their salary, notably by “moving” a part of the curriculum
into private lessons where children must pay informal fees. This phenomenon is well-known
and widely spread in Cambodia. It leeches off the public schools and raises important social
equity issues since it penalizes students who cannot afford these extra classes (and
institutionalized bribes to pass the exams). This informal economy allows the teachers to
double their salary, even to increase it fivefold in certain high schools of the capital city.
Based on the above analysis, one can state the following hypothesis: State power, including
low salary for school directors and teachers (between $200 and $300), incites school actors to
depend on the informal economy of Ministry patronage. But at the same time, the Ministry
and international actors ask them to internalize democratic and empowerment educational
values. This sets a strong limitation to a positive encounter between international
philosophies, such as CFS (and QLE), and students. One can even ask whether global politics
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of education feed and maintain this situation through the continuous unconditional
development loans and grants.
4.1.3 School management
The School Support Committee (SSC)
Most of the time, the nomination of a new director happens when an existing school director
retires or transfers to another school. In principle, the teachers are supposed to agree on one
person to fill the vacancy and send a request letter to the DOE and POE who will approve (or
not) the nomination of the new director. Most of the time, the deputy director is selected as
the new director because he/she is already familiar with the tasks related to school
management. School directors are responsible for the creation of the School Support
Committees (SSC) and coordinate the meetings.
In order to promote decentralization, the SSC plays an important role within the CFS
framework to create a “bridge” between the school and the families of children enrolled and
to involve communities in school management. This goal reflects the community-based
development values promoted by international agencies and their advocacy for
decentralization. Before the advent of the PAP policy framework, community involvement
was mainly limited to collective donations to run the school, when the State could not provide
any operating budget to the schools. To create the SSC, the director invites “important”
community members to join. Popular SSC members are more likely to know important
private sponsors. SSC Chairpersons are usually pagoda elders (achar), village chiefs,
commune councilors, or other senior community members. The other members of the
committee may include commune council members, village chiefs, monks, lay people from
the temple, teachers (retired or otherwise), or influential parents. Theoretically, the committee
is renewed once a year. However, if it works well, it may remain the same for several years.
Usually there are at least two meetings per year in the SSC (in the first and second semester)
to discuss the school environment and school budget (e.g., PBB, SIG). The SSC meets at the
school and then spreads the information to parents. It facilitates communication between
school and community. During the first semester meeting, the SSC has to ensure that every
school-aged child of the school catchment area has enrolled. This is usually done through
school mapping activities (see below). The SSC’s role is also to identify school challenges
and to agree to a spending plan for the year (see school improvement plan below). There
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must be consensus between the SSC and the school director about the school expenditure
plan. During the second semester meeting, the SSC tracks enrolment, dropout, and promotion
as well as ongoing challenges and school expenditure for the second semester. SSC meetings
also take place when the school needs donations for construction. ‘Flower Ceremonies’
organized in collaboration with the pagoda are a common vehicle. This ceremony helps to
link assistance to the school with the Buddhist belief in merit making (twer bun). Community
meetings may also take place in order to involve the community in maintaining school
property (e.g., preventing cows from grazing in the school) or to remind parents that their
children have to come to school regularly and study hard.
School improvement plan, school mapping, and communication book
School improvement planning has been done in each Cambodian school since the start of the
century when the Government’s PAP was first introduced (followed by PBB and SIG, see
above). Under the school improvement planning process, the school meets with the SSC to
discuss school needs, and how to use the available budget, e.g., PBB, SIG, to best address
these needs. The school improvement planning process helps to internalize CFS principles.
The School Improvement Plan (SIP) is based on the six CFS dimensions set out in the
national CFS Policy. The SIP is written at the beginning of the school year to plan in detail
the use of the PBB and the SIG for three years. Because budget codes and planning formats
differ, the school must make one plan for PB funds and another for SIG funds. The SIP
shows both transparency and anticipation in using the budget to support the school’s
functioning. To make the SIP, the school director organizes a meeting with the SSC. The SSC
members assess the needs of the school and decide how the budget of the coming year should
be spent. The SIP is then sent to the DOE who reviews it and in turn sends it to the POE.
Cambodian schools have been using School Mapping activities to promote enrolment for 10
years under the MoEYS’ CFS policy framework. Basically, the school mapping process
consists of taking a census of the school-aged students within the school catchment area. The
director, along with the teachers and the SSC (notably the village chiefs), survey all the
children from the surrounding villages in order to produce statistics that are disaggregated by
age, gender, grade, potential domestic violence cases, etc. The main purpose is to identify
children who are out of school. School maps thus focus on enrolment and dropout and must
be updated each year. These data are transferred to the DOE during the monthly meetings, the
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DOE transfers them to the POE, and the POE transfers them to the Ministry’ Department of
Statistics.
In all schools, the parents have a relationship with their child’s teacher through the
Communication Book (siouphow tumneak tumnong) and the Report Card (siouphow tam
dan). In the case of the Communication Book, the teacher informs the parents if their child is
absent; with the Report Card, he/she informs parents about students’ academic progress on
monthly and semester examinations. Parents sometimes leave money in the book for the
teacher when they are happy with the improvement of their child. But the teacher never asks
for money of the parents (in rural areas) and sometimes refuses to take it and sends it back.
The Role of Cluster Schools and District/Provincial Offices of Education
On Thursdays, Cambodian schools organize the children to take care of the school
environment. On these “labor days” (thngay polokam), students clean the school under the
supervision of their teachers and the school managers for about three or four hours. During
the first two months of the school year (November and December), teachers are not
remunerated for the work they do on Thursdays. From January to August (but not in April,
mid-year holidays), the teachers are paid 12,000 riels (3 dollars) per day of extra salary for
the Thursday work which

also includes providing special teaching particularly for the

slowest learners to reinforce earlier teaching. The fourth Thursday is reserved for teachers as
a ‘technical’ day where teachers make teaching aids or do other activities to improve their
teaching. These meetings are often cluster-based and occur at the core school (sala bonkhol).
On such days, students do not attend school. Technical meetings occur seven times per year
during the months of January to August. Teachers receive 5,000 riels ($1.25) as per diem
costs to attend these meetings, but in reality they are often paid late and do not always get the
full amount due to skimming.
The Technical Meetings are meant for teachers to discuss the study program, lesson planning,
demonstration classes, teaching aid development, test development, and new methods of
teaching that they may have learned about in in-service programs. During the meeting, they
split into grade groupings led by a Technical Grade Leader giving the meeting a peer-to-peer
orientation. The Technical Meetings are also used for the cluster school director to relay
information from the DOE and POE to all of the teachers in a cluster.
Within the first four or five days of each month, school managers meet at the DOE. During
these meetings, teachers discuss problems that occurred in their schools during the previous
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month and current challenges. They report students’ exam scores, the process of study
program implementation, the challenges in using students’ textbooks and teaching methods
(e.g., availability of teaching materials, lesson planning, etc.), as well as ongoing work plans.
The DOE transmits this information; especially the statistical data related to student scores,
enrollment, drop out and gender issues, to the POE. During this meeting, DOE staff keeps the
schools informed of any new policy or other specific information that the Ministry thinks the
schools should have(e.g., NGO interventions, new policy, electoral propaganda, etc.). During
the meeting, participants mainly talk about the budget and the DOE transmits to the school
directors the administrative documents they have to complete. The school directors are also
supposed to meet once a month at the commune office, along with village chiefs, health
center staff, and police staff, to gather demographic statistics.
The relationship with the POE is more distant. Meetings at the POE are rare (once a year) and
relate to specific topics (e.g., workshops, new policy from the ministry, overall statistics,
etc.). One director of the cluster schools attends the POE meeting and represents the cluster;
alternatively, the school directors of the same cluster may take turns attending it. However,
the POE rarely visits the schools. When this happens they do not come to help or provide any
support, but rather to do an annual assessment (based on the six CFS dimensions). The POE
is also responsible for the scholarship system. Students in some schools are selected based on
poverty criteria (poverty card, child situation, etc.). The funds are transferred from the POE to
the DOE and the DOE comes to the school to distribute the money directly to the students’
parents.
Student Participation in School Management: Class monitors and Student Council
Each morning, and after each break time, the students queue by gender in front of their
classroom. This activity is led by the “class president”, who initiates this “martial” exercise
by shouting: “stand straight!”, “hands along the body!” “ready!”, and then inspects each line.
He/she allows the straightest line to enter the classroom first. The class monitor sometimes
holds a stick. The school entrance activity led by the class monitor happens in exactly the
same way in all Cambodian schools; it dates from the Independence Period in the 1950s, and
does not accord nowadays with a more democratic conception of the learning environment
(Prigent, 2014).
Classroom monitors are also theoretically responsible for controlling classroom discipline
when the teacher is absent, making sure that students clean the classroom, report the names of
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absent students, circulate exercise books, help slow learners, or collect money to help poor
students. The sub-class monitors help the class monitor to do the tasks. When the classroom
monitors are absent, the sub-class monitors take their place. Most of the time, the classroom
monitors are nominated by the teacher based on their academic performance; sometimes,
however, the teacher allows students to elect the classroom monitor from among the best or
most popular students.
Since the adoption of the CFS in 2007, every primary school in Cambodia is supposed to
organize a Student Council. This provision is directly related to Dimension 5 of the policy,
which promotes stakeholder participation in schooling. The councils are supposed to have 11
members who are selected from Grades 4, 5 and 6. The Student Council aims at involving the
students in the school’s operation by giving them concrete roles and responsibilities. Council
members represent their fellow students and include a chairperson, two vice chairpersons,
and eight officers. They are responsible for the following activities: discipline and good
children; studying and library; security and social work; administration and finance;
information dissemination; arts, sports and culture; health, hygiene and environment; and
young human resources. Council members are supposed to be elected. However, Councils
rarely meet these expectations and often play more of a symbolic role in the school. Where
they exist at all, their officers are often chosen by the school managers and they are very
much teacher-directed.
School Rules, Child Rights and Child Protection
In all schools, a national code of conduct (or school rules) is posted on the classroom wall
among other administrative documents. This official document notably mentions that the
teachers have to encourage and add value to their students, that any physical and emotional
punishment is forbidden and that the disciplinary office has to provide punishments that are
measured and commensurate to the offence. Other rules include:
•

The school must be safe and secure

•

Injured children should be taken immediately to hospital

•

It is forbidden to climb trees

•

Teachers and learners must respect the school environment

•

Toilets must be kept clean

•

Children must attend class on time
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Generally, schools receive this document from the POE and the director copies the school
rules for each class. The document is mainly symbolic and teachers and students take little
notice of it. Nevertheless, MoEYS has sought to pay more attention to it over the last ten
years by promoting child rights, MOEYS/CFS values, and prohibition of physical
punishment. Common vehicles for this effort include TV awareness campaigns and posters
distributed in all schools. Indeed, awareness levels about these values seem to be higher and
parents are less willing to tolerate corporal punishment. However, it is well-known that many
teachers still resort to it in order to maintain their authority.
According to the CFS framework, teachers and students have to regularly clean the
environment (notably not throw rubbish on the ground). They are fully aware of this
MOEYS/CFS expectation. Students know that a clean environment is good for health; that it
is a health necessity to wash hands with soap; and that boiled, filtered or pure water prevent
diseases, contaminations, stomach ache and diarrhea.
4.1.4 Classroom management
For teachers, there are several key challenges relating to classroom management and the use
of class time. These challenges include how best to address the needs of “slow learners”, how
to best maintain order in the classroom and reduce noise levels (especially in Grades 1 and 2),
and how to deal with overcrowded classrooms. Furthermore, they have to make and use tools
related to lesson plans and teaching methodologies.
Study Program and Lesson Plans
The study program emphasizes the important points the students have to learn during a
lesson. It tells teachers in which month or week they must complete which lessons. Basically,
teachers of the same grade and cluster are supposed to meet during the Thursday technical
meetings to develop the program. This involves reviewing student textbooks and Khmer
detailed study program guidelines edited by MoEYS. However, in reality the teachers usually
simply receive the study programs from the school director, who gets them from the DOE or
copies them from other clusters.
In each Cambodian school, teachers theoretically have to make lesson plans by reviewing the
textbooks and study program guidelines and then completing a standardized lesson plan
format with three columns (objectives, student behavior, and teacher behavior). The lesson
plan is supposed to act like a road map leading to improved teaching. Although lesson
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planning is required, it is well-known that many teachers do not do it because this requires
much time and teachers do not want to work on it at home.
Active Learning Methodologies
Over the last twenty years, teachers have received multiple trainings on child-centered
learning methods. The introduction of the ETL manual under the CFS Policy was intended to
further reinforce these efforts as well as what teachers learned during their pre-service
training. Since the initial implementation of CFS, notably with KAPE and SCN, teachers also
learned to use specific teaching materials, such as Square 100, mobile letters and numbers,
chopsticks, and rulers. The schools also use their PBBs to buy some teaching materials in the
market. Lastly, Cambodian primary schools receive strong support from NGOs, such as
SIPAR or Room to Read to build school libraries that provide book lending services to
students and facilities for students and teachers during class time (once a week), or during
their free time.
Research in Cambodia over the last ten years suggests that teachers have not internalized
principles of student-centered learning (e.g., Bernard, 2005; Reimer, 2012; Prigent, 2014).
This may explain why many teachers rarely attend technical meetings or show poor
engagement if they do. This problem is compounded by low salaries, distractions from a
second job, and overcrowded classrooms.
4.2 Save the Children interventions in the framework of “I’m Learning!”
In this historical, cultural and political educational context, how does SCI implement the
QLE framework in Cambodia? In order to examine the changes resulting from “I’m
Learning!” interventions, the research needs to identify the specific influences of SCI in the
intervention schools taking the ten years old CFS programme into account.
To better understand what was done between March 2013 and August 2017, several
interviews were conducted with SCI staff in Phnom Penh and Kampong Cham. Since
September 20153, the team also did observations each time it attended a “meeting point”
event (workshop, training, on sight meeting, etc.) in order to understand the implementation
process. SC-Kampong Cham regularly kept us informed of their monthly actions.

3

This methodological dimension of the research was not planned at the beginning of the research, but was
added in August 2015 to improve the quality of the research conducted in the four intervention schools.
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However, as the research team was not with SC staff every day, the following outline does
not pretend to represent all actions by SC over the four years. It rather provides an overview
of the main SC actions in the schools, especially through workshops and trainings, as the
basis to identify the specific “I’m Learning!” data that had to be collected in the four
intervention schools (e.g. lesson frameworks, harassment reporting system, etc.).
4.2.1 The involvement of provincial government stakeholders
The SC “I’m Learning!” implementation process in Kampong Cham province has involved a
number of provincial government stakeholders:
-

8 persons from the Department of Primary Education of the POE

-

1 person from the Department of Planning of the POE

-

2 persons from the Department of Inspection of the POE

-

5 persons from the DOE (Kompong Siem, Kong Meas and Chomcar Leu districts)

-

3 trainers of the PTTC

Approximately 20 provincial government staff from Kampong Cham province attended the
meetings, workshops and trainings provided by SC within the framework of the “I’m
Learning!” planning and implementation process. This was also the case in the other two
provinces, Kampong Chhnang and Kratie, where SC also implements “I’m Learning!”. Each
day, each government official receives a remunerative fee (per diem) of 35 dollars, which
represents around 10% of their monthly salary (following formal directives from the
government). Their involvement aims at capacity-building, empowerment and sustainability,
so that after the four years of implementation, “I’m Learning!” can continue and be carried
out and monitored by the local government.
One can distinguish three main areas regarding the interventions provided by SCI to schools
in Kampong Cham Province through the workshops and trainings, and meetings at schools or
at the SC provincial office: School management and leadership; Teaching methods; Action
research and ‘cooperative reflexivity’. These activities are summarized in Table 4.1 and
presented in the following.
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Table 4.1 Summary of main “I’m Learning!” interventions, 2013-2017
Interventions

Mar. 2013 Oct. 2014

Nov. 2014 –
Oct. 2015
(Year 1)

School management &
Leadership
QLE concepts in
Cambodian context
(including CFS)
Planning framework
School mapping School
improvement planning
School self-assessment
Positive discipline

Nov. 2015 –
Oct 2016
(Year 2)

Health & Hygiene
infrastructure
Commune, SSC and
parents’ involvement
Student council and Class
committee
POE/DOE/TTC follow-up

Nov. 2016 –
August 2017
(Year 3)

Family violence
Positive discipline
Creation of six documents
School Improvement Plan
Student Council

Teaching Methods

Action Research
& Cooperative
Reflexivity

Bloom Taxonomy (lesson POE/DOE/TTC
plans, questions and
follow-up
tests)

Life skills &
Investigative learning
(sciences and social
sciences, Grades 4-6)

Action research
framework
(forms, journals,
etc.)

Reading skills (Grades 13)
Lesson plans and study
games (Grades 1 – 6
Creating weekly, monthly 4 reflection
and annual tests (reading workshops
benchmarks)
Internal
Lesson frameworks
monitoring and
evaluation
POE/DOE/TTC followsystem
up
QLE assessments
Smart students’
competition
Holiday class for slow
learners
Creating monthly tests

Field trip to Koh
Kong
Monitoring

It should be noted that all these activities have been followed up by the SC implementation
team during their regular monitoring visits to the schools and school communities over the
four years. This follow-up was important in terms of reinforcing some of the messages,
ensuring that stakeholders implemented what they had learnt, and providing support, if
needed, on how to do so.
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4.2.2 School management and leadership
In 2013-2014, the trainings first focused on introducing the QLE framework, i.e. explanations
of the concepts, how to translate the concepts into the Cambodian context, and how to relate
the QLE framework to the CFS framework to create a management and leadership
framework. Trainings also addressed what the QLE framework means in terms of planning,
M&E, staffing, budget, infrastructure, community involvement, and disaster management.
These trainings were given to provincial government staff and intervention school directors.
From November 2014 to November 2016, several trainings and workshops were provided on
managing an information flow system, which is synthesized through the school
improvement plan (SIP) and the school mapping activities. Besides the MoEYS/CFS SIP,
the intervention schools are asked by SC to create an “I’m Learning!” school improvement
plan. In doing so, the four QLE GPs replace the six dimensions of the CFS framework. The
QLE SIP is a foundational key activity for “I’m Learning!” as it establishes a common
understanding across all the different stakeholders about what a quality learning environment
entails, jointly compare this to the situation in their school, and jointly discuss gaps,
challenges and potential solutions to be included in the QLE SIP. The QLE SIP not only
involves SSC members, but health workers, village chiefs, the commune chief, the police
and, importantly, students. Before doing the SIP, the school has to make a self-assessment
based on the QLE GPs. The SSC makes one, the school principal another one, some teachers
yet another one. Some students are also invited to share ideas to assess the school needs from
their point of view (for instance: to repair the swing). The self-assessments are led by the
POE staff (trained by SC).
The school mapping, which is inherited from the MoEYS/CFS programme, relates to QLE
GP 4, because it requires the involvement of the head teacher, the teachers, and the villagers
who are school committee members (chief of the village, parents, etc.). SCI, within the
framework of “I’m Learning!”, has been trying to improve and monitor the SSC functioning.
In the four intervention schools, school mapping has expanded to include teachers’ houses,
health centers, police stations, commune chiefs, disabled children’s houses, etc. The SCI
school mapping involves all the stakeholders who play a role in children’s protection (QLE
GP 1 and 2). SCI uses the format of MoEYS’ school mapping, but makes it more detailed and
more inclusive.
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School management (school mapping, self-assessment and school improvement plan) relates
to QLE sub-standards 3.11, 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. The local stakeholders (parents, students,
teachers, head teachers, SSC members) are supposed to regularly create and monitor a school
planning process, and the POE/DOE staff are also trained in providing support to school
members. POE and DOE staff have to know how to follow-up school management within the
framework of “I’m Learning!”. They are invited by SCI to participate in school management
in the intervention schools, and each POE employee receives 50 dollars per diem for this
involvement.
In December 2015, a workshop was conducted in Kampong Cham regarding health and
hygiene issues (QLE GP 2). It aimed to develop closer relations and more cooperation
between the schools and the health centers (injury emergency, providing sanitary information
to schools), and create health rooms in schools for immediate care in case of injury. Several
trainings were conducted about the Student Council (February 2016, November 2016) and
the Class Branch Committee (May 2016). The Student Council, inherited from the
MoEYS/CFS framework, involves a dozen students in school management, while the Class
Committee involves community members in class management (follow-up teaching methods,
learning materials, drop out, monthly learning outcomes). Another meeting was conducted in
each intervention school with the community (including around 30 parents). The objective
was to inform the community about student learning, the way teachers teach and how their
children study. Indeed, within the framework of “I’m Learning!”, parents need to get more
involved in their children’s study by helping to teach them at home or checking their
homework (QLE GP 4).
A meeting was conducted in schools with POE/DOE/TTC staff on POE/DOE/TTC
monitoring and follow-up skills. This included meeting the community to assess their
involvement and providing advice, sitting in the classroom to assess teaching methods and
providing advice, meeting with teachers and some students to ensure that teachers are aware
of student problems before resorting to punishment (May 2016). The Student council, Class
Branch Committee, parental involvement and POE/DOE/TTC monitoring relate mainly to
QLE GP 4.
The objective of other trainings was to sensitize the community and to stop using violence in
the family and encourage their children to study (QLE GP 1). In 2014-2015, and again in
2015-2016 (July 2016), a training was conducted on positive discipline (QLE GP 1). The
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training was about helping teachers to know the side effects of using violence on students and
to help teachers accept suggestions from students and parents. The facilitators also asked
teachers to write about their weaknesses and try to change negative points to positive points.
The training also included child rights. During the training, teachers were asked to tell their
own stories of violence by their former teachers and reflect on this for other teachers in the
training. The training invited teachers to understand the student situation

before using

violence (QLE GP 1).
4.2.3 Teaching methods
In the 2013-14 academic year, two trainings on Bloom’s Taxonomy were conducted with all
intervention school teachers of the province. These trainings were about writing lesson plans
by inserting questions at different cognitive levels, helping teachers to ask questions at
different cognitive levels effectively, and making tests with questions at diverse levels.
The training workshops supporting teachers started during the 2014-15 school year. A
training workshop on life skills related to social studies and science at Grade levels 4 to 6
was provided (supporting lesson plans for natural and social sciences). It involved the
representatives of the “technical working groups” (krom pachaekeute) of the three grades in
each school (one teacher for Grade 4, one for Grade 5, etc.) and the deputy directors of the
schools. This workshop also provided an introduction to the notion of investigative learning
which emphasizes children’s own conduct of action research. For science and social studies
(life skills), all teachers in Grades 4, 5 and 6 in intervention schools were trained on (1)
designing lesson plans based on national learning outcome standards, national detailed
textbooks, critical thinking, problem solving and communication concepts (soft life skills);
(2) using investigative learning through project work as a means of building soft life skills;
and (3) providing direct support to students to organize class, school and home-level events
by using project work.
In addition, a preliminary workshop on reading skills was provided to teachers of Grades 1,
2 and 3. Teachers were invited to reflect on: «Why some children cannot read? », and then
take five components into account to identify the causes of the problem: knowing the letters,
knowing the sounds, vocabulary, reading fluently, and reading for understanding (this is now
MoEYS policy, directly related to the EGRA framework). A second workshop was later
initiated on the topic of learning how to make learning games for Khmer and math (Grades
1 to 6). In September 2015 (school holiday), the workshop was continued at the Kampong
44

Cham TTC to train teachers of Grades 1 to 6 in making lesson plans, creating learning
games that match the lessons, and helping students to pass the nationwide assessments
in literacy (reading and writing) that are administered by the MoEYS. Teachers from the
three provinces attended this workshop (divided into six rooms) while POE staff from the
three provinces worked along with SCI staff. This workshop aimed to improve teachers’
abilities in reading: Letter Recognition (consonants, consonant subscripts, vowels, and
punctuation),

Phonemic

Awareness,

Vocabulary,

Reading

Fluency,

and

Reading

Comprehension, and teacher abilities in writing: Dictation, Grammar, Paragraph-writing, and
Composition.

Photo 4.1. Study game made by teachers during the workshop

During 19-21 October 2015 (school holiday), a workshop was conducted at Kratie TTC
attended by four SCI monitors and facilitators as well as more than 30 POE/DOE workers
from the three provinces, the school directors of the fifteen schools, and 62 teachers (Grades
1, 2, 3). This workshop aimed at training Grade 1, 2, and 3 teachers in creating learning
games, and making better links between the core concepts of lessons in the textbooks
and the tests. Again, there was a review of the 5 reading skills defined in the EGRA process
(Letter Recognition, Vowels, Punctuation, Phonemic Awareness, Vocabulary, Reading
Fluency, and Reading Comprehension), and the 4 writing criteria (Dictation, Grammar,
Paragraph-writing, and Composition) already explained during the September workshop (see
above). Teachers were to recognize slow learners, and to gain a better understanding of why
some of their students do not read well. One SCI facilitator said that, “Most teachers just give
scores to students uncritically. Sometimes they give scores to students for their own sake,
such as asking students to help them in farming. Most teachers use their time to just correct
useless tests. They should spend that time to help students practice by making study activities
for them and letting them play learning games rather than correcting the tests”. The teachers
also practiced creating learning games for the standardized tests (see Figure 4.1). move text
over to complete the page.
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Students’ Book and Khmer
detailed study program book
for Khmer General
Knowledge

Workshop (Learning games in Grade 1-3)

National Standardized
Test for Khmer Literacy

Figure 4.1. How to make study games

During the 2015-16 academic year, the trainings on teaching methods started four months
after the beginning of the school year. On 25 February 2016, a workshop took place in one of
the intervention schools regarding lesson frameworks and standardized test making. Directors
and representative teachers from the three provinces were present as well as the
POE/DOE/SCI of the three provinces. The main objective of this workshop was to help
teachers (who usually only use textbooks) to prepare their teaching by using detailed study
program books, textbooks, and reading benchmarks combined. The second main
objective was to train teachers in making standardized tests to test student learning
outcomes effectively, such as weekly tests (classroom teachers are responsible), monthly tests
(director and technical team are responsible), semester tests (director and technical team are
responsible), and early-year and late-year tests (pre-test and post-test - director and technical
team are responsible, and POE and DOE track to make sure the outcome is effective). In
March 2016, POE, DOE and TTC went to intervention schools in order to follow-up with
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the teachers after the February workshop about integrating textbooks with detailed study
program guidelines and reading benchmarks.
During 18-20 April 2016, a workshop was conducted in Kampong Chnang on lesson
framework and lesson plan writing. The main objective was to strengthen teachers’ ability in
writing lesson plans following the lesson frameworks for eight-hour or many-hour teaching.
Since most teachers still use only textbooks to write lesson frameworks, the workshop sought
to guide and train teachers more clearly on using various sources. This included using the
Khmer detailed study program book, Reading Benchmarks, and textbooks/national
curriculum combined together to write a lesson framework for many-hour teaching
effectively.
During Year 2, SC organized “smart students’ competitions”. These events are friendly
competitions between classes, supposed to create a happy learning environment, but also to
force teachers to show up publicly because a student team who loses a Khmer competition
would mean that the teacher did not do his/her best. These learning events operate as a form
of horizontal monitoring and allow parents to access more transparent classrooms.
During the Year 2 school holiday, SCI paid some intervention school teachers 80 USD per
month (for two months) to teach “slow learners” of the school, in order to improve the Year
3 pass rate. During Year 3, SCI follows up teacher’s internalization of these new teaching
methodologies by conducting several school visits. All these workshops and trainings
provided on teaching methods relate to QLE GP 3.
4.2.4 Action research and ‘cooperative reflexivity’
Action research aims to involve all the education stakeholders at community level to help
them promote critical thinking and reflection in order to improve school management in
accordance with QLE GP 3.8, 3.10, 3.11 and QLE GP 4.1 and 4.2. To do so, POE staff,
DOE staff, head teachers and teachers have to regularly take notes in a journal. Teachers have
to record children’s activities and learning outcomes in order to regularly reflect on their
practice, and they have to meet every month with their “technical team”4 (krom pachaekeuté)
to reflect as a group (for instance: “despite the fact that I’ve changed my methods, these three
students did not improve in reading, so what should I do?”). Head teachers and deputy
4

Only Grade 1 teachers together, only Grade 2 teachers together etc. In small schools, it could be Grades 1-3
teachers together and Grades 4-6 teachers together.
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directors record teachers’ performance, including testing students’ learning outcomes, and are
supposed to join teachers’ monthly reflection meetings. The POE/DOE records school
improvement activities and achievements (school and class visits, monitoring) and are
supposed to meet every month to reflect on it. MoEYS and SC record performance and inputs
of POE/DOE staff.
During 3-4 December 2015, a reflection workshop was held in Kompong Chnang, involving
5 SCI facilitators, 6 staff from the MoEYS, 20 staff from the POE, 13 from the DOE, the
school directors of the 15 schools and 30 teacher representatives. The workshop informed the
schools about the results they had achieved during the entire past academic year5 and about
their strengths and weaknesses by sharing their experiences through presentations by the POE
of each province. It also prepared the schools to reflect on other tasks which they needed to
fulfill to reach their desirable goals. One SCI monitor referred to the hierarchy of the
education system: “Who helps students? Teachers. Who helps teachers? School directors.
Who helps school directors? DOE. Who helps DOE? POE. We need to create a culture of
cooperation and not engage in unconstructive criticism. We need to help each other and that
is why I ask you to do action research in order to acknowledge the challenges. When we
know about the challenges, we can let each other know and discuss to find solutions”.
Another SCI staff said, “The most difficult challenge is that the teachers don’t really use what
they have learned from the training to practice in their classes and don’t try to apply those
techniques to teach the children. Another difficulty is that the schools give fake data to the
Ministry in order to hide their weaknesses. When we hide the reality, we cannot find the real
cause of the problem and then the problem will happen again and again”. Hence the followup after training activities, and the attempt to strengthen the relationship between the schools
and the local government and the ministry of Education.
During 17/18 December 2015, a reflection workshop was conducted at 7 Makara Hotel in
Kampong Cham, for the five intervention schools of Kampong Cham Province. This
workshop involved two controllers from SCI, nine POE staff, 70 persons from the five
5

The results show that schools improved in both Math and Khmer. Some schools registered noticeable
improvement, while some schools improved a little bit. One school’s results declined. However, the results of
the third QLE principle and the fourth QLE principle did not change at all (M&E assessment, conducted in the
15 intervention schools) which means that the involvement of teachers and community was still limited.
Intervention School A (to be presented in the next chapter) attained the highest annual result in both Khmer
(88% in 2014, 87% in 2015) and Math (57% in 2014, 80% in 2015). All schools’ annual results increased from
2014 to 2015, except in one school (60% in 2014, 40% in 2015).
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intervention schools and five health workers. It was dedicated to discussing feedback
provided by the POE for “their” schools. This feedback was based on two days of observation
that the POE staff had conducted in each school. They had to give their opinion about the
Student Council, lesson plans, community involvement, and how these three areas had
progressed since the beginning of “I’m Learning!” implementation. The feedback shows that
although teachers have a better understanding about the use of lesson plans, they still do not
like to work on them and some do not prepare lesson plans at all. Members of the student
council still do not understand their responsibility or work clearly. Community involvement
seems to be better in all schools in terms of improving the quality of the food sold in the
school compound, protecting the school environment, and building more infrastructures.
During 19-20 January 2016, a meeting was held at the SCI office in Kampong Cham. This
meeting was attended by one member of the Education Quality Assurance Department of the
MoEYS, 11 POE staff, 3 PTTC teachers and the directors of the five intervention schools of
the province. The meeting was about creating a permanent inspection committee in each
school, and an internal monitoring and evaluation system that would help teachers work
effectively and correct mistakes. This committee involves the director, the sub-director and
“representatives of the technical groups” who meet during the Thursday technical meetings.
They have to complete the 12 forms used by the MoEYS during inspections in classrooms
(observations of teachers while teaching, teachers’ feedback to parents, student behaviour,
etc.). The meeting was also intended to train teachers and directors in conducting tests in a
more effective way for the Khmer language:
-

Weekly tests: instead of spending 20% of their work time correcting and scoring
student exercises during teaching time (which is considered a waste of time), teachers
should invite students to practice exercises and work together cooperatively from
Monday to Thursday, and then do one test (with no cooperation among students) at
the end of the week.

-

Monthly tests: Same grade teachers cooperate among themselves and with the school
director to create these tests, using the reading benchmarks; on the test day, they swap
classrooms with other teachers.

-

Pre-test and post-test: these tests were created by SC and MoEYS and are also used
by the research team (Level 1). They are inspired by the EGRA framework but remain
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curriculum specific6. The schools are supposed to use these pre-tests and post-tests to
regularly assess their students’ knowledge in Khmer.
-

The MoEYS national assessment, that has been conducted regularly in Grades 3, 6
and 8 for Khmer and Math, were conducted in the intervention schools in August
2016. In 2015, more than 50% of Cambodian students passed the test in Khmer
according to the national assessment, while the “I’m Learning!” post-test shows that
more than 70% of intervention school students passed the test in Khmer. These results
form part of the analysis in this study.

-

It takes time for intervention schools to apply this internal monitoring and evaluation
system. It is expected that the system is applied during the 2016-17 school year.

On 7 April 2016 in Kampong Cham, a workshop was conducted at the PTTC about QLE
assessments. The purpose of this workshop was to help directors, POE and DOE to have a
better understanding of QLE assessment in schools. This is part of the action research to
promote a better understanding of the QLE framework, where POE/DOE monitors the
schools while school directors monitor their teachers.
On 10 June 2016, the school director and deputy directors from all intervention schools in
Kampong Cham and POE and DOE had a reflection meeting in one of the intervention
schools to summarize monthly achievements on the school environment, teaching,
collaboration with the community and positive discipline.
On 5 August 2016, a reflection workshop was conducted at the PTTC in Kampong Cham on
school reflections on monitoring and follow-up. The purpose was to allow all five
intervention schools to present what they had achieved as regards student results, life-skills
gardens, reducing violence in schools, lesson frameworks, weekly, monthly, and yearly tests
(Khmer and Math), research studies, and community involvement in each school. The POE,
DOE and TTC staff, who monitor and follow up in each school, reported what they had found
in the schools related to these topics.

6

As EGRA tests are not intended to be curriculum-based tools but rather tests of reading based on international
standards, it is probably not correct to call the SCI tests Early Grade Reading Assessments in the usual sense,
even though they share many EGRA-like features in the way that questions are structured and administered.
Furthermore, a reading sector review recently conducted by the Research Triangle Institute and KAPE found
that there are many problems with the way that MoEYS has conducted EGRA in the past (RTI-USAID, 2015).
These problems refer mainly to the failure to randomly select letter/word items in the tests, improper linkages
between the tests and the curriculum, and the use of aggregate scoring.
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In December 2016, 18 intervention school directors and teachers from Kampong Cham
province (with teachers and directors from other provinces) went on a field trip to visit a
remote school in Koh Kong province. SCI supported this school a few years ago (outside the
framework of “I’m Learning!”). The visit was to reflect on community involvement, the
environment, investigative learning, and school improvement during the school year 20162017.
The Minister of Education visited Intervention School A in March 2016 during an official
journey including MoEYS officials and Development Partner staff (30 cars). The visit
included one school in Prey Veng Province, one school in Kampong Cham city, and
Intervention school A. In November 2016, several members of the Global Partnership for
Education (GPE) board, including people from SCI-Oslo and the Norwegian ambassador,
visited one intervention school in Kompong Chnang Province which is considered as the best
intervention school there.
In May 2017, a workshop was conducted with teachers, directors, and DOE staff from the
four schools regarding the monthly tests. Teachers had to make sure that they are able to
develop these tests based on SCI/KAPE and MoEYS frameworks.
Conclusion
This chapter has presented the specific SC interventions in the target areas. Some of the
observations in this chapter will complement the data from the fieldwork conducted in the
eight schools selected for the research. What has appeared is that the “I’m Learning!”
philosophy and morality of education follows the path of the CFS framework. In other words,
POE/DOE staff, intervention school directors and teachers were already aware of the issues
of community involvement, active learning methodologies, health and hygiene issues, child
protection and participation in school decision-making, and gender equity that are essential
in the SC QLE Guiding Principles at the time of implementation of “I’m Learning!”..
However, the “I’m Learning!” pilot comes with a strong training and monitoring programme
in order to strengthen the school management and teaching components and make the schools
more effective and further develop. For instance, school mapping has become more inclusive,
and active learning methodologies have been provided through intense in-service training and
monitoring (developed through several components, such as positive discipline, teaching
materials production, investigative learning, study games, lesson plans and frameworks,
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standardized tests based on benchmarks). The schools have also been asked to reflect on their
actions.
In the following, the design and methods of the study are presented in order to examine
whether the interventions ofn the “I’m Learning!” programme and its four QLE Guiding
Principles have had a specific influence on student learning outcomes and child development
in the selected schools
.
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5. Methodology
This is a mixed quantitative and qualitative study with a longitudinal research design. It aims
to explore the effectiveness of the QLE-driven interventions on children’s learning outcomes
and development in selected SC supported schools. To demonstrate these effects, if any, the
study compares the learning outcomes of students in these schools with students in
comparison schools that did not receive SC support, in order to determine if there are any
statistically and qualitatively significant differences. The study also seeks to explain the
relationship between an improved learning environment (understood based on the QLE
framework) and student learning outcomes and identifies indicators for improved learning
outcomes.
Based on the research questions and hypotheses noted in Chapter 2, the study employs a
research design spanning three-years (school years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, 2016-2017) with a
focus on students in four intervention schools compared to four comparison schools in
Kampong Cham Province. This was the only province with schools having insignificantly
different scores compared to the intervention schools during the baseline. The research is
based on a three-level data analysis (see below) to study the possible effects of QLE GP in
the four intervention schools.
The chapter firstly presents the criteria for selection of the eight schools and of a selected
number of case study children. Secondly, it explains the quantitative approach employed.
This includes a first level of data collection and analysis dedicated to assessing students’
learning outcomes (Level 1). Thirdly, it presents the qualitative approach that aims to
contextualize Level 1 findings by analyzing the social context of the eight schools and 22
intervention school students selected as case studies (Levels 2 & 3). In other words, in order
to understand why students perform one way or another, the social reality of the relationships
between teachers and students, teachers and directors, students and students, families and
schools, etc. is taken into account. Lastly, the chapter introduces the various levels of analysis
employed to present the findings in a coherent way.
5.1 Selection of schools
The schools were selected by the research team using a non-random, purposive sampling
technique. It includes four of the five intervention schools participating in “I’m Learning!” in
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Kampong Cham province7. The schools were selected based on five school typologies that
were defined on a sliding scale based on several standardized criteria. These criteria included
kind of school (core school, satellite school, or annex school)8, school size (i.e., enrollment),
location (rural, non-rural), teacher background, student-teacher ratio, and socio-economic
status. Four comparison schools were purposively selected to match with intervention school
counterparts based on this same typology. The primary challenge in selecting schools was to
ensure equivalence among the schools included in the research. As a result, Save the Children
and KAPE worked to determine key criteria for school selection and match them across the
aforementioned criteria.
There are only four school types in the study, designated as A, B, D, and E (see Table 5.1).
The Type C intervention school was purposively dropped from the study’s typology
framework because the school director in the participating Type C intervention school
demonstrated limited interest in cooperating. In addition, the school is located in a private,
autonomous company area (the school is in the rubber field, built for the children of rubber
workers). This would make it difficult to measure the intervention impact since the company
has influence on school management, e.g. teacher contracts and student absenteeism, due to
parents’ work activities.
When selecting comparison schools, schools in the SC target areas for other projects were
deliberately excluded as there was a higher likelihood that these schools could improve
against the QLE framework, i.e., there were contamination concerns. This initially left eight
schools that could potentially be included as comparison schools. The selected four
comparison schools have similar cohort 1 and 4 populations as the intervention schools.
Furthermore, they have the closest, insignificant average in the math and literacy post-test
scores in Grade 3 during the 2014 project baseline testing. (It was assumed that Grade 3
students would move to Grade 4 in the 2014-15 academic year). Lastly, there were no
Save the Children implements “I’m Learning!” in three provinces: five schools in Kampong Cham, five
schools in Kampong Chnang and five schools in Kratie. Due to the limited number of intervention schools in the
project (five schools), the school sampling for this research cannot be randomized. Therefore, purposive
sampling was the best option to select 4 out of 5 schools in Kampong Cham believed to be representative of the
project.
7

8

“At the center, there is a Core school responsible for administering of cluster activities. The Core school is
usually the larger school and hosts a resource center, equipped with library and teaching materials available to
teachers of other schools of cluster. The Core school is linked to Satellite schools. In more remote areas,
Satellite Schools can be further linked to Annex Schools, which are distinguished from satellites in that they do
not have a full complement of primary school grades. The size of the cluster depends on the geography and
accessibility of schools” (Pellini and Bredenberg, 2015, p. 3).
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significant differences in literacy and numeracy between intervention and comparison groups.
Although the intervention group scored higher in literacy and a bit lower in numeracy, the
differences were not significant (Literacy, Intervention Group: M=65.23, SD=23.38,
Comparison Group: M=58.55, SD=20.60, p=.057 (total score is 100); Numeracy, Intervention
Group: M=27.71, SD=11.26, Comparison Group: M=29.15, SD=10.70, p=.407 (total score is
50)).
Therefore, in the final school sample, four intervention schools that represent four school
types (A, B, D and E) were matched with four comparison schools based on a close
approximation of the same school type criteria. The names of the schools are kept anonymous
for ethical reasons. Table 5.1 summarizes the main school type criteria.
Table 5.1: The four school types
Type A School Criteria
School Type
Core School

Teacher Background
x

School size (number of
students enrolled)
101 to 300

x

Certified (70% +)

School Type
Core

x

Teacher Background
X

School size (number of

Student-Teacher Ratio
1:45 or less

students enrolled)

x

301 or more

Socio-economic status (as

Location
Rural

Type B School Criteria

X

Disadvantaged

Semi-rural

x

x

Student - Teacher Ratio
1:46 or more

x

Socio-economic

Location

status

(as

indicated by MoEYS)

indicated by MoEYS)
x

Certified (70%+)

X

Not disadvantaged

x

(a)
Type E School Criteria

Type D School Criteria
School Type
Satellite

x

School size (number of
students enrolled)
301 or more

x

Certified (70% +)

x

Annex

Teacher Background
x

School size (number of
Student-Teacher Ratio
1:46 or more
Socio-economic

Location
Semi-rural

School Type

Teacher Background

students enrolled)
x

status

(as

Less than 100

x

Not disadvantaged

x

Rural

x

Student-Teacher Ratio
1:45 or less
Socio-economic

Location

x
status

indicated by MoEYS)

indicated by MoEYS)
x

Certified (70% +)

x

Disadvantaged

x
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(as

5.2 Introduction to the eight schools
Table 5.2 shows that Type B and D schools have considerably more students than Type A
and E schools. It also shows that Type B and D schools have overcrowded classrooms.
Furthermore, Type B and Type D schools involve many two- shift teachers. This is important
because Intervention School B and D teachers, who teach two different, overcrowded classes
every day, probably do not have the same possibility as other intervention school teachers to
apply new teaching methodologies and undertake administration tasks. Table 5.2 also shows
that the retention rate is high in Comparison School B and Intervention School A. In
Comparison School B, three students dropped out during the mid-year vacation (April) in
order to work in the industry sector (land, stone, tobacco) or follow their parents to others
provinces or to Thailand. In Intervention School A, one student dropped out to become a
monk; three students followed their parents and continued their study in other provinces.
Table 5.2 Characteristics of the eight selected intervention and comparison schools
No. of
students
(girls)

No. of
classrooms

Average
class size

No. of
teachers

No. of twoshift teachers

Retention
rate, %

Comparison A

198 (91)

8

25/1

5

2

99.50

Comparison B

686 (297)

15

46/1

10

9

100

Comparison D

715 (380)

17

42/1

9

9

99.16

Comparison E

54 (25)

3

18/1

2

0

100

Intervention A

289 (146)

8

36/1

8

0

99.31

Intervention B

1420 (676)

33

43/1

26

17

97.46

Intervention D

742 (361)

16

46/1

8

8

99.73

Intervention E

205 (103)

6

34/1

6

0

97.16

4,309
(2,079)

106

79

45

School

Total

Note: The difference between the number of classrooms and teachers is due to the fact that some two-shift
teachers teach in the kindergarten grade (not included in the table) or in multi-grade classrooms.
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5.2.1 Teacher education
Table 5.3 shows that in 2016, approximately 70% of the teachers in the sample had no upper
secondary level education and that there is no significant difference between teachers in
comparison and intervention schools. Most of the teachers received in-service education
during the 1990s, and some of them have a baccalaureate. But generally speaking, the
educational background of teachers in both intervention and comparison schools are low.
Table 5.3 Teacher education backgrounds in the selected intervention and comparison
schools, 2016
School

Primary
education

Lower
secondary
education

Upper
secondary
education

12+2

Comparison A

3

4

0

1

Comparison B

1

6

1

2

Comparison D

0

8

1

2

Comparison E

0

1

1

2

Intervention A

0

11

0

2

Intervention B

0

22

0

8

Intervention D

0

10

1

1

Intervention E

0

2

0

2

Total

4

54

4

20

5.2.2 Scholarships and Extra classes
In Comparison and Intervention Schools A, B and D, several Grade 4, 5, and 6 students
receive scholarships from the POE (60 dollars per year). These students were selected based
on poverty criteria (poverty card, child situation, etc.). The funds are transferred from the
POE to the DOE. The DOE comes to the school to give the money to the students’ parents.
In Intervention School B, six teachers provide extra classes to students who can afford them
which only a minority of students can (seven students in Grade 2). In the other seven schools,
some lend classrooms to English teachers in the evening. Comparison School D allowed
teachers from another school to conduct extra classes as none of the teachers at that school
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did so. This informal teaching practice is more frequent in urban areas or at the secondary
level.
5.2.3 Previous aids and in-service training in the selected intervention and comparison
schools
The eight schools in the study have received various forms of development assistance from
international and local organizations for the last 20 years. This aid and donations helped the
schools improve their infrastructure and facilities, e.g. classrooms, toilets, water access,
libraries, books, etc. Comparison schools also received funds to improve their water facilities,
leading to improved latrines, wells, and the availability of water filters. Both comparison and
intervention schools show a high level of awareness concerning health and hygiene after
receiving training and materials for many years.
Besides infrastructure, facilities and health issues, the eight schools also received aid for
teaching methods and school management. Interviews with stakeholders in the intervention
and comparison schools suggest relatively high awareness of the CFS policy which supports
each of the four QLE GP, including active learning, child to child education, health and
hygiene, gender equity and community participation. This implies overlap between CFS and
“I’m Learning!” programming both in comparison and intervention schools.
Local NGOs and international agencies, such as Save the Children Norway, KAPE, VVOB
and UNICEF, have funded many training sessions in Kampong Cham Province to implement
the CFS program. This has enabled primary school teachers to apply child-centered
methodologies, inquiry-based learning, such as the growing of vegetables and taking care of
plants, and promotion of children’s rights and gender equity. These organizations have also
trained the school directors in school management, including making school improvement
plans, school mapping, Student Council training and, most of all, involving the communities
in school management. The Ministry also provided upgrading training related to new edited
books, e.g. Khmer. Most of the time, only the school directors and grade representatives
attended the training which they were supposed to share with their colleagues afterwards.
5.3 Student cohorts and “case study” student selection
Once the school selection process was completed, the student sample was constructed. The
study focuses on the following two cohorts of students: those entering Grade 1 and those
entering Grade 4 in the academic year 2014-15. This permitted the three-year study to cover
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all primary grades, i.e., Grades 1-3 (Cohort 1), Grades 4-6 (Cohort 2) as the students
progressed during the school years9.
After narrowing the study to eight schools and two cohorts of students, 24 children from the
cohorts in the intervention schools were selected as “case studies” or exemplars. Twelve
children in Grade 1 and twelve children in Grade 4 were purposively sampled according to
their learning achievement, gender, socio-economic background, age and whether they
belong to a minority group (Table 5.4).
Table 5.4 Criteria for selection of students as case studies
N.
1

Criteria

Source/instruments

Learning achievements (high

Level 1 testing /for Grade 1 not possible

performance, average and low

but applicable for Grade 4

performance)
2

Gender (50% F 50% M)

School/staff

3

Socio-economic background (strong,

KAPE scholarship questionnaire/ID

average, and poor)

database school mapping

Minority groups representation

School/staff

4

(Disabled)
5

Age (Not over-aged)

School

Teachers of Grades 1 and 4 were asked to select six students in each grade based on three
main criteria. The first criterion was that parents valued education. The second was students
who were average or better in performance. The third was that students were unlikely to
change school during the three years based on the family situation. The research team then
selected three among six pre-selected students in each grade. The 24 students - 12 Grade 1
and 12 Grade 4 students - were followed over the three years in the four intervention schools.
During year 2 (2015-2016), the 24 case study participants were in Grade 2 and Grade 5. Two
case study children (one in Intervention School B and one in Intervention School E) migrated
during November and December 2015, which leaves us with 22 case studies10.
9

During the school year 2015-2016, in June 2016, the Intervention School B Grade 2 teacher replaced a sick
teacher in another class, and was replaced by another teacher. We decided to follow the students instead of the
teacher.
10

Considering that the sample is still large, and that the research team would have had to arrange additional
interviews with the new case studies, we decided to not replace the original ones.
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Details on the case study participants appear in Annex 10.2. In terms of the socio-economic
background of their families, the 48 parents of the case study students belong to the rural
population and most are farmers. However, while Type D and Type E parents belong to the
traditional population of rice farmers, Type A parents have good access to water (located on
the Mekong riverside) and can practice gardening for the market. Type B parents also have
rich soil and practice gardening for the market. They also work in rubber plantations and
forestry. Outside of the agricultural sector, the case study parents work as taxi drivers,
primary school teachers, in garment factories and the construction sector, groceries, NGOs
and administration.
A survey conducted in 2015 with the parents of the 24 students shows that 32% left school
before the end of the primary cycle, 45% left school during the lower-secondary cycle, 18%
left school during the upper-secondary cycle, and 4% passed the Grade 12 exam and studied
at the University. Type A parents had the highest percentage of higher education, and Type E
parents had the lowest education.
Although the population has access to different kinds of economic resources, they remain
farmers who live in villages, like the other 70% of the population of the country. The
population faces land pressure, and most of the younger generation works in the construction
and garment factory sectors (migration). The main difference in terms of socio-economic
background derives from being involved in plantation (Type A and B) or rice farming (Type
D and E). Although Type A and E schools are located in disadvantaged areas, notably
because of the lower quality of the roads, this is not a crucial factor regarding family behavior
towards the school at least as displayed in 2016.
In conclusion, the most important differences are that Type B and D schools have
overcrowded classrooms and have many “two shift” teachers. Type A and Type B are core
schools which means that they have a more direct relationship with the authorities compared
to Type D (satellite) and Type E (annex) schools. In terms of socio-economic backgrounds,
the main difference derives from being involved in plantation (Type A and B schools) or rice
farming (Type D and E schools). In addition to the interventions from Save the Children
International in the intervention schools, all eight schools received additional support from
other benefactors over the past twenty years, mainly regarding infrastructure, health and
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hygiene and the dimensions of CFS (school management, community involvement, student
councils, gender issues, student-centered methodologies).
Therefore, this study does not examine whether “I’m Learning!” brings “something new” into
the intervention schools. As already mentioned, “I’m Learning!” is rather strengthening
existing school management, community involvement, child protection and teaching
methodologies. This study rather assesses whether the SC interventions lead to improvements
in the selected schools understood in the context of actions culminating in the CFS
framework that has been implemented nationwide since 2007.
To do so, both quantitative and qualitative approaches are employed. The quantitative
approach includes a first level of data collection and analysis dedicated to assessing students’
learning outcomes (Level 1). The qualitative one aims to contextualize Level 1 findings by
analyzing the social context of the eight schools and 22 intervention school students selected
as case studies (Levels 2 and 3).
5.4 Level 1: Student knowledge of literacy, numeracy and life skills
At Level 1, quantitative methods are used to study the foundational knowledge of the subjects
of math, literacy and life skills. Level 1 refers to knowledge learners acquire in school. The
research will analyze knowledge acquisition in QLE intervention schools compared with
comparison schools located in the same Province, Kampong Cham, to respond to Research
Question 1. A second level of the quantitative analysis will focus on the correlation between
improved QLE environments (as defined by the four Principles) and student learning
outcomes (Research Questions 2-5).
At this first level, the research study analyzes data generated by the “I’m Learning!”
Monitoring and Evaluation team that refers to the assessment of the 4 different QLE GPs,
including the administration of math and literacy tests and the new life skills tests developed
specifically for this study. This level of analysis provides data to address Research Questions
2-5.
With these preliminary considerations in mind, the student sample size for each school
needed to be calculated to determine the number of students participating in various Level 1
tests. In the study two methods for student sample selection were applied. In some cases, the
entire population of a school was included in the sample, mainly in the case of small schools
such as Intervention School A, Comparison School B, Intervention School E and Comparison
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School E (schools where the cohorts were less than 100 pupils). In other cases for larger
schools, in order to guarantee a 95% confidence level when analyzing the data, the research
team used a standardized sample size table when determining the sample size. The advantage
of using this sampling is that the researcher can have a representative sample to represent the
whole population. The table was constructed using the formula developed by Krejcie and
Morgan (1970), which is a recognized standard method for calculating sample sizes. The
margin of error was set at 2.5%. Table 10.8 reported in Annex 10.1 describes the population
and sample of the research.
The total populations of grades 1 and 4 of the intervention group were 637 and 336 during the
first year. The study started with the sample of 492 and 265 students of Grades 1 and 4 in the
intervention group and ended up with 414 students (-16%) in Grade 3 and 362 students
(+37%) in grade 6. The decrease of cohort 1 is due to the decrease of attrition rate while some
drop-outs happened from year to year. However, the increase of Cohort 2 students is due to
the increase of students in intervention school D. The total populations of grades 3 and 6 of
the intervention group were 585 and 367 in the third year.
The total populations of grades 1 and 4 of the comparison group were 334 and 302 during the
first year. For the comparison group, the study started with 295 students and 203 students of
Grades 1 and 4 and ended up with 266 students (-10%) and 168 students (-17%) in Grades 3
and 6. The total populations of grades 3 and 6 of the comparison group were 214 and 197 in
the third year.
This shows that the attrition rate is below -17% for all cohorts after three years. and there was
a positive impact of the interventions in terms of increasing the number of students in Cohort
2 in the intervention schools. The dropout rate is higher in higher grades (3-6) of the
comparison schools.
Cohorts 1 and 2 entrants at the end of the academic year 2014-15 were pre-tested in
Knowledge level competencies. Pre-tests in Math, Literacy, and Life skills were conducted
only for Grade 4 in order to assess knowledge at the start of the year. The literacy, numeracy
and life skills levels for Grade 1 students were assumed to be 0 since literacy, numeracy, and
life skills (in the curriculum) are not taught before entering Grade 1. The same tools for Math,
Literacy and Life skills were administered again at the end of the year. The results of the
assessment test at the start of the school year were compared with the results of a post-test
administered to the same students at the end of each school year. Both intervention and
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comparison schools were given the pre-test and the post-test. The research team collected the
data from the three tests for the same cohorts when they moved to the next two grades and readministered the same tests to a smaller sample of the same grades of new cohorts. This
means: Grades 1 and 4 in 2014/15; Grades 1, 2, 4 and5 in 2015/16; and Grades 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
and 6 in 2016/17. Findings from these test administrations help demonstrate progression (or
lack of it) across cohorts during the three years of the study.
The annual program evaluation data, particularly QLE assessment data from the four
intervention and four comparison schools, were used as a point of cross-referencing with the
scores of the post-test. Level 1 data were used to respond to Research Questions 2-5.
The research team collected its own quantitative data using three tools: literacy tests,
numeracy tests, and life skills tests. Although SC Cambodia was responsible for developing
the literacy and numeracy tools and the research team was responsible for developing the life
skills tools, the procedures of the life skill tool development were the same to those of
literacy and numeracy. The validity and reliability were guaranteed for the development of all
literacy, numeracy and life skills tools (see below).
5.4.1 Limitations
There were several challenges during the data collection related to having the maximum
number of students represented. First, the research team had budget constraints during the
first year which meant that all the needed students could not be sampled. Therefore, some
students were excluded from the first year post-testing. Second, the research team had
difficulty following up the same students over three years. Old Students could drop out and
the new students could move into the study sample at any year as a result of the project
impact. In addition, there was no control for factors that may affect student access and
learning, especially in the comparison schools due to the limited capacity of both research
and project implementation teams. Students could also be absent during the testing days for
any reason, especially students in the comparison schools during post-testing, since they were
close to the end of the academic year (some students had been absent days before the
closure). For these reasons, the research team anticipated the sample prior to the data
collection started, but more data were collected during the actual data collection. The tables
of results consist of statistical results obtained by using only the data collected from students
who actually took all the tests (pre- and post-test) at each data collection time during the three
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project years (2014/15-2016/17). Those who missed in the following data collections were
excluded from the dataset.
Since the research has four different dependent variables (learning outcomes) and six
different sequences of data collections in three years (44 datasets in total), the expectations
that all data have met the assumptions of normality are hardly possible. This will be
explained in normality section of quantitative data analysis (See page 67). However, due to
the nature of research design, as well as some findings supported by literature such as the
national study on grade three and grade six of MoEYS (2016), the research team resorted to
use these data for the analysis. Using these data for analyses of course will have limitations
on the findings; therefore, the project findings, conclusion, as well as the generalizability of
the findings should be cautiously interpreted.
5.4.2 Test Development and Updates
In order to guarantee the content validity for all tests of Literacy, Numeracy, and Life Skills,
the first step was to have specialists, experts working in various departments of MoEYS,
advisors from respective institutions, as well as teachers from local schools review all
relevant documents related to the national curriculum, the learning standard, as well as the
textbooks of all relevant grades (1-6) and all subjects (literacy, numeracy, and social
sciences).
The review and analyses of each of the lessons in the textbook were the basis for drafting and
refining the tool items. Initially, more items than needed were developed so that the
developers could refine and/or eliminate items after initial piloting to verify whether the
items were appropriate for the students. The developers followed the same procedure until
they had enough items. Feedback was received, such as refining the item/section instruction,
changing pictures, restructuring the items, deleting items etc. The tools were finalized after
reliability testing which meant that some unreliable items were deleted.
The literacy tool includes two skills, reading and writing. Reading consists of 5
competencies:

phonics,

phonemic

awareness,

vocabulary

building,

fluency

and

comprehension. These competencies appear in the framework developed based on the
features of EGRA, the Curriculum Standard, the curriculum for each grade, and textbooks.
The adopted EGRA tools cover all Grades from 1 to 6, not early Grades 1-3 as in the case of
EGRA. They are knowledge assessment tools. The development of contents and items
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followed the framework (same number of items, duration for each section, and score given to
each item/sections). After the tools were developed in 2015, they were updated by the
research team before new data collection. The tool updates follow the same framework, but
only new items with the same level of difficulty could replace former ones (for example: the
same form exercise with different values). The numeracy tools are curriculum-based and also
used for knowledge assessment. Similar to the literacy update procedure, new items were
developed and replaced former ones when needed. The maximum scores of 5 competencies
in reading, writing and math are presented in the Table 5.5.
Table 5.5: The maximum scores of the tools
Vocab-

Compre-

Total

Total

Total

Total

hension

Reading

Writing

Math

Life Skills

N/A

N/A

50

50

50

66

45

45

60

270

100

50

50

20

60

60

60

300

100

50

50

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

50

50

50

37

5

100

20

90

90

60

360

100

50

50

6

100

20

100

100

60

380

100

50

50

Grade

Phonics

Phonemic

1

N/A

N/A

N/A

2

100

20

3

100

4

ulary

Fluency

The tools were also piloted to check their reliability scores before they were finalized.
However, the scores of each item, competency, and total differed due to the level of
difficulty, number of items needed in each competency, and number of competencies needed
in the entire tool (see the total and average scores in the quantitative findings in Chapter 6.2).
Other factors were also considered, both as regards tool content and administration
procedure, namely:
▪
▪

Clear instruction and administration process for the tests;
Clarity of each test item for the students (based on students’ feedback during the tool
development process);

▪

Level of wordings, sentence structures, and difficulties considered in view of
students’ grade;

▪

Post-test data collected at the end of the academic year (August) to ensure that items
covered lessons during the academic year;

▪

A consistent scoring method applied to all tests;
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▪

Prevention of cheating (because students or others gave the correct answers).

The final tools were also piloted for reliability before being finalized. The reliability of all the
quantitative tools was estimated by using Cronbach’s alpha for all constructs in the tools for
all grades. These reliability values were deemed to be acceptable to ensure credible
judgments when using data generated by these tests. The reliability scores are presented in
Table 5.6.
Table 5.6 Literacy, numeracy and life skills reliability scores, Grades 1-6, 2014/152016/17
Tool

G1

G2

G3

G4

G5

G6

Literacy

.82

.80

.94

.80

.89

.88

Numeracy

.80

.71

.79

.72

.74

.62

Life Skills

.70

.65

.61

.61

.75

.71

As shown in Table 5.6, the literacy tool has high reliability scores, ranging from .80 for
Grade 2 to .94 for Grade 3. The numeracy tool also has high reliability scores, ranging from
.62 of grade 6 to .80 for Grade 1. The life skills tool also has a high reliability score, but
lower in comparison to literacy and numeracy, ranging from .61 for Grade 4 to .75 for Grade
5.
Table 5.7 Reliability scores of the 4 guiding principles
Guiding Principle
Reliability Score

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

.93

.95

.95

.92

5 sub-standards of GP1, 8 sub-standards of GP2, 12 sub-standards of GP3, and 3 substandards of GP4 were analysed for their reliability scores. There data were employed from
the monitoring data which has school units and academic years. Table 5.7 shows that the
reliability scores of all 4 guiding principles were high, ranging from .92 for guiding principle
4 to .95 for guiding principles 2 and 3. According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2009), the
reliability is usually indicated as a coefficient ranging from .0 to 1; a high coefficient
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indicates high reliability and the minimum reliability score accepted for most academic
research is .7.
5.4.3 Quantitative data analysis
Both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses were applied in order to analyse the
collected data with SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences, Version 21). With the
nature of data and research questions, the following statistical tests were used.
Test of normality of student learning
A visual inspection of the histogram and statistical test were used in order to check whether
the 4 learning outcomes in the two groups are normally distributed. It is expected that the zvalue of the skewness and kurtosis falls between -1.96 and +1.96 of each group in order to
meet the assumption of normal distribution (Pallant, 2011). Shapiro-Wilk test of significance
is reported in order to examine whether deviation of the score from the predetermined z-value
of -1.96 to +1.96 is significant. The results are presented in Table 5.8 for student learning
outcomes of Grade 3 students and in Table 5.9 for the Grade 6 students.
Table 5.8 Normality of learning outcomes in reading, writing, mathematics and life
skills of Grade 3 students, 2016/17
Intervention

Shapiro-Wilk

Comparison

Shapiro-Wilk

Skewness

Kurtosis

Sig.

Skewness

Kurtosis

Sig.

Reading

-4.61

-3.70

<.01

-0.56

-4.68

<.01

Writing

1.78

-3.74

<.01

3.35

-3.74

<.01

Mathematics

1.88

-3.78

<.01

4.63

-0.59

<.01

Life skills

-1.19

-1.63

>.05

0.50

1.47

>.05

As can be seen in Table 5.8 of Grade 3 students, most z-value falls outside the range of -1.96
to +1.96, except for life skills. This suggests that the distribution of the data on student
learning is not normal. The same is the case for Grade 6 students (Table 5.9). Other research
in Cambodia also shows inconsistence of normality in the data due to unexplainable reasons,
for example the study on grade three and grade six student achievements, (MoEYS, 2016).
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The analysis of other assumptions, such as linearity and homoscedasticity, shows that these
are also not met due to the nature of the unit of analysis as the schools were not randomly
selected, rather, they were purposefully selected. This kind of analysis required both larger
and randomized sample schools to be more representative.
Table 5.9 Normality of learning in reading, writing, mathematics and life skills of Grade
6 students, 2016/17
Intervention

Shapiro-Wilk

Comparison

Shapiro-Wilk

Skewness

Kurtosis

Sig.

Skewness

Kurtosis

Sig.

Reading

-6.44

1.35

<.01

-5.07

-0.43

<.01

Writing

-4.17

-0.85

<.01

-3.12

-1.18

<.01

Mathematics

6.77

3.06

<.01

5.48

4.24

<.01

Life skills

0.50

-1.54

<.05

0.65

-1.31

>.05

Statistical analysis
Three statistical tests are used to analyse the data in response to the research questions and to
understand the impact of the project on student learning. The tests are: independent sample ttest; analysis of variance; and linear regression.
Independent sample t-test
For research question 1, Independent sample t-tests were used to compare the mean scores of
the students in reading, writing, math and life skills in the comparison group and intervention
group and the comparison between gender.
Paired-sample t-test
Paired-sample t-tests were used to compare the mean scores of pre-tests and post-tests in
reading, writing, math, and life skills to see the changes in learning outcomes over the years.
Analysis of variance
In cases where the comparison groups were more than 2, the analysis of variance using Tukey
Post Hoc option was used. This concerned the comparison of student scores by school type
(A, B, C, D) and student scores of the same grade but in different academic years.
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Pearson Correlation
For research questions 2-5, Pearson Correlations were performed to examine the relationship
between the independent variables, e.g. GP 1, GP 2, GP 3, and GP 4, and the dependent
variables, e.g. student learning outcomes in reading, writing, math and life skills.
Linear regression analysis
For research questions 2-5, multiple regression analysis was performed to examine the
strength of the relationship between the independent variables, e.g. GP 1, GP 2, GP 3, and GP
4, and the dependent variables, e.g. student learning outcomes in reading, writing, math and
life skills.
As regards the QLE data, these were collected for each GP with an ordinal score of levels 1,
2, 3, and 4. The ordinal score for each indicator under each GP was aggregated to get the
mean score for each GP, for instance, 3.6 for GP 1 of Intervention School A in 2016/17. The
ordinal score of the indicators was transferred to a continuous score for the 4 GPs by
calculating the averages from all sub-standard scores under each GP. For instance, 3.6, 3.3,
3.6, and 3.7 for all 4 GPs of Intervention School A in 2016/17.
QLE data were collected at the school level and data on student learning outcomes were
collected at the student level. In order to perform the regression analysis, school data were
segregated to the student level. In other words, students of the same school had the same
scores for each of the four QLE GPs.
Stepwise method of the linear, multiple regressions between independent and dependent
variables were conducted to evaluate the weight of each GP for student learning outcomes in
reading, writing, math and life skills. The results of standardized coefficients (Beta) are
reported in order to compare the influence of each GP on the learning of each component
since the intention is to see which GP has the strongest impact on each learning outcome
(Pallant, 2011). The R square of the model summary of each dependent variable is also
reported in order to examine how much of the variation among the students can be explained
by the model or the GP.
5.5 Level 2 and 3: Students in the classrooms, on the playground and at home
At Level 2, the research focuses on investigating not only if learners have understood what
they learnt at school but also if they can apply this knowledge in the school by investigating
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their interaction in the classroom and on the playground. This is based on classroom
observations, interviews with teachers and head teachers and Focus Group Discussion (FGD)
with students. As the tools were updated each semester of every year, we only provide the
Year 3 tools in the annexes (see Annex 10.3). The research examines learners’ behaviors in
school and extracurricular activities and how teachers and head teachers

influence the

process. Observations were conducted both in the classrooms and on the playground. FGDs
were conducted with 8 children (four boys and four girls selected randomly in each class).
Interviews with teachers and head teachers and classroom observation also served to examine
teachers’ understanding and application of “I’m Learning!”.
At Level 3, the study takes a more in-depth and qualitative approach to assessing learning
outcomes and child development through the 24 case studies in the four intervention schools
(six children per school). This qualitative analysis allows us to follow more in depth these
case study children at school, at home and in the community, and to examine to what extent
they have internalized and can apply what they have learned. This implies the conduct of
classroom and playground observations specifically dedicated to these twenty-four children,
home and outside-of-home observations, and interviews with the children and their parents.
5.5.1 Quality, validity and reliability of the qualitative data
To ensure that the qualitative data collected are valid and reliable, i.e. confirmable,
dependable and credible, the research team first considered two keywords in order to develop
the tools: “trust” and “conversation”. The reliability of the data depends on the quality of the
relationship that the researcher could build with his/her informants. Indeed, in the context of
this research, we assumed that people were not particularly interested in responding or could
be afraid to answer. They could fear being examined or judged because we work for an
organization, even an organization (KAPE, SCI) that works with the Ministry (POE/DOE).
Furthermore, people could lie.
In December 2015 (beginning of Year 2), when the research team arrived in Intervention
School A, an old man who came to pick up his grandchild who is in kindergarten, said: “I
wonder why today teachers are so tidy. I come here every day to take my grandchild home,
and I usually see several teachers sitting outside under the tree talking to each other during
the teaching time. And students are so noisy. Today you come to observe, and that’s why
they are so tidy”. On another day at the end of 2015, when a member of the research team
arrived at Comparison School A, the Grade 2 teacher told him: “You said that today another
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researcher would observe Grade 5 only, so why have you come to observe Grade 2 too? I
didn’t prepare anything to teach”. These remarks show that the research team can play,
unintendedly, the role of a monitoring team, and that teachers behave in their best way when
they know the research team is coming. This is why the FGDs and interviews with students
were important: it enabled us to crosscheck the authenticity of what we had observed in the
classrooms (e.g. if the teacher does not use physical punishment on the days when the
research team, does he/she do so when the team is not present?).
To ensure reliable data, the research team decided to conduct school visits monthly (during
Year 2 and Year 3, ref. section 5.6). Through the regular meetings with the teachers and the
students for two years, we gave them the opportunity to get “used to” the team. We also
explained and reminded them regularly of “why we are here”. Indeed, to get the trust of the
informants, as well as for ethical reasons, it was necessary to introduce ourselves and to
explain the reason for the research and why we were in the school. This way of expressing
consideration for the informants also meant getting their trust which all affected the validity
and reliability of the data collected over the years.
The research team made a distinction between “friendly conversations” and “interviews”. The
interview did not simply mean “asking questions”, however “open” they were. Rather, it
meant “creating a conversation”. The monthly school visits permitted us to have “friendly
conversations” with the teachers, head-teachers, parents and students (bearing the questions
of the interview schedule in mind). In addition, we conducted more “formal interviews” after
four months of fieldwork, once per school semester. By conducting school visits monthly,
teachers and students got used to us (and to a certain extent ‘forgot’ our presence). This is
why after a few months, some teachers told us honestly that they never prepare lesson plans,
still use some physical punishment, etc. This allowed us to assert that the data collected
during classroom and playground observation, conversations and formal interviews
(including FGDs) are “authentic”. Furthermore, the research team conducted several internal
meetings to reflect on the data, and one internal workshop at the end of each semester to
reflect both on data and findings. These meetings allowed team members to agree, disagree,
correct and add nuances, and reflect together. They were also useful to identify the empirical
gaps, and to update the methodological tools accordingly each semester.
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5.6 Work plan for data collection and data analysis
The research work plan was made according to school year. Year 1 covers November 2014October 2015; Year 2 covers November 2015-October 2016; and Year 3 covers November
2016-October 2017.
Year 1
The data collection for Level 1, pre-test Grade 4 was conducted in December 2014, while the
post-tests of Grades 1 and 4 in literacy, numeracy and life skills were conducted in August
2015. In order to collect all the literacy, numeracy and life skills data, the research team
divided the data collection process into two stages: First, collecting the life skills data; and
second, collecting the literacy and numeracy data. Prior to each data collection, training
workshops on the tools were provided for the data collectors. The training aimed at
explaining how to administer the tools, item by item, correctly.
During Year 1, Level 2 and Level 3 activities remained limited. A delay in budget
disbursement delayed the research process for several months. Level 2 fieldwork was
conducted only once during the second semester of the first school year, for eight days in
May 2015. In August-October 2015, the research team analyzed the qualitative data collected
during these eight days of fieldwork (Level 2) in the eight schools (Grade 1 and Grade 4). In
agreement with the University of Oslo (August 2015), the research team postponed Level 3
activities to Year 2. Because Level 3 activities finally started at the end of Year 1 (September
2015), they were considered as an anticipation of the Year 2 Level 3 research. Consequently,
the 2015 annual report does not include Level 3 data.
The Level 2 data were entered manually into separate documents, for example “Intervention
School A Grade 4 classroom observation” or “Intervention School B head-teacher interview”.
The research team summarized the findings in each document and crosschecked and
compared the summaries manually.
Since September 2015, the research team was composed by:
•

A project manager and Quantitative data specialist

•

A (new) research advisor

•

A qualitative data officer

•

A (new) qualitative data officer
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Between August and September 2015 (end of Year 1), the new research advisor, along with
the University of Oslo, updated and designed the methodological framework for the
qualitative dimension of the research. Several tools were prepared for use in Year 2. The
research advisor also prepared a detailed work plan to be used monthly for Year 2 and Year
3.
Year 2
With respect to the outcomes of project monitoring and evaluation, the M&E team finished
the Year 2 project evaluation in July-August 2015. To continue updating the project status
and providing recommendations to the project implementer, the M&E team conducted
another round of QLE monitoring in February-March 2016. Monitoring was conducted in
all 15 intervention schools of the project in three different provinces, including the 4 sample
intervention schools in Kampong Cham. Four basic forms were used in order to collect data
(Student Survey, Teacher Survey, Head Teacher Survey, and Community Survey). The data
collection was completed in late March, after which the team spent the whole month of April
2016 on data entry and analysis. The draft report was submitted to SC for comments in early
May 2016, and completed in October 2016.
During December 2015, the research team collected pre-test data for literacy, numeracy, and
life skills from the same cohort of students in Grades 2 and 5 (Level 1). The data were
entered and analyzed. The post-test data was collected in July-August 2016 for comparison.
According to the project agreement, SC is responsible for developing and updating the
literacy and numeracy tests while the research team is responsible for developing life skills
tools. In addition, the quality of all tools was validated. While all literacy and numeracy tools
at all grade levels were in place, the new life skill tools for Grades 3 & 6 needed to be
developed. The new tools were developed for Grades 1, 2, 4 and 5 in 2014 and 2015 and
from May 2016 for Year 3, the final year of the research project.
In order to develop the new life skills tools, the team reviewed all relevant documents related
to the national curriculum, curriculum standards, as well as the core textbooks of all relevant
grades, particularly Grades 3 and 6 of all subjects (literacy, numeracy, and social sciences).
Based on this review and an analysis of each of the lessons in the textbook, the tool items
were developed. More items than needed were developed so that developers had additional
choices during the process of refining and eliminating poorly functioning items after field73

testing. The team followed the same procedure until they had created enough items with
acceptable levels of reliability. Field-testing was done in order to examine whether item
content and level of difficulty were appropriate and the values reliable.. Following fieldtesting, the tools were refined and re-piloted until they reached a minimum reliability score of
.70 (see above).
Regarding Level 2 and Level 3 data, since November 2015 (beginning of Year 2) the study
involved fieldwork every month according to the work plan. The team visited eight schools
and the 22 families designated as case studies every month, i.e. conducted fieldwork for 8
days each month and eight months per year. In addition, data entry and tabulation were done
each month after which the advisor made a complete review of the tabulated data. This
required treating the data and splitting it into 8 separate documents, one for each school. The
8 documents were updated and enriched with new data every month.
The schedule for the one day visit to the schools and families was as follows:
•

Travel to the school;

•

Meeting with the principal;

•

Classroom observations (G2/G5);

•

Playground observations (G2/G5);

•

Friendly conversations with the teacher (G2/G5);

•

Friendly conversations with the parents (intervention schools).

The tools employed were: the school profile, the classroom observation checklist, the
interview schedule with teachers, the student profiles, the home observation checklist, the
interview schedule with parents.
In February-March 2016 (1st semester), and once more in July-August 2016 (2nd semester),
shorter classroom observations were conducted while also spending time on the following
activities:
•

FGD with Grade 5 students in seven schools (Comparison School E does not have
Grade 5). (Tool: FGD guideline);

•

Interviews with the case study students. (Tool: interview schedule with children);

•

Interviews with the Grades 2 and 5 teachers and school directors of the intervention
schools. (Tools: Interview schedules with teachers and principals).
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The content of the Level 2 and Level 3 investigation was not exactly the same each month.
The research team met each month to discuss the data collected during the previous month,
critique the data together, and decide what specific data were important to be collected during
the coming month. For instance, it was decided to focus more on «adulthood» during
November 2015-January 2016, which means understanding the daily teaching routines in the
classrooms, conducting friendly conversations with teachers about his/her job from a
«conventional» perspective and from an “I’m Learning!” perspective, and conduct friendly
conversations with head teachers about their duties, school management and operation both
from a «conventional» and an “I’m Learning!” perspective.
In the middle of the first semester of Year 2, the research team had a better understanding of
the conventional functioning of classrooms and school management. This meant that
researchers were more aware of the «system» and its rules, were better able to isolate what is
specifically “I’m Learning!”, and to know what had been implemented so far, and how it is
understood and internalized by teachers and head teachers. In February and March 2016, and
during the second semester, researchers focused more on «childhood». FGDs with Grade 5
students and individual school-level interviews with the 24 case study children were
conducted (researchers had so far only met the case study children at home with their
parents). Researchers also conducted more formal interviews with teachers and principals
specifically dedicated to their understanding of “I’m Learning!”.
Year 3
In December 2016, the research team collected pre-test data for literacy, numeracy, and life
skills from the same cohort of students in Grades 3 and 6 (Level 1). The data was entered and
analyzed. The team began the writing up of the results in draft form. However, the
conclusions for the third year could not be drawn without post-testing. The post-test data
were collected in July-August 2017 for comparison.
With respect to the outcomes of project monitoring and evaluation, the M&E team finished
the Year 2 project evaluation in July-August 2016. To continue updating the project status
and providing recommendations to the project implementer, the M&E team conducted
another round of QLE monitoring in Feb-March 2017. The monitoring was conducted in all
15 intervention schools of the project in three different provinces, including the 4 sample
intervention schools in Kampong Cham. Four basic forms were used to collect the data
(Student Survey, Teacher Survey, Head Teacher Survey, and Community Survey).
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Regarding Levels 2 and 3, the research team followed the same methodology and work plan
for Year 2, but changed from Grades 2 and 5 to Grades 3 and 6. The tools were updated and
enriched based on the Year 2 experiences (see Annex 10.3). The activities included:
1. Developing the schedule for Year 3
2. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 4
3. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 1 and 2
4. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 3
5. Interview with directors and teachers (first semester)
6. Interview with directors and teachers (second semester)
7. Interview with case study parents (first semester)
8. Interview with case study parents (second semester)
9. Interview with case study children (first semester)
10. Interview with case study children (second semester)
11. FGD with Grade 6 students (first semester)
12. FGD with Grade 6 students (second semester)
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6. Findings
This chapter provides the findings after three years of research (Year 1, Year 2, and Year 3).
It first compares the quantitative assessments of student learning outcomes in intervention
and comparison schools and by school type and gender. This includes the correlation and
regression analyses between QLE GP and student learning outcomes. This is followed by a
study of each of the eight schools based on both quantitative and qualitative data that have
been collected over the years in each school, and relating the data analysis to the QLE GP.
Since the team did not conduct qualitative follow-up of the teachers during Year 1, the
qualitative findings relate only to Grades 2, 3, 5 and 6 teachers (Year 2 and Year 3). Each of
the eight studies is examined using the following structure:
•

Student learning outcomes and M&E assessment;

•

Community and parental involvement in school functioning (QLE GP 4);

•

Student participation in school functioning (QLE GP 3 and 4);

•

Child protection (QLE GP 1 and 2)

•

Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classroom (QLE GP 1 and 3);

•

Life skills students’ internalization and application of what they have learned.

After introducing the school and presenting the student learning outcomes over the past three
years (based on Level 1 quantitative data), qualitative data are used to first analyse school
functioning, followed by a focus on child protection. This is then narrowed to focusing on
the inside of the classrooms, and finally reporting on student behavior analyzed through the
life skills framework. The four intervention school studies report on what happened in each
school in the framework of “I’m Learning!” compared to the four comparison schools
without SC support. This represents four “I’m Learning!” stories, born in the context (notably
the CFS context) described in Chapter 4.1. The Chapter also considers SC QLE interventions
for which the findings will be used as evidence in Chapter 7 to answer the five research
questions.
6.1 Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 student learning outcomes
This section presents the quantitative findings which refer to level 1 findings. It is organized
around different sets of comparisons. It first presents the results of comparisons of Cohort 1
and Cohort 2 between intervention and comparison schools. This is followed by the results of
the comparison between different years of the same grade, the results of the comparisons by
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school type, the results of the comparison across intervention schools of different types, the
results of the comparison across comparison schools of different types, and the results of the
comparisons by gender in intervention schools. The chapter also includes the correlation and
regression results to examine the impact of SC interventions.
6.1.1 Student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison school groups
Findings regarding Cohort 1 (Grades 1, 2 and 3)
Table 6.1 below shows that there are significant improvements in student learning outcomes
for reading, writing, and math in the intervention group during Year 1. However, the mean
scores of both the intervention and comparison schools are low (below average). The mean
scores of both groups are: In reading, Intervention M=17.09, SD=14.09; Comparison
M=13.77, SD=12.32, p<.01; in writing, Intervention M=20.25, SD=14.81; Comparison
M=15.15, SD=13.11, p<.001; in math, Intervention M=20.88, SD=12.67; Comparison
M=17.76, SD=13.05, p<.01. For Year 2, during the pre-test the intervention group scored
significantly higher than the comparison group regarding reading and life skills. In reading,
Intervention M=44.37, SD=42.15; Comparison M=37.7, SD=37.65, p<.05; in life skills,
Intervention M=37.69, SD=8.56; Comparison M=35.83, SD=6.24, p<.01. During the posttest, the intervention group scored significantly higher than the comparison group in reading
(Intervention M=135.43, SD=76.97; Comparison M=90.22, SD=70.12, p<.001, and the effect
size is large, 60%).
The comparison between pre-test and post-test scores also shows significant increase, the
mean difference is MD=90.8, p<.001 in reading of the intervention group, but only
MD=52.52, p<.001 in the comparison group. The intervention group also scored significantly
higher in writing (Intervention M=49.57, SD=26.87; Comparison M=35.31, SD=23.51,
p<.001, and effect size is medium, 45%) and math (Intervention M=21.00, SD=14.21;
Comparison M=17.18, SD=10.49, p<.001, and the effect size is small, 25%). The
intervention group scored average in reading, close to average in writing, and below average
in math. There is no significant difference in life skills although both groups scored above the
average11.
In the pre-test of Year 3, the intervention group scored significantly higher than the
comparison group in reading (Intervention M=126.09, SD=76.26; Comparison M=91.80,
Average means “Average score” or minimum score to pass. For instance, if the total score of math is 100, the
minimum score to pass math is 50. Students who score lower than 50 (49, 48…) are considered to have failed.
11
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SD=73.01, p<.001), writing, (Intervention M=31.72, SD=24.53; Comparison M=25.97,
SD=23.23, p<.01), and life skills (Intervention M=25.75, SD=7.18; Comparison M=22.96,
SD=6.44, p<.001). In the post-test the intervention group scored significantly higher than the
comparison group in reading (Intervention M=171.69, SD=79.89; Comparison M=131.77,
SD=86.85, p<.001 and the effect size is large, 50%). The comparison between pre-test and
post-test scores also shows significant increase of MD=45.6, p<.001 in reading of the
intervention group and MD=39.97, p<.001 for the comparison group. The intervention group
also scored significantly higher than the comparison group in life skills (Intervention
M=25.75, SD=7.18; Comparison M=22.96, SD=6.44, p<.001 and the effect size is 30%).
The comparison between pre-test and post-test scores also shows significant increase of
MD=4.59, p<.001 in reading of the intervention group but MD=5.47, p<.001 in the
comparison group. The intervention group also scored significantly higher than the
comparison group in writing and math. However, both groups scored lower than the average
(see Table 6.2).
The significant improvements in reading, writing, and life skills of Cohort 1 appear in Figures
6.1, 6.2, and 6.3.

Figure 6.1 Reading Post-test of Cohort 1 by school group, 2014/15-2016/17
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Figure 6.2 Writing Post-test of Cohort 1 by school group, 2014/15-2016/17

Figure 6.3 Life Skills Post-test of Cohort 1 by school group, 2014/15-2016/17

Findings regarding Cohort 2 (Grades 4, 5 and 6)
Table 6.3 shows that there were improvements in student learning outcomes for reading
during Year 1 (Intervention M=32.39, SD=14.4; Comparison M=29.09, SD=18.31, p<.05).
continue here The comparison between the pre-test and post-test scores also shows the
significant increase of MD=7.47, p<.001 in reading of the intervention group and MD=5.07,
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p<.001 in the comparison group. For Year 2, during the pre-test the intervention group scored
significantly higher than the comparison group in reading.
During the post-test, the intervention group scored significantly higher than the comparison
group in reading (Intervention M=235.07, SD=92.92; Comparison M=213.01, SD=98.85,
p<.05 and the effect size is 20%). The comparison between pre-test and post-test scores also
shows the significant increase of MD=121.56, p<.001 in reading of the intervention group
which is, however, lower than the comparison group, MD=129.66, p<.001. The comparison
group also scored significantly higher in life skills. There are no significant differences in
writing (both groups score average) and math (both groups score below the average).
In the pre-test of Year 3, the intervention group scored significantly lower than the
comparison group in both writing and math. However, both groups scored below the average.
In the post-test, the intervention group scored significantly higher than the comparison group
in reading (Intervention M=248.94, SD=79.73; Comparison M=225.30, SD=96.40, p<.01 and
the effect size is 30%). The comparison between pre-test and post-test scores also shows the
significant increase of MD=42.93, p<.001 in reading of the intervention group and
MD=15.23, p<.001 in the comparison group. The intervention group also scored significantly
higher than the comparison group in math. However, both groups scored far below the
average (see Table 6.4).
The significant improvement in reading for Cohort 2 is shown in Figure 6.4.

Figure 6.4 Reading Post-test of Cohort 2 by school group, 2014/15-2016/17
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Table 6.1 Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills of Cohort 1 by school group, 2014/15-2016/17
Grade 1, 2014/15
Grade 2, 2015/16
Grade 3, 2016/17
Post-test
Pre-test
Post-test
Pre-test
Post-test
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
Variable
Reading
Intervention Group
17.09**
14.09
44.63* 42.15 135.43*** 76.97
126.09*** 76.26 171.69*** 79.89
Comparison Group
13.77
12.34
37.7
37.65
90.22
70.12
91.80
73.01
131.77
86.85
Writing
Intervention Group
20.25*** 14.81
23.18
15.39 49.57*** 27.87
31.72** 24.53 45.92*** 27.06
Comparison Group
15.15
13.11
21.31
13.02
35.31
23.51
25.97
23.23
34.78
29.16
Math
Intervention Group
20.88**
12.67
15.85
13.33
21***
14.21
10.07
7.14 22.39*** 12.14
Comparison Group
17.76
13.05
14.84
6.4
17.18
10.49
9.23
6.93
17.53
11.42
Lifeskills
Intervention Group
53.99
7.48
37.69** 8.56
39.05
9.88
25.75*** 7.18
30.34**
7.15
Comparison Group
54.2
6.84
35.83
6.24
37.74
8.94
22.96
6.44
28.43
6.19
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
The total number of students of posttest Grade 1 was 787. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 2 were 969 and 718.
The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 3 were 794 and 680.
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Table 6.2 Mean score differences in Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills of Cohort 1 by school group, 2014/15 – 2016/17
Grade 1,
Grade 2, 2015/16
Grade 3, 2016/17
2014/15
Variable
Post-test
Pre-test Post-test
Pre-test Post-test
MD
MD
M
M
M
M
M
Reading
Intervention Group
17.09
44.63
135.43
90.8***
126.09
171.69
45.6***
Comparison Group
13.77
37.7
90.22
52.52***
91.8
131.77 39.97***
Writing
Intervention Group
20.25
23.18
49.57
26.39***
31.72
45.92
14.2***
Comparison Group
15.15
21.31
35.31
14***
25.97
34.78
8.81***
Math
Intervention Group
20.88
15.85
21
5.15***
10.07
22.39
12.32***
Comparison Group
17.76
14.84
17.18
2.34**
9.23
17.53
8.3***
Lifeskills
Intervention Group
53.99
37.69
39.05
1.36*
25.75
30.34
4.59***
Comparison Group
54.2
35.83
37.74
1.91*
22.96
28.43
5.47***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

The total number of students of posttest Grade 1 was 787. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 2 were 969 and 718.
The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 3 were 794 and 680.
Note:
• Total score of post-test Grade 1: Reading =50, Writing=50, Math=50, and Life skills=66.
• Total score of Grade 2 pre-test and post-test: Reading=270, Writing=100, Math=50, Life skills=50.
• Total score of Grade 3 pre-test and post-test: Reading=300, Writing=100, Math=50, Life skills=50.
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6.1.2 Evolution of student learning outcomes within the same grades
Tukey Post Hoc ANOVA was used compare the post-test mean scores of student learning
outcomes of the three different years within the intervention schools. Table 6.5 shows that
there is no significant improvement for reading, writing, math, and life skill scores of the
intervention group of Grade 1 in 2014/15 compared to 2015/16 and 2016/17. In addition,
reading, writing, and math scores are still below the average. Although the life skills score of
the intervention group in 2015/16 and 2016/17 is above the average, it is lower than the score
in 2014/15.
For Grade 2, there are two significant improvements. In writing, students scored below the
average in 2015/16 (M=49.57, SD=27.87) but above the average in 2016/17 (M=54.06,
SD=26.54); in life skills they scored below the average (M=32.05, SD=9.88) in 2015/16 and
above the average (M=34.23, SD=8.35) in the year of 2016/17.
Regarding Grade 4, there are significant improvements in writing over the period, although
students scored below average in all years (M=20.67, SD=15.42 in 2014/15; M=23.31,
SD=14.67 in 2015/16; and M=28.22, SD=14.42 in 2016/17, p<.001). Only in math did
students improve significantly from below average in 2014/15 to above average in 2015/16
and 2016/17 (M=22.24, SD=11.77 in 2014/15; M=26.42, SD=12.91 in 2015/16; and
M=27.38, SD=12.15 in 2016/17, p<.001). In life skills, the level of Grade 4 students
decreased over the three years.
In Grade 5, there were no positive, significant changes in any of the tests in 2015/16 and
2016/17 and even a small decline in writing and math.
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Table 6.3 Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills of Cohort 2 by school groups, pre-tests and post-tests, 2014/15- 2016/17
Grade 4 2014/15
Pre-test
Post-test
M
SD
M
SD

Variable
Reading
Intervention Group
24.92
Comparison Group
24.02
Writing
Intervention Group
12.61
Comparison Group
14.02
Math
Intervention Group 12.44***
Comparison Group
15.87
Life skills
Intervention Group
20.84
Comparison Group
21.09
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Grade 5 2015/16
Pre-test
Post-test
M
SD
M
SD

Grade 6 2016/17
Pre-test
Post-test
M
SD
M
SD

12.2
12.27

32.39*
29.09

14.4
18.31

113.51**
83.35

97.35
100.78

235.07*
213.01

92.92
98.85

207.01
210.07

92.47
95.07

249.94**
225.30

79.73
96.40

11.19
12.32

20.67
20.39

15.42
15.53

33.41*
40.37

20.37
25.8

51.7
52.09

26
25.3

39.44**
46.44

22.74
20.94

59.06
58.13

21.97
23.59

9.06
8.84

22.24
21.39

11.77
9.16

6.12*
7.92

6.09
6.38

19.72
19.03

13.96
12.46

6.95***
8.27

4.04
3.48

14.70***
11.87

8.28
5.30

6.07
5.46

25.98**
27.59

5.29
4.88

23.96
24.81

10.61
7.72

26.23**
29.79

10.69
10.85

19.79
19.09

10.18
8.59

25.77
25.73

10.07
10.25

The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 4 were 549 and 468. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest
Grade 5 were 535 and 552. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 6 were 531 and 407.
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Table 6.4 Mean score differences in Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills of Cohort 2 by school groups, pre-tests and post-tests,
2014/15-2016/17
Grade 4 2014/15
Grade 5 2015/16
Grade 6 2016/17
Variable
Pre-test Post-test
Pre-test Post-test
Pre-test Post-test
MD
MD
MD
M
M
M
M
M
M
Reading
Intervention Group
24.92
32.39
7.47***
113.51
235.07 121.56***
207.01
249.94 42.93***
Comparison Group
24.02
29.09
5.07***
83.35
213.01 129.66***
210.07
225.3
15.23
Writing
Intervention Group
12.61
20.67
8.06***
33.41
51.7
18.29***
39.44
59.06
19.62***
Comparison Group
14.02
20.39
6.37***
40.37
52.09
11.72***
46.44
58.13
11.69***
Math
Intervention Group
12.44
22.24
9.8***
6.12
19.72
13.6***
6.95
14.7
7.75***
Comparison Group
15.87
21.39
5.52***
7.92
19.03
11.11***
8.27
11.87
3.6**
Life skills
Intervention Group
20.84
25.98
5.14***
23.96
26.23
2.27*
19.79
25.77
5.98***
Comparison Group
21.09
27.59
6.5***
24.81
29.79
4.98***
19.09
25.73
6.64***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 4 were 549 and 468. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest
Grade 5 were 535 and 552. The total numbers of students of both pretest and posttest Grade 6 were 531 and 407.
Note:
• Total score of Grade 4 pre-test and post-test: Reading =50, Writing=50, Math=50, and Life skills=37.
• Total score of pre-test Grade 5 pre-test and post-test: Reading =360, Writing=100, Math=50, and Life skills=50.
• Total score of pre-test Grade 6 pre-test and post-test: Reading =380, Writing=100, Math=50, and Life skills=50.
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Table 6.5 Post-Test of Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills outcomes for Grade 1, 2, 4, and 5 of the Intervention Group, 2014/152016/17
Grade 1
M
SD

Grade 2
M
SD

Grade 4
M
SD

Grade 5
M
SD

Variables
Reading
17.09
14.09
32.39
14.408
Academic Year 2014/15
235.07
92.92
17.99
15.01
135.42*** 76.97
34.05
14.890
Academic Year 2015/16
227.14
87.70
18.73
11.30
108.65
76.46
35.29
13.845
Academic Year 2016/17
Writing
20.25*** 14.81
20.67*** 15.428
Academic Year 2014/15
51.70**
26.00
17.99
16.35
23.31
14.678
Academic Year 2015/16
49.57*
27.87
46.69
18.97
13.20
12.64
28.22
12.425
Academic Year 2016/17
54.06
26.54
Math
20.89
12.68
Academic Year 2014/15
22.24*** 11.778
19.72***
13.96
21.72
17.34
21.00
14.21
Academic Year 2015/16
26.42
12.915
14.09
10.38
19.70
12.61
21.70
10.90
Academic Year 2016/17
27.38
12.151
Life Skills
53.99*** 7.49
25.97*** 5.291
Academic Year 2014/15
26.23
10.69
47.08
9.29
32.05**
9.88
22.43
6.487
Academic Year 2015/16
26.99
8.64
44.90
7.42
34.23
8.35
23.31
6.092
Academic Year 2016/17
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
The total numbers of students for post-tests in Grades 1 and 4 in 2014/15 were 492 and 265. In 2015/16, the total numbers of students of grades
1, 2, 4, and 5 were 297, 436, 224, and 378. In 2016/17, the total numbers of students of grades, 1, 2, 4, and 5, were 314, 314, 277, and 262.
Note:
•
•
•
•

Total score of post-test Grade 1: Reading =50, Writing=50, Math=50, and Life skills=66.
Total score of Grade 2 pre-test and post-test: Reading=270, Writing=100, Math=50, Life skills=50.
Total score of Grade 4 pre-test and post-test: Reading =50, Writing=50, Math=50, and Life skills=37.
Total score of pre-test Grade 5 pre-test and post-test: Reading =360, Writing=100, Math=50, and Life skills=50.
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Summary
In summary, the quantitative analyses show that intervention students in the lower primary
school grades (Grades 1-3) have significantly higher learning outcomes in reading, writing
and life skills than the comparison students while in the upper grades (4-6), the intervention
school students have significantly higher learning outcomes only in reading. Lower grade
students (1-3) of intervention schools have better learning outcomes than upper grade
students (4-6).
There are no significant differences/improvements when the grade 1 students of 3 different
academic years are compared. There are two significant differences/improvements in writing
and life skills when grade 2 students of 2 different academic years are compared. There are
two significant differences and improvements in writing and math when the grade 4 students
of 3 different academic years are compared. Finally, there are no significant differences in
grade 5 students when these grades of 2 academic years are compared.
6.1.3 Student learning outcomes in intervention schools and comparison schools by
school type
Regarding the comparisons between intervention schools and comparison schools, Tables
6.6-6.9 show that in Type A schools, intervention school Grade 1 students performed
significantly higher in reading and writing, and intervention school Grade 2 students
performed significantly higher in reading, writing and math. In addition, Intervention school
Grade 3 students performed significantly higher in reading, writing and math. In the cohort of
Grade 4, intervention school students performed significantly higher in math. In Grade 5,
Intervention school students did not perform significantly higher and even performed lower
in writing and math. Intervention School Grade 6 students performed significantly higher
only in life skills.
In Type B schools, intervention school Grade 1 students did not perform significantly higher,
and even performed lower in reading, Grade 2 students performed significantly higher in
writing and math. Intervention school Grade 4 students performed lower in all subjects,
Grade 5 students performed significantly higher only in math, and lower in life skills.
Intervention school Grades 3 and 6 students did not perform significantly higher than
comparison school students in any of the grades, and even performed lower in Grade 3 for
reading, writing and math.
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In Type D schools, intervention school Grade 1 students performed significantly higher in
reading, writing and math, Grade 2 students performed significantly higher in reading, and
Grade 3 students performed significantly higher in all subjects. In Grade 4, students
performed significantly higher in reading and math and Grade 5 students performed
significantly higher in reading. In Grade 6, intervention school students performed
significantly higher in reading.
In Type E schools, intervention school Grade 1 students performed significantly higher in
reading and writing, and Grade 2 students performed significantly higher only in life skills.
Yet, intervention school Grade 3 students performed significantly higher in all subjects.
It should be noted that the performance in math is weak for all cohorts and all schools, except
for Intervention school A Grade 2 and Grade 3 and Intervention School E Grade 3.
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Table 6.6 Student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison schools Type A, 2014/15- 2016/17
Post-test Grade 1
2014/15
Variable
Reading
Intervention A
Comparison A
Writing
Intervention A
Comparison A
Math
Intervention A
Comparison A
Life skills
Intervention A
Comparison A

Post-test Grade 2
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 3
2016/17
M
SD

Post-test Grade 4
2014/15

Post-test Grade 5
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 6
2016/17
M
SD

40.34***
26.55

13.76
13.12

230.78***
131.1

19.07
51.36

244.18***
160.48

44.97
56.19

40.03
42.63

10.26
2.82

290.23
267.79

64.6
48.21

304.83
284.5

59.18
32.55

40.51**
28.70

12.75
15.04

78.27***
54.52

12.65
13.85

87.64***
57.3

11.01
24.66

26.87
28.33

13.41
11.74

59.63***
75.66

18.71
10.21

77.7
74.04

15
12.02

40.18
38.20

11.82
12.74

34.73***
26.69

8.17
7.22

37.10***
19.78

6.226
7

35.73***
22.00

8.79
7.35

15.73**
25.48

8.72
8.52

19.4
17.08

6.96
6.65

51.76
55.00

11.15
3.98

34.35
34.79

8.06
8.26

33.05
31.68

5.41
6.7

27.6*
29.91

4.40
4.28

34.22
34.21

5.52
7.69

33.28**
27.38

7.43
7.07

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6.7 Student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison schools Type B, 2014/15-2016/17
Post-test Grade 1
2014/15
Variable
Reading
Intervention B
Comparison B
Writing
Intervention B
Comparison B
Math
Intervention B
Comparison B
Life skills
Intervention B
Comparison B

Post-test Grade
2
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 3
2016/17
M

SD

Post-test Grade 4
2014/15
M
SD

Post-test Grade 5
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 6
2016/17
M
SD

13.31**
17.48

11.80
12.11

129.98
123.32

74.74
65.24

166.17***
194.23

78.39
62.18

36.00*
39.55

10.38
9.66

253.18
259.96

64.95
54.4

264.59
271.88

59.48
48.01

17.26
20.19

13.86
12.32

55.24**
47.82

27.2
22.08

44.11***
54.81

25.82
23.06

22.76**
29.17

15.55
12.43

59.44
57.1

22.19
14.46

61.07
69.76

18.53
12.22

19.3
19.25

12.51
12.51

24.25**
20.54

14.66
10.24

19.93***
25.99

11.27
10.97

18.74***
25.85

9.92
8.50

25.4*
21.19

12.59
11.16

15.25
12.93

8.48
4.9

55.13
56.18

7.06
6.53

35.1
34.24

8.21
8

30.39
30.34

7.73
5.67

25.86**
27.89

5.29
4.89

29.75***
34.8

8.56
7

28.87
30.61

9.74
9.56

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6.8 Student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison schools Type D, 2014/15-2016/17

Variable
Reading
Intervention D
Comparison D
Writing
Intervention D
Comparison D
Math
Intervention D
Comparison D
Life skills
Intervention D
Comparison D

Post-test Grade 1
2014/15
M
SD

Post-test Grade 2
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 3
2016/17
M
SD

Post-test Grade 4
2014/15
M
SD

Post-test Grade 5
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 6
2016/17
M
SD

195.86** 118.42
147.76 107.94

216.35**
171.05

92.15
107.68

18.76***
6.65

11.95
8.62

127.29***
44.13

77.65
50.88

159.13***
70

84.60
68.28

21.26*
14.75

17.00
17.32

22.60***
6.53

13.26
8.07

35.71***
16.13

25.62
10.54

36.61***
9.77

22.92
8.96

13.63
9.53

13.99
12.18

37.63
38.19

27.66
28.72

50.91
44.22

24.06
25.01

19.91***
12.02

8.62
8.98

11.84
10.79

9.62
7.79

19.72***
8.81

11.04
5.73

20.93*
17.04

11.55
8.40

12.38
14.5

13.24
13.35

11.6
9.41

6.89
3.37

52.73
51.73

6.52
7.37

25.57
26.73

10.98
7.76

29.01***
25.6

6.97
5.49

25.48
26.39

5.69
4.74

19.91
22.83

10.68
11.49

20.12
21.38

8.07
9.77

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6.9 Student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison schools Type E, 2014/15-2016/17

Variable
Reading
Intervention E
Comparison E
Writing
Intervention E
Comparison E
Math
Intervention E
Comparison E
Life skills
Intervention E
Comparison E

Post-test Grade 1
2014/15
M
SD

Post-test Grade 2
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 3
2016/17
M
SD

Post-test Grade 4
2014/15
M
SD

Post-test Grade 5
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 6
2016/17
M
SD

23.64*
14.91

13.916
7.382

103.07
71.85

56.31
65.58

171.85**
71.33

64.05
77.8

26.33
-

15.548
-

191.45
-

98.92
-

256.7
-

58.5
-

20.08*
10.91

11.786
11.282

32.19
41.62

14.38
18.3

43.59**
19.17

18.68
20.56

14.78
-

14.167
-

46.27
-

23.62
-

61.7
-

12.93
-

18.76
16.36

8.161
10.884

16.74
20.77

9.31
7.28

31.91***
18

10.27
8.31

24.33
-

9.287
-

9.82
-

10.51
-

25.2
-

6.46
-

49.85
52.77

6.298
5.918

32.74***
21.77

6.71
8.35

31.49**
27.77

4.01
3.85

25.73
-

6.513
-

33.9
-

4.74
-

23.75
-

9.81
-

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.1.4 Student learning outcomes in intervention schools by type and in comparison
schools by type, 2014/15-2016/17
Regarding school types, Tables 6.10-6.11 show that Intervention School A Grade 1
performed significantly higher than Intervention Schools B, D and E in reading, writing, and
math. Intervention School B performed significantly higher than the other schools in life
skills. Intervention School D performed significantly higher than Intervention Schools B and
E in writing and math. Intervention School E performed significantly higher than Comparison
Schools types B and D in reading. In short, Intervention School A Grade 1 performed
significantly higher than the three other types which performed equally.
In Grade 2, Intervention School A students performed significantly higher than Intervention
Schools B, D, and E students in reading, writing and math. Intervention School B students
performed significantly higher than Intervention Schools D and E in all areas. Similarly, in
Grade 3, Intervention School A students performed significantly higher than Intervention
Schools B, D, and E students in most tests of reading and writing. In life skills, they had
equivalent scores to Intervention School E students. Interestingly, Intervention School E
students moved to the second place, performing significantly higher than Intervention School
B and D students in all tests in 2016/17.
In Grade 4, Intervention School A performed significantly higher than Intervention Schools
B, D and E in reading, writing, and math. Intervention school B performed significantly
higher than intervention schools D and E in reading and writing, while intervention school E
performed significantly higher than intervention schools B and D in math. Intervention
school E was in the third place in reading and writing while intervention school D was in the
third place in math. In short, Intervention School A performed best followed by intervention
schools B, E and D.
In Grade 5, Intervention School A students performed significantly higher than Intervention
Schools B, D and E (in reading, writing and life skills). In intervention School B, students
performed significantly higher than Intervention Schools D and E (in reading, writing and
math). In Grade 6, intervention school A students performed significantly higher than
Intervention Schools B, D, and E in most tests, except for life skills. Intervention School B
students performed significantly higher than Intervention School D and E students.
Intervention School E students were in third place, performing significantly higher than
Intervention School D students in all tests, including Intervention School B students in math.
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Grade 1 students of Intervention School A scored above average in all tests, while other
intervention school students scored below average in most tests, except for life skills. For
Grade 2, while intervention school A students reached an above average level in knowledge
of reading, writing, math and life skills, intervention schools B, D and E students remained
below average for reading, writing and math (except for intervention school B students who
reached above average in writing). For Grade 3, most intervention school students reached
average or above average in most tests, except for math in intervention schools B and D.
For Grade 4, intervention school A students scored above average in all tests. All intervention
school students scored above average in life skills while only intervention school B and E
students scored above average in reading. The rest scored below average. For Grade 5,
intervention schools A and B were above average in reading, writing, math and life skills,
while Intervention schools D and E were above average in reading. For Grade 6, most
schools reached average or above average in most tests, except for math in intervention
schools A, B, and E and life skills in intervention schools D and E.
Table 6.10 Reading, Writing, Math and Life Skills in Intervention schools by school
type (Post-test Cohort 1), 2014/15-2016/17
Post-test Grade 1
Post-test Grade 2
Post-test Grade 3
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
M
SD
Variable
M
SD
M
SD
Reading
Type A
40.34*** 13.76
230.78*** 19.07
244.18*** 44.97
Type B
13.30
11.80
129.98
74.74
166.17
78.39
Type D
18.76
11.95
127.29
77.65
159.13
84.6
Type E
23.64
13.92
103.07
56.31
171.85
64.05
Writing
Type A
40.51*** 12.75
78.27*** 12.65
87.64***
11.01
Type B
17.26
13.86
55.24
27.2
44.11
25.82
Type D
22.60
13.26
35.71
25.62
36.61
22.92
Type E
20.08
11.79
32.19
14.38
43.59
18.68
Math
Type A
40.17*** 11.83
34.73***
8.17
37.10***
6.22
Type B
19.3
12.51
24.25
14.66
19.93
11.27
Type D
19.91
8.62
11.84
9.62
19.72
11.04
Type E
18.76
8.16
16.74
9.31
31.91
10.27
Life skills
Type A
51.75*** 11.16
34.35***
8.06
33.05*
5.41
Type B
55.13
7.06
35.1
8.21
30.39
7.73
Type D
52.73
6.52
25.57
10.98
29.01
6.97
Type E
49.85
6.29
32.74
6.71
31.49
4.01
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6.11 Reading, Writing, Math and Life Skills of Intervention schools by school
type (Post-test Cohort 2), 2014/15-2016/17
Post-test Grade 4
Post-test Grade 5
Post-test Grade 6
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
M
SD
Variable
M
SD
M
SD
Reading
Type A
40.02*** 10.26
290.23*** 64.6
304.83*** 59.18
Type B
36.00
10.38
253.18
64.95
264.59
59.48
Type D
21.26
17.00
195.86
118.42
216.35
92.15
Type E
26.33
15.55
191.45
98.92
256.7
58.5
Writing
Type A
26.86*** 13.42
59.63*** 18.71
77.70***
15
Type B
22.76
15.56
59.44
22.19
61.07
18.53
Type D
13.63
13.99
37.63
27.66
50.91
24.06
Type E
14.78
14.17
46.27
23.62
61.7
12.93
Math
Type A
35.73***
8.80
15.73***
8.72
19.40***
6.96
Type B
18.74
9.93
25.4
12.59
15.25
8.48
Type D
20.93
11.55
12.38
13.24
11.6
6.89
Type E
24.33
9.29
9.82
10.51
25.2
6.46
Life skills
Type A
27.60
4.40
34.22***
5.52
33.28***
7.43
Type B
25.86
5.30
29.75
8.56
28.87
9.74
Type D
25.48
5.70
19.91
10.68
20.12
8.07
Type E
25.72
6.51
33.9
4.74
23.75
9.81
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Regarding the school types of the comparison schools, Tables 6.12-6.13 show that in Grade 1
Type A school, students performed significantly higher than in Type B, D and E schools in
all tests. Comparison School B students scored significantly higher than Comparison School
D and E students in all tests, while Comparison School E scored significantly higher than
Comparison School D in all tests.
In Grade 2, comparison school A students performed significantly higher than comparison
school B, D and E students (in reading, writing and math). Comparison school B students
performed significantly higher than comparison school D and E students (in reading, writing
and math). In Grade 3, comparison school A students performed significantly higher in
writing and life skills, and comparison school B students performed significantly higher in
reading and math. Comparison school E students were in third place, performing significantly
higher than comparison school D students in all tests.
In Grade 4, comparison school A students scored significantly higher than in comparison
schools B, D and E in reading and life skills. Comparison school B students scored
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significantly higher than in comparison schools A and D in writing and math. Comparison
school A students scored significantly higher than in comparison school D in writing, while
comparison school B students scored significantly higher than in comparison school D in
reading and life skills. In short, Comparison School Types A and B performed equally,
followed by Type D, and then Type E.
In Grade 5, Comparison School A students performed significantly higher than comparison
schools B and D (in reading, writing and life skills), and comparison school B students
performed significantly higher than comparison schools D and E (in reading, writing and
math). Similarly, in Grade 6, comparison school A students performed significantly higher
than comparison school B and D students (in reading, writing and life skills). Comparison
school B students performed significantly higher than comparison schools D and E (in
reading, writing and math).
Table 6.12 Reading, Writing, Math and Life Skills in Comparison schools by school
type (Post-test Cohort 1), 2014/15-2016/17
Post-test Grade 1
Post-test Grade 2
Post-test Grade 3
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
M
SD
Variable
M
SD
M
SD
Reading
Type A
26.55*** 13.12
131.10*** 51.36
160.48*** 56.19
Type B
17.48
12.11
123.32
65.24
194.23
62.18
Type D
6.65
8.62
44.13
50.88
70
68.28
Type E
14.91
7.38
71.85
65.58
71.33
77.8
Writing
Type A
28.7***
15.04
54.52*** 13.85
57.30***
24.66
Type B
20.19
12.33
47.82
22.08
54.81
23.06
Type D
6.53
8.07
16.13
10.54
9.77
8.96
Type E
10.91
11.28
41.62
18.3
19.17
20.56
Math
Type A
38.2***
12.74
26.69***
7.22
19.78***
7
Type B
19.25
12.51
20.54
10.24
25.99
10.97
Type D
12.02
8.98
10.79
7.79
8.81
5.73
Type E
16.36
10.88
20.77
7.28
18
8.31
Life skills
Type A
55***
3.99
34.79***
8.26
31.68***
6.7
Type B
56.18
6.54
34.24
8
30.34
5.67
Type D
51.73
7.37
26.73
7.76
25.6
5.49
Type E
52.76
5.91
21.77
8.35
27.77
3.85
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6.13 Reading, Writing, Math and Life Skills of Comparison schools by school
type (Post-test Cohort 2), 2014/15-2016/17
Post-test Grade 4
2014/15
M
Variable
Reading
Type A
42.63***
Type B
39.55
Type D
14.75
Type E
Writing
Type A
28.33***
Type B
29.17
Type D
9.53
Type E
Math
Type A
22***
Type B
25.85
Type D
17.04
Type E
Life skills
Type A
29.91**
Type B
27.89
Type D
26.39
Type E
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

SD

Post-test Grade 5
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 6
2016/17
M
SD

2.82
9.66
17.32
-

267.79*** 48.21
259.96
54.4
147.76
107.94
-

284.50***
271.88
171.05
-

32.55
48.01
107.68
-

11.74
12.43
12.18
-

75.66***
57.1
38.19
-

10.21
14.46
28.72
-

74.04***
69.76
44.22
-

12.02
12.22
25.01
-

7.35
8.50
8.40
-

25.48***
21.19
14.5
-

8.52
11.16
13.35
-

17.08***
12.93
9.41
-

6.65
4.9
3.37
-

4.28
4.89
4.74
-

34.21***
34.8
22.83
-

7.69
7
11.49
-

27.38***
30.61
21.38
-

7.07
9.56
9.77
-

For Grade 1, all schools scored above average in life skills, while only comparison school A
scored above average in reading. For Grade 2, comparison school A was above average in
writing, math and life skills and comparison school B was above average in life skills. The
rest were below average. For Grade 3, most comparison schools reached average or above
average in most tests, except for reading, writing and math of comparison schools D and E.
For Grade 4, all comparison schools scored above average in life skills. Comparison schools
A and B scored above average in reading and writing, but only comparison school B scored
above average in math. For Grade 5, comparison schools A and B scored above average in
reading, writing and life skills. Only comparison school A was average in math. In Grade 6,
comparison school D students performed below average in reading, writing and life skills. All
comparison school students, including comparison school D students, performed below
average in math.
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Summary
Intervention Schools D and E performed significantly better than Comparison School D in
reading and Comparison School E in reading, writing, math, and life skills. In terms of
student learning outcomes, Type A schools appear to be the most successful kind of school
among both comparison and intervention schools in reading, writing, math, and life skills,
while Type E schools are the second most successful in the intervention group.
6.1.5 Student learning outcomes in intervention schools by gender, 2014/15-2016/17
Table 6.14 shows that during Year 1, there is one significant difference between Grade 1
boys and girls in reading, namely that girls score significantly higher than boys (Female
M=22.07, SD=14.20; Male M=18.66, SD=15.18, p<.05). However, the mean scores for both
girls and boys are below average.
The two groups scored significantly differently in writing during Year 2 when girls scored
higher than boys (Female M=52.42, SD=27.76; Male M=46.58, SD=27.83; p<.05). The mean
score for girls moved a bit above the average while that of boys remained a bit below
average.
In Year 3, girls scored significantly higher than boys in reading (Female M=186.70,
SD=75.68; Male M=157.39, SD=81.34; p<.05 and the effect size is 35%) and writing (Female
M=49.91, SD=26.24; Male M=42.12, SD=27.34; p<.05), but both groups scored a bit below
average.
Table 6.14 Reading, Writing, Math and
gender, 2014/15 – 2016/17
Post-test Grade 1
2014/15
M
SD
Variable
Reading
Male
16.98
14.1
Female
17.22
14.11
Writing
Male
18.66*
15.18
Female
22.07
14.2
Math
Male
28.48
27.82
Female
31.16
28.03
Lifeskills
Male
20.79
13.2
Female
21.01
12.07

Life skills of intervention schools’ Cohort 1 by
Post-test Grade 2
2015/16
M
SD

Post-test Grade 3
2016/17
M
SD

128.73
141.81

78.4
75.22

157.39***
186.70

81.34
75.68

46.58*
52.42

27.83
27.76

42.12**
49.91

27.34
26.24

21.18
20.82

14.13
14.32

21.47
23.37

12.05
12.19

31.58
32.51

10.86
8.83

30.04
30.65

7.01
7.30
99

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Table 6.15 shows that there is no significant difference between Grade 4 boys and girls
during the first year. The significant differences are in reading and writing during Year 2
when girls scored significantly higher than boys in both subjects. (In reading: Female
M=259.08, SD=76.62; Male M=209.68, SD=101.72; p<.001. In writing: Female M=58.11,
SD=23.42; Male M=44.92, SD=26.92; p<.001). Both boys and girls scored above the average
in reading. The mean score for girls moved a bit above the average in writing while the mean
score for boys remained a bit below the average. In Year 3, girls scored significantly higher
than boys in both reading (Female M=266.08, SD=72.47; Male M=230.26, SD=81.04; p<.001
and the effect size is 40%); and writing (Female M=63.62, SD=19.65; Male M=53.48,
SD=23.42; p<.001 and the effect size is 45%).
Table 6.15 Reading, Writing, Math and Life skills of intervention schools’ Cohort 2 by
gender, 2014/15 – 2016/17
Post-test Grade 4
Post-test Grade 5
Post-test Grade 6
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
Variable
Reading
Male
31.33
14.81
209.68*** 101.72
230.26***
84.01
Female
33.15
14.11
259.08
76.62
266.04
72.47
Writing
Male
19.28
15.73
44.92***
26.92
53.48***
23.42
Female
21.67
15.18
58.11
23.42
63.62
19.65
Math
Male
21.56
12.08
18.49
13.92
14.50
8.63
Female
22.73
11.56
20.87
13.94
14.86
8.02
Lifeskills
Male
25.39
5.24
25.32
11.38
25.02
10.33
Female
26.44
5.3
27.1
9.91
26.38
9.87
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Summary
In summary, there are significant differences between boy and girl of the intervention
schools. Girls of both lower grades (1-3) and upper grades (4-6) have significantly higher
learning outcomes of reading and writing than boys.
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6.1.6 Correlation and regression analysis between student outcomes and QLE
Correlation
Pearson Correlations were used to analyse the correlations between the independent
variables, i.e. the four QLE guiding principles, and the dependent variable of students
learning outcomes as represented in reading, writing, math, and life skill scores. The QLE
scores are presented in table 6.16.
Table 6.16 QLE score at the end of project cycle (n =680), 2067/17
GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

GP1 (5)

-

GP2 (8)

.99

-

GP3 (12)

.99

1

-

GP4 (3)

.98

.97

.98

-

Minimum

1.2

1.3

1.8

1

Maximum

3.8

3.3

3.6

3.7

Mean

2.7

2.38

2.73

2.43

Standard Deviation

.86

.87

.74

.98

Table 16 presents the correlation scores for all four guiding principles with minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation by using the data of 680 students of grade 3,
2016/17. GP1 has 5 sub-standards, GP2 has 8 sub-standards, GP3 has 12 sub-standards, and
GP 4 has 3 sub-standards. It shows that there are high positive correlations between all
guiding principles, ranging between .98 for GP 4 and GP 1, to 1 for GP 3 and GP 2. The
minimum scores of all guiding principles are 1.2 (GP 1), 1.3 (GP 2), 1.8 (GP 3), and 1 (GP
4). The maximum are 3.8, 3.3, 3.6, and 3.7 for the GPs in the same order. The mean scores
for all four GPs are 2.7, 2.38, 2.73, and 2.43 (same order).
Table 6.17 shows that in Grade 1, there were significant positive correlations between all
QLE principles and most student learning outcomes (reading, writing and math), but not
between GP 1, GP 2, GP 3 and life skills and GP 4 and math and life skills. In Grade 2, there
were all significant positive correlations between all guiding principles and all student
learning outcomes (reading, writing, math, and life skills). In Grade 3, there were significant
correlations between all guiding principles and all student learning outcomes.
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Table 6.18 shows that in Grade 4, there were significant positive correlations between all GPs
and reading and between GP 4 and math. However, there were significant negative
correlations between all GPs and life skills. In Grade 5, there were significant positive
correlations between all GPs and reading, but negative correlations between GP 2, GP 3, and
GP 4 and life skills. In Grade 6, there were significant positive correlations between all GPs
and reading and math.
Regression
In order to see what weight each GP has on the 4 types of learning outcomes (reading,
writing, math and life skills), multiple regressions were performed. Table 6.16 summarizes
the correlation score between all four GPs. The results of each grade were analyzed based on
the data on student learning outcomes. 8 schools combined of each year since the four GPs
scored were also used from 8 schools. Since all 8 schools are the sample of the study. In
addition, it was hypothesized that once the schools have lower GP scores, their student
learning outcomes are also low and once the schools have higher GP scores, their students
learning outcomes are also improved. 4 GPs were analyzed with one learning outcome at one
time. Therefore, 4 analyses were performed for one grade. However, some GPs were
automatically excluded from the analysis by the software due to insufficient data
requirements. This simply means that any independent variables which did not have
association with dependent variables were excluded. The analyses were done on the same
cohorts 1 and 2, meaning that grades 1-3 represent cohort 1 while grades 4-6 represent cohort
2. However, there was no control over variables such as age, gender, and other variables for
these analyses, only the mentioned variables were used for the analysis.
Four independent analyses were performed for grades 1-6 students in the 3 years of the
project in order to see the impact of the QLE on learning outcomes. They are reported in the
Tables 6.19-6.24.
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Table 6.17 Pearson Correlation between QLE principles and Grades 1, 2 and 3 student learning outcomes (Post-test) in intervention and
comparison schools, 2014/15-2016/17
Variables

P1
.175**
Reading
.235**
Writing
.169**
Math
.008
Life Skills
*p<.05, **p<.01

Year 1, 2014/15
P2
P3
.079** .100**
.160** .168**
.127**
.100*
.061
.028

Table 6.18 Pearson Correlation between
comparison schools, 2014/15-2016/17
Year 4, 2014/15
Variables
P1
P2
P3
.122*
.200** .103*
Reading
.023
.086
.010
Writing
.085
.096
.043
Math
-.160**
Life Skills -.127** -.120*
*p<.05, **p<.01

P4
.137**
.213**
.078
.061

P1
.314**
.296**
.188**
.119**

Year 2, 2015/16
P2
P3
.300**
.344**
.284**
.323**
.170**
.183*
.108**
.099**

P4
.377**
.325**
.175**
.081*

P1
.274**
.247**
.260**
.161**

Year 3, 2016/17
P2
P3
.242** .247**
.216** .223**
.211** .222*
.143** .144**

P4
.247**
.213**
.252**
.137**

QLE principles and Grades 4, 5, 6 student learning outcomes (Post-test) in intervention and

P4
.152**
.080
.118*
-.153**

P1
.153**
.034
.052
-.080

Year 5, 2015/16
P2
P3
.123**
.149**
-.011
.000
.038
.030
-.104*
-.110*

P4
.150**
-.018
-.019
-.114**

P1
.189**
.075
.241**
.053

Year 6, 2016/17
P2
P3
.158** .156**
.044
.044
.205** .204**
.047
.039

P4
.128**
.026
.197**
-.007
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Table 6.19 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 1 students (N=787), 2014/15
QLE

Reading

Writing

Math

Life skills

Beta

T

Beta

T

Beta

t

Beta

t

GP1

50.70

10.15**

52.40

9.92**

46.43

9.68**

-3.75

-1.38

GP2

11.06

2.46*

17.30

3.64**

21.50

4.98**

4.39

1.81

GP3

-69.98

-9.13**

-76.37

-9.43**

-62.50

-8.49**

-1.09

-.26

GP4

16.33

4.25**

21.41

5.27**

2.55

.69

4.66

2.18*

R2

.17

.19

.15

.01

**p <.01, *p <.05
Grade 1
The results are analyzed from the data of 787 students of grade 1, 2014/15. Table 6.19
indicates inconsistent and unstable predictors for learning. While the GPs 1, 2, and 4 are
significant predictors for reading and writing, only GPs 2 and 4 are significant for life skills.
The unstandardized scores (Beta) indicate that, for example an increase of one unit in GP 1,
would increase the score of reading by 50.70 unit. Furthermore, an increase of GP 2 of one
unit would increase the reading score by 11.06. With an R2 of less than .20 (.17 for reading,
.19 for writing, and .15 for math), the variation in student learning outcomes of the four subcomponents is explained by the four GPs for about 20%.
Table 6.20 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 2 students (N=718), 2015/16
QLE

Reading

Writing

Math

Life skills

Beta

T

Beta

T

Beta

t

Beta

t

GP1

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

2.89

5.0**

4.78

3.6**

GP2

-50.09

-4.3**

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

GP3

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

GP4

76.84

7.8**

11.22

9.0**

Excluded

-

-3.86

-2.7**

R2

.16

.10

.04

.02

**p <.01, *p <.05
Note: Some GPs were automatically excluded from the analysis by software due to the
insufficient data requirements.
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Grade 2
The results are analyzed from the data of 718 students of grade 2, 2015/16. Table 6.20
indicates the random significant results of GPs on learning. GP 1 is a small significant
predictor of math and life skill scores but not for reading and writing. As in grade 1, some
GPs have a negative impact, for example, an increase of one unit of GP 2 reduces the reading
score by 50.09 but the increase of one unit of GP 4 would increase reading score by 76.84.
The R2, the predictable percentages are 16% for reading, 10% for writing, 4% for math, and
2% for life skills.
Table 6.21 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 3 students (N=680), 2016/17
QLE

Reading

Writing

Math

Life skill

Beta

T

Beta

t

Beta

t

Beta

t

GP1

338.4

11.3**

153

17.0**

52.40

12.7**

4.93

3.5**

GP2

-1568

-10.6**

-792

-17.8**

-245.93

-12.0**

Excluded

-

GP3

1937.5

10.1**

1000

17.4**

290.11

11.0**

Excluded

-

GP4

-362

-9.8**

-188

-17.1**

-46.25

-9.1**

-3.27

-2.7**

R2

.22

.38

.27

.04

**p <.01
Note: Some GPs were automatically excluded from the analysis by software due to the
insufficient data requirements.
Grade 3
The results are analyzed from the data of 680 students of grade 3, 2016/17. Table 6.21
indicates that the impact of the GPs on learning in grade 3 is stronger than for grades 1 and 2,
especially in reading, and math. For example, an increase of one unit in GP 1 increases
reading score by 338.4 points, an increase of one unit in GP 3 increases reading score by
1937.5 points. In contrast, an increase of one unit of GP 2 reduces writing score by 1568
points. With an R2 = .22 for reading, R2 = .38 for writing and R2 = .27 for math, the variation
among the students is 22%, 38% and 27%, respectively. These are the percentages which are
correctly predicted by the analysis while the majority of the percentages can’t be predicted.
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Table 6.22 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 4 students (N=468), 2014/15
QLE

Reading

Writing

Math

Life skills

Beta

T

Beta

t

Beta

t

Beta

t

GP1

41.81

6.9**

30.81

5.1**

31.79

7.7**

5.18

2.7**

GP2

97.17

10.4**

72.89

7.7**

47.68

7.5**

7.97

2.6*

GP3

-118.9

-10.1**

-94.26

-7.9**

-77.10

-9.6**

-11.66

-3.9**

GP4

38.35

7.6**

33.59

6.6**

26.73

7.8**

Excluded

-

R2

.24

.15

.19

.05

**p <.01, *p <.05
Note: Some GPs were automatically excluded from the analysis by software due to the
insufficient data requirements.
Grade 4
The results are analyzed from the data of 468 students of grade 4, 2014/15. Table 6.22 also
indicates mixed effects of the GPs on learning outcomes. Some are positive but others are
negative. All GPs have a significant but small impact on learning - as small as 38.35 of
unstandardized coefficient of GP 4 on reading. The predictable percentages are 24% for
reading, 15% for writing, 19% for math, and 5% for life skills, leaving about 80%
unpredictable variables due to unknown reason.
Table 6.23 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 5 students (N=552), 2015/16
QLE

Reading
Beta

GP1

67.18

Writing

Math

Life skills

T

Beta

t

Beta

T

Beta

T

3.2**

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

9.38

3.2**

GP2

-61.81

-2.4*

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

GP3

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

-12.73

-3.6**

GP4

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

R2

.03

-

-

.03

**p <.01, * p <.05
Note: Some GPs were automatically excluded from the analysis by software due to the
insufficient data requirements.
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Grade 5
The results are analyzed from the data of 552 students of grade 5, 2015/16. Table 6.23 shows
a different picture from grades 1 to 4. Only GP 1 is significant predictor of reading while one
unit increase in GP 1 would increase reading score of 67.18. Still, GP1 is positive but GP 2 is
negative. The variation is explained by just 3% with an R2 of .03 for both reading and life
skills.
Table 6.24 Impact of QLE on Learning of Grade 6 students (N=531), 2016/17
QLE

Reading

Writing

Math

Life skills

Beta

T

Beta

t

Beta

T

Beta

t

GP1

387.3

9.2**

Excluded

-

19.80

6.3**

Excluded

-

GP2

-399.6

-8.4**

Excluded

-

-17.06

-5.7**

Excluded

-

GP3

-1446.

-7.8**

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

GP4

1780.8

7.4**

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

Excluded

-

2

R

.22

-

.12

-

**p < .01
Note: Some GPs were automatically excluded from the analysis by software due to the
insufficient data requirements.
Grade 6
The results are analyzed from the data of 531 students of grade 6, 2016/17. Table 6.24
indicates a similar situation as for Grade 5. Not all GPs are significant predictors of learning
in writing and life skills in contrast to reading and math. However, some are positive
indicating that a unit increase in GP4 makes reading score higher by about 1780.8. In other
cases, the relationships are negative, for instance an increase of GP3 by one unit would lead
to the reading score going down by 1446. The variation in reading is accountable for about
20% of all GPs with an R square of .22 and in math for about 40% with an R square of .36.
Summary
For the lower grades (1-3), there were positive correlations between all guiding principles and
learning outcomes of reading, writing, and math, except for life skills in grade 1. For upper
grades (4-6), there were only significant positive correlations between all GPs and reading,
but significant negative correlations between all GPs and life skills during the first 2 years.
During year 3, there were significant positive correlations between all GPs and learning
outcomes of reading and math.
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It is worth noticing that multicollinearity derived from insufficient units of analysis (8
schools), although the research had more data of students, this still made the regression
analysis problematic. Therefore, it is difficult to draw a conclusion on which GP has the
strongest impact on student learning. Studying the impact of certain variables on student
learning is usually challenged by several factors not included in the designed.
Discussion
The results of the regression analysis present the challenges of the impacts of QLE on
learning outcomes of reading, writing, math and life skills. The hypothesis was that all GPs
were positive significant predictors of student learning outcomes. As can be seen in the
regression tables, this assumption is challenged by three important observations.
Firstly, all GPs combined make a significant but small contribution to the variation of student
learning of about 20% in most cases for both cohorts. This leaves the unpredictable variation
of about 80% of other factor did not include in the research design. In fact, there are many
uncontrollable factors not included in the QLE which determined the student learning, such
as demographic, social, economic and educational factors (OECD, 2017). Secondly, the
impact of the QLE is not consistent. In other words, it happens randomly when analyzed from
one year to the other. This means that the significant results do not always happen for the
same GPs, outcomes, or grades. In some cases, a particular GP is a significant predictor of
reading in a certain grade but not in another. In other cases, especially writing and life skills,
All GPs has minimal effect.
Thirdly, the relationship between QLE and student learning outcomes is in some cases
positive and in other cases negative due to the changes in both independent and dependent
variables, while the intention was that QLE intervention strategies are positively related with
learning variables. However, the negative correlations could happen could happen when the
scores of GPs increased but the scores of learning outcomes decreased.
The 4 GPs are inconsistent predictors of learning outcomes due to two main problems. The
first problem is the multicollinearity of the four GPs with an r of higher than .9 making the
regression model problematic (Pallan, 2011). Secondly, as previously stated, the All GP data
was initially collected as an ordinal variable with levels. The mean score of GP 1 derived
from 5 indicators, GP 2 from 8, GP 3 from 12, and GP 4 from 3. When these indicators are
aggregated, they leave the values of GP 1, GP 2, GP 3 and GP 4 with a very small range from
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1.0 to 3.8 (Table 6.16) while this kind of analysis required larger range of both dependent and
independent variables.
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6.2 Intervention School A
Intervention School A is a small school with 8 teachers and 289 students located on the
Mekong River. All the teachers have lower secondary education. The POE provided
scholarships to 20 students during the school year 2016-2017 (10 girls, 60 dollars per year).
The school has received different kinds of support over the past twenty years from American
Humanitarian, Save the Children Norway, Rain Foundation, and Room to Read (e.g.,
buildings, sanitation facilities, library). It also received aid from private sponsors, such as the
Prime Minister, generous private individuals, western tourists, pagoda and local families
(community), mainly to improve the material environment (e.g., buildings, shrines, statues,
classroom materials, library, toilets, water access, etc.). The school received several trainings
within the framework of CFS and ETL. The SSC played an important role in organizing the
“flower ceremony” that has taken place many times over the years to collect donations in
order to improve the school environment. Intervention School A is known for being one of
the “best” schools of the province (in terms of school leadership and reputation).
Post Hoc ANOVA was used to compare student learning outcomes in intervention and
comparison schools during 2014/15- 016/17 (see Tables 6.6- 6.9). The results of each school
will be presented separately for each school. The three years’ quantitative analysis (Tables
6.25 and 6.26) show that Cohort 1 in Intervention School A scored very highly in reading and
well in writing, math, and life skills when they were in Grade 1 and as they moved on to
Grade 2 and Grade 3. Cohort 2 also performed very well in reading, writing and life skills
and as they moved into Year 3. However, they performed poorly in math, e.g. below average
especially in the last two years.
Table 6.25 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Intervention School A, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
40.34
40.51
40.18
51.76

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
93.74
43.33
27.59
41.45

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
230.78
78.27
34.73
34.35

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
191.24
65.55
17
29.1

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
244.19
87.65
37.11
33.05
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Table 6.26 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Intervention School A, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
31.68
20.44
16.34
22.87

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
40.03
26.87
35.73
27.6

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
165.44
290.23
51.28
59.63
6.81
15.73
35.17
34.22

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
253.94
57.84
10.58
20.13

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
304.83
77.7
19.4
33.28

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the
average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to the average
score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading+

Reading +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing+

Writing +

Math

Math

Math +

Math +

Math -

Math -

Life Skills+

Life Skills +

+

+

Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills+

Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66.
Therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26

The M&E assessment shows significant improvements in all QLE GPs with scores above 3
between 2014/15 and 2016/17 (see Table 6.27).
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Table 6.27 QLE average scores in Intervention School A, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

2.8

2.5

2.8

2.0

2.6

2015/16

3.6

3.3

3.5

3.3

3.4

2016/17

3.6

3.3

3.6

3.7

3.5

6.2.1 Community/parental involvement in school management (QLE GP 4)
According to the school director (Year 2), before SCI helped the school, “the SSC was
helpless and existed only in name”. The SSC is now particularly involved in meetings about
self-assessment, school improvement planning, budget expenditure, gathering donations (e.g.,
ceremony of flowers, private sponsors), and follow-up on construction (buildings, statutes,
etc.). The school director showed a strong commitment to school functioning and
management which was also noted by case study parents. The DOE and POE regularly
come to the school to monitor and follow-up (e.g. inform students and teachers about the
four QLE GPs, ask teachers and students to write and draw the QLE framework in each class
in the first semester of Year 3).
At the beginning of Year 2 (November 2015), the school had a meeting with community
members and SCI staff to discuss opening the school for the whole day (6 hours). The SSC
would contribute financially by collecting 30 dollars per year from each student’s family
(50% of extra salary paid by SCI, 50% by the community). In July 2016 (end of Year 2), all
families and teachers agreed to full-time study. During a FGD conducted in July 2016 (end of
Year 2), the Grade 5 students were very positive about this new schedule. They explained
that a full day allows teachers to have time to review the previous lesson during the morning
and continue it in the afternoon, allowing more time for each lesson and offering students
more knowledge. In addition, SCI paid per diem to some teachers to provide classes for slow
learners during the Year 2 school holiday (September-October 2016).
Relationships between the school and the parents appear to have become better and parents
now attend meetings and share their ideas. Parents help to maintain the school and they ask
about their children’s study. According to the director, parents tell him that their children like
reading more now than before, they are more interested in their child’s study and
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communicate more with the school leadership. More parents sign the follow-up book than
before (60% now according to the director compared to 20% in 2013).
The Grade 5 teacher, however, noted that some students use fake signatures or do not ask
their parents to sign the books. But she cares more about not losing the book than getting it
signed. According to the Grade 6 teacher, 50% of parents sign the book and the other 50%
are signed by students themselves, especially those whose parents migrated to another
province for work leaving their child to his/her grandparents. She also noticed that “smart”
students’ parents communicate more with her than parents of “slow” learners. Most of the
case study parents said that they open the follow-up book mainly to know the monthly class
rate of their child. Two of them said that they sometimes help their child study at home. It
seems that under the influence of “I’m Learning!”, fewer students are absent now, and
parents are more concerned about school life. In the framework of “I’m Learning!”, the
school tried to set up a Class Branch Committee at the end of Year 2, but the teachers
“don’t know how to manage their class” and did not agree to add this task to their schedule.
During the first semester of Year 3, the school director had not yet prepared it because he did
not want to do it alone.
6.2.2 Student involvement in school management (QLE GP 3 and GP 4)
To create the Student Council, the teachers in each class of Grades 4, 5 and 6 selected
students whom they thought could perform the tasks well, the ones they thought “would be
strong enough to lead the others” (confirmed in the FGD, July 2016). SCI monitored the
Student Council member selection along with POE staff. Most of them are among the best
students in their class. According to the director during a workshop in November 2016 (Year
3), “ elections are not as effective as when the director recruits himself because sometimes
the results are not good. The final decision should be with the director because I know which
candidate can fulfill the position”. The Student Council includes both boys and girls on an
equal basis, and the Council head is a girl. Student Council members met with SCI several
times and were trained in their duties. They meet regularly with the school director to report
on their work and get updated and reminded of their duties. The FGD conducted with the
Grade 5 students showed that they have good knowledge of the Student Council which seems
to function well.
Council members reported that they have to check whether the school and classes are clean,
check for late students, check whether food in selling places has expired or is poisonous, look
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after younger students when they play on the playground, help to teach lower-grade students,
help with books in the library, ask other students to collect rubbish and help them when the
school is not clean, take students to health rooms when they have accidents, check whether
the toilets are clean (cleaning shifts), help to teach other students if the teacher is busy,
collect money from students to buy books, pay for electricity and water and to help the
poorest, and solve conflicts (confirmed by the FGD, February 2017). Interviews conducted
with each member of the Student Council (June 2016) show that most of them fulfill their
duties, even if some students do not always listen to them. The Student Council has a certain
dynamic which demonstrates a real difference with the Student Council in Comparison
School A. The deputy-directors and directors of these Councils play a more symbolic role,
but still their members have to report to them regularly on their activity and they relay the
information to the school director.
SCI asked each class to make a “classroom policy”. Teachers and students in each grade
made their own rules and wrote it on the whiteboard. The students copied the rules on a big
piece of paper and stuck it on the wall in the classroom. This document is called Request
agreement between teachers and students (Som Noum Por Thnak Rean). The FGD
conducted with Grade 5 students in July 2016 and with Grade 6 students in February 2017
show that in Intervention School A, the teacher asked them to share ideas to develop this
document. The Grade 6 teacher said that she talked with her students to decide what to write
on the document, that stipulates: “Please teacher have teaching materials and integrate with
study games in lessons; please teacher give homework and correct it regularly; during
teaching, please do not use violence against students; please teacher love students and treat
them fairly. Please students, do not talk and be playful but listen when the teacher is teaching;
obey study time and participate in group work actively; please do not leave through the
windows or stand on the tables; do not eat during study time; please do all homework the
teacher gives”.
6.2.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
The school has created a harassment reporting system for students. This system is
dedicated to informing students that they have the right to complain if someone uses violence
against them. The school director informed the students during the national anthem.
However, he also says that he never saw any student using the reporting system so far
(February 2017), and suggested that although some parents drink too much alcohol,
Intervention School A students do not face violence at home. Whatever the case, the
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harassment reporting system plays more of a symbolic role. One Grade 3 student told the
research team that she has no idea about this system. The director explained that SC has
organised meetings with parents to talk about domestic violence.
SCI invited students to draw a map reporting dangerous places in the school and in the
village. SCI also provided medical supplies for the office in case of injury. However, the
research team observed that there is no real differences in terms of minding the danger when
it comes to adults and children in Intervention School A compared to Comparison School A.
Case study 2, Case study 3 and Case study 6 said that they learnt the four child rights at
school (right to live, to be protected, to develop and to participate) which are included in the
social sciences curriculum. “When I have rights, I can do what other people do” (Case 2).
Health and hygiene
Intervention School A has a clean environment, and SCI has provided many rubbish bins for
the compound. Students use the rubbish bins. The teachers regularly ask students to collect
rubbish and they have been aware of this MOEYS/CFS expectation for a long time. But in
the framework of “I’m Learning!”, they received specific training on health and hygiene, and
have strengthened a system that helps keep the environment clean. The Student Council
members use “cleaning shifts” to make the students regularly clean the classrooms, the school
compound and the toilets according to a schedule, and also water crops in the garden. The
director allows punishment and fines for students who are caught throwing rubbish on the
ground. The FGDs conducted during Year 2 show that students are aware of health and
hygiene issues; they clearly know that a clean environment prevents diseases; they learned
this from their teacher and parents, and some of them read it in books. Furthermore, SCI
conducted meetings to request that food sellers provide healthy food to students. As of May
2017 (end of Year 3), food sellers provide mostly rice and noodle soups (instead of candy and
other processed food).
Most students use the toilet, the cleaning shift system ensures that the toilets are regularly
kept clean, and students are used to washing their hands with soap (they are also reminded to
do so by their teacher before entering the classroom). The washing stations are clean and
have water access. Many students wash their hands after using the toilets. Most students drink
boiled or filtered water (water filters are available in the classrooms). The school provides
good health and hygiene education in the classrooms or during the national anthem.
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6.2.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
Lesson plans and standardized tests
During Year 2, the lesson plans remained a problem for the teachers who considered that they
are difficult and take too much time to prepare, especially considering the fact that since
November 2015 they teach full time (see above). The Grade 6 teacher said that she
sometimes writes lesson plans and lesson frameworks until 10pm at home: “I have my own
plan to write 10 lesson frameworks and 50 lesson plans this year, but I will try to write more
than what I plan. I think it became more difficult when SCI started to support the school
because teachers started to have a lot of work and new things to do. However, I can learn a
lot from them as well. I now understand how to write lesson frameworks and lesson plans
correctly. I know how to use detailed study program books and study games to teach my
students”. In December 2016, she already had written 29 lesson plans for November and
December and 3 lesson frameworks for Khmer, math and social studies (9 lesson frameworks
in May 2017). She also prepared weekly tests for 3 weeks and a monthly test for December.
She makes monthly and weekly tests, and for the monthly tests the teachers swap classes
(e.g. the Grade 2 teacher conducts the test in Grade 5). She thinks a weekly test is a good idea
because it reminds students every week about what they have learned and it helps the teacher
to find their weaknesses.
The Grade 3 teacher only did lesson frameworks for Khmer. In May 2017, she thought that
she better understood how to make lesson frameworks. She follows the Reading Benchmark
booklet provided by the Ministry (e.g. reading to recognize words, reading to understand the
meaning, reading to recognize sounds. She made and conducted weekly and monthly tests in
December and January, but gave up action research (like all Intervention School A teachers).
Weekly tests take too much time (in addition to lesson plans, lesson frameworks and
producing teaching materials) and it is difficult for her to do it regularly. The director
confirmed that although the teachers complained about lesson frameworks at the beginning of
Year 3, they now feel much more comfortable with it (May 2017). According to him, weekly
and monthly tests are considered relevant to the extent that it allows the teachers to follow-up
on their students’ weaknesses, but it takes time to prepare them during their free time.
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classrooms
Table 6.28 shows that the quality of communication and teaching methodology in
Intervention School A are very good.
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Table 6.28 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Intervention School A, 2015-2017
Grade

No of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

41

2

3

5 (Year 2)

38

3

3

3 (Year 3)

41

2+

3

6 (Year 3)

34

3

3

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical
punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able
to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment;
they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning: 1 = teachers rarely
use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to create active
learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized “I’m
Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

In Grade 2, the students are noisy, the teacher is not particularly friendly and sometimes
speaks loudly to students or pulls their ears when they do not listen. But still, students dare to
participate and do not fear her. Case study 6 said that she would like her teacher to stop using
the whipping stick. Case study 4, case study 5 and case study 6 said that they practice
working groups several times per week and that they enjoy these learning situations. The
Grade 2 teacher uses word cards and mobile letters. “They really make a difference to my
teaching. For example, in teaching math, before I just asked students to calculate numbers on
the white board, but now I have teaching materials to show them or ask them to calculate
with real objects”. According to the Grade 2 teacher: “Now students’ learning outcomes
improve because teachers use study games and they help students have creative ideas […]”.
Study games are really good for students because they make them more flexible in thinking”.
The Grade 5 teacher takes time to ask students to play social role games related to
discrimination (disabled) and traffic safety (traffic lights). She builds good communication
and creates enthusiasm for learning. She is friendly and involved in her teaching activity; she
takes time to encourage and congratulate her students, and the students seem to be confident
and participate in the learning activities. They also regularly congratulate their peers by
applauding or shouting funny congratulations.
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The Grade 5 teacher asks students to work in four groups (one group has around 8 students),
and she asks a representative of each group to come to the board and to present his/her
answer in front of the other students. One day, she asked the groups to leave the classroom to
find words that include these sounds in the slogans written in the compound, the library or
anywhere in the school. After 15 minutes, the representatives of each group presented their
answers in front of the blackboard (some students took turns to represent their groups but
some groups kept the same representatives).
On another day, the teacher asked students to work in six groups and read a text one by one in
their group. Then she asked members in each group to identify who could not read fluently.
After that, she asked the students who could read well to help the “slow” readers. In
December 2015, she explained that this kind of teaching methodology is relevant for at least
two reasons: it is less tiring for the teacher; and the students can learn by themselves and
research more.
According to Case study 1, Case study 2 and Case study 3, the Grade 5 teacher asks students
to work in groups almost every day. They all like and enjoy it because they can learn a lot
from their friends, members in the group participate, share ideas actively and help each other
to solve problems and present their answers to other students. Beside working groups, the
Grade 5 teacher uses synonym cards, similar sound cards, number cards, consonant cards,
vowel cards, and punctuation cards. To her, these materials are very useful and they fit many
lessons. “I can see that my students can improve because of these teaching materials. I got all
of these from SCI. But I made the ‘consonant leg’ myself”.
Case study 1 and Case study 2 confirmed that their teacher often uses teaching materials,
especially the similar sound cards and a study game called “Square 100”. Some of these
materials were bought from the local NGO KAPE, but the main part was produced by the
teachers themselves (notably during the Thursday technical meetings). The Grade 5 teacher
observed: “Study games help students know vocabulary quickly and encourage students to
challenge each other […]. Moreover, study games make students daring and have a good
memory”. Grade 5 students said in July 2016 (FGD) that since the beginning of the school
year, they played “magic bag” 3 or 4 times, “hot potatoes” 2 or 3 times, “Domino” 5 times a
week, “fishing” once and “stream crossing” once or twice a month.
The Grade 3 teacher is able to build good communication with her students. She focuses on
slow learners during the afternoon shift, always speaks gently, asks other students to applaud
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to congratulate a peer and invites them to develop their ideas instead of just answering her
questions. When the students are bored, she asks them to warm up by standing up several
times, sing a song while doing specific choreographies, or play a study game. When a student
gives a wrong answer, she does not say that he/she is wrong but rather tries to make him/her
think again. She rarely resorts to physical punishment although she sometimes hits them with
a stick or pulls their ears (FGD and Case study children). She asks students to answer
questions (e.g., causes and symptoms of diseases) by researching outside the classroom. One
group investigates in the library, one group examines the textbook (or dictionary), while yet
another group interviews community members. At the end, each group presents what they
found. The group representatives alternate day by day (confirmed by students), but the group
reporters tend to remain the same (i.e. “smart” students, confirmed by Case study 6 and other
students).
The students’ copybooks show that the teacher uses different teaching methods, such as
asking students to find words in the school compound, providing homework, working in
groups and individually (confirmed by FGD and Case study children). The students listen to
her, they are confident to present their answers or to ask her a question, they seem happy to
learn, but at the same time they are a bit noisy and uncontrollable. During working groups,
most students participate and cooperate. They seem used to these new teaching methods (run
spontaneously to the library, seem used to form a group or to open a dictionary, etc.).
According to the teacher, some students do not play during break time but rather do their
exercise or record the lesson instead because they already play while learning.
The Grade 6 teacher is able to build good communication with her students. She smiles at
them and does not use a whipping stick (confirmed by the FGD and Case study children)
although she sometimes pulls their ears when they are noisy or do not do their homework.
When a student answers correctly, she asks students to applaud. To wake them up, she asks
them to applaud, sit down and stand up several times, or play a study game. She cares about
slow learners. She uses teaching materials (literacy cards, objects for math class), asks them
to research outside the classroom, and asks them to practice working groups almost every day
(confirmed by the FGD and Case study children).
The teacher uses study games (Angkor game, magic bags) once or twice per week (confirmed
by the FGD and Case study children). According to her, teaching materials and study games
help students understand and have fun in class. She appreciates receiving training on teaching
methodologies (including lesson frameworks). Students seem happy to learn, they participate
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actively and have conversations with the teacher. They raise their hands to answer the review
questions; they dare ask for clarification. During working groups, members discuss with each
other actively. They share ideas and work well with each other. The teacher walks around to
each group to give some clues and explain how to find answers, or to coordinate when two
students disagree. The group representatives are all “smart” students. Students applaud after
each representative finishes the answers. During the FGD, students said that they prefer the
teacher’s explanations to the working groups. But Case study 2 and Case study 3 said they
prefer working groups because they can share ideas with theirs friends and help each other.
6.2.5 Understanding life skills
Although several teachers used to think that “life skills” relate to growing vegetables, they
know now that the concept relates more broadly to communication, research, cooperation
among students, morality and citizenship. When asked about life skills, teachers behave like
students who try to remember their lesson. However, they do have some knowledge of life
skills because of SCI. During a FGD conducted in February 2017 (Year 3), Grade 6 students
related life skills only to the activity of growing vegetables.
The observation and interviews show some changes regarding child development. The first
observation is that Intervention School A students are very polite towards adults. They
always greet the research team members or other adults when they meet them at school
(teachers often remind them to do so). According to the Grade 3 teacher, before “I’m
Learning!”, students were more rude and impolite. They now have better attitudes regarding
politeness towards adults, and more interest in reading books, playing study games,
participating in working groups and presenting their findings in front of the class, and looking
for words and definitions in the dictionary without being asked to do so. Furthermore,
because of new teaching and learning methods, they dare ask questions of adults more than
before, they are “braver”. The Grade 6 teacher also notices that thanks to “I’m Learning!”
(and positive discipline workshops conducted during Year 3), students have more morality,
close relationships with their teachers and they dare share ideas more than before. Since the
teachers asked them to do so, they pay attention to older people and greet them.
Another recent change is that “smart” students are more involved than before in helping
“slow” learners. Case study 1 now greets his grandmother and visitors which his grandmother
was surprised to see. According to Case study 2, what is specific to Intervention School A in
the framework of the “NGO project” is that students greet their elders and they have enough
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water to wash their hands. Furthermore, they can ask “fast” learners to help them in their
study. According to Case study 3, student council members help solve conflicts among
students, and Intervention School A students are more polite and more disciplined than
students in the lower secondary school that is located on the other side of the road who speak
rudely to each other and do not respect their teachers.
In the FGD conducted in June 2017, five questions were asked related to life skills (see
Annex 10.3). In the FGD and the observations, there were no relevant comments from
children to allow us to assert that they share their feelings more with adults or friends (on the
contrary, most of them said they feel ashamed to share their feelings), better self-regulate
(when they forget or do not do their homework, when they raise their hand to answer a
question and the teacher does not give them the opportunity), or better solve conflicts among
themselves. However, the teacher does not resort to physical punishment (except for pulling
their ears), students usually wash their hands after using the bathroom, and dare ask “fast”
learners, teachers and parents to help them solve a study problem.
6.2.6 Conclusion
Intervention School A students have performed very well in reading, writing, life skills and to
a lower extent in math (Grade 3) since the beginning of the project. The observations and
interviews show two main changes regarding their “development”: they are more selfconfident and more polite towards adults than before.
Several facts contribute to explaining these learning outcomes and behavioral changes. The
strengthened SSC, the POE/DOE regular monitoring, the relatively better parental interest in
their children’s study, the holiday extra-class paid by SC and, most of all, the fact that for two
years Intervention School A students have been learning full time every day. Although the
Student council and the Request agreements are not made according to a democratic or
student-centered view of education (e.g. “smart” learners are assigned by the director) and
they do involve students in school management based on gender equity, it seems that each
school actor is focused on learning which could increase pupil attention to learning tasks.
Furthermore, the teachers teach full time, they make lesson plans, conduct weekly tests and
resort to active learning methodologies. Students participate actively, cooperate during
working groups, and are asked to focus on learning regularly within the framework of
“positive discipline”. Recently, “smart” learners were asked to help slow learners. Although
QLE GP1 and GP 2 do not show real improvements in terms of child protection (except for
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improvement of ‘positive discipline’), students eat healthier food, they wash their hands
more regularly, and the student council helps to maintain a clean environment (cleaning
shifts). The school provides good health education. It can be assumed that they are in a better
health condition than before which could affect positively their concentration during the
learning activities.
6.3 Intervention School B
Intervention School B is by far the biggest school of the corpus with 26 teachers and 1,420
students. But the student-teacher ratio is high. Sixteen teachers have lower secondary
education while 10 teachers have 12+2 years of education. Among these 10 teachers, 5 are
new as they finished their studies in 2016 and joined the school in October 2016. Seventeen
out of 25 teachers teach two shifts (which means two different grades per day) and 13
teachers provide private extra classes to their students. The POE provided scholarships to 128
students (of whom 69 were girls). Intervention School B received several kinds of support
over the past twenty years, not only from Save the Children Norway in the 1990s, but also
from the Japan Team of Young Human Power, Room to Read (library), private sponsors and
the community, mainly to improve the material environment (e.g., buildings, shrines, statues,
classroom materials, library, toilets, water access, etc.). It also received several trainings
within the government frameworks of CFS and ETL.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 performed very poorly in most tests
in Grade 1, except for life skills, during the first year. However, their performance improved
in Grade 2 in writing and life skills. In the third year, they performed well in reading and life
skills but were still struggling with writing and math. Cohort 2 started well in reading and
life skills during the first year. Improvements are mostly seen in writing and math during the
second year but they scored poorly in math during the third year (Tables 6.29 and 6.30).
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Table 6.29 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Intervention School B, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
13.31
17.25
19.30
55.13

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
39.41
22.59
14.18
39.06

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
129.98
55.24
24.25
35.10

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
131.48
32.38
11.07
25.87

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
166.17
44.11
19.93
30.39

Table 6.30 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Intervention School B, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
29.18
15.91
15.05
22.35

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
36.00
22.71
18.73
25.79

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
117.32
253.18
33.59
59.44
6.13
25.40
24.73
29.75

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
231.92
45.25
7.72
25.23

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
264.59
61.07
15.25
28.87

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the
average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to the average
score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading -

Reading -

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Writing -

Writing +

Writing -

Writing -

Writing +

Writing +

Math

Math

Math -

Math -

Math =

Math -

-

-

Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills +
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Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment of QLE GPs shows that Intervention School B already scored high in
QLE GP 1 and GP 3 in 2014 and significantly improved between 2014/15 and 2016/17
regarding QLE GP 2 and GP 4.
Table 6.31 QLE average scores in Intervention School B, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

2.6

2.4

2.8

2.0

2.5

2015/16

3.4

3.1

3.3

2.7

3.2

2016/17

3.4

3.1

3.3

3.0

3.3

6.3.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
Some conversations with teachers and parents show that the former school director and the
SSC often used a part of the school budget and donations for themselves. Teachers explained
that the previous director was not very committed to the good functioning of the SSC. The
new director found three new members for the SSC: “I found out whom I could trust to do
the job, then I went to their house and talked with them to persuade them to take the job”.
According to her, since SCI started supporting the school, the community has become more
aware and helps the school to deal with food stalls that sell unhealthy food. Parents care
about their children’s studies more than before. The community also helps the school deal
with teachers who use violence against students, checks what is being built in the school,
engages in discussions with the school, supports development of the school improvement
plan, and informs parents whose children are often absent from classes. As a result, parents
start to care more about their children’s safety. They become more involved in the school
because SCI and the school often ask them to join meetings.
The SSC has received training from SCI four or five times. The school also tries to promote
community involvement during the national anthem in front of the flag (when the parents
take their children to school). During school year 2014-2015 (Year 1), the SSC raised
124

$12,500 from the community to build a fence and a gate. The SSC raised $7,000 in 20152016 (Year 2) to build an organic garden. During Year 3, i.e. 2016-2017, they collected
$2,000 from the community to buy fans and connect the school to electricity.
School mapping has not changed during Year 3. Teachers went to the six villages to update
the data on newborns and deaths. SCI paid per diem to some intervention school teachers to
provide classes for “slow” learners during the Year 2 school holiday (4 classes). At the same
time, many teachers advertised in the community that they would provide private extra
classes during the school holidays for students of parents who wished to pay for it.
The involvement and monitoring of the POE/DOE in the context of “I’m Learning!” is not
appreciated. According to the teachers and the director, “They always force us to do this and
that, but they never appreciate the school. They just appreciate other schools such as School
X because teachers from School X bribe them. Teachers in Intervention School B work hard,
but [inspectors] still blame them”. However, the director explains that SCI always forget to
inform the DOE before visiting the school, which is a mistake as the DOE is like the “school
parent”. She used to say this to SCI. While this is local rule of politeness, it also means that
the school director wants to involve the DOE in the partnership between SC and her school.
At the beginning of Year 3, the DOE/POE staff came to the school to train teachers and
students on the QLE GPs, and asked them to create a document showing the four principles
and stick it on the classroom walls.
According to the grandfather of Case study 11, “In the past, parents rarely helped their
children with their school work, but now some parents seem to pay attention to their
children’s study by taking them to school and visiting them at school when they study in
Grades 1 or 2. But when the children study in Grade 3 or higher, they pay less attention. I can
say that some parents don’t even check their children’s Parent-Teacher Relationship Books or
know their children’s weakness in studying”. Most case study parents said that they open the
follow-up book mainly to know the monthly class rank of their child. According to the
director, teachers only get 30% of parental response in terms of signature and comments.
However, the Grade 6 teacher considers that 70% of his students’ parents care about their
child’s study and call her to understand the reasons for their child’s weaknesses.
Regarding the class branch committee, the director explained that she could not set it up
because the school is too big and there are too many classes (33 classes). She invited 51
parents in February 2017 (Grades 4 to 6), and told them to go to their child’s classroom. But
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the parents did not know where the classroom was and decided to go back home since they
did not feel comfortable asking for direction.
6.3.2 Student involvement in school management (QLE GP 3 and GP 4)
To create the Student Council, each teacher in Grades 4, 5 and 6 selected the students they
found to be active and hard-working. The selected students went to the office. The school
director asked all selected students to vote by writing the names of candidates they like. The
one who got most votes became the director of the SC and the next two became deputy
directors. The members chose themselves the position they wanted to have according to their
interests. The Student Council includes both boys and girls on an equal basis, and the Council
Head is a girl. Most of them are among the best rated students in their class. Interviews
conducted with each member in the four Student Councils (June 2016) show that most of
them fulfill their duties even if some students do not always listen to them. The deputydirectors and directors of the Councils play a more symbolic role, but still their members
have to report to them regularly on their activity and they relay the information to the school
director. In June 2016, the Student Council went to each class to ask all students to give
money according to their heart in order to help poor students. The Council member
responsible for finance kept the money in a box, and they bought clothes for 13 Grade 1
students, 10 Grade 2 students and 20 Grade 3 students.
SCI asked each class to prepare a “classroom policy”. Teachers and students in each grade
made their own rules and wrote them on the whiteboard. The students copied the rules on a
big piece of paper and stuck it on the wall in the classroom. This document is called Request
agreement between teachers and students (Som Noum Por Thnak Rean). Then the teachers
copied the rules on pieces of paper. According to the FGD conducted with Grade 5 students
in July 2016, the teacher asked them to share ideas to make this document. When asked about
the code of conduct on the wall of his classroom, Case study 11 said that he had no idea about
what this document means. The Grade 6 teacher explained that she updates it regularly when
there are problems in class and that she asks students to talk about it and share ideas and
suggestions.
6.3.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
Intervention school B has created a harassment reporting system for students. This system
is dedicated to informing students that they have the right to complain if someone uses
violence against them. However, the school principal said that they never had any student
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using the reporting system so far. Indeed, the harassment reporting system plays more of a
symbolic role. The director explains: “parents call me to talk about teachers who use violence
or sell food in class. Parents use it, but students never call me”. This clearly shows that much
work still has to be done in order to empower the students, but also to really involve teachers
in taking the “child’s side”.
SCI invited students to draw a map reporting dangerous places in the school and in the
village. SCI also provided medical supplies for the office in case of injury. However,
according to observations, there are no real differences in the behavior of adults and children
in terms of minding dangers when compared to Comparison School B. Intervention School B
students leave the school compound during break time because there is a grocery store at the
back of the school. They need to cross the road to get to the store. During a meeting between
POE staff and community members (Year 2), one POE staff said, “In Intervention School B,
when students climb trees, the teachers or school director say nothing and do not care about
it. They ignore the situation, even though students climb to the top of the tree”. The principal
said that the students do not use the system to call the police or the commune chief if they
face violence at home. They simply come to the office.
Case study 10, Case study 11 and Case study 12 (Grade 3) never heard about child rights,
but Case study 7 and Case study 8 (Grade 6) used to learn the four child rights taught in the
social sciences curriculum: right to live (get enough food, shelter, medicine and birth
license); right to be protected (protected from violence, drug and human trafficking); right to
develop (get education and have entertainment, get information and be taken care of by
parents); and right to participate (promote news, get information, share ideas, make groups to
discuss and participate in social work).
Health and hygiene
Intervention School B has a clean environment, and SCI has provided many rubbish bins for
the compound. As with Comparison Schools, intervention school teachers regularly ask
students to collect rubbish and they have been aware of this MOEYS/CFS expectation for a
long time. But in the framework of “I’m Learning!”, they received specific training on health
and hygiene and have strengthened a system that helps keep the environment clean and
sustainable. The Student Council members use “cleaning shifts” to make the students clean
the classrooms, the school compound and the toilets according to a schedule, and also water
crops in the garden. The director allows punishment and fines for students who are caught
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throwing rubbish on the ground. The FGDs showed that students are aware of health and
hygiene issues; they clearly know that a clean environment prevents disease; they learned this
from their teacher and their parents, and some of them read it in books. The cleaning shift
system ensures that the toilets are regularly cleaned, and students are used to washing their
hands. The schools provide good health and hygiene education in the classrooms or during
the national anthem. Furthermore, SCI conducted meetings to request that food sellers
provide healthy food to students, but observations showed that some of them keep selling
candy or processed food (instead of rice, soups, etc.).
Many boys still do not use the toilet, and many students do not drink pure water. Most of
them bring it from home, and it is not always boiled. Students know that it is important to
drink clean water (boiled water) because it does not contain bacteria and prevents disease.
They know this from TV shows, parents, and teachers. One Intervention School B teacher,
when he catches a student who throws rubbish, punishes him/her by asking him/her to bite
the rubbish and then put it in the bin. This kind of punishment is the opposite of improving
health and hygiene since putting rubbish in one’s mouth is not healthy at all. According to the
observations, on two occasions the Grade 3 teacher started the lesson by checking students’
finger nails (whether cut or not), and asked students if they understand why they have to cut
them. Students answered that dirty finger nails facilitate virus transmission. Many students
wash their hands after using the toilets.
6.3.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
In Intervention School B, teachers who did not join the “I’m Learning!” workshops are
jealous because they get no per diem. As a result, they do not really get involved in learning
new teaching methods from their colleagues when they pass these on after the workshops.
Moreover, according to the director, even teachers who attend the workshops do not apply
what they learn, and they do not share with other teachers. The high number of teachers (26)
compared to Intervention Schools A and E (6) could explain why it is difficult for the director
to involve teachers equally.
Lesson plans and standardized tests
In May 2016 (end of Year 2), the director observed, “Teachers still don’t understand how to
write lesson plan frameworks by using student textbooks and detailed study program books.
Now, SCI asks teachers to add one more book (reading benchmark to write lesson
frameworks and lesson plans)”. Two Grade 2 teachers explained that it is difficult for them to
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understand how to develop a detailed lesson framework and that it takes too much time to do
it. A Grade 3 teacher said that he does not prepare lesson frameworks and lesson plans at all.
In May 2016, two teachers discussed the hard work they got from SCI and the POE and
complained about making standardized tests. Grade 2 and Grade 5 teachers said they could
make the standard monthly tests, but not the weekly ones. Action research is not conducted at
all. The Grade 3 teacher had the same opinion regarding lesson plans and a weekly test.
According to the Grade 6 teacher, “I have made weekly tests for my students already. It’s not
hard work because I am used to it now. On Saturday, I tell my students to review and spend
10 to 15 minutes to do the weekly test […]. A weekly test is a very good idea and it can
immediately track students who don’t understand and I can strengthen them on Thursdays. It
also helps to change students’ behavior so that they do not cheat during the exam and feel
confident with the tests.
According to the director: “Students have become much better in Khmer and Math since we
have standardized tests in the school because students start to compete with each other and
teachers also need to try hard to find teaching methods to help the students do the tests.
When teachers make standard tests, they better understand how to integrate detailed study
programs and reading benchmarks with textbooks”. On another occasion: “Now we have
tests for students to do and I swap teachers in each class to control the class during the tests.
Then I show the results of each class. Teachers feel ashamed if their students get bad results
so they try harder to teach their students. Teachers also try to write lesson plans and lesson
frameworks and use teaching materials […]. The weekly test and the monthly standard test
are very good for teachers and students. We know immediately who are “slow” learners and
help them. The challenge is that we spend much money - around 200,000 riels a month (to
print the copies)”.
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Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classroom
Table 6.32 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Intervention School B, 2015-2017
Grade

No. of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

42

2-

2+

5 (Year 2)

40

1

1

3 (Year 3)

26

1+

1+

6 (Year 3)

41

3+

3+

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical
punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able
to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment;
they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning methods!” and active learning: 1 = teachers rarely
use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to create active
learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized “I’m
Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

The Grade 2 teacher is involved; she takes time to encourage students and to solve conflicts
but she still resorts to physical punishment on occasions. Students are confident and involved
in class activities and they participate with enthusiasm. However, a new teacher who replaced
her for the second semester sells candy and packaged cakes to students in the classroom by
hiding them in the students’ drawers, and asking them to keep it secret and not report it to the
director. She “invites” them to buy her food during break time, while punishing them or
lowering their score at the exam if they don’t. Once Case study 11 ate one candy; his teacher
got angry and hit him. She told other students not to take Case study 11 as a model because
he was bad. Case study 11 told his parents that he was afraid of his teacher and did not want
to go to school anymore. He told them that his teacher also threatens students not to tell the
school director that she sells candy and packaged cake in class and that no one dares to say
anything about it.
However, despite this situation, Grade 2 students generally do not live in fear and keep a
good relationship with this new teacher, and the teacher does not show less commitment than
the previous teacher in her teaching tasks (including new methods). She asks students to work
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in groups. During these working groups, according to the observations and case study student
interviews, many students are noisy. The teacher sometimes invites students to compete
during Khmer writing or reading (dictation, “word grabbing”, putting letters in order). To her,
“study games make students happy and remember quickly. They also pay much attention
when they play study games”. She said that, “All teaching materials on Khmer literacy, such
as coloring fruits, word creating study game, and word combining cards, are useful because
they can strengthen students’ ability to write words correctly and fast. For math, I often use
Square 100, 1,000, and 10,000 because my objective is to show to my students the numbers
and they can catch up quickly […]. Teaching materials make students see real objects and it
is easy for teachers when teaching and for students to understand the lessons”.
The Grade 5 teacher is not friendly or very engaged, and he uses severe violence; 50% of his
students do not concentrate on his teaching (they are noisy) and they are not much involved
in learning activities. According to the Grade 5 students during the FGD, when some students
are noisy or playful during class time, their teacher hits them hard with a stick on their back
and bottom, pull their ears, asks them to stand up in front of other students, throws chalk at
them, or bangs two students’ heads against each other. “When you (the research team) are in
the class, the teacher speaks normally. But when you do not come to observe, the teacher
says: ‘You are noisy, do you want to die?’ I am angry with the teacher because he hits
students very hard. He is not like other teachers. Sometimes I cry because I get angry with
him. I think he is not wrong because we don’t listen to him, but he should not hit us hard”,
said one Grade 5 student during the FGD.
During group work, only a minority of students participate, while the majority does nothing.
At the end the teacher collects the answers and sometimes does not allow students and groups
to present their work. According to students during the FGD, they practice working groups
only four times per month. They enjoy it, but many students are inactive and noisy during
these learning activities. The teacher never controls students during group work. He just waits
for the answers. Thus, they do not really practice working in groups. The Grade 5 teacher
does not seem to resort to study games regularly. He has a map poster, an anatomy poster, a
clock, a meter, materials for measuring, mobile numbers and mobile words (for students to
arrange in the correct order). But in reality, he says he does not use these materials, mainly
because “it does not match the lessons”. He explains: “I rarely use teaching materials because
there are too many of them and I don’t know when to use what. It is complicated for me. SCI
trainings are good but my knowledge is poor and I cannot catch up or understand clearly. I
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don’t know what SCI trainings were done because they did not ask me to join. Only a few
teachers and the director joined the training, and they didn’t share the information with me”.
During a friendly conversation with the Grade 2 teacher during Year 2, she said that the
Grade 5 teacher is known for being a “lazy teacher”.
In Grade 3, communication is “not bad”. The teacher knows the students’ names, he speaks
sometimes nicely, sometimes harshly; the students seem to not really enjoy studying. Most of
the time, many students do not pay attention in class. Most students at the back of the
classroom chat with their friends, they do not pay attention to the teacher. Before entering the
classroom, one research team member saw the teacher using a book to hit a student’s back
because this student wrote a wrong word. Students said that their teacher often uses a
whipping stick. Case study 11 told his grandmother that if he does not attend the Labor Days,
his teacher hits him. However, students seem happy and do not fear the teacher, they dare
talking with him. Many of them raise their hand to ask or answer questions. The teacher
congratulates the students who read well (fast and clearly). He asks other students to applaud.
Most students speak and participate during the working group (conducted once a week
according to Case study 11). The group leader reads the group’s answers in front of the class.
No use of study games or teaching materials was observed. During a friendly conversation
with the Grade 2 teacher, she said that the Grade 3 teacher is known for not using teaching
materials and study games (nor lesson plans and weekly tests, as shown above). The
observations showed that he simply uses teaching techniques, such as asking students to do
an exercise, to read, to do a dictation. In May 2017, the research team observed that he
invited his students to play a study game (flash cards with antonym words). But he had to
repeat the rules of the game several times which shows that students were not used at all to
practice it.
In Grade 6, the teacher speaks softly when correcting students. She encourages them and
calls them “child” or uses their name. She likes asking follow-up questions in order to make
conversation rather than question-answer. She does not mind whether the answers are right or
wrong and rather tries to encourage students to share their ideas as much as they can: “The
key is that I don’t blame them, but always encourage them instead”. The teacher cares about
all students equally and tries to provide an equal opportunity to express ideas, especially to
involve slow learners in learning activities. She smiles and students look very relaxed in
class. They raise their hands actively when the teacher asks the questions. They answer
confidently without feeling afraid, they feel free to share ideas and pay attention. Students
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cheer each other by applauding at the end of a group presentation. They listen quietly when
the representatives of each group present the results. The teacher and students usually laugh
together happily during class time. To wake up students, she asks students to do “I love you”
Clapping: they clap their hands 3 times, say “I love you”, clap 3 more times, form a heart
image with their arms, clap 3 more times, and do a kiss symbol.
The Grade 6 teacher does not resort to physical punishment (confirmed by the FGD and Case
7). During the group discussion, she walks from one group to another group to check the
group’s work. Students discuss with each other actively. The representatives of each group
always take turns and are not always the “smart” students. They cooperate well and look
eager to help each other. They stand by group in front of the class to present their work and
one group volunteers to read the summary. They generally practice working groups twice a
week (FGD). The teacher uses real objects (triangle-shaped paper) as teaching materials to
explain to students and tell them the formula. During a friendly conversation with the Grade 2
teacher, she said that the Grade 6 teacher is known for being a good teacher and using
teaching materials and study games. In May 2017, she had asked her students to conduct
research for several days on human procreation by talking to their family or community
members. According to her, the “I’m Learning!” training she received for these three years
was very useful: “I think that “I’m Learning!” works more than 80% because it really
changes teacher behavior, notably as regards preparing lesson frameworks and not using
violence. “Study groups are very effective during IBL for science and social sciences. For
math, doing exercises on the board is more effective than working groups. Study games work
effectively for Khmer, and students have fun while they learn”.
6.3.5 Understanding life skills
To the director, “Before SCI provided training about life skills, I thought that life skills were
about growing vegetables. Now I understand that life skills relate to six elements. Knowledge
of Khmer and math can help students to interact with other people in society. Students need
to have good morality to become good citizens. Before doing something, we need to have
critical thinking. For example, to judge whether a teacher is good or bad, I need to observe
and think clearly. We need to change someone’s behavior by speaking to and explaining to
help them understand. We need to have self-regulation when we do something […]. Selfregulation means self-responsibility or self-discipline - students need to know what to do and
do it themselves”. The Grade 6 teacher expressed the same understanding: “most people think
that life skills are about planting vegetables. For me, I think life skills are about good
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morality, good communication, hygiene and health. When students have these skills, they can
live in society”. The Grade 3 teacher considered that it refers to having writing and speaking
skills that help living in society, and to planting vegetables. During the FGD with Grade 6
students (February 2017), some never heard about life skills, while others explained that it
refers to growing vegetables.
During breaks, students play with each other happily without having conflicts. The research
team did not observe any argument among students. Students welcome adults politely when
they come across them in the school. According to the director, “with positive discipline,
teachers reduce violence and they speak politely in class so students changed their attitude,
they became polite and have good morality; I try to tell them more during the national
anthem”. According to the Grade 3 teacher, students are braver than before since they dare
talking to adults more than before, and they behave more politely towards adults. According
to the Grade 6 teacher, “now students have good morality, they are more active and confident
in learning activities because teachers use the methods they got from “I’m Learning!”
training. Students do not just read and answer questions; they do investigations by asking
community members”. During working groups, they take turns to be the group representative,
and slow learners have started asking to be the group representative. Because of “I’m
Learning!”, “fast” learners now help “slow” learners more than before.
Case study parents noted no change of behavior in their children, except that they are more
polite and more confident than before. For example, Case study 11 is a hard worker. He
speaks less than before, but now he greets older people in the village, which is new, and he is
more polite to his parents. His hygiene has also improved and now he washes his hands with
soap. Case study 7 has not changed according to his mother. Case study 8 is more responsible
for himself now. He is more polite than before, braver and he dares to talk to older people.
Case study 10 has not changed much, but she is more hard-working than before. Case study
12 has not changed much according to her mother, but he is braver and when visitors come to
her home, he dares to speak with them. He also takes his bath himself and needs not to be
reminded.
The FGD in June 2017 (see Annex 10.3.12) did not provide relevant comments from the
children for us to assert that they better share their feelings with adults or friends (on the
contrary, most of them said they feel ashamed or are blamed for sharing their feelings), or
better self-regulate (when they forgot or did not do their homework, when they raise their
hand to answer a question and the teacher does not give them the opportunity to answer), or
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better solve conflicts among themselves. However, it confirmed that the teacher does not
resort to physical punishment (except for pulling their ears), that many boys do not use the
toilets, and that some students still drink water from the well that is not clean.
6.3.6 Conclusion
Intervention school B students perform well in reading and life skills, less well in writing
(only Grade 6), and poorly in math. The observations and interviews show only two main
changes regarding their development: they are more polite and self-confident than before.
The high number of teachers (26), compared to Intervention Schools A and E (6), could
explain why it is more difficult for the director and SC to involve teachers equally. Many
Intervention school B teachers teach a double shift involving two different grades, one in the
morning and another in the afternoon, and they teach in overcrowded classrooms. Thus, it is
more difficult for them to take time to do class preparation, to monitor working groups, IBL
or working groups, to conduct and correct weekly tests, and to control students though
positive discipline. However, the strengthened SSC, the POE/DOE regular monitoring, the
relatively better parental interest in their children’s study, the student council participation in
school management and the holiday extra-class paid by SC (Year 2) all mean that school
actors are likely more focused on learning than before. This could increase pupil attention to
learning tasks. However, QLE GP 1 and 2 do not show real improvements regarding child
protection (see above).
The high number of teachers does not allow us to directly relate our classroom observations
to student learning outcomes. However, we note that Intervention School B teachers
complain that making study games, producing teaching materials, preparing lesson plans and
lesson plan frameworks, and conducting weekly and monthly tests give them too much work.
Table 6.32 shows that the Grade 3 and Grade 5 teachers still behave as if they never heard of
“I’m Learning!” (notably the trainings provided by SC on positive discipline and teaching
methods). On the other hand, the Grade 2 and Grade 6 teachers are able to build good
communication and to use active learning methods. The Grade 6 teacher was the best of the
30 teachers that the research team observed during Year 2 and Year 3. Students participate
actively, cooperate during working groups, and recently “smart” learners were asked to help
“slow” learners; students are asked to focus on learning regularly in the framework of
“positive discipline”. Weekly tests also facilitate follow-up of the “slow” learners.
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6.4 Intervention School D
Intervention School D has 742 students and 12 teachers. The student-teacher ratio is high.
Eight teachers have to teach two shifts (due to teacher shortages), and ten out of twelve
teachers have only lower secondary education. Two teachers provide private extra classes.
The POE offered scholarships to 46 students. The school received different kinds of support
over the past twenty years from the World Bank, the Japan Team of Young Human Power,
the NGO Soutien à l’Initiative Privée pour l’Aide à la Reconstruction (SIPAR, library),
Shanti Volunteer Association (SVA, Japanese organization), the Prime Minister, Booyoung
Bank (South Korea) and the community, mainly to improve the material environment
(buildings, shrines, statues, classroom materials, library, toilets, water access, etc.). It also
received several trainings within the frameworks of CFS and ETL. Besides “I’m Learning!”,
SCI has also implemented an early childhood care program for more than 10 years, notably
emphasizing education without violence.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 was struggling with most tests
during the first two years. Only reading and life skills improved during the third year. Cohort
2 performed poorly in most tests, except for life skills, during the first year. Improvement is
only seen in reading when they moved to the second year and writing in the third year. But
they were still struggling in math and life skills.
Table 6.33 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Intervention School D, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
18.76
22.60
19.91
52.73

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
50.90
14.51
17.19
33.03

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
127.29
35.71
11.84
25.57

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
101.12
20.87
6.36
24.31

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
159.13
36.62
19.73
29.01
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Table 6.34 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Intervention School D, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
14.28
3.44
5.47
16.99

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
21.26
13.63
20.93
25.48

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
88.50
195.86
26.97
37.63
4.95
12.38
19.12
19.91

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
172.98
30.11
5.50
12.42

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
216.35
50.91
11.60
20.12

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score explained in the note). This means that (+) is when the mean
scores is above the average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is
equal to average score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading -

Reading -

Reading +

Reading -

Reading +

Reading +

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing =

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Life Skills + Life Skills = Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills –

Life Skills -

Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Intervention School D significantly improved in all QLE
GPs between 2014/15 and 2016/17.
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Table 6.35 QLE average scores in Intervention School D, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

2.6

2.1

2.6

2.0

2.4

2015/16

3.2

2.9

3.3

3.0

3.1

2016/17

3.2

3.0

3.3

3.3

3.2

6.4.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
Mr. X became the new director of the school when the former director retired by bribing the
DOE and some teachers of the school (summer 2015). The deputy-director and most teachers
did not like this nomination. He was known as not being a hard worker, having poor
management skills and often observed as ‘doing nothing’ during the meetings. However, in
August 2016 the situation between the deputy director and the new director had improved.
Now the deputy director is responsible for technical work and the director is responsible for
communication with the community. In January 2017, case study parents’ interviews show
that the new director is not much appreciated: he usually drinks alcohol at night and
sometimes cannot go to work the next morning, he speaks loudly and rudely, and he does not
care about his work. But he is still involved in appealing to community participation and it
works.
The new director invited village chiefs, commune chiefs, and people who were active to
come to the school to participate in an election. He invited 20 members and 16 members were
elected. During Year 2, interviews with the director, teachers and some case study parents
showed that the SSC is much more involved than before. They collected donations from the
community to buy fans and remake the school ground (1,000 dollars), and organized a
ceremony of flowers (2,000 dollars). The director contacted a rich person of the commune
who paid for twelve “cars of land” to remake the school ground. The SSC also helped to
gather school age students to come to register (school mapping). They also helped to track
students’ studying and teacher attendance. They participated in the school meetings on
budget disbursement (PB and SIG) through regular meetings. They also helped to monitor
food stalls to prevent selling of unhealthy food to students12, follow-up on keeping a clean
environment, forbid people to let their cows eat the school grass, and ask the police to ensure
12

In Intervention School D food sellers pay 80 dollars each per year.
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every day that it is safe for students to cross the road when entering/leaving school. While all
members are not really involved, the SSC has clearly become more involved over the past
two years. The SSC remained the same in 2016-2017.
During the 2014-2015 school year (Year 1), Intervention School D did not engage in cluster
school meetings on the fourth Thursday of the month, but instead with SCI. For the director,
“The meeting with SCI is more useful because we receive training and many teaching
techniques. Teachers participate because they get money [per diem]. Having cluster meetings
with the five schools is not so productive because the director of the cluster knows nothing
and doesn’t have a clear plan for the meeting. The teachers do not talk and share much with
each other”. SCI also paid a per diem to some teachers for them to provide classes to “slow”
learners during the Year 2 school holiday (2 classes).
Interviews with the director, teachers and some case study parents show that before “I’m
Learning!”, parents of “slow” learners did not really interact with the teacher and they did not
care about the books. Parents generally did not attend the school meetings because they
thought that the Cambodian People’s Party called them to join. Now, the director sends
invitation letters to the parents, and they join meetings much more than before. They became
more interested in their children’s record books because they started to care about their
children’s study and about meeting the teachers. The follow-up book is given monthly to
parents to check their children’s scores. According to the Grade 3 and 6 teachers, more
parents than before sign the communication book, but 50% is still signed by the students
themselves (or their brother/sister). Parents also come to meet the teachers more easily than
before. But many parents still do not care about their child’s study.
The Class Branch Committee was set up in January 2016 in 16 classrooms. The director,
along with SC and the POE, invited parents and explained that they could participate in
classroom management and observe; they voted to select the committee director, deputydirector and members for each class. The committees have the right to report during the
school monthly meetings. However, this is not yet practiced since parents do not yet dare to
criticize or comment on the teachers’ work.
6.4.2 Student participation in school management (QLE GP 3 and GP 4)
In Intervention School D, each teacher in Grades 4, 5 and 6 selected active and hard-working
students as members of the Student Council. All selected students went to the office. The
school director asked them to vote by writing the names of candidates they like. The Student
139

Council includes boys and girls on an equal basis, and the Council head is a girl. Most
members are among the best rated students in their class. Interviews conducted with each
member in each of the Student Councils (June 2016) show that most of them fulfill their
duties, even if students do not always listen to them. The Student Council is dynamic and
makes a real difference compared to Comparison School D. The deputy-directors and
directors of these Councils play a more symbolic role, but still their members have to report
to them regularly on their activity and they relay the information to the school director.
During a workshop on the School Improvement Plan at the SCI office in Kampong Cham
(November 2016), the director explained that for Year 3 the teachers selected 54 students for
the election. During the national anthem, the 54 students came to promote and convince other
students to vote for them by saying something. After all the 54 students had introduced
themselves, students voted for the candidate they liked. There are two student councils in the
school, one in the morning and one in the afternoon.
In 2015, SCI asked each class to prepare a “classroom policy”. Teachers and students in each
grade made their own rules and wrote them on the whiteboard. Then the students copied the
rules on a big piece of paper and stuck it on the wall in the classroom. This document is
called Request agreement between teachers and students (Som Noum Por Thnak Rean).
The FGD conducted with Grade 5 students in July 2016 shows that the students did not
participate in making it. Students mainly think that the document on the wall is to remind
pupils to be quiet. One student said that it is good that the document says that the teacher
should not hit students. The Grade 3 teacher said that he prepared it with the students, asked
them to make suggestions, wrote them in a book and will create the final document soon
(January 2017). According to her, this document is useful because it reminds students how to
conduct themselves properly in class.
6.4.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
The school has created a harassment reporting system for students. This system is
dedicated to informing students that they have the right to complain if someone uses violence
against them. However, the director and some teachers said that no student had used the
reporting system so far (January 2017). Students confirm that they do not use it (May 2017).
The deputy-director also said (in January 2017) that even if some students face violence at
home they do not report to the school and the school never deals with this kind of issue.
Indeed, the harassment reporting system plays more of a symbolic role than it is used. This
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clearly shows that much work still has to be done in order to empower the students, but also
to involve teachers in taking the “child’s side” when the child faces violence at home.
In February 2016 (Year 2), a widowed father harmed his son. The son was washing the dishes
and was cooking rice after coming back from school. The rice was overcooked. The father
got angry and held the hot cover against his son’s chest. The son got burned and came to tell
me, but “I didn’t call the police or do anything because I was afraid that if I called the police
or filed a complaint, the son would say that his father did nothing to him, and I would have a
problem”.
SCI invited students to draw a map reporting dangerous places in the school and in the
village. SCI also provided pharmaceutical materials for the office in case of injury. However,
the research team observed that there are no real differences in behavior, neither in adults nor
children, in terms of minding a danger compared to Comparison School D. In Intervention
School D, male students push the swing strongly, but no teachers intervene and the director
and Grade 5 teachers standing nearby said nothing and ignored it. During a workshop on the
School Improvement Plan at the SCI office in Kampong Cham (November 2016), the director
requested the police to help students cross the road when arriving to/leaving the school. The
police chief agreed.
During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that they learned the four child rights from their
teacher (and the director during the national anthem): right to live (have enough clothes,
shelter, food), right to be protected (protection from dangers, not to play harmful games, we
can tell teachers, parents, neighbors, or relations when we get threats), right to develop, and
right to participate (in community meetings, in sharing ideas). The six case study children
knew these four child rights and learned them at school.
Health and hygiene
The school has a clean environment, and SCI has provided many rubbish bins for the
compound. Students put rubbish in the bins. As with Comparison Schools, intervention
school teachers regularly ask students to collect rubbish and they have been aware of this
MOEYS/CFS expectation for a long time. But in the framework of “I’m Learning!”, they
received specific training on health and hygiene and have strengthened a system that helps
keep the environment clean and more sustainable. The director allows punishment and fines
for students who are caught throwing rubbish on the ground. The students take turns in
“cleaning shifts” to clean the classrooms, the school compound and the toilets according to a
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schedule, and also water crops in the garden under the supervision of the Student Council.
One teacher uses the physical exercise time to ask students to clean the school. The FGDs
showed that students are aware of health and hygiene issues. They know that a clean
environment prevents diseases which they learned from their teacher and their parents, and
some of them read it in books. Furthermore, SCI conducted meetings to request that food
sellers provide healthy food to students. However, at the end of Year 3, the sellers still did not
follow this recommendation.
The cleaning shift system ensures that the toilets are cleaned regularly and students are used
to washing their hands. The school provides good health and hygiene education in the
classrooms or during the national anthem. The washing station has water access and students
wash their hands after they clean the school. However, some boys do not use the toilet. Most
students bring water from home which mostly is boiled (FGD). Students know that it is
important to drink clean water (boiled water) because it does not contain a virus and prevents
disease. They know this from TV shows, parents and teachers. Many students now wash their
hands after using the toilets.
6.4.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
In November 2016, SCI asked the school to create a document called the Internal School
Rules for the Director and Teachers. The director and the teachers had a meeting and
suggested to each other what to write. The director committed to come to school punctually,
to sign on teacher’s lesson plans once a month, to ensure that the school is clean, to have a
meeting with teachers once a month, and to coordinate the research documents from the
investigation studies of students. The teachers committed to come to school punctually, to
write lesson plans regularly, to ensure that the school is clean, to use teaching materials in
their lessons and to ask students to conduct investigation studies. According to the
grandfather of Case study 18, before SCI supported the school the teachers did not adhere to
the teaching hours. They usually came late and talked with each other outside the classroom
during teaching time.
Lesson plans and standardized tests
The Grade 3 teacher said that she often writes lesson plans which she learned at the PTTC
and improved thanks to SCI training on lesson plans and lesson frameworks (combining the
textbook, reading benchmark and detailed study program book). According to her, it is
advantageous to write lesson frameworks because once you make it you can teach a subject
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for eight hours. In January 2017, she had already written 8 lesson frameworks. The research
team observed that she adhered to her lesson plan when teaching. The Grade 3 teacher said
that she always conducts weekly tests on Fridays (for three weeks) and the monthly test on
the fourth Friday of the month. Weekly tests usually take 15 minutes (a few questions). The
monthly test usually takes one hour. The teacher combines the three previous weekly tests to
produce the monthly one. “They are good for students because they usually remind students
to study and be ready for exams. When they do tests frequently, they are used to tests and
become confident”. The Grade 6 teacher says that she did 40% of lesson plans for all
subjects, and even 70% for literacy classes. She could not do it for all lessons because it takes
much time for her to do at home besides producing teaching materials. While she conducts all
monthly tests, she sometimes cannot regularly make weekly tests. The Grade 2 teacher said
that she can prepare the monthly tests but does not do weekly tests because she has no time.
Action research is not conducted at all.
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classrooms
Table 6.36. Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)

in Intervention School D, 2015-2017
Grade

No. of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

52

2

2-

5 (Year 2)

43

1

1

3 (Year 3)

46

2

2

6 (Year 3)

41

2

2+

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to
physical punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher
is able to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical
punishment; they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning: 1 =
teachers rarely use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to
create active learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized
“I’m Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

The teacher in Grade 2 is able to build good communication. She does not resort to physical
punishment and the students seem happy to study with her. However, she is overwhelmed by
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her students who seem to do “whatever they want”, and she tries to calm them down by
hitting the desks with a stick. Classroom management in Grade 2 is not good. Most of the
time, the students are noisy and not much involved in learning activities. Furthermore, several
people said that the teacher is often absent from the classroom (including the mother of Case
study 18). The research team did not observe any group activity in Grade 2, and case study
students said that they practice it only once or twice a month. Case study students said that
they sometimes play study games, such as “word ordering competitions”, “number, word and
picture matching”, and Lotto. According to the Grade 2 teacher, “Study games can help to
strengthen students’ knowledge in a happy learning environment. However, I think that if I
allow them to play games much, I waste a lot of time and I can’t finish lessons on time. I
should allow students to play study games at the end of the teaching hour”. The research team
never observed the teacher using teaching materials. She said that she copied some from
teachers in other schools during training instead of making them herself.
In Grade 5, the teacher never smiles and he does not encourage or greet his students.
Students are not so active and they fear their teacher who easily resorts to physical
punishment. The communication is not very good. Case study 14 and Case study 15 said that
they rarely ask questions of the teacher because they fear him. According to the Grade 5
students during the FGD, “I want the teacher to hit me but not to pull my ear. I want the
teacher to punish by asking students to wash toilets instead because no one washes them and
they are dirty”. According to case study students and Grade 5 students during the FGD, they
rarely practice working groups (twice per month). During these learning activities, most
students are noisy; they do not participate and are inactive. Regarding study games, the Grade
5 teacher explained: “if I allow students to play study games a lot, I cannot teach lessons on
time. If the lesson benefits from a study game, I allow students to play for five minutes at the
end of the teaching hour”. “Sometimes I ask students to go outside to copy words from
places”. Grade 5 students said that they have played study games twice since the beginning
of the year, when the teacher asked them to play “picture and words matching”. Case study
13 and Case study 15 said that their teacher never invites them to play study games. The
Grade 5 teacher does not use any teaching materials to teach the students and he does not
have any techniques to control the students. He said: “I know how to prepare teaching
materials related to lessons but it is difficult so I rarely do it […]. I am not clear on how to
produce teaching materials. It is complicated for me. I use them only 3 or 4 times a year”.
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The Grade 3 teacher is not really involved in teaching. According to the grandfather of Case
study 18, who is the head of the SSC, sometimes this teacher speaks inappropriately to
students, such as saying “Ngaeng—impolite word for girls”, and is a bit aggressive. The
mother of Case study 16 reported to the director that the teacher asks students to correct
exercise books instead of her (by giving them the correction sheet) and she does not check
them afterwards. Sometimes she leaves class during teaching time and rides her motor
somewhere or sits and talks outside the classroom. This being said, the classroom
observations show that almost all students participated actively and raised their hands to
answer questions. Many students dared correct the teacher when she wrote a word
incorrectly; they asked for explanation and clarification. Students cheered each other by
applauding and laughed and screamed as encouragement. The students and the teacher looked
at each other. The teacher smiled at students and called them by their name. When students
got bored, she woke them up by asking them to stand up, sing and clap their hands.
In Grade 3, students participate actively, they are happy to answer the teacher’s questions.
Although she slapped a student once, she does not generally use physical punishment except
for a ruler. According to the three case studies, they practice working groups once or twice a
week, but some weeks they do not. During working groups, they discuss, cooperate and are
happy. The group representatives take turns and are not always the “smart” students.
According to the teacher, working groups increase student participation and self-confidence.
She tries to involve “slow” learners in group activities and takes time to focus on them. She
does not use study games (confirmed by the three case studies). Because she teaches two
shifts, she feels a bit tired. But according to her, “SCI helps teachers with many teaching
techniques and students now have fun in class”.
In Grade 6, most student raise their hands to answer the questions and volunteer to do an
exercise. Communication between the teacher and the students is good. The teacher is not
angry when students do not follow her advice, are noisy or do the exercise wrongly. She
rarely hits them with a stick (FGD, Case studies). They dare to speak to the teacher and the
teacher provides opportunities for students to express their ideas, makes jokes and invites
them to interact with her. When the students are bored, she asks them to play a game for five
minutes or to sing a song. She focuses on “slow” learners and asks them to sit near fast
learners. The teacher asks students to work in groups around twice a week (FGD). When
invited to work in groups, students join their group quickly which shows that they are used to
it. Some students participate in groups, some do not (confirmed by the FGD and case
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studies). The teacher walks around the groups to monitor. She also invites them to agree or
not with the activity, and students are happy to express their opinion. During the FGD,
students explained that they prefer to listen to the teacher rather than doing study groups
because some students do not help and are very noisy, walk around, and are out of control
during the study groups. While the group representative alternates, the group reporters never
change (case studies). The Grade 6 teacher rarely uses study games (throwing a ball, the
student who receives it has to answer, if he/she is wrong he/she has to sing). No research
activity outside the classroom was observed, but the three case study students said they
sometimes have to search for information outside the classroom.
6.4.5 Understanding life skills
The director said that life skills refer to Khmer, math, communication, morality and growing
vegetables. This shows that the director considers life skills as a “lesson he had to learn”
more than a philosophy to be internalized. According to the Grade 3 and Grade 6 teachers,
life skills are about everyday living, planting vegetables and feeding animals. During the
FGD, Grade 6 students explained that life skills refer to growing vegetables, health, hygiene
and the school environment. “We need to study about health and hygiene in school because
we want the school to have a clean environment and to have good health”.
During the national anthem, the school director and teachers advise students to greet politely
(sampeah) teachers and guests who come to the school. The student council showed the five
ways of greeting to all students13. It was seen during observations that many students greet
visitors politely in the school saying “How do you do?”. The Grade 3 teacher considered that
since SCI helped the school, it has changed much. According to her (and the director),
students have morality and care about the environment, and the school now attracts more
students because of its nice environment. They are more polite than before to adults. They are
more active during class (investigation learning, study games), and the teachers have reduced
their use of disciplinary violence. “Fast” learners help “slow” learners. During break time,
students play with each other happily. There is no conflict between students. They always ask
for permission from the teacher before leaving the classroom. During break time, some of
them stay in the classroom to play with each other. This shows that they do not leave the
classroom as soon as they can.
13

This refers to the five positions of the hands, according to the person met by the child: chest (for peers,
equals), mouth (elders), nose (parents, teacher, grand-parents), forehead (monks, king), and above the head for
Buddha or other gods.
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According to the parents and grandparents of case study children in Grade 3, their children’s
behavior has changed since last year (but they could not explain why). Case study 17 studies
harder and listens more, maybe because the teacher advises him more, and he has become
more polite to adults. Since a competition for “smart” students in Kompong Chnang
conducted in the framework of “I’m Learning!”, Case study 16 did not study anymore,
became less confident, but has become more polite to adults. Case study 18 seems to be
happier since she left her parents to move to her grand-parents’ home. She improved in
Khmer and math, because she also studies in a private school in the afternoon. Case study 13
and Case study 15, who study in Grade 6, have not changed their behavior since last year
according to their parents. Case study 15 feels bad since her parents divorced and her mother
works far away in a factory. Her performance has dropped. Case study 14 is more interested
in studying now, he learns more at home and he is more polite to adults. According to his
father (who is the director of the cluster schools), this is due to his age and his teacher’s
involvement. Classroom observations show that while Case Study children 13 and 15 always
raise their hands to answer the teacher’s questions, Case study 14 rarely participates.
According to the Grade 6 teacher, Case study 14 improved in literacy, does his homework
and he asks questions or make presentations more than before. But it is difficult for him to
face problems. For instance, when he cannot do a dictation he cries instead of asking the
teacher to repeat the sentence. Case study 15 speaks more than before, she is more friendly
and polite and has improved in math. Case study 13 is always in a bad mood when she does
not understand the lesson. According to Case study 16, intervention school students are better
than before and they greet adults in the school. Case study 18, who also studies in a private
school in the evening, says that students in this private school also pay respect to adults and
are more polite than students in other schools. According to Case study 13, the project has a
good influence since fast learners now help “slow” learners, and Grade 6 students help Grade
1 and 2 students.
The FGD conducted in June 2017 (see Annex 10.3.12) did not provide relevant comments
from the children for us to assert that they share their feelings more with adults or friends (on
the contrary, most of them said they feel ashamed or are blamed for sharing their feelings),
better self-regulate (when they forgot or did not do their homework, when they raise their
hand to answer a question and the teacher does not give them the opportunity to answer), or
better solve conflicts among themselves. However, it confirmed that the teacher does not
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resort to physical punishment (except for pulling the ear), that many boys do not use the
toilet, and that some students still drink water from wells that are not clean.
6.4.6 Conclusion
Intervention School D students performed well in reading, poorly in writing for Grade 3 and
average for Grade 6, poorly in math, well in life skills for Grade 3 and poorly for Grade 6.
The observations and interviews show only two changes regarding their development: they
are more self-confident and polite to adults than before. It is unclear why Grade 6 students
performed poorly in life skills, and we can mainly observe that the positive evolution
concerns reading particularly. This important finding will be discussed later, but so far one
can make the hypothesis that improvements in writing and math require more involvement
from the teachers than improvements in writing.
The strengthened SSC, the POE/DOE regular monitoring, the relatively better parental
interest in their children’s study, and the holiday extra-class paid by SC indicate that each
school actor is more focused on learning than before which could increase pupil attention to
learning tasks. Although the Student Council and Request agreements do not reflect a
democratic or student-centered understanding (e.g. including only “smart” learners appointed
by the director), students are otherwise involved in school management on an equal gender
basis. Although QLE GP 1 and GP 2 have not much improved regarding child protection,
students do wash their hands more regularly, and the student council helps to maintain a clean
environment (cleaning shifts).
In Intervention School D, new teaching methods are seen as useful when they make students
happy while learning. However, the problem is that using the methods is also perceived as a
waste of time because the teachers feel that when they use them, they cannot finish lessons on
time. This shows that they do not yet understand the relevance of including study games into
lessons. To them, study games remain teaching tools that are separate from the lesson. This is
why they use them at the end of the lesson, when they have remaining time and their students
are bored. One could even say that they think study games are used “outside of study time”.
However, the fact that many of the teachers teach double shift and in overcrowded
classrooms also affects what they manage to do.
The high number of teachers does not allow us to directly relate our observations and
interviews to student learning outcomes (as we only observed four teachers). However, at the
end of Year 3, the Grade 3 and Grade 6 teachers made lesson plans, conducted weekly tests
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and resorted to active learning methodologies. Students participated actively, cooperated
during working groups, “smart” learners were asked to help “slow” learners and students
were asked to focus on learning in the framework of “positive discipline”. It seems that,
although late (Year 3), the teachers are starting to apply positive discipline and to resort to
active learning methods.
6.5 Intervention School E
Intervention School E has 205 students and 6 teachers. Two teachers have only lower
secondary education while four teachers have 12+2 years of education. Among these four
teachers, three just finished their study and joined the school in October 2016. The director
had requested two teachers and the POE instead appointed three. According to the director
this is helpful in view of the increasing numbers of students. The POE provided scholarships
to 11 students and 4 teachers provide private extra classes. The school received support over
the past twenty years from United Pentecostal Church, Christian Charity Organization, the
Mengly J. Quach Foundation, the Association of School Aid in Cambodia, H.E. W. (director
of a private school in Phnom Penh) and the community, mainly to improve the material
environment (buildings, shrines, statues, classroom materials, library, toilets, water access,
etc.). It received several trainings within the framework of the CFS and ETL.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 has performed very poorly in most
tests, except for life skills, in the first and second year. There were improvements in reading
and life skills during the third year, but difficulties with writing and math. Cohort 2
performed well in reading and life skills during the first two years. Their writing and math
also improved when they moved into the third year. However, the scores for life skills were
somewhat low.
Table 6.37 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Intervention School E, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
23.64
20.08
18.76
49.85

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
18.08
24.10
12.72
40.02

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
103.07
32.19
16.74
32.74

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
116.97
36.29
9.59
26.53

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
171.85
43.59
31.91
31.49
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Table 6.38 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Intervention School E, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
15.67
4.75
10.42
18.21

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
26.33
14.78
24.33
25.73

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
142.09
191.45
41.73
46.27
16.27
9.82
25.25
33.90

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
-

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
256.70
61.7
25.20
23.75

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score explained in the note). This means that (+) is when the mean
scores is above the average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is
equal to average score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading -

Reading -

Reading +

Reading =

Reading +

Reading +

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing +

Math -

Math -

Math +

Math -

Math -

Math =

Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Intervention School E significantly improved in all QLE
GPs between 2014/15 and 2016/17, especially regarding QLE GP 1 and QLE GP 4.
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Table 6.39 QLE average scores in Intervention School E, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

2.6

2.1

2.7

2.0

2.4

2015/16

3.6

2.8

3.0

2.7

3.0

2016/17

3.8

3.0

3.3

3.7

3.4

6.5.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
The director, who was appointed one year before SCI started supporting the school, invited
50 influential people to the school to have their suggestions about who should be appointed
director of the SSC. The director observed that since the support from SCI, the SSC has
become much more active than before in terms of community meetings, collecting money,
organizing “village ceremonies” and decision-making. The school did a new school mapping
at the beginning of Year 3. All teachers helped by going to each house to gather information.
Students now come to school early and punctually in contrast to before.
The recent improvement is so remarkable that many students from School Y (a neighboring
school) have moved to the school. At the beginning of Year 3, the number of students
increased dramatically from 125 to 211. The DOE requested that the school should stop
accepting students for enrollment because the number was decreasing in School Y since
parents stopped trusting the teaching there.
As already mentioned, the POE/DOE staff is involved in the “I’m Learning!” project and
receives US$50 in per diem each time they attend a workshop, training, or conduct
monitoring in the intervention schools. For instance, some POE staff once came to
Intervention School E to check whether the school director had spread information to
teachers about a previous meeting at the SCI office, whether the school had done the school
mapping and whether the teacher had made tests correctly. The relations with the POE are not
easy. The director, who used to teach multi-grade (4 and 5) while conducting “I’m
Learning!”, had to wait until this year, 2016-2017, to get three new teachers. SCI paid a per
diem to some of the teachers to provide classes to “slow” learners during the Year 2 school
holiday (1 class).
Interviews with some case study parents and other parents show that they pay attention to
their children’s study, care about the school meetings and notice the improvement in the
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school. The communication book is seen as important since it informs the parents on the
child’s class rate and scores, strengths and weaknesses. According to the Grade 3 teacher, all
his students sign the books, but only a few take their time to write comments. Approximately
50% used to come to meet the teacher to talk about their child’s study. The Grade 6 teacher,
who also provides free extra-classes for “slow” learners, expressed the same opinion on
parents’ participation. Regarding the Class branch committee, the Grade 3 teacher
explained that since it was created in the second semester of Year 2, they had a meeting with
parents and appointed the director of the committee. But parents dare not come and observe
the teachers. The purpose was that when teachers lack materials in class, they can inform the
director of the committee. However, it worked for only one or two months and then stopped.
6.5.2 Student participation in school management (QLE GP 3 and GP 4)
The director selected the students for the Student Council. It includes boys and girls on an
equal basis and is headed by a girl. Most members are among the best rated students in their
class. During Year 3, the director kept the same members as in Year 2 because there was no
Grade 6 during Year 2 and all members were still in school. Interviews conducted with each
member of the four Student Councils (June 2016) show that most of them fulfill their duties,
even if some students do not always listen to them. The Student Council is dynamic. The
deputy-directors and directors play a more symbolic role, but the members have to report to
them regularly on their activity and they relay the information to the school director.
SCI asked each class to make a “classroom policy”. Teachers and students in each grade
made their own rules and wrote them on the whiteboard. Then, students copied the rules on a
big piece of paper and stuck it on the wall in the classroom. This document is called Request
agreement between teachers and students (Som Noum Por Thnak Rean). Teachers copied
the rules on pieces of paper. But students did not participate in making it. Students mainly
considered that the document on the wall is to remind pupils to be quiet. Students also added
that it reminds the teacher to be on time. In Grade 3, the student council members contributed
to making the new request agreement. The teacher considers that Grade 3 students are too
young to make suggestions.
6.5.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
Intervention school E has created an harassment reporting system for students. This system
is dedicated to informing students that they have the right to complain if someone uses
violence against them. However, the school principal (and some Grade 6 students) said that
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they never saw any student using the reporting system and suggested that students do not
face serious problems. Indeed, the harassment reporting system plays more of a symbolic role
than it is actually used. This shows that much work still has to be done in order to empower
the students, but also to involve teachers in taking the “child’s side”.
During Year 2, parents were invited to watch a show called “Happy family”. It was
performed by students on good and bad parental behavior (domestic violence, providing
support and confidence to the child, etc.). During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that
there is no point in telling the teacher that their parents hit them with a stick (when they do
not bring the cows to the pasture/do not look after their younger brother or sister) since the
teacher would take the parent’s side. Indeed, a distinction has to be made between this kind of
punishment and “domestic violence”.
SCI invited students to draw a map reporting dangerous places in the school and in the
village. SCI also provided medical supplies for the office in case of injury. However, the
research team observed that there are no real differences in behavior, neither of adults nor
children, in terms of minding dangers compared to Comparison School E. In Intervention
School E, there are many rocks in the compound, and both adults and children are afraid that
students get injured if they fall when playing.
During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that they used to hear about child rights in their
school (confirmed by four out of six case studies). Child rights mean that they have the right
to be protected and to participate in school affairs (school improvement plan, social work).
They did not mention the other two rights.
Health and hygiene
The school has a clean environment, and SCI has provided many rubbish bins for the
compound. As with Comparison Schools, intervention school teachers regularly ask students
to collect rubbish and they have known of this MOEYS/CFS expectation for a long time. But
in the framework of “I’m Learning!” they received specific training on health and hygiene,
and have developed a system that helps keep the environment clean and more sustainable.
The Student Council members use “cleaning shifts” for students to clean the classrooms, the
school compound and the toilets according to a schedule, and also water crops in the garden.
The FGDs showed that students are aware of health and hygiene issues; they know that a
clean environment prevents diseases; they learned this from their teacher and their parents,
and some of them read it in books. Furthermore, SCI conducted meetings to request that food
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sellers provide healthy food to students. The sellers have followed this recommendation, and
now sell food they cook by themselves instead of processed food or candy.
Most students use the toilet although it was observed once that a boy urinated on the external
wall of the toilet. The cleaning shift system ensures that the toilets are regularly cleaned and
students are used to washing their hands. The school provides good health and hygiene
education in the classroom or during the national anthem. Most students bring water from
home which is generally clean (boiled, filtered, or from a private company) but still
sometimes the water comes from a well with dirty water. Students know that it is important to
drink clean water (boiled water) because it does not contain a virus and prevents diseases.
They know this from TV shows, parents and teachers. At the beginning of Year 3, there was
no water access to the washing station. In Grade 3, students do not use water filters anymore
since the commune chief supplies one big bottle of water to each class every day.
6.5.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
Regarding lesson plans, the Grade 3 teacher explained during Year 2: “For the Ministry,
teachers have to make four lesson plans for four subjects a day and teachers need to make
lesson plans every day. However, teachers do not make all four lesson plans. For me, I do not
make all lesson plans. I just make one or two because I have a lot of experience so I just skim
the lessons that I need to teach and I know how to teach. Before I teach a new lesson, I only
review the previous lesson and check the students’ homework and provide feedback”. During
Year 3, “When teachers follow their lesson plans, it is easy to teach and easy for students to
understand. But lesson plans for SCI make teachers busier. Teachers need to make lesson
plans based on basic books, detailed books, study games and other documents”.
The Grade 3 teacher prepares weekly tests and monthly tests. “The weekly test is very
useful because I can track my students regularly and help to teach their weak points the
following week. It’s not difficult to make. I just spend around 15 minutes for students to take
a test once a week”. The Grade 6 teacher uses his old lesson plans for math but admits that he
rarely prepares lesson frameworks; he makes and conducts weekly and monthly tests, and
finds it useful to follow-up on student weaknesses. No action research is conducted at all as is
the case in the three other intervention schools.
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classroom
Table 6.40 shows that Intervention School E succeeds clearly in terms of quality of
communication and teaching methodology.
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Table 6.40 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Intervention School E, 2015-2017
Grade
No. of students
Score A
Score B
2 (Year 2)

46

3

3

5 (Year 2)

11 (multi-grade)

2

2

3 (Year 3)

41

3

2+

6 (Year 3)

13

2+

3

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to
physical punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher
is able to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical
punishment; they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning): 1 =
teachers rarely use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to
create active learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized
“I’m Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

The Grade 2 teacher is nice, builds good communication and creates enthusiasm for learning.
Students are confident and involved in class activities, and they participate with enthusiasm.
The teacher looks after them, uses friendly techniques to manage the classroom and does not
resort to physical violence. She is good at managing the classroom. When she puts her finger
to her mouth to tell the students to be quiet when they are noisy, all of the students become
silent immediately. She asks other students to applaud when the students answer correctly.
She reminds students that, if they do not understand, they should not be shy to ask. She
usually teaches all students equally and well and the students are generally active. When they
do not understand, they ask for clarification and the teacher responds to them immediately.
The Grade 2 teacher often resorts to working groups. According to Case study 23, “She asks
us to work in groups regularly, sometimes twice a day. I like group work because it makes
me feel at ease. I have other friends to help me think and to do exercises”.
The Grade 2 teacher also practices reading or writing competitions. Case study 23 says that
the teacher asks her to play “word ordering” by using word cards, consonant and vowel cards
twice or three times a week. The teacher is very enthusiastic about these new methods and
claims that since she started applying them the number of “slow” learners in her classroom
has clearly decreased. She uses a piece of paper (to teach ten and hundred) to stick on the
whiteboard and she uses teaching materials in math called “Ten Digit” to stick on the piece of
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paper and lets students write numbers. Each student has his/her own pieces of stones to count
numbers when doing division. The teacher asks them to have it.
The Grade 5 teacher is gentle and good at communication, but he is too busy teaching
Grades 4 and 5 at the same time while also conducting his school director’s tasks. He is also
too busy to be involved in an “I’m Learning!” kind of way. But he is gentle and does not
resort to physical violence (except pulling the ear from time to time). Students seem to feel
happy to study with him. They are involved in learning activities and pay attention and listen
to him. According to the Grade 5 students interviewed during the FGD, “When we are noisy,
the teacher punishes us by making us run around the flag 10 times”. “Sometimes when I
come late, the teacher punishes me by making me run around the flag too”. “I am not angry
with the teacher when he punishes me because we do wrong. It is right for him to do this
because he wants me to become a good student”. “When I do exercises incorrectly, the
teacher does not blame me, but he tries to explain more”. Case study 20 said that the teacher
asks students to work in groups once a day (around 15 minutes). “I like group work because
“fast” learners can help “slow” learners, and it gives me a lot of knowledge”. Case study 19
confirmed this by saying that she works in groups five times a week: “I like group work
because I get a lot of questions and help others in my group answer questions. I learn a lot
from group work and get a lot of ideas from my friends”.
According to Grade 5 students interviewed during a FGD (July 2016), group work is
sometimes difficult because there is only one or two members who try to answer the
questions because other members do not help and they prefer to play. The teacher, before
leaving the classroom, lets students play Sout Me Lek (multiply rules), and the students who
lose need to imitate animal sounds or actions. He also invites students to play games by
counting numbers, and a game called “consonant ordering”. Students during the FGD and
case study students say they played these games seven or eight times since the beginning of
the school year. It seems that the Grade 5 teacher does not use teaching materials.
At the beginning of Year 3, the Grade 3 teacher said that he felt somewhat bored with
teaching, especially low grades such as Grade 3. According to him, since he learned positive
discipline from SCI, he stopped hitting his students. “Before the SCI support, the school used
1979’s style to teach (hit students, punish students, and lecture). Now I build good
relationships with students and make a happy study environment without violence”. The
grandmother of Case study 23 said that Case study 23 likes her teacher because he tells her to
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study hard and never hits her. Case study 21 and Case study 22 said that the teacher does not
hit students. He only pulls their ears from time to time.
The classroom observations confirmed that the communication is good between the Grade 3
teacher and the students. He calls them “younger brothers and sisters” or by their names,
encourages them and asks them to applaud to congratulate each other, and does not use a
punitive stick. Students dare correct the teacher’s mistakes (a misspelled word). When
students are noisy, agitated, or bored, the teacher asks them to dance in front of the
whiteboard or to play a domino game. Students are enthusiastic with what the teacher asks
them to do. They stand, raise their hands, say “me, me…”, look at the whiteboard, laugh, and
cheer the ones who can say the correct phrases. They are not afraid of their teacher, they like
him, dare to ask for explanation and participate actively. When the teacher asks for
volunteers, students run to the whiteboard. When a boy could not sing a poem, some students
laughed to make fun of him. The teacher told them, “Don’t laugh. It makes him nervous and
upset.” When a girl went to the whiteboard to finish phrases of Mesot and say what they
meant, a boy said: “You don’t call boys. You should call two boys and two girls equally.”
Two students pushed each other and got angry with each other. The teacher advised them
orally that, “Classmates are like brothers and sisters. The teacher is like a father or mother, so
we need to love each other and listen to each other”.
The

teacher resorts to working groups twice per week (confirmed by the case study

children). Each group is created at the beginning of the year and has selected its own
representative (who volunteered). While students work in groups, the teacher walks around to
check whether the students do their work or not. While working in groups, students are very
enthusiastic. According to the teachers, these learning situations help students become more
self-confident. Researching outside the classroom and study games are sometimes used.
When conducting research, the students dare to ask questions of the teachers, but also of the
POE/DOE and SCI staff (and the research team) who come to visit the school. During math,
the teacher does not use any teaching materials and study games, but he asks students to work
in groups to solve exercises. During social studies, he tries to make conversation with
students about good morality and he asks students to do role plays.. Students perform happily
and actively. The teacher focuses on slow learners and asks them to divide themselves into
different groups to work with fast learners.
The Grade 6 teacher shows high commitment to teaching. The communication in the
classroom is good; students feel free to talk and the teacher gives them the opportunity to
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have conversation, to ask questions. He speaks softly and encourages the students to answer
the questions. Students seem to feel happy and confident in class. When the students cannot
answer a question, the teacher does not punish them but provides clues to help them find the
answer. The FGD shows that he sometimes hits students with a stick, especially boys when
they do not do their homework. Case study 20 explained that the teacher sometimes asks
students who did their homework to hit (softly, symbolically) students who did not. Students
explained that they do not disagree with this because he only hits them when they are wrong
and does it in order to improve their study.
The teacher focuses on “slow” learners and asks them to divide into different groups to work
with “fast” learners. He also invites them to attend free extra classes (he informed the parents
that he would provide these extra classes at the beginning of the second semester of Year 3).
During break time, he checks student books and give them comments when they enter the
classroom. In Grade 6, the teacher easily resorts to working groups (twice a week) and
students really participate and talk during working groups (confirmed by the FGD and case
studies). One day, as he was writing questions on the blackboard, two students asked him to
answer the questions in the group. He agreed. When presenting their results, the group
representatives spoke loudly and fluently while looking happy. During class time, students
are tidy, calm and pay attention. During the FGD, students said that they prefer to have study
groups rather than listening to the teacher because they like practicing the exercises or finding
answers themselves. Students practice study games only from time to time (competition with
a ball to find the right answers; the losers sing or dance in front of the class).
6.5.5 Understanding life skills
According to the director, “SCI says that there are six elements in life skills consisting of
morality, hygiene, communication, critical thinking, self-regulation, Khmer and math. For
morality, they want students to be polite and respect older people and love each other as
friends. For hygiene, they want students to wash their hands, collect rubbish in school and at
home, and use the toilet. For communication, they want students to make friends, tolerate
each other, not argue, and do good deeds for their neighbors. For critical thinking, they want
students to have a high level of thinking. For self-regulation, they want students to learn how
to control themselves, be reasonable, be confident, and be responsible for what they have
done”. During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that life skills refer to the activity of
growing vegetables.

158

According to the Grade 3 teacher, since SCI started supporting the school, students have
changed their behavior: they are more polite, more active and confident in learning activities.
“Before, a few students could read and write, but since “I’m Learning!”, I think around 70%80% of my students can read and write well”. When communicating normally when they play
together, they use less impolite or using rude words. During class time, they are less noisy
and more in control than before.
The research team (and the parents) also noticed that Case study 22, who was very shy last
year and did not dare talking with her teacher or with the research team, had become more
confident at the beginning of Year 3, and participates actively at the end of Year 3. Her
teacher confirmed that she used to cry when he asked her a question, but since he asked her to
sit in the front and took time to talk with her, “she answers quickly”, she is braver than
before. Case study 23 has become more mature and helps more with housework, “probably
because she’s older and her teacher advised her” (according to her grand-mother), she
participates actively in class and she greets her mother (grandmother?) when she leaves home
or come back from school. Case study 20 is more hard-working this year and helps more
with housework, “probably because his teacher advised him” (according to his mother). He
does not listen to his mother, he prefers to work and earn some money with his friends than
caring about his study. But his mother noticed that he now greets older people at home and
washes his hands before eating rice. Case study 19 has not changed at all according to her
mother, but the Grade 6 teacher said that she dares speak to her friends and to participate
during class time more than at the beginning of the school year. Case study 21 performs less
well according to her father and mother. Her study worsened because she plays a lot around
the house. She does not greet adults anymore. But her hygiene skills have improved
(especially washing her hands).
According to Case study 19, case study 22 and case study 23, students from School Y, who
joined Intervention School E, are noisy and untidy. In contrast to students who studied in the
school for several years, they speak rudely and do not have good morality. According to Case
20, students from school Y have improved their Khmer skills since they came to study here,
especially because the teachers come punctually, do not hit students, encourage them, ask
“fast” learners to help “slow” learners and ask students to compete with other. In the school,
students are polite, they have good morality and they greet adults. According to Case 19, the
students have changed since they now wash their hands after eating, playing or using the
toilets.
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The FGD conducted in June 2017 (see Annex 10.3.12) did not provide relevant comments
from the children for us to assert that they better dare to share their feelings with adults or
friends (on the contrary, most of them said they feel ashamed or afraid of being blamed to
share their feelings), better self-regulate (when they forgot or did not do their homework,
when they raise their hand to answer a question and the teacher does not give them the
opportunity), or better solve conflicts among themselves. However, it shows that they dare
ask “fast” learners, parents or the teacher to solve a study problem. It also confirmed that the
teacher does not resort to physical punishment (except for pulling the ear), that many boys do
not use the toilets, and that some students still drink water from wells that are not clean.
6.5.6 Conclusion
Intervention school E students performed well in reading and life skills, poorly in writing for
Grade 3 and well in writing for Grade 6, well in math for Grade 3 and average in math for
Grade 6. Improvements were particularly important during the last year of the project (Year
3). The observations and interviews show that they are more polite and more self-confident
towards adults than before, and they wash their hands more than before.
These recent improvements in the learning environment and learning outcomes

are so

remarkable that students from the neighbouring School Y moved to the school. The
strengthened SSC, the POE/DOE regular monitoring, the relatively better parental interest in
their children’s study, and the holiday extra class paid by SC, make each school actor more
focused on learning which could increase pupil attention to learning tasks. Although the
Student Council and the Request agreements are not made according to a democratic or
student-centered view of education (e.g. “smart” learners were appointed by the director),
they do involve students in school management based on gender equity.
Furthermore, the teachers conduct weekly tests and resort to active learning methodologies.
Students participate actively, cooperate during working groups, are invited to investigate
outside the classroom and, recently, “fast” learners were asked to help “slow” learners.
Students are also asked to focus on learning regularly in the framework of “positive
discipline”. Although QLE GP 1 and GP 2 do not show real improvements regarding child
protection (except for ‘positive discipline’), the Student Council helps to maintain a clean
environment (cleaning shifts), and students wash their hands more than before.
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6.6 Comparison School A
Comparison School A has 198 students and 5 teachers (2 two-shift teachers). The studentteacher ratio is low. Three teachers have lower secondary education. The POE offered
scholarships to 15 students. Comparison School A received support over the past twenty
years from KAPE, Asian Development Bank, Plan International, SIPAR and Room to Read
(library), HE Mr. X, HE Mr. Z, Booyoung Bank (South Korea) and the community, mainly to
improve the material environment (buildings, shrines, statues, classroom materials, library,
toilets, water access, etc.). The school also received several trainings within the framework of
the CFS and ETL.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 has performed average during the
years in the three tests of reading, writing, and life skills. They are still struggling with math.
Cohort 2 performed well in reading, writing, and life skills. However, they are still struggling
with math since they scored below average and average during the years.
Table 6.41 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Comparison School A, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
26.55
28.70
38.20
55.00

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
62.33
30.50
18.93
37.80

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
131.10
54.52
26.69
34.79

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
129.39
40.88
13.54
22.47

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
160.48
57.3
19.78
31.68

Table 6.42 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Comparison School A, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
26.91
22.00
18.54
22.73

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
42.63
28.33
22.00
29.91

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
216.31
267.79
70.10
75.66
8.46
25.48
27.70
34.21

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
252.30
58.15
9.44
22.48

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
284.50
74.04
17.08
27.38
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Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the
average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average
score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading =

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Math

Math

Math -

Math -

Math =

Math -

+

=

Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills +
Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Comparison School A scored poorly on all QLE GPs and
did not improve over the years, but rather deteriorated (Table 6.43).
Table 6.43 QLE average scores in Comparison School A, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

1.8

1.8

1.7

1.0

1.6

2015/16

1.6

1.1

1.6

1.0

1.4

2016/17

1.6

1.3

1.8

1.0

1.5

6.6.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
According to the director (and other teachers), the SSC is not involved in school
management; only one or two members have come to sign the school improvement plan. The
community does not care about the school. Although the director complained many times,
several families still tie their cows in the school compound and the cows destroy the plants.
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According to the Director, school mapping is not as necessary as before because nowadays
all parents want their children to go to school. The children do not have anything to do at
home and parents prefer that they are in school instead of walking around with friends. So,
they do not drop out much anymore at the primary level. Drop-outs occur mainly in Grade 5
and 6 when students reach the age when they can work in tobacco factories and the
construction sector. At the beginning of Year 3, the Director renewed the school mapping
because some children and villagers moved their houses. She asked a teacher who teaches in
high school to help because he has experience with school mapping and knows very well the
community geography. He helped to draw the map, and the teachers helped to collect data in
their own villages. One teacher said that she usually asks the parents of poor learning
outcomes students to meet and discuss their study problems.
According to the deputy director, the cluster director has many meetings, trainings and
workshops. He shares information and new knowledge during cluster meetings. “If I do not
join these meetings, I will know nothing and will lack information. Although I can ask other
teachers who joined the meetings, I do not understand as clearly as if I join myself.
Therefore, I need to manage my time to join the meetings as much as I can. Moreover, if I
have any questions relating to teaching methods, I can ask the director and other teachers in
the meeting to share their ideas so that I can learn a lot from them”. However, interviews
showed that teachers do not always participate in these cluster school meetings, and that they
are not always effective. The research team met the director of the cluster of Comparison
School A. He explained the agenda of the Thursday meetings for the year 2016:

o January: classroom presentation on Khmer subject Grade 1
o February: lesson plans on Khmer from Grade 1 to 6
o March: classroom presentation on math in Grade 2
o May: classroom presentation on Khmer in Grade 3
o June: reading benchmark in Grade 1 to 3
o July: classroom presentation on Math in Grade 3
This information provides a picture of the Thursday technical meetings’ themes over one
school year in schools where “I’m Learning!” is not implemented. (However, this is in theory
since many teachers do not attend or really participate, see above).
In December 2016, all teachers had an urgent meeting with the school director to quickly
send statistical data to the DOE. During this meeting, the director explained that she had a
DOE meeting and was asked to talk about the Cambodian People’s Party and find out
163

whether there are Comparison School A teachers who support the opposition party or not.
Otherwise, DOE meetings are mainly dedicated to gathering school statistics.
6.6.2 Student participation in school management (QLE GP 3 and GP 4)
Regarding the Student Council, each teacher in Grades 4, 5 and 6 selected among their
students the ones they thought to be the most hard-working and responsible. These students
met and the school director appointed the council’s director and the other members (boys and
girls equally). The Director asked them to remember their role. According to the director, the
Student Council members are to manage other students in school. Students who throw
rubbish outside rubbish bins are fined 100 riels, or punished by watering flowers and cleaning
the toilets. According to Grade 5 students (FGD), the Student Council serves as the police
who catches students who throw rubbish outside the rubbish bins. They also take care of
school property and do not allow the community to leave cows inside the school compound.
They advise other students to obey school rules and order other students to keep the school
environment clean. But, according to the director, in reality the Student Council does not
really work.
6.6.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
The school does not have any reporting system available for students who face problems of
domestic violence. The director said that the students never reported any situation to her.
During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that child rights mean the right to be protected,
to live and develop (which they used to study it in the social sciences). They did not mention
the other rights which suggests that they heard of them rather than studied them seriously.
Health and hygiene
Teachers and students do not regularly clean the environment. The school is muddy and there
are plastic bags in the school compound. The toilets are often locked. Boys and girls pee at
the back of the building. They only clean the toilets when the director asks them to do so. The
water tank was repaired at the beginning of Year 3 by using PB and SIG money in order to
connect a pipe to the tank. Comparison School A teachers gather money from students to buy
big bottles of clean water. When students bring water from home, it is mostly boiled and
clean. The FGDs conducted in February and June 2017 showed that students are aware of
health and hygiene issues (safe water, safe food, body sanitation). They know that a clean
environment prevents diseases which they learned from their teacher, their parents, TV spots,
and some of them read it in books.
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6.6.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
The Grade 6 teacher does not prepare lesson plans and bought a book at a photocopying shop
in Kampong Cham which she shows to the DOE staff when they come to monitor once per
year. The Grade 3 teacher does not make lesson plans, but copied some from other teachers.
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classrooms
Table 6.44 shows that the quality of communication in the classroom is “not bad” and that
teachers do not promote active learning methodologies.
Table 6.44 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Comparison school A, 2015-2107
Grade
No. of students
Score A
Score B
2 (Year 2)

25

2-

1

5 (Year 2)

30

2-

1+

3 (Year 3)

42

1+

1+

6 (Year 3)

27

1+

1+

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical
punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able
to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment;
they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning: 1 = teachers rarely
use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to create active
learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized “I’m
Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

Although teachers still resort to violence, in Grade 2 and Grade 5 this violence is not strong
enough to affect the students’ mood. Students seem to enjoy studying, participating, and they
show enthusiasm and self-confidence in the relationship with their teacher. The teachers
know their names, take time to explain the exercises and are able to create a nice learning
environment. In Grade 2, the teacher is also gentle and good at communication. The Grade 2
teacher does not use working groups but resorts to traditional methods: students listen and
answer questions when the teacher asks for it. The Grade 5 teacher asks students to work in
groups. During the FGD, Grade 5 students said that they practice working groups two or
three times per month. With the working groups, the teacher asks the students to discuss and
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work together to answer questions (finding out the introduction, the body and the end of a
story; doing an exercise in the book; finding out species that can reproduce without sex, etc.).
At the end of the session, the group representative gives a presentation in front of the class.
Grade 5 teachers all learned this “child-centered” teaching method involving group work
through their pre-service education or through CFS in-service trainings. However, the
classroom observations and the FGD with Grade 5 students conducted in June 2016 show that
during these working groups, only a minority of students work while the majority talk and
play. According to several students, the group representatives who provide the final
presentation are always the “smarter” students and the only students who really work. There
is no discussion, no collective research and cooperation during these working groups. The
“slow” learners do nothing instead of learning from their peers.
The Grade 3 teacher has been the school secretary for many years but this year the director
asked him to replace one of his colleagues who is pregnant. He says students nowadays are
hard to advise and they do not listen much. “In the past, students were challenging and they
cried when they got poor scores. When I saw students studying hard, I felt powerful as a
teacher. But now students are stubborn and ignore studying. Sometimes, I can’t stand it and I
hit them with a stick. When I hit them, they are quiet and listen to me for a week. Then they
become noisy again”. The teacher rarely smiles at students and most of the time has a harsh
and serious face when speaking. Although the communication is not specifically good,
students do not fear him. No active learning was observed in Grade 3. The teacher took one
hour and a half to do a dictation. Few students raised their hands to answer a question. When
they provided a wrong answer, the teacher repeated the question loudly and waited until
another student could answer correctly. During a composition, many students chatted with
each other and the teacher did not mind. He mostly interacted with “fast” learners and did not
invite “slow” learners to participate.
The Grade 6 teacher taught in a loud voice and did not smile. When students asked for
permission to go to the toilet, she did not give it. After a dictation, one student asked her
something, and she answered: “don’t talk, just listen”. When students are noisy, she uses the
punitive stick and hits the student’s desk while shouting “silence!”. During the FGD, students
said that she sometimes hits their face with the stick. They explained that she always hits
them when they do something wrong, so they are not angry with her. The communication
between the teacher and students is not good. Students look scared when the teacher asks
them to do activities. The teacher screams with anger at students who cannot solve math
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problems on the whiteboard. However, many students are enthusiastic and volunteer to do an
exercise on the blackboard or to answer questions. They pay attention and appear to be under
the control of the teacher. During the working group activity, only 2 or 3 students were active
while the other members of the group were laughing (confirmed by the FGD, February 2017).
The teacher appointed the groups at the beginning of the year (two groups per row). The
group representatives take turns and all members can be representatives of the groups. “I
don’t want “smart” students to answer all the time and only “smart” students to know more or
more”. The teacher teaches math by explaining and asking students to do exercises on their
own board. In science, she only asks students to answer her questions. She uses class time to
correct and score student exercises.
In Comparison School A, teachers use rudimentary teaching material (chopsticks to show
numbers, Square 10/100, mobile number cards, mobile word cards, rulers). These materials
were made during Thursday technical meetings when KAPE and Save the Children Norway
supported the school ten years ago in the framework of CFS. The school also used PB to buy
some teaching materials in the market. Since CFS started to be implemented, notably with
KAPE and SCN support, teachers learned to use teaching materials, such as Square 100,
mobile letters and mobile numbers. However, it seems that teachers use them rarely.
6.6.5 Understanding life skills
In contrast to Intervention School A, students in Comparison School A do not greet the
researchers when they meet them in the school compound or in the classroom. During the
FGD, Grade 6 students did not know the meaning of life skills. The FGD conducted in June
2017 led to the same findings as the FGD in intervention schools regarding communication,
self-regulation, problem solving, citizenship and morality. The only difference is that the
teacher in Comparison School A still resorts to physical punishment when asking students to
hit their desk with their knuckles 30 times.
6.6.6 Conclusion
Although the school has a poor quality environment (according to the QLE framework,
including teaching skills, see above), the students performed well in reading, writing and life
skills, but poorly in math (since the beginning of the project). This means that the relationship
between QLE GPs and learning outcomes/child development can be questioned.
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6.7 Comparison School B
Comparison School B has 686 students and 10 teachers (9 two-shift teachers because of
teacher shortages). The student-teacher ratio is high. Three teachers have a lower secondary
education, 2 have upper secondary education and 5 obtained a 12+2 certificate. The POE
offered scholarships to 43 students. Although the director did not request any new teachers,
three new teachers were appointed at the beginning of Year 3 (2016-2017). The school
received support over the past twenty years from KAPE, Save the Children Norway, VVOB
Cambodia (Belgium cooperation), Clean Water Organization, Room to Read, the Prime
Minister, Vathanakpheab Bank and the community mainly to improve the material
environment (buildings, shrines, statues, classroom materials, toilets, water system, etc.). It
also received several trainings within the framework of the CFS and ETL.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 performed very poorly in most tests
except for life skills. However, their performance in math has improved to average during the
second and third years. Their performances in reading and writing increased to above average
during the third year. Cohort 2 performed well in reading, writing, and life skills since the
first year. However, they are still struggling with math for which they scored average and
below average during the three years.
Table 6.45 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Comparison School B, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
17.25
20.24
19.03
56.37

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
55.31
25.75
13.77
36.76

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
123.32
47.82
26.69
34.79

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
135.07
39.81
13.93
23.28

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
194.23
54.81
25.99
30.34
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Table 6.46 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Comparison School B, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
29.64
18.56
19.81
22.95

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M
39.55
29.17
25.85
27.89

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
226.72
259.96
138.60
57.10
11.89
21.19
28.75
34.80

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
247.65
53.72
8.58
22.46

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M
271.36
69.66
12.95
30.61

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the average
score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading -

Reading -

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Reading +

Writing -

Writing -

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Writing +

Math -

Math =

Math =

Math =

Math -

Math -

Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills + Life Skills +
Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Comparison School B scored poorly on all QLE GPs and
did not improve over the years but even deteriorated (Table 6.47).
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Table 6.47. QLE average scores in Comparison School B, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

1.6

1.9

1.9

1.7

1.8

2015/16

1.8

1.9

2.2

1.7

2.0

2016/17

1.8

1.3

1.8

1.3

1.6

6.7.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
In Comparison School B, the SSC is symbolic and the community does not get involved in
school affairs. According to the director, “the school used to send letters to ask parents to
give some money to help the school, but they did not respond at all and the school never
asked again”. During Year 1, the school collected 1,500 riels (0.40 dollars) per family - in
addition to the PB - in order to buy fans for the classrooms. The Grade 6 teacher explained
that she does not dare ask for more because the parents might complain about it. At the
beginning of Year 3, the SSC remains the same. The director only appointed teachers and
retired teachers to join the SSC because nobody in the community wanted to be part of it. The
SSC has only five members who simply sign the administrative documents related to the
school budget (school improvement plan). The school mapping has not changed since 2012
when the teachers and the director collected data in three villages.
According to the director, “I have meetings with the POE only a few times a year. It is to
discuss the same things as in the DOE meeting, and then the cluster school directors pass on
the information to directors of each satellite school during the Thursday cluster meeting”.
However, interviews showed that teachers do not always participate in the cluster school
meetings, and that these meetings are not always effective. The POE and DOE come to the
school once or twice a year. They come to get their per diem and to avoid being blamed by
their boss. They seem not to feel responsible for their work.
6.7.2 Student participation in school management (QLE GP 3and GP 4)
At the beginning of Year 3, the director appointed Student council members herself. “I
haven’t called them to tell them about their responsibility yet. They are just children. They
will do whatever teachers ask them to do”. The student council is “just a name”, it does not
work at all. Grade 5 students did not know anything about it, Grade 6 students know the
student council leader, who “has to report to the director any event that happens in the
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school” (FGDs). In Grade 6, a paper is stuck on the wall and called “We should not!”. It was
written by the school secretary four years ago. In addition, classes have only the
administrative school rules given by the DOE. In short, children are not involved at all in
school management.
6.7.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 andGP2)
The school does not have any reporting system available for students who face problems of
domestic violence. According to the director, when students face violence in their family,
they do not inform her or their teacher.
Health and hygiene
In Comparison School B, the environment is clean, teachers and students regularly clean it.
Many students – especially boys – do not use the toilets. The water system does not work
well, and the students do not regularly clean the toilets. They only clean them when the
director asks them to do so. Many students drink clean water, but also water from the school
water pump (water from a well, not filtered). Most of them bring it from home, and it is
boiled (FGD February 2017).
The FGDs showed that students are aware of health and hygiene issues. They clearly know
that a clean environment prevents diseases; they learned this from their teacher and their
parents, and some of them read it in books. Many students wash their hands with water (no
soap) before entering the classroom. Before break time, the Grade 3 teacher advises students
to keep their clothes clean, and that he would not allow students with dirty clothes to enter the
classroom.
6.7.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 and GP 3)
In Comparison School B, a teacher explained: “It is very hard for us to teach because the
classes are very crowded (around 65 students per class). Sometimes, the teachers “are behind
with the lessons in the books” (bangreen at toan kam withi) because they need to repeat
lessons again and again to make sure students learn each lesson”. She added that, “I want
quality more than quantity.” For the Grade 2 teacher, “If I teach by following the school
program, some students won’t learn anything. Sometimes, I am behind because I need to
repeat lessons again and again. But some students still don’t understand because they forget
everything and are lazy. “Fast” learners and “smart” students are very active and hardworking”. According to the director, teachers do not pay much attention to their teaching
because they need to do other things to make more money to support their lives: “When I
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observe classes, they try to teach at that time. Then they become careless in their teaching
again”. After the bell rings, most teachers stay outside the classes around 10 to 15 more
minutes. The Grade 3 teacher said that he bought most of his lesson plans and does not use
them (they are meant for the DOE/POE visit).
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classroom
Table 6.48 shows that the quality of communication in the classroom is good and that
teachers do not promote active learning methodologies.
Table 6.48 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Comparison school B, 2015-2017
Grade

No. of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

40

1

1+

5 (Year 2)

48

2

1

3 (Year 3)

49

2+

2-

6 (Year 3)

38

2

1+

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to
physical punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher
is able to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical
punishment; they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning: 1 =
teachers rarely use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to
create active learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized
“I’m Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

In Grade 2, the students fear their teacher, they do not really pay attention to studying and
the teaching and learning environment does not seem to be pleasant. The Grade 2 teacher
does not use working groups and simply resorts to traditional methods. Students listen and
answer questions when the teacher asks for it. In Grade 5, this affects the students’ mood.
According to the Grade 5 teacher, “In the past, teachers were allowed to hit students, and
students could learn effectively because they were afraid of their teachers so they studied
hard. But now the MOEYS prohibits the use of violence against students which makes
students noisy in class and not listen to the teacher. Honestly speaking, sometimes I hit
students too when they are noisy and lazy. However, it is difficult because some parents
complain about hitting their children or file a complaint. I need to consider this as well. I only
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hit students whose parents don’t complain”. In Grade 2 and Grade 5, students seem to enjoy
studying and participating and show enthusiasm and self-confidence in their relationship with
the teacher. The teachers know their names, take time to explain the exercises and are able to
create a nice learning environment. In Grade 5, the teacher is also gentle and good at
communication.
The Grade 5 teacher asks the students to work in groups. During the FGD, Grade 5 students
said that they practice working groups twice or three times per month. With the working
groups, the teacher asks the students to discuss and cooperate to answer questions. At the end
of the session, the group representative gives a presentation in front of the class. The Grade 5
teacher learned this “child-centered” teaching method involving group work in their preservice education or through CFS in-service training. However, the classroom observations
and the FGD with Grade 5 students conducted in June 2016 show that during these working
groups, only a minority of students work while the majority talk and play. According to
several students, the group representatives who provide the final presentation are always the
“smarter” students and they are the only students who work. There is no discussion, no
collective research and cooperation during these working groups, and the “slow” learners
take the opportunity to do nothing instead of learning with their peers.
In Grade 3, communication between students and the teacher is good. Students dare to talk to
their teacher; they are involved in activities and look happy. Although the students are noisy,
the teacher does not resort to physical punishment. He does not care about the students when
they are noisy, when they argue with each other, etc. He shows three pictures to students and
asks them to work in groups to write 3 sentences related to the picture (5 minutes). Some
students participate and some just sit and laugh. After finishing the group work, he asks them
to show the sentence they wrote (the presenter is the “smart” students of the group). He does
not check the working group activity and the students who are noisy or do not work. He does
not always ask them to present their findings. He simply corrects and scores the exercise and
asks students to read collectively and individually. He also proposes competitions to students.
The students enjoy working groups and competitions. He does not focus on individuals but
rather teaches the class as a group, and does not use other methodologies than asking students
to repeat, copy, and answer his questions.
In Grade 6, the teacher smiles at students while speaking and explaining. She calls them by
their names and usually speaks softly. Many students raise their hands without shouting (selfregulation). They look enthusiastic and feel free to share their ideas with the teacher.
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Teachers and students laugh together. Students have a good communication and relationship
with each other (both boys and girls). The teacher hits the desk with a big stick when students
are noisy during the working group. She uses a stick to gently hit students who get wrong
answers. Once she threw chalk at a student who was not listening to her. Another time, she
said: “I will check your books. If you still get wrong answers, I’ll knock your heads”. During
the FGD (February 2017), students confirmed that their teacher often hits them, and added
that they are not angry about that because she always fights them when it is their fault. She
takes class time to correct exercise books. Students leave class without permission. However,
they do not seem to fear the teacher, they dare ask for explanations when they do not
understand a point.
The teacher asks students to work in groups on reading three sentences, one after another. In
May 2017, it took 20 minutes for the children to write their names down and select who
would write and who would lead the group. During the working groups, not all students
participate actively (confirmed by the FGD, February 2017), sometimes they shout, are noisy
and out of control. Students do not present their answers on the whiteboard. They just hand
the group work paper to the teacher and she corrects it. The teacher prepared the working
groups at the beginning of the school year to plan regular cleaning shifts of the classroom.
She mixes both “fast” and “slow” learners in each group. She uses the working groups not to
answer questions or discuss a problem and do a presentation, but just to read the text and
propose reading competitions. She does not use study games and teaching materials during
Khmer or Math lessons. No learning activities were conducted outside the classroom.
However, students participate actively. During the reading competition, they look happy and
excited about it. They raise their hands and shout to make students at the whiteboard
challenge each other, and they cheer by shouting “Yeah!” to the winner. Once, the teacher
walked around the classroom and discovered a girl who could not solve a problem. She spent
around 3 minutes to explain it to her. Despite this example, she considers that paying
attention to “slow” learners affects the other students and delays her study program.
Furthermore, she does not know what to do with them because she cannot “repeat again and
again the same things”.
In this school, teachers use rudimentary teaching materials (chopsticks to show numbers,
Square 10/100, mobile number cards, mobile word cards, rulers). These materials were made
during Thursday technical meetings when KAPE and Save the Children Norway supported
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the school ten years ago in the framework of CFS. The school also used PB to buy some
teaching materials in the market. However, it seems that teachers use them rarely.
6.7.5 Understanding life skills
The FGD conducted in June 2017 showed similar findings to the FGD conducted in
intervention schools regarding inter-personal skills and communication, self-regulation,
problem solving, citizenship and morality. The only difference is that the teacher in
Comparison school B resorts to physical punishment. The students explained that she is right
in doing so because they behave badly, but it also makes them upset.
6.7.6 Conclusion
Although the school shows a low-quality environment (according to the QLE framework),
the students performed well in reading, writing and life skills, average in math for Grade 3
and poorly in math for Grade 6. The research team is not able to explain why, because the
teachers did not use particularly good teaching skills. This means that the relationship
between QLE GPs and learning outcomes/child development can be questioned.
6.8 Comparison School D
Comparison School D has 715 students and 13 teachers (9 two-shift teachers because of
teacher shortages). The student-teacher ratio is high. Seven teachers hold a lower secondary
education while six obtained a 12+2 certificate. The POE offered scholarships to 48 students.
Three new teachers joined the school this year (2016-2017) after a request from the director.
The school received support over the past twenty years from the Japan Team of Young
Human Power, Korean Buan Church, Latter Day Saints–Cambodia (LDSC), Room to Read
(library) mainly to improve the material environment (buildings, shrines, statues, classroom
materials, library, toilets, water access, etc.). The school also received several trainings within
the framework of CFS and ETL.
The three-year quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 performed very poorly in most tests,
except for life skills. Cohort 2 performed very poorly in most tests, except for life skills in the
first year. Improvement is only seen in reading while writing, math, and life skills remained
low during the period.
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Table 6.49 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Comparison School D, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M

6.65
6.53
12.02
51.73

14.31
13.99
15.30
34.40

44.13
16.13
10.79
26.73

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M

50.54
11.18
4.09
22.65

70
9.77
8.81
25.6

Table 6.50 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 2 in Comparison School D, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Pre-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M

Post-test
Grade 4
2016/17
M

15.58
4.03
9.52
18.33

14.57
9.44
17.07
26.34

Cohort 2
Pre-test,
Post-test
Grade 5
Grade 5
2015/16
2015/16
M
M
49.83
29.85
7.73
23.73

147.76
38.19
14.50
22.83

Pre-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M

Post-test
Grade 6
2016/17
M

154.33
34.26
7.48
15.12

171.05
44.22
9.41
21.38

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the
average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average
score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Reading -

Reading -

Reading -

Reading -

Reading -

Reading -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Math -

Life Skills + Life Skills = Life Skills = Life Skills + Life Skills –

Life Skills -
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Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Comparison School D scored poorly on all QLE GPs and
did not improve over the years (Table 6.51).
Table 6.51. QLE average scores in Comparison School D, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

1.6

1.9

1.9

1.3

1.8

2015/16

1.6

1.8

1.8

1.0

1.7

2016/17

1.6

1.3

1.8

1.3

1.5

6.8.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
At the beginning of Year 3, the director kept the same SSC because “if I change it, I need to
renew my report to DOE and POE and it takes time. Moreover, it is hard to find people who
will volunteer to do school work without getting paid. I suggested that they continue their
work and they agreed in November”. One or two SSC members come to the school only to
sign the school improvement plan. At the beginning of Year 3, the school needed many
truckloads of soil to fill the ground that had been destroyed during the rainy season. The
director wanted to do a flower ceremony to raise money from the community but, according
to him, since the pagoda organises ceremonies very often to gather donations, he decided to
instead collect money from parents directly and also asked the SSC to help. By January 2017,
the SSC members and parents had not yet sent anything. A tycoon (okgnha) of the district
said he would fund 20 truckloads of soil to repair the school ground. In May 2017, it was
realized that a higher quantity was required. The tycoon paid for 60 truckloads but the
community did not pay for the remaining 52 loads. “When I call them to have a meeting to
discuss, they just say they are busy”.
According to a food seller in the school, “I feel bad about the school. The teachers are not
afraid of the director at all. When there are no outside visitors, such as the POE, DOE or staff
from visiting organisations, teachers just sit and talk with each other outside the classrooms
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without teaching the students. Some teachers sleep under the trees and the director says
nothing. Now, some sellers sell food outside of the classrooms. This is very untidy. One day I
saw a girl and I called her to buy food, but she said that she had no money. Her mother gave
her 1,000 riels, but the teacher asked for the 1,000 riels to buy sweepers. But I never saw any
sweepers in the classrooms”.
In Grade 2, the teacher said that he does not care whether parents sign the communication
book or not. “I just want the books back to write the scores of the following month”. In Grade
5, one parent wrote: “[In December] Sorry that I didn’t try to teach my child at home and I
promise that I will try to teach her at home. I hope that she will study hard. [In January:]
Sorry teacher! I will try to advise my child more to be better. I hope that you do not hit my
child, but just advise her”. According to the Grade 6 teacher, “5 students are usually absent.
When I ask their friends, they tell me that they are busy feeding the cows and buffaloes. I
don’t care much about it”. Interviews showed that teachers do not always participate in
cluster school meetings, and that these meetings are not always effective.
6.8.2 Student participation in school management (QLE GP 3 & GP 4)
Last year the previous director decided, along with Grade 5 and 6 teachers, to select the
students, but the director did not select a new Student Council this year. According to the
director, “It’s only a symbolic name in Comparison School D and it doesn’t work at all. No
one cares about the Student Council in my school […]. It doesn’t work well because students
are so young and they don’t know their responsibilities yet”. The Comparison School D
students said they had heard of it but did not know what it is (FGD).
6.8.3 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
The school does not have any reporting system for students who face problems of domestic
violence. The director said that the students never reported any situation to her: “There are no
cases of students who complained to their teachers or me about domestic violence. But a few
months ago, I saw a student with her face cut, and I asked her. She told me that her father hit
her. I did nothing, and I just gave her some medicine. I didn’t go to meet her father or tell the
police”. During the FGD with Grade 6 students, the research team asked about punishment at
home. Students explained that their parents hit them when they don’t help with the
housework, but that there is no point in telling the teacher. “I don’t want to tell the teacher
because I don’t want the teacher to know about my family stuff. When we are at home, we
are children, and when we are at school, we are students. Even if the teacher knows about it,
he can’t help me”.
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During the FGD, Grade 6 students explained that they used to learn about child rights in
Grade 4 and Grade 5: the right to live (have enough food), the right to be protected (by their
parents when someone hits them), and the right to develop (grow up).
Health and hygiene
The school compound has plenty of rubbish and students throw garbage through the
windows. There is much rubbish, especially plastic bags, in front of each classroom, but
students just ignore it. When the director arrived, he pointed at students for them to collect
the rubbish. For example, a boy wanted to throw rubbish into the rubbish bin but missed and
just ignored it and went back to the classroom. A group of 4 girls passed the rubbish without
paying attention to it.
The toilets are locked. Most of the students – especially boys – do not use the toilets. For
example, a group of 4 boys in Grade 6 peed outside the toilets near the right side of the
building followed by a group of 3 girls in Grade 3. The water system does not work well, and
the students do not clean the toilets. They only clean them when the director tells them to do
so. Many students do not drink clean water. Most of them bring it from home, and it is not
systematically boiled. The FGDs showed that students are aware of health and hygiene
issues; they know that a clean environment prevents diseases; they learned this from their
teacher and parents, and some of them read it in books. However, some of them wear dirty
clothes and seem not to take a shower every day.
6.8.4 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 & GP 3)
The Grade 6 teacher explained that he rarely prepares lesson plans because it is easier for him
to “just come and teach”. It takes too much time and he is busy teaching math extra-classes in
a college on Saturdays and Sundays.
Quality of communication and teaching methods in the classroom
Table 6.52 shows that the quality of communication and teaching methodologies is very poor.

179

Table 6.52 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Comparison school D, 2015-2017
Grade

No. of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

42

1

1

5 (Year 2)

52

2-

1

3 (Year 3)

45

1

1

6 (Year 3)

47

1

1

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical
punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able
to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment;
they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning): 1 = teachers rarely
use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to create active
learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized “I’m
Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

In Comparison School D, the research team observed that teachers (including Grade 2 and 5
teachers) do not enter their classes immediately when the bell rings. They often sit and talk
for 20 minutes before joining their students. This is very common in Cambodian rural
primary schools. In January 2017, one food-seller of the school explained that she cannot
make much money because teachers are often absent and students do not come to study
regularly. She said: “Teachers in rural areas live in a difficult situation. If they do not try to
get more income apart from teaching, it is hard for them to earn a good living”.
In Grade 2 and Grade 5, the students fear their teacher. They do not pay attention to
studying and the learning environment seems not to be pleasant. According to the Grade 5
teacher: “Most students are weak and slow in my class (around 30 students). Only 10 students
are good. I hit them nearly every day because they do not listen and pay attention.
Sometimes, they are lazy and playful. You come to observe me today, so I do not hit them
[…]. But now if I do not hit them, they do not study hard and do not listen to me”. Grade 5
students said that the teacher hits them, also pulls their ears, squeezes the male students’
nipples, and pulls their hair (FGD).
The Grade 2 teacher does not use working groups and simply resorts to traditional methods.
Students listen and answer questions when the teacher asks for it. The Grade 5 teacher asks
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students to work in groups. During the FGD, Grade 5 students said that they practice working
groups two or three times per month. The Grade 5 teacher learned this “child-centered”
teaching method involving group work in CFS in-service training. However, the classroom
observations and the FGD with Grade 5 students conducted in June 2016 show that during
these working groups, only a minority of students work while the majority talk and play.
According to several students, the group representatives who provide the final presentation
are always the “smarter” students and they are the only students to really work. There is no
discussion, no collective research and cooperation during the working groups, and the slow
learners take the opportunity to do nothing instead of learning from their peers.
In Grade 3, the teacher uses a punitive stick and hits the desks while shouting loudly to
control students when they are noisy. He hit a boy who could not do the exercise on the
whiteboard correctly. Boys and girls use rude words. One boy called a girl “You! Mother
fucker!” and girls call boys “Haeng—rude word for boy”. Boys call girls “Ngaeng” (impolite
word for girls). When students are noisy, the teacher shouts loudly: “Look! Shut up! I’ll hit
you!”. Most of the time, students do not pay attention. Students talk, play and are quite noisy.
They walk around the class during their study time and the teacher just ignores it.
The teacher wrote a word incorrectly. A girl came to the teacher’s desk and told him that the
word should be spelled with a different consonant. After giving an exercise to students, the
teacher just sat at his desk without paying attention to the students. Then, some students
brought their book to his desk for him to correct while others had nothing to do. Most of the
time, students have no activity in class, do not pay attention and talk to each other. Some
students bite their pens and look bored. When the teacher explains and gives some clues to
students, he looks nervous and is not sure about the correct answers. He opens the book again
and again and scratches his head. There are no activities for students to participate at all. He
points his finger to designate a child, probably because he does not know his/her name. He
never encourages his students.
In Grade 6, during a dictation, the teacher used a stick to hit a boy sitting in front of the
researcher when he could not write the words correctly. When two students did not copy the
lesson, the teacher pulled their ears. The teacher walked around to check whether students
wrote correctly or not. He hit a boy on his bottom to make him go back to his seat. He asked
students who were late after break time to stand in front of the whiteboard for 5 minutes as a
punishment. The teacher shouted at students who could not solve the math problem on the
whiteboard. He often held a stick when speaking to students. He woke up students by hitting
181

their desks or shouting “Quiet!” loudly. He used impolite words when he addressed the
students (haeng, agn).
During the FGD, students explained that they understand that he hits them because they are
too noisy but he should not hit them so hard. Students looked bored, their faces looked sad.
Some students bit their pens and some students took deep breaths. While a student was
reading, most of the other students ignored it and talked to each other. When a student did an
exercise correctly, the classmates applauded and shouted loudly out of control. The teacher
explained: “When I studied in the PTTC, teachers usually told me not to use violence against
students. However, when I became a teacher and started to teach, as you see, students are
very noisy. How can I manage them? I need to hit them or pull their ears in order to make
them quiet and listen to me. When I came to teach here the first time, I dared not hit the
students for fear that the director would blame me. But I realized that many teachers hit
students so I did so as well”. However, students are not scared of the teacher.
During the working group, they do not really discuss and most students play. Only one or two
think and write. When the representatives come to give the answers on the whiteboard, they
bring their textbook and copy the answers instead of having a group discussion paper. The
groups were set up at the beginning of the year (10 members per group). During the FGD,
students explained that they mainly work individually during the working groups, or only two
students sitting at the front of the group do the work while the others play. “When we write
the names on the paper, we write only the names of students who helped to do group work”.
They explained that they practice it three or four times per month, and that they prefer to
listen to the teacher since they feel that they learn more this way. “When I do study group, I
think I learn nothing because the class is noisy and only one or two students do the work”.
Study games are rarely practiced and follow simple rules (find the name of an animal, the
loser sings). There is no outside-classroom activity and use of teaching materials. Most of the
time students just listen and copy. Once, it took 1h30 to do a dictation. The students copied
each other; the teacher did not care at all. The teacher is the only one who speaks and most
students do not pay attention. When a student read aloud, the others did not listen but talked
with each other or looked out of the window.
6.8.5 Understanding life skills
No students greeted us or the teachers in the school. Some students ran away when teachers
(or the researcher) walked towards them. Boys and girls called each other rude names
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(Ngaeng—for girl; Haeng—for boy). A student at the whiteboard called boys Ar (impolite
word) and girls Mi (impolite word). The teacher did not mind. Two boys cursed each other;
one boy took a pen and hit another boy’s head. During the FGD conducted in February 2017,
Grade 6 students explained that they never heard about life skills and suggested that it means
“living conditions”.
The FGD conducted in June 2017 showed similar findings to the FGD conducted in
intervention schools regarding inter-personal skills and communication, self-regulation,
problem solving, citizenship and morality. The only difference is that the teacher in
Comparison school D resorts to physical punishment and is considered as being “very
aggressive when he is angry”, and that the students never clean the toilets.
6.8.6 Conclusion
Comparison school D has a very low-quality environment (according to the QLE
framework). However, teachers teach in overcrowded classrooms, nine out of thirteen
teachers teach a double shift and most of them are men. The observations and interviews
show that the quality of communication in the classroom, the teaching methods, the quality of
child protection, the involvement of the SSC and parents, are very poor. The teachers are
often absent and spend much of their teaching time chatting with each other outside the
classrooms. Therefore, it is understandable why the students perform so poorly in reading,
writing and math, and average in life skills. In terms of both the quality of the learning
environment and of student learning outcomes, Comparison school D is the worst of the
corpus.
6.9 Comparison School E
Comparison School E is a satellite school with 54 students (from Grades 1 to 4). Only two
teachers work in the school (two multi-grades). The student-teacher ratio is very low. One
teacher has lower secondary education and the other 12+2 years of education. The school
received support from Plan International and H.E Mr. Y, mainly to improve the material
environment (buildings, classroom materials, water access, etc.). The school just received
one pump well from a Korean organization. The school also received several trainings within
the framework of CFS and ETL.
The three year’s quantitative analysis shows that Cohort 1 performed very poorly in most
tests, except for life skills (Table 6.53). Comparison School E has no Grades 5-6 (i.e. no
Cohort 2).
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Table 6.53 Student Learning Outcomes of Cohort 1 in Comparison School E, 2014/152016/17

Variable
Reading
Writing
Math
Life skills

Post-test,
Grade 1
2014/15
M
14.91
10.91
16.36
52.77

Pre-test,
Grade 2
2015/16
M
24.46
23.08
10.92
33.31

Cohort 1
Post-test
Grade 2
2015/16
M
71.85
41.62
20.77
21.77

Pre-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
78.27
31.91
15.64
24.15

Post-test
Grade 3
2016/17
M
71.33
19.17
18.00
27.77

Compared to Average Score
The mean scores of both pre-test and post-test of each grade are compared to average scores
(usually half of the total score). This means that (+) is when the mean scores is above the
average score, (-) is below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average
score.

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Reading -

Reading -

Reading -

Writing -

Writing -

Writing -

Math

Math

Math -

-

-

Life Skills + Life Skills -

Life Skills +

Note: The average score usually refers to half of the total score which students are required to get in order to
pass the test. For instance, the total scores of Grade 1: Reading=50, Writing=50, Math=50 and Life skills=66;
therefore, the average scores are 25, 25, 25, and 33 respectively. The average scores of reading, writing, math,
and life skills of Grade 2: 135, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 3: 150, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 4: 25, 25, 25, and 19; Grade
5: 180, 50, 25, and 25; Grade 6: 190, 50, 25, and 26. This simply means (+) is above the average score, (-) is
below the average score, and (=) is when the score is equal to average score.

The M&E assessment shows that Comparison School E scored very poorly on all QLE GPs
and barely improved over the years, except for GP 2 and GP 3 (Table 6.54)
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Table 6.54. QLE average scores in Comparison School E, 2014/15-2016/17
Year

GP1

GP2

GP3

GP4

All GPs

2014/15

1.2

1.0

1.5

1.0

1.3

2015/16

1.4

1.3

1.9

1.3

1.6

2016/17

1.2

1.3

1.8

1.0

1.5

6.9.1 School management and community/parental involvement (QLE GP 4)
According to the Grade 2 teacher, the SSC is corrupt because the money that the district
leader gave to build the toilet was taken. “That is why the toilets were not finished and
students cannot use them. It is so bad”. Interviews showed that teachers do not always
participate in cluster school meetings, and that these meetings are not always effective.
6.9.2 Psychological, emotional and physical protection (QLE GP 1 and GP 2)
The Grade 3 teacher decided to create a classroom rules document, but some students said
they know nothing about it. The school does not have any reporting system for students who
face problems of domestic violence. Students never reported such problems to the school.
Health and hygiene
Teachers and students sometimes clean the environment. Students cannot use the toilets. The
water system does not work well. Many students do not drink clean water. Most of them
bring it from home, and it is not systematically boiled. Students can only buy unhealthy food,
indeed many products are low quality products and have expired. The school just received
one pump well from a Korean organization (but the water is not filtered).
6.9.3 Classroom communication and active learning (QLE GP 1 & GP 3)
Table 6.53 shows that the quality of communication is good, but the teachers do not use
active learning methodologies.
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Table 6.55 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B)
in Comparison School E, 2015-2017
Grade

No. of students

Score A

Score B

2 (Year 2)

13

2

1

5 (Year 2)

NO

3 (Year 3)

14 (multi-grade: +16)

2+

1+

6 (Year 3)

NO

Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1= “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical
punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able
to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment;
they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning): 1 = teachers rarely
use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to create active
learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized “I’m
Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

The Grade 2 teacher is gentle and good at communication. He does not use working groups
and simply resorts to traditional methods. Students listen and answer questions when the
teacher asks for it. He explained that working groups are not appropriate for Grade 1 and 2
students because they are too young to express ideas. In Grade 3, communication between
the teacher and the students is good, students dare talk to their teacher, they seem happy and
pay attention, and do not fear their teacher at all. The Grade 3 teacher speaks gently. He only
uses traditional teaching methods, such as asking questions, giving exercises, etc. He uses
papers to teach geometrical forms. Students are active and pay attention. He does not
specifically focus on “slow” learners. The Grade 3 teacher does not make lesson plans.
6.9.4 Understanding the life skills
Students do not argue while playing with each other or learning. No other data was collected.
6.9.5 Conclusion
Comparison School E is a very small (55 students), poor and remote annex school (only
Grades 1-4). There is no community involvement, and no health and hygiene infrastructures.
The teachers teach multi-grades, but they are able to build good communication in the
classrooms. The fact that Grade 3 students perform poorly in all subjects (except for life
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skills) is probably due to the lack of SSC/Director/teacher commitment. The school provides
the “very minimum” of educational services, and only for early grades.
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7. The relationship between QLE and student learning outcomes and child
development
The previous chapter has gathered empirical facts in order to: 1) examine how intervention
and comparison school students performed in literacy, numeracy and life skills, comparing
between school groups, school types, grades and gender; 2) analyze correlation and
regression to assess the relationship between QLE GP and student learning outcomes and
child development and their predictive factors; 3) provide data related to the QLE and the
student learning outcomes in each one of the eight schools. This chapter uses these empirical
data to answer the five research questions.
7.1 Research question 1: “a real difference in reading skills”
How do pupils in intervention schools perform in terms of learning outcomes and child
development compared to those in comparison schools?
The Year 1 findings show that for Cohort 1, intervention school Grade 1 students performed
significantly better than comparison school students in reading, writing and math (but still
below the average), but showed no difference for life skills. For Cohort 2, intervention school
Grade 4 students performed significantly better in reading (above average), scored equally in
writing and math (below average), and performed more poorly in life skills. Nevertheless, the
findings had limited significance, as the effect size was low. Thus, after two years of
implementation, intervention school students performed relatively better than comparison
school students in reading skills, and to only some cases (only Grade 1), significant
differences in writing and math.
With respect to Year 2, in Grade 2 (Cohort 1), intervention school students performed
significantly higher than comparison school students in reading (average), significantly
higher in writing and math (below average), and scored equally in life skills. In Grade 5
(Cohort 2), intervention school students performed significantly better in reading (above
average), scored equally in writing (average) and math (below average), and lower in life
skills. Statistically significant differences were more pronounced than for the Year 1 findings,
as the effect size was strong for reading in Grade 2 (but low in Grade 5), medium for writing
in Grade 2 and low for math in Grade 2. After three years of implementation, intervention
school students performed better than comparison school students in reading skills, and to
some cases of significant differences (only Grade 2, with low effect size) in writing and math.
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Finally, in Year 3, researchers found that Grade 3 (Cohort 1) intervention school students
performed significantly higher than comparison school students in reading and life skills
(above the average), writing and math (below average). In Grade 6 (Cohort 2), intervention
school students performed better in reading (above average) and math (below average), and
scored equally in writing (average) and life skills (average). The effect size was strong for
reading, medium for math, and poorly for writing and life skills in Grade 3; the effect size
was low in reading and math for Grade 6.
Student learning outcomes
After four years of implementation of the “I’m Learning!” pilot, intervention school students
appear to perform significantly better in reading (above the average), significantly better in
math (but still below the average), and significantly better to a lower extent in writing and life
skills (only Grade 3, with low effect size). The early primary school grades (1-3) showed
better learning outcomes than the upper primary school grades (4-6).
It has to be noted, however, that the proficiency level in math remains weak for all cohorts
and schools, except for Intervention School A Grade 2 and Grade 3 and Intervention School
E Grade 3. The best improvements are clearly seen in reading. Intervention school students
demonstrate a major difference in reading and but only in some cases in writing and math.
The qualitative data collected help explain the findings. Indeed, both intervention and
comparison school teachers acknowledge that their students demonstrate better proficiency in
reading than writing (Grades 3 and 6). According to the teachers, it is easier to follow-up on
reading skills than writing skills; teaching writing skills is more difficult for the teachers (and
students) as it requires more instruction in grammar to better use an enriched set of methods.
One could also assume that oral repetition may ‘win’ over gestural copying (which are the
two traditional methods for teaching literacy). A Grade 3 Intervention School E teacher said
that he particularly focused on reading because of the reading competitions organized by SC.
Both intervention and comparison school teachers also noted that students (both Grades 3 and
6) have difficulty remembering the multiplication tables, easily “forgetting” what they learn
in math. While they are able to understand the lesson and do the exercises properly the day
they learn the lesson, many of them still fail the tests and quizzes conducted a few days or
weeks later. The teachers were puzzled about this challenge. A Grade 6 Intervention School
B teacher (the ‘best’ teacher of our sample, see Table 7.3 below), explained that math
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requires the teacher to make a strong pedagogical effort by producing and using teaching
materials and inventing exercises to teach various mathematical algorithms. But according to
her observations, most teachers simply follow the textbook. Both intervention and
comparison school teachers said that students tend to do their literacy homework more often
than their numeracy homework. They added that while some parents can help their child with
reading and writing at home, many of them have weaker skills in math, especially as regards
helping children in the upper primary school grades.
It also has to be noted that under the aegis of the Cambodian Education Sector Support
Project (CESSP) financed by the World Bank from 2005 onwards, the MoEYS set up a
system for evaluating pupils' knowledge in Khmer and mathematics in Grades 3, 6 and 9.
These tests, carried out between 2006 and 2009, showed that the pupils' level was very weak,
especially in writing and mathematics (MOEYS, 2010, p. 67). In 2015, more than 50% of
Cambodian students passed the test in Khmer according to the national assessment, while the
“I’m Learning!” post-test shows that more than 70% of intervention school students passed
the test in Khmer. Recently, reading seems to be a higher priority of the Ministry of
Education and development partners, notably with the recent funding of reading benchmark
development by USAID, World Vision and AusAID, and implemented by KAPE and World
Education in September 2015 (end of Year 1), in the framework of the All Children Reading
Global Challenge.
At the end of the project, intervention school students’ learning outcomes appear to reflect
the tendency observed in the eight schools, and perhaps more generally nationwide, where
teachers are usually more comfortable teaching reading than writing, and teaching literacy
than numeracy, whereas students are more comfortable learning reading.
Child development
Regarding the way intervention school students apply life skills, the research team did not
observe any significant differences with comparison school students (e.g., health and
hygiene, conflict resolution, communication, self-regulation, critical thinking and problem
solving, as well as ethics and citizenship). This was further confirmed by the results of the
life skills quantitative tests where it was found that intervention school students did not
perform better on these tests than their counterparts in comparison schools. The FGDs
conducted with Grade 4, 5 and 6 students in both school groups showed that they have about
the same understanding of the life skills targeted in the curriculum.
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The observations conducted in the classrooms, on the playground and at home (i.e., case
study students) did not show any difference in behaviors regarding communication among
peers, conflict and its resolution, self-regulation, ethics or citizenship, etc. In both groups of
schools, students ask permission before leaving the classroom, and greet the teacher when
he/she enters the classroom. Self-regulation behaviors (e.g., persevering in an activity, putting
one’s hand down if the teacher does not invite the student to speak, not leaving one’s seat
before the teacher has asked a student to do so, etc.) appear to occur at the same level and
frequency. Furthermore, observations and interviews do not show any difference regarding
conflicts among students and the ways they resolve them when they occur. In both
comparison and intervention schools, boys tend to argue or fight more frequently than girls.
In both groups of schools, on many occasions, students resort to the children’s game known
as “hammer and scissors” to resolve a conflict or a disagreement in a fair way. All students
appear to know it is bad to fight, and that their parents will feel ashamed if their teachers or
school director reprimand them for it.
The FGDs conducted with Grade 5 students in both schools showed that on the playground,
girls and boys rarely play with each other. One respondent explained, “We girls play with
girls because we are girls and we don’t want to play with boys because some boys are rude.
When girls play with girls, there is no argument. When girls play with boys, arguments
usually occur, and we curse each other or stop playing. Boys like fighting in the game and
sometimes they fight hard and it becomes real fighting”. During almost all the FGDs
conducted over the three years of the research, boys and girls spontaneously sat separately
from each other.
This being said, the research team still observed that intervention school students are more
spontaneously polite towards adults; many have increased their self-confidence in learning
activities and interacting with adults. In addition, the better water facilities and school health
monitoring in intervention schools help them demonstrate better hygiene habits (mainly
washing their hands) when compared to comparison school students. The fact that students
are spontaneously more polite towards adults can be understood from two different points of
view: if students behave so, it is because they are asked to do so, which shows that adults
“care” more about the children at school; on the other hand, it also shows that in intervention
schools, children are more controlled and submissive. Indeed, it should be noted that in this
context, being more polite means greeting adults by bowing while joining hands.
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However, it is important to note that in the meantime, students show more self-confidence
towards adults, they dare communicate with their teachers and adults of their community
more than comparison school students. This suggests that after four years of project
implementation, intervention school students are more empowered, but in the framework of a
strengthened hierarchical educational structure (strengthened under the influence of an
improved QLE GP 4, see below). This is an important conclusion regarding life skills and
child development.
In conclusion, intervention school students demonstrate statistically significant differences in
reading, but to only some cases in writing and math. They do not demonstrate such
differences in life skills, though qualitative data show that they are more empowered than
comparison school students in the framework of a strengthened hierarchical structure.
7.1.1 Comparison of intervention and comparison schools
Table 7.1 compares the relative performance of intervention and comparison schools by
subject and grade according to school type. It shows whether the particular intervention
school performed significantly higher (+), or significantly lower (-) or equal to (=) the
comparison school.
Table 7.1 Comparison of intervention and comparison school performances, by Subject,
Grade and School Type
Learning outcomes
Type A Schools
Reading
Writing
Math
Life Skills
Grade 1
+
+
=
=
Grade 2
+
+
+
=
Grade 3
+
+
+
=
Grade 4
=
=
+
=
Grade 5
=
=
Grade 6
=
=
=
+
Type B Schools
Grade 1
=
=
=
Grade 2
=
+
+
=
Grade 3
=
Grade 4
Grade 5
=
=
+
+
Grade 6
=
=
=
=
Type D Schools
Grade 1
+
+
+
=
Grade 2
+
+
=
=
Grade 3
+
+
+
+
Grade 4
+
=
+
=
Grade 5
+
=
=
=
Grade 6
+
=
=
=
Type E Schools
Grade 1
+
+
=
=
Grade 2
=
=
=
+

192

Grade 3
+
+
+
Note: Grades 1/4: 2014-2015; Grades 2/5: 2015-2016; Grades 3/6: 2016-2017

+

In summary, Intervention School A, which has been teaching full time since November 2015
(beginning of Year 2), did not perform significantly higher than Comparison School A for
Cohort 2 (upper grades). Intervention School B did not perform significantly better than
Comparison School B (both cohorts). Intervention School D performed significantly higher
than Comparison School D in all skills for Cohort 1 but only in reading for Cohort 2.
Intervention School E performed significantly higher than Comparison School E in all skills
(no Cohort 2 in Comparison School E).
These findings show that Comparison Schools A and B, which have low quality
environments, still challenge Intervention Schools A and B at the end of the project. In
contrast, Comparison Schools D and E do not challenge Intervention Schools D and E
(except for Cohort 2 in Type D for reading, math and life skills). While Intervention School
E was a very low quality and isolated annex school at the beginning of the project, it
demonstrated a remarkable improvement of all QLE GPs over the project period. An
explanation based on the analysis is that Comparison School D has a very low quality of
management, leadership, and teaching willingness (including strong physical punishment).
This school includes a majority of men, a gender issue that deserves to be highlighted in
relation to a more general cultural context in which men are well-known for not being
dedicated to taking care of children. As for Comparison School E, it is a small and remote
school that only includes Grades 1-3 for a few young children, while the direction is located
in another school. In contrast, Comparison Schools A and B show a more dynamic and
quality level of school management, leadership and teaching commitment. This could explain
why Comparison Schools A and B still challenge Intervention Schools A and B, but not
Comparison Schools D and E.
7.1.2. Comparison of student learning outcomes in intervention and comparison schools
by school type outcomes
Intervention schools: A, E, B, D
In terms of learning outcomes, during Year 1, Intervention School A performed significantly
better than the three other types which performed equally when compared to one another (see
Tables 6.10 and 6.11). For Grade 1, Type A scored above the average in all tests while other
intervention school students scored below average in most tests except for life skills. For
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Grade 4, Type A scored above the average in all tests. Types B and E scored above the
average only in reading and life skills.
During Year 2, Intervention School A was followed by Intervention School B, and finally
Intervention Schools D and E. Intervention School A is above average in all skills (except for
math in Grade 5), and Intervention School B scored above average for all skills in Grade 5.
Intervention School B Grade 2, and Intervention Schools D and E Grades 2 and 5, however,
registered scores that were below average.
At the end of Year 3, Intervention School A is by far the best school, followed by Type E,
then Type B and finally Type D. For Grade 3, all school types score above the average in
reading and life skills. Only Type A scores above the average in writing. Types A and E
score above the average in math. For Grade 6, all types score above the average in reading
and writing. Only Type E scored average in math. Only Types A and B scored above the
average in life skills.
Comparison schools: A, B, E, D
Regarding comparison schools, Type A performed significantly better, followed by Type B,
then Type E and D. For Grade 1, Type A scored above the average in reading, writing and
math. Types B, D and E scored below the average for all subjects except for life skills. For
Grade 4, Type A and B scored above the average in reading and writing. Type B scored
above the average in math. All types scored above the average in life skills. Types D scored
below the average in all subjects but life skills.
During Year 2, students’ learning outcomes were significantly better in Comparison School
A, followed by Comparison School B, and finally by Comparison Schools D and E.
Regarding the level of knowledge, Comparison School A is above average in writing, math
and life skills for Grade 2, and in reading, writing and life skills for Grade 5 (average in
math); while Comparison School B reaches above average only in life skills for Grade 2, and
in reading, writing and life skills for Grade 5. The rest were generally below average.
At the end of Year 3, Type A is the best performing school, followed by Type B, then Type E
and finally Type D. In Grade 3, Type A and B scored above the average in reading and
writing. Type B scored above the average in math. All types scored above the average in life
skills. In Grade 6, Types A and B scored above the average in reading, writing and life skills.

194

All types scored below the average in math, and Type D scored below the average also in
reading, writing and life skills.
In conclusion, Type A schools are definitely the best type of school among both comparison
and intervention schools in terms of student learning outcomes; Type E is the second-best
performing school type of the intervention group. This annex school has seen a remarkable
structural improvement over the four years of project implementation. Types B and D are the
poorest performing schools, probably because of the high teacher/student ratio and the fact
that many teachers teach two shifts in these schools.
For Grade 3, all intervention school students scored above the average in reading and life
skills. Only students in Types A and E schools scored above the average in math, and only
students in Type A schools scored above the average in writing. In comparison schools, all
types scored above the average in life skills; students in Types A and B schools scored above
the average in reading and writing. Students in Type B schools scored above the average in
math.
For Grade 6, all intervention schools scored above the average in reading and writing. Only
students in Types A and B schools scored above the average in life skills. Only students in
Type E schools scored average in math. For comparison schools, only students in Types A
and B schools scored above the average in reading, writing and life skills. All types scored
below the average in math.
This confirms that at the end of the project, for both Grades 3 and 6, only Intervention
Schools D and E demonstrated a real difference with the comparison schools in terms of
learning outcomes.
7.1.3 Changes within the same grades in intervention schools over the years
The findings show that in intervention schools, Year 3 Grade 1 students did not score
significantly higher than Year 2 Grade 1 students in any of the subjects, while the Year 2
Grade 1 students did not score higher than Year 1 Grade 1 students in any of the subjects. In
other words, the level of Grade 1 students has not improved over the past three years.
Year 3 Grade 4 students scored significantly higher than Year 2 Grade 4 students in math and
slightly significantly higher in writing, while the Year 2 Grade 4 students scored significantly
higher than Year 1 Grade 4 students only in math (above average). In other words, the level
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of Grade 4 students improved in math, and to a lower extent in writing over the past three
years.
Year 3 Grade 2 students scored significantly higher than Year 2 Grade 2 students in writing
and life skills. In other words, the level of Grade 2 students has improved in writing and life
skills over the past two years.
Year 3 Grade 5 students did not score significantly higher than Year 2 Grade 5 students in
any of the subjects. In other words, the level of Grade 5 students did not improve at all over
the past two years.
In conclusion, these findings regarding changes within the same grades over the years do not
confirm earlier cited findings since they do not demonstrate any improvement in reading,
which is where intervention school students tend to perform the best. Secondly, they do not
confirm that Cohort 1 students (Grades 1-3) perform better than Cohort 2 students (Grades 46), since the level of Grades 1-2 students has not improved more than Grades 4-5 students
when comparing within the same grades over the years.
7.1.4 Comparisons by gender
During Year 1, there was no statistically significant difference in learning outcomes between
boys and girls. During Year 2, the analysis by gender showed that Grade 2 girls performed
better than boys in writing (equally for reading, math and life skills) and that Grade 5 girls
performed better than boys in reading and writing (Tables 6.14 and 6.15). During Year 3,
girls in the two cohorts performed better than boys in reading and writing, but not in math.
Based on these findings, we conclude that intervention school girls perform better than boys
in reading and writing.
In comparison schools, there was no significant difference between boys and girls for the
lower primary school grades (girls only performed better than boys in life skills for Year 1),
and girls performed better than boys in reading and writing for Year 2, and in reading for
Year 3 (see Annex 10.1).
Thus, the findings confirm that “I’m Learning!” has had a general, rather than a genderspecific, impact on the lower primary school grades in terms of reading and writing skills
(Grades 1-3).
Overall Findings Regarding Research Question 1
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After four years of implementation of the “I’m Learning!” pilot, it was found that intervention
school students perform significantly better in reading (above the average), math (but still below the
average), and to a lesser extent in writing and life skills (only Cohort 1, with low effect size). The
lower primary school grades (1-3) had better learning outcomes than the upper grades (4-6).
However, learning outcomes in math remain low. These findings follow the tendency observed in
all eight schools that teachers are usually more comfortable teaching reading than writing, and
teaching literacy than numeracy. The comparison by gender shows that “I’m Learning!” has had a
general, rather than a gender-specific impact, on the lower primary school grades in terms of
reading and writing skills (Grades 1-3).
Positive changes in learning outcomes among intervention school students were most robust in
reading, but not in writing and math. There were few significant differences in life skills in terms of
the quantitative data, but qualitative data show that students are more self-confident in learning
activities and when interacting with adults; they are also more polite than comparison school
students. Intervention school students appear to be more empowered in the framework of a
strengthened hierarchical structure.
Intervention Schools D and E perform significantly better than Comparison Schools D and E, which
have a poorer quality of the learning environment. Intervention School B did not perform better
than Comparison School B at the end of the project. Intervention School A, which has been
teaching full time since November 2015 (beginning of Year 2), did not perform better than
Comparison School A for the Grade 6 cohort. Comparison Schools A and B, which have a poor
quality of the learning environment in comparison with Intervention Schools A and B, still
challenge intervention Schools A and B at the end of the project. The fact that Comparison Schools
D and E have a very low quality of school management, leadership and teaching commitment
compared to Comparison Schools A and B could explain why Comparison Schools D and E do not
challenge at all Intervention Schools D and E
In terms of student learning outcomes, Type A schools appear to be the most successful kind of
school among both comparison and intervention schools, while Type E schools are the second most
successful in the intervention group. Types B and D schools appear to be the least successful type,
probably because of the high teacher/student ratio and the fact that many teachers teach two shifts in
these schools.

7.2 Research questions 2 and 3: “positive discipline”
For analysis purposes, it was decided to merge psycho-emotional issues relating to QLE GP 1
and physical well-being issues covered under QLE GP 2 into one “child protection” principle.
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Indeed, several sub-standards did not appear to be an issue in the context of the eight schools,
such as “learning environment is discrimination free”, “school is accessible”, “safe learning
and safe play areas”, “existence of school disaster management plan”. This approach led to
the following research question:
How does the psychosocial, emotional and physical environment relate to learning
outcomes and child development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 1 and
GP 2)
The intervention schools have received several trainings on school rules related to child
protection. As a result, intervention school teachers have created a “request agreement” with
their students. This document shows that SCI and the school agreed to promote quality
learning environments by creating a moral document with the children of each classroom. If,
in comparison schools, the (unwritten) code of conduct degrades into a merely administrative
task in which “nobody cares”, the “request agreement” in intervention schools at least shows
that students are clearly more aware of this document and the fact that they “have a voice”.
Nevertheless, the observations, interviews and FGDs suggest that the students were driven to
conduct it and that this document remains “adult-centered”. Under such circumstances, it is
still difficult to speak of children’s participation and empowerment regarding child
protection.
Regarding the prevention of violence and the protection of children, the intervention schools
have been trained by SCI in creating a harassment reporting system that is now visible in all
schools. However, the fieldwork shows that students do not appear to be using it much and
that teachers and directors do not really engage in child protection measures when they
realize that a child faces domestic violence. Much work still has to be done in order to
empower students, but also to really involve teachers in taking the “child’s side” when the
child faces violence at home. Based on this analysis, the research does not yet show any
significant difference with respect to the effectiveness of carrying out child protection
measures.
Interviewed students explained that child rights are what children need to have to be valued
as human beings. If children do not have child rights, they can face violence; they will not
have a good future because they cannot go to school; and they will become poor people.
Grades 4-6 students all learned (by heart) the four child rights in the manual of the “social
sciences.” These include the right to live (i.e., have enough clothes, shelter, food, medicine),
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the right to be protected (i.e., protection from danger, from harmful games, violence, drugs
and human trafficking); the right to develop (i.e., receive an education and have
entertainment, get information); and the right to participate in society (i.e., participate in
community meetings, in sharing ideas, in growing plants). This shows that both comparison
and intervention schools’ students have knowledge of child rights which relate to child
protection.
Health and hygiene
Both in comparison and intervention schools, and because of the MOEYS/CFS health and
hygiene promotion campaigns that have been conducted for many years, students clearly
know that boiled, filtered or clean water prevents disease, contamination, stomach ache and
diarrhea; that a clean environment prevents diseases (FGD, interviews). They also know this
information from TV shows, parents, teachers and books.
The intervention schools provide good health and hygiene education in the classrooms or
during the national anthem. They appear to have a healthier environment than the comparison
schools, mainly because of the cleaning shift system that was set up while SCI strengthened
the Student Council (see below, QLE GP 4). The Student Council plays a major role in
implementing tenets exemplified under QLE GP 2. Furthermore, the intervention schools, in
contrast to comparison schools, received financial support to build an effective water system,
which probably plays a role in students using the toilet and washing their hands more than
before. Furthermore, since the beginning of the last year of the project (Year 3), most food
sellers in intervention schools provide healthy food, such as noodle soup, rice, cakes they
make themselves, fruit juices, and fruits. These measures have been followed most in
Intervention Schools A and E and less so in Intervention Schools B and D.
In Intervention Schools A and E, most students use the toilets, but in Intervention Schools B
and D, many boys still do not. In Intervention School E, the research team once observed a
boy urinating on the external wall of the toilets rather than in the urinal. In the four schools,
the cleaning shift system ensures that the toilets are regularly cleaned, and students are used
to washing their hands. With the exception of Intervention School A where students seem to
drink clean water systematically, many students still do not do so in other intervention
schools. Most children bring their own water from home, and it is not systematically boiled.
In conclusion, intervention schools have a healthier environment than comparison schools,
mainly because of the cleaning shift system, the water system and the availability of healthier
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food; nevertheless, many boys still appear not to use the bathroom when they urinate and
many children still do not drink clean water.
Quality of communication in the classroom
In terms of the creation of effective communication between teachers and students in the
classroom, SCI has provided several trainings in this area, e.g., positive discipline, life skills,
child rights, etc. In comparison schools, in eleven out of fourteen classrooms, teachers resort
to physical punishment. In six out of fourteen cases in comparison schools, the teachers use
physical punishment in a way that seriously affects the quality of the communication between
teachers and students. The students fear their teacher, they do not pay attention to studying
and the learning environment does not seem to be pleasant. Four out of these six teachers are
men. However, in five out of fourteen cases, students seem to enjoy studying; participating,
and they show enthusiasm and self-confidence in their relationship with their teacher. The
teachers know their names, take time to explain the exercises and are able to create a nice
learning environment.
In intervention schools, in seven out of sixteen cases the teachers still resort to some physical
punishment. In three out of sixteen cases, the teachers use physical punishment in a way that
seriously affects the quality of the communication between teachers and students. These three
teachers are all men, and behaved as if they never heard of “I’m Learning!”. However, nine
out of sixteen teachers no longer appear to resort to physical punishment, which is a
remarkable difference with the comparison schools. Furthermore, these teachers, as well as
four out of the seven teachers who still resort to some physical punishment, do appear to be
able to build good communication with their students, encourage them, and ask them to
applaud to congratulate themselves. In other words, intervention school teachers are more
likely to apply “positive discipline” that contributes to an environment exemplifying good
child protection principles (both physical and psycho-emotional). Teachers also take time
during teaching to work at improving students’ self-confidence.
A summary of school scores relating to quality of communication in classrooms (as part of
QLE GP 1) appears in Table 7.2
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Table 7.2 Quality of communication between students and teachers in intervention and
comparison schools, 2015-2017
Comparison
Schools

Number of
Students

Score Intervention
A
Schools

Number of
Students

Score A

A – Grade 2

25

2-

A – Grade 2

41

2

A – Grade 5

30

2-

A – Grade 5

38

3

A – Grade 3

42

1+

A – Grade 3

41

2+

A – Grade 6

27

1+

A – Grade 6

34

3

B – Grade 2

40

1

B – Grade 2

42

2-

B – Grade 5

48

2

B – Grade 5

40

1

B – Grade 3

49

2+

B – Grade 3

26

1+

B – Grade 6

38

2

B – Grade 6

41

3+

D – Grade 2

42

1

D – Grade 2

52

2

D – Grade 5

52

2-

D – Grade 5

43

1

D – Grade 3

45

1

D – Grade 3

46

2

D – Grade 6

47

1

D – Grade 6

41

2

E – Grade 2

13

2

E – Grade 2

46

3

E – Grade 3

14(+16)*

2+

E – Grade 5

11

2

E- None

E – Grade 5

41

3

E- None

E – Grade 6

13

3

*multi-grade
Note: 1 = “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to physical punishment but students show
enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher is able to create an enthusiastic
environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical punishment; they attend to students’
mood. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative nuances to the scoring.

The sample is too small to do a comparison between school types; nevertheless, it seems as
though teachers in Type A and E schools appear to be better able to build good classroom
communication and learning environments that exemplify principles of child protection than
teachers in Type B and D schools who struggle with multiple shift teaching and overcrowded
classrooms. Although the research does not show significant differences between Grades 2/3
and Grades 5/6, it was still observed that in Grade 2 classrooms, the teachers face more
difficulty relating to classroom management. Grade 2 students are very young, they are easily
agitated and do not easily concentrate. Accordingly, teachers may be tempted to resort to
physical punishment in order to have a quiet classroom. It should be noted, however, that
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discrimination attitudes, e.g. by sex, class or religion, were not observed in any of the schools
and may not be an issue at all in rural Cambodian primary schools.
It should also be noted that during FGDs, some Grade 5 and 6 students found it to be
legitimate that the teacher resorts to physical punishment because it always happens after
they had done something “wrong”. Interestingly, many of them said that they would prefer
the teacher to use other kinds of punishments, such as reading exercises, songs, running ten
times around the national flag, etc. although one student said that this would not work
because children are not afraid or bothered by it.
The relationship between QLE GP 1 and GP 2 and student learning outcomes and life
skills
In terms of school management, the research team did not find any significant differences
with respect to the effectiveness with which child protection measures are carried out in
comparison and intervention schools. The harassment reporting system is not used and
educators do not really take the “child’s side” when advocacy is required. In other words,
“I’m Learning!” did not really change the way intervention schools deal with danger and
domestic violence. Teachers and directors reported that domestic violence is not really an
issue in their schools or neighborhood and that, in any case, they should not get involved in
the private life of their neighbors.
However, intervention schools changed within themselves by applying a “positive discipline”
that contributes to a good child protection environment (both physical and psycho-emotional)
inside the classroom. In contrast to comparison school teachers, intervention school teachers
take time during teaching hours to invite students to communicate and to work on improving
students’ self-confidence. Furthermore, they seriously reduced resorting to corporal
punishment. Thus, one could say that improving the quality of the communication between
teachers and students (QLE GP 1) allows students to enjoy learning more and to feel more
confident in learning as well. Based on these observations, one can see a relationship between
QLE GP 1 and the fact that intervention school students feel more confident about adults, and
perform better than comparison school students in reading but not in writing and math.
Both comparison and intervention school students are aware of health and hygiene issues.
However, intervention schools have a healthier environment than the comparison schools,
mainly because of the cleaning shift system that was set up when SCI strengthened the
Student Council which plays an important role in fulfilling the tenets of QLE GP 2. The
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improvement is also due to the effective water system that was developed as part of the
framework of “I’m Learning!”, and to the fact that healthier food is provided in Intervention
Schools A and E. However, in all intervention schools, many boys still appear not to use the
bathroom when they urinate and many children still do not drink clean water. It was generally
not possible to determine whether intervention school students are in better health than
comparison school students. But it seems logical to assume that students who do not have
stomach aches or other short-term health problems can concentrate more easily on their
learning activities. In this sense, one can reasonably assume that there is a relationship
between QLE GP 2 and the better academic performance observed in intervention schools.
Differences between school types and grades seem not to be relevant to considerations
regarding the role that QLE GP 1 and GP 2 might have played. However, the lower primary
school grades (with young agitated students) are more difficult to manage using “positive
discipline”. This is also the case with overcrowded classrooms (e.g. Type B and D schools).
Nevertheless, the quantitative analyses conducted as part of the research indicated positive
correlations between QLE GP 1 and GP 2 and student learning outcomes in all skills for
Grade 3 and 6.
Overall Findings Regarding Research Questions 2 and 3
There are no significant differences between intervention and comparison schools in terms of
compliance with QLE GP 1 and GP 2 when considering these principles in very broad terms.
However, differences were more apparent when defining QLE GP 1 in terms of the ‘quality of
communication’ between students and teachers and QLE GP 2 in terms of ‘health and hygiene’
issues. In this respect, intervention schools were more effective in applying ‘positive discipline’
measures that forbid corporal punishment. These measures contributed decisively to an effective
child protection environment (in both physical and psycho-emotional terms) in intervention school
classrooms. They were reflected in freer communication between students and teachers and
improved student self-confidence in learning which was not in evidence in comparison schools.
These environments had stronger learning outcomes in reading and to only some cases in math and
writing.
In terms of QLE GP 2, students in both intervention and comparison schools are equally aware of
health and hygiene issues. However, intervention schools demonstrated healthier environments,
which were due in large part to such measures as effective Student Councils, operational water
systems, and the availability of healthier food. While it cannot be definitively concluded that
healthier environments are empirically linked to better learning outcomes, it seems logical to
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assume that a lower incidence of stomach ache and other short term illnesses in intervention schools
could contribute to such an outcome.

7.3 Research question 4: “enriched daily teaching routines”
How does active, child-centered learning relate to learning outcomes and child
development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 3)
In all schools, teachers focus heavily on instruction in Khmer and math. Social science
lessons are occasional, and science lessons are very rare14. This is particularly true in the
lower primary grades, where teachers think that the priority is building basic literacy skills in
reading and writing. According to teachers, science and social studies also require reading
skills so that these lessons are often taught more as reading lessons with much less focus on
the actual content. For instance, in Comparison School D (Grade 5), a lesson on morality and
housing finally ended by asking students to repeat after the teacher while he read sentences in
the textbook. It is also a common practice for teachers to correct students’ exercise books
during classroom teaching time while students are not spending any time on task. Given that
classroom time in Cambodian classrooms is already highly limited, this is not very efficient.
This being said, the classroom observations, conversations and interviews show that
intervention school teachers have considerably enriched their teaching methods.
Lesson plans and regular standardized tests
For many years, Cambodian teachers have been instructed to make lesson plans by distilling
information from students’ textbooks into a detailed study program. In reality, most schools
simply copy study programs and share them. Teachers have been using the same study
programs for many years. Furthermore, the teachers follow the lesson outline more than the
study program because they want to ensure that their students learn the lesson before starting
a new one. With the exception of one Grade 5 teacher in Comparison School B, all other
comparison school teachers reported buying lesson plans in a photocopying shop in Kampong
Cham or copying their lessons plans from other teachers. They all said that it takes too much
time to write the lesson plans themselves, and they prefer to use their free time to look for a
second income. If comparison school teachers do have lesson plan documents and study
program documents, it is more to please DOE and POE inspectors than to use them every
day. This situation has recently changed in intervention schools.

14

The informal extra-class system is always used to teach Khmer and math but never science and social science.
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SCI has provided new training on lesson plan development using lesson plan frameworks for
math and Khmer. These draw on the national curriculum, a detailed study program book, and
detailed summary reading benchmarks. SCI has also trained teachers in creating standardized
monthly and weekly tests for math and Khmer (based on textbooks, detailed study programs
and reading benchmark tests). This system of evaluation is thought to be superior to earlier
practices when tests were more haphazardly developed and administered and corrected
during classroom teaching time.
During Year 2, the use of lesson plans and weekly tests remained a problem for teachers, who
considered lesson plan development to be a time-consuming and difficult task, especially
considering that Intervention School A teachers teach full time, and many teachers in
Intervention Schools B and D teach two shifts. However, the situation improved during Year
3 when intervention school teachers started to realize that it is not so difficult to make lesson
plans. The lesson frameworks are now seen as more useful and the weekly tests help tracking
slow learners. The standardized monthly tests are also a good peer-to-peer monitoring system
as the teachers exchange classroom tests; in addition, the test results for each class are shared
publicly by the school director. Even if some intervention school teachers still consider that
making weekly tests and lesson frameworks for all subjects takes too much time, they
demonstrate better

preparation than comparison school teachers15. However, these

improvements in terms of class preparation occurred only during the last year of the project
(2016-2017).
The action research that was planned by SCI at the beginning of the project, consisting of
asking teachers to regularly take notes in a journal to reflect on their practice and follow-up
on their students, has not worked well and has therefore been abandoned. While POE/DOE
staff and school directors do their monitoring job and report on QLE GPs to SC, teachers do
not generally write notes in their journals. They consider that they already have too much to
do (e.g., new teaching methods, producing materials, preparing lesson frameworks and
weekly tests, etc.) to also use this action research tool meant for reflection on their teaching
practices during meetings and workshops. It could be considered to instead develop
“cooperative reflexivity” in the Thursday technical cluster school meetings.
Student-centered teaching methods

15

It should be noted that standardized test development is somewhat resource intensive and may not be easily
replicable under the current conditions of school resourcing (e.g., 50 USD per month for Intervention School B).
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Comparison school teachers are fully aware of the promotion of “child-centered” teaching
approaches and the “working group” method from their CFS pre-service and in-service
training. Since the initial implementation of CFS, notably by KAPE and SCN, teachers also
learned to use teaching materials such as Square 100, mobile letters, and mobile numbers. In
comparison schools, all Grade 5 and 6 teachers asked their students to work in groups on the
day of observation. However, teachers made extensive use of teaching materials only in
Comparison Schools A and B, and they do it rarely. It is well known that Cambodian primary
school teachers do not faithfully apply student-centered methodologies (Chhin and Tabata,
2003; Prigent, 2014; Song, 2015). In the framework of “I’m Learning!”, intervention school
teachers have received multiple trainings on teaching methodologies that focus on producing
teaching-learning materials, inviting students to practice in working groups, inquiry-based
learning activities, and study games. Classroom observations, conversations, interviews and
FGDs conducted during the research show that to a large extent, the teachers apply these
student-centered teaching methodologies on a regular basis. But these improvements of
teaching methods occurred only at the end of the third year of the implementation process
(2015-2016).
Intervention school teachers promote group work much more frequently than comparison
school teachers in all grades, while Grade 2 and 3 teachers in comparison schools do not do
so for a variety of reasons (e.g., students are “too young”). On average, intervention school
teachers conduct group work twice a week, mostly in math. When invited to work in groups,
intervention school students join their groups quickly which shows that they are used to
working in this way. During Year 2 group work, many students were playing rather than
focusing on the given task. This is important since one of the purposes of the working groups
is to enable good students to help “slow” learners feel more confident to work with their
peers. In reality, good students conducted the activity, while “slow” learners simply played or
chatted with each other. However, during Year 3, it seems that the participation during group
work had strengthened. Most students participated and cooperated more effectively and group
members were more focused on specific tasks assigned to them. They shared ideas and
worked well with each other. “Slow” learners appeared to be more involved. The teacher
circulated amongst the groups to give clues, explain how to find answers and help resolve
disagreements. While in most cases the group representatives alternate, the students who did
the write up for their group tended to remain the same (“smart” learners). According to the
teachers, working groups increase student participation and self-confidence. Working groups
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are also stimulated by IBL activities for which students have to do research outside the
classroom (e.g., find words written in the school compound, in the library, asking information
of their community, etc.).
Intervention school teachers are also more likely to utilize study games than comparison
school teachers. The most common study games used in intervention schools are “magic
bag”, “hot potato”, “stream crossing”, “domino”, “wording closing”, “matching words to
pictures,” etc. During these games, students make a circle or split into groups, they use word
cards, consonant cards and pictures, and they compete in reading something correctly.
Indeed, all these games are reading or writing competitions. The student or group who wins is
applauded by other students, while those who have been unsuccessful have to do something
funny (e.g., dance, jump like a frog, etc.). Even if we are not yet sure that these games are
effective in terms of learning, they seem to be a good way to stimulate student interest and
create a pleasant learning environment. During these games, students participate actively and
with enthusiasm; they find the activities funny and often ask their teacher to play a study
game. However, some teachers in Intervention Schools B and D felt that study games are
teaching tools that are separate from or an ‘add-on’ to the lesson. Therefore, they often use
study games at the end of the lesson, when they have time and their students are bored or
tired. Indeed, teachers considered that study games are good tools to ‘wake-up’ students
when they are bored. In addition, intervention school teachers used teaching materials (e.g.,
synonym and antonym cards, homonym cards, number cards, consonants and vowels cards,
Square 100, etc.) much more frequently than do comparison school teachers. These materials
were considered useful and effective; they helped students to better understand the lesson, to
participate actively and to be more interested in it. In spite of these observations, the function
of study games in students’ learning is not yet clear. Do they directly contribute to improved
learning in Khmer and math or are they simply a way to make children feel more comfortable
in the classroom?
Table 7.3 summarizes the evaluation of the quality of student-teacher communication (Score
A) and of the teaching methods (Score B) that were demonstrated in observed classrooms.
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Table 7.3 Quality of communication (score A) and of teaching methodology (score B) in
intervention and comparison schools, 2015-2017

Comparison

Number of

Schools

Students

Score Score Intervention
A

B

Schools

Number
of

Score Score
A

B

Students
A – Grade 2

25

2-

1

A – Grade 2

41

2

3

A – Grade 5

30

2-

1+

A – Grade 5

38

3

3

A – Grade 3

42

1+

1+

A – Grade 3

41

2+

3

A – Grade 6

27

1+

1+

A – Grade 6

34

3

3

B – Grade 2

40

1

1+

B – Grade 2

42

2-

2+

B – Grade 5

48

2

1

B – Grade 5

40

1

1

B – Grade 3

49

2+

2-

B – Grade 3

26

1+

1+

B – Grade 6

38

2

1+

B – Grade 6

41

3+

3+

D – Grade 2

42

1

1

D – Grade 2

52

2

2

D – Grade 5

52

2-

1

D – Grade 5

43

1

1

D – Grade 3

45

1

1

D – Grade 3

46

2

2

D – Grade 6

47

1

1

D – Grade 6

41

2

2+

E – Grade 2

13

2

1

E – Grade 2

46

3

3

E – Grade 3

14(+16)*

2+

1+

E – Grade 5

11

2

2

E- None

E – Grade 5

41

3

2+

E- None

E – Grade 6

13

2+

3

*multi-grade
Note: Score A Quality of communication: 1 = “students fear their teacher”; 2 = “the teacher resorts to
physical punishment but students show enthusiasm and communicate easily with their teacher”; 3 = “the teacher
is able to create an enthusiastic environment and friendly class management without resorting to physical
punishment; they attend to students’ mood”. Score B “I’m Learning!” methods and active learning: 1 =
teachers rarely use teaching materials, working groups and never play study games; 2 =: teachers take time to
create active learning sequences (working groups, study games and teaching materials); 3= teachers internalized
“I’m Learning!” methods and teaching tools into their weekly activity. (-) and (+) indicate positive or negative
nuances to the scoring.

When asked about study games, working groups and teaching materials, observed teachers
explained that working groups and teaching materials are more useful for math than
reading/writing. Teaching materials help to illustrate mathematical algorithms in a concrete
manner while working groups enable more able students to help “slow” learners. Small group
arrangements encourage students to study hard, solve problems, and share what they think.
Study games are more easily used for literacy than numeracy. While teachers found it
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difficult to explain why this is the case, the research team found that the “I’m Learning!”
trainings on study games conducted over the project period focused on literacy at the
expense of numeracy. This may explain why intervention school students demonstrated a
more significant difference in reading performance than was the case of math or writing.
The relationship between QLE GP 3 and student learning outcomes and life skills
In summary, one can conclude that although lesson plans, weekly tests, teaching materials
and study games takes time, intervention school teachers demonstrated better class
preparation and made better use of working groups, study games and teaching materials than
was the case in comparison schools. These changes were in particularly strong evidence
during the last year of project implementation. As a result of these changes, learning
environments in intervention schools appeared to be much more effective in eliciting desired
learning behaviors.
Teacher interviews indicated that teachers received SCI trainings on teaching methods
(notably teaching materials and study games) enthusiastically. They found these capacity
building events useful, and they also appreciated the fact that keeping students more active in
learning activities is relaxing because it redefines the teacher’s role to one of a monitor of
children’s learning. These observations could further explain why intervention school
students demonstrated superior performance, especially in reading.
Although Grade 3 and 5 teachers in Intervention School B and Grade 5 teachers in
Intervention School D behaved as if they never heard of “I’m Learning!” in terms of active
learning methodologies, it is not possible to make any firm conclusions regarding the
differences in academic performance by school type or grade. Intervention Schools B and D
have overcrowded classrooms and many teachers teach two different classes every day.
Therefore, in contrast to Types A and E school teachers, they may have had more difficulty
internalizing active learning methodologies.
Analyses of the quantitative data demonstrated some positive correlations between QLE GP 3
and student learning outcomes in all subjects for Grade 3, and between QLE GP 3 and
student learning outcomes in reading and math for Grade 6.
Overall Findings Regarding Research Question 4
Qualitative data from key informant interviews, focus group discussions, observations and other
forms of data showed that the majority of teachers in intervention schools implemented key
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behavioral elements that define QLE GP 3. This includes regular lesson planning, group learning,
and the use of didactic materials, such as study games, and continuous assessment. This is in
contrast to teachers in comparison schools where such behaviors were noticeably less in evidence.
There were also some positive correlations between the occurrence of these teacher behaviors and
improved learning outcomes. Nevertheless, these correlations were not true across the board but
could be found only in some limited cases, such as Grades 3 and 6.
Thus, while it can be concluded that there were significant behavioral changes among teachers in
intervention schools relating to QLE GP 3, which occurred less frequently in comparison schools, it
cannot be established conclusively that there is a causal relationship between these behavioral
changes and improved learning outcomes. However, it seems to be intuitively correct to assume that
improved teaching practices probably do support improved learning outcomes. QLE GP 3 allows
students to enjoy learning, and make learning activities less monotonous thanks to the various sets
of teaching methods. Because students enjoy learning, they concentrate more and perform better.

7.4 Research question 5: “community-based monitoring”
How do school-community collaboration and participation relate to learning outcomes and
child development in intervention and comparison schools? (QLE GP 4)
Based on a commitment to the promotion of decentralization, the SSC was created within the
CFS framework in order to create a “bridge” between the school and the children’s families,
and to better involve communities in school management. This goal reflects communitybased development values promoted by international agencies and their advocacy for
decentralization. In most cases, school directors invite popular people in the community to be
part of the SSC. These are people who are considered to be influential within their
community, e.g., village chiefs, commune chiefs, pagoda chiefs, etc. While women are as
involved as men in most schools, in Comparison School A all SSC members are men except
for the school director who is also the SSC director. In Comparison School D, all SSC
members are men as well.
In the four comparison schools, the role of the SSC is limited to providing mediation between
the school and parents when a child drops out or does not enroll, and to sign documents
required for School Improvement Plan budget disbursement. In reality, the SSC and the
communities do not participate much in school affairs. In the four intervention schools, the
SSC is clearly more active than in comparison schools. The “I’m Learning!” school
improvement plan is based on a self-assessment that involves the principal, the teachers, the
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SSC and the students. These self-assessments are led and monitored by POE staff (who have
been trained by SCI). The teachers have to complete a form divided into the QLE GP and
sub-standards; in addition, the students and SSC members draw maps and pictures to
illustrate the school needs which they identify. It is through this planning exercise that the
school commits to internalize designated QLE GPs. Regarding the school mapping activities,
SCI seeks to involve all the stakeholders who play a role in children’s protection (GP 1 and
GP 2), such as at teacher houses, health centers, police stations, commune chiefs, etc. These
activities help to identify physically challenged children as well as those who are poor and
make the school mapping process more inclusive.
In addition to the school improvement planning process and school mapping, SCI organized
several school meetings with the communities related to educational violence, healthy food,
environmental awareness, and other topics. The improved involvement of the SSC and the
community members is noticeable, in particular through the many ceremonies that occurred
in the intervention schools. The “I’m Learning!” project has stimulated meetings with the
community as well as financial contributions. For example, intervention schools collected
significant amounts of money during the past two years to support school development; in
addition, they meet every month and express high awareness of school issues since being
trained by SCI staff.
In view of the above, one can say that in intervention schools, SSC and community
involvement have been strengthened during the last three years. Although there were no
important differences between school types regarding improvements that relate to QLE GP 4,
Intervention Schools A and E organized more important events and built better quality
communication channels to facilitate school management. While Intervention Schools B and
D raised a larger amount of financial donations, they still face lower quality communication
among teachers, the school director, and the community. Types B and D schools involve an
important number of students, and many teachers who teach two shifts in overcrowded
classrooms. It may be that it is easier for directors in small schools to build community
participation since their teachers teach only one shift and therefore have more time to assist in
doing so.
Students’ parents are more concerned about their children’s safety and studying in
intervention schools. In comparison schools, the interviews conducted with teachers show
that most parents do not care about the communication books and do not sign them every
month and rarely write comments. In intervention schools, parents are more solicited to
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attend meetings in school than comparison school parents. However, many of them do not
regularly look at the book. Some are interested in looking at it mostly to check their child’s
ranking and to know in which subjects their child is weak or strong. At the end of the school
year 2016-17, the cooperation between teachers and parents has improved in intervention
schools, but still remains limited. Parents still mainly focus on their children’s academic rank
and scores, and are curious to know the child’s strength and weaknesses, but they do not
really

cooperate with the teacher. During Year 3, SCI tried to organize “classroom

committees” that involve parents in the social life of every classroom of the school. But this
initiative did not work well and parents dared not enter the classrooms.
Far from functioning according to the eight “CFS official duties”, the Student Council is “just
a name” in the comparison schools and does not play a concrete role in the life of the school.
However, in intervention schools and because of “I’m Learning!”, the Student Councils’ role
is more specific and effective. It has a certain dynamic and makes a real difference compared
to Student Councils in comparison schools. The Student Council plays a specific role in
ensuring that the school, classes and toilets are clean and organizes other activities, such as
the flag raising ceremony each morning, singing the national anthem, checking on late
students, monitoring the expiration dates of food sold in the school food stalls, monitoring
small children in the playground, peer tutoring, preparing library books, and other tasks.
The chairpersons and vice chairpersons of these Councils play a more symbolic role, but still
their members have to report to them regularly on their activity and they in turn relay the
information to the school director. Most of the members fulfill their duties, even if other
students do not always listen to them. However, this is truer of Intervention Schools A, B and
D, while in Intervention School E student council members mainly focus on collecting
rubbish and controlling cleaning shifts (health and hygiene). In the four Intervention Schools,
the Student Councils include both boys and girls on an equal basis, and the Council heads
seem always to be girls. However, Student Council members are still not elected by other
students as per CFS guidelines; rather, they are among the “best” students selected by the
teachers and the school director. While the Councils appear to operate better in the
intervention schools, they do not fulfill democratic norms because their officers are appointed
by adults rather than by the students themselves.
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The relationship between QLE GP 4, student learning outcomes and life skills
The better participation of the SSC, the community and parents in intervention schools could
explain why intervention school students perform better academically and in terms of certain
life skills (e.g., self-confidence, politeness, etc.). The students care more about their own
study as the community involvement makes their study “more important”. Furthermore, the
greater involvement of the community in education appears to put pressure on teachers to
teach more diligently (e.g., coming on time, teaching according to the schedule, etc.) than
was true of comparison school teachers; that is, they are “monitored” by their own
community. This “community-based monitoring” makes teachers and students focus more on
learning situations. The implementation of “I’m Learning!” underlines the importance of the
school and makes it a public affair in which parents are more interested than usually. This
compels directors and teachers to put their reputation at risk. which could explain why
students demonstrate better learning outcomes than do comparison school students, and are
also more spontaneously polite towards adults: they are reminded to be polite.
However, while Intervention Schools A and E show the best community-based monitoring,
Intervention School A is still challenged by Comparison School A in terms of learning
outcomes (for the cohorts in the upper grades), even though Comparison School A has poorer
community-based monitoring. This contradicts the hypothesis of a relationship between QLE
GP 4 and student learning outcomes. As previously discussed, Intervention School A had a
good relationship with the community and was among the best schools of the province before
the “I’m Learning!” project (in terms of school leadership and reputation). Since November
2015 (beginning of Year 2), Intervention School A has been teaching its students full time,
unlike Intervention Schools B, D and E. Even so, it is still challenged by Comparison School
A (for the upper grades) in terms of learning outcomes.
Comparison School B - which has very poor community involvement - performed better than
Intervention School B at the end of the project. This finding poses a problem regarding an
assumed positive relationship between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes. In
Intervention Schools D and E, students perform much better in all skills than was true of
Comparison Schools D and E, which have a dramatically poor QLE GP 4 rating. Thus, only
two s out of four schools validated the hypothesis that strong community engagement as
defined under QLE GP 4 has a positive impact on learning outcomes.
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In conclusion, the research sought to demonstrate a link between what was defined as
“community-based monitoring” and learning outcomes. It was assumed that the high
expectations of students and teachers generated by community-based monitoring could lead
to better student learning outcomes. However, it seems that other factors, such as full-time
teaching, single shifts, and non-crowded classrooms, are more crucial in terms of influencing
learning outcomes than is community involvement.
The above notwithstanding, the quantitative analysis did establish a positive correlation
between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes in all subjects for Grade 3, and a positive
correlation between QLE GP 4 and student learning outcomes in math in Grade 6 (for all
eight schools). Although this validates the link between community support and learning
outcomes, the relationship was not robust and was evident mainly for math scores (and
surprisingly not for reading) and only for certain grades (i.e., Grade 6). Thus, the research
team cannot draw any firm conclusions from the findings and cautions against imputing any
direct relationship.

Overall Findings Regarding Research Question 5
Although the research team found strong evidence for successful implementation of enhanced
community participation in intervention schools (as defined under QLE GP 4), it was not able to
demonstrate conclusively a supposed relationship between such participation and improved learning
outcomes. To be sure, the incidence of ‘community-based monitoring’ did appear to generate higher
expectations for teachers and students to perform better in intervention schools. However, this
dynamic was only found to lead to better learning outcomes in two out of four schools. Although
quantitative analysis did indicate some positive correlations between community participation and
learning outcomes, these relationships were not robust and occurred only for some subjects (e.g.,
math) and grades (e.g., Grade 6). Thus, the supposed relationship between enhanced community
participation and improved learning outcomes cannot be conclusively validated.
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8. Conclusion and recommendations
As discussed in the introduction development actions have been conducted over the past
twenty years in Cambodian primary schools to improve community participation, child
protection, student-centered methods, gender equity, health and hygiene, etc. Since 2007,
every Cambodian primary school is a Child Friendly School. It means that the intervention
school teachers followed in this study did not learn this from the SC “I’m Learning!”
program. Over the past twenty years, many of them have attended workshops and trainings
and have shared their experiences with their colleagues during the Thursday technical
meetings. Younger teachers have been exposed to these new ideas during their pre-service
education. POE and DOE officials are well aware of the CFS six dimensions, and the District
Training and Monitoring Teams (DTMT) monitor and evaluate CFS every year.
Therefore, “I’m Learning!” did not bring something new in terms of educational guiding
principles or a holistic approach, but rather strengthened and improved what already existed
in the selected 15 schools of the three provinces. For instance, school mapping has become
more inclusive, lesson plans have been developed through lesson frameworks, code of
conducts have become jointly agreed code of behaviors, etc. One of the most important
reasons for conducting this study was to determine whether this holistic program brings
about positive changes in student learning outcomes and child development. The research
design partly derived from the SC QLE Framework and its four QLE GPs.
The summary of the main research findings shows that “I’m Learning!” made a difference in
reading skills. Although it is not possible to prove a clear relationship between QLE GPs and
student learning outcomes/child development, three main improvements could lead to better
student learning outcomes in the framework of “I’m Learning!”, namely community-based
monitoring, positive discipline and enriched teaching methods.
8.1 A real difference in reading
Research findings indicate that, at the end of the pilot period, intervention school students
performed significantly better than comparison school students in reading (above the
average), significantly better in math (but still below the average), but not in all cases in
writing and life skills (only Cohort 1 and with low effect size). Students in the lower primary
school grades (Grades 1-3) showed better learning outcomes in reading, writing and life skills
than did the upper grades (4-6) although math scores were nevertheless “below the average”.
Although there are no apparent significant differences in life skills, qualitative data suggest
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that students are more self-confident in learning activities and in the way that they interact
with adults; they also demonstrate more polite behaviors. Students appear to be more
empowered within the framework of a strengthened hierarchical educational structure. These
findings all stand in contrast to what was found in comparison schools. No gender-specific
impact was identified.
“I’m Learning!” makes a real difference in reading. This is confirmed by the national
assessment that was carried out in 2015, in which more than 50% of Cambodian students
passed the test in Khmer according to the national assessment, while the “I’m Learning!”
post-test showed that more than 70% of intervention school students passed the test in
Khmer. This finding reflects the tendency observed in the eight schools, where teachers are
usually more comfortable in teaching reading than writing, and in teaching literacy than
numeracy. As already mentioned, both intervention and comparison school teachers
acknowledge that their students demonstrate better proficiency in reading than writing.
According to the teachers, it is easier to follow-up on reading skills than writing skills;
teaching writing skills is more difficult for the teachers (and students) as it requires more
instruction in grammar to better use an enriched set of methods. One could also assume that
oral repetition may ‘win’ over gestural copying (which are the two traditional methods for
teaching literacy).
Both intervention and comparison school teachers also noted that students have difficulty
remembering the multiplication tables, easily “forgetting” what they learn in math. According
to them, math requires the teacher to make a strong pedagogical effort, by producing and
using teaching materials, and inventing exercises to teach various mathematical algorithms.
But in reality, most teachers simply follow the textbook. Furthermore, students tend to do
their literacy homework more often than their numeracy homework. And while some parents
can help their child with reading and writing at home, many of them have weaker skills in
math, especially as regards children in the upper primary school grades. Why did “I’m
Learning!” impact on reading skills more than on writing and numeracy skills? It might be
that since reading is comparatively easier for both teachers and students, it is the first skill to
be improved, before writing and math skills. Three factors played a major role in such
improvement: community-based monitoring; positive discipline; and enriched teaching
methods (see below).
Another important explanation is that SC emphasized literacy (especially reading) more than
numeracy during the workshops and trainings on teaching methods (study games), the
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reading benchmark for lesson framework and tests (see below), and the “reading
competitions”. This strong focus follows SCI’s global strategy on “literacy breakthrough” or
“literacy boost”. It also follows a more nationwide tendency. Indeed, reading seems to be a
higher priority of the Ministry of Education and development partners, notably with the
recent funding of reading benchmark development funded by USAID, World Vision and
AusAID, and implemented by KAPE and World Education in September 2015 (end of Year
1), in the framework of the All Children Reading Global Challenge.
8.2 Community-based monitoring and better connection to educational praxis
It appears that Intervention Schools A and B are still challenged by Comparison Schools A
and B at the end of the project. This means that it is not possible to demonstrate clear
linkages between learning outcomes and implementation of QLE GP 1, GP 2, GP 3, and GP 4
(see Chapter 7.1). However, three main improvements as a result of implementing the QLE
framework of “I’m Learning!” relate to improved student learning outcomes and child
development, namely community-based monitoring (QLE GP 4), positive discipline (QLE
GP 1) and teaching methods (QLE GP 3).
The research shows that the implementation of “I’m Learning!” underlines the importance of
the school and makes it a public affair in which parents are more interested than usually. The
greater involvement of the community appears to put pressure on teachers to teach more
diligently (e.g., coming on time, teaching according to the schedule, etc.) than was true of
comparison school teachers; that is, they are “monitored” by their own community. With
regards to QLE GP 4, this “community-based monitoring” makes teachers and students focus
more on learning situations which contributes to better student learning outcomes.
Furthermore, weekly and monthly tests (considered to be linked with QLE GP 3) seem to be
a good way to build an internal monitoring system. As a result, “community-based
monitoring” creates new school norms that stand in stark contrast to more hierarchical forms
of traditional management used by district and provincial level officials. Eventually,
community-based monitoring pushes teachers to focus on learning situations and students to
concentrate more on their learning activities.
The enriched set of teaching methods promoted by the “I’m Learning!” framework under
QLE GP 3 builds on new norms of higher accountability and motivation. Indeed, by resorting
to working groups, study games, teaching materials and IBL activities, teachers in
intervention schools were found to provide more dynamic and varied daily learning activities.
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Furthermore, these are provided

within the framework of what is known as “positive

discipline” (QLE GP 1). Positive discipline invites students to feel free to communicate with
their teacher and be more self-confident. As a result, learning activities appear to be more
enjoyable and less monotonous for students. Community-based monitoring, positive
discipline, and enriched teaching methods could contribute to enhanced learning outcomes if
it increases the time students give to learning during their four hours of daily instruction. It
provides better connection between the students and educational praxis.
For the purposes of this study, QLE GP 2 was narrowly defined to refer primarily to health
and hygiene issues. Research findings suggest that intervention schools have a healthier
environment than the comparison schools mainly because they are better organized to clean
the environment (student councils) and utilize clean water systems. However, it was not
possible to prove empirically that intervention school students are in better health than
comparison school students or demonstrate a direct relationship between QLE GP 2 and
student learning outcomes. Nevertheless, the absence of stomach aches and other acute
ailments could ensure that children are not distracted from learning.
These main findings result in the following recommendations.
8.3 Recommendation 1: Overcrowding and double shift teaching as key constraints
It appears that Types B and D schools struggle more than Types A and E schools, largely
because they have many two-shift teachers and overcrowded classrooms. The high
pupil:teacher ratio and the exhausting schedule for teachers who need to teach two four-hour
shifts mean that implementation of the various interventions have not been optimal. It is
recommended that these pre-conditions are addressed (e.g., less than 30 students per teacher
and single shift teaching) in order to achieve optimal results from the implementation of the
QLE framework.
8.4 Recommendation 2: Improving teaching methods in literacy and numeracy
The research shows that most study games are intended for improving literacy while teaching
aids and small groups tend to focus more on numeracy. Efforts should be made to improve
the congruence between these learning elements. Furthermore, it took time to break down
teachers’ resistance to the use of enriched lesson planning and the new teaching framework the interviews showed that teacher acceptance and support for these measures was not
achieved until the last year of the project. Therefore, it is recommended that the time needed
for support and acceptance of such innovative measures should be carefully considered in
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order to increase the overall effectiveness of integrated programming. Lesson frameworks, in
particular, seem to be an innovation (compared to the usual lesson plans) and to clearly enrich
and strengthen the teachers’ daily teaching routines.
One of the challenges in effectively implementing small group work is to ensure that there is
a clear and equal division of labor for the group task. Often, only a few students are on task
while other students, particularly the weaker ones, do not participate. This state of affairs
undermines the purpose of cooperative learning groupings since an important expectation is
for the more active students to help those who have difficulty following the task. These
problems were observed by researchers early in project implementation. Although they seem
to be less important as the project progressed and teachers became more adept at organizing
group work effectively (notably promoting better cooperation between “fast” and “slow”
learners), there is still room for improvement. It is recommended that the issues of a clear
division of labor within groups and involvement of all in the task be addressed through
teacher monitoring and clear directions.
8.5 Recommendation 3: From a pilot to a sustainable program: the question of the State
This study identified improved learning outcomes in intervention schools, mainly because of
community-based monitoring, positive discipline and enriched sets of teaching methods.
Nevertheless, it is not clear whether the observed positive effects will be long-lasting or
continue after the conclusion of SCI assistance. They could reflect a ‘novelty effect’ with
limited shelf life. A pilot, because it goes with strong commitment of the implementers,
implies regular monitoring which puts pressure on the local partners. But once the pilot has
become a sustainable programme, the implementers are supposed to withdraw and
monitoring has to take another form (see below). At this critical stage, sustainability depends
on a clear understanding, agreement and internalization of the project by the local partners.
The more school directors and teachers are convinced of the relevance/interest of the project
(for themselves as well as for students), the more they will commit to it.
Indeed, one cannot take for granted that this pilot has been fully adopted by local partners.
Research in Cambodia over the last ten years suggests that teachers have not internalized
principles of student-centered learning (e.g., Bernard, 2005; Reimer, 2012; Prigent, 2014;
Song, 2015). This may explain why many teachers rarely attend technical meetings or show
poor engagement if they do. This is why the enriched sets of teaching methods highlighted in
this research (QLE GP 3) could be part of the “novelty effect” suggested here. This problem
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is compounded by low salaries, distractions from a second job, double shift teaching and
overcrowded classrooms. Moreover, educational supervisors at the district and provincial
level express less interest in actual student learning than they do in gathering school statistics,
disseminating new government policies, gathering ‘patronage donations,’ and political
campaigning for the ruling party during elections.
Furthermore, the per diem system remains ambiguous with the effect that many government
staff at provincial and district level attend workshops and trainings, or agree to join
development projects, mainly because of this. It is also the case when government staff go to
the field to conduct coaching/mentoring in intervention schools. In the framework of “I’m
Learning!”, they are paid 35 USD each day that they attend a workshop, a meeting or a
fieldtrip which represents around 10% of their monthly salary (following formal directives
from the government). During Year 3, the Intervention School A director was invited to a
workshop conducted by the Ministry of Education and two NGOs besides “I’m Learning!”. A
few days later, he complained to a research team member that most workshops seem to be a
waste of time because they are implemented mechanically and without much time for
reflection from participants. This critique is heard more and more often in different circles
and greatly undermines capacity building efforts.
If “I’m learning!” continues after the pilot period, the POE will be responsible for monitoring
the project and continuing the work related to capacity-building for purposes of
sustainability. Thus, the more POE staff members enforce principles of accountability among
themselves, school directors and teachers, the more likely it is that the project will sustain the
implementation guidelines and principles. During the interviews, it appeared that POE staff
rarely came to the schools (once per year on average) before the start of “I’m Learning!”. It is
recommended that the role of provincial and district level staff in continuing the work related
to monitoring and capacity-building for purposes of sustainability is seriously considered.
As for UNICEF and the CFS programme, SCI has had a long-standing close partnership with
the Ministry of Education at all levels of the education system in Cambodia for more than
two decades. Because of this partnership and the way SCI involves the Ministry and local
government in planning, implementation and monitoring while also supporting building their
capacity, good conditions for ownership and sustainability are founded. But, in view of the
issues listed above, it is recommended to extend monitoring to include “community-based
monitoring”. The stronger the “community-based monitoring” framework described earlier
(QLE GP 4) is, the less the schools will be reliant on provincial and district level staff.
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It is also important to consider the District Training and Monitoring Teams (DTMT) that
were created under the UNICEF-CFS programme, who are available local resources that
could be targeted for the purpose of sustainability (beside the provincial officials). UNICEF
is currently working on equipping DTMTs with high technology materials (tablets) in order
to conduct better and more accountable monitoring in schools. There may also be possible
synergies by coordinating with the efforts of SIDA (through the Swedish School Inspectorate
Office) and UNICEF that are currently strengthening Quality Assurance services to schools
along with the Ministry of Education (the Education Quality Assurance Department –
EQAD). It is therefore recommended that follow-up work related to monitoring is done with
other partners.
8.6 Recommendation 4: Advocacy for democratic education and children’s
empowerment values
One can make the hypothesis that the sustainability of student-centered methods, and more
generally of the “I’m Learning!” philosophy, depends heavily on a good understanding of the
philosophy of education that underpins the QLE framework. Indeed, it seems that when
teachers apply student-centered methods, and more generally CFS or “I’m Learning!”
education principles, they understand ‘what’ they have to do, but it is not clear that they
understand ‘why’ they have to do it. To address these concerns, two possible approaches are
recommended.
First, there are two main educational values underpinning the “I’m Learning!” (as well as the
UNICEF-CFS) philosophy: democratic educational values and children’s empowerment
values. Without the internalization of these values, a project like “I’m Learning!” cannot
easily succeed and be carried on by local stakeholders after the pilot period. It is
recommended that ways to promote understanding of these values and their role in making
schools more effective are considered, including the development of didactic manuals on
these topics.
Secondly, it is recommended to disseminate this philosophy of education to Ministry staff
(including TTC and DTMT staff) through meetings and workshops. These workshops should
consider topics, such as why educational democratic and children empowerment values are
relevant and legitimate; and whether the State can agree to promote them and how this might
be done. In other words, the need for promoting these global values should be discussed
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within a transparent framework for advocacy and could lead to the Cambodian government
taking a clearer stance on these global educational values.
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Annex 10.1 Level 1 findings
Table 10.1 Grades 1, 2, and 3 demographic information, both pre and posttests of the followed-up cohort 1 (G1, N=787; G2,
N=969, 718; G3, N=179, 680), 2014/15-2016/17
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
Pretest
Posttest
Pretest
Posttest
Posttest
n
%
n
%
Demographic Details
n
%
n
%
n
%
Group
630
65
436
489
61.6
414
60.9
Intervention
492
62.5
60.7
339
35
282
305
38.4
266
39.1
Comparison
295
37.5
39.3
School
45
4.6
43
33
4.16
37
5.4
Intervention A
37
4.7
6.0
391
40.4
225
286
36.02
230
33.8
Intervention B
317
40.3
31.3
146
15.1
126
135
17
113
16.6
Intervention D
111
14.1
17.5
48
5.0
42
35
4.41
34
5
Intervention E
27
3.4
5.8
33
3.4
29
41
5.16
40
5.9
Comparison A
22
2.8
4.0
163
16.8
127
107
13.48
103
15.1
Comparison B
138
17.5
17.7
130
13.4
113
146
18.39
111
15.3
Comparison D
122
15.5
15.7
13
1.3
13
11
1.39
12
1.8
Comparison E
13
1.7
1.8
Gender
504
52
397
50
343
50.4
Male
393
49.9
380
52.9
465
48
397
50
337
49.6
Female
394
50.1
338
47.1
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Table 10.2 Grades 4, 5, and 6 demographic information, both pre and posttests of followed-up cohort
552; G6, N=531), 2014/15-2016/17
Grade 4, 2014/15
Grade 5, 2015/16
Pretest
Posttest
Pretest
Posttest
Demographic Details
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Group
Intervention
342
62.3
265
56.6
390
72.9
378
88.5
Comparison
207
37.7
203
43.4
145
27.1
174
31.5
School
Intervention A
42
7.7
41
8.8
41
7.7
32
5.8
Intervention B
192
35
144
30.8
201
37.6
195
35.3
Intervention D
94
17.1
69
14.7
136
25.4
140
25.4
Intervention E
14
2.6
11
2.4
12
2.2
11
2.0
Comparison A
35
6.4
35
7.5
30
5.6
29
5.3
Comparison B
86
15.7
77
16.5
334
62.4
71
12.9
Comparison D
86
15.7
91
19.4
115
21.5
74
13.4
Comparison E
Gender
Male
258
47.0
213
45.5
272
50.8
293
53.1
Female
291
53.0
255
54.5
263
49.2
259
46.9

2 (G4, N=549, 468; G5, N=535,
Grade 6, 2016/17
Pretest
Posttest
n
%
n
%
363
168

68.4
31.6

249
158

61.2
38.8

31
167
152
13
27
72
69
-

5.84
31.45
28.63
2.45
5.08
13.56
12.99
-

30
110
99
10
24
58
76
-

7.4
27
24.3
2.5
5.9
14.3
18.7
-

235
296

44.3
55.7

177
230

43.5
56.5

229

Table 10.3 Grade 1, demographic information of students were not included in the
followed-up cohort (N=787 and 572), 2015/16-2016/17
2016/17

2015/16
Demographic Details
Group
Intervention
Comparison
School
Intervention A
Intervention B
Intervention D
Intervention E
Comparison A
Comparison B
Comparison D
Comparison E
Gender
Male
Female

n

%

n

%

297
182

62
38

314
258

55
45

68
95
86
48
29
55
86
12

14
20
18
10
6
11
18
3

56
110
96
52
20
113
112
13

10
19
17
9
3
20
20
2

247
232

51.6
48.4

290
282

51
49

Table 10.4 Grade 4 demographic information of students were not included in the
followed-up cohort (N=438 and 467) 2015/16-2016/17
2016/17

2015/16
Demographic Details
Group
Intervention
Comparison
School
Intervention A
Intervention B
Intervention D
Intervention E
Comparison A
Comparison B
Comparison D
Comparison E
Gender
Male
Female

n

%

n

%

224
214

51
49

277
190

59
41

39
104
84
7
28
86
100
0

9
24
19
2
6
20
23
0

49
114
79
35
26
81
66
17

10
24
17
7
6
17
14
4

209
228

47.8
52.2

242
225

52
48

230

Table 10.5 Demographic information of Grades 2 and 5, of students were not included
in the followed-up cohort (N=572 and 445), 2015/16
Grade 2
2015/16
Demographic Details
Group
Intervention
Comparison
School
Intervention A
Intervention B
Intervention D
Intervention E
Comparison A
Comparison B
Comparison D
Comparison E
Gender
Male
Female

Grade 5
2015/16

n

%

n

%

314
258

55
45

262
183

59
41

58
105
108
43
22
127
99
10

10
18
19
8
4
22
17
2

38
136
70
18
26
72
85
38

9
31
16
4
6
16
19
9

299
273

52
48

237
210

53
47

Comparison of comparison schools’ student learning outcomes by gender 2014/15 –
2016/17
Table 55 shows that during three years, there is one significant difference between Grade 1
boys and girls in life skills of year 1, while female score significantly higher than male
(Female M=54.85, SD=6.33; Male M=53.04, SD=7.50, p<.05, the effect size is low, 25%).
The mean scores of the two groups are above average.
Table 10.6 Comparisons of Reading, Writing, Math, and Life
gender, 2014/15-2016/17
Posttest Grade 1
Posttest Grade 2
2014/15
2015/16
M
SD
M
SD
Variable
Reading
12.64
11.59
87.79
64.15
Male
13.86
13.05
92.09
74.54
Female
Writing
14.15
12.84
37.47
22.28
Male
14.50
13.80
33.64
24.35
Female
Math
17.88
13.51
17.21
10.43
Male
17.47
13.07
17.15
10.57
Female
Lifeskills

skills of Cohort by
Posttest Grade 3
2016/17
M
SD
123.26
140.03

82.31
90.59

34.10
35.44

28.95
29.46

17.56
17.49

11.31
11.57
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54.85*
Male
53.04
Female
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

6.33
7.40

30.52
30.92

9.85
8.20

28.24
28.61

6.20
6.20

Table 10.7 Comparisons of Reading, Writing, Math, and Life skills of Cohort 2 by
gender, 2014/15 – 2016/17
Posttest Grade 4
Posttest Grade 5
Posttest Grade 6
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
Variable
Reading
28.24
18.78
192.02** 109.20
208.55*
100.31
Male
30.26
17.70
233.03
83.66
237.00
92.32
Female
Writing
18.87
16.16
47.67*
24.81
53.86
25.16
Male
22.10
14.75
56.32
25.18
61.11
22.08
Female
Math
21.62
9.67
18.54
12.27
11.34
5.28
Male
21.16
8.71
19.51
12.68
12.24
5.32
Female
Lifeskills
27.69
5.10
30.59
10.64
24.25
10.49
Male
27.55
4.64
29.02
11.06
26.94
9.95
Female
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 56 shows that there is no significant difference between Grade 4 boys and girls during
the first year. The significant differences are seen in reading and writing during Year 2, while
female group scored significantly higher than male groups in both skills. In Reading, (Female
M=233.03, SD=83.66; Male M=192.02, SD=109.20; p<.01, the effect size is 35%). Both
groups scored above the average score. In Writing, (Female M=56.32, SD=25.18; Male
M=47.67, SD=24.81; p<.05, the effect size is 35%). Both groups scored above average score.
In year 3, female group scored significantly higher than male groups only in reading (Female
M=237.00, SD=92.32; Male M=208.55, SD=100.31; p<.05, the effect size is 40%; is 30%.
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Table 10.8 The population and sampled students, grades 1-6, 2014/15-2016/17
School

Grade 1, 2014/15

Grade 2, 2015/16

Grade 3, 2016/17

Grade 4, 2014/15

Grade 5, 2015/16

Grade 6, 2016/17

T

F

TS

FS

T

F

TS

FS

T

F

TS

FS

T

F

TS

FS

T

F

TS

FS

T

F

TS

FS

A

40

25

37

14

43

23

43

19

40

24

37

17

42

25

41

25

38

18

32

18

33

16

31

16

B

424

220

317

150

289

146

225

116

364

121

230

113

188

94

144

77

195

98

195

98

169

87

109

87

D

143

75

111

53

153

86

126

62

140

73

113

57

92

43

69

43

140

74

140

74

152

63

99

96

E

30

15

27

15

46

26

42

26

41

24

34

15

14

7

11

6

11

6

11

4

13

8

10

5

637

335

492

232

531

281

436

223

585

242

414

202

336

169

265

151

384

196

378

194

367

174

249

204

A

41

20

22

10

41

21

29

13

42

24

40

17

35

17

35

16

30

15

29

15

27

12

24

15

B

153

86

138

50

144

78

127

66

125

69

103

46

85

41

77

39

87

46

71

38

80

40

58

38

D

126

81

122

81

123

74

113

74

121

47

111

68

94

51

91

44

99

55

74

36

90

46

76

39

E

14

10

13

6

13

7

13

7

14

9

12

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

334

197

295

147

321

180

282

160

302

149

266

135

214

109

203

99

216

116

174

89

197

98

158

92

971

532

787

379

852

461

718

383

887

391

680

337

550

278

468

250

600

312

552

283

564

272

407

296

Intervention

Total In.
Comparison

Total Com.
Total Int.
and Com.

**T= Total, F=Female, TS=Total Sample, FS=Female Sample
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Table 10.9 The QLE score of 8 schools over 3 years, 2014/15-2016/17
School
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E

Year
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17

1.1
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
4
4
4
4
2
3
2
3
4
4
4
4
2
2
2
2

1.2
3
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
4
4
4
4
1
1
1
1
4
4
4
4
1
1
1
1

GP1
1.3 1.4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
3
2
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
3
2
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
3
2
3
2
3
2
3
1
3

1.5
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
3
3
2
3
1
1
1
1
3
3
2
3
1
1
1
1

2.1
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
1
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
1
2
2
1

2.2
3
2
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
1
3
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1

2.3
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1

GP2
2.4 2.5
2
3
2
3
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
4
4
3
3
3
3
2
3
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

2.6
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
3
4
3
3
1
2
2
2
3
4
3
3
1
1
1
2

2.7
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
2
1
3
3
3
3
2
1
1
1

2.8
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1

3.1
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
2
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2

3.2
3
3
3
3
1
2
2
2
4
4
4
4
1
2
3
2
4
4
4
4
2
2
3
3

3.3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
4
4
4
3
1
1
2
2
4
4
4
4
2
2
2
2

3.4
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
2

3.5
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
1
4
3
3
3
1
2
1
2
4
3
3
3
2
2
2
1

3.6
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

GP3
3.7
3
3
2
3
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2

3.8
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
4
4
3
4
2
3
2
2
4
4
3
4
2
2
1
2

3.9
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1

3.10
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
3
2
3
2
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1

3.11
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
3
3
4
2
1
2
1
1
3
3
4
3
1
1
1
1

3.12
2
2
2
2
1
2
1
1
4
3
3
2
1
2
1
1
4
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
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Table 10.9 (continued)
School
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E
Int. A
Int. B
Int. D
Int. E
Com. A
Com. B
Com. D
Com. E

Year
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2014/15
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2015/16
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17
2016/17

4.1
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
1
4
3
3
3
1
2
1
2
4
3
3
4
1
2
2
1

GP4
4.2 4.3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
3
4
3
3
3
4
3
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
2.8
2.6
2.6
2.6
1.8
1.6
1.6
1.2
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.6
1.6
1.8
1.6
1.4
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.8
1.6
1.8
1.6
1.2

2
2.5
2.4
2.1
2.1
1.8
1.9
1.9
1.0
3.3
3.1
2.9
2.8
1.1
1.9
1.8
1.3
3.3
3.1
3.0
3.0
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3

All GPs
3
4
2.8 2.0
2.8 2.0
2.6 2.0
2.7 2.0
1.7 1.0
1.9 1.7
1.9 1.3
1.5 1.0
3.5 3.3
3.3 2.7
3.3 3.0
3.0 2.7
1.6 1.0
2.2 1.7
1.8 1.0
1.9 1.3
3.6 3.7
3.3 3.0
3.3 3.3
3.3 3.7
1.8 1.0
1.8 1.3
1.8 1.3
1.8 1.0

All
2.6
2.5
2.4
2.4
1.6
1.8
1.8
1.3
3.4
3.2
3.1
3.0
1.4
2.0
1.7
1.6
3.5
3.3
3.2
3.4
1.5
1.6
1.5
1.5
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Annex 10.2 The 22 case study students and their families
Table 10.10 introduces six case studies about children selected from Intervention School A.
Table 10.10 Case study children in Intervention School A
Name

Class rate

Case 1

11 years old, he has two younger brothers. They all live with their Year 2: 8
grandmother and grandfather because their parents work in Kompong
Thom Province. (They produce and sell pure drinking water and farm Year 3: 3
20 hectares of rubber and mango trees.) His mother stopped studying
at Grade 11 and his father at Grade 12. The house is particularly
‘luxurious’ (assessment based on rural criteria) Studies English every
evening.

Case 2

11 years old, he has one younger brother. His mother left school in Year 2: 15
Grade 7 and his father got a bachelor degree. Case 2 lives with his
grand-parents because his parents work in Phnom Penh (garment Year 3: 13/14
factory, receptionist in a hotel). His grandfather cultivates crops such
as corn and beans. Case 2 stopped studying English every evening.

Case 3

12 years old, has one brother who stopped studying at Grade 11 and Year 2: 5
currently works as a car driver, one sister who studies IT in Year 2
and another sister studying in Grade 10. Case 3 parents left school at Year 3: 9/7
the college level. They feed cows; the father works as a taxi driver
and they used to cultivate watermelon (now they only use the fields
for pastures). Case 3 studies English every evening.

Case 4

9 years old, has one older sister. He lives with his parents and his Year 2: 7
grandmother. His parents stopped studying at Grade 8, they cultivate
Year 3: 19
corn and beans, and they sell groceries at the market.

Case 5

8 years old, has one older brother and one older sister. Her mother Year 2: 8/24
reached Grade 12 and works as a primary school teacher, while his
father stopped studying in Grade 4 and conducts farming activities Year 3:
(fields, cows, poultry, pigs).

Case 6

8 years old, has one younger sister, her mother studied until Grade 11 Year 2: 1
and her father holds a master degree. Now he works for Plan
International in Phnom Penh, and her mother spends a lot of time with Year 3: 1
him. Her grandmother, with whom Case 6 lives most of the time, is a
retired teacher who is the librarian at Intervention school A.
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Table 10.11 introduces to the six case study’s children selected in Intervention School B.
Table 10.11 Case study children in Intervention School B
Name

Class rate

Case 7

11 years old, has one younger sister who is affected by heart Year 2: 2
disease. His mother left school at Grade 7 and his father at Grade
12. The father is a primary school teacher in another school of the Year 3:
commune; his mother sells groceries under the house, and the
family farms four hectares of rubber trees. The grandmother who
lives with them is described as having a “mental disease”. He
studies English from 1pm to 2pm (16000 riels per month).

Case 8

11 years old, has one younger brother and one younger sister. His Year 2: 1
mother left school at Grade 10 and his father at Grade 8. His father
works as a taxi driver. The house is very big, “luxurious” Year 3: 1
(assessment is based on semi-rural criteria), and very clean. His
parents pay $3.50 per month for extra-classes with his Grade 5
teacher, and $4 for English classes.

Case 9

11 years old, changed schools in December 2015. She migrated to
her father’s homeland.

Case 10

9 years old, has one elder sister and one younger sister. Her mother Year 2: 6
left school at Grade 5 and her father at Grade 8. The latter owns a
modest moto garage. Case 10 parents pay $7.50 per month for Year 3:
extra-class with her Grade 3 teacher, and $3 per month for English
class. She pays less than Case 8 to study extra class because the
level is different.

Case 11

8 years old, has one younger sister. His mother left school at Grade Year 2: 2
5 and his father at Grade 6. Case 11 lives with his mother, his
grandfather and his grandmother since he was six months old. His Year 3: 7
parents divorced, are married with new partners and his father lives
in another village. According to his grandfather, his parents don’t
help Case 11 and the grandparents are the ones who are responsible
for his life and his study. Case 11’s teacher says that he lives in a
situation of poverty. Case 11 grandparents farm vegetables (0.5
hectares) and sell them at the market; they also sell firewood.

Case 12

8 years old, has one older sister who studies at Intervention 2 in Year 2: 1
Grade 4. His mother left school at Grade 7 and his father at Grade
10. They farm 20 hectares to sell firewood, and own nuts and Year 3: 9
mango fields in Kratie province. The house is very ‘luxurious’
(assessment based on semi-rural criteria). She pays $6 per month
for extra-class in literacy, and $8 per month for English lessons.
During the second semester, Case 12 stopped studying English and
started studying in Grade 3 in the afternoon, while continuing to
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studying in Grade 2 in the morning.

Table 10.12 introduces to the six case study’s children selected in Intervention School D.
Table 10.12 Case study children in Intervention School D
Name

Class rate

Case 13

13 years old, has one older brother and repeated Grade 2. Her Year 2: 4
mother left school at Grade 3 and her father at Grade 7. They
mainly work as rice farmers. The house is very modest (metal
walls and roof). The house environment is not healthy, pigs are
fed at the back of the house and the mother looks “unclean”.
Case 13, however, looks “clean”. G5 teacher told KAPE that
“the study of Case 13 has become worse because her father
drinks alcohol and it has bad effects on her emotion. I rode my
motorbike to her house and blame her father. I also told the SSC
about this”.

Case 14

12 years old, has two brothers. His parents left school at Grade Year 2: 5
9. The farm 3 hectares of rice fields, feed cows, and both work
Year 3: 8/4
as primary school teachers (in Sdoa school, the father is the
school director).

Case 15

13 years old, has one younger brother. Her mother left school at Year 2: 5-6
Grade 5 and her father at Grade 9. They farm rice (1,5 hectare),
corn and sesame, her father usually works in the construction
sector during the dry season and her mother works in a garment
factory. Her parents pay 2,50$ (per month?) for every day
English lessons. Her parents are currently divorcing.

Case 16

9 years old, has one younger brother. Her mother left school in Year 2: 1-2
Grade 4 and works in a garment factory, and her father in Grade
Year 3: 11/3
14 and works as a government officer in Phnom Penh. She
would like to study English, but her mother says that the English
school is too far from home.

Case 17

8 years old, has an older sister. Her parents left school at Grades Year 2: 3-4
8 and 9, and currently work as garment workers in Malaysia. His
Year 3: 3
parents regularly send money from Malaysia, and his aunt and
uncle who take care of him and his sister. They farm rice and
mangoes, and they feed cows. He studies English in the evening
(10 000 riels per month).

Case 18

8 years old, has one younger brother. Her mother left school at Year 2: 3
Grade 7 and her father at Grade 5. They make rice wine, they
Year 3: 8
feed pigs and clean motorbikes (no dehusking, no fields). In
August 2016, her parents got divorced and Case 18 moved to her
grandparents’ house. In the afternoon, she studies in a private
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school at Rokar Korng. The school has transportation for
students and costs 15$ a month. She also studies English in there
as well.

Table 10.13 introduces to the six case study’s children selected in Intervention School E.
Table 10.13 Case study children in Intervention School E
Name
Case 19

Class rate
13 years old, has one older brother who stopped studying at

Year 2: 1

Grade 4 and now works in the construction sector, one older
sister who stopped at Grade 7 and stays at home, one younger

Year 3: 1

brother who study at Grade 2. Her mother left school at
Grade 2 and her father at Grade 7. They farm rice files
(sharecropper), they climb palm trees to use the juice, the
feed cows and farm potatoes. Lina gets 60 dollars scholarship
per year from the POE for being a smart and poor student.
Case 19 studies English every evening with the Grade 6
teacher (2,50 dollars a month).
Case 20

13 years old, has one older brother who stopped studying in

Year 2: 9

Grade 5 and work as a jeweler, an older sister who stopped at
Grade 3 and stays home, one younger brother. His mother left

Year 3: 10

school at Grade 3 and his father at Grade 4. The father sell
ice-creams, they transplant seedlings for other families to get
an extra-income and they farm potatoes. Case 20 learns
English at Intervention School E every day (except Sunday,
500 riels per day), and extra-class with the Grade 6 teacher (5
dollars per month).
Case 21

12 years old, has two younger brothers. Her mother left

Year 2: 4

school in Grade 4 and her father in Grade 7. The family
farms rice and potatoes and feeds cows. She sometimes study
English at school (500 riels per day).
Case 22

8 years old, has one older brother and one older sister. Her

Year 2:

mother left school at Grade 3 and her father at Grade 8, they
farm rice fields and cut firewood. Case 22 is very shy and

Year 3: 2
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doesn’t speak much. She did not talk to KAPE during the two
times KAPE interviewed her, and she never talks to her
teacher. She became a little bit more self-confident during
Year 3.
Case 23

8 years old, doesn’t have siblings. Her mother stopped Year 2: 19
studying at Grade 7 and her father at Grade 1. They farm rice
fields, cut firewood, feed cows and get an income from

Year 3: 10/29

garment factory. Case 23 sees them at night, and her grandmother takes care of her during the day.
Case 24

8 years old, has one older sister who studies at Grade 4. His
mother stopped studying at Grade 5 and his father at Grade 7.
They live in Phnom Penh and work as moto taxi, construction
sector and garment factory. Case 24 stayed at his aunt’s very
modest house, but the relation went bad and his father
decided to take Case 24 to Phnom Penh in December. Case
24 now lives and studies in Phnom Penh.

240

Annex 10.3 The qualitative tools (Levels 2&3)
Table of content
1. Schedule for the Year 3
2. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 4
3. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 1&2
4. Monthly follow-up of QLE GP 3
5. Interview with directors and teachers (first semester)
6. Interview with directors and teachers (second semester)
7. Interview with case study parents (first semester)
8. Interview with case study parents (second semester)
9. Interview with case study children (first semester)
10. Interview with case study children (second semester)
11. FGD with Grade 6 students (first semester)
12. FGD with Grade 6 students (second semester)
10.3.1 Schedule for the Year 3 (November 2016-August 2017)
OCTOBER:
Translate the Year 3 tools in Khmer.
Please take time to read again all tools in detail. Think about how you will use it in the
schools.
NOVEMBER:
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
Meeting with the teachers, explain again why KAPE is doing research in the school
Selection of the Grade 3&6 teacher (share equally Grade 3/6)
QLE 4 (follow-up)
QLE 1&2 (follow-up)
QLE 3 (follow-up)
Hello to the case study parents and child (just ten minutes, no need to do an interview)
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Note: for classroom observations, just try to create a good relation with the teacher. Do not
ask many questions yet. Just sit in the class without trying to get the information related to
QLE 1&2 and QLE3.
DECEMBER:
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
QLE 4
QLE 1&2
QLE 3
Hello to the parents (first part of the interview)
Hello to case study child (no interview)
JANUARY:
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
QLE 4
QLE 1&2
QLE 3
Hello to the parents (second part of interview)
Hello to case study child (no interview)
FEBRUARY:
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
QLE 4
QLE 1&2
FGD with Grade 6 students
Interview with case study children
 No classroom observation in February
Internal meeting to reflect on the data
MARCH:
Interview the Grades 3&6 teachers and the director
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Classroom observation (QLE 3)
Follow-up any case of drop out. If any, try to understand the reasons and how the school
reacted.
Retention rate: number of students at the beginning of 1st semester, than beginning of 2 nd
semester, and then at the end of the year.
APRIL: no fieldwork (workshop in Oslo + school holiday)
MAY
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
QLE 4:
= last check, please consider the progress report + the data collected in February and March,
and just fill the gaps).
QLE 1&2
QLE 3
= Last classroom observation: be clear on lesson plans, tests and teaching methodologies for
each one of the 15 classrooms
JUNE
Hello to the director: how is it with I’m learning since last month? Anything special?
FGD with Grade 6 students
Interview with case study students
Interview with parents + teachers
JULY:
Internal meeting to reflect on the data; we will give the final score to the teachers
Filling the gaps
Follow-up any case of drop out. If any, try to understand the reasons first, and how the school
reacted.
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AUGUST:
Ask the intervention school teachers and directors to comment on the final student learning
outcomes. How do they explain the good/bad outcomes in their school (Khmer, math and life
skills)?
10.3.2 Monthly follow-up of the QLE GP 4
School support committee (school development committee)
Members ? (same, new, etc…)
Tasks of the SSC
Meetings between the school and the SSC about what ? (healthy food, drop out, violence,
etc.)
How much money collected and how?
To what extent does the SSC really involve?
School management committee (Only intervention schools)
Members? Functions?
What is the difference with the SSC ?
To what extent the SMC really involve?
School board (only intervention schools)
Members? Functions?
What is the difference with the SSC ?
To what extent the SB really involve?
Class branch committee (Grade 3 & Grade 6 – only intervention schools)
Members? Functions?
Tasks?
To what extent the CBC really involve ?
Student council
Selection/election? Members? Fonctions?
Class rate of the members
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School mapping
School improvement plan and self-assessment
Teacher-parents’ relationships:
-

Relationship/communication book?

-

To what extent do parents get interested in their children studying?

Other meetings:
Cluster school/Thursday meetings
DOE meetings
Relation with the POE
10.3.3 Monthly follow-up of the QLE GP 1&2
Code of conduct, school rules
Anything new?
Harassment reporting system
Any case of domestic violence? If yes, how did the school react?
Friendly conversation with the teacher
Background: age, family, socio-economic situation, education (12+2? Etc)
Try to find out if he/she’s pretty happy or unhappy in his/her life, and why?
Assess his/her willingness
Have a friendly conversation about “I’m learning!”: what do you think about this project?
Classroom observations (Students-teacher interactions)
Try to really know if the students are happy to study with their teacher, if their teacher is nice
and if he/she asks them to participate actively.
Students dare asking explanations to the teacher?
Does the teacher invite students to have conversation? Do we observe conversations in the
class, or only question-answers? (social sciences and sciences, communication and critical
thinking).
When are the students bored during class time and why are they bored ?
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What techniques the teachers use to “wake-up” (pgneak arom) the attention of their students?
Does the teacher use a whipping stick? How?
Do you observe specific practices related to ‘positive discipline’? (remember they received a
training on this)
Other life skills (classroom and playground observations)
Conflicts
Communication between children
Critical thinking and problem solving
Moral behaviors
Health and hygiene:
Healthy food: does it work? Is the food really safe?
Environment
Toilets
Drinking water: ask if the water they bring from home is boiled or come from the well?
Do they use soap?
We have to be able to answer, for each school, to what extent the students:
-

clean the classroom, school compound and toilets

-

use the rubbish bins

-

wash their hands after using toilets

-

drink boiled/pure water
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10.3.4 Monthly follow-up of the QLE GP 3
Number of absents (boys/girls): try to see what students are often absents and why?
Lesson plans and lesson frameworks
Do they take time to make it?
What do they think about it?
Weekly and monthly standard tests
Do they take time to make it?
What do they think about it?
Explain better where do these tests come from (krom pachaekeuté of the cluster schools?).
Who design the tests and who conduct it?
Other examinations?
Teaching methods
Working groups
What activity?
Who are the group leaders? (always smart students?)
Who are the slow learners?
How is the cooperation during working groups?
Study games
Teaching material
Others
Do students have learning activities outside the classroom?
Does the teacher ask students to do presentations (based on research, based on group work)?
Do intervention school students read a lot? More than students in comparison schools?
Do students in intervention schools have more homework than comparison schools?
Action research (journal)?
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10.3.5 Interview with directors and teachers (first semester)
In-service trainings
Ask teachers what trainings they received during the last ten years ?
What was the topic of the majority of those trainings? (eg. Methodology, textbooks usage,
materials development, general knowledge, etc.)
Give an example of the most useful in-service workshop that you have ever attended? (who
provided it, when did it occur, did you get course materials, why was it useful, etc?)
Now give me an example of one of the worst workshops that you have ever attended. (Who
provided it, when did it occur, why wasn’t it useful, etc?)
What are the life skills? What does it mean?
Classroom management: (only teachers)
When your students behave badly, how do you deal with this? Why?
When they are bored, how do you deal with this? Why?
How do face the problem of slow learners? Why?
What is specific to teaching in Grade 3, in difference with Grade 6 (or reverse the question) ?
What technics do you usually use to ensure your students internalize the lesson/knowledge?
(beside I’m learning)
Teacher-parents relationships:
 To what extent intervention schools parents are more involved in checking the
communication and follow-up books
 To what extent they are involved in helping their children studying (helping
homework, meeting the teachers, etc.)
I’m learning!
Ask the teachers whether their students learn better since I’m Learning? If yes, ask them to
provide concrete examples. And ask them to explain why.
And then ask them: I’m learning works to what extent? I’m learning does not work to what
extent?

248

Try to find out what the teacher sincerely think about study groups, study games and
teaching materials. And why.
Same question for weekly and monthly standards tests
Next year, SC will maybe ask the POE to continue the project: what do you think about it?
What would you recommend?
10.3.6 Interview with directors and teachers (second semester)
According to your point of view, how I’m learning has changed your students’ behaviors?
Let the teacher provide his/her own ideas.
Do you think your students behave differently than students in other schools (where SC does
not implement): if yes, explain why? What are the causes of these differences.
Do you think they behave differently than students in other schools regarding :
Khmer skills
maths skills
communication with each other
solving problems and thinking critically
applying morality and citizenship skills?
Regulating themselves?
Health and hygiene?
And what about X, Y and Z (the case study children they have in their classroom)
10.3.7 Interview with case study parents (first semester)
How is your child doing these days? Is he fine? Did he face problems last month? How do
his/her study go? Why?
What’s his/her rank?
Teacher-parents’ relationship:
Do you sometimes visit school? Why?
Do you sometimes visit the classroom? If so when and why?
Does someone help your child with his/her study at home? Who, what subject?
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Do you check the follow-up book? For what?
Does your child (Name) like his/her teacher? How do you know?
What do you think of his/her teacher?
 Do the parents care about the school? Do they cooperate with the teacher or do

they rely on him 100%?
I’m learning!
Do you observe your child changed behavior this year?
If yes, how do you explain this?
Do you know what SCI does in the school? How does it affect your child?
What do you think about the director and the SSC?
What do you think of I’m learning! (if he/she knows it)
Simple observations
What houses are not clean?
What kind of water is used?
What case study child borrow books at the library and what child do not
What books do they own? Where do these books come from?
Who study English or something else?
10.3.8 Interview with case study parents (second semester)
According to your point of view, over the last two years, have you child behavior been
changing?
If yes, explain, what has caused this change? (whether it’s an improvement or a decline)
More precisely, has your child changed regarding:
Khmer skills
Math skills
the way he/she communicates with other people
the way he/she solves problems in autonomy
the way he/she behaves in terms of morality
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the way he/she behaves in terms of citizenship?
Health and hygiene?
10.3.9 Interview with case study children (first semester)
Class rank
Teaching methods:
-

Try to find out what the child sincerely think about study groups and study games.

-

how many times per day/week/month they do study groups and study games in his/her
class?

Teacher authority:
What is it like to learn from your teacher? Is it nice? Is it difficult?
What could your teacher do to make it even easier to learn with your teacher?
What happens if the students do not behave well in class – what does your teacher do?
Has your teacher ever been unhappy with you? What happened, what did he/she do?
(try to find out if the teacher uses the whipping stick ?)
How did that make you feel? Do you think he/she was right?
In what situation does the teacher hit you the most? (dictations? Chatting with each other,
etc?)
Why do you think he hits you the most during this situation?
Parents authority:
And what about the parents? They hit like the teachers too? Why do they hit?
Do you or your friends want to tell the teachers about it or you do not want? Why?
What is child rights?
Explain, what do you know about it?
Who says that children have rights?
Why?
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10.3.10 Interview with case study children (second semester)
Class rank:
I’m learning :
You noticed that an organization is helping your school didn’t you?
What do they do exactly? (ask again “really?”, « what else ? » « only this ? Nothing else ?”:
until you think he/she answered fully)
Why do they do all these activities for your school? What do you think?
Do you think it has an influence on students? What sort of influence? (good, not good,
why…etc)
You think the students in your school behave differently than other students in Cambodia,
because of this project? If yes: why? Explain?
And you, how this program has changed something for you? Why, explain…
I just have two other questions if you don’t mind, about your class:
What students are often absent in your classroom? Why they are often absent?
Who are the best students in your classroom? Why they are better?
10.3.11 FGD with grade 6 students (first semester)
Date, observers:
Names, ranks and ages of the eight students (try to use their name during the FGD)
Try to involve the eight children during the conversations, avoid speech monopoles.
Try to get personal stories, try to create debates among themselves (disagreements, explanations,
opinion, etc.). For instance, you can say: “you agree with what Panha just said?”. “Really? I’m sure
some of you don’t do this/do it in another way”.

“SCI class rules” (or request agreement)
-

ask students how this “workshop” was conducted to make the school rules.

-

ask students what they know and think of these documents, how they consider its
value.

Ask about their perception of « group works » and study games :
-

what do they sincerely think about study groups and study games?

-

how many times per day/week/month they do study groups and study games.
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Every week, how much money do you give to your teacher? for what?
Teacher authority:
What happens if students do not behave well in class – what does your teacher do?
Has your teacher ever been unhappy with you? What happened, what did he/she do?
(try to find out if the teacher uses the whipping stick?)
How did that make you feel? Do you think he/she was right?
In what situation does the teacher hit you the most? (dictations? Chatting with each other,
etc?)
Why do you think he hits you the most during this situation?
Parents authority:
And what about the parents? They hit like the teachers too? Why do they hit?
Do you or your friends want to tell the teachers about it or you do not want? Why?
What is life skills?
How many life skills (which ones)
What does it mean?
Why you learn it at school?
What is child rights?
Explain, what do you know about it?
Who says that children have rights?
Why?
10.3.12 FGD with Grade 6 students (Year 2, Year 3 second semester)
Date, observers:
Names, ranks and ages of the eight students (try to use their name during the FGD)
Try to involve the eight children during the conversations, avoid speech monopoles.
Try to get personal stories, try to create debates among themselves (disagreements,
explanations, opinion, etc.). For instance, you can say: “you agree with what Panha just
said?”. “Really? I’m sure some of you don’t do this/do it in another way”.
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1. Introduction speech :
Hi everyone! How are you today? You’re clear about who we are or you still wonder?
Ok good. Today we want to meet you because we want to talk about the daily life of students
in this school, to get their point of view. But of course, we cannot ask everyone, so we asked
to talk with you in order to understand better the life of the students here.
If we want to help your school to improve, it makes sense that we ask your opinion no?
2. Question guideline for conversation
a) Interpersonal Skills & Communication (to share feelings)
Sometimes, in your life, you have feeling aren’t you? You’re sad or happy aren’t you?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
And when you have feeling, you want to communicate or you prefer to keep it for you?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Why?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
When you communicate your feelings, you tell it to friends, parents, and teacher?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Why/why not?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
b) Moral, Ethical, & Citizenship skills (to solve conflicts)
Sometimes you have problem with friends no?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
How do you solve it?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
What about hitting?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Have you ever been fighting with your friends?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Why?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
c) Interpersonal Skills & Communication (teacher’s authority and punishment)
Sometimes your teacher is not happy with you, no?
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………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Why he’s not happy?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
When he’s not happy, how do you feel?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Does he punish you? How?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
How do you feel with that?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
d) Health & Hygiene (water, soap and garbage)
What do you learn with your teacher about health and hygiene?
Here in your school, who clean the toilets?
And who clean the classroom and the school compound?
(is it organized? Is it only sometimes, before an NGO visit? Is it only specific children who
clean and why?)
Here, in your schools, children they prefer to drink water from the school or from home?
What kind of water (pound, water filter, boiled, etc…)
= really try to find if they drink pure water sometimes or systematically
Here, in you school, most children clean their hands after using the toilets or not? (explain
you don’t want to judge, just you try to get the truth, so that they can answer freely).
e) Critical thinking, Problem solving and self-regulation (how to face myself in a
problematic situation)
Sometimes, do you have to solve problems alone no?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
What kind of problems?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
How do you solve it?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Why?
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
If they don’t provide a satisfying answer:
Example 1: if you forget your homework at home, what do you do?
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(Copy from a friend, skip school, go back home but getting late to school, tell the teacher, …)
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Example 2: you have a math problem, and it’s hard for you to find the answer? What do you
do? [To be adapted according to the curriculum]
………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Example 3: If you raise your hand to ask the teacher a question about your homework and
your teacher see you, but ask you to wait 5 minutes. What do you do?
(Keep your hand up until they let you talk, Put your hand down and wait 5 minutes before putting you
hand up again, Tell the teacher what it is you want, Talk to your friend about why the teacher
frustrates you).
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