
Education Reform Program Support in the Area of Professional Development in Egypt

Documentation and "Utilization-Focused Evaluation" 

One of the priorities adopted by the Ministry of Education (MoE) in its reform agenda was improving quality of education in Egypt. In support of the Ministry’s effort, the Education Reform Program (ERP, 2004-2009) was initiated as an integrated set of activities intended to establish a foundation of policy and institutional capacity for sustainable and replicable reform in seven focal governorates: Cairo, Alexandria, Fayoum, Beni Sweif, Minia, Qena and Aswan. This program is organized through a bilateral agreement between the Egyptian Ministry of Education (MoE) and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and is being implemented by the Academy for Educational Development (AED), American Institutes for Research (AIR), and other NGOs. One of the major activities of ERP has been to assist the MoE in its efforts to reform the professional development system and to improve the performance of teachers, school administrators, and supervisors.

The study was designed to document the process and outcomes of ERP support in the areas of professional development in order to identify:

· evidence for the reform impact on system policies, organizational structure and culture, and educator practices, and 

· conditions under which the impact of the reform was more or less positive and the factors perceived to have constrained or enabled the implementation and impact of reform efforts.
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Study Focus, Questions, and Method
Attention was directed to the following areas of professional development: 

1) Professional Development (In-Service Training System and Supervisory System) Reform;

2) Educational Standards Implementation, School Self-Assessment, and School Improvement Planning;

3) Administrative and Leadership Development; and

4) Teacher Professional Development.
The documentation study focused on answering the following questions:

· What were the goals and plans for reforming various components in the area of professional development?
· What strategies and activities were pursued by ERP staff/consultants and MoE personnel to reform various components in the area of professional development?
· What evidence (perceived and/or documented) is there that these strategies and activities had an impact on system policies, organizational structure and culture, educator practices, and student behavior and learning?

· What conditions and other factors were perceived to have constrained or enabled the implementation and impact of reform efforts?
The research followed what is called "documentation research." Documentation research is an approach for creating and maintaining stronger and more productive relationships between researcher/evaluators and policy makers/practitioners. Conceptually and operationally, documentation research can be seen as related to “decision-oriented research” and, like “utilization-focused evaluation, begins with identification of specific, relevant decision makers who will use the information that the evaluation produces” and then proceeds to collect and analyze data and present findings in ways that inform the issues they deem important. A working group of MoE-ERP Monitoring and Evaluation was identified to function as an oversight committee for this study.

Moreover, the study involved document analysis and individual and focus group interviews. It depended on 1) a set of interview questions designed to illuminate stakeholders’ perceptions of efforts to reform various professional development components, 2) questionnaires for measuring perceptions of the stages of systemic change (i.e., maintenance of old system, awareness, exploration, transition, emergence of new infrastructure, and predominance of new system), and 3) using Standards-based Classroom Observation Protocol for Egypt (SCOPE). The study was carried out by a team organized through the Monitoring and Evaluation division of the Egyptian Education Reform Program. Document review and consultation with key MoE personnel and ERP staff began in October 2006 and focus group interviews were conducted with (central; governorate (muddiriya) and district (idarra); and school) MoE personnel in August 2007, before reform completed.
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Findings
Professional Development (In-service Training and Supervisory Support) System: 
Focus group interviews were conducted with a total of 197 MoE personnel representing different groups in the seven governorates and different levels of the system, including: 37 school administrators, 49 governorate (muddiriya) supervisors, 34 In-Service Education Training (INSET) staff, 56 governorate (muddiriya) administrators, 11 central system supervisors, and 10 Central Directorate of In-Service Training (CDIST) and central administrators. Interviewees were asked about their perception on the progress that had been made in reforming eight aspects of the professional development system, for example: 
· With respect to reforming the system toward serving teachers’ needs and, thus, serving student needs, a large majority of the governorate-based interviewees reported substantial progress in serving teachers’ (if not necessarily students’) needs. For instance they said, “Fifteen training programs for teachers were identified based on questionnaires distributed last year. Some of these trainings were implemented at the School-based Training and Evaluation Unit (SBTEU) and school cluster levels.” “A number of people were trained to become program designers; they were also trained in how to assess teachers’ training needs”
· In discussing the reform of the professional development system using national standards to inform programming, almost all of the governorate-based focus group participants indicated this was being implemented. Perhaps in contrast to these interviewees, those from the central level reported that this reform had only progressed to the second stage (awareness) or to the third stage (exploring).

· With regard to developing and using standards to measure the quality of the professional development system, almost all of the governorate-based informants stated that they do not see this being implemented, though a few mentioned the on-going ERP-supported efforts to develop standards for training organizations, trainers, and courses. Similarly, all central MoE & CDIST group and all central system supervisors’ group members reported that they viewed the system to be at the second stage, “awareness” stage of systemic change on this aspect.

· In terms of providing financial, human, and technological resources for the professional development system, governorate-based interviewees commented that this was provided to a considerable extent in the context of ERP or other international organization-funded project activities. However, when discussing the resources provided by the Egyptian government, they saw the level of provision of human resources as good, technological resources as adequate, and financial resources as inadequate.

· In their discussions of the recommended reform of developing a system of educator career paths and incentives, all governorate-based focus group participants stated that this had not be implemented, though a few interviewees mentioned the then on-going policy discussions regarding the Teacher Cadre.

· Focus group participants had varying views regarding the extent of a) coordination within and between the supervisory and in-service training system and b) utilization of existing expertise and building existing staff’s capacity.
Standards and School Self-Assessment: 
To identify MoE personnel’s perceptions on the ERP-supported reform process for the applications of standards and its impact on school improvement and professional development activities for teachers, 133 MoE personnel at governorate (muddiriya), district (idarra), and school levels were interviewed: a) 37 school administrators, b) 42 standards support team members (including idarra directors and staff, supervisors, and senior teachers), and 54 governorate system administrators (including governorate educational directors and staff). Interviewees were asked first about the most important accomplishments for the standards support teams and the quality teams as well as the impact of the teams’ activities on professional development for teachers and other educators in the focal governorates. 

· A large majority of participants agreed that the most important accomplishment of the standards and the quality teams included: a) creating awareness about standards and promoting a culture of standards; b) developing rubrics for the standards; c) implementing school self-assessment (including the school’s vision, mission, and improvement plan); and d) enhancing community participation in school.

· Focus group participants identified the following as factors that facilitated the work of these teams: a) having support from authorities, b) ERP technical assistance and training (including international study tours) to develop the teams, and c) engaging in exchanges and learning lessons from the experiences of colleagues in other governorates. 
· Interviewees also identified factors that limited the effectiveness of these teams (e.g., lack of financial and other incentives to become involved, the heavy workload of teachers and other school staff, and teachers being transferred from their schools or idarras not long after they have received training).
School Administrators and Supervisors
 To obtain key MoE personnel’s perceptions on the roles that school administrators and local supervisory system personnel in serving as instructional supervisors (i.e., providing guidance and support for teachers implementing reform pedagogies), we conducted focus group interviews with 220 educators. Focused groups included 11 central supervisory system, 39 teachers in ERP-supported schools, 42 teachers in other schools, 42 SBTEU staff, 37 school administrators, 49 representatives of governorate and district supervisory systems.

· MoE personnel (supervisors as well as administrators and teachers) reported seeing substantial, positive change in how supervisors carry out their responsibilities, but noted less movement among school administrators toward becoming guides/supports of teachers in performing their instructional role. 
· Focus group participants noted that ERP-organized workshops and other professional development activities (as well as the knowledge and appreciation of the reformed supervisory role by others in the system) helped in promoting this reform. 
· They also referenced supervisors’/administrators’ work load and lack of understanding of and support for this reformed instructional supervision role by others in the system as hindering behavioral change in this direction.
 Teacher Professional Development
In addition to summarizing classroom observation data using SCOPE, we conducted focus groups to deepen our understanding of teacher behavior. These included interviewees: a) 39 teachers in ERP-supported schools, b) 37 teachers in other schools in seven focal governorates, c)  42 staff of school-based training and evaluation units (SBTEUs), d) 39 local (idarra- and muddiriya-level) supervisors, and e) 42 standards support team members. Key findings include:
· According to SCOPE, teachers working in ERP-supported schools exhibited the most change in the “Classroom/Instructional Management” and “Active-Learning Pedagogy—Behavioral Dimension” teacher scales, followed by the “Active-Learning Pedagogy—Cognitive Dimension” and the “Student-Centered Pedagogy—Relevance Dimension” teacher scales. Teachers in ERP-supported schools also exhibited greater gain scores on these measures of reform pedagogies than did teachers working in other schools in the focal governorates.
· Teachers in ERP-supported schools (compared to teachers in other schools) reported a much stronger sense of having changed their behavior and having moved toward implementing active-learning pedagogies. Furthermore, other groups of educators (e.g., supervisors, INSET staff) reported that they observed such behavioral changes more so among teachers in ERP-supported schools.
· Interviewees attributed progress in teachers implementing reform pedagogies to a) ERP-supported training of teachers in active-learning methods, critical thinking and problem-solving, and comprehensive assessment); b) ERP-supported training of supervisors and administrators in active-learning methods, instructional supervision, and classroom observation; and c) ERP technical assistance in developing the SBTEUs and the school clusters.
· They also identified the following as factors that hindered teachers adopting reform pedagogies: large numbers of students in limited classroom space, lack of incentives for adopting reform pedagogies, non-supportive attitudes of other educators, and limited number of educators receiving ERP-organized training.
Lessons Learned
Based on the documentation study, the following lessons were learned regarding ERP support for system-level reform:
a) the value of engaging – in a coordinated way – various members of the professional development system (central/local supervisors and in-service training staff) in analyzing their situation and in developing a reform “framework” of policies, organizational structure, and practices;
b) facilitating a planning process, even one that involves many of the key stakeholders in the system, is no guarantee that the recommendations and plans will be accepted or adopted officially, let alone implemented;

c) the rhythm of reform adoption and implementation is often uneven and the process take time, thus requiring an optimistic outlook and long-term reform support; and

d) policy and system change is more likely to occur when international organization project-based reform support coincides with host-country government’s reform commitment and initiatives.
The documentation study also yielded the following lessons learned concerning ERP support for changing educators’ practice:
a) reform support can make a positive difference, but efforts to translate policy and organizational reform into changed practice by educators will occur through small steps over a relatively long period of time;

b) teachers (secondary as well as primary and preparatory levels) can modify their classroom behavior;
c) supervisors can develop the capacity to use standards-based classroom observation tools for documenting teacher (and student) behavior;

d) professional development activities are more effective if they involve the collaboration and coordination of different categories of educators (e.g., teachers, administrators, supervisors, training system staff);

e) professional development activities need to be part of an on-going process, involving “refresher” trainings as well as supervised practice, and not just a set of isolated and disconnected “training” events; and

f) educators’ capacity development is more likely to be sustained to the extent that project staff collaborate with training and supervisory system personnel in planning, conducting, and evaluating professional development activities.
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