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Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

Ministry of Education in Jordan
1. Background Information
This report is written as a result of my recent consultancy including a field visit to Jordan with a support from USAID-Jordan mission to Education Reform for Knowledge Economy project (ERfKE)
. From May 21 to June 12, 2009, I visited Jordan to carry out a field study of the consultancy assignment for the Ministry of Education (MoE) at a request of the MoE and USAID-Jordan. The primary objectives of the trip were 1) to identify the current institutional practices and capacity in performing Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) functions and activities, 2) to design and develop a fully inclusive, integrated and comprehensive results-based Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (for both internal MoE elements and external NCHRD elements) with clear distinction between the internal and external systems, and 3) recommend a governance mechanism that will support effective planning and disposition of all management, administrative, and technical elements of the M&E functions. 
No vision was more inspiring and relevant than words from His Majesty King Abdullah of Jordan on the 10th anniversary of the Assumption of Constitutional Powers in Amman on June 8, 2009 while I was in the country: “We have based our vision for Jordan’s future on investing in Jordanians in terms of their education and training; on providing job opportunities for all youth; on institutionalizing participation in decision making; on applying decentralized management and fostering the principles of transparency, accountability, and responsibility and achieving justice and equality for all.” This is an overarching vision which not only embodies a set of principles in guiding educational development in Jordan, but also sets commanding tones and tunes for the ERfKE project and its needed M&E system. 
Overall, I consider this consultancy, including the field trip, productive and fruitful. In this short period of time, with strong support from well-organized DCU office staff, particularly Ms. Firyal Aqel, the executive director of the DCU, I met with many directors and key staff of the relevant departments (managing directorates), two education district offices (field directorates), three local schools, and the National Center of Human Resource Department (NCHRD), and reviewed some important and relevant education policy and planning documents and previous M&E framework and recent M&E activities and reports
. As a result, I was able to gather sufficient and necessary knowledge and information in the area of institutional M&E practices and capacity to inform this report, proposing an institutional M&E framework and M&E development suggestions for the Ministry of Education in Jordan. [For details about my daily scheduled activities in Jordan, see the Appendix attached to this report]

It is worth noting that although my consultancy was focused on issues related to M&E development including M&E framework and institutional mechanism, I have also addressed issues related to the capacity development in the areas of M&E, data analysis and data utilization for decision-making, which is considered critically relevant for this M&E consultancy. However, this document is not and never intended to be an instructional guide that provides a step-by-step methodology in terms of how each M&E activity (or evaluation or research study) should be carried out. 
2. Current M&E Activities
2.1 External M&E Activities

The National Center for Human Resources Department (NCHRD) has been the external agency mandated to conduct evaluation studies for supporting the MoE and its educational programs and projects. The agency is a non-profit, semi-independent and flexible institution which aims to provide non-biased evaluation results to the MoE and others including sectors of higher education and technical and vocational education
. During the past 5 years, 4 permanent evaluation specialists and 1 data analyst from the NCHRD have worked as the ERfKE I evaluation team led by Dr. Khattab M. Abu Libdeh. With contracted seasonal evaluation specialists, domestic and international consultants, and local university professors, the NCHRD ERfKE I team has produced 30 evaluation studies including M&E framework, World Education Indicators, and many other evaluation results for the ERfKE I program. Although the list of studies looks impressive, the quality of the studies is not yet known. Comments on these evaluation studies from the people I met with during my visit to Jordan and the reports I read for this consultancy are mixed, sometimes drastically conflicting. Personally, I only read limited pieces of the documents, mainly M&E Framework, Action Plans, progress reports and a few others, however, they did reveal some level of strengths in terms of the existing external M&E capacity. While action plans and progress reports are informative, the M&E framework (revised edition 2005) needs a major improvement. I have also learned that there have not been any critical reviews of the studies
 carried out by the NCHRD, and none of evaluation studies have been published outside of the NCHRD in the peer-reviewed education evaluation journals, domestically or internationally
. 
It is admitted that the studies are rarely used for new policy development or decision-making in the MoE, although the results from each study are often shared with appropriate committees and relevant MoE staff at organized presentation sessions of evaluation results.  Most of studies were carried out by locally hired consultants and experts
 together with permanent staff researchers at the NCHRD. Considering the number of permanent staff allocated for the ERfKE evaluation mandate, the number of evaluation studies required by the ERfKE, and time pressure for each required study, the NCHRD research staff was quite stretched in terms of conducting or managing the mandated M&E projects under ERfKE I Project. This problem is often exacerbated since there has been no internal M&E system in the MoE.  
However, there is no need for further criticism of the past M&E work as we know that the quality of work depends on many factors such as resources and time allocated, design and skill capacity, data collection and relevance, analysis and interpretation, report writing, etc. With several years of M&E experience under ERfKE I and with the new internal M&E capacity to be established, the existing external M&E capacity can only be stronger and better with institutional support from the MoE and international partners under ERfKE II project.
2.2 Internal M&E Activities 
Currently, there has been no one centrally managed and coordinated M&E system (or office) within the Ministry of Education in Jordan. There have been no field M&E offices or M&E officers in field directorates or schools. It is evident that there has been no internal M&E development framework, guiding principles, centrally coordinated M&E activities, integrated data system, or even single set of widely recognized national educational indicators in Jordan. 

It is recognized that under the ERfKE project, the DCU plays a key role in M&E activities required by all international partners including the World Bank and USAID. The DCU coordinates many M&E activities required of implementing the ERfKE project components, assists in developing relevant indicators, and prepares progress reports. The DCU is a reliable source of M&E support for the ERfKE project and may become instrumental and critical in the initial setup of the internal M&E capacity.

Within the MoE, it is clear that many directorates and offices have been performing M&E related duties and conduct M&E related activities. These are demonstrated by their research and evaluation activities, quality inspection, routine educational data collection, production of many kinds of progress reports, conducting student achievement assessments, and many other activities. For example, the Managing Directorate of Research and Development conducts about 8-10 research or evaluation studies every year. These studies are often designed based on the needs of policy development and decision-making within the MoE; the Managing Directorate of Queen Rania Center strongly desires to obtain data that can tell them about participation rates in e-learning at all grades and levels; the Managing Directorate of Exams and Tests produces annual school and student performance report cards for all schools and students who participate in the national tests; many schools fill out expenditure data forms developed locally by field directorate for M&E purposes
 and the EMIS unit, within the Managing Directorate of Planning, collects annual school censuses; the Managing Directorate of Inspection and Quality Assurance produces frequent compliance reports on all directorates based on the ISO 2001 standards. These activities are clearly important and useful to each of the directorates for supervision and management purposes. But, we must also recognize that these M&E related activities are rarely coordinated or integrated. They often lack a systemic approach, agreeable indicators, and transparent procedures. Each alone would not be able to impact the overall education system performance.  Internal M&E system and capacity must, therefore, be centrally established and regionally and locally supplemented and supported. There should be an internal M&E system throughout the education system that is managed by a central office, guided by a set of comprehensive M&E development principles, and enabled by well trained officers and specialists. 

2.3 Current Data Systems and Production Capacity
After my visits to various data stakeholders mainly within education system, it becomes evident to me that there are multiple large databases in various directorates of the MoE. These databases are collected routinely and managed separately by different directorates to meet their job requirements and management purposes. Currently, these databases are not integrated at a disaggregated level (school level). They are not used in a synergistic fashion to address policy inquiries or concerns. It is not surprising that the largest databases are in the Managing Directorates of Exams and Tests (national exams and tests often collected in June or July), EMIS Unit (annual school census collected on an early day in October during the school year), and Eduwave e-learning data. There are also many other smaller datasets about certain project schools, sampled students for TIMSS and PISA studies, teachers who participated in certain trainings, and school financial data in field directorates. In other words, these databases are in schools, in field directorates, in some offices of the MoE, and at the NCHRD. 
Although most data from these various databases are in electronic form, collected at different times or frequencies, and used for different purposes, or managed with different database platforms and technology, they are currently independent of each other and are not centrally coordinated or integrated into a central data management system or data coordination unit or EMIS unit. These databases are rarely shared for higher-order integrative analyses
 for supporting education policy decisions and M&E purpose although they are useful to individual units or directorates or for specific project purposes.  

By visiting these various “data centers” and interviewing the database stakeholders, and learning about their data systems, I found that each data system manages a unique list of important education variables (fields of data)
. Some databases contain extensive data on school enrollment and teacher profiles.  Other databases house extensive school assets, facilities and cartographic locations, and others have extensive examination results for terminal grades of various levels. If these multiple data variables from the various sources are integrated, the new synergistic data value can emerge as a very beneficial data system for policy planning and decision-making and internal M&E in the MoE. Currently, each data system is managed to satisfactorily serve the needs of each unit’s basic job functions and planning. To some extent, they are successful and well managed, but these databases are not sufficient enough any longer.
Each data system alone insufficiently produces information for policy planning and decision-making within and beyond each individual unit or center. For example, the Planning Directorate may not only want to know where students and teachers are, but also want to know how the school age population is growing and moving. They may not only just want to plan resources, but also want to know how different resource allocations may impact school output and student performance. The Queen Rania Center may not only want to know what the e-learning participation rate is and at which level and by whom, but also may want to know how e-learning participation affects teachers and student learning. The Policy Strategy Unit may not only want to know national level of educational performance, but also want to know the varying status of school level performance and development for addressing the neediest and the most deprived accordingly. All the mentioned information needs require centralized data coordination and systemic data integration. Currently, due to a lack of the centralized coordination and integration, these various databases only serve “islands of users” in a very limited capacity. They are insufficiently shared, integrated, streamlined, and analyzed (particularly higher order integrative analyses). In fact, each “data center” is not accurately aware of what other data centers have or do not have in terms of specific fields of data. It is estimated that there is a significant amount of redundancy in data collection resulting in wastage of already limited resources.
2.4 Expressed Internal M&E Needs

Experience from the ERfKE I project clearly indicates that there is a need for developing an internal M&E system and strengthening the external M&E system. Regardless how M&E activities were conducted in the past, we know that demand for more M&E activities, particularly internal M&E activities, is increasingly high as the MoE is about to implement the second phase of the ERfKE project (another five years from 2009 to 2013). Many want to know how ERfKE I went, what lessons must be learned, which impacts could be sustained, and then how the second phase should be better implemented, monitored and evaluated. 
Given the significant number of uncoordinated activities that are related to M&E within the MoE such as research activities, various data collections, quality assurance, student assessment, teacher training and so on, and given the fact that there is a lack of widely recognized national education indicators as well as other well developed, valid and reliable program and project indicators, the MoE needs to develop an internal and effective M&E capacity not only to carry out relevant M&E activities at a national system level, but also centrally coordinate M&E activities at the field directorate and school level. The MoE has already realized that it is insufficient to only maintain external M&E capacity development and activities as it did during ERfKE I.  Without the MoE’s direct participation in M&E activities and without its internal M&E capacity, the MoE is less likely to understand the significance or relevance of M&E reports and evaluation results. As a consequence, the MoE is less likely to use the “M&E products” for policy planning and decisions.  The internal M&E capacity must be developed and the current leadership at the MoE is fully committed to and supportive of the internal M&E development.
3. Proposed M&E Framework for the Ministry of Education

3.1 M&E Definitions 
There have been many definitions of the M&E concept and a complex array of different approaches to and methods and criteria applied in M&E development over the past few decades. No one definition or approach seems to satisfactorily cover all elements of the complexity of institutional, program, or project M&E systems (requirements, processes, and products or outcomes). Many scholars, specialists, and experts from leading evaluation agencies publish their own definitions. Most are consistently useful to help us understand multiple dimensions of the  M&E concept. Below are a few examples adopted from experts in this area.
“An M&E system is a public management tool that helps administrators and stakeholders to obtain feedback about the performance of a system… A result-based approach to M&E entails a continuous process of collecting and analyzing information to compare how well a project, program, or policy is being implemented against expected results. This approach will facilitate the process of detecting any problems that may be encountered during the process and address the results of the goals of the organization and proofs of achievements” (Kusek and Rist, 2004) 

There are many benefits of developing an M&E system. First, “an M&E system provides a tool for strategic planning, budgeting, and management” (Kusek & Rist, 2004). Particularly, an M&E system will allow us to assess the extent of progress in implementing educational plans, programs and projects. Especially since a tremendous amount of financial, time, and human resources have been invested in education, an M&E system outputs could help the MoE to determine the best way to allocate valuable resources to achieve optimal program effectiveness and efficiency. In addition, an M&E system would also help the government, to identify and assess future needs of education development. Second, as Weiss (1998) argues, “evaluation of program processes can send up early signals that attention is needed and identify the kinds of change that are warranted” (p.25). Additionally, M&E also supports learning of best practices from the evaluation of previous projects to enhance the performance of current projects. Third, M&E also enables information sharing and transparency, which in turn can promote sound and healthy competition among different programs and thereby stimulate improved program performance. 

Finally, an M&E system enhances management accountability to the government which allocates the resources and to the taxpayers and donors by agreed criteria and performance indicators. Transparency and accountability are vital to acquire trust and support. “The ability to demonstrate positive results can … help garner greater political and popular support” (Kusek & Rist, 2004). Particularly, the current trend of decentralization in educational systems in Jordan increases the demand for accountability and transparency at the level of field directorates and schools.
Performance monitoring systems, also known as performance measurement systems, are descriptive evaluation tools that complement, inform, and support more methodologically rigorous evaluation studies. Although they are obviously more superficial than intensive evaluation studies, they can often provide a timely and comprehensive view of program or agency performance on an ongoing basis. (Poister and Streib 1999; and wholey, Hatry and Newcomer 2004). Systems of Monitoring and Evaluation also exist to assess what works and what does not work, and to what extent it works or not. Willms
 (1996) describes three categories of education monitoring systems: compliance monitoring systems emphasizing schooling inputs as compared to prescribed standards, diagnostic monitoring systems focusing on schooling outcomes and the mastery of school curriculum by students, and performance monitoring systems, which include both inputs and outcomes and permits comparison between schools, districts, etc.  

 “Evaluation is the systematic process of delineating, obtaining, reporting, and applying descriptive and judgmental information about some object’s merit, worth, probity, feasibility, safety, significance, and/or equity.” (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007) [Note: this definition is adopted from the definition provided by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, which states that ‘evaluation is the systematic assessment of the worth or merit of an object.’]
Overall, M&E is a critical part of the institutional decision support mechanism which develops and uses well crafted instruments and tools to guide data system development, facilitates and strengthens intra-agency’s capacity to integrate and analyze data and information, and studies and interprets system’s indicative feedback on performance and results for future or further policy development and decision. M&E development must be founded on a basis of transparency, accountability and support a wider range of inputs to policy formulation and management decision-making. 
Functions of monitoring and evaluation are not exactly the same although some procedures of conducting M&E activities can be identical. Monitoring often focuses on on-going efforts in tracking progress or change against an established baseline and projected targets by gathering relevant and timely data and produces indicators to demonstrate system or program performance level, which then informs further policy planning, adjustment and resource re-allocation. For example, in the MoE, PSPU
 just completed the first five-year Strategic Plan for Educational Development (2009-2013). Specific educational indicators and targets for all major goals have already been developed in the plan
. Gathering data and identifying “current status” annually over the next five years against year 5 targets is an important task of the monitoring function. This monitoring function will require a well coordinated institutional effort to routinely collect, integrate, and analyze the system-wide performance data
 which EMIS must support.
Evaluation often focuses on “investigative study” to identify and explain how and why a policy, program or project works and meets the intended results. Evaluation mostly attempts to answer four inquiries in the following sequence: 1) Is there a significant effect
 as a result of a policy, program, or project intervention? 2) What is the magnitude of the identified effect? 3) What are relevant factors (related to the policy, program, or project) that cause or contribute to the effect and the magnitude? 4) Under which condition(s) can the above mentioned effect or impact sustain or last? For example, MoE in Jordan may be interested in knowing how well the Early Childhood Education (ECE) program that has been implemented under ERfKE I and will be continuously implemented under ERfKE II to enhance the Jordanian children’s readiness for schools (or what is the ECE program’s effect or impact on Jordanian children’s readiness for schools?) This evaluation will require a careful design in selection of sampling, survey instrument development, data collection, as well as credible inferential statistical analysis to answer the four levels of inquiries mentioned above. This evaluation may be a time-bound (or project term-based) evaluation, but data should be collected from multiple years throughout the ECE program within the complete cycle of the program implementation time frame. The specifics of the design must be worked out by a team of evaluation experts, likely with the NCHRD taking the lead at this moment, based on the main objectives of the evaluation, the allowable resources and time frame, as well as the technical skill requirement. In fact, many other specific evaluation studies under the ERfKE II project could go through the same process involving a team of the people from both internal and external M&E on task to increase overall country’s capacity in conducting educational post-policy studies
.
In short, both M&E functions are essentially complementary to each other and share the common purpose of supporting policy planning and institutional management decisions.
3.2 Types of M&E
Type of M&E is often loosely determined in the following dimensions, 1) who conducts M&E activities (e.g. internal or external experts or trained personnel); 2) which kind of data is to be collected and used (e.g. quantitative or qualitative); 3) which technical design or process is to be followed (e.g. random control trial or timeline trend monitoring, or combined); 4) which approach M&E development takes (e.g. results-based or input-based, or/and process-based); and 5) which purpose it serves (e.g. summative or formative). In addition, the type of M&E may also be determined by the resources and time committed to an M&E mission (e.g. program/project or institutional system M&E development). 
3.2.1 Who conducts M&E?

A debate about who in terms of internal or external experts should conduct M&E activities has been going on for many years. There has been no clear-cut “winning” side. Both have benefits and disadvantages. External monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is by definition conducted by an outside organization that is not affiliated with the institution in question.
 For example, when the monitoring and evaluation is being conducted for a Ministry of Education, external M&E is conducted by someone who is not affiliated with the MoE. An external institution, such as civil society organizations or non-governmental organization, can also be contracted to conduct M&E. External M&E may be conducted by an independent evaluator who is agreed upon by a multi-stakeholder group. In Jordan, the NCHRD has been playing the role of external M&E for the MoE.
Given the description of external M&E, internal M&E is conducted by a person(s) who is affiliated with the institution in question. In the case of the MoE, internal M&E is conducted by someone (or a team) who is affiliated with or works for the MoE. An internal evaluator is a local strategy stakeholder. The MoE in Jordan does not yet have an institutional structure or capacity for a internal M&E system.

However, the recent development trend has been on the side of the internal M&E system. Logical framework planning, self-evaluation, and direct engagement in M&E related analytical work such as data management and analysis are believed to boost internal capacity in using data evidence for improving policy development, decision-making, and management. It is increasingly recognized that the process of conducting M&E work and activities must be part of the overall policy formulation and institutional management process, and without a good internal M&E system or capacity it is unlikely to have an effective process of policy development and management. 
3.2.2. Quantitative or Qualitative Data for M&E
In principle, both quantitative and qualitative data may be collected for M&E purposes, but they do not have to be simultaneously connected for each M&E project. Quantitative data is often collected for learning about system performance including aggregated system statistics and variations among sub-systems. For example, in Jordan, in order to learn about the performance of education system development, we need at least quantitative data of three levels (all aggregated), national, field directorates, and schools. Under a national aggregate, we may want to know the variations among field directorates, and under each field directorate, we may want to know how various schools within the directorate vary on a given performance indicator. Individual student, teacher, and principal data can be collected individually, but aggregated to the three levels mentioned above. The aggregated data can become indicative statistics (mean or percentage) to inform us of a performance level for each of the aggregated levels (also management level). It must be noted that the indicative statistics
 (quantitative evidence) must be interpreted with three comparative analysis dimensions: 1) historical comparison (self comparison with previous level), 2) cross-sectional comparison (with other field directorates or schools), and 3) comparison against pre-determined standards including international standards or pre-determined targets including five-year strategic plan targets.
Qualitative data usually can show a unique aspect of specific interest under investigation. The data is not meant for a system measure indicating performance. Qualitative data can often help further understand why some unique observations or extreme values exist or persist. For example, we may want to conduct in-depth and open-ended qualitative interviews with parents to find out why 3% of children
 show less readiness for school even after they have participated in the intervention program under ERfKE I. Another example could be why those 15 schools in Jordan on average have 20% less resources (measured as per student cost) than the national average, but perform 30% better than the national average math achievement.

3.2.3 Which evaluation approach should be used?

There are many types of evaluation approaches. Sufflebeam and Shinkfield, in their 2007 publication, have outlined 26 different types of evaluation approaches. Of course methods, resources, time, and levels of efforts required for varying design approaches are all different. Which approach should be considered for a specific evaluation project mainly depends on the evaluation objectives, questions, and specific nature of the stakeholders’ interests. For ERfKE II, different approaches may be applied depending on specific evaluation needs and requirements. Any specific design and application of a specific approach for an intended evaluation study under the ERfKE II must be thoroughly brainstormed and discussed among the key evaluation stakeholders regardless whether it is an internal or external M&E activity. We must also note that a mix of multiple approaches can be considered and applied to serve a more comprehensive evaluation purpose or meet a demanding requirement. Here I only intend to briefly summarize a few of the most critical and common types of evaluation approaches in the education sector. The purpose is to share information and stimulate the evaluation interest as the MoE in Jordan begins to build an internal M&E system and capacity and continue to expand the external M&E capacity with the NCHRD. For more elaborated details, please review the relevant technical guide for each specific type of evaluation approach. (Stuffbeam and Shinkfield, 2007)
· Experimental Studies (and Quasi-Experimentation). Experimental design requires a random assignment of individuals (students, teachers, principals, etc.) or groups (classes and schools) be put into experimental and control groups and then compare and contrast the outcomes after the experimental group receives a particular intervention and the control group receives no special or different treatment. 
· Responsive Evaluation (or Client-Centered Studies). No one can more clearly describe  this classic approach to evaluation then Stuffbeam and Shinkfield. The responsive evaluation also known as client-centered study has “one pervasive theme that is that the evaluator must work with and for the support of a diverse client group, including, for example, teachers, administrators, developers, taxpayers, legislators, and financial sponsors. They are the clients in the sense that they support, develop, administer, or directly operate the programs under the study and seek or need the evaluator’s counsel and advice in understanding, judging, improving, and using the programs.”
· Accreditation and Certification. Accreditation or certification is a compliance-based evaluation process that usually studies institutions, institutional programs and personnel to see if they meet pre-determined and adopted requirements and criteria. The evaluation results often identify areas for improvement or enhance the certain designated services and functions. Both the evaluators and those being evaluated often cooperate to reach common goals that have been agreed to. This is often well institutionalized in the education sector with clear guidelines and widely understood evaluation criteria.
· Objective Testing. This is commonly known as standardized testing typically designed with multiple-choice and norm-referenced items enough to validate the objectivity and the measure of student achievement. Compiled scores of the testing are often used to compare the performance of programs and schools and the achievement trends across years.
· Performance Testing. This type of evaluation, not typical of multiple-choice testing, is to “let students demonstrate their achievement by producing authentic responses to evaluation tasks, such as written or spoken answers, musical or psychomotor presentations, portfolios of work products, or group solutions to defined problems… Typical assessment questions concern whether individual students can effectively write, speak, figure, analyze, lead, work cooperatively, and solve given problems up to the level of acceptable standards.” (Stuffbeam and Shinkfield 2007)
· Decision and Accountability-Oriented Studies. This type of program evaluation is a mixed approach of formative and summative processes as well as pre and post-policy analyses
. It is intended “to proactively help improve a program and retroactively to judge its value.” It is a common practice for an internal M&E system to carry out these types of studies that encourages program personnel to closely monitor and evaluate the program implementation and its near-term achievements continuously and systematically. Timely and on-going feedback aids decision making at all program levels. 
· Case Study. This is an evaluation of a focused, in-depth description and analysis of a particular program or case and its implementation process. The case study approach often examines political, geographical, historical, and organizational contexts as well as a wide range of internal and external conditions and factors while it tries to analyze and synthesize the intended and unexpected program outcomes of the program or case. The main thrust of the case study is “to delineate and illuminate a program not necessarily to guide its development or to assess and judge its merit and worth.” (Suffbeam and Shinkfield, 2007)
· Cost-Benefit Analysis. Cost-benefit analysis is an evaluation approach to determine the ratio of investment benefits or outcomes against the investment costs
. It is also as Stuffbeam and Shinkfield describes: “a set of largely quantitative procedures used to understand the full costs of a program and to determine and judge what these investments returned in objectives achieved and boarder social benefits.”
· Value-added Assessment. This is considered to be one of the most valid ways of evaluating a school’s contribution to student learning gains. Student-level test results from multiple years must be converted to a net learning gain score and then used as a dependent variable in a statistical model. School-level and teacher-level factors are used to predict the student-level gains after controlling for non-school related effects. Hierarchical data analysis may have to be applied.

I have mentioned above what I consider to be critical types of evaluation that are the most relevant to the MoE in Jordan as it begins to build an internal M&E system and capacity, working cooperatively together with the established external M&E system, the NCHRD. All in all, types of evaluation may vary significantly, but they all share some fundamental principles, which I will outline later in the document. The following table summarizes advantages and limitations associated with each.
	Evaluation Approach
	Definition
	Advantages
	Limitations

	Experimental Studies (Quasi-Experimental Studies)
	Allowing one group (treatment) to receive an intervention and contrast the outcomes with another group (control) that received no treatment.
	· Results-focused. 

· Highly credible.

· Establish causal relationships between treatment and outcome variables.
	· Can only obtain a narrow range of information from the study.

· Randomly assigning students to control or treatment groups can have ethical implications. 


	Responsive Evaluation (Client-Centered Studies)
	Outside evaluators work with a client group to administer a program and provide support and suggestions for continued improvement. 
	· Allows those involved with the program to conduct evaluations and use the findings accordingly.

· Involves all stakeholders through communicative input.

· Incorporates qualitative methods.

	· External credibility is low.

· Divergent qualities of the approach may complicate stakeholder interactions.  

· An open-ended analysis can be difficult to accurately finance.  

	Accreditation & Certification
	Compliance-based evaluation that studies institutions or personnel to determine if they are approved to deliver services to the public. 
	· Allows consumers to make informed decisions about the quality of personnel or organizations. 
· Identifies areas in need of improvement within the program. 

	· Guidelines often do address primarily input and processes functions, not the outcomes. 

· Self-reporting is one of the primary means of obtaining information.

	Objective Testing
	Standardized, multiple-choice testing that assesses the achievements of an individual/group compared to a set of norms or previous scores.
	· Effective in assessing projects with clear objectives.

· Familiar approach for both program administrators and recipients.

	· Information gathered may not be pertinent to a program improvement.

· A narrow focus makes it difficult to judge the overall program value.

	Performance Testing
	Measures achievement through evaluation tasks, such as portfolios, presentations, or written/oral answers.
	· High face validity.

· Reinforces life skills by not focusing on multiple-choice answering, but rather on abilities. 

· Minimizes guessing.
	· Requires extensive time and resources to administrate.

· Difficult to norm scores across respondents.

· Only a narrow scope of skills can be accurately assessed. 

	Decision & Accountability-Oriented Studies


	Evaluative measures that proactively gauge improvement areas while retroactively judging program value through formative and summative assessments. 
	· Focuses on improvement and thereby aids decision making. 

· Involves stakeholders in the evaluation process.

· Comprehensive approach, including program costs, outcomes, budgets, and context. 

· Grounded in democratic values.  

	· Including stakeholders in the process can cause the results to become politically driven.

· Difficult to obtain complete objectivity.

· May emphasize formative over summative evaluation.

	Case Studies
	A focused, in-depth, descriptive analysis of a specific program, qualitative in nature.
	· Requires no control of the groups being measured.

· Analyzes contextual influences on programs. 

· Systematically analyses qualitative information.

	· Difficult to obtain enough information for a broad-based assessment of worth. 

· May focus too heavily on qualitative over quantitative data. 

	Cost-Benefit Analysis
	Assigning monetary values to the inputs, processes, and outputs of a program and comparing the results against investment costs to determine a program’s objective productivity in economic terms.
	· Provides a thorough breakdown of invested resources and the consequential effect. 

· Allows for the analysis of program input to determine the comparative cost and benefit of the program. 


	· Difficult to conduct a thorough analysis, as cost information must be derived from all inputs, foregone options, and competing programs. 

· Monetary values must be placed on all outcomes, both anticipated and unexpected.


	Value-added Assessment
	Aggregates standardized data over a span of time to evaluate effectiveness of specific program components; provides direction for policy making and feedback for improving programs and services.  
	· Systematizes a database of outcomes to use over time.  

· Allows one to observe trends at macro levels. 

· Uses continuous progress as a standard as opposed to static scores. 
	· Predominantly utilizes quantitative information gained from standardized tests.  

· Little information on program input and processes; emphasizes measuring the outcomes. 


3.2.4 Institutional System M&E or Program or Project M&E

Institutional System M&E
Institutional system M&E, also known as system-level M&E, is often referred to as a sector-wide M&E system which is established and managed at the highest level of the institutional system and in this case for the MoE to “look after the overall health of the education system or development.” (Hua and Herstein 2003). The structural arrangement throughout the education system to support the institutional M&E system can be different depending on several factors including governance and authority, technical or analytical capacity, technology and communication infrastructure, and others. However, M&E headquarters at the MoE must be supported by the web of field directorate offices and schools. In the education sector, institutional system M&E is the MoE’s institutional mechanism and capacity 1) to develop and manage its overall sector-wide M&E system that contains system performance indicators on outcome, output, process, and input of the education system, 2) to analyze and interpret data and statistics collected and computed by the M&E tools and instruments, and 3) react to the indicative results with relevant policy implications and recommendations for further improvement of the education system’s effectiveness and efficiency. The institutional system for M&E is responsible for coordinating all M&E activities, internal as well as external, in the education sector including time-bound programs and project M&E activities for the MoE. 
Program or Project-Level M&E

Generally, it is not necessary to differentiate between program and project M&E. They both are time-bound and term-based. In the education sector, there are many programs and projects in which M&E activities must be embedded. The ERfKE project in Jordan is an example of a large education program. Although it is the largest in Jordan, it is still smaller in size and scope than the overall institutional system of education in Jordan. 

Teacher training, early childhood education, school construction, and so on are all typical examples of time-bound programs or projects in which M&E plans and activities are required to ensure the promised program or project deliverables and required implementation procedures. 
Program or project M&E is the systematic assessment of the program or project results and the extent to which the program or project caused those results (Wholey, Hatry, and Newcomer, 2004).  Program or project M&E is often embedded within specific departments (in Jordan, directorates or divisions) of the MoE. For example, the Directorate of Curriculum Development, the Directorate of Student Assessment, the Directorate of Teacher Training and many other directorates are managing all recurrent educational programs or projects as their responsibilities. Although they are funded by different agencies or from different sources, each program has long-term goals and short-term objectives and must be continuously and systematically monitored and evaluated with a sustainable capacity for the program or project cycle. We also must realize that the program goals and objectives or the program focus may change now and then. This often requires the development of new indicators for the purpose of monitoring and carrying out program impact studies retrospectively
.
It is common and often feasible that a program or project-based M&E capacity, which is often supported by an international agency with well trained personnel, could be gradually transferred or transformed to become an institutional system with M&E capacity. This must be carefully designed and planned as well as supported both financially and professionally to ensure a long-term sustainability and retention of the trained M&E personnel.

3.3 Key Principles of M&E Development 
Although the types of M&E may vary significantly, our approaches to M&E development are different, and our design preference, skill capacity, analysis techniques, results interpretation, and targeted audience are all dissimilar, all M&E systems share some basic and fundamental principles. These key principles are essential pillars in guiding M&E activities and development. Whether it is internal or external M&E development, a system or program or project M&E, a qualitative or quantitative M&E, a formative or summative M&E, results-based or process-based or input-based M&E, and so on, the principles must be harnessed and rigorously applied. At the MoE in Jordan, we are anticipating as we begin to build an institutional capacity that the M&E capacity development in Jordan will face varying preferences, different levels of understanding, and diverse skills or analytical capacities of individuals, committees, and organizations. Although all the forces may compete, a clear set of generic qualities and principles underlying all effective M&E development, methods, procedures and best practices must be unswervingly followed. The following are key principles of the M&E development.
· All M&E work must aim at producing relevant, timely, reliable, and useful information and feedback to policy or decision makers and other key policy stakeholders, who are responsible for the system performance. The success of M&E functions lies in the timely production of reliable and useful M&E reports that are data-driven and used for future rounds of policy and program development. 
· All M&E processes must be transparent and open for third party observations and inquiries. This is one of the most critical principles. Without transparency, no M&E mechanism could win the necessary trust or credibility to be effective, useful or successful. M&E system must be systematically organized with open and transparent guidelines, criteria, procedures, technical analyses as well as with valid and reliable data to support any M&E claims. After all, the overall purpose of M&E is to show the true performance of system, program or project and its contributing factors or attributes. 
· M&E functions must be an integral part of the overall institutional policy planning and management functions. In fact, M&E development belongs to the theory of organizational learning and systems thinking which “is based on a growing body of literature about the behavior of feedback and complexity – the innate tendencies of a system that lead to organizational growth or stability over time.” (Peter Senge 2000).  The process of M&E must be guided by the theory of systems thinking (or systems learning) that reflects the organizational culture of seeking, analyzing, and sharing information for decision making. In short, without the M&E system, particularly the internal M&E, an organization is not a learning organization.
· M&E development must follow and apply scientific methods, pursuit of truthfulness, and evidence-based analyses. All assertions, conclusions, and recommendations as results of M&E work must be impartial and unbiased regardless of whether it is internal or external M&E. Data must be valid and reliable. Comparative analyses must be conducted for examining changes over time (against a baseline), distributed variability (among groups) or distance residuals against the set benchmark.
· M&E systems must be developed in a systematic and long-term sustainable manner. The development process must be well planned. A monitoring system should be established before any evaluation system is developed or put in place. Routine M&E activities must be well planned and organized before any ad hoc M&E activities take place. Any data collection must be considered as part of the larger integrated information management system to be potentially integrated and utilized for a higher order purpose. In other words, M&E development must be guided by systems thinking theory
 and the vision of institutional sustainability and development. 
The above mentioned M&E development principles are applicable for internal as well as external M&E system development, quantitative as well as qualitative approaches, and results-based as well as process-based or input-based models. Based on the Jordanian context, the institutional M&E system must be comprehensively designed and strengthened with both internal and external functions to be performed, routine and ad hoc activities to be carried out, quantitative and qualitative approaches to be applied, results-based and input and process-based models to be followed, and system and program and project indicators to be developed and tracked. We should fully anticipate the challenge that the M&E development in Jordan is a process of system capacity development including development of integrated data infrastructure, organizational arrangement, human resources, skill capacity, and institutional agreements among different directorates, internal and external agencies, and local governorates and school communities.
4. M&E Development Process
The M&E development process described here is to serve as guidance for the MoE and the NCHRD in Jordan to envision and plan both internal and external M&E systems development and strengthening. However, it does not instruct how each monitoring project or evaluation study should be carried out. This task must be completed by specifically delegated M&E specialists to develop their own creativity accordingly under the M&E development principles and required professionalism and set standards. In this section, two specific aspects of the framework will be emphasized and each is elaborated. These are internal and external M&E system development and institutional mechanism for supporting both.
4.1 Internal and External M&E Development and Activities 
Based on my recent consultancy, I believe that the MoE in Jordan strongly desires and is ready to establish an internal institutional M&E system and capacity to better understand its performance and support policy development and management decisions. The MoE has a strong commitment to the internal M&E development led by the Minister and supported by his high-level M&E committee. It currently has a large group of highly trained professionals who have various technical skills required of M&E activities, particularly in the areas of indicator development, evaluation design, and data analysis. In addition, as I mentioned earlier, the MoE has much of the data needed for various levels of integrated and higher-order analysis. What the MoE currently needs is its effective institutional structural arrangement, well utilized technical capacity, and integrated system data. To a large extent, the MoE’s internal M&E capacity can be established by capitalizing on its own existing sources of professional talents, technical data and infrastructure, and organizational resources. There is no doubt that additional resources and support must be effectively mobilized and applied to make the development a success and be sustainable in a long run. This may require a careful and systemic design of the internal M&E system development. 

For many years, the external M&E team, residing at the NCHRD, has played a key and significant role in conducting M&E functions, particularly evaluation studies necessary to support the MoE’s policy planning and its oversight of educational programs and projects, particularly EFfKE I. While the external M&E capacity and experience in Jordan has been getting increasingly stronger and more optimistic, the MoE’s need for an internal M&E system and capacity, and utilizing data evidence for decision making has been growing at an even quicker pace to the extent that the external M&E alone is clearly insufficient and too limited, especially in the area of monitoring capacity. The external M&E capacity, although it has advantages and merits by design, may not be able to accurate tell “the pulse of the health status of the education system” because of the lack of indicators or “indicative signs” as a result of the absence of an internal M&E system. In my view, the envisioned internal M&E system is not just a supplement to the external M&E system to meet the growing demand, but a vital and leading force in terms of managing, coordinating, and supporting all M&E functions and activities within the education sector in Jordan. The MoE must have full ownership of the internal M&E system and its capacity development throughout the whole process. However, it is critical that both the internal and external M&E systems in Jordanian education context be continuously developed and supported and both capacities be strengthened so that a new value of developing both M&E systems and the related activities can be fully cultivated and realized. 
It is envisioned that the internal capacity in the MoE in Jordan be steadily and systematically developed over the next few years to reach an institutionally sustainable level with organizational arrangement, recurrent budget, trained skills, and replaceable positions. Before we specify each of the development areas for the internal capacity, I want to propose a general M&E development model for the MoE in Jordan to accommodate current thinking on establishing the internal capacity and strengthening the existing external capacity in Jordan. This is an M&E development model of “70M-30E ratio” for the internal M&E system and “30M-70E ratio” for the external M&E system. This means that MoE’s internal M&E system will largely be responsible for (70%) of all necessary monitoring activities, (M-activities) and (30%) of all necessary evaluation studies (E-activities). NCHRD’s external M&E system will largely be responsible for (70%) of all necessary E-activities and (30%) of all necessary M-activities. Under this scenario, specific types of M&E activities may still be different even under this divide between the internal and external M&E systems. For example, 30% of M-responsibilities to be undertaken by the NCHRD may include certain trends and comparative analysis of international indicators of achievement (TIMSS and PISA) between Jordan and other countries. 70% of M-responsibilities to be undertaken by the MoE may include monitoring of progress toward targets of the five-year strategic plan and those of the ERfKE objectives and many others at various levels (central, field directorate, and schools). 30% of E-responsibilities to be undertaken by the MoE will mainly focus on self-evaluation based on its established goals, criteria and standards, as well as discovering the “truth” of educational development. MoE may also be interested in following questions under its internal E-mandate: which schools are most and least effective and efficient based on common standards or measures? Why are some teachers with similar qualifications more willing than others to adopt the student-centered teaching methodology after they are trained? Do current pre-service training institutions in Jordan produce quality teachers who can teach children for tomorrow? Finally, 70% of E-responsibilities to be undertaken by NCHRD should typically focus on impact evaluation. Most of the evaluation studies require methods mentioned earlier and may well be carried out by specialists as ad hoc evaluation studies. But they are part of the larger M&E system under the MoE.

This distribution of M&E functions and responsibilities between internal and external M&E is recommended based on specific characteristics and challenges of M&E functions and the current capacity levels of internal and external M&E in Jordan. Years of my personal international experiences working with more than 15 different governments and Ministries of Education around the world on M&E issues has also played a role in recommending this distribution
. This distribution also provides an opportunity to support the effort of building a new internal M&E capacity at a more gradual and steady pace, and strengthening the external M&E capacity with more focus and higher-order evaluation challenges. As the internal and external M&E capacities change over time, the 70M-30E and 30M-70E ratio for internal and external systems may moderately change. In the end, it is desirable that M&E activities are distributed between the internal and external systems based on specific M&E needs and assessed chance for the best outcomes.

In order to help further understand the model of both internal and external M&E development for Jordan, the following describes general M&E functions, processes, expected outputs and outcomes for both internal and external M&E systems that the MoE in Jordan may desire to develop
. 

4.1.1 Internal M&E System (70% M and 30% E)
Internal M&E is an institutional system mechanism established as a critical part of the overall policy planning and institutional management systems. It bears responsibilities for monitoring and evaluating the overall health condition of the system in which programs and projects are embedded. The internal M&E is often a result of a political will, leadership competency as well as a genuine reform effort for a more effective and efficient and transparent system. The capabilities and competencies of the internal M&E often depend on the institutional rules of  engagement and qualifications and trainings of personnel in the system. The internal M&E system, once clearly envisioned, usually takes a few years with emphasis on institutional structural arrangement, personnel hiring and skill training, fine tuning of recurrent budget, and M&E infrastructure development. 
Major Functions, Processes, and Output and Outcomes of Internal M&E System (MoE):

1) The internal M&E system within the MoE must take a leadership role in planning and coordinating all the MoE’s M&E activities including educational program M&E or policy research and evaluation studies. An M&E unit must perform its M&E functions and activities in an open and transparent fashion not only to demonstrate its unwavering commitment but also setting up an exemplary model to win the institutional trust and authority. Ultimately, It must initiate, develop, coordinate, and review both internal and external M&E plans and activities including proposals, processes and procedures, and products as well as encourage and support field and school level M&E development. There should be an M&E policy guide developed to legitimize the institutional authority and responsibility at the central office for all M&E activities in the education sector. The key to a successful internal M&E is to let known expectations of the internal M&E which requires an “open-book” policy
.
2) The internal M&E within the MoE must play an essential role of centrally coordinating and integrating all data activities with a charged authority. It must integrate MoE’s major educational data
 from multiple sources in order to effectively plan, coordinate and conduct M&E related data analyses and report writing. As I mentioned earlier the MoE has a lot of data, collected and managed by different managing directorates and offices. Although they are organized under different database design system and used for different purposes, they can be integrated or merged for a new level of integrated and higher-order data analyses and addressing many higher order policy inquiries. The newly integrated data can enable multi-year data analysis for monitoring and understanding trends in educational development in Jordan; multi-source data analysis for evaluating what may have contributed to educational outputs and outcomes; and multi-level data analysis for identifying variance components and their attributes from the nested structure of the education system.
 In terms of a strategy for the data integration in the MoE in Jordan, I will recommend a feasible, practical, and inexpensive way of approaching institutional data integration later in the document.
3) One of the major functions of the internal M&E is to create and coordinate efforts in developing indicators. Foremost, the internal M&E develop and publish a national set of educational indicators and coordinate and support the development of field-based and program or project-based indicators. The national set of educational indicators must be well defined, widely circulated and understood, consistently calculated, annually produced, and longitudinally monitored and evaluated. The internal M&E system, together with the PSPU (formerly known as PSPS) and the NCHRD should take a leading role and responsibility to develop a technical guide for the national set of education indicators with considerable consultation with the educational policy makers. It should be envisioned that each indicator has a page long technical specification listing at least its definition, calculation, data source, and potential use. The national set of indicators should be a major engine that drives the MoE’s EMIS development. It also serves as a model for field directorates and schools as well as term-based educational programs and projects to develop appropriate subset indicators suited to specific needs. Once the technical guide is developed, the newly integrated data system led by the M&E unit and the EMIS unit should be sufficient enough
 to provide all necessary data needed to produce and publish the annual national education indicators in Jordan. In addition to the national education indicators, the internal M&E has its responsibilities in coordinating and supporting efforts of many other indicator development needs of various educational programs and projects. It must support or even provide necessary training and guidance to all who must manage production process of educational indicators (or program and project indicators). The internal M&E should develop an institutional capacity to bank and manage all educational indicators in Jordan. 
4) The internal M&E must also be responsible for drafting a national M&E report on education development and progress. This can be the same as a monitoring report on the implementation of the five-year education strategic plan (2009-2013). Given the current national focus on the ERfKE project in Jordan, it could also be an annual monitoring report on ERfKE development and progress. The report is an annual snapshot of the education development and progress in achieving national education goals (in the strategic plan and the ERfKE project). The main thrust of the report is the analysis of the indicators and the progress in all examined areas must be quantitatively demonstrated in an indicative percentage term in which the current status (or indicator in the current year) is the numerator and the relevant target in the plan is denominator. The discrepancies (or gaps between the current indicators and the stated targets) identified in all program areas should serve as major evidence for necessary policy adjustment or program reinvestment.
5) Under the internal M&E, some research and evaluation activities should routinely be carried out to strategically guide the educational system development. The MoE must not only be research information consumer but also research information producer. Studies show that those who produce the information know the real value of it. The research and evaluation that the MoE should conduct must be the most relevant, timely, and useful in guiding educational policy investment decisions and management. The MoE appears to have many policy inquiries, but good evidence-based answers to those inquiries are rare. Many existing research and evaluation reports (although I read only some) rarely provided analytically competent and policy relevant answers. 
6) In addition, there are many other functions and responsibilities that the internal M&E system must perform at the central office. These include:

· Define data and information needs for M&E purposes
· Develop mixed-method approaches to M&E
· Establish and maintain a central register of monitoring activities and evaluations and bank all educational indicators

· Review and identify best practices in M&E, particularly those within Jordan
· Review requests for monitoring and evaluations from the field directorates and other sectors and provide feedback

· Commission necessary research and evaluation studies to external agencies

· Develop a monitoring mechanism to follow up all evaluation findings and recommendations

· Ensure the quality and relevance of all M&E activities conducted by and for the MoE

· Prepare presentations on M&E development to appropriate committees, international and domestic partners.

4.1.2 External M&E System (30%M and 70%E)
External M&E is conducted by an outside organization that is not affiliated with the institution in question.
 For example, when the M&E is being conducted for a Ministry of Education, external M&E is conducted by someone who is not affiliated with the MoE. An external institution, such as civil society organizations, can also be contracted to conduct M&E.  External M&E may be conducted by an independent evaluator who is agreed upon by a multi-stakeholder group. External evaluation usually happens because of these possible factors: certain legal requirements, political necessity, internal dispute, lack of internal technical capacity, intent to win a wide range of trust and credibility. The major advantage that external M&E, particularly evaluation component of the M&E, may have over internal M&E is that external evaluation is more likely to be impartial and credible because the external evaluators are not part of the institution and the evaluators’ findings often offer a fresh and outside perspective, and are rarely colored by any vested interest in the program’s success or failure (Worthen and Sanders, 1987). However, the major disadvantage of external M&E is that external evaluators may not fully understand the whole process and complexity of the requirements of program implementation for the overall evaluation purpose or the desired results. It is quite common that external evaluators would spend more time and more resources to conduct evaluations. The current external M&E agency for the MoE, the NCHRD, has already experienced the circumstances and continue to face the related challenges.
Major Functions, Processes, Outputs and Outcomes:
1) External M&E, the NCHRD, must focus more on all aspects of evaluation challenges and become the external source for an expert system of research and evaluation for the MoE. The NCHRD must fully prepare itself with necessary and advanced capacity in designing various types of evaluation studies and sampling strategies, integrating research and evaluation databases (multi-year, multi-level and multi-source integration), applying multiple statistical methods and data analysis techniques, interpreting data analysis results with education policy implications, and writing M&E policy evaluation reports and briefs. It must be clear to all that external M&E, although its nature of externality, must serve the MoE and support and collaborate with the internal M&E capacity for improving the MoE’s educational policy planning and evidence-based decision-making capacity and process.  
2) External M&E should be responsible for most of the external program evaluations that MoE and international partners, such as the World Bank and USAID and others, need and commission. The NCHRD must collaborate with international and domestic partners including the MoE to undertake comparative research and evaluation studies by bring in international and historical perspectives. Under ERfKE II, all four components will have comprehensive impact studies completed by the end of the program. These require careful designs of baseline preparation or benchmarking criteria at the beginning of the six-year program implementation. The NCHRD must lead a technical team consisting of the internal M&E members from the MoE and the DCU in drafting the overall evaluation plans of ERfKE Project components in anticipating the impact studies at the end of the program implementation. In the plans, evaluation objectives and inquiries must clearly be stated and all anticipated components are envisioned and strategized such as key performance indicators, baseline or benchmark, data instruments, data analysis, policy relevance and implication, and measures of impact. Planning of evaluation is the most important evaluation element which must be rigorously developed. 
3) External M&E should collaborate with third party evaluators including international evaluation consultant or firm to enhance the external evaluation capacity. During ERfKE II implementation, a contracted and time bound partnership with an international non-government organization or academic institution may be the most feasible way to better the M&E capacity enhancement
. The third party institution must have proven records of professional and international experiences and expertise in delivering 1) established or strengthened M&E capacity, 2) a wide range of education relevant evaluation designs and studies, 3) integrated EMIS and ad hoc survey data system, 4) a wide range of quantitative and qualitative methods in “just-in-time M&E relevant training modules”
, 5) a wide range of educational indicator development, and 6) team leadership/partnership in implementing large and systemic evaluation projects. 
4) External M&E, the NCHRD, has its obligation to provide technical assistance to the MoE in designing and implementing M&E systems and must become the source of technical expertise for the MoE in terms of survey design, instrument development, measures of concepts, statistical models, and other methodological issues of social and educational research and evaluation.
5) External M&E must provide non-biased and honest summative feedback to MoE. The NCHRD must apply results-based M&E framework to focus its evaluative attention on results, outcomes, and/or impacts and identify their attributes and causal factors. External M&E must identify what has made the difference in results, outcomes and/or impacts. Without a causal element in evaluation, particularly policy evaluation, policy makers are much less likely to use the evaluation results. To identify causal factors often requires a design of randomization, scientific survey, rigorous data collection, advanced technical analysis, and strong comprehension of education theory and development.  
To sum up, the internal and external M&E together can perform comprehensive M&E functions that MoE needs to make better decisions and improve management. The overall mandate of M&E is to monitor and evaluate the “health status” of the education system development or specific education program or project with indicative evidence. It must create an “early warning”, “early detection” or “early learning” system within the MoE so that the system constantly prevents, learns, and improves. The purpose of the M&E mechanism is to prevent a “disaster” or “wastage” from happening in education. To undertake M&E functions, the real challenges lie, not only in “buy in” or “consensus” from other directorates, offices, field and schools, but also technical skills and responsibilities in, 1) the development of various indicators for different purposes such as education system indicators, program or project indicators, and indicators of various specific needs in other directorates, centers, and regions, 2) the provision of M&E guidelines, expectations, and assistance for other directorates, centers, and school in their program or project activities, 3) the managing and conducting routine and ad hoc education surveys (in addition to the EMIS data) to monitor and evaluate specific areas of education policy interest, and 4) conducting data analysis and drafting or consolidating routine and ad hoc M&E reports. We must ensure ongoing skill development as the MoE starts to build its internal M&E capacity.
4.1.3 Relationship between Internal and External M&E Systems
The relationship between internal and external M&E should be the mutually dependent relationship of collegial partnering, professional collaboration, sustained mutual support, and complementary knowledge sharing. The MoE in Jordan, with its internal M&E, should take a leading role in initiating, managing, and supporting all M&E activities in the education sector. The NCHRD with its external M&E should provide its technical assistance support to the MoE and all its M&E activities as needed. Under ERfKE, internal M&E is more responsible for program monitoring and M-inquiries while external M&E is more responsible for program evaluation and E-inquiries although in theory 30% of both M&E may be jointly responsible if the 70-30/30-70 model is adopted. Below is a list of illustrative examples of M and E-inquiries. The relationship is also determined by the different levels of inquiries and their required analytical capacity. Therefore the relationship is complementary.
Illustrative M-Inquiries:
· What are the emerging trends of educational development in Jordan in the past decade, particularly since the ERfKE I was implemented?
· How can we tell, with solid evidence, that we are on track toward the national vision of educational development outlined in the National Education Strategy and the ERfKE plan document?
· How can we create and coordinate the development of educational indicators for all levels (national, field, and schools as well as system, program and project) so that M&E can be carried out at all levels? 
· How much progress do we need make on a yearly basis to achieve each of the goals and targets specified in the five-year strategic plan and ERfKE II plan? 
· To what extent do the national tests in Jordan (in key subjects) and the international tests (in PISA or TIMSS) differ in terms of knowledge and skill measured? 
· How much have the Jordanian children improved their readiness for schools (measured by a composite index of school readiness) since the pre-school education was introduced in country?

Illustrative E-Inquiries:

· Which is the most cost effective way of delivering an in-service teacher training program out of three options, TV program, radio program, or traditional classroom setting, considering other things equal?  

· Which class size is optimal for primary schools to implement student-centered teaching methodology? 
· Do frequent conversations with friendly and responsive adults lead to better confidence in children when studying in schools? 

· To what extent do we know about the specific impacts of educational investment programs or projects such as the ERfKE project on the overall educational development in Jordan and raising the level of Jordanian educational and economic competitiveness in the world? 
Of course, there could be many more questions to be developed. Specific subject area may require specific inquiries. Both internal and external M&E are equally important and complimentary and should generate synergistic capacity and benefits for the MoE if we manage them well. Joint team approaches may sometimes be necessary for ad hoc M&E activities, bonding and strengthening relationships, and sharing knowledge and skills. On one hand, the internal and external M&E staff should collaborate, on the other, they must know some specific differences that are outlined in the model of the 70M-30E ratio for the internal and 30M-70E for the external.

Based on my personal experiences in some other countries where there are internal and external M&E, I have observed that in general, internal M&E manages routine M&E activities, data collection, and systemic analyses while external M&E handles ad hoc M&E projects, snapshots data collection, and advanced statistical analysis; internal M&E usually focuses more on monitoring aspect and applies formative evaluation approach for quick and frequent feedback while external M&E tends to focus more on evaluation and uses a summative evaluation approach to arrive at a conclusion sometimes with judgment; internal M&E often develops extensive list of system, program and project indicators while external M&E develops measures, composite scores, statistical indices; internal M&E does a lot of numerical calculations of indicators while external M&E tackles many statistical models and analyses. Internal and external M&E should support and strengthen each other by sharing data and information as well as knowledge and experience because they both have the same mission and objectives.
Experiences from other countries tell us that internal M&E capacity can only be effectively established when there is a clear vision and commitment at the top, presence of institutional and structural mechanisms, locally developed job functions, internal M&E policy, recurrent budget, committed personnel, sustainable incentives and professional development, and the culture of data and information sharing. These are truly vital signs of the institutional M&E capacity. The vision, structural mechanism, and functions, and others listed above must all be installed and developed in Jordan. Both internal and external M&E can only be effective when it is totally transparent and credible. The relationship between the internal and external M&E therefore depends on how well they both must share that vision.
This document can only become a beginning step toward the establishment of a healthy relationship between the internal and external M&E. Much in substance must be further planned and committed in the real context once the internal M&E gets fully established. Of course, the M&E development requires a multidisciplinary expertise and variety of technical skills, and it may also assemble a new team of personalities and dynamics. All remain unknown and unpredictable. However, in order to facilitate a quick establishment and avoid any further absence of the internal capacity at the beginning of the ERfKE II project, I suggest that the MoE transfer some professional and technical personnel from the Directorate of Research and Development, the Planning Directorate, the EMIS directorate, the Directorate of Exams and Tests, the Directorate of Quality Assurance, the ICT directorate, etc. to start working at the new M&E unit. 
4.2 Institutional Mechanism for M&E Development 
Based on all things examined, I strongly recommend a new national M&E Unit in the MoE in Jordan to lead the MoE’s internal M&E capacity development and future M&E activities. The new unit can be part of the new PSPU governance structure with significant M&E roles and responsibilities. In fact, the PSPU could become PSPMU (Policy Strategy, Planning and M&E Unit) and be at the same level as a Managing Directorate. The head of the M&E Unit must be a leading M&E expert at the rank of director or higher. This M&E leader must be accountable for all major M&E activities in and for the MoE. There should be 4-5 M&E officers (two senior officers and 2-3 junior officers) and a few technical data specialists working in the national office. Their roles and responsibilities are mainly to 1) coordinate all M&E activities that the MoE needs for various purposes; 2) perform the M&E activities required by the internal M&E needs; 3) coordinate indicator development activities and bank all educational indicators for Jordan; 4) synthesize major M&E findings and outcomes from internal and external M&E and write routine M&E reports, briefs, and other necessary M&E products for internal M&E publications and be responsible for organization dissemination strategies; 5) coordinate the routine integration process of institutional data at the MoE. It is critical that under the internal M&E capacity, there is a strong commitment to and capacity in integrating institutional data from various sources, levels, and years. I recommend an EMIS representative be placed in the M&E unit.
Within each Managing Directorate and Field Directorate, there should be at least one appointed officer in charge of M&E development. This M&E officer under each Managing Directorate or Field Directorate must be responsive and responsible to the central M&E office for all M&E related activities, requirements, and allocated resources. His or her main job is to organize and manage M&E activities that must be done in the field such as data gathering, sustainable budgeting for M&E activities, support for M&E reporting, communication, and dissemination. M&E personnel in the field directorate play the key role of liaison between the schools and the central M&E office at the MoE.
At the school level, there should be one person selected from the school EMIS committee to be in charge of all M&E related responsibilities. This school M&E officer must be mainly responsive to the M&E office of the field directorate.  
The diagram on the next page illustrates an institutional set up at the MoE. The diagram is to help visualize an organizational structure under which the core functions of the internal M&E should be effectively performed. This proposed structure can be adopted for the overall restructuring process that is anticipated during the implementation of ERfKE II. The initial staffing of the M&E unit can be 4-5 selected personnel and 2-3 educational database specialists. They must be able to perform all basic duties under each major function and should be systematically trained.

As it is depicted in the diagram, the Project Coordination Unit is a special office under the head of the PSPMU that is supported by the international partners, particularly the World Bank. This unit has a strong M&E capacity as required by the World Bank and other international partners and plays a major role in coordinating  the planning of all ERfKE projects and its M&E activities. It has been working closely with many of the Managing Directorates, Field Directorates and the NCHRD on development of ERfKE project indicators, data collection processes, and M&E reporting. The DCU should continue to perform its mandated functions and duties for the international partners on behalf of the MoE and may become a reliable source of support for building the internal M&E capacity in the MoE. Once institutionally embedded within the newly established PSPMU, the DCU will become part of the internal M&E capacity which gives a real boost to its M&E credibility. The DCU has been and continues to be an effective agency on behalf of the MoE to coordinate the three-way relationship among the MoE, the NCHRD, and international agencies such as the World Bank and USAID to ensure the achievement of the ERfKE project vision and objectives.

[image: image1.png]~
T TPy Andlysis & Svafegi P

Policy Research &
ning

Research &
Analysis

Planning
Assistants

Conduct situation analysis and assessment
Develop education strategic plan
Coordinate plan process nationally

Design and develop policy strategic options
Forecast resource requirements of policies
Conduct pre-policy and post-policy analyses

M&E Development
(Senior Level)

National M&E
Specialists

Regional M&E
Coordinators

~ MBE Acifites 3 Coordnation
Monitor and evaluate *health status’ of
national education system

Coordinate all program and project as well as
field and school M&E activities

Develop and publish national education
development indicators

Coordinate development process of program
and project indicators

Carry out national indicators analysis
Organize and conduct training and expand
the capacity of internal M&E throughout the
education system including field and schools

Developed by Dr. Haiyan Hua for Jordan 2009

Information
Integration

Integration
Coordinators

Develop institutional policy guiding annual data
integration process at various data levels
Ensure data integration to support M&E related
analyses or calculations

Prepare required education data and indicators.
Verify data and statistics for education sector
Trouble shoot all data integration problems
Develop and maintain integrated databases and
applications

Develop and maintain intemal data web portal

i e Triegraen — — —

Special Project
Coordination Unit




Main Requirement of Staffing Planning for Internal M&E

Based on the needs of performing the core functions under the institutional structure mentioned above and the current absence of the internal capacity in the MoE, there could be a hierarchy of three levels of education M&E officers as the diagram indicates (director level, officer level, and assistant officer level). In each level, M&E officers could be given relevant professional job titles based on Jordanian context such as policy planners, M&E specialists, EMIS specialists, etc.  It should be clear that the director will take the leadership role in directing and guiding all core functions and operations for the internal M&E activities. The director should be responsible for hiring and managing M&E officers, stimulating their knowledge, skills and motivations, and supervising all core functions and tasks. A senior officer must provide technical and professional expertise in a specific core function area in order to deliver quality policy “products” (M&E proposals, plans, reports, analytical reports, policy briefs, indicator profile reports, school report cards, etc.) and carry out M&E required data analyses. However, I must point out that these various responsibilities should not be so distinctively exclusive among the levels of hierarchy. 

Principal Job Requirements
In this subsection, I intend to list 3 general job descriptions according to the levels of responsibilities in the M&E Unit. These are levels of directorship (M&E Unit), officer (subunit level), and assistant officer (operational level). Some specific job requirements can be added at a later stage with the consultation of policy makers at the MoE.

Director of the M&E Unit
· To provide strong and effective leadership in the coordination of all M&E functions and activities including M&E planning, budgeting, policy relevant M&E agenda, data integration, etc.

· To initiate and lead all efforts in developing M&E plans and proposals and their required support and resources.

· To organize a special working group to develop and manage a national set of education indicators and ensure routine production of the indicators for performance measures of national education development in Jordan. 

· To direct, coordinate, and ensure the integration of institutional data at the MoE for M&E purposes.
· To communicate and present national M&E plans, policies, and strategies to other implementing directorates, centers, and field directorates as well as external agencies including international agencies.

· To support and help coordinate ERfKE M&E activities with external agencies such as the NCHRD and M&E consultants on behalf of the MoE and to ensure a sector wide approach to M&E activities within the MoE.

· Together with the head of the DCU, to participate in investment strategy negotiations with development partners and facilitate project development activities such as a feasibility study, a project appraisal, a cost and benefit analysis, etc.

· To organize and facilitate professional development to build skill capacity needed to perform all the functions of M&E, particularly internal M&E.  

· To serve on various M&E related committees, task forces, boards, and professional associations as required by the MoE. 

· To organize and facilitate the establishment of an Education Policy Library and Archive for the MoE’s policy development and M&E purposes.

· To carry out all necessary M&E management and administrative duties assigned by the Minister or the head of PSPMU.

Officer (in M&E Unit)

· To be responsible to the Director of the M&E Unit and manage all operational functions within a sub-unit with regards to M&E development.

· To coordinate and draft M&E plans, approaches, reports, and other M&E related documents and to monitor on-going programs and projects and write or synthesize quarterly progress reports for the MoE.
· To develop and explain indicators of all kinds and provide technical training about them to other directorates and field and school officers
· To organize and supervise publication and dissemination processes of M&E reports and other M&E related products.

· To design, plan, guide, and explain the data integration process in the MoE.
· To participate in activities of sub-regional, regional, and international education-related organizations as they relate to the education M&E.
· To assess skill and training needs of the subunit staff and develop plans and a budget for professional development.
· To custom produce statistics reports (tables) based on ad hoc M&E related requests by policy makers. To review and comment on all M&E plans and final reports including external M&E reports.
· To carry out M&E field activities by visiting field directorates and schools.

· To undertake other responsibilities as needed by the Director of M&E Unit.

Assistant Officer (Assistant Planner or Assistant Statistician)

· To collect field education data as needed.

· To participate in planning process and all other planning related activities as needed.

· To help organize policy and plan documentation process.

· To assist M&E officers to organize field trips, meetings, mission visits, consultants’ schedules, and other necessary activities. 
· To support ad-hoc requests and activities as needed.

It is understood that there could be specific job requirements for technical personnel in database management or ICT and networks and other computer areas. Some of these job descriptions should be specified accordingly based on the technical needs. Within the M&E Unit, database programmers do not have to be program code writers but they need to know basics of database programming. They will have to be trained on data integration strategies, particularly the strategy of ad hoc or routine data integration.
4.3 Skill capacity development, both internal and external
In order to boost the internal capacity of the MoE and strengthen external capacity of the NCHRD, I recommend a series of integrated professional development and training activities be provided in the areas of M&E and educational policy analysis. International consultants with a strong reputation and experience may be invited to design and deliver the professional development program. The training modules and materials must be customarily developed for the MoE in Jordan. Multiple training modules, special M&E projects for ERfKE, and study tours abroad should be arranged. It is critical that training activities must go in sync with pre-designed special projects for the MoE. For example, 3-5 M&E and policy studies may be selected based on the ERfKE project needs. The selection process must be a wide range and participatory process to increase awareness of the importance of the study as well as to attract institutional interests in M&E. Once the topics are selected, the designing and planning of these projects will start. This will lead to the first module of the M&E Design and Plan. Later, participates will be trained on data analysis when the new data is collected under the projects and M&E brief writing when they have to write M&E or policy analysis reports. All participates will implement pre-selected projects and participate in all training modules as part of the internal and external M&E capacity improvement. This may also be a favorable approach to effectively bond the relationship between the internal and the external M&E.
For training modules, I propose the following training sessions.
Module I:  M&E Framework and Education Policy Analysis – Design and Plan Process

This module will let participants understand the needs of M&E and Policy Analysis in the education sector and will walk them through it as an introduction process of goal setting, planning M&E, designing M&E, indicator development, data analysis, and information for conducting M&E and policy analysis viewed through the lenses of education access, quality, equity, efficiency, effectiveness, and relevance.  The six broad topics that will be introduced in this module are:
1) M&E and policy analysis models including Logframe for the education sector
2) How to monitor and evaluate educational systems, system components and their relationships
3) Introduce the standard strategies and inquiries of M&E and policy analysis development 
4) Development of indicators (system, program, and project as well as national, field, and school)
5) Data and information consumption and production for the education sector
6) Design of an M&E project and instrument development
At the end of this module, participants will draft an M&E design based on the special projects they are working on including data instrument and field data collection processes and data integration strategies.  The on-site training module in country should last for one week and will include lectures, discussions, exercises, group work, participant presentations, and completion of final module projects. 
Module II: Data for Policy Analysis

This module will emphasize the use of data for M&E and policy analysis.  Data is collected to answer certain M&E or policy questions.  But data cannot be readily used unless it is processed in such a way as to generate useful and usable information.  This module will introduce descriptive data analysis and interpretation of results.  Participants will gain an understanding of the different types of data and their implications for various analyses. SPSS will be introduced. The five broad topics for this module are:
1) Types of data and analysis implications

2) Constructing multi-year, multi-source, and multi-level indicators
3) Production process of data into information, systematic way of conducting descriptive and bi-variate analysis
4) Interpreting data analysis results for M&E and policy suggestions
5) Writing descriptive reports for policy makers and general public at large
This is a module for participants to analyze real data for their M&E projects.  The data should have already been collected from the field and integrated with the other available data (EMIS, exams, and tests).  Data analysis training will be practical and relevant and will be synchronized with the special project activities.  This module should be scheduled for two weeks. 
Module III: Statistical Analysis and Policy Interpretation

One of the biggest challenges in conducting M&E and policy analysis is to use empirical methods to evaluate policy effects and/or provide policy options. How can we determine which schools in Jordan are the most effective considering their school inputs?  Which teachers are most likely to adopt new teaching methods?  Why are some schools effective at self-evaluation while others schools are not?  Can one successful case be replicated and scaled up with a high degree of confidence?  Which are the 3 most important factors in pre-school education programs that contribute to children’s readiness for schools? Answering these questions requires various kinds of statistical analyses.  This module will give the participants skills in statistical analysis with clear inquiries under investigations.  The four broad topics that will be introduced in this module are: 

1) Multi-variable data analysis and its implications and limitations
2) Interpreting findings in non-statistical ways (transforming statistical findings into comprehensible information)

3) Writing M&E or policy analysis briefs and reports

4) Presentations and stimulating policy dialogue

This final module will also need two weeks. This module will be scheduled towards the final stage of the coordinated special projects or studies. It is anticipated that participants who partake in the two previous modules will be ready for the challenges of final data analyses and drafting the project reports.

4.4 Internal M&E Development – Initial Steps
The MoE, once it adopts this framework document, should empower the internal M&E capacity by officially launching the PSPMU and begin to build its functional capacity. The following may be considered.
· To issue a ministerial decree under the law to launch PSPMU in the MoE in which the internal M&E resides. Meantime, an application for a more formal and legal status of the PSPMU (or different name if necessary) may also be pursued for parliamentary approval if necessary.

· To appoint the director of PSPMU and two other unit directors who can start to plan the new activities of the M&E. In addition, an international expert on education policy planning and an M&E expert may be invited to organize the initial efforts and provide necessary training. Some personnel in various directorates may be transferred to work under the internal M&E setup.
· To organize a ministry-wide management meeting to introduce the PSPMU and its core functions in policy development and M&E activities and announce M&E responsibilities for all field directorates and schools. 
· With the new team in place, an operational M&E development plan must be drafted. Specific activities with time schedule, responsibility personnel and deliverables must be clearly described and shared with other directorates including the field directorates within the MoE.
· To design and plan institutional data integration. This is not as difficult or expensive as many think. Data integration does not mean that all education data must be collected by a single institutional agency or directorate, nor in one single database platform. Data integration in the MoE means that multiple sources, multiple years, and multiple levels of data can be quickly and flexibly retrieved, merged, and “looked up” through relevant technology to serve as an extensive tool of the integrated data and maximize the overall data value. Data integration must consider issues of “backward compatibility” and various levels of potential data users (research analysts, school practitioners, planners and policy makers, etc). 
Considering the existing “data centers” and large amount of available data within the education system in Jordan, I want to outline in more detail the approach to data integration. This approach consists of two main elements, 1) institutional agreement(s) and 2) integrating primary keys into a “bridge” file for a link-at-any-time relational database. 

An institutional agreement is an institutional consensus (a paper document) on sharing data of various forms between two or more “data centers” guided by an information policy. This agreement must clearly describe 1) how often or frequently data exchange (or transaction) will happen; 2) specific data needs for sharing including data variables (fields), data level, data structure, and data format; 3) which authorizing officers from both “data centers” are in charge, etc. This agreement, which should be signed by higher level authority (for example, the Minister or General Secretary), would guarantee data sharing (notice it is not data exchange) institutionally between the two “data centers”.  Given the current structure and functions of the MoE, I suggest that the MoE delegate of the EMIS unit (which is currently under the Planning Directorate) be an authority to routinely (mostly annually) “collect” data from multiple sources within and beyond MoE for data integration (largely merging data at specific data levels) and share the integrated data with those who “submit” the data to the EMIS unit
. This is basically an institutional arrangement, but a must for successful data integration. Once the M&E unit is fully established, it may take responsibility for the data integration.

Secondly, various primary keys
 residing in all databases intended for the data integration must be collected and uniquely matched in new “bridge” tables. For various reasons, there are multiple primary keys that exist in the various educational databases for certain levels. Data records are identified with different primary keys (because of the database design in different years, by different authority, and in different “data centers”). The “bridge” files collect all possible unique primary keys (id codes) for all data levels (individual, school, and district) currently used in various database systems within the Ministry. With the collection of these codes, data integration is possible at any time and is a highly recommended method. 
The alternative to this method is to require all data stakeholders to use one streamlined data system with the same technology and database platform. This alternative, often considered as a sophisticated approach to data integration, is very expensive and only works for smaller systems (or institutions) and only in a homogeneous technology environment. Given the large education system in Jordan and very heterogeneous technology environment and limited resources, I strongly recommend the first approach listed.

· To launch several M&E “deliverables or products” projects within the first year of the internal M&E establishment. These can be aligned with several ERfKE project components. In addition, the products may include national education indicator reports, monitoring reports of strategic planning, and comprehensive school report cards. With ERfKE support, the MoE may be able to train a group of M&E specialists who will understand all of the M&E issues from M&E design to M&E reporting by working on the production of these products. Again, an expert may be invited to come in to support this initial capacity building process. 
· To advocate common core values and commitments

· Commitment to humanity

· Professionalism and work ethics

· Knowledge and information sharing culture

· Collegial respect

· Team work and recognition

· Productivity (minimized resource consumption but maximized desired output or outcome)

· Encouraging intellectual creativity

· Self-learning and self-improving

· “Call a spade a spade”

· To create opportunities for job-related skill training, sharing professional knowledge and information, and enriching the professional work culture. I suggest that the MoE launch a “brown-bag lunch”
 meeting (monthly) to share work related knowledge and skills among all professionals in the MoE as part of the capacity building.

5. Conclusion

It is a modern management norm that M&E must be part of a systems management framework and development. Internal M&E capacity of the MoE is not only necessary, but also must be a critical force to support overall policy planning and the management process. The M&E system must start correctly and build its credibility and reputation to win institutional and professional trust in Jordan and internationally. Yes, there will be a lot of challenges and some of them are unpredictable, but with strong support from the King, the government, the current leadership in the MoE, and the ERfKE project, the core functions and skills of institutional M&E can be installed and developed, external M&E strengthened, and morale and commitment, professional responsibility, collegial respect, and appropriate incentives can be activated. The new PSPMU can thrive and education development in Jordan can be better guided. This report will not solve all the challenges that the M&E system in Jordan will face, but it can serve as a strategy document for establishing both internal and external M&E capacity in the MoE. The proposed M&E framework, development process, institutional mechanisms, and other relevant suggestions and requirements can assist the MoE in starting the process of M&E capacity development and bring about new institutional and ERfKE project support in building the important M&E system. 
Currently, Jordan is facing extraordinary educational reform challenges including the ERfKE project, system structural change, new curriculum adoption, new standards-based assessment, implementation of student-based funding scheme, and an adoption of the new five-year educational strategic plan. These national education challenges may lead to many more new education programs and projects, making M&E, indicators development, and data management work more demanding and complex. Timing has never been more critical than now for building the new internal M&E capacity and strengthening the existing external capacity.
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7. Appendix: Field Trip Notes (Amman, Jordan)

During my field consultancy period (in Jordan between May 23rd and June 11th, 2009), I met with many MoE officials, directors, planners, analysts, researchers, and technical staff members from the various Managing Directorates as well as educational managers and staff in two Field Directorates and principals and some teachers in 3 public schools. I also had several meetings with evaluation specialists and researchers at the NCHRD. The notes taken during those meetings and interviews are later synthesized and reorganized only for the purpose of readability. All observations and descriptions of various functions, features and responsibilities remain faithful to their original core and substance. Personal opinions only appear in bracket to avoid any possible confusion.
Meeting with the Minister, His Excellency, Dr. Tayseer Al-Noaimi

At the meeting with the Minister during my first day in the MoE, his main message is the following:
“Your trip here is a long anticipated consultancy and I am pleased that it is now realized. Your consultancy and support should help determine an M&E framework that will guide all levels of M&E development in the education sector. I hope you can help us to determine the needs of resources, manpower, capacity and other requirements for implementing and strengthening M&E system, both internally (MoE) and externally (NCHRD). MoE is very interested in knowing the impacts of reform or investment programs on outcomes and interested in knowing internal and external capacity in M&E and policy research and analysis. I am very pleased that you can help us in all of these areas.” [Note: I met the Minister on my first day of this visit (May 24th) and was highly encouraged. During my last day (June 11th), I was scheduled to meet the Minister to share some initial thoughts about M&E framework development. But the meeting was cancelled because he had resigned as the Minister of Education only a few hours earlier that same day...]
Meeting at Managing Directorate of Educational Planning

Head of Managing Directorate of Planning and Director of Planning Division, Mr Kahlid Naijar; and Director of Education Decision Support System (EDSS), Dr. Reem Alkhayou. The main points include:

· An introduction to the Planning Directorate and its sub divisions, planning (including budgeting and manpower planning, and needs assessment), lands management, and EDSS (including EMIS, statistics and school mapping GIS);

· Planning Directorate gets population data (projection) from Department of Statistics (DOS) annually. Last population census was carried out in 2004. This is done every 10 years in Jordan.

· EMIS has one major product, annual statistics of education. We also plan to work on key performance indicators, but not yet produced.
· School-level reports are available in Arabic on the MoE website, school by school. 18 indicators are going to be listed there. 

· Biggest challenges for EMIS are about data collection, data access, and data integration for planning purposes.
· Introduction to the new EMIS data system implemented in 2006 through Eduwave (EMIS is part of Eduwave system). An annual school census is collected through electronic database management application module under Eduwave (developed by local ITG Firm). Each school has a five-member committee (principal and 4 teachers) responsible for the data collection. Schools fill out online data form (constantly updated). There are about 20% of Jordanian schools which do not have computers or internet connection yet but they are clustered to enter data in a neighboring school with a computer and internet facility. Data goes to the MoE’s server which is located at the Hashim Data Center. The firm manages the database and supplies data to the MoE when requested. The MoE does not have any access to the raw or summary data. When the Directorate needs data, it must submit a request with a specific template to the ITG and then it usually gets the data.

· The MoE developed 32 national education indicators, which were adopted last year (2008). But only 18 indicators are planned to be produced this year because the current available data can only support the calculation of them. However, these 18 indicators are not published yet, but are being worked on. The MoE does not have data for calculating the other 14 indicators. It is planned that every year, there will be added indicators for yearly publication. It may take years to get all of them published.

Later in my consultancy on June 1st, I went back to the Planning Directorate to have a more in-depth meeting with key staff from various divisions within the directorate. They included the Head of Planning, Abdullah Hassonah; the Head of Budget, Naser Al-Nadi; the Head of EMIS, Shaaban Al-Qassas; and the Head of School Mapping, Mohammad Zeitoun. The main points are noted below.
· The biggest headache we face is about rental buildings and double shift schools. Rental buildings which are about 25% of all schools are not appropriately designed as schools. They were residential buildings and mostly in poor condition. They do not comply with our proper school building code. Our plan is to reduce rental properties and eventually get rid of them and of double shift schools. Currently, there are 3,268 schools including shifts. [School buildings house two schools in different shifts. In short, two shifts are counted as two schools].
· Stated in international standards, there should be 1.4 square meters per student, however Jordan has only 1.2 square meters per student. Based on these standards, we are short in terms of school space. Jordan needs more schools and more space. Many schools are overcrowed and also lack facilities, labs, and computers.
· The planning division forecasts school needs (manpower, budget, facilities, and materials), participates in strategic planning process, yearly operational budget, and activity plan, and student population projection. However, the planning division does not use any particular projection models (UNESCO-IIEP’s ANPRO
, or others).
· The budget process is going through a transition period, switching to a results-based budget preparation which was started in 2004. So far, within EMIS, there has been no data on finance, budget, or expenditure information. The MOF is planning to develop a national financial information system which may affect MoE’s EMIS system to some extent. The current budget formula is not based on student enrollment. In short, it will be a performance-based budgeting process (not student per-capita based formula with special considerations well defined as coefficients or weighting). On average, 89 percent of the budget goes to teacher salaries.

· The current practice, in terms of gathering EMIS data, has been that 37 field directorates submit data in Excel (usually around mid-October) to the planning division and the staff at the central level then compiles it. The collection instrument (data collection form) is provided by the MoE. Next year, we may move to a new system, Eduwave, or we may still remain with the old system. This depends on how well our new EMIS system (under Eduwave) is developed.

· The school mapping division has the capacity to use Geomedia’s mapping software. They use mapping software for school mapping, site selection, construction planning, and presentation of indicator maps. (From sample of selected illustrative maps produced by the directorate, I reckon that there is good amount of school mapping capacity and technical skills in linking data with maps.)

Managing Directorate of Research and Development

Meeting with the Managing Directorate of Research and Development, the Managing Director, Dr. Duhe Alhadidi and the Director, Dr. Myasar Habashnah, and other 6 researchers who all have PhDs.
· This is a comprehensive education research and development directorate (R&D) that consists of two divisions, 1) research and development; 2) publications. Subdivisions include research, development, econometrics, administration, document and library, translation and editorial, and publication and annual report.
· The main functions of R&D include conducting research studies from following requests, 1) Minister and other policy makers, 2) ERfKE project needed research topics, 3) collaborating with international agencies (UNESCO, UNICEF, etc.).
· The typical research study process starts with R&D receiving topics from the above mentioned sources, conducting reviews of previous researches on the topics by others if any, develops tools (questionnaires, etc), selects study sample, collects data, analyzes data, write a research  report, submits it for approval by the Scientific Research Committee, headed by the Secretary General and PhD members, and then disseminates the result.
· 80% of the research activities are planned and 20% are ad hoc requests. Currently, the R&D is ready to present 6 study proposals to the committee for approval. Some of these studies were not originally planned in the yearly budget.

· Impact of teacher training on predetermined outcomes
· Satisfaction of students with services provided by the MoE
· Analysis of factors that contribute to the high achievement schools measured in TIMSS study

· Knowing more about under-performing schools

· Perceptions of 18 Centers of Excellency

· UNICEF study on school violence

· Currently, R&D has not used any EMIS data or data from other existing sources in the MoE. Also, it has not worked or collaborated with NCHRD evaluation team. But the R&D directorate does produce an average of 8-10 research studies per year under an annual budget of about 11,000 JD (does not include researchers’ salary or necessary transportation costs for site visits). For list of topics for the past 3 years, please contact the R&D Managing Directorate.

· R&D expressed a strong interest in new areas of expertise development which they do not have. They specifically want to develop the capacity to conduct policy research (the whole process and skills), and conduct more ERfKE evaluation projects. Specifically they mentioned policy analysis, program evaluation, how to train others, advanced statistics, IRT (item response theory), development of indicators, policy inquires techniques, data analysis and M&E.

· Although the current capacity is limited in terms of policy research and project-based evaluation, R&D is somewhat critical of existing evaluation studies and believes them to be insufficient in-depth analysis and only remain at the very descriptive and superficial level, and rarely  deal with questions of impact. Currently, at the R&D, there are 6 researchers, all PhDs, who know how to use SPSS, are trained in measurement and evaluation, curriculum and evaluation, mathematics, educational finance etc. They hope to link with local and international universities, establish a research center, study tours, and do collaborative research projects.
Managing Directorate of Exams and Tests

There are two directorates, 1) Exams directorate with 5 divisions, a) exams (grade 12 final exams), b) equivalent of foreign certificates, c) validation of foreign certificates, d) school exam events and calendar, e) printing exams); 2) Tests with 4 divisions, a) evaluation and assessment, b) performance indicators, c) e-tests, and d) information and analysis.
· This is a large directorate with a huge database on individual student performance in all levels and grades. They develop, manage, and guide all national exams and tests in Jordan. They have developed the data bank and created a student database of exam and test results from multiple years. 

· For the past 2 years, they have been producing school and student report cards (samples were provided to me when I met the Managing Directorate). School report cards are reportedly available online (in Arabic). In theory, they are available to all schools and parents as long as they have internet access, however, those schools and the field directorates I visited did not know about these reports cards. 
· Currently, the directorate has several analytical personnel conducting all kinds of exams and tests related data analysis including IRT, item difficulty indexing, reliability tests, and performance analysis. According to the directorate, they can get data from EMIS if they want to, but have not yet found the need for doing so. 

Managing Directorate of Inspection and Quality Assurance

Meeting with Inspection and Quality Assurance 

Mr. Mohamad Al Khazale (MD), Dr. Fwaz Al Tamimi (Director), Miss Wafaa Abu Nabaa (head of the division)

· This is a directorate based on ISO 2001 standards and processes. They ensure that all directorates set their specific goals, targets, indicators and activities
. Currently, there are 35 QA auditors at the national level and 2 QA auditors at each of the 37 field directors. All were trained to follow the ISO standards and procedures

· ISO certification is reviewed and renewed every 3 years based on performance standards. MoE started in 2002 with the first certificate, then 2005, 2007 and 2010. Every six months, audits happen. The QA directorate mainly audits all directorates, all field directorates, and only 15 schools (as a pilot). Audit processes may take 30 minutes to a few hours depending on the situation.
· All dictorates being audited must fill out a self assessment instrument. But in the end, there is no score. So far there have been no universal standards or quantitative indicators for comparative analysis. They inspect the 15 schools as a pilot. 
· They have been recently approved to start a UNICEF project (proposal was provided).
· The main QA ensures that all directorates perform well as they “promised” in the plan. However, there are no quantitative indicators or report cards for measuring this.

· MoE has been awarded the King Abdullah’s Award of Transparency and Excellence, awards for its leadership, HR, finance, knowledge, and processes of development and operation.
· They have no database or inventory of quantitative indicators.

Policy Strategy and Planning Unit (PSPU)

Meeting with PSPU staff (all six members)

· PSPU was recently approved by the Minister (May 2009), but has been in operation for almost 2 years as a temporary unit. Its main mandate has been to assist the MoE with policy development and the development of a five-year strategic plan. They recently just finished a draft of the first 5-year strategic plan, which is being reviewed and has not yet been finalized. [Note: the Managing Directorate of Educational Planning does yearly manpower and resources planning while PSPU does strategic planning]
· The current major challenge they face is how to monitor and evaluate the implementation and delivered results. PSPU is not strong in this area yet and would like to get some type of training. 
· There is a need for understanding M&E, pre and post-policy analysis, indicator development, evaluation methods, and a new set of national education indicators.

Managing Directorate of Queen Rania Center

Meeting with Queen Rania Center, Dr. Ziad Abdul Jawad, director of e-learning directorate and
Asad Abumallal, network engineer

· There are 2 directorates, e-learning and innovation. The e-learning directorate includes Eduwave, Helpdesk, Content design and development, and network. Eduwave is a big portal development with 52 major features including email, parents information center, weekly schedule of school activities, scanned textbooks, student absenteeism… etc. but has no report modules.

· E-learning is designed as an instructional support system to teachers and students in their daily teaching and learning activities in the classrooms, not as a self-guided learning system. Now, in math, Arabic language, and civic education contents have been completely developed. [Math (grade 1-12), Arabic (grade 1-12), civic education (grades 7-10), and ICT (grades 1-3]. In theory, all students in the education system have access to the e-learning contents online with a username and password. 

· However, there has been no information or data on the indicators in terms of access rate and participation rate, and no report modules are created in the Eduwave. They do not know the statistics and the center is not happy with this. Every time they want to access the statistics they have to beg the private company, ITG, for it. They often ask for more money and not willing to produce the data.

Managing Directorate of Information and Communication Technology (ICT)

Meeting with ICT, Director, Mazen Amarin (12:00-2:30pm June 1st, 2009). 

· MoE has “many islands of information, but no bridges”. One of the key challenges is to build bridges. What that means exactly is unclear.

· We shared a similar observation that data and information cannot be extracted from the current Eduwave system, therefore the data has not been used for policy planning purposes from the current system. But the information infrastructure must be continuously invested in so that one day there will be an effective system according to the director. 
· ITG, a local technology company, created Eduwave, but recently the contract has been discontinued pending further evaluation. Now ITG does not provide any feedback, answers, data, indicators or information requested by the MpE’s various departments and it has become a big problem. 
Field Directorates

Visiting Two Field Directorates, Ein Al Basha Directorate [9-11:30am], Amman 2 Directorate [12:00-2:30pm] on June 2nd 
In both directorates, I met with the General Director, with his help, I met separately with planners, financial officers, EMIS officers and staff from the exams and tests.
Ein Al Basha Directorate

52 schools, 21,065 students and 1,059 teachers [computed student-teacher ratio = 20 students per teacher]

· The planning division has produced the annual education statistics for the district for the past few years based on the MoE’s school census data collection. The whole process is mainly a paper process. The new Eduwave application is still in a pilot or experiment phase. The Eduwave is not yet useful to us. We still rely on the paper process and hope in the future that Eduwave, the electronic method, becomes fully useful. The paper process goes like this:

· We receive the school census form from the MoE [the form is designed and developed by the MoE, a standard form for all directorates].
· We distribute them to all 52 government schools at the end of September each year [specific date may vary from year to year]. Schools are given about 2 weeks to fill all cells out. Principal must sign the form and submit the filled paper form back to the directorate.
· At the directorate, we enter all of the schools’ data by using an Excel template (developed by the MoE). It often takes one month to finish data entry. We have 4 staff members working on this, not necessarily all at the same time, but taking turns.
· Once all the data is entered, an EMIS committee of 4 people validates and audits the data quality. They sign off if all data from all schools are fine.
· 4 planning staff work on the annual statistical yearbook (since 2001) and get them all finished within 1 month. And then we distribute them to all 37 directorates and send multiple copies to the Managing Directorate of Planning. We do not know how they use the book. We also started using CDs to distribute it about 2 years ago. We are happy to give you any statistics you want on a CD.
· Eduwave is the new platform. We started to use it but we do not have a way to get statistics as easily as we would like. It does have many wonderful features such as email, parents’ accounts, a school calendar, and many others. But we need statistics for planning and budgeting purposes. The major difference between the paper and Eduwave systems is that Eduwave has student marks, e-learning activities, and many other features. They hope that they can make it more for management purposes.
· There are 3 kinds of exams and tests. The first is international TIMSS, PISA, national exams and tests, such as Tawjishi (12th grade graduation exam, a high stakes exam) and others, including directorate-wide designed exams and tests. National tests results are designed, developed, and administered by the MoE. Test papers are scanned in for evaluation and all managed centrally. We receive directorate-level performance reports. We do not have any specific data on national tests. The division of supervision has developed local tests. They administer them in some years and conduct necessary analysis and report the results. We use Excel to calculate means and percentages as data analysis.

· On financial affairs, all schools give us a paper form on a monthly basis, reporting on their current account balance showing how much money they have, how much they use, and the remaining amount. We enter the data to an Excel sheet to produce a report at the end of semester [we do not do it as required, just in case we need some type of report]. This data is never shared with anyone else. No one has such data except for us here at the financial office. We wish to link financial performance with student or school performance data. But who can do that? We do not have the capacity to link and analyze the data in that way.
Directorate Amman 2nd
169 schools, 71,152 students, and 5,280 teachers [computed student-teacher ratio is 13.5]

· This directorate confirms that two data systems are in operation, paper and electronic. The whole paper data production process is the same. They produce yearly statistics based on the paper forms. However, they have 5 people to enter all 169 schools’ data and are supposed to finish in one week. By December, they can produce the yearly statistics on education.

· Currently, the directorate has limited access to Eduwave. There is no way to use Eduwave to replace the paper data system yet. We all hope we have the authority and proper access to Eduwave to use the data for management purposes. We hope we have dedicated personnel at the directorate and all the schools to work on Eduwave system. So far, no systemic effort has been put into this.

· Financial data is also collected monthly from schools in a one page form, but there is not enough time to enter them into the computer. “I personally do some spreadsheet analysis, but it is not required and no one asks for it. I can ask all banks to send me school financial accounts to check how they spend money. I personally find that some schools spend all money early on, and have no money by the end of the year.” It is true that 89% of allocated budget is for teacher salary and 11% for other things such as equipment, telephone bills, utilities, maintenance, etc., but remember, schools do collect fees. The national policy is that schools can collect 3JD from grades 1-3, 4JD from grades 4-10, and 6JD from the secondary, grades 11-12. Also there is small fee for school clinical needs (it is about 15 piasters per student).

· They have a lot of data. The directorate has financial data, the supervision division has performance data on different subjects, and the planning division has school and teacher data, but no one really has the skills to do any integrated, comparative analysis or any higher order analysis.
� Education Reform for Knowledge Economy (ERfKE) is the largest education investment program in Jordan that aims at supporting the Government of Jordan in the comprehensive transformation of the education system at the early childhood, basic and secondary levels to produce graduates with the skills necessary for the knowledge economy. ERfKE I was just completed (2003-2008) and ERfKE II is about to begin (2009-2014).  





� During my visit to Jordan, I visited the following offices and met with many key staff. These include NCHRD and MoE offices, Policy and Strategic Planning Unit (PSPU, author’s note: This unit is just officially approved by the Minister in April. It however existed as temporary unit for two years since 2006), Development Coordination Unit (DCU), Managing Directorate of Planning, EMIS Division within the Planning, Managing Directorate of ICT, Managing Directorate of Research and Development, Managing Directorate of Exams and Tests, Managing Directorate of Inspection and Quality Insurance, Managing Directorate of Queen Rania Center for Technology, Ein Al Basha Directorate, Amman 2nd Directorate, Akef All-Boys Basic School, Ain Jaloot All-Girls Secondary School, and Shemisany West All-Girls Basic School.





� For more detail on NCHRD, please read “the National Center for Human Resources Development – Introductory Bulletin, 2001” (available at the NCHRD in Amman)


� Critical reviews are professional experts’ evaluative opinions with specific analyses of the strengths and weaknesses associated with each document under the review.  


� However, I discussed with all the ERfKE team members about some of the study designs and methodologies they used. They seem to have followed scientifically rigorous ways to conduct the evaluation studies. For a good understanding of the quality of these studies, a critical review of these documents is highly recommended.


� For each evaluation study, some technical experts or consultants (in specific subject or domain area) need to be hired through a competition process in which the NCHRD permanent staff would write SOW, review the proposed design, survey instrument, technical analysis and report. The role of “managing evaluation studies” takes about 30 percent of the permanent staff time according to their own estimate. 


� I met with financial officers in two field directorates. Both have created their financial data forms (simple balance sheet) for all the schools within the directorates. They collected the forms monthly and some data are entered to excel  sheets, but not required.


� I consider that higher order integrative analyses are a set of analyses based on policy inquiries either of pre-policy options or post-policy impact.


� Some databases have a longer unique list of variables while others have a shorter list.


� J. Douglas Willms is the author of “Monitoring School Performance: A Guide for Educators”  In it, he describes a variety of issues related to education monitoring, including input-process-outcome models of education, measuring school inputs, processes, and outcomes, monitoring system design, analysis of monitoring data, and the relationship between monitoring and research.


� PSPU, (also know as PSPS), is a temporary unit, Policy Strategy and Planning Unit, established about 2 years ago. The PSPU, only recently in May 2009, was officially approved by the Minister of Education.


� It is noted that some indicators listed in the plan are not actual indicators or well defined. They may need to be re-developed or re-defined.


� System-wide performance data refers to data on all the program areas in the five-year strategic plan within the MoE in Jordan. 


� In academic setting, the word, effect, is often used. In education policy setting, the word, impact, is often used. Both words, effect and impact, carry the similar meaning in this context.


� Post-policy study here is referred to as policy impact study or policy evaluation study.


� Duignan, P. (2007). Management of monitoring and evaluation - issues. Systematic outcomes analysis. Retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.strategicevaluation.info/oiiwa/model/issues.html" ��http://www.strategicevaluation.info/oiiwa/model/issues.html� on March 9, 2009. 





� Indicative statistics (aggregated data) are not much meaningful when they are presented alone without comparative perspective. For example, the following statistics (just for illustration) are not meaningful just by themselves: 15% of students did not pass the achievement test in this district or directorate; An average math achievement score for this school is 83 (out of 100); 75% of all the teachers have received an average of 30 JDs in the past year.


� This is a hypothetical illustration.


� This is also a hypothetical illustration.


� Pre-policy analysis involves a set of analysis procedures to help policy makers to decide on a policy. Post-policy analysis is to examine the impact of policy after its implementation.


� The ratio can be either conceptual or statistical ratio.


� Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) is a statistical method to estimate and explain the nested or hierarchical effects of all levels (e.g. directorate and school levels) of the system on individual student learning.


� We must note that even though impact studies are often expected towards the end of a program implementation, benchmarking, baseline status, and mid-term data collection all must be carefully designed at the beginning stage of the program design and implementation.


� To learn more about systems thinking, I recommend Peter Senge’s book “Schools that Learn: a fifth discipline fieldbook for Educators, Parents, and Everyone Who Cares about Education” 2000


� Countries I know which have similar distributions of M&E functions and responsibilities are Malaysia, Lithuania and USA.


� The separated M&E functions, processes and expected outputs and outcomes listed for the internal and external M&E systems only serve as a general guide for the overall M&E development in Jordan. They are not at all an exhaustive list of all possible functions, processes, outputs and outcomes. 


� The “open-book” policy means here an M&E transparency policy (letting known the criteria, procedures, expectations, technical analysis methods, etc.) 


� To centrally manage and integrate the major education data does not mean that locally developed SMS system or field-based data systems are discouraged or disallowed. On the contrary, there should be more locally developed information systems to encourage M&E activities at local levels to improve field and school site management.


� Multi-level data analysis (also known as hierarchical linear modeling) is an advance statistical method for studying varying effects associated with factors nested or grouped in hierarchically structural environment. In education, students are typically grouped within a class (taught by a teacher), multiple classes are nested within school, and multiple schools are organized in a district, and so on. Student achievement, for example, may be influenced by factors or variables at various levels of system structure.


� If the newly integrated data system is insufficient, the annual school census instrument may need to be modified to satisfy the needs of producing national education indicators.


� Duignan, P. (2007). Management of monitoring and evaluation - issues. Systematic outcomes analysis. Retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.strategicevaluation.info/oiiwa/model/issues.html" ��http://www.strategicevaluation.info/oiiwa/model/issues.html� on March 9, 2009.


� This may include the internal M&E capacity enhancement as well.


� Just-in-time training is the training that is in sync with the project implementation. For example, there could be an evaluation project. While the evaluation project is implemented, multiple training modules are designed throughout the project to cover issues of sampling design, instrument development, data collection, data analysis, report writing, etc.


� The “collection”, “submission”, and “sharing” processes need to be described in the institutional agreement approved by Minister


� Primary key is a technical term for uniquely identifying each record in a data table. If records are individual students or teachers, the primary key is individual unique id. If records are schools, the primary key is then unique school id. 


� Many schools or subunits in Harvard University follow a tradition of hosting “brown-bag lunch” meetings to share work-related professional knowledge and skills. This is meant to share ideas, information, various projects or programs, and learn about specific area of professional expertise (such as per-student budget formula, M&E system components, EMIS development, new curricular standards, etc.). Participants bring their own lunch (usually in a brown paper bag) to the meeting. 


� ANPRO stands for ANalysis and PROjection developed by UNESCO-IIEP technical team in Paris. The ANPRO Model is designed to provide essential analytical and projection data for planning. 
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