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Executive Summary

Project Background and Purpose

Liberia Empowerment Through Attendance, Reading, and Nutrition (LEARN) Il is a 5-year program
(2021-2026), funded by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) McGovern-Dole
International Food for Education and Child Nutrition program (McGovern-Dole). Save the
Children (SC) is leading the implementation of LEARN Il in partnership with SC Liberia, Mercy
Corps (MC), and government partners, including the Ministry of Education (MOE), the Ministry
of Agriculture (MOA), and the Ministry of Health. LEARN Il is a follow-on to the LEARN project, a
5-year project set to end in September 2022.% LEARN Il will build and expand on the work done
during LEARN across the same four counties: Grand Bassa, Grand Gedeh, Rivercess, and River
Gee. In addition to LEARN’s base package of school feeding services and school health and
nutrition (SHN) champions, LEARN Il will expand the use of the literacy boost, school health club,
and school garden activities. Additionally, LEARN Il will introduce the use of local and regional
procurement (LRP) commodities to complement those donated by USDA. LEARN Il will aim to
serve 265,830 direct beneficiaries, including 85,129 pre-primary and primary school children in
234 schools.

LEARN Il program activities are designed to achieve USDA’s two strategic objectives: (a) improve
the literacy of school-age children by enhancing the quality of instruction and increasing student
attentiveness and attendance through provision of school meals procured from local
communities and (b) increase the use of health and dietary practices by enhancing knowledge of
health and hygiene best practices, upgrading sanitation facilities, and improving food safety and
storage systems.

Evaluation Methodology

SC selected the American Institutes for Research (AIR) to design and conduct the project and
impact evaluations of the LEARN Il project from 2022 to 2026. The baseline evaluation, which is
the focus of this report, provides a detailed description of LEARN Il target beneficiaries, highlights
differences across counties, and sets benchmarks to enable future evaluations to address
evaluation questions related to program relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and
sustainability.

Below is a snapshot of our evaluation approach for the baseline evaluation:

1 LEARN aimed to reach 132,780 direct beneficiaries, 60,164 of whom (students) were expected to receive meals through
school feeding activities in 220 schools.

1 | AIR.ORG LEARN Il Baseline Evaluation



Sampling. A sample of 57 schools in which data were collected from Grade 2 and Grade 6
students, teachers, and school meal providers for the performance evaluation and a sample of
70 schools in which data were collected from Grade 2 students for the impact evaluation.

Performance Evaluation Impact Evaluation
) (6d) (F G
ha&& [El
57 1,107 57 55 70 1,186
Schools Grade 2 & Teachers School Meal Schools Grade 2 Students
Grade 6 Students Providers

Methodology. A mixed-methods approach for a performance evaluation to measure LEARN I
progress over time as well as a difference-in-differences framework for an impact evaluation to
assess the causal effect of LEARN Il interventions on student literacy, health, nutrition, and
school-related gender-based violence (SRGBV) outcomes.

Data Sources. Primary quantitative data from 2,376 students, 57 teachers, and 55 school meal
providers. Qualitative data from 350 students, caregivers, teachers, principals, cooks,
storekeepers, community mobilizers, and district education officers (DEOs) across 12 school
communities (48 focus group discussions [FGDs] and 51 key informant interviews [KlIs]); four
national SC and MC staff members; four national Government of Liberia staff members; and one
county-level Government of Liberia staff member.

2@ ® o) @

2,376
Students Schools FGDs Klls Community
Stakeholders

De

Analysis. Descriptive analysis and subgroup analysis disaggregated by county, gender, grade, and
main language spoken at home; baseline equivalence analysis to assess if the treatment and
comparison groups were statistically similar in terms of outcomes and background
characteristics; triangulation between quantitative and qualitative data to capture where (a) the
gualitative data supported the quantitative data, (b) there were outliers, and (c) nuance was not
captured by the quantitative tools.
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Findings and Conclusions

Strategic Objective 1: Improved Literacy of School-Age Children

Literacy

o Reading outcomes were low at baseline. Less than half of students (46%) showed a good grasp of
letter knowledge, defined as being able to identify at least 90% of the letters in the alphabet. Only
9% of the students in the sample were classified as readers, and just 4% could read with
comprehension. There were regional differences, with students in Grand Bassa and Rivercess
outperforming their counterparts in Grand Gedeh and River Gee.

e Boys appear to have a head start on girls in terms of literacy. Results for foundational literacy
outcomes show the following: 51% of boys demonstrated letter knowledge, compared to 39% of
girls, and boys were able to identify 23% of commonly used words on average, compared to 18% of
girls. The qualitative data do not help to explain this—boys and girls show similar levels of excitement
for education, ambitions for their future, and perceptions that they are adequately supported by
teachers and parents in pursuing their educational goals.

e Literacy levels in treatment schools were consistently lower than in comparison schools. The
impact evaluation’s baseline equivalency analysis found a significant imbalance in literacy skills that
was largely driven by the regional differences mentioned above.

Home Literacy Environment

e Students’ home literacy environments are supportive, but there is room for improvement. Over
half of the students reported being helped with their studies by someone at home (68%), being read
to by someone (64%), and/or seeing someone else reading (58%). Forty-one percent of students said
someone at home told them a story. There were regional differences, with a generally more positive
literacy environment in River Gee and a less positive one in Rivercess. The qualitative data suggest
that students tend to have support from someone outside of school—usually a family member or
sometimes a “home study teacher” —although they acknowledge that they would benefit from more
support.

e Students lack readily available, age-appropriate, non-school books to read at home. Just 34%
reported having any storybooks or comic books at home. About a quarter (22%) of students said that
they read non-school books outside of school, with a higher proportion doing so in Grand Gedeh
(37%) than in Rivercess (6%). The qualitative data suggest that communities need more learning
materials and books. Communities with LEARN Literacy Champions (LCs) in some cases reported that
the LCs had books that they were able to lend to students, and in some of those communities SC had
trained LCs to help community members create local reading resources for student use.

e Students in the treatment group tended to have a more engaged home literacy environment.
Although they had slightly fewer reading materials available at home, the treatment group had
significantly more literate household members—members more likely to be reading or supporting
their children’s schoolwork—than households in the comparison group.

School Literacy Environment

e Almost all students (99%) said that they enjoy coming to school, with the majority (87%) citing
learning new things or enjoying lessons as a reason. The qualitative data support this finding;
students revealed high expectations about what they could achieve in the future provided they were
able to continue their schooling. The most cited dislikes were related to physical or mental abuse by
other students (29%) or by teachers (26%).

3 | AIR.ORG LEARN Il Baseline Evaluation



Strategic Objective 2: Increased Use of Health and Dietary Practices

Health and Hyvgiene Knowledge and Practices

e Most schools have functional handwashing stations (86%). Across counties, nearly all teachers reported
that students use toilets at school, with the percentage varying little by gender (96% for boys and 98% for
girls). Qualitative data indicate variation in the hygienic conditions of sanitation infrastructure in schools.

e Almost all students report washing their hands (93%). However, in a test of hygiene knowledge and
practice, just 22% of students were able to name three critical handwashing moments, and only 16% said
they washed their hands at each of these moments. The knowledge—practice gap was almost twice as large
for Grade 6 students as for Grade 2 students.

e Nutritional knowledge among various stakeholders is low at baseline. Just 2% of students reported
knowing what a balanced diet is, and fewer than 1% could prove they knew. Most students could identify
foods that provide energy (77%), but just 27% could identify foods that protect against disease. Less than
half of teachers (44%) and less than a third of school meal preparers (SMPs) (29%) knew the components
of a balanced meal. The qualitative data indicate little to no attention is paid to nutrition by school health
committees and PTAs, despite nutrition being part of SHN champion and SHC activities implemented
previously through LEARN.

o A third of students are eating three meals each school day, while a quarter do so on non-school days.
Grade 2 students were significantly more likely to get three meals on school days (36%) than Grade 6
students (28%). There was some regional variation, and students in Rivercess were the least likely to eat
three meals on non-school days (11%) but the most likely to do so on school days (61%).

e Students’ meals lack dietary diversity, and most meals are rice based. Few students reported eating
fruits, vegetables, or protein during the day. Interviews with cooks show that they generally cook the
commodities given to them (e.g., rice, beans, and oil). Cooks report that protein or vegetables are rarely
provided by parents, or that they sometimes pool money to pay for supplementary food.

e Teachers and SMPs perceived barriers that undermine children’s capacity to achieve minimum meal
frequency and minimum dietary diversity. Nearly all teachers perceived barriers impacting children’s
ability to eat breakfast before their first class (91%), eat three meals a day and snacks (95%), and consume
different types of foods at meals (93%). Likewise, most SMPs reported that serving a variety of foods for
school meals was difficult (89%), because of the cost (58%) and availability (55%) of diverse ingredients.

School-Related Gender-Based Violence and Gender Norms

e Teachers and students were aware of the codes of conduct. Most teachers were aware of the rules that
should govern their conduct in school (82%) and their interaction with students (96%). Students were less
knowledgeable about the code of conduct for teachers (41%) but most were aware of rules about teacher-
student interaction (77%) and their own code of conduct (77%). Students and teachers in all FGDs reported
that they were aware of the content of the codes of conduct. However, the qualitative data show that
teacher infractions are relatively common, and students indicate that they fear retribution or being
ignored if they report an infraction.

e Teachers and students share a perception that girls have a more positive experience at school. Both
teachers and students said that girls’ attendance at school should be prioritized and that girls receive more
of the teachers’ positive comments, while boys get the bulk of the negative comments and insults. The
percentage of girls believing it was important that they attend school was significantly greater than the
percentage of boys believing it was important that they attend. Boys and girls also disagreed on who
teachers most often called on to answer questions in class.
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Limitations
Some potential limitations of the LEARN Il baseline evaluation include the following:

Reliance on Self-Reported Data. The main limitation is that the quantitative approach relies on
self-reported data from children for several socially and culturally sensitive subjects such as
SRGBV. Although AIR adopts best practices in eliciting this information, the data could still have
some degree of measurement error, like data collected in other contexts on sensitive topics. To
mitigate this limitation, prior to the baseline data collection in 2018 for LEARN, AIR devoted
considerable attention to cognitive testing of the survey instrument with students in Grades 2
and 6. In consultation with the local partners, AIR adjusted question phrasing to make sure
children could understand the questions and feel comfortable answering. In addition, to further
improve data reliability at baseline, AIR incorporated some of these topics in qualitative
interviews to allow triangulation with quantitative data. Even then, the qualitative data may be
unreliable where respondents have an interest in slanting what they say, including the reporting
of cooks on their hygiene practices, the reporting of teachers on their use of corporal
punishment, and the reporting of parents on the frequency of reading with their children.

Internal Validity of Impact Evaluation. One limitation of the current design arises from the fact
that the treatment and comparison schools were selected among schools that had benefited
from LEARN for 5 years. Importantly, the treatment schools are in Grand Gedeh and River Gee
while the comparison schools are in Grand Bassa, which means that regional differences could
be confounded with treatment effects. Moreover, due to low enroliment numbers, schools in the
impact sample were selected purposefully rather than randomly. Therefore, impact findings will
not be generalizable to all schools from these counties. Finally, we performed propensity score
matching on a rather small sample of schools, which limits our ability to find suitable matches.
This also contributes to our finding of significant differences between the treatment and
comparison groups at baseline. Given these caveats, future results from the impact evaluation
should be considered exploratory and interpreted with caution.

Internal Validity of Qualitative Findings. As with all qualitative research, results are not
necessarily generalizable but rather show the broad spectrum of types of perspectives that may
be encountered across project beneficiaries and stakeholders. Because of this, the communities
chosen purposefully represent the broad types of community covered by the LEARN project
(rural, peri-urban, and urban; the combined package vs. the base package).
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Recommendations

Below, AIR presents recommendations based on key project outcomes, limitations, and lessons

learned from the baseline evaluation.

Customize literacy interventions to effectively meet the needs of both non-readers and
existing readers alike. Further explore which types of students work with Literacy Champions
or engage in other Literacy Boost interventions (e.g., reading clubs and camps) to determine
whether those who are already readers tend to seek this support more often. If existing
readers tend to seek this help and non-readers do not, this could help explain why students
who are already readers tend to improve while non-reading students do not. It may be
beneficial to target non-readers or facilitate access to non-readers to Literacy Boost activities.
Alternatively, if non-readers are being supported with such activities but still do not improve,
then providing customized instruction based on their skill level may better help these less
advanced students to progress.

Closely monitor MOE-hired teacher trainers to learn more about what they are focusing on
as it relates to literacy. This will help SC to both contextualize literacy outcome findings and
provide insights to help intervene where it seems necessary to better improve the desired
outcomes (e.g., curriculum reform).

Review MOE teacher literacy refresher training tools to try to better meet the needs of
non-readers and work as much as possible with MOE to try to apply those changes.
Acknowledging the limited role that SC can have in directly influencing this dimension of
MOE’s work, this review will at a minimum provide some context around observed
outcomes, and hopefully allow SC the opportunity to help MOE make necessary revisions.

As was decided during LEARN I, for LEARN Il mobilize community volunteer Literacy
Champions instead of tasking teachers with the role. Clarify with the volunteers the
reasons their position is not, and will not be, compensated. LEARN endline found that
community volunteer Literacy Champions were effective and motivated but did express
some concerns with payment in take-home rations only.

Produce innovative and locally made reading materials. Continue empowering students and
parents to create their own reading materials when there is a lack of content to read. Literacy
Champions have provided good examples of how children can use locally made materials
(e.g., flashcards and transcribed stories narrated by community members) to enhance
literacy.

Continue the effective work with the government under LEARN to better support and
maintain teachers and other volunteers supporting education initiatives (e.g., Literacy
Champions). Advocacy in this regard would need to come from multiple partners regularly,
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for example as has been done already through the Education Sector Development
Committee, but it is critical to acknowledge to the government the degree to which teachers
lament being underpaid and overworked and feel the government is not listening to their
concerns. In the meantime, instituting strategies to help acknowledge teachers’ work and
provide supplementary compensation (e.g., through PTAs or the STAR teachers intervention)
could further help enhance teacher morale, attendance, and performance. Consider also
holding in-depth dialogues and engagements at county and district levels for deeper
understanding of the contextually specific issues related to government paid teachers and
volunteers. Finally, there remains the need to address the issue of frequent transfer of
teachers to other schools, particularly those who have already been trained under LEARN as
Literacy Champions or SHN champions.

e Strengthen PTAs to support schools in the longer term. PTAs have critical roles in schools
beyond LEARN activities. LEARN refresher trainings and meetings with PTAs were effective in
re-activating some PTAs that had lost momentum following the COVID-19 closures or had
been inactive for years prior. Working with PTAs to ensure that they have their own system
for making and carrying out plans and remaining active without outside encouragement such
as through LEARN and LEARN Il can be critical in helping schools sustain themselves in the
face of limited or sporadic government support. PTAs could have a more systematic role in
supporting teachers who are feeling forgotten by the government or boosting the morale of
Literacy Champions who lament not being paid cash for their work.

e Attract more parents into PTAs. Continue stressing to PTA leaders the importance of
including multiple parents and community members and train the leaders on strategies to
attract parents and community members. One strategy is to convince parents that work done
in collaboration with the PTA will ultimately provide compensation in the form of school
improvements or parental influence over which activities are chosen. Recruitment of new
PTA members should aim for gender parity, equity, and inclusiveness (e.g., including parents
from marginalized groups).

e Continue to emphasize the importance of parents’ engagement in their children’s
education and facilitate dialogues between parents and teachers about the challenges
parents face in engaging with their children’s education. As has already been done as part
of LEARN via radio, SMS, home learning cards, teachers and principals can continue to
emphasize to parents the critical and constructive role they can play in enhancing their
children’s education even without being educated themselves. This will also enable teachers
to better understand the challenges that parents face and the assistance they need in their
efforts to support their children. Together with teachers, develop realistic strategies that
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parents and caregivers can use to encourage their children going forward. Consider the use
of social media and other technological approaches to encourage parents to engage.

e Give ample attention to the work towards providing students with Safe Schools where
students are safe to learn and develop amongst their peers and teachers, teachers’ role-
model pro-social behavior, and there is a positive school climate. To help achieve this,
consider community dialogues as part of the scale-up of the LEARN Safe School interventions
in four counties such that stakeholders better respect and enforce the school code of conduct
so that students can learn in a safe environment. With the revision of the school code of
conduct will come opportunities for widespread sensitization around its content, including
the opportunity to have dialogues with school personnel, caregivers, and students on their
perspectives. This will help elucidate what is limiting enforcement of the code of conduct,
such as misunderstanding of the content despite the ability to list items in the code,
disagreement with some of the rules, and lack of alternative disciplinary strategies that are
in accord with the code (i.e., strategies that could replace corporal punishment).

e Follow-up with schools on the status of their teacher’s code of conduct complaints
mechanism to ensure it allows for children’s anonymity and protection, and that school
leaders act on complaints made (or justify rationale for inaction) so that the system remains
both safe and effective.

e Enhance PTAs’ understanding of the role of school gardens. Continue sensitizing PTA
members to the active role that school gardens can play beyond supplementing school
feeding activities. Rather, school gardens can be viewed as an income generation
opportunity. For example, a larger garden could generate more income for PTA activities or
help individual PTA members cover their children’s educational expenses. Accordingly,
providing PTAs with training on business management and marketing as part of the VSLA
intervention will be helpful. Meanwhile, it is critical that children are not exploited: teachers
and students should be made aware that student work in the school garden is not meant to
be done as punishment or demanded as free labor. Rather, all students, parents, and teachers
can be expected make small contributions to the garden.

e Reiterate to communities the rationale for providing girls with take-home rations (THRs):
they are aimed at reducing the risk of sex for grades and grooming, demonstrating
commitment to equality by giving girls a boost (critical given past and current evidence of
boys performing better).

e Ensure schools have adequate materials and infrastructure to maintain a healthy and safe
environment, particularly in kitchens. While cooks and storekeepers demonstrate adequate
understanding of food safety procedures, they lament lack of materials or poor infrastructure
to ensure they can keep up to those standards.
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e Work with the government to get a commitment to support institutionalizing and funding
school feeding across Liberia schools. Not only is school feeding popular, but it also increases
the attendance and performance of students while alleviating many caregivers’ concerns
about the well-being of their children. At the same time, a school garden and the PTA alone
cannot sustain daily hot lunches; additional commodities are essential. Implementation of
the LEARN Il school feeding model will provide an important case study in how to effectively
roll out and sustain school feeding.

e Separate WASH and nutrition components, rather than grouping them as SHN, and task
different parties to manage each. SHCs demonstrated willingness and capacity to engage in
school cleaning activities, and some were active in teaching fellow students about
handwashing. However, improving nutrition was rarely mentioned, likely because of the
already difficult task SHCs and SHN champions had in maintaining school cleanliness. Having
separate individuals responsible for the nutrition component (e.g., dividing an SHCs into two
“wings”) may help prevent the important issue of nutrition from being sidelined. Also,
emphasis on small-group training that is more interactive and practical may help the SHN
champions and SHCs to better apply the skills learnt during the large-group formal training.

e Conduct a needs assessment focused on existing farming cooperatives, land usage, and land
rights in project areas. Farming cooperatives (or other relevant cooperatives) may already
exist in some of the LEARN project communities; also, there may be challenges or tensions
around land ownership or use. Conducting a needs assessment will aid in understanding the
strengths of these cooperatives
and associated land issues and uncovering areas where there is room for improvements. One
result is that the partnerships with Kawadah Farms will be better able to leverage current
assets and avoid duplication of effort or conflict with existing practices. Also, having a better
understanding of any land issues will enable SC to focus on necessary dialogues with
associated ministries, including Internal Affairs, MOE, MOA, and county authorities.

e With PTAs and communities, conduct a thorough needs assessment focused on quality of
kitchens in project areas. Despite the LEARN activities intended to rehabilitate kitchens,
there remain concerns that some of the kitchens do not allow easy application of basic food
safety measures.

e Consider additional or nuanced measures of food security and nutrition in future
evaluations. Baseline findings point to very low levels of nutritional knowledge (as measured
by knowledge of a balanced diet). Given the increased emphasis on school gardens in LEARN
I, additional nuanced indicators related to food security and nutrition may help capture
improvement in diet and nutrition. For example, the dietary diversity of students can be
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measured using the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization diversity index (2010),
as recommended by the USDA Foreign Agricultural Service.

e Consider doing a feasibility analysis that includes the livelihoods and income-generating
activities of the families of school-going children to strengthen the sustainability of the
program effects. To ensure that school canteens are well provisioned with locally produced
commodities, local communities must be empowered to help families increase their
livelihoods and income, which will also generally aid them in meeting the nutritional, food
diversity, and learning-related needs of their children after LEARN Il activities are phased out.

e Together with the evaluator, consider ways to strengthen the impact evaluation design.
The baseline results suggest that LEARN Il treatment and comparison groups were not
balanced, which raises concerns regarding the ability to draw causal inferences about the
impact of LRP intervention at midline and endline. To address these concerns, consider
exploring the feasibility of alternative evaluation designs. For example, should rollout of
school gardens and LRP activities allow it, consider a staggered randomized controlled trial
(i.e., where rollout activities are staggered randomly). Such a design allows use of data from
midline and endline to evaluate average differences between schools that benefited from
earlier rollouts and schools that did not. Alternatively, provided school gardens and LRP
activities are rolled out gradually (but not randomly) and detailed monitoring and evaluation
data are available on the timing of these activities, a difference-in-differences analysis can
compare schools that had longer exposure to school gardens and LRP activities with schools
that had shorter exposure.

e Track fidelity of implementation and contextualize findings and recommendations based
on what has happened. Throughout project implementation, conduct regular assessments
to identify gaps in implementation and work to fill those gaps appropriately. A monitoring
and evaluation system that provides robust and detailed data can be used to closely track
fidelity of implementation and will lead to a more refined evaluation of the project’s impacts
at endline. Further, if other implementers working on similar projects within the project’s
catchment area are identified, such a system would allow collaboration and the avoidance of

complications.
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Section 1. Introduction

Project Background
Following the successful implementation Exhibit 1. LEARN Il Targeted Counties in Liberia
of Liberia Empowerment Through
Attendance and Reading (LEARN) project
between 2017 and 2022, Save the
Children (SC) will implement a $25 million
second phase, LEARN II, from 2021 to
2026. In partnership with SC Liberia,
Mercy Corps (MC), and government
partners including the Ministry of
Education (MOE), the Ministry of
Agriculture (MOA), and the Ministry of
Health, LEARN Il will build upon LEARN’s
activities and expand the use of the

literacy boost, school health clubs, and
school garden activities to support
student enrollment, attendance rate and ot 5 | EARN and LEARN I Activities

literacy level; improve health, nutrition,
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food insecurity. In addition, LEARN Il will @ (0 Y] 2 oY) X2X <)
introduce local and regional food
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farming cooperatives. LEARN Il aims to @ @® @ Q@
reach 265,830 direct beneficiaries, @ @ @@ @
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Health
Champions Cliibs Gardens
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GEDEH

85,129 of whom (students) are expected

RIVER
CESS

to receive meals through school feeding
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BASSA

activities in the same four counties—

H 2
and River Gee. Source: Terms of Reference (TOR)

2 There may be positive and negative unintended consequences of the LEARN Il programming. On the positive side
the local procurement activity can create a new market for local farmers to sell their produce. Not only those with
whom LEARN directly works may benefit, but also others may benefit who may learn about the opportunity to sell
to new intermediates selling to local schools. This may improve livelihood opportunities in the local communities
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To achieve the program’s primary objective of carrying out school feeding to reduce hunger and
improve literacy and primary education, LEARN Il will implement 14 activities related to school
feeding, school health and nutrition, literacy, and capacity building (Exhibit 2). As in the LEARN
project, LEARN Il will implement different package of activities depending on the target county.

Purpose of the Evaluation

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) will use qualitative and quantitative methods to
conduct a project and an impact evaluation for LEARN II. The project evaluation will measure
changes of key performance indicators over the life of the LEARN Il project. The impact evaluation
will focus on measuring the causal effect of LEARN Il interventions (i.e., local food procurement,
school gardens, and U.S. commodities) on literacy, health, and nutrition, as well as knowledge,
attitudes, and practices (KAP) outcomes among school-age children in all four LEARN Il counties.
The evaluation of LEARN Il includes three phases—baseline in 2022 (the focus of this report),
midterm in 2024, and final in 2026.

AIR designed and conducted the baseline evaluation of LEARN Il in parallel with the endline
evaluation of LEARN to maximize synergies in data collection and comparability in the outcome
indicators and findings. The objectives of the baseline evaluation are to:

e measure pre-implementation values for performance indicators

provide a detailed description across target counties
e confirm estimated indicator targets

e confirm the comparability of the intervention and comparison group schools for the impact
evaluation

e confirm project design assumptions and identify potential threats to project
implementation

e conduct gender and power analysis study to inform more gender-sensitive programming

In the following sections, we describe the evaluation approach including sampling, data sources,
and analysis, and document field work. Then, we discuss the baseline values of the performance

and improve investment in the health and human capital of the children of farmers. Another positive spillover effect
may be that in the presence of any future pandemic or shock that disrupts supplies of foreign food aid to schools,
the local community may be more resilient and able to meet the needs of children in schools. However, there may
be some unintended negative effects as well. Local purchases may drive up food prices, thereby harming poor, net
buyers who do not benefit from selling to schools. Home gardens may not be able to meet the consumption needs
of students, so there may be greater reliance on local procurement for meeting food needs. Food supplies might
also become riskier in the presence of a local shock that damages local produce.
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indicators and assess baseline equivalence between treatment and comparison groups. Finally,
we conclude with some discussion and recommendations for LEARN Il going forward.

Section 2. Evaluation Approach

The key goal of the baseline study is to provide a detailed description of the target beneficiaries
who will receive the LEARN Il interventions and highlight differences across gender and counties.
The baseline evaluation was designed to set benchmarks such that future midterm and final
evaluations could respond to evaluation questions related to relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, and impact of key program interventions.

AIR used a mixed methods approach for the baseline project and impact evaluations of LEARN II.
Importantly, the LEARN Il baseline evaluation was conducted simultaneously with the LEARN
endline evaluation relying on synergies in data collection and analysis. See the LEARN endline
evaluation report for more detailed description of that evaluation approach. This section
describes the baseline sampling methods, data sources, and data analysis methods.

Design and Sampling

The LEARN Il quantitative design includes a performance and impact evaluation. The
performance evaluation will track trends over time in children’s literacy skills, health, and
nutrition status, and KAP about health, hygiene, and nutrition, as well as teachers and school
meal providers KAP about health, hygiene, nutrition, and meal preparation, respectively. The
impact evaluation will provide an estimate of the causal impact of the intervention on children’s
health and education outcomes. We describe the impact and performance evaluation designs
and sampling strategies of LEARN Il in detail below.
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Impact Evaluation Design and Sampling

The impact evaluation of LEARN Il will

estimate the impact of school feeding LEARNSQJOR(E)ALEMENT 8 LEARN;I&%I\SE?RISON

supported by local procurement of

commodities and school L et e LEARN Il Comparison
Sample: 35 schools Sample: 35 schools

gardens on Grade 2 children’s
literacy, health and  nutrition

outcomes, and perceived Baseline Survey Baseline Survey
Cross-sectional survey of 700 Cross-sectional survey of 700

Grade 2 students Grade 2 students

March
2022

cultural appropriateness of school
meals (Error! Reference source not
found.). The impact evaluation uses a

qguasi-experimental design with 35 ¢, Midterm Survey Midterm Survey
i : § Cross-sectional survey of 700 Cross-sectional survey of 700
treatment schools in Grand Gedeh = Grade 2 students Grade 2 students

and River Gee and 35 comparison
schools in Grand Bassa. The treatment

group will receive meals prepared _ Endline Survey Endline Survey
. . =8-@l Cross-sectional survey of 700 Cross-sectional survey of 700
with locally procured commodities 2% Grade 2 students Grade 2 students

(LRP) and school garden (SG) produce Total Endline Sample: 1,400 Students

in addition to meals prepared with

U.S. food commodities (USC). The

comparison group will only receive meals prepared with USC. This design will allow us to measure

the incremental effect of receiving local commodities and school garden produce to prepare
school meals relative to U.S. commodities only. By measuring the effects at midterm (relative to
baseline), the evaluation team can understand the impact of LEARN Il activities in the early years
of implementation, and measurements of effects at endline (relative to baseline) will reveal the
impact of LEARN Il activities once they have matured/stabilized over 4 years. AIR will use a
difference-in-differences (DID) estimation framework to analyze the student outcome data as
summarized in Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4. Impact Evaluation Measurement Comparisons

Evaluation Impacts Measurement
Midterm 2-year effect of LRP + SG interventions (Treatment vs. Comparison) [C-A] - [D-B]
Endline 4-year effect of LRP + SG interventions (Treatment vs. Comparison) [E-C] - [F-D]

Note: Measurements in A, B, C, D, E, and F are defined in Exhibit 3 above.

Sampling Schools. To estimate LEARN Il impacts, AIR assigned 35 schools in Grand Gedeh and
River Gee to the treatment group. Initially, these 35 schools were to be randomly assigned;
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however, enrollment data for the LEARN Il schools revealed that many of the schools did not
have the 20 students required to meet our target sample size. Therefore, AIR assigned the 35
largest schools from the 95 LEARN Il schools in Grand Gedeh and River Gee to the treatment

group.

The original intention was to then select a matched sample of 35 comparison schools from Grand
Bassa, however, only 31 of the 94 LEARN Il schools in Grand Bassa had at least the 20 students
required to meet our sample target. Therefore, we first chose all schools with at least 15 students
and used propensity score matching to choose 35 of those schools that best matched the
treatment sample in Grand Gedeh and River Gee. We estimated the propensity score based on
school level characteristics including number of students enrolled in each grade, the total number
of teachers, teacher—student ratio, number of dropouts, proximity to the nearest all-weather
road, and presence of canteen.? Identifying schools that were close matches to the treatment
group schools minimized threats to internal validity such as the presence of external factors that
result in schools in River Gee and Grand Gedeh receiving local commodities and school garden
produce to prepare school meals.

Sampling Students. The power analysis confirmed that a sample size of 1,400 students, equally
divided into 70 schools, will allow us to detect the minimum detectable effect size (MDE) of 0.40
standard deviation (SD), with a 95% level of confidence.? The assumed parameters are consistent
with related studies in India, Kenya, and Madagascar; therefore, we consider the sample size
adequate for a moderate MDE of 0.40 SD (Duflo, Glennerster, & Kremer, 2008; French & Kingdon
2010).

Rather than following the same students over time, we will select a different sample of students
in each round of data collection. A cross-sectional sample of students is preferable to a cohort
design because of the substantial probability of student attrition from school. In addition, having
independent samples surveyed every period minimizes the probability that the act of
measurement itself influences subject behavior (e.g., children from the same cohort may score
better in a test when they take the same type of test multiple times, not because they know
more, but because they are more used to taking that test) (Feldman & McKinlay, 1994).

Our design called for up to 10 boys and 10 girls randomly selected from Grade 2 to assess the
effect of project interventions on their literacy skills at the end of their grade level. At baseline,
to ensure that we could reach our target of 20 students, SC collected signed parental consents
for each Grade 2 student from pre-established enrollment lists prior to data collection. For

3 This data was collected by SC in January 2022.
4 We are using the following additional assumptions: power (B) of 0.80, intra-cluster correlation (ICC) of 0.25, and a correlation
of other covariates with the measured outcomes of 0.50.
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selecting students to survey, within each sampled school, AIR selected students by physically
lining up the boys and girls with parental consent and using a randomization formula to pick a
random sample of students. In practice, because of low attendance and difficulty in obtaining
parental consent, in many schools all of the available students were surveyed.

Project Evaluation Design and Sampling

Using mixed-methods, the project evaluation will measure the progress of the performance
indicators related to core LEARN Il activities from baseline (2022) to midterm (2024), and endline
(2026). To accurately reflect changes in program performance over time, AIR will measure the
same program indicators at all three data collection points. To measure literacy and health KAP
indicators, AIR used a two-stage clustered sampling approach to select a cross-section of Grade
2 and Grade 6 students across all four LEARN Il counties.” First, AIR randomly selected a sample
of project schools from each county proportional to the total number of project schools
participating in LEARN II. Subsequently, the team randomly chose 10 students each (five girls and
five boys) from one randomly chosen Grade 2 and Grade 6 classroom each.

AIR followed the recommendations from the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) early grade reading assessment (EGRA) Toolkit (RTI International, 2015) to
confirm the sample size of 1,140 children (570 each in Grades 2 and 6), as indicated in the request
for proposal. The sample size was calculated using the following formula:

2
t%,n—f/l + (k—1)po

n=4 Clwidth

Where ta _, is the critical value corresponding to a 95% confidence level (set to 1.96), k is the
>

cluster size (set to 10 students per school), p is the inter-cluster correlation (set to 0.50 based on
previous EGRA studies), o is the estimated standard deviation (set to 26 based on previous EGRA
studies), and CIwidth is the width of the confidence interval (set to 10). The formula yields a
desired sample size of 571, which has been adjusted downward to 570 to allow the school sample
size in each county to be proportionate to the number of project schools in the county. That is,
we sampled 57 schools across the four counties. Using the same method mentioned above in the
impact section of obtaining parental consent and randomly selecting students AIR selected a total
of 10 students (five boys and five girls) from Grades 2 and 6.

As part of the LEARN Il baseline project evaluation, we also administered a health KAP to teachers
and school meal providers (SMPs) in each of the 57 schools. Specifically, we selected one Grade

5 For grade 6 students, we only focus on health and nutrition KAP, SRGBV, and perceived gender norms.
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2 teacher and one school meal provider (SMP) in each project evaluation school for the health
KAP. Exhibit 5 shows the representative sample of 57 schools selected proportionally from each
county, based on the terms of reference (TOR).

Exhibit 5. Sample Sizes from Each County for the Project Evaluation

Number of Number of schools

. Total Grade | Total Grade Total
LEARN II selected for project Total SMPs
. 2 students 6 students Teachers

schools evaluation
Grand Bassa 95 23 230 230 23 23
Grand Gedeh 56 12 120 120 12 12
Rivercess 44 11 110 110 11 11
River Gee 39 11 110 110 11 11
Total 234 57 570 570 57 57

Baseline data collection for the evaluation of LEARN Il occurred simultaneously with the endline
data collection for LEARN. We used economies of scale to ensure a more efficient data collection
process. Thus, in Grand Bassa, River Gee, and Rivercess counties, the schools for the LEARN Il
baseline project evaluation overlapped completely with the schools selected to be sampled for
the LEARN endline project evaluation. That is, we selected a subset of 23, 11, and 11 schools in
Grand Bassa, River Gee, and Rivercess to be surveyed for the LEARN Il baseline project evaluation.
In Grand Gedeh, out of the 12 schools for the LEARN Il baseline project evaluation, six schools
overlapped with the schools surveyed for the LEARN endline project evaluation. The remaining
six LEARN Il baseline project evaluation schools in Grand Gedeh overlapped with the comparison
schools surveyed for the LEARN endline impact evaluation.

Building on the approach used for LEARN, the baseline qualitative research for LEARN Il focused
on the new and expanded activities that will be part of LEARN Il. These activities include:
strengthening provision of school meals via activities such as cassava processing and supporting
women’s cooperatives and farming cooperatives, establishing and using new school gardens for
feeding, partnering with Kawadah Farms to enhance crop production both to supplement school
meals and to create income generating activities for school community members in River Gee
and Grand Gedeh, establishing village savings and loan associations (VSLAs) to help parents save
for education and other expenses, deworming activities, and teacher training on “positive school
culture”. The LEARN Il baseline evaluation occurred alongside the LEARN endline evaluation, and
the sample of respondents was the same for the LEARN Il baseline and LEARN endline. As such,
the data collected was analyzed for both the endline and baseline, though the specific analysis
for LEARN Il baseline focused on lessons learned from LEARN that could be utilized in improving
implementation for LEARN II.
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The qualitative research took place, in three intervention schools in each of the four counties, for
a total of 111 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) or Key Informant Interviews (Klls) across 12
schools. The purposive sample of communities aimed to capture perspectives from varied
schools and communities, based on locale (rural, peri-urban, urban) and intervention package
(base package, combined package). Within communities, students were randomly selected from
rosters of those in grades 4, 5, or 6. Groups were split between girls and boys, but grade levels
were mixed. If students who were selected were not available at the time of research, students
from the oversample list were contacted. Caregivers were selected largely by convenience,
finding those who were available during the day of research, though efforts were made to include
at least two who were members of the Parent—Teacher Association (PTA).

All planned community-level interviews were accomplished except for four (of twelve) District
Education Officers (DEO) who were not able to be reached despite multiple attempts in person
and by mobile, and one community mobilizer who was away at a workshop at the time of
research and was unavailable for interview by phone. Literacy Champions from LEARN were only
expected in the communities with Literacy Boost (all River Gee communities and one Grand
Gedeh combined package community). Completed interviews are summarized in Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 6. Number of Respondents for the Project Evaluation, by County

Interview Type Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh River Gee Rivercess

Girl Student FGD 3 3 3 3 12
Boy Student FGD 3 3 3 3 12
Caregiver FGD 3 3 3 3 12
Teachers FGD 3 3 3 3 12
Principals Kl 3 3 3 3 12
Community Mobilizer KII 3 3 3 2 11
Cook KII 3 3 3 3 12
Storekeeper Kl 3 3 3 3 12
Literacy Champion Kl 1 - 1 3 - 4

Literacy Champion Kl 2 - 1 3 - 4

DEO KIl 1 1 3 3 8

Total Community Level 25 27 33 26 111

There were also six national-level interviews (with relevant government, SC, and MC staff)
conducted by the lead qualitative researcher via mobile or Skype.

Data Sources

Because data collection for LEARN Il baseline was conducted simultaneously with data collection
for the endline evaluation of LEARN, the baseline data collection tools were largely identical to

18 | AIR.ORG LEARN Il Baseline Evaluation



those for LEARN endline with additional modules added to capture information relevant for
LEARN Il. This section provides information on each data source.

For the LEARN Il baseline evaluation, AIR collected and analyzed two types of data: (a)
guantitative data, including student surveys, Literacy Boost Reading Assessment (LBRA), and KAP
surveys with teachers and school meal providers; and (b) qualitative data that included key
informant interview (KllIs) and focus group discussions (FGDs). In addition, we conducted a school
assessment checklist that captured student attendance, health and sanitation features, and food
storage and preparation methods.

Student Survey

AIR administered a student survey to Grade 2 and 6 students, which was previously developed
and cognitively tested during the LEARN evaluations. The student survey gathered information
on seven key topics including background information, hygiene and health knowledge and
practices, nutrition knowledge, school-related gender-based violence (SRGBV), school and home
environment, disability, food intake recall, diarrhea disease recall, and cultural appropriateness
of school meals (Exhibit 7). The topics in italics reflect survey topics that are part of LEARN II
baseline specifically; those in plain text are relevant to both LEARN Il baseline and LEARN endline.

Exhibit 7. Overview of Student Survey Key Topics

Topics Types of Questions

. . e Demographic information (e.g., students’ age, main language spoken at home,
Background information tc)
etc.

e Handwashing knowledge (when one should wash hands), including the
Hygiene and health implication of COVID-19 trainings on their knowledge

knowledge and practices Handwashing practices (when students wash their hands), including the
implication of — COVID-19 trainings on their practices
Nutrition knowledge e Knowledge of a healthy diet (e.g., if a student knows what a balanced diet is)
e Knowledge of SRGBV behaviors (sexual and physical violence and harassment;
bullying; corporal punishment)
e  Awareness on the existence of the code of conduct in school and its revised
SRGBV version
e Knowledge of / propensity to use / confidence in reporting mechanisms to
report instances of SRGBV
e Perceived gender norms (Grade 6 only)
. e  Attitudes toward their school
School environment
e Teacher attendance
e Home literacy activities (e.g., if anyone reads to students or tell them a story)
Home environment e Parent’s engagement in home learning

e Reading culture at home
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Types of Questions

Disability e Difficulty in seeing, hearing, talking, walking, etc.

. e Information about student’s meals for the day including frequency and content
Food intake recall
of the meals.

Diarrhea disease recall e  Students’ experience with receiving care after experiencing bouts of diarrhea
Cultural appropriateness

Students’ satisfaction with the meals they are served in school
of school meals

Student Literacy Boost Reading Assessment (LBRA)

In addition to the student survey, Grade 2 students in both the impact and project evaluation
samples also took the LBRA. AIR developed the LBRA using Liberia second grade textbooks,
calibrated it to the Liberian context through the Liberia MOE, and field-tested it on Grade 2
students in non-project schools during the LEARN baseline. To generate an appropriate
comparison with the endline for LEARN and the baseline for LEARN II, AIR used the same LBRA.
Using the same instrument between impact and project evaluation samples also helps maximize
comparability in literacy outcomes and findings between the two evaluations.

Since the official language of instruction in Liberia is English, all LBRA subtests were in English.
The LBRA version used for this evaluation consisted of four subtests:
1. Letter knowledge: the number of letter sounds that a student could identify, out of 26.

2. Word recognition: the number of words, out of the 20 most-used words from leveled
textbooks that a student could read correctly. Recognition is defined as the student’s ability
to read the word.

3. Decoding (invented word recognition): the number of invented words, out of 20, that a
student could decode correctly.

4. Reading comprehension
a. Reading aloud: Using a short story of 155 words, we assessed:
i. Fluency: the number of words read correctly in a minute.
ii. Accuracy: the percentage of words read correctly (untimed).

b. Comprehension: Ten comprehension questions related to the short story were asked
orally in one of three conditions:

i. Reading comprehension, which applied to children who could read at least five words
in the story correctly in 30 seconds. These children were identified as “readers.”
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ii. Listening comprehension, which applied to children who could not read five words in
the story correctly in 30 seconds. The enumerator read the story aloud to these
children, identified as “non-readers.”

iii. Listening comprehension for “readers,” which applied to students who read at least
five words correctly but gave up before attempting a significant portion of the passage
or could not finish the passage. The enumerator read the rest of the story to them.

Teacher and School Meal Provider KAP Surveys

We capture the health and nutrition KAP of teachers and school meal providers (SMPs) through
surveys administered at the schools. The teacher tool efficiently yet comprehensively captures
all relevant information related to their knowledge and attitudes related to children’s health and
nutrition. It also includes a module on SRGBV-related knowledge and attitudes of teachers.
Similarly, the SMP KAP measures their knowledge and attitudes related to children’s health and
nutrition and captures their KAP regarding safe food preparation and storage.

Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions (Klls and FGDs)

For the qualitative component, the same sample of students, caregivers, teachers, principals,
Literacy Champions, cooks, storekeepers, community mobilizers, DEOs, and SC staff answered
questions that informed both the LEARN Il baseline and the LEARN endline.® Some of the
guestions on their interview protocols applied only to LEARN endline, some questions applied
only to LEARN Il baseline, and others applied to both. For questions that applied to both baseline
and endline, for baseline, the data was analyzed with a baseline-specific lens. For example,
information about how LEARN has performed to date was treated as lessons learned to consider
in further refining and then rolling out LEARN Il activities. The LEARN Il baseline research also
examined new activities under LEARN Il including the potential for strengthening provision of
school meals via activities such as cassava processing and supporting women’s farming
cooperatives, establishing, expanding, and using new school gardens for feeding and income
generating activities in River Gee and Grand Gedeh, deworming activities, and teacher training
on “positive school culture.”

All lines of inquiry that were pursued in FGDs and KllIs (again, the same sample was used for
LEARN Il baseline and LEARN endline) are summarized in Exhibit 8 (those in italics reflect lines of
inquiry that are part of LEARN Il baseline specifically; those in plain text are relevant to both
LEARN Il baseline and LEARN endline). KIl protocols were designed for 30- to 45-minute

6 The research team planned to also speak to baseline-specific informants namely, farming cooperatives and representatives
from Kawadah Farms working in Grand Gedeh and River Gee. However, the team found, and SC field staff confirmed, that there
were no farming cooperatives in existence in the targeted communities, and also that Kawadah Farms had not yet been
expanded into the two counties.
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conversations and FGD protocols lasted approximately 90 minutes. Though discussion guides
were written in Standard English, the qualitative team used their experience interpreting
questions written in Standard English in Liberian English (or local languages, as needed) during
interviews, or to otherwise rephrase the wording of the questions to help the participants
understand the question being asked.

Exhibit 8. Overview of Topics Covered in Qualitative Protocols

Types of Questions (asked to groups/individuals)

Background
information

Access to and
value of
education

School
feeding/nutrition

School health
clubs/water,
sanitation, and
hygiene
(WASH)/nutrition

School literacy
environment

Background / role in project

Access to education in the community; barriers to access
and full engagement (who is excluded)

Gender-equity of access

How confident parents feel in supporting their children’s
learning and wellbeing

Present organization and activities of local farming
cooperatives; potential for additional activities and
limitations around cassava production to supply schools
Existence of and quality of kitchen, gardens

Perceived effectiveness of feeding program; successes and
areas for improvement

Status of training of MOE school feeding division officials
Knowledge of and agreement to ground rules on
gardening activities; challenges to date

Perceived effectiveness of SHN champions and school
health clubs on improving nutrition and WASH practices in
schools

WASH status in schools

Progress on development of School Health Clubs and
manuals

Progress on SC collaboration with community education
officers (CEOs) and district education officers (DEOs) to
provide training to the SHN champions

Perceived effectiveness of community mobilizers

How much students are exposed to literacy activities
within the school environment (e.g., presence of library,
teacher reading exercises)

All

Caregivers FGD
Teachers FGD
Principals Kl

Students FGD

Caregivers FGD

Teachers FGD

Principals KII

Community Mobilizers KlI

Cooks KIl

Storekeepers Kll

DEOKII

Farming Cooperative KilI
Kawadah Farm Staff KlI
SC/MC Project Staff KlI
National-level Ministry of
Agriculture (as suggested
by SC) KiI

Students FGD

Caregivers FGD

Teachers FGD

Principals KII

Community Mobilizers KlI
DEO Klls

National-level Ministry of
Health (as suggested by
SC) Kl

Students FGD
Teachers FGD
Principals KII
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Types of Questions (asked to groups/individuals)

Home/community
literacy
environment
/reading clubs

SRGBV

Parent—Teacher
Associations

read outside of school (e.g., can take home library books,
working with parents/PTAs to encourage reading at
home)

How much students are exposed to literacy activities
within the home (e.g., presence of books or other reading
materials)

Whether literacy is valued in the home (e.g., if reading
and doing homework is encouraged)

Existence of / quality of community-based reading
activities and resources (e.g., book banks, reading clubs,
reading festivals (not yet started)), ease of accessibility to
materials within

Difference between in school / out of school uptake in
Summer Reading Clubs

Adequacy of training received to be Literacy Champion

Information around the extent to which students, parents,
and teachers know about whether they are protected in
the school by a) a code of conduct that restricts SRGBV
behaviors and b) an effective referral and reporting
mechanisms to report such behaviors if they do occur.
Positive discipline strategies (as alternative to corporal
punishment) in place, and their effectiveness or limitations
Teacher and principal understanding of and perspective of
aspects related to “positive school culture”

Perceived prevalence of SRGBV; existence of/effectiveness
of reporting mechanisms for students/teachers to use to
report violations of school code of conduct

Existence and activities of PTAs; specific successes and
specific areas for improvement to enhance collaboration
and effectiveness.

Degree to which parents in PTAs collaborate with
teachers/principals

Effectiveness of parent engagement messages on literacy

Community Mobilizers Kl
National-level Ministry of
Education (as suggested
by SC) Kl

Students FGD

Caregivers FGD

Teachers FGD

Principals KII

Literacy Champions KilI
Community Mobilizers KlI

Students FGD

Caregivers FGD

Teachers FGD

Principals Kl

Community Mobilizers KlI
DEO Klls

National-level Ministry of
Education (as suggested
by SC) KII

Caregivers FGD

Teachers FGD

Principals KII

Community Mobilizers KiI

School Observation Checklist

AIR conducted a school assessment checklist at previous rounds data collection for LEARN. The

same tool was used as the school assessment checklist for the baseline for LEARN II. At baseline

for the LEARN Il evaluation, we included items in the checklist to collect observational data on

safe food preparation, storage practices, and latrine cleanliness. In addition, we added a couple

more items to better capture dropout rates for students and teachers. These data can be useful
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to triangulate self-reported responses from the interviews, as well as to identify gaps in resources
to modify for LEARN II.

Data Analysis

We started our data analysis with an exhaustive assessment of quality for both the quantitative
and qualitative data before proceeding with data cleaning and analysis. These quality checks
included checking for duplicate responses, missing values, outlier values, survey skip patterns,
and other logic checks.

Impact Evaluation Analysis

After data collection, AIR performed initial descriptive analyses with the data. At baseline, we
used t-tests to check for balance between the two treatment arms to ensure that the treatment
and comparison groups are statistically similar in terms of outcomes and background
characteristics. The baseline equivalency analysis indicates the extent to which sampling and
propensity score matching led to the creation of statistically equivalent groups.

Performance Evaluation Analysis

For the performance evaluation, we constructed the indicators required by USDA with the survey
data. To present an initial snapshot of the findings at baseline, we analyzed the cleaned data
descriptively by constructing means and percentages and presented findings in tables, bar charts,
histograms, and other visualizations. When applicable, we disaggregated findings by county,
gender, grade, and/or main language spoken at home and report any statistically significant or
notable findings.

The qualitative data complemented the quantitative data by contextualizing the findings.
Qualitative research does not allow for empirically generalizable results. However, it offered
critical perspectives to enrich the quantitative data and provided context about the
circumstances that might have influenced quantitative findings. The qualitative data from project
participants and stakeholders also provided additional information about activities that was not
obtained from quantitative surveys, in addition to the perspectives of stakeholders who were not
reached with the quantitative component.

The qualitative evaluation team relied on detailed notes and summary forms from the Klls and
FGDs to analyze the data, synthesize the findings, and identify major themes to address key
evaluation questions. A Google Sheet—based qualitative database was built for the data collection
team to enter their notes in English; this was exported into Excel at the end of data collection. As
part of qualitative analysis, codes were established to help assess the relative response types
provided across all the notes, paying attention to where (a) the qualitative data supported the
guantitative data; (b) there were outliers; and (c) nuance was not captured by the quantitative
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tools. Also at this phase, quotations demonstrating key topics were pulled for use in this
evaluation report.

Section 3. Fieldwork

This section provides information on human subject protection, enumerator training, instrument
field testing, fieldwork, and challenges faced during data collection.

Human Subjects Protection

Prior to collecting data for the baseline evaluation for LEARN II, we received approval for our
research protocols and instruments from AIR’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), the University of
Liberia Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation (PIRE), and SC’s Ethics Review Committee,
ensuring that the evaluation (from baseline to endline) complies with local and international rules
and procedures and meets the standards for the ethical research of children. This included
protocols for ensuring that adequate health and safety measures related to COVID-19 are
followed (e.g., distancing and masking during interviews).

During the enumerator training, AIR briefed enumerators on procedures for interviewing
respondents, protecting respondents’ privacy and confidentiality, following COVID-19 safety
protocols during the survey,” and securing the data. AIR also invited the SC Liberia team to
provide enumerators with a refresher training on safeguarding children at school.

We obtained parental consent to collect survey data from students and conduct focus groups
with students. Given the low literacy levels amongst parents, SC facilitated an awareness-building
session for PTAs, which included parents of children in the sampled schools. SC explained in detail
the content of the consent forms at these meetings. At the end of these sessions, parents were
invited to sign the consent forms, and AIR surveyed only those children whose parents had
completed the consent forms. Additionally, AIR asked for students’ assent before collecting data
to assure children that participation was voluntary and that they could terminate the survey at
any point.

For all Klls and FGDs, AIR received consent from adult participants. AIR also assured respondents
that their participation was voluntary with referral mechanisms in place and that they could
terminate the interview at any time. If respondents did not consent to recordings, we took
detailed notes of the discussion instead.

7 AIR shared a copy of COVID-19 safety protocol with each of the enumerators. Also, enumerators were provided written
agreement that they accept the risks and were comfortable moving forward with the mitigation measures we had in place.
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Our qualitative and quantitative field team received training on procedures for contacting
respondents, protecting respondent privacy and confidentiality, child safeguarding, and securing
data, thus ensuring high compliance with ethical guidelines to conduct research. Furthermore,
after data collection, the evaluation team protected the privacy and confidentiality of
respondents by storing the data on secure servers and separating personally identifiable
information from the survey data. The data will be archived on the server at the end of the
contract.

Training and Pilot Testing

AIR partnered with the Center for Action Research and Training (CART) for data collection. CART
has worked with us to collect data for LEARN evaluations since the LEARN baseline in 2018. CART
hired 33 enumerators—many of whom worked at the LEARN midline evaluation. AIR held an
enumerator training from February 22 to 25, 2022. The AIR team led the in-person training of
enumerators remotely® in collaboration with the CART team leaders and fieldwork managers.
Prior to the training, AIR reviewed all training tasks with CART’s director and fieldwork managers
to ensure that, in case of connectivity issues, she would be able to continue leading the training.

The training consisted of 3 days of theory-based classroom training and one day of pilot testing
in a nearby school. During classroom training, enumerators learned: (a) the purpose of each
survey question; (b) how to ask questions directed to vulnerable respondents (in this case,
children under 18); (c) how to assess students’ literacy; (d) how to use tablets to implement the
in-person surveys without an internet connection; and (e) how to survey respondents following
COVID-19 safety protocols. Pilot testing provided an opportunity for enumerators to practice
with real respondents. Afterward, enumerators regrouped with the AIR team remotely to debrief
and discuss any issues they encountered.

Prior to data collection, the AIR qualitative lead held multiple remote training and discussion
sessions with CART’s four qualitative researchers. CART’s researchers field-tested selected
protocols such as FGDs with teachers and students, based on the availability of respondents in
the pilot school, and regrouped remotely with the AIR team to debrief afterward. After pilot
testing, the team met to discuss challenges such as comprehension (questions that confused
respondents) and duration (insufficient time to complete all questions) and made necessary
adjustments to the tools. The meetings also allowed the team to receive follow up training and
opportunities to practice facilitation and notetaking to strengthen their interviewing and
summarizing skills.

8 Due to COVID-19, AIR could not undertake in-person training for the baseline evaluation.
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Data Collection

Due to the new requirement of collecting parental consent (in prior evaluations consent was
obtained from the school), fieldwork was delayed by two weeks while SC obtained consent. The
guantitative team conducted fieldwork from March 16 to April 15, 2022. CART organized
enumerators into two teams. Each team then split into groups of 2—4 who traveled to each
school. One team focused on Grand Bassa, which had the largest sample, while the other team
visited Grand Gedeh, Rivercess, and River Gee. The fieldwork managers, in collaboration with the
MOE and school district offices, coordinated their school visits with school principals. All
enumerators regrouped with their supervisors several times during the data collection to debrief,
submit daily paper-based data collection logs, submit electronic surveys, and review and plan for
the next days of data collection. The CART director and fieldwork managers were responsible for
updating AIR’s project director on challenges and decisions. The AIR data specialist regularly
downloaded the data through a secure server to run quality assurance checks and flagged the
findings back to the team in the field to make additional decisions and adjustments as needed.

For the qualitative data collection, two teams of two CART researchers each (three women and
one man) collected data in the targeted schools. During the interviews and focus groups, one
person led the discussion, while the other took notes. The male researcher was not present in
any of the girl student FGDs (the female researcher took her own notes while facilitating). The
local qualitative team summarized the main points of each session using a structured summary
“field form” with one discussion question per page that paralleled the structure of the focus
group or interview protocol. The summary synthesized the major points and salient themes and
included verbatim quotations that addressed the supplemental evaluation questions.

With the respondents’ permission CART also recorded all Klls and FGDs as a back-up for the
qualitative team to fill in gaps in their notes, as needed, on the same day that data collection
occurred. The finalized detailed notes were entered into a Google Sheets database, which was
exported to Excel for the lead qualitative researcher’s subsequent coding and analysis. For quality
assurance, within 48 hours after the first school’s Klls and FGDs were completed, samples of
notes pages and description of activities completed, and challenges encountered were sent to
the lead qualitative researcher via WhatsApp. Feedback was provided to help to ensure high-
quality and complete data. The notes and recordings from the Klls and FGDs were not shared
outside the evaluation team.

Throughout the fieldwork, all possible COVID-19 protocols were followed to ensure the safety of
our team, project stakeholders, and beneficiaries. The field team wore masks and followed social
distancing when administering the evaluation instruments. They also carried hand sanitizers and
extra disposable masks for respondents to wear, if comfortable, when collecting data. AIR also
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monitored COVID-19 developments and relevant government guidelines closer to the fieldwork
and worked closely with SC to in case a new contingency plan was needed for the endline
evaluation, which ended up not being necessary.

Fieldwork Challenges

The data collection team faced several challenges. First, collecting parental consent added a new
step to the process which delayed data collection and reduced the number of available students
to survey. While almost all parents consented, reaching those parents and then finding the
students at schools proved difficult due to highly variable attendance. It was clear early on during
fieldwork that many of the students whom we had consent to survey were not in attendance and
many of the students who were at school, had not been reached with the consent forms. To
mitigate this, CART began sending a small group of enumerators to the schools’ towns ahead of
time to seek out parents for their consent.

Another challenge was the low enrollment and attendance in schools. The CART team reported
13 schools where there was no enrollment of Grade 2 or 6 students at all. The team learned
several reasons for low enrollment or attendance: (a) some students were dismissed for not
paying tuition fees; (b) students were engaged in economic activities such as gold mining; (c)
some schools have limited teaching staff, which discourages students from attending; (d) many
of the schools closed for a semester break and after which many students failed to return to
school. These school closures were another challenge the team faced. Many of the schools closed
unexpectedly for a week, delaying the team’s efforts.

To mitigate these challenges the team oversampled in any school that had extra students.
Additionally, the team coordinated with the DEOs, principals, and SC field staff to assist with
communication for the team’s visits. Finally, CART sent small teams to revisit certain schools
multiple times in an effort to reach the target sample. In one case, the team visited a school five
times in hope of finding additional students but instead found that most of the students were
working on their families’ farms. In the end, the team was able to survey approximately 75% of
the target sample.

One challenge with the qualitative data collection was that the team was not able to identify
existing farming cooperatives or women’s groups, with whom the team had planned to speak to
learn more about some of their current activities and needs to provide SC with information that
may contribute to the LEARN Il partnership with Kawadah Farms. Local community members and
SC community mobilizers helped the team to try to identify these, but it was ultimately confirmed
that they did not exist in any of the sampled areas. This challenge was overcome by asking
community members in depth questions about their own current farming activities; also, the lack
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of these cooperatives was treated as a finding as it provided some verification of the need for
the Kawadah Farms partnership.

Another challenge with qualitative data collection was around the difficulty in interviewing
district education officers (DEOs) in four of the twelve communities, despite many efforts made
to speak to them with assistance from SC field staff. Also, there was a relatively low response
rate in requests for interviews with national and regional-level government staff, but the major
entities (MOE and MOA), were well-represented so this was not considered to be a major
limitation.

Section 4. Project Evaluation Baseline Findings

Project Evaluation Sample

To measure the pre-implementation status of the LEARN Il schools, we followed the sampling
strategy outlined in Section 2 to select 625 Grade 2 students and 382 Grade 6 students from 57
schools in the four counties where LEARN Il is active. Additionally, we sampled 57 teachers and
55 SMPs in these schools.® Although we aimed to survey 10 students in each grade, we were only
able to meet this target for Grade 2 students. We found that many schools had no Grade 6
students available at all. Some of the challenges that the data collection team faced are
recounted in Section 3. Exhibit 9 disaggregates the sample sizes by county.

Exhibit 9. Sample Sizes for the Project Evaluation at Baseline, by County

Grade 2 Grade 6
County Schools students students Teachers
Grand Bassa 23 249 132 23 21
Grand Gedeh 12 154 107 12 12
Rivercess 11 67 35 11 11
Rive Gee 11 155 108 11 11
Total 57 625 382 57 55

Source: Student survey, teacher survey, SMP survey. Authors’ calculations; Note: Grand Gedeh baseline figure is the total sample
size for Grand Gedeh in the project evaluation only. Additional schools and students were sampled in Grand Gedeh for the impact
evaluation sample described in Section 5.

Student Characteristics

The student sample was balanced by gender, with small differences in each grade (Exhibit 10).

9 Two schools had no SMPs available to survey.
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Exhibit 10. Gender, by Grade

Boys Girls

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 625 in Grade 2 and N = 382 in Grade 6.

At baseline, the average student was 12 years old in Grade 2 and 16 years old in Grade 6, with
the age ranges 7-22 and 10-25 years of age, respectively (Exhibit 11). According to World Bank
data, Liberia has the second largest share of over-age primary school students in the world (47%),
behind only South Sudan.® The high average ages and wide age ranges are likely the result of
delayed education due to the Liberian Civil War and a 2001 government policy that eliminated
school fees and required primary school enrollment.

Exhibit 11. Age Distribution, by Grade

Grade Mean Median Range
Grade 2 12 12 7-22
Grade 6 16 16 10-25

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 1,007.

The average household size was 7.4 people, with no major differences by county or gender.
Household sizes ranged from 2 to 18 household members; however, 19% of students reported a
household size with over 10 people. Three quarters of students (76%) reported that their mother
was their primary caregiver, whereas 16% reported their father held this role. This was consistent
across counties except for Rivercess, where 88% of students reported their mother as their
caregiver, with 5% naming their father. Girls (77%) were more likely to report their mothers as
their caregivers than boys (70%), a difference that is significant at the 1% level. On the flip side,
boys (20%) were significantly (p < 0.01) more likely to identify their fathers as their caregivers
than were girls (13%).

10 The World Bank, World Development Indicators (2020). Over-age students, primary (% of enrollment) [Data file].
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.PRM.OENR.ZS?end=2017&locations=LR&most_recent value desc=true&start=2006
&view=map.
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Overall, 74% of the students reported English as the language they speak most at home (Exhibit
12). There were large variations by county, ranging from 57% in Grand Gedeh to 95% in River
Gee. The most common primary language after English was Bassa (11%), which was almost
entirely reported by students in Grand Bassa and Rivercess. Additionally, 96% of students
reported speaking multiple languages.

Exhibit 12. Proportion of Students for Whom English Is Their Main Language

100% 95%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee
Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 1,007.

To gauge students’ socioeconomic status, we asked if their household owned any of eight
different assets (Exhibit 13). On average, students reported having two of eight assets—the most
common being cell phones (92%), followed by generators (36%) and motorbikes (32%). There
were some regional differences that hint at a lower socioeconomic status in River Gee and a
higher one in Grand Gedeh compared to the other counties. For example, 49% of households in
Rivercess and 48% in Grand Gedeh had generators, compared to just 27% in River Gee. Further,
46% of households in Grand Gedeh had motorbikes, while just 22% in River Gee did. In fact, River
Gee was at or below the overall average for each of the eight assets, whereas Grand Gedeh was
always at or above the average.

There were also some significant differences in socioeconomic status by students’ main language.
English speakers were less likely to own bicycles and motorbikes, by 5 and 7 percentage points,
respectively, than non-English speakers. These differences were significant at the 1% and 5%
levels, respectively.
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Exhibit 13. Students’ Socioeconomic Status

Cell Phone 92%

Generator 36%

Motorbike 32%

TV

Bicycle - 5%
Ice box - 5%

Car I 2%

10%

Kehkeh 0%
None . 3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 1,007.

Teacher Characteristics
Teachers in our sample were predominantly male (91%). By county, Grand Gedeh had the largest
concentration of female teachers (17%) in the sample, whereas Rivercess had none (Exhibit 14).

Exhibit 14. Teacher Respondents, by Gender and County

Male Female

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.
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At baseline, the average teacher was 49 years old and had 13 years of experience as a teacher
and 21 years of experience living in the community in which they teach (Exhibit 15). A quarter of
the sampled teachers were relatively new to the profession, with 5 or fewer years of experience.

Exhibit 15. Teacher Age Distribution and Years of Experience

Teacher Mean Median Range
Age (years) 49 50 21-75
Years working as a teacher 13 12 1-35
Years living in the community 21 18 0-75

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.

School Meal Provider Characteristics

Like the teacher sample, the SMP sample was not balanced by gender, but unlike the teacher
sample, nearly all SMPs were female (96%) (Exhibit 16).

Exhibit 16. School Meal Provider Respondents, by Gender and County

Female Male

Source: School meal preparer survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 55.

On average, SMPs were slightly younger than teachers and had fewer years of experience, but
they had lived longer in the community in which they serve as an SMP than had teachers (Exhibit
17). In fact, most surveyed SMPs were relatively new to their position, with a majority reporting
5 years of experience or less working as a food preparer (70%). On average, SMPs in Grand Gedeh
were more experienced (8 years) than their counterparts in Rivercess (6 years), River Gee (6
years), and Grand Bassa (5 years).
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Exhibit 17. SMP Age Distribution and Years of Experience

SMpP Mean Median Range
Age (years) 45 43 28-77
Years working as an SMP 6 4 1-23
Years living in the community 24 18 1-77

Source: School meal preparer survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 55.

Project Evaluation Qualitative Sample and Characteristics

We interviewed 350 community-level stakeholders (n=166 female and n=184 male) from the 12
intervention sites. Boy (n=80) and girl (n=78) students were in Grades 4, 5, or 6 and ranged in age
from 11 to 20, with an average age of 16 and a median age of 16. The 50 female and 22 male
parents/caregivers ranged in age from 22 to 89, with a median age of 42. Of those, just over half
(n=38) had no education; the remainder had elementary (n=10), junior high (n=14), or high school
education (n=10). Teachers were mostly male (n=45 males and n=12 females); all but one
principal was male. Most teachers had college education (50% of female teachers and 65% of
male teachers, noting the small sample size of female teachers(n=12); most of the remainder had
high school education; just one, who was a female volunteer teacher, had only junior high
education. Except for one principal with only high school education, all of the principals had
college education (Exhibit 18).

Exhibit 18. Respondents’ Educational Attainment

Literacy Storekee
Education Students | Teachers | Caregivers | Principals | Champions pers
Level (n=158) (n=58) (n=72) (n=12) (GEL)) (n=12)
College /
Teaching 0% 62% 0% 83% 88% 0% 0% 100%
Certif.
High School 0% 36% 14% 17% 13% 0% 42% 0%
Jr. High 0% 2% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Primary 100% 0% 14% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0%
None 0% 0% 53% 0% 0% 100% 42% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: 2022 Baseline qualitative interviews in all 12 intervention sites for a total of 340 stakeholders at school and community
levels (excludes 10 SC staff community mobilizers for whom education data was not collected). Authors’ calculations.

To learn more about the LEARN Il context, including perceived successes and challenges from
LEARN implementation, plans for LEARN Il, and insights about preliminary findings from the
LEARN endline and LEARN Il baseline, we also held key informant interviews via phone or Skype
in April and May 2022 with:

e Three senior staff from SC Liberia and one from MC Liberia;
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e Three national staff from the Government of Liberia (MOA School Garden Division [n=1] and
MOE School Feeding Unit [n=2]);

e One MOE County Education Officer (Grand Gedeh).

Student Reading-Related Outcomes

This section describes the status of Grade 2 students in LEARN Il schools in terms of their
responses to survey questions about the literacy environment at school and at home and their
ability to read with comprehension. The survey questions focused on the availability of reading
materials in and out of school, students’ home literacy environment, their attitudes toward
schooling, the presence of teachers in schools, and students’ reading outcomes. In this section,
we examine these outcomes by county and gender, noting any substantial differences.
Interpretation of these findings should consider the fact that the LEARN Il schools were previously
exposed to the LEARN interventions, including literacy-focused programming in River Gee and
some schools in Grand Gedeh. The LEARN Il intervention expands the literacy programming to
Grand Bassa, Rivercess, and the remaining schools in Grand Gedeh while excluding the schools
in Grand Gedeh and River Gee that were exposed during LEARN.

Exhibit 19. Availability of Reading Materials at Home Reading Materials Availability
Exhibit 19 shows the different types

Holy book (Bible or Koran) _ 76% of reading materials that students

reported having in their homes.

Textbooks/schoolbooks _ 64% Overall, students lacked age-

appropriate, non-schoolbook
Storybooks/comics - 34% reading materials at home, with just
34% having access to storybooks or
Coloring and drawing books - 19% comic books. Most students
reported having holy books or
N | » o

ewspapers 4% schoolbooks in their homes. There
were some county differences (see

None I 8% o . . .
Exhibit B1 in Appendix B for details).
0% 50% 100% Students in Rivercess were more

likely to report having a holy book
(87%), while students in River Gee
were more likely to have schoolbooks (78%). Finally, students in Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 1,007.

were much more likely (42% and 38%, respectively) to have storybooks compared to students in
Rivercess and River Gee (24% and 21%, respectively). There was also one significant difference
by gender. Boys (69%) were more likely to have schoolbooks compared to girls (59%), a difference
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significant at the 1% level. Additionally, students who reported English as their main language
were less likely to have storybooks (31% vs. 41%), coloring books (17% vs. 22%), or holy books
(74% vs. 82%) in their homes. The gaps in storybook and holy book ownership represent
significant differences at the 1% level, while the difference in coloring book ownership was
significant at the 10% level. As shown in Exhibit 20, an average of 22% of students reported
reading books other than textbooks outside of school. Again, the percentage varied widely by
county, ranging from 6% in Rivercess to 37% in Grand Gedeh.

Exhibit 20. Proportion of Students Who Read Books Other Than Textbooks Outside of School,
by County

40% 37%

Average: 22%

6%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee

0%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 248 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 154 in River
Gee.

The data collection team also asked students about the availability of books at school and if they
were able to take them home to read. Overall, 55% of students reported that their schools had
books available for them to read, but just 29% said that they were allowed to take them home.
Exhibit 21 shows the large variation in responses between counties. In Rivercess, 69% of students
reported that their school did not have non-textbooks, and just 12% said that their school had
books that could be borrowed. On the other hand, 43% of schools in Grand Gedeh had books
that could be taken home. In River Gee, most schools had non-textbooks available (74%), but of
those schools, only 8% said they could be taken home.!! The gap between Grand Gedeh/River
Gee and Grand Bassa/Rivercess could be related to the formers’ exposure to the literacy
intervention during LEARN.

11 These differences may be explained by the fact that some Grand Gedeh schools and all River Gee schools received the
Literacy Boost intervention, which included the provision of books.
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Exhibit 21. Access to Non-Textbook Reading Materials in Schools, by County
100%

80%

69% 66%

60%
43%

37%

40%

20% 12% g,

0% 1% 0% 0%

0%
No Yes, but can't take off Yes, and we can take Yes, and we can take
campus home for free home for a cost

B Grand Bassa B Grand Gedeh ®Rivercess M River Gee

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 247 in Grand Bassa, 152 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 154 in River
Gee.

Of the students who said they could bring books home, 73% reported doing so at least once per
week (Exhibit 22). There were some large county differences (see Exhibit B2 in Appendix B for
details), although these differences should be interpreted with caution due to the small sample
size within each county. There were no significant differences by gender. In general, we found
that students in Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh were more likely to say they did not borrow books
at all than students in Rivercess and River Gee.

Exhibit 22. Frequency With Which Students Borrowed Non-Textbook Reading Materials to
Take Home

100%
80%
60%
42%
40% 27% 28%
2 0,
0%

Never 1 day/week 2-4 days/week 5 days/week

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 181. Note: This question was only asked of students who reported taking
home a non-textbook reading material.

The qualitative data tell a similar story: Students were eager to read but lacked resources. At
home, they reported reading whatever resources to which they had access, which—in nearly all
cases—were not storybooks but rather their own notes taken during school, textbooks, or
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religious texts. Few students mentioned having storybooks at home that their caregivers had
purchased. All communities mentioned the need for more learning materials, especially books.
In two of the four Literacy Boost communities, Literacy Champions reported having books that
they were able to lend to some students to take home but said there were too few books to loan
to all who wanted them. In the other two Literacy Boost communities, the Literacy Champions
reported having no books to lend. Also, in the Literacy Boost communities, the books were said
to be only good for Grade 2 and under, limiting any benefit for older readers. One older student
in the Grand Gedeh Literacy Boost community said that students had to buy reading books from
the school.

In response, and utilizing training they received from SC for LEARN, Literacy Champions in one
Literacy Boost community in Grand Gedeh attempted to overcome this challenge by making their
own materials. They also taught community members how to make their own reading materials.
For example, one Literacy Champion said:

“We developed materials [to teach the students how] to make letters. We have also developed toys to
help them. | have trained them how to read well.”

—Literacy Champion, Grand Gedeh

This Literacy Champion believed that such materials helped students to read fluently. The other
Literacy Champion in this community said:

‘I developed some items [to] teach the children how to fix their own books....I was taught about some
local materials like fixing flash cards, and how to teach it to the children.”

—Literacy Champion, Grand Gedeh

In the LEARN communities that did not receive the Literacy Boost intervention, students reported
not having free access to books other than textbooks, except in two cases where non-LEARN
projects provided them.'? In one of those communities, students reported that the school
worried books would not be returned:

12 1n one of the qualitative schools in Rivercess, students said they had access to books that were provided to them by another
intervention (Bridge Academy). In another in Grand Bassa, students said they accessed books given to them by Risen Academy.
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“We have books in the office but they [won't] give it to us.”

—Girl student, Grand Bassa

In contrast to the quantitative data, the qualitative data suggested that paying for books might
be relatively common. In three communities across three counties, there were reports of
students paying teachers for books. As one student said:

‘I get my books from people that are selling it, my teacher collects my money to buy my books. | pay 150
[Liberia Dollars] to him.”

—Boy student, Grand Bassa

There were reports of students paying for photocopies of books:

“The principal can photocopy the reading book and we can buy it to go read. We can pay 20 [Liberian
Dollars]. The school doesn’t have reading books.”

—Girl student, Rivercess

Home Literacy Environment

We asked students about the literacy support they received in their homes, as research has
shown connections between the home literacy environment and reading outcomes (Kim, 2009;
Dowd, Pisani & Borisava, 2016). Exhibit 23 shows different literacy activities that the students
were exposed to at home, by county. Almost across the board, River Gee had the highest
engagement with literacy activities, while Rivercess had the lowest. Again, the relatively higher
rates in River Gee and Grand Gedeh could be explained by their exposure to the literacy
interventions during LEARN. Disaggregating these questions by the main language spoken at
home, we find that students whose main language is English (38%) were less likely to have
reported that someone in their family told them a story than someone who primarily speaks a
different language (49%), a difference significant at the 5% level. We also asked students if they
felt supported by their families, and 99% agreed or strongly agreed that they did.
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Exhibit 23. Household Literacy Activities in the Past Week, by County

100%

81%

80% 9 9
0 72% 659 68% 72%

60% 50%
40%

20%

0%
Told student a story Student saw someone Read to student Helped student with
reading studies

B Grand Bassa M Grand Gedeh M Rivercess M River Gee

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 249 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 154 in River
Gee.

According to qualitative data, parent engagement was common but also some students reported
needing to seek help from older siblings or friends. Though students felt generally well-
supported, they also said that additional support from parents or others such as “study class
teachers’ (e.g., tutors), would be helpful.

Student Attitudes Toward Schooling

To assess students’ attitudes toward school, we asked Grade 2 students what they liked and
disliked about school. Most students listed “learning new things” as something they enjoy. Girls
said they enjoyed learning new things significantly more than boys (90% and 85%, respectively),
a difference significant at the 5% level. Girls (9%) were significantly less likely to enjoy classroom
games and activities than boys (14%), a difference significant at the 10% level. We also asked
students specifically if they enjoyed reading, and the vast majority (97%) said they agreed or
strongly agreed that they do.
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Exhibit 24. What Students Enjoy About School

Like teacher - 21%
Food is provided - 16%

Participate in classroom games and activities - 11%
Being with my friends - 8%

Playing a sport at school - 8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 625. Note: this question was only asked of Grade 2 students. Responses
under 2% are omitted from this graph.

The qualitative data also indicated that students enjoyed school and needed little convincing of
its value. Students also revealed high expectations about what they could achieve in their future,
provided they were able to continue their schooling. For example, boy students said:

“P1- I want to learn so that | can be big person in the country. | want to be a president; I'm going to school
because | want to be a lawyer.

P2- | love school because | want to work in the hospital.

P3- | love school because | want to be a clan chief. | want to control my parents and help make them
rich.”

—Boy students, Grand Gedeh

Similarly, girl students said:
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“P3-1 come to school to learn book because when you graduate from high school, nobody will bluff you,
| want to make my own money.

P4- | come to school to learn so that | won'’t depend on anybody in the future and be able to write my
own letter.

P5- | come to school because | want be a doctor, | want treat people and also want to lean about health
because it tells you more about the human body.

P6- when you learn you can be someone good in the future. | want to be nurse because we don’t have
nurse in our family, | want to treat people and have my own drugstore.”

—Girl students, Grand Gedeh

Only occasionally did students or teachers report that ‘some’ students did not take school
seriously or did not like learning, but this was not reflected in any of the interviews with boys or
girls when speaking about themselves.

The quantitative data shows that students were more divided about what they did not like about
school. The two most common responses, being teased or fought with by students and being
punished by teachers, are both more related to being personally put down by others than the
teaching or infrastructure of the school. Non-English speakers (5%) were more likely to list
lessons being difficult to understand than English speakers (2%), a difference significant at the
5% level. They were also more likely (4% vs. 1%, p < 0.05) to report being asked for money by the
teacher as a reason for not liking school. While it is still a low percentage, this may imply that
non-English speakers were more worried about not being able to pay school fees. Finally, English
speakers (5% vs. 1%) were more likely to list the lack of access to water at school as a reason they
dislike school, a difference significant at the 5% level.
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Exhibit 25. What Students Dislike About School

Other students tease me/fight with me/other
students
Teacher punishes/hits me/other students _ 26%
Other . 6%

No food is provided/the food is bad I 4%

No access to water I 4%

Not learning much at school I 3%

Lessons difficult to understand/learn I 3%
Poor toilet conditions/lack of toilets I 2%
Teacher asks for money I 2%

Teacher is mean to me/other students I 2%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 625. Note: this question was only asked of Grade 2 students. Responses
under 2% are omitted from this graph.

The qualitative data tell a slightly different story, though it is important to note that the
qualitative sample was of older students from Grades 4, 5, and 6. While students overwhelmingly
liked school, as already described, they were nonetheless able to identify some aspects of school
that they did not like. For example, as in the quantitative data, when asked specifically what
aspects of school they did not like, boys and girls relatively often said that they did not like
teachers’ behaviors, including beating punishments (6 of 24 FGDs) and physical labor
punishments (3 of 24 FGDs). More often, students said they did not like teachers’ absenteeism
or teachers’ lack of attention and lack of academic support (9 of 24 FGDs). Lastly, students said
some of the things that they did not like about school was that it was dirty (8 of 24 FGDs), and
that the quality of the food provided was sometimes unsanitary or poor (e.g., uncooked beans,
bugs in beans, or dirty pots). While none of the students in the FGDs indicated that these reasons
discouraged them from coming to school, one may assume that they could in future discourage
them or could have discouraged other students already.

Reading Outcomes
According to the LBRA collected from Grade 2 students, 46% of students could identify at least
90% of the letters in the alphabet. 14% of second graders could read and just 4% could read with
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comprehension (Exhibit 26). There were some large regional variations. In general, Grand Bassa
and Rivercess performed higher than their counterparts in Grand Gedeh and River Gee. This
contrasts with the findings above that showed higher than average outcomes for students’
literacy environments. The LBRA revealed few gender gaps and almost no differences between
primarily non-English and English speakers.

Exhibit 26. Reading Outcomes, by County

Literacy Indicator Grand Bassa | Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee Overall

Letter knowledge (identified

0, [s) 0, 0, 0,

590% of letters) 61% 29% 48% 36% 46%
0,

Most used words (% 28% 13% 22% 16% 21%
identified)
Invented words (% identified) 1% 1% 2% 1% 1%
Readers 14% 3% 12% 7% 9%
Accuracy (% of words in 48% 34% 50% 72% 52%
passage read correctly)?
Fluency (words/minute)? 21 10 16 28 21
Listening comprehension 149% 25% 0% 0% 10%
(readers)?
Readi hensi
(r: d':i;ompre ension 68% 0% 80% 82% 67%
l;j::jzir:)g comprehension (non- 12% 14% 15% 15% 13%
Reading comprehension 5% <1% 6% 6% 4%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 249 (58 readers) in Grand Bassa, 154 (4 readers) in Grand Gedeh, 67 (8
readers) in Rivercess, and 155 (11 readers) in River Gee.
9Among readers only

To assess students’ letter knowledge, enumerators showed students a chart of 26 letters in
English and asked them to identify the sound of each letter. As shown in Exhibit 27, Grade 2
students in Grand Bassa (61%) were more likely to be able to identify at least 90% of the letters
in the alphabet while Grand Gedeh’s students were the lowest performers at 29%. There was
also a large gender gap with 51% of boys and 39% of girls being able to identify letters proficiently
(p < 0.01) (See Exhibit B3 in Appendix B). While most students could not identify 90% of the
letters, 81% could identify at least 80% of the letters and only 5% could name 10 letters or fewer
(about 40% of the letters). Overall, on average, students could identify 84% of the letters
correctly.
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Exhibit 27. Letter Knowledge, by County

80%

61%

60%

48%

Average: 46%

36%

40%
29%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee

20%

0%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 249 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 155 in River
Gee.

To assess children’s ability to recognize words, students were given a chart of 20 words that we
developed based on the most frequently used words from their textbooks. As shown in Exhibit
28, similar to letter knowledge, students in Grand Bassa (28%) outperformed the other counties
(13% to 22%) in their ability to identify common words. Again, there was a gender gap with boys
identifying 23% of the words compared to 18% of girls (p < 0.01).

We also included a decodable word test in the LBRA to measure the ability of students to
recognize basic sounds and phonemes. We rearranged the 20 most common words from the
word recognition test to form “pseudo words” and asked students to decode them. This subtest
proved to be a struggle for students who, on average, could only identify 1% of the invented
words.

Exhibit 28. Most Used Words Knowledge, by County

50%

40%

28%

30%

0,
22% Average: 21%

- en e en e e e e -— = e — =
i -

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee

20%

10%

0%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 249 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 155 in River
Gee.
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The reading comprehension section of the LBRA began by asking students to read a 155-word
story. Students were classified as readers if they could read at least 5 words in the first 30
seconds. If the student was deemed a reader, they were given time to read the whole passage.
If the student was a reader but could not complete the passage or if the student was not a reader,
then the enumerator read the passage to them. As shown in Exhibit 30 below, 9% of the students
were classified as readers at baseline. Literacy was higher in Grand Bassa and Rivercess (14% and
12%, respectively) compared to River Gee and Grand Gedeh (7% and 3%). There were no
significant differences by gender or main language spoken.

The low readership numbers contrast with students’ self-reported ability to read. Most students
in each county saw themselves as good readers (Exhibit 29). This points to a mismatch in
expectations between students and the educational system. The low literacy levels in students’
communities could indicate that students are generally good readers relative to their
community—even if they are not truly readers yet as defined by the LBRA.

Exhibit 29. Proportion of Students Who Consider Themselves a Good Reader, by County

Grand Bassa 75% 3%
Grand Gedeh 1% 18% 80% 1%

Rivercess 81% 1%
m Strongly Disagree  m Disagree Agree Strongly agree

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 248 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 153 in River
Gee.

Exhibit 30 compares the proportion of readers and readers with comprehension in each county.
Few students demonstrated the ability to read with comprehension (4%) at baseline. This was
consistent across counties except for Grand Gedeh, where no students were able to read with
comprehension. There were no differences by gender or main language spoken.
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Exhibit 30. Proportion of Students Who Can Read with Comprehension, by County

25%
20%
. 14%
15% 12%
10% Average: 9%
5% 7 6%
5% 3%
0%
o I
Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee

B Readers M Reading Comprehension

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 249 in Grand Bassa, 154 in Grand Gedeh, 67 in Rivercess, and 155 in River
Gee.

We also looked at comprehension based on type of reader—a reader who could read the whole
passage, a reader who could not finish the passage, or a non-reader. Enumerators read the
passage to readers who could not complete the passage and to non-readers. Comprehension was
the highest among the readers who could read the whole passage themselves, with 67% of these
students successfully comprehending the passage. There were large regional variations among
these students, ranging from 0% in Grand Gedeh to 82% in River Gee. However, these results
should be interpreted with caution given the small sample of 39 readers who could read the
complete passage. Listeners struggled to understand the passage with 13% of non-readers and
10% of readers who could not complete the passage, successfully comprehending the text.

Other Student Outcomes

This section describes the results for key project evaluation outcome indicators pertaining to
health and hygiene, nutrition knowledge and practice, SRGBV, gender norms, and disability.
Enumerators asked questions about these topics of both Grade 2 and 6 students, except for
guestions about gender norms, which enumerators only directed to Grade 6 students.

Hygiene and Handwashing Practices

To gain a better understanding of students’ hygiene knowledge and practices, we first asked
students to name the critical times when they should wash their hands and then asked them
when they actually wash their hands. The critical handwashing moments include after using the
toilet to defecate, after using the toilet to urinate, and before consuming food. 22% of students
reported that they should wash their hands at each of these critical times. Most students knew
that they should wash their hands after defecating (87%); however, fewer knew to do so after
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urinating (45%) or before eating (56%). As shown in Exhibit 31, there was some variation in
handwashing knowledge by county, ranging from 14% in Rivercess to 29% in Grand Gedeh.
Additionally, students in Grade 6 (28%) were significantly more likely to report that they should
wash their hands at these critical times compared to Grade 2 students (19%), a difference
significant at the 1% level.

Exhibit 31. Handwashing Knowledge Versus Practice, by County

40%

29%

30%

22% Average: 22%
________ Top= — — =

o /%= =
20% Average: 16%
- n
0%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee
H Knowledge M Practice

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 381 in Grand Bassa, 261 in Grand Gedeh, 102 in Rivercess, and 263 in River
Gee.

Almost all students (93%) reported that they washed their hands the previous day. Of those
students, 91% said they washed their hands with soap and water while 7% used water only. These
numbers were consistent across counties except for Grand Bassa where 81% of students used
soap and water while 15% used water only. By grade, students in Grade 6 were more likely to use
soap and water than Grade 2 students by a margin of 94% to 88%, a difference significant at the
1% level. It should be noted that handwashing data is known to be subject to social desirability
bias and therefore should be interpreted with caution (Contzen, De Pasquale, & Hans-Joachim
2015).

Despite the high proportion of students saying they washed their hands, just 16% said they did
so at each of the three critical moments. The regional differences follow the same pattern as
handwashing knowledge, ranging from 3% in Rivercess to 24% in Grand Gedeh. The gap between
knowledge and practice was also larger in Rivercess and River Gee (11 and 10 percentage points)
compared to Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh (4 and 5 percentage points). Again, most students
said they washed their hands after defecating (82%) while smaller proportions said they did so
after urinating (40%) or before eating (42%). Students in Grade 6 (19%) were more likely to report
that they washed their hands at the three critical moments compared to Grade 2 students (14%),
a difference significant at the 5% level. The gap between knowledge and practice was almost
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twice as large for Grade 6 students at 9 percentage points compared to Grade 2 students at 5
percentage points.

The qualitative data highlight the general water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) situation in
schools at baseline which, according to students, had been increasingly problematic. It appears
COVID-19-related WASH measures had been strongly enforced and WASH materials were
adequate in the months following school re-openings in 2021. However, momentum had since
been lost, as one girl in Grand Bassa said:

“The school health club was active last year but this year it is not active.”

—Girl student, Grand Bassa

Similarly, a teacher in Rivercess said:

“The school had a health club but it is not here now. It was here before the virus but after the virus it
stopped.”

—Teacher, Rivercess

Another teacher in River Gee said:

“The school health club was very active especially during the COVID time. We use to place handwashing
buckets at strategic locations on the campus. We also located dump site. We haven't taken messages
to the community from the time the school health clubs were established. We used to tell students to
wash their hands when they come to school and the information should be extended to - every
community.”

—Teacher, River Gee

This was despite the presence of school health committees, which were established as part of
LEARN in Rivercess and Grand Gedeh combined package schools, but which also appeared (likely
via school health and nutrition [SHN] champions) in other LEARN schools post-COVID-19 closures,
whose responsibility was to clean the school and share knowledge around hygiene practices such
as handwashing. Baseline data for LEARN Il suggest that these committees were often inactive
and struggled with lack of materials and mandates for implementing WASH activities. Across the
twelve qualitative communities, student respondents in six said that school health clubs (SHC)
were inactive or did little. Notably, there were disagreements in perspective on this, though in
three communities, students disagreed as to whether there was an active SHC, and notably,
principals in nine of the communities and teachers in six said that there was an active SHC
(perspectives were not offered by teachers or principals in three of the communities).
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Importantly, respondents in Rivercess and the Grand Gedeh combined package site tended to
agree that SHCs remained active; however, complaints about school cleanliness were common
in all communities.

Diarrhea Disease

For the LEARN Il evaluation, we added questions on the prevalence of diarrhea and how it is
treated. A relatively low proportion of students (7%) reported experiencing diarrhea in the past
two weeks. The remaining diarrhea questions were only asked to these students, so the sample
sizes are small, and results should be interpreted with caution. Students who had diarrhea
reported eating much less than usual. 77% said they ate “much less than usual” while another
4% said they did not eat at all.

Exhibit 32 shows the regional variations among the students who sought treatment for diarrhea,
ranging from 50% in Rivercess to 87% in River Gee. Among these students, the plurality reported
seeking treatment from a government hospital or health center (41%). 22% sought treatment
from a private facility while 16% utilized community health workers. Boys (54%) were about twice
as likely to seek treatment from a government hospital than girls (26%), a difference significant
at the 5% level.

Exhibit 32. Proportion of Students Who Sought Treatment for Diarrhea, by County

100%

87%

80%

Average: 68%

60%

40%
20%
0%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee
Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 36 in Grand Bassa, 20 in Grand Gedeh, 4 in Rivercess, and 10 in River Gee.

As shown in Exhibit 33, the most common treatment used by students with diarrhea were
antibiotics (28%), followed closely by Oral Rehydration Salts (ORS) packets (23%) and zinc tablets
or syrup (21%). 13% of students used no treatment at all. There were few significant differences
between treatments for boys and girls, but boys were more likely to receive zinc (32% vs. 11%),
a difference significant at the 5% level.
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Exhibit 33. Treatments Received by Students for Diarrhea

Antibiotics

28%

ORS packet/pre-packaged ORS liquid 23%

Zinc tablets or syrup 21%

Home remedy 16%

Government recommended homemade fluids 9%

Increased fluids 4%

None 13%

Don't know 9%
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 75. Note: this question was asked only of students who said they had diarrhea
recently.

Disability

We assessed visual, auditory, or physical impairments that may impede students’ ability to learn
in the classroom by asking students a shortened set of questions from the Washington Group
Questions (2020). These questions reflect current thinking and measurement of child functioning.
Almost no students in the sample reported trouble seeing (2%), walking (2%), or hearing (<1%),
and there were no differences by gender, grade, or county.

Nutrition Knowledge

To gauge students’ nutritional knowledge, we asked students if they knew what a balanced diet
was and then asked if they could identify different types of foods by food groups. Only 2% of
students said they knew what a balanced diet meant and fewer than 1% were able to prove it.
To pass this balanced diet test, students had to describe go, grow, and glow food groups. Among
students who said they knew what a healthy diet was most (77%) could identify “go” foods (foods
that give us energy), half (50%) identified “grow” foods (food that help us grow), but just 27%
could describe “glow” foods (foods that protect us from disease).

We then asked all students to name foods that belong to each of these nutritional groups. For
“go” foods, students overwhelmingly named grains (91%), followed by roots (57%). In fact, just
1% of students could not name any “go” foods. Students gave a wider variety of answers for
“grow” foods including beans (44%), red meat (37%), fish (29%), poultry (13%), and eggs (9%).
Additionally, 12% named other foods, which included mostly rice, fruits (especially bananas), and
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tubers. 20% of students could not name any “grow” foods. Similar to the balanced diet test,
students demonstrated the least knowledge of “glow” foods—22% could not name any at all.
The most common “glow” foods cited were green leafy vegetables (55%) and fruits (41%). 16%
of students admitted that they did not know any. The confusion that students exhibit in
understanding which foods belong to the three nutritional groups highlights a lack of knowledge
of the nutritional benefits of protein among some students. Another explanation may be related
to confusion in the terminology used in the survey and what students have been familiar with.
SC used to train students using the “Go, Glow, and Grow” terms, however, in many cases schools
used the Ministry of Health guidance which uses different terminology.

The qualitative data suggest that nutrition education was generally not provided across schools,
and conversations about nutrition were uncommon. None of the students across all FGDs
mentioned that nutrition education was part of SHN activities. For example, one boy in River Gee
said, “Yes, we are aware of school health clubs, but we don’t know about the school health
nutrition” (boy student, River Gee). While LEARN activities in SHN schools (Rivercess and
combined package schools in Grand Gedeh) aimed to enhance both WASH and nutrition, the
endline evaluation suggests that the nutrition component was secondary to WASH activities and
education. Thus, at LEARN Il baseline, we see relatively low knowledge of nutrition despite
exposure to LEARN activities.

Food Intake

Next, we asked students about their food consumption. We first asked them how many meals
they typically eat on a school day and on non-school days (e.g., weekends, holidays). On average,
students ate about the same — 2 to 3 meals on per school day and non-school days They were
more likely to eat three meals per day on school days, an indication that the school meals were
helping several students meet their minimum consumption needs. Overall, 16% of the students
reported eating 2 meals on non-school days and 3 on school days. Still, a low proportion of
students (33%) reported getting three meals per day on school days, while 25% did so on non-
school days.

As shown in Exhibit 34, Rivercess was the main driver of the school day/non-school day gap with
61% receiving 3 meals on school days but only 11% on non-school days. While there was no
gender gap on school days, girls were more likely to report eating three meals per day on non-
school days (30% vs. 21%), perhaps a reflection of the take-home rations provided to girls as part
of LEARN. The 8-percentage point gap is statistically significant at the 1% level. Looking at the
different grades, Grade 2 students (36%) were more likely to be eating three meals per day on
school days than Grade 6 students (28%), a difference significant at the 1% level. There was no
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difference between the grades during non-school days, suggesting the gap is driven by a focus
on feeding younger students at school.

Exhibit 34. Proportion of Students Who Ate Three Meals per Day, by County
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24%

- - 2 _Average: 25%
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 381 in Grand Bassa, 261 in Grand Gedeh, 102 in Rivercess, and 263 in River
Gee.

We asked students specifically if they ate the meal provided by their school and the majority
(61%) reported that they did. Exhibit 35 shows this finding by county. There was a large regional
variation with 90% of students in Rivercess and 81% in River Gee saying they ate the school meal
compared to 46% and 50% in Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh, respectively. 8% of students
reported no meal being served at all, none of which were in Rivercess. The majority (82%) said
they ate lunch at school while 20% said they had breakfast. See Exhibit B4 in Appendix B for more
details.

Exhibit 35. Proportion of Students Who Ate the Provided School Meal, by County
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80% 32%
38%
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 380 in Grand Bassa, 260 in Grand Gedeh, 102 in Rivercess, and 263 in River
Gee.
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We asked students what they ate for each meal, if anything. Most meals were heavily
carbohydrate-based—74% of students had at least one carbohydrate for breakfast, 82% for
lunch, and 87% for dinner. The most cited food was rice for each meal. The only other food with
a significant number of mentions was fufu, which was named by 5% of students including 21% of
students in Rivercess.

Breakfast was the students’ most likely source of vegetables but still just 5% of students reported
having any. 10% of students reported having fruit for a snack during the day, much more than
any other meal. Protein, including meat, legumes, nuts, and milk was very uncommon, with no
more than 2% of students reporting eating any protein for any meal. On average, students
reported eating under one food per meal, suggesting a lack of dietary diversity. Indeed, just 1%
of students report eating more than one food for lunch or dinner, while 5% said they ate multiple
foods for breakfast.

Cultural Appropriateness of School Meals

To better understand whether school meals were suitable for the students’ cultural practices, we
asked how the school meals compared to what they ate at home. Most students (77%) said that
the school meals were not similar at all to their meals at home. This finding contradicts the lack
of dietary diversity reported by the students; however, it is possible the students were eating the
same foods prepared in different ways at home and at school. Despite saying the school meals
were not what they ate at home, less than 1% of students said they were being served foods at
school that their parents tell them not to eat for cultural reasons. Further, 70% said that they
enjoyed the school meals. There were some regional differences, ranging from 61% in River Gee
to 77% in Rivercess. River Gee was also the county where the most students reported the school
meals being different from what they typically ate at home (see Exhibit 36).

Exhibit 36. Similarity of School Meals to Meals Eaten at Home, by County

m Not similar at all = Quite similar Exactly identical
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 380 in Grand Bassa, 249 in Grand Gedeh, 101 in Rivercess, and 262 in River
Gee.

The qualitative data suggest that while there is broad appreciation for school meals, students
would appreciate more diversity:

“The food can't be sweet [it does not taste good], every day is one soup, but at least it can make us stay
in school and listen to the teachers.”

—Girl student, River Gee

Also, in 8 of 24 student FGDs, encompassing 8 schools, there were reports of meals not being
prepared well. For example, some students said that there were bugs in the prepared beans or
the beans were not fully cooked:

“The food can’t be sweet [it does not taste good]; [there is] not enough pepper, salt, or [flavoring] cube.
The bugs can be in the beans because they can keep it for long.”

—Girl student, Grand Bassa

Sexual and Gender-Based Violence and Gender Norms

To better understand gender differentials in the school setting and evaluate potential risks for
sexual and gender-based violence, we asked both students and teachers about school rules and
gender norms. In doing so, we specifically sought to identify (1) knowledge gaps in terms of
teachers’ code of conduct, which could exacerbate power differentials in the classroom
environment, and (2) prevailing gender norms within and outside the classroom.

Broadly put, teachers were more aware of school rules than students, on average. More
specifically, most surveyed teachers were aware of the rules that should govern their conduct in
school generally (82%) and in interacting with students (96%). Though students were less
cognizant of general rules for teacher conduct (41%), they were generally aware of those for
teacher—student interactions (77%) as well as for their own code of conduct (77%). By county,
both teachers and students in Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh were less familiar with these rules
relative to their counterparts in Rivercess and River Gee (see Exhibit B5 and Exhibit B6 in
Appendix B).
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Exhibit 37. Knowledge of Rules for Teacher Treatment of Students, by County and According
to Teachers and Students

100% 96% 92% — Average: 96%
98%
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Source: Teacher survey and student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57 (teachers) and 945 (students). For teachers, N = 23 in
Grand Bassa, 12 in Grand Gedeh, 11 in Rivercess, and 11 in River Gee. For students, N = 374 in Grand Bassa, 250 in Grand Gedeh,
90 in Rivercess, and 231 in River Gee.

Teachers and students expressed different expectations of the rules for how teachers should
treat students. In specifying these rules, both teachers and students often mentioned rules that
prohibit beating students (80% and 85%, respectively); otherwise, recognition of specific rules
mostly diverged among teachers and students. For example, while most teachers acknowledged
rules that prohibit relationships with students (67%) and using humiliating language on students
(58%), less than half of students mentioned these rules (Exhibit 38). In combination with the
comparatively small share of students who reported student—teacher relationships are
prohibited (31%), the small share of students and teachers who acknowledge that sexual
harassment (i.e., making comments on a student’s body) and sexual abuse (i.e., touching a
student on their private parts) are prohibited begs the question of how prevalent sexual and
gender-based violence is in schools. It is important to note that sensitive survey questions may
also be affected by some measurement error or response bias as students may be embarrassed
to mention rules related to sexual harassment and sexual abuse.
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Exhibit 38. Rules for the Ways Teachers Should Treat Students in School, According to
Teachers and Students

Rules for the ways teachers should treat students? ” 96%
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85%
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Source: Teacher survey and student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57 (teachers) and 945 (students). Teachers and students
were asked to cite specific rules only if they confirmed there are rules for the ways that teachers should treat students in school.

At baseline, teachers’ knowledge of rules was not universal across counties. Among the most
cited rules for teacher treatment of students, teachers emphasized different prohibited
behaviors toward students (Exhibit B7 in Appendix B).

In specifying general rules for teacher conduct in school, teachers and students often mentioned
different rules, suggesting that they emphasize different prohibited behaviors. Most teachers
and students noted that teachers should not come to school intoxicated on alcohol or drugs (67%
and 69%, respectively), but unlike students, less than half of teachers mentioned that they are
not allowed to steal from school (Exhibit 39). Likewise, less than half of teachers acknowledged
rules that prohibit absenteeism, specifically rules that prohibit unexcused (43%) and unexpected
absences (24%). Low awareness of these rules among teachers, however, does not necessarily
map into teacher absenteeism: when surveyed, most students reported that their teacher was
not absent (82%) or tardy (77%) in the past week. To this end, variation in the prohibited
behaviors teachers and students mentioned does not necessarily imply a lack of knowledge of
school rules; rather, the differential emphasis on specific prohibited behaviors for teachers
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suggests teachers and students do not share a common understanding of the contents of school
rules.

Exhibit 39. Prohibited Behaviors for Teachers in School, According to Teachers and Students

67%
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0,
Arriving late or leaving early without an excuse 43%
25%
- 24%
Failing to attend school unexpectedly 11%
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Other E%
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Source: Student and teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 816 (students) and 46 (teachers).

If teased or touched in a way they found discomforting, students often reported incidences to
teachers (79%), followed by school principals (48%) and parents (17%). Teachers’ responses to a
similar question mirrored this trend, noting that students often confided in their teacher (67%),
the school principal or registrar (58%), or their parents (19%). As reported by students, confiding
in teachers was more common in River Gee (90%) relative to the other counties where
approximately three quarters of the students stated they would report an incidence to their
teachers. In addition, while most students in Grand Gedeh (64%) and River Gee (57%) would
report to their school principal, roughly a third would do so in Grand Bassa (36%) and Rivercess
(30%). These responses are broadly consistent with teachers’ responses. However, relative to
student responses across counties, a larger share of teachers in Grand Gedeh (75%), Rivercess
(64%), and River Gee (64%) thought students would report to their school principal or
administrator.

When students report violent incidences to their teachers and other school officials, it often
translates into corrective action according to teachers. Across counties, most teachers reported
they sometimes or always respond to such reports by taking action (93%). Except for River Gee,
teachers appeared resolute in their responses to these reports, with a majority reporting they
always actively respond when students report violence (63%). Even so, responsiveness to
students’ reports of violence was not guaranteed; nearly a third of teachers and school officials
only sometimes responded to reported violence (30%) and some rarely (5%) or never (2%) did
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so. This was particularly apparent in Grand Gedeh where 17% of teachers stated that they rarely
acted on these reports and in Grand Bassa where a small share reported that they never did so
(4%) (Exhibit 40).

Exhibit 40. Frequency Teachers or Other Officials Take Action When Students Report
Violence, by County

m Never m Rarely ®m Sometimes m Always

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 23 in Grand Bassa, 12 in Grand Gedeh, 11 in Rivercess, and 11 in River Gee.

At school, disciplinary action was moderately gendered at baseline. As reported by students,
teachers’ methods for disciplinary action often included having students clean or work at school
and giving students additional assignments. We asked students how teachers disciplined
students of each gender. Girls were more likely to be asked to clean or work at school while boys
were slightly more likely to be given additional schoolwork or physically punished (Exhibit 41).
There were almost no differences in the perception of how students of both genders were
punished. The only mismatch was that girls were slightly more likely to report that girls were
dismissed from class compared to boys (8% and 5%, respectively), a difference significant at the
5% level. Teachers reported similar methods and gender differences as students for disciplinary
action; on average, however, a notably smaller share of teachers reported using physical violence
on boys or girls (9% and 5%, respectively).
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Exhibit 41. How Teachers Discipline Students at School According to Students, by Gender
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 1,007.

The qualitative data largely mirrored the quantitative findings: students and teachers in all FGDs
reported that they were aware of the content for the codes of conduct. When asked to specify
this content, respondents mentioned that teachers and staff must not partake in bribery, abuse,
or rape; have relationships with students; commit corporal punishment; discriminate by sex;
discriminate against children with disabilities; commit fraud; have persistent absences; use
humiliating language; use drugs and alcohol; or practice favoritism. However, there were multiple
reports across the student FGDs of teachers beating students and giving them manual labor tasks
as punishment:

“The thing | don't like the school for is because they can beat on students and give you hard punishment
to do when you misbehave; [another student] yes oh, they can beat too much and they can give you
large grass to hook.”

—Girl student, Grand Gedeh

As shown in Exhibit 42, the quantitative data backs this up. Overall, 17% of students reported
witnessing violence in the classroom in the past week. There were substantial differences by
county ranging from 1% in Rivercess up to 28% in Grand Gedeh. There was no significant
difference between girls and boys.
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Exhibit 42. Proportion of Students Who Witnessed Violence in the Classroom in the Previous
Week
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 379 in Grand Bassa, 260 in Grand Gedeh, 100 in Rivercess, and 261 in River
Gee.

There were also indications that students continued to acknowledge corporal punishment as
acceptable, as when one girl said:

‘I like how the teachers can behave. They can be treating us fair. For example, if some people are
causing noise in class and the teacher beats them some of the students can say the teacher is not
treating them fair because the teacher didn’t beat the whole class. So, the teacher can only beat those
who did wrong.”

—Girl student, River Gee

In one community, students said physical abuse had become less prevalent:

“Teachers used to beat on us before but now they are not beating on us again.”

—Girl student, River Gee

Other non-physical but harmful punishments included being sent out of the classroom, in some
cases for two weeks, and not being given a chance to make up the work:

“When we are taking test and you do something, they will send you outside to hook grass then you will
miss your test and they will not give it to you.”

—Girl student, Grand Gedeh
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The qualitative data differed from the quantitative data as it relates to reporting. In the FGDs,
students conveyed that they generally understood that a process for reporting a teacher for a
violation of the code of conduct would involve elevating it to a principal or DEO, or telling one’s
parents, who would then speak to the principal. Others noted that certain violations should
involve the police. However, rather than saying that reports resulted in positive actions to
discipline the teachers for their infractions, students instead often noted that reporting teachers
could result in repercussions and therefore they feared doing so. For example, one girl said:

“When we find out the everyone is involved, we should take the complaints to the police station or carry
the complaint to our parents. And when we carry their complaints, they will beat on us and they will not
give us good grades and they will make you shame in front of everybody and take you to class to class
and ask the others students to boo at you.”

—Girl student, Grand Gedeh

In two groups, students said that they feared reporting to the principal because if they did not
have adequate evidence of their claim, they would be given an “NTR—Never to Return”:

“No, | won't feel comfortable to report if a teacher says he want me because, | will be afraid to tell the
principal because when | tell the principal and the teachers is asked he will say he didn’t tell me anything
and the principal will tell me | am lying on the teacher and if | do it again, he will give me NTR (never to
return).”

—Girl student, River Gee

Similarly, boys in another school said that teachers would give physical labor chores or
suspensions to students who complained:

‘[Respondent 6] Yes, | can be afraid because they can punish us by brushing. [Respondent 4] | can be
afraid because they can suspend you or they can give you portion to brush. [Respondent2]- The students
are to carry complain. But if you carry complain they can ask you to cut grass. [Respondent] 3- Girls can
be afraid also because they can punish them by cleaning the toilet. It happened before, and we carry the
teachers complain to the PTA and the teachers asked us to cut grass.”

—Boy students, Grand Gedeh

Students in Grand Bassa and Rivercess mentioned a complaint box from MC where they could
anonymously report that helped them to “be brave” or as a girls’ FGD said:

“The boys and girls can be afraid to carry their complaint [to the principal] because they will fail us so we
will just write it put it in the box.”
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—Girl student, Rivercess

Even if they felt comfortable reporting and retribution was not likely, students in general felt as
though reporting would not lead to anything in terms of teacher punishment:

“We can put our complaints in the box...we can feel comfortable [but] the last time we reported a teacher
pressing tete (breast) but he denied it to the principal and nothing was done about it. The teacher is still
around.”

—Boy student, Rivercess

Gender Norms

In the classroom environment, teachers tended to indicate preferential treatment for girls rather
than boys, and in a broader context, they reinforced traditional gender roles. In the classroom
environment, teachers seemingly gave priority to girls in terms of access to resources (i.e., desks)
and providing positive feedback (Exhibit 43). Regardless of county, teachers affirmed girls receive
more positive comments than boys and boys receive more negative comments and insults than
girls, except for teachers in Grand Gedeh, most of whom reported that boy and girls equally
receive negative comments from them. Likewise, most teachers in Grand Bassa (70%), Rivercess
(60%), and River Gee (55%) thought girls should be given preference to desks. Despite giving
preference to girls in the classroom setting, some teachers demonstrated attitudes that support
gender equality in certain domains: while most teachers in Rivercess indicated it was more
important for girls to attend school rather than boys (55%), most teachers in the other counties
indicated that it was equally important for both boys and girls to attend school.

Exhibit 43. Teachers’ Perceived Gender Norms at School

m Boys m Girls m Both boys and girls

For whom is it more important to go to school?
Receives more negative comments and insults from
:
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Receives more positive comments from teachers ﬂ
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Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.
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As shown in Exhibit 44, teachers’ perceptions aligned with those of students who also reported
a more positive experience for girls at school. However, within the student sample, girls and boys
differed in their perceptions. Girls were much more likely to believe that it was more important
for girls to attend school (94%) than boys (60%) and were more likely to perceive teachers as
calling on girls more often than boys (66% and 40%, respectively). These gaps are significant at
the 1% level. Students of both genders agreed that girls receive the bulk of teachers’ positive
comments while boys receive most of the negative comments.

Exhibit 44. Students’ Perceived Gender Norms at School, by Gender
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. *p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p <0.01. N = 182 for boys and 199 for girls. Note: This

question was only asked of Grade 6 students. A small number of students said they didn’t know. They are excluded from this
graph.

Outside the classroom, a majority of teachers said girls should help more with housework and
boys should help more with farm work, reinforcing traditional gender roles. While approximately
a third of teachers indicated that boys and girls should share equal responsibility in helping with
housework (30%) and school chores (34%), they were less inclined to indicate as such for farm
work (12%) (Exhibit 45).
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Exhibit 45. Teachers’ Perceived Gender Roles for Students

m Boys m Girls m Both boys and girls

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57. One teacher in Grand Gedeh did not respond to the question regarding
school chores.

Students perceived their gender roles similarly to their teachers with the majority believing girls
should focus on housework (90%) and school chores (77%), while boys should do most of the
farm work (91%). Again, there were differences in how each gender perceived their own roles.
While they followed the same pattern, girls were more likely to say that girls should help with
housework (93% vs. 86%, p < 0.05) and farm work (13% vs. 5%, p < 0.01) than boys.

Exhibit 46. Students’ Perceived Gender Roles, by Gender
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Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. *p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p <0.01. N = 183 for boys and 199 for girls. Note: This

question was only asked of Grade 6 students. A small number of students said they didn’t know. They are excluded from this
graph.

We also asked students to respond to some yes or no questions about gender norms at school.
In each case, most students answered in support of gender equality; however, there were some
notable differences in perception by gender. As shown in Exhibit 47, girls (90%) were more likely
to believe that girls can lead meetings and make important decisions than boys (79%). On the
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other hand, boys were more likely to believe that girls like to be teased (38% vs. 27%, p < 0.05)
and that when a boy touches a girl, it is because the girl did something to attract him (31% vs.
16%, p < 0.01).

Exhibit 47. Students’ Perceived Gender Norms at School

No Yes
Men and boys can help prepare and cook food 87% G’ 90%
Women can lead
community meetings
and make\i/mportaft 79% ‘ O 920%™
. .decisions
Girls like to be teased 27% O ‘ 3894%*

by boys
If a boy tot}lcﬁez a girl at

school, it’s because the
! 169 194%%*
girl did something to 6% O ‘ 31%

There atiraithbinwhen a

boy needs to beat his 23% O ‘ 31%*
Whenggitisievehr short

skirts they are telling 30% w 34%
boys,or men to touch
For girl

s o get goo

h .
grades, they sometimes 15% O ‘ 229%*
have to let teachers

touch them O@Boys OGirls
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. *p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p <0.01. N = 183 for boys and 199 for girls. A small
number of students said they didn’t know. They are excluded from this graph

Students generally agreed that boys and girls should receive equal priority to food with 65%
saying food should be divided equally. There were some regional variations with 57% of students
in Grand Bassa and Grand Gedeh saying food should be equally divided as opposed to 80% in
River Gee (Exhibit 48). Looking at the responses by gender, most boys and girls agreed that food
should be divided equally, but when they diverged from this belief, they were more likely to say
that their own gender should be prioritized.
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Exhibit 48. Students’ Perceived Gender Priority for Feeding, by County

m Boys ® Equal = Girls

Source: Student survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 379 in Grand Bassa, 256 in Grand Gedeh, 100 in Rivercess, and 261 in River
Gee.

Like students, teachers demonstrated broad support for equal allocation of food among boys and
girls. A small proportion of teachers indicated that boys should receive certain foods before girls
(16%)*3 and reported that they prioritized feeding boys over girls in practice (7%), potentially
suggesting stronger gendered attitudes rather than practices. By county, these gendered
attitudes and practices were more common among teachers in Grand Gedeh and Grand Bassa
(Exhibit 49).

Exhibit 49. Proportion of Teachers Who Think Boys Should Receive Certain Foods Before Girls
and Who Prioritize Feeding Boys Over Girls, by County
60%

50% 45%

40%
30%
20%
20% Average: 16%
9% 9% =~ T T T - =
10% ° ° 4% 4% Average: 7%
E % om0
0%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee
MW Attitude M Practice

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57. A small proportion of teachers responded they did not know when asked
about their attitude. They are excluded from this graph.

13 Teachers who reported boys should receive certain foods before girls (n = 9) indicated boys should receive starches and carbs
(56%), protein (44%), fat (33%), fiber (22%), and vitamins and minerals (22%) before girls.
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Teacher Outcomes

This section delineates teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and practices (KAP) regarding nutrition,
WASH, and other health matters among students. The teacher survey specifically sought to elicit
this information to identify domains in which teachers might undermine, reinforce, or otherwise
influence student health-related outcomes. Where relevant, we disaggregate teacher responses
by county, highlighting areas where we observe notable county-level trends in teacher KAP.
However, the small sample size limits interpretation and generalizability of these findings;
county-level differences may simply reflect individual-level differences among respondents
rather than systematic differences across counties.

Nutrition

At baseline, teachers demonstrated strong support of recommended nutrition practices for
children, namely minimum meal frequency and dietary diversity, yet casted doubt on the
feasibility of following such practices. Among surveyed teachers, nearly all indicated the
importance of children eating breakfast before their first class (100%), having three meals a day
and snacks (96%), and consuming different types of foods at meals (98%) (Exhibit 50).
Nevertheless, most teachers also perceived barriers that undermine children’s capacity to follow
these recommended practices, with perceived barriers highest for children’s ability to maintain
minimum meal frequency (95%) and dietary diversity (93%) (Exhibit 50).

Exhibit 50. Perceived Importance and Difficulty of Recommended Nutrition Practices

100% 91% 96% 95% 93%

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%
Breakfast before the first class Three meals a day and snacks Different types of foods at
meals

B Importance M Difficulty

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.

68 | AIR.ORG LEARN Il Baseline Evaluation



While perceived barriers were pervasive regardless of the recommended nutrition practice,
challenges appeared most acute for meal frequency, specifically children’s ability to consume
three meals a day and snacks, according to teachers.’* Over two thirds of surveyed teachers
perceived this practice as very or rather difficult for children (68%) (Exhibit 51); by county, this
perception was more prevalent among teachers in River Gee (82%) and Rivercess (73%) who
unanimously reported this practice as at least a little difficult to achieve. In Grand Gedeh and
Grand Bassa, by contrast, more teachers perceived this practice as slightly difficult (17% and 35%,
respectively) or not difficult (17% and 4%, respectively) for children to follow (see Exhibit B8 in
Appendix B). Across nutrition practices, perceived barriers were most pronounced among
teachers in River Gee: all surveyed teachers in this county reported some degree of difficulty for
children to follow any of the recommended nutrition practices.

Exhibit 51. Degree of Perceived Difficulty, by Recommended Nutrition Practice

m Not difficult ~ m Alittle difficult ~ m Rather or very difficult

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57 (breakfast before class and different types of food at meals) and 56 (three
meals a day and snacks). One teacher in Grand Bassa refused to answer when asked about the importance of children eating
three meals a day and snacks.

Although teachers indicated widespread support for recommended nutrition practices among
children, the extent of their knowledge of these practices varied widely across domain and by
county. For instance, less than half of teachers (44%) could accurately cite components of a
nutritious meal,’> and on average, teachers could only cite two important nutritional practices
for a child’s growth. Nevertheless, teachers’ ability to identify signs of hunger in school children
was promising insofar as all teachers could identify at least one potential side effect if a child
forgoes breakfast before school. More specifically, most teachers recognized that missing
breakfast before school can diminish children’s concentration (86%), and a comparatively smaller

14 Teachers’ responses generally reflected students’ self-reported meal frequency. On school days, students reported
consuming an average of 2.3 meals per day, with only a third consuming three meals per day.

15 To determine whether teachers knew the components of a balanced diet, the survey asked teachers to identify the three
components of a nutritious meal, defined as a meal that contains protein, starches and carbs, and vitamins and minerals.
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share also recognized that missing breakfast could undermine children’s academic performance
(49%) and capacity to study (40%) (Exhibit 52).

Exhibit 52. Teacher Knowledge of Signs of Hunger in School Children, by County

100%
80% 75%
61%
60%
40%
° 27%
17%
20% ’ 9%
H-
0%
Short attention or low Diminished academic Diminished capacity to Other

concentration performance study

B Grand Bassa M Grand Gedeh ™ Rivercess M River Gee

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.

Across counties, teachers seemingly held differing perceptions or awareness of what counts as
most important for specific nutrition practices. In some instances, these differences reflected
incorrect knowledge. For example, by county, knowledge of nutritious meals seemingly lagged
among teachers in Grand Gedeh and Grand Bassa, with teachers in these counties reporting the
importance of vitamins and minerals—a key component of nutritious meals—less often on
average relative to teachers in Rivercess and River Gee. In other instances, however, teachers’
varying perceptions on knowledge-based questions reflected different interpretations or
awareness of which factors are most pertinent for children’s nutrition (e.g., nutrition practices
important for children’s growth). This suggests nutrition knowledge among teachers was not
unified, especially across counties.

The qualitative data show relative inattention to nutrition awareness or practices among
teachers, including principals who have been part of SHN activities through LEARN. For example,
in FGDs and Klls, none of the teachers or principals provided examples of nutrition-related
activities when asked to describe the kinds of school activities conducted at school. Rather, they
emphasized WASH activities (e.g., school cleaning, handwashing stations); WASH advocacy (e.g.,
promoting handwashing and hygiene); and, rarely, family planning education.
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WASH

Teachers’” WASH knowledge mirrored trends in their nutrition knowledge: teachers
demonstrated basic knowledge of WASH topics yet also exhibited differing perceptions on
knowledge-based questions across counties. More specifically, teachers demonstrated basic
handwashing and water treatment knowledge, but within these domains, they emphasized
different practices.

Most surveyed teachers (81%) were able to describe at least one recommended handwashing
practice (e.g., washing hands under running water rather than still water, washing hands with
soap or ash). By county, this knowledge was less common among teachers in Grand Gedeh (67%)
and Grand Bassa (78%) relative to those in Rivercess and River Gee (91% each). On average,
teachers cited four critical moments in which students should wash their hands; this average was
slightly higher among teachers in River Gee (five critical moments) and slightly lower in Grand
Gedeh (three critical moments). The most frequently cited critical moments for handwashing
include before eating (88%), after defecating (82%), after eating (67%), and after playing games
(54%) (Exhibit 53).

Exhibit 53. Critical Moments Students Should Wash Their Hands, According to Teachers

pefore cating | :::
After defecating _ 82%
pter cating | <7
After playing games _ 54%
After handling garbage or cleaning _ 44%
After returning home from school or market _ 33%

Before preparing food - 16%
After feeding or caring for animals - 11%

After cleaning/wiping baby sibling - 9%
Other . 5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.
In general, teachers recognized the importance of boiling water for cooking and for drinking. On

average, most surveyed teachers viewed boiling water prior to cooking as rather or very
important (88%) while 11% thought this practice was only a little important. Likewise, most
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teachers acknowledged that a child could become sick from drinking untreated water despite
holding differing perceptions on the likelihood of this occurring (Exhibit 54).

Exhibit 54. Perceived Likelihood of a Child Becoming Sick From Drinking Untreated Water, by
County

m Not likely m Likely m Not sure

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 23 in Grand Bassa, 12 in Grand Gedeh, 11 in Rivercess, and 11 in River Gee.

To the extent possible, children seemingly follow recommended WASH practices as reported by
teachers. Across counties, nearly all teachers reported students use toilets at school, which varies
little by student gender (96% for boys and 98% for girls) (Exhibit 55). Likewise, among schools
with functional handwashing stations (86%), all teachers reported that some or most students
wash their hands after using the bathroom and before meals (Exhibit 55).

Exhibit 55. Proportion of Teachers Who Report Children Use Toilets at School, by County and
92% 92%

Student Gender
91%
100% & 100% . 100% 100% & 100%

Grand Bassa Grand Gedeh Rivercess River Gee

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%

B Boys M Girls

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 57.
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Despite promising basic handwashing practices at baseline, student’s handwashing regularity at
critical moments varied by county (Exhibit 56). The proportion of teachers who reported children
only sometimes engage in handwashing at critical moments suggests lagging handwashing
practices among children in Grand Gedeh and Rivercess in particular. This variation appears to
be weakly associated with access to functional handwashing stations or inputs for handwashing,
namely soap and water (Exhibit 56). While handwashing regularity and access to a functional
handwashing station was lower on average in Rivercess relative to the other counties, schools in
Grand Gedeh, by contrast, appeared to have the highest access to handwashing resources yet
children in these schools exhibited less frequent handwashing at critical moments as reported by
teachers.

Exhibit 56. Proportion of Teachers Who Report Children Wash Hands After Using the
Bathroom, by County

m Some ®m Most

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 19 in Grand Bassa, 11 in Grand Gedeh, 9 in Rivercess, and 10 in River Gee. This
question only applied to teachers who reported their school has a functional handwashing station.

When compared to students’ self-reported handwashing behaviors, it seems teachers tended to
overstate the prevalence of students’ handwashing behavior at critical moments. Although
handwashing after using the bathroom was common according to students, with 88% reporting
doing so after defecation and 40% doing so after urination, less than half of students reported
handwashing before meals (42%). While an imperfect comparison, this contradicts most teachers
(78%) who reported most students wash their hands at this critical moment. In addition, at the
county-level, teachers’ knowledge of student handwashing behavior seems mismatched with
students’ self-reported behaviors. While lapses in handwashing practices were most pronounced
in Rivercess and River Gee according to students, teachers’ responses suggest handwashing
practices were weakest in Grand Gedeh and Rivercess.
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Exhibit 57. Proportion of Teachers Who Report Children Wash Hands Before Meals, by County

= Some = Most

Source: Teacher survey. Authors’ calculations. N = 19 in Grand Bassa, 11 in Grand Gedeh, 9 in Rivercess, and 10 in River Gee. This
question only applied to teachers who reported their school has a functional handwashing station.

To better understand the availability of WASH resources at school, we asked teachers a series of
guestions on their access to water, handwashing stations, and soap at school. Most surveyed
teachers reported their school had access to a functional handwashing station (86%), which was
more common in Grand Gedeh and River Gee (92% and 91%, respectively) than in Grand Bassa
and Rivercess (83% and 82%, respectively). Among these schools, most also had access to both
soap and water (88%) at the handwashing station; only 6% had access to just water and 4% did
not have access to either handwashing inputs. This is consistent with student responses insofar
as 91% of students re