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Executive summary 

Background and introduction to Developing Effective Private Education Nigeria 
(DEEPEN) 

S.1. The report begins by introducing our approach to the evaluation framework and plan, which draws 
on evaluation guidelines, principles and standards of the Department for International Development (DFID) 
and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC). The aim is to set out a theory-based approach to the evaluation of DEEPEN, in order to provide 
accountability for DEEPEN and help maximise learning for other contexts.  

S.2. There is strong evidence that a majority of primary-aged children in Lagos attend private schools – 
probably around 70%. This provides a compelling rationale for intervening in the private education sector in 
Lagos. The costs of private schools vary significantly. It seems likely that many children in private schools, 
particularly cheaper private schools, are from poor households: private schools are certainly not the 
preserve of the rich. While parents selecting private schools believe that they provide better-quality 
education than government schools, neither parents nor anyone else appear to have any solid information 
on education outcomes (such as exam results or progression) from these private schools. This lack of 
information on quality means there is great uncertainty about DEEPEN’s likely outcomes. 

S.3. DEEPEN is first programme in the education sector that uses the making markets work for the poor 
(M4P) approach. This aims to facilitate change in four areas: rules and standards, information, finance and 
school improvement, while producing results and learning that can inform the government of Lagos’ and 
other stakeholders’ approach to private sector education in Lagos and elsewhere. DEEPEN aims to improve 
the quality of education in private schools, and therefore learning outcomes. 

Evaluation framework and design  

S.4. The evaluation framework contains both a theory-based assessment of DEEPEN’s contribution across 
the entire programme and a rigorous impact evaluation that attributes change in learning outcomes to a 
specific DEEPEN component: the Graded Assessment of Private Schools (GAPS) plus report cards. 

S.5. The evaluation framework and design have been guided by two important considerations: firstly the 
purpose and context for the evaluation and secondly the guiding principles, standards and criteria set out 
by DFID and OECD DAC. 

S.6. The purpose of the evaluation is first to learn about whether DEEPEN’s innovative M4P approach 
works to improve learning outcomes in Lagos and in other contexts, and second to provide some formative 
information to help DEEPEN roll out. This dual purpose informs the development of evaluation questions 
under the OECD DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability, and an 
evaluation plan to produce answers to these questions with the required degree of rigour at the right time. 

S.7. A review of DEEPEN’s theory of change and evidence on comparable programmes, as well as 
extensive consultations with DEEPEN and DFID, suggested that there was an opportunity evaluate 
DEEPEN’s work on grading schools and providing information about this grading to parents, and to 
generate rigorous information on quantitative impact. Following extensive consultation, this option was 
taken. This implies quantitative surveys in selected local government areas (LGAs) of Lagos and the 
preservation of control and treatment areas for GAPS – a difficult task for the programme. A combination 
of a panel and cross-section of pupils will produce data on the impact of GAPS on learning outcomes. 
Linked surveys of parents and schools will produce data on changes to schools and parents’ attitudes to 
education. Questions on household wealth will allow the evaluation to investigate effects on children from 
low-income households. These surveys will provide robust evidence on the effectiveness and impact of 
GAPS, and limited evidence on the effectiveness and relevance of the rest of DEEPEN. 
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S.8. These surveys are completed by several other data sources, both contained within DEEPEN’s 
Monitoring and Results Measurement (MRM) Manual, and independent qualitative research conducted by 
Education Operational Research and Evaluation Nigeria (EDOREN). These data sources provide information 
on other components of DEEPEN and other evaluation criteria. Qualitative research is designed using a 
theory-based contribution analysis approach that starts from DEEPEN’s theory of change and tests key 
causal links and assumptions that support these links. Fieldwork will gather additional data that will allow 
us to identify DEEPEN’s contribution to change for all key DEEPEN components, in conjunction with the 
quantitative survey data that will generate rigorous measures of impact for the GAPS component 
particularly. 

Stakeholder engagement and communication  

S.9. The evaluation will produce integrated reports on the evaluation of DEEPEN in: 

 August 2015: baseline and report on relevance; 

 July 2017: formative report on effectiveness and impact at school and parental level to check whether 

DEEPEN is on the right course and contribute to course corrections; and 

 July 2018: evaluative report covering all evaluation criteria. 
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1 Introduction to the DEEPEN evaluation framework and plan 

This section introduces our approach to the evaluation framework and plan, which draws on DFID and OECD 
DAC evaluation guidelines, principles and standards to set out a theory-based approach to the evaluation of 

DEEPEN, in order to provide accountability for DEEPEN and help maximise learning for other contexts.  

1. This document sets out a framework and plan for the evaluation of the DEEPEN project, which is being 
conducted in Lagos from 2013 to 2018. There are two components to DEEPEN. The first is a largely 
technical assistance project implemented by Mott Macdonald, an international consultancy firm, which 
attempts, by ‘galvanising the market for education’ in Lagos, to improve learning outcomes for poor 
children. The second is an ‘Innovation Fund’, with objectives and activities yet to be decided. This 
version of the evaluation framework and plan is concerned purely with the first component, but will be 
adapted later to reflect the second. Hereafter, ‘DEEPEN’ refers to this first component. This version of 
the document is a working draft that focuses on the DEEPEN theory of change and evaluation 
questions, along with a high-level outline of the evaluation methodology, intended for commentary 
from the DEEPEN and DFID Nigeria teams. The final draft will provide more detail on specific evaluation 
methodologies and on the other component of DEEPEN, and should be validated by other stakeholders 
in private education in Lagos and beyond. 

2. As far as we know, DEEPEN is “the first programme to employ a market systems approach to improve 
children’s education,” (DEEPEN 2014a: ii). This means that unlike many interventions aimed at 
improving education outcomes through private education, DEEPEN does not use vouchers or 
scholarships or provide report cards to parents (e.g. Andrabi et al. 2013) as free-standing interventions, 
but seeks improvements in broad areas as defined by four activity streams: i) rules and standards for 
private schools, ii) information on best practice and school quality for parents and schools, iii) access to 
finance for private schools and parents, and iv) school improvement services for private schools. This 
innovative approach has no obvious precedent in Nigeria or elsewhere. DEEPEN is thus experimental 
and a learning project, and incorporates significant research and evaluation activity within the project 
itself, on which this evaluation framework and plan builds. DEEPEN is described in more detail in 
section 2. 

3. Given the learning aspirations, robust and rigorous evaluation of DEEPEN or of some of its key 
constituents is critical for i) providing formative information to help DEEPEN improve performance 
midstream, ii) ensuring that DEEPEN’s funders, designers and implementers are held accountable for 
their performance, and most importantly iii) learning whether the whole or specific elements of the 
market systems approach to education actually improve education outcomes for poor children, under 
what conditions, and at what cost. The evaluation should not only tell us whether DEEPEN has achieved 
its objectives, but also whether all or part of DEEPEN’s model may be worth replicating in other 
contexts. This means that the evaluation should both assess DEEPEN’s different components 
individually and attempt to permit some generalisation, based on theory and relevant social science 
evidence, to other contexts outside Lagos and Nigeria, notwithstanding the challenges assessing such 
portability poses (see Cartwright and Hardie 2012; Woolcock 2013). The purpose of the evaluation and 
its intended audience are set out in section 3, and governance arrangements are in section 4. 

4. The evaluation adheres to principles, quality guidelines and standards set out by the OECD’s DAC and 
DFID. It draws methodological guidance from papers prepared by e.g. the DAC, DFID, the International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie) and the Donor Committee for Enterprise Development. The 
principles, standards and criteria governing the evaluation framework are set out in Annex D. 

5. The evaluation framework is based on the criteria for the evaluation of development assistance 
developed by the DAC, in line with evaluation guidelines set out by DFID (see Annex D). The DAC 
evaluation criteria are: 
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 relevance: the extent to which DEEPEN is suited to the priorities and policies of poor households and 
children in Lagos, the Lagos state and Nigerian federal governments, and DFID, answered principally in 

a report in 2015; 

 effectiveness: the measure to which DEEPEN attains its objectives as set out in the logical framework, 

and why, answered formatively in 2017 to help guide rollout, and finally in 2018; 

 efficiency: the extent to which DEEPEN offers value for money in terms of the relationship between 

inputs and outputs and outcomes, answered in 2018; 

 impact: the positive and negative changes produced by DEEPEN, both direct and indirect, intended and 

unintended, with specific attention to learning outcomes for poor children, answered in 2018; and 

 sustainability: the extent to which DEEPEN’s impact will continue when DFID’s funding is withdrawn, 
answered principally in 2018. 

6. The evaluation framework develops questions under each of these criteria and outlines a set of 
approaches for answering them. These questions begin from the theory of change for DEEPEN set out 
initially in the DEEPEN business case (DFID 2013a: 12) and subsequently in the DEEPEN Set Up Report 
(DEEPEN 2014a: 6). This evaluation framework critically engages with and extends this theory of change 
to develop a comprehensive set of evaluation questions. This engagement draws on three outputs from 
the EDOREN project: i) comments on the business case provided by EDOREN (Bennell 2013), ii) a review 
of DEEPEN’s existing evaluation framework (Bano and Bennell 2013 draft), and iii) a concurrent review 
of DEEPEN’s theory of change against the backdrop of other M4P programmes (Bano et al. 2014 draft). 
This includes an analysis of relevant literature and initial fieldwork observations, following the theory-
based approach to evaluation outlined in White (2009). As such, this proposed evaluation framework is 
anchored in and developed around a ‘theory or set of theories of change’–and a mixed methods 
approach which combines quantitative and qualitative data and a variety of research methods, 
including quasi-experimental evaluation designs, to identify the impact of specific DEEPEN 
interventions. Such rigorously obtained evidence is vital for supporting credible learning from DEEPEN. 
The evaluation framework is described in section 4 and the detailed indicator framework that links to it 
is in Annex B. 

7. This document also contains an evaluation plan that sets out how the questions in the evaluation 
framework will be answered, why the evaluation is of interest and to whom, and how the evaluation 
findings will be communicated. This follows DFID’s Evaluation Handbook guidance. The evaluation plan 
builds heavily on DEEPEN’s approach to MRM and draft logical framework as set out in its draft MRM 
Manual (DEEPEN 2014b), of which an earlier version was critiqued by EDOREN (Bano and Bennell 
2013). More than this, the evaluation plan was developed in consultation with the DEEPEN team to 
ensure that it makes use of the research and evaluation activities implemented by DEEPEN (with 
technical support from EDOREN) and, where necessary, proposes additional activities to be 
implemented by EDOREN. As such, the research activities that will provide evidence for the evaluation 
of DEEPEN have either been supported by EDOREN (by, for instance, providing advice on instrument 
design or on sampling) or are conducted by EDOREN independently. The evaluation will therefore be 
able to present a clear assessment of the limitations of the data it uses to form judgements. Section 6 
sets out the evaluation plan. 
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8. The fieldwork proposed is set out in Table 1: 

Table 1 DEEPEN evaluation fieldwork timing 
Fieldwork 
timing 

Location Type Purpose 

November 
2014 

Four LGAs in 
Lagos 

Quantitative surveys 
of learning (MLA), 
parents (SPoCAPS) 
and schools (LAPSS) 

Baseline for rigorous evaluation of impact of GAPS1 
and GAPS+ 
Information to contribute to assessment of 
DEEPEN’s relevance 
Baseline information to contribute to assessment of 
effectiveness and impact of other DEEPEN 
components  

March 
2015 

Lagos Qualitative fieldwork Assessment of relevance of DEEPEN 

November 
2016 

Four LGAs in 
Lagos 

Quantitative surveys 
of parents (SPoCAPS) 
and schools (LAPSS) 

Midline for rigorous evaluation of the impact of 
GAPS and GAPS+, covering impacts on schools and 
parents and providing formative information 
Midline information to contribute to assessment of 
effectiveness and impact of other DEEPEN 
components 

February 
2016 

Lagos Qualitative fieldwork Midline assessment of effectiveness and impact of 
all DEEPEN components 

November 
2017 

Four LGAs in 
Lagos 

Quantitative surveys 
of learning (MLA), 
parents (SPoCAPS) 
and schools (LAPSS) 

Endline for rigorous evaluation of impact of GAPS 
and GAPS+ 
Endline information to contribute to assessment of 
effectiveness and impact of other DEEPEN 
components 

February 
2018 

Lagos Qualitative fieldwork Endline assessment of effectiveness, impact and 
sustainability of all DEEPEN components 

 
9. This will produce integrated evaluation reports in August 2015, July 2017, and July 2018, but initial data 

will be made available to DEEPEN’s annual reviewers in June. 

10. Section 8 provides an approximate costing for the evaluation – a total of just over £1.9 million. The 
terms of reference (ToR) for this document are given in Annex A. These ToR were peer reviewed and 
agreed with both DFID and DEEPEN. 

                                                           
1 GAPS is short for the Graded Assessment of Private Schools and refers to the new grading system that will be rolled out in 
‘treatment’ LGAs in Lagos in the autumn of 2014. This new grading system is described in more detail in section 5 of this report. 
GAPS+ refers to the Graded Assessment combined with a report card type of intervention to strengthen parental information about 
school performance. As explained below, GAPS+ thus combines DEEPEN’s ‘Rules and Standards’ and ‘Information’ activity streams.       
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2 DEEPEN 

This section first details the background to DEEPEN. There is strong evidence that a majority of primary-
aged children in Lagos attend private schools – probably around 70%. This provides a compelling rationale 

for intervening in the private education sector in Lagos. The costs of private schools vary significantly. It 
seems likely that many children in private schools, particularly cheaper private schools, are from poor 
households: private schools are certainly not the preserve of the rich. While parents selecting private schools 
believe that they provide better-quality education than government schools, neither parents nor anyone 
else appear to have any solid information on education outcomes (such as exam results or progression) and 

achievements within these private schools. This lack of information on quality means that great uncertainty 
surrounds the likely impacts of DEEPEN. 

Second, we introduce DEEPEN, the first programme in the education sector to use the M4P approach. This 
aims to facilitate change in four areas: rules and standards, information, finance and school improvement, 
while producing results and learning that can inform the government of Lagos’ and other stakeholders’ 

approach to private sector education in Lagos and elsewhere. DEEPEN aims principally to improve quality – 

and in turn learning outcomes – in private schools. 

2.1 The background to DEEPEN 

2.1.1 A large and growing private education sector in Lagos 

11. DEEPEN’s antecedents are in research conducted by another DFID education project, the Education 
Sector Support Programme in Nigeria (ESSPIN), which is implemented by Cambridge Education, a 
subsidiary of Mott Macdonald. ESSPIN works principally to improve the quality of government schools 
in several states in Nigeria including Lagos. In Lagos, unlike most of Nigeria, gross enrolment rates are 
high – up to 97% at primary level according to the 2010/2011 Nigeria (Demographic and Health Survey) 
Education Data Survey (NEDS). However, a large proportion of primary-age children attend private 
rather than government schools, and limited knowledge prevails about the quality of education these 
private schools deliver.  

12. ESSPIN supported a census of private schools and a household survey on school choice in Lagos in 
2010/2011, as reported in Härmä (2011a, 2011b and 2013). The findings confirmed that private schools 
“account for 57% of all enrolments in Lagos state, serving 1,385,190 pupils [between nursery 1 and 
senior secondary 3], about half of whom are girls, in 12,098 schools” and with an average school size of 
117 pupils (Härmä 2011a: 1). By contrast, the city has around 1,200 government schools (DFID 2013: 3). 

13. Private schools are not only the most important providers of education in Lagos; according to the 
Annual School Census reports, both the number of private schools and the number and proportion of 
children they serve are growing. The population of Lagos is growing quickly, and while numbers are 
uncertain and contested, it is reported by the United Nations Population Division that the city of Lagos 
is growing at 3.9% per year from 2010 to 2015, and 3.2% per year thereafter, from a 2014 base of 
around 11 million.2 Based on a household survey on school choice in Lagos conducted in 2013, Tooley 
and Yngstrom (2014: 8) report that 73% of children attend private primary school, which is up from the 
61% reported in the 2010/11 census. Härmä (2011a: 12) reports increasing numbers of private schools 
opening each year, with nearly 1,000 added in 2010. What is less clear is whether many private schools 
also closed down. Gibson et al. (2011) suggest that very few schools go out of business, though this is 
based on anecdotal evidence. School closure is not explored by Härmä (2011a or 2011b) and is difficult 
to assess because so many schools are not officially approved in the first place. (Härmä (2011a: 1) 

                                                           
2 http://esa.un.org/unpd/wup/wallcharts/WUP_2014%20Urban%20Agglomerations%20Wallchart.pdf, accessed May 2014. The 
Lagos state government argues that the entire state today contains 21 million people, which the federal government disputes. See 
www.lagosstate.gov.ng/pagelinks.php?p=6, accessed May 2014. 

http://esa.un.org/unpd/wup/wallcharts/WUP_2014%20Urban%20Agglomerations%20Wallchart.pdf
http://www.lagosstate.gov.ng/pagelinks.php?p=6
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reports that 74% of private schools were not approved by the government.) The statistic is important, 
however, since high closure rates would imply frequent – and damaging – turnover of schools for 
children in private education. It is also reasonable to expect the closure rate to be disproportionate 
among smaller schools catering to children from low-income households. It is also not clear how 
shifting premises are interpreted: if a school ceases to operate in its present premises only to resurface 
nearby, this should be counted neither as closure nor as attrition: we return to this later.  

2.1.2 A range of fees and costs in education 

14. Recent information on the fees charged by private schools comes only from household surveys: 1) a 
survey of 103 families from 27 ‘low-fee’ schools in Makoko and Iwaya on Lagos Lagoon, conducted in 
2010/11 (Härmä 2011b) and 2) a survey of 1,005 households sampled to be representative of Lagos 
State in 2013 (Tooley 2013). The private school census conducted in 2010/11 did not ask about fees.  

15. Härmä (2011b: 18) reports average total annual fees (only) in 2010/11 of around NGN26,000 in 
approved schools and NGN18,000 in unapproved schools, according to parents. Including all other costs 
(registration, examination, extra tuition, development, parent–teacher association (PTA) fees, sports, 
books, stationery, uniform and transport), parents report paying, on average, NGN45,000 for approved 
schools and NGN32,000 for unapproved schools, annually. These total costs amounted to 20% 
(approved schools) and 15% (unapproved schools) of the revised minimum wage (NGN18,780/month) 
in January 2011. These costs, however, are not representative of Lagos State because the survey areas 
are unusually poor and because more affluent schools were deliberately ignored to focus on low-fee 
schools (Härmä 2011b: 4). 

16. In a larger and more recent household survey designed to be representative of Lagos, Tooley (2013) 
reports similar fees and costs. He categorises schools into ‘low-cost’, ‘medium-cost’, and ‘high-cost’, 
using the following methodology. Households are divided into three categories: i) ‘below poverty line’ 
(53% of the sample), ii) ‘up to twice poverty line (29% of the sample), and iii) ‘above twice poverty line’ 
(18% of the sample).3 Low-cost private schools are defined as schools for which total costs (excluding 
books, uniform, transport and additional tuition) are below 10–11% of family income for those “on or 
below the poverty line” (Tooley 2013: 17).4 Medium-cost schools are defined as schools that are 
affordable (using the same criterion of affordability) to households on incomes that are up to twice the 
poverty line. High-cost schools are all schools affordable to households with incomes above twice the 
poverty line. Based on the survey, Tooley finds an average family size of 5.21, with 2.55 school-going 
children on average. For a 5.21-member household on the poverty line (NGN309/person/day), 10.8% of 
its annual income (and therefore what it can afford to spend on school) would be around NGN63,000.5 
With 2.55 children going to school, it can afford to spend around NGN25,000 on each child. On this 
basis: 

 Low-cost private schools in Lagos cost below NGN25,000 per year in fees and associated school costs 

(but not books, transport, or extra tuition). 

 Medium-cost private schools in Lagos cost NGN25,000–50,000 per year. 

                                                           
3 This categorisation is on the basis of a comparison of the reported income of household members and the Lagos-specific poverty 
line (which, adjusted for inflation, is reported as NGN309/day). The report assumes that reported income is equivalent to 
expenditure. Given that this is unlikely to be the case, and that income is usually systematically under-reported in household 
questionnaires and therefore not normally used for poverty assessment, these categorisations should be treated with considerable 
caution. There is some evidence for this: the World Bank reports the absolute poverty rate (using a national poverty line) in Lagos 
as 23% on a per adult equivalent basis in 2010. See www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2014/02/13/000414397_20140218094714/Rendered/INDEX/La
gos2PIDAppraisalstage.txt, accessed May 2014, and World Bank (2013, draft). The DEEPEN MRM cites poverty as 40% on a 
household per capita basis (DEEPEN 2014b: 13). 
4 Tooley actually means earning the poverty line income. 
5 5.21*365*NGN309*10.8=NGN63,461. 

http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2014/02/13/000414397_20140218094714/Rendered/INDEX/Lagos2PIDAppraisalstage.txt
http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2014/02/13/000414397_20140218094714/Rendered/INDEX/Lagos2PIDAppraisalstage.txt
http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2014/02/13/000414397_20140218094714/Rendered/INDEX/Lagos2PIDAppraisalstage.txt
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 High-cost private schools in Lagos cost NGN50,000 per year and above. 

17. Students in Tooley’s sample are distributed quite equally across these three categories and public 
schools, as Table 2 shows. While the largest group of households designated as below poverty line are 
in public school (34.6%), nearly two-thirds of below poverty line households in this survey send their 
children to private schools. This is a very striking finding, showing that private schools, and the cheaper 
(‘low-cost’) private schools in particular but also medium- and high-cost schools, are used extensively 
by poor households. Potential explanations for this choice are given below. 

Table 2 School types and poverty status 
Distribution of all children across school types % below poverty line 

households in each school 
type… 

 

4%  
 

11%  
Private schools 
constitute 70% 
of enrolment 
and contain 
61.5% of 
children from 
households 
below the 
poverty line. 

23% 

27% 

35%  
 

  

 % of children enrolled in each school type   
Source: Tooley (2013: 19).   

 
18. However, these results should be treated with caution, because there are a number of difficulties with 

their methodological underpinnings. First, the household poverty categorisations are based on asking 
households about income, which raises data quality concerns, and (as the report acknowledges) not 
interviewing all income earners, which accentuates these concerns. In addition, ‘income’ raises its own 
measurement challenges, especially for respondents who are self-employed. Second, ‘low-cost’ private 
schools are actually only affordable for households on the poverty line, not those below it. Finally (and 
as the report acknowledges), total school costs are much higher than fees, since they include spending 
on books, uniforms and transport. 

19. Nevertheless, the report does confirm the impression that private schools in Lagos operate with a wide 
range of fees and costs. Data from the report that include these additional costs (books, uniforms and 
transport) suggest that for every type of school, total annual spending for a child ranges from less than 
NGN42,540 to over NGN134,000 (Tooley 2013: 41ff). That is, even for public schools and low-cost 
private schools, some households spent less than NGN42,540 per child per year while others spent 
more than NGN134,000 per child per year. 

20. Both the quantitative survey (Tooley 2013) and qualitative research (Yngstrom 2013) on school choice 
report that household wealth is strongly correlated with expenditure on schooling. Children from poor 
households are most likely to be in government, low-cost private, and alternative ‘lesson’ primary 
schools, but only in government (and not private) junior secondary schools (Yngstrom 2013: 16). 
Children from poor households leave low-cost private schools and enrol in government schools 
following an adverse shock, further indicating that enrolment in private schools is somewhat 
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contingent on wealth (Yngstrom 2013: 16–17). From the survey, the choice of low-cost private school 
was positively correlated with traditional wealth6 and with the father’s education (Tooley 2013: 22–23). 

21. Research conducted by Gibson et al. (2011) indicates that staff at private schools, particularly at the 
cheaper end of the market, think consciously about the prices they charge, taking into account the 
ability of parents to pay and their other options. There is a range of prices charged and a range of 
profits, such that the cheapest (unapproved) schools charged around NGN2,500 to NGN5,000 per term, 
spent and made annual profits of NGN170,000, before informal taxes or rent-seeking.7 

2.1.3 Variable and uncertain quality 

22. The quality of infrastructure and other facilities also varies, and is often poor (Härmä 2013: 557). In her 
small and select sample, 63% of private schools operated in buildings intended for another purpose, 
while over half of the unapproved schools operated in rented premises and often on short-term leases 
(Härmä 2013: 557). The latter makes such schools potentially very vulnerable to increases in rents. Only 
63% of the teachers in the private schools in her sample were qualified (Härmä 2011a: 1).8  

23. Gibson et al. (2011) note that schools tend to have quite similar approaches to teaching, despite this 
variation in infrastructural quality. They conjecture that this may result in a reduction in differences in 
educational outcomes between these schools. They also note, importantly, that teachers tend to stay 
only for two–three years, using the experience as a stepping stone to other employment. Other than 
this somewhat anecdotal evidence, the evaluation framework team was able to find no clear evidence 
about the aspirations of teachers in Lagos, their trajectories within or between private and public 
schools, or detailed information on salaries, demand and supply of teachers. 

24. Aside from this, almost nothing is known about the outcomes and practices of these different schools. 
There are no data on learning outcomes from different schools, because no monitoring of learning 
achievement (MLA) has been undertaken in private schools and there are no examination results for 
most of the private schools (particularly the low-cost and unapproved schools whose students either 
have not taken leaving exams or take the exams registered to another school). The Annual Education 
Sector Performance Report 2011, cited in DEEPEN’s ToR, drew on a sample survey suggesting that 
private school students perform on average twice as well as their public school counterparts on literacy 
and numeracy tests in primary 2 and primary 4. However, this sample was restricted to private schools 
approved by the government, and may thus have been biased towards the larger and wealthier (there 
is no way to tell how representative it is). In any case, as the business case acknowledges, student 
performance was still very poor against any reasonable benchmarks, since only 39% meet minimum 
standards on the West African Senior Secondary Certificate in Education (DFID 2012: 13). 

2.1.4 How parents chose schools 

25. In spite of often visible disadvantages, surveyed parents contrasted private schools favourably with 
what they perceive as the low quality of education offered in government schools (Härmä 2011b: 1). 
Specifically, government schools were seen as unresponsive and unaccountable, with teachers that 
lacked motivation and care, and with extremely limited learning. By contrast, private schools were seen 
as accountable and as having more attentive teachers and better learning outcomes. This resonates 
with parental preferences for private schools in Andhra Pradesh, India reported by Morrow and Wilson 
(2014). While parents felt teacher qualifications and school infrastructure to be very important, in 

                                                           
6 The distinction between traditional and modern wealth was based on factor analysis of household assets. Traditional wealth 
refers to possessions such as cattle, land, pigs, etc. and property while modern wealth possessions are DVD players, cars, stoves, 
TVs, cable TV, mobile phones, generators, refrigerators and PCs. 
7 Collecting this information from schools is likely to require good relationships with schools in order to build trust. 
8 Teachers are reported as being ‘qualified’ when they have a National Certificate of Education (NCE), Post‐Graduate Diploma in 
Education (PGDE), Bachelor’s of Education (B.Ed) or Master’s of Education (M.Ed) as their highest qualification. 
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practice they seemed to select schools based on location and price, and often they deliberately opted 
for schools that were not run by the government. 

26. The 2011 findings on school choice were largely confirmed by the 2013 survey of 1,000 households and 
associated qualitative research synthesised by Tooley and Yngstrom (2014). The impression from this 
research is that most parents have a strong preference for either government or private schools, 
associated with beliefs around the positive and negative perceived qualities of government and private 
schools.  

27. Yngstrom (2013: 22) provides more detail on what perceived quality means. Parents who preferred 
private schools frequently referred in interviews to over-population, large class sizes, inadequate 
numbers of teachers, limited infrastructure and equipment, poor quality teaching and care, and 
teacher absenteeism in government schools. In private schools, by contrast, they felt that teachers 
were more competent (even though they may not have formal teaching qualifications). Parents who 
preferred government schools largely did so because they were affordable.  

28. By looking carefully at how parents chose schools within specific low-income neighbourhoods, the 
qualitative school choice research provides interesting insights into the decision-making process. 
Yngstrom (2013: 26) emphasises the importance of proximity: even where the infrastructural quality of 
private schools is low, low-income parents do not consider sending their children to school in another 
neighbourhood (though middle-class parents do). If they have to withdraw children from a private 
school following an income shock, they prefer to send children to a government school in the same 
neighbourhood, rather than a cheaper private school further away. The local orientation of schools is 
also found by Gibson et al. (2011), who report that pupils and staff tend to live locally, and that 
recruitment takes place through notices on school doors. Families with several children often send 
some to government schools and some to private schools, to keep costs down. In areas where 
government school supply is limited, low-income parents who prefer government schools often have to 
send their children to ‘lessons’.  

29. In numerous case studies it was found that there is usually a range of schools to choose from within a 
locality9 (Yngstrom 2013). However, competition between these schools is found to be ‘soft’ by Gibson 
et al. (2011), in the sense that few go out of business, perhaps because of a rapidly growing population. 
Where parents who prefer private schools have a genuine choice between affordable private schools 
nearby, they tend to rely on recommendations from friends and relatives, on visiting schools to observe 
quality, and on observing children who attend that school. Parents with older children in secondary 
school place more emphasis on quality when selecting schools for younger siblings (Yngstrom, 2013). In 
addition, knowing a school proprietor is a major reason to select this school, because it allows flexibility 
in paying school fees.  

30. These choices are summed up in a decision tree, reproduced in Figure 1: 

  

                                                           
9 Proximity is an important determinant of school choice and refers to schools being close to home and to involving no dangers 
such as crossing busy roads. This is more important for younger than for older children. 
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Figure 1 School choice decision tree 

 
Notes: Italics: income level of household or area. Red: rationale for preference or selection. Bold: 
preference or final selection. 
Source: Yngstrom (2013: 33). 

 
 
31. Parents around the world often choose their children’s schools based on the school’s exam results or 

progression rates, and many development interventions are designed to improve the quality of 
information on exam results to help parents make better educational decisions (see e.g. Andrabi et al. 
2013). However, exam results were not found in these studies to influence school choice in Lagos. This 
is perplexing. One possible explanation is that parents know no more about exam results or progression 
rates from different private schools than we as researchers do (which is almost nothing). This might be 
because schools and students and their families do not share their exam results with prospective clients 
or friends and relatives. Students also sometimes leave unapproved private schools at the end of 
Primary grade 5 (P5) for a government school where they sit their P6 exams, although following a policy 
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decision in 2013 some of these students can now sit P6 exams in private school exam centres.10 
Whatever the explanation, this appears to confirm that there is very little systematic information 
available on educational outcomes from different types of schools across Lagos. This makes the 
outcomes of DEEPEN very difficult to predict, as we will show below, and therefore the evaluation 
particularly important. 

2.2 An overview of DEEPEN 

32. The size, growth and uncertain quality of the private education sector in Lagos, and the likelihood that 
it will continue to serve many poor households, underscored the need for paying greater attention to 
private education providers and the overall education market. Up to 2012, and other than through an 
official approval system, government and donors did not intervene in the private education sector, but 
the Lagos state government reportedly welcomed donor support to the sector (DFID 2012: 1; Kingsmill 
et al. 2012). A private sector approach also chimed with emerging DFID priorities promoting private 
sector development, following the 2011 UK election. DFID therefore commissioned a scoping mission to 
investigate the most appropriate way to support private education in Lagos (Gibson et al. 2011). 

2.2.1 An M4P approach 

33. The scoping report confirmed the observations set out above, and recommended a response adopting 
an M4P approach, which helped to identify two groups of constraints that needed to be addressed: 

 Game-changing constraints: “the values and norms growing out of the political economy which shape 

the stance of government in education and have limited its effectiveness in developing a more 
appropriate enabling role. This is manifested in, among other ways, the inadequate guidelines for 

private schools. It also relates to the expectation and power of parents” (Gibson et al. 2011: i). 

 Narrower supporting functions: “a diversity of factors relating to, for example, finance, capacity 

development services and assessment” (Gibson et al. 2011: i). 

34. Specifically, there are some significant market failures in what is a “large, informal, essentially weak 
education market. It is poorly organised, poorly supported, and frequently undermined by government 
rules and regulations, all of which hinders its development” (DFID 2013a: 4). The key market failures 
identified by Gibson et al. (2011) and the subsequent business case (DFID 2013a) are: 

 poor and uneven information for parents about school quality; 

 soft competition among schools due to a growing population that allows poor schools to survive; 

 missing support functions, including access to finance and professional services such as teacher 

training; and 

 a heavy-handed and non-supportive regulatory regime that forces the majority of schools to operate 

‘beneath the radar’ of the government. 

35. These market failures were identified during a two-week scoping mission conducted by Gibson et al. in 
2011, and chime with the review of literature above. However, since this assessment underpins so 
much of DEEPEN’s approach, and given that the evidence base is somewhat thin, the evaluation will 
need to explore these in more detail. 

                                                           
10 Yngstrom personal communication, May 2014. 
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36. DEEPEN uses an M4P approach to deal with the apparent issues of variable quality and probable low 
learning outcomes in private schools.11 The M4P approach, as portrayed by Gibson et al. (2011: 6–7) 
involves: 

 A ‘market system’ analytical framework, which combines three ‘functions’ and a set of ‘players’. The 

functions are i) the central exchange between parents and children demanding education, and schools 

supplying it; ii) the rules shaping behaviour, including formal guidelines and regulations from Lagos 
state government and informal incentives and attitudes, including the political economy of education in 
Lagos state, behavioural norms in schools, and parents’ expectations of education; and iii) supporting 
functions such as information and finance for parents and schools, as well as support services related to 
school management, pedagogy, teacher training and advocacy. The players include approved and 

unapproved private schools, government schools, associations, school owners, teachers, mass media, 
textbook companies, management development providers, researchers and various parts of 
government. 

 A set of principles around the intervention, which include: i) addressing causes not symptoms, ii) 

focusing on underlying constraints to achieving larger and longer-lasting impact, iii) treating 

sustainability as central, and iv) facilitating change amongst players. These principles emphasise the 
importance of examining the sustainability of DEEPEN in the evaluation. 

2.2.2 DEEPEN’s objectives and activities 

37. DEEPEN was designed from January to July 2013, and implementation began in September 2013. It will 
run until 30 August 2018. The clearest statement of planned activities comes from the DEEPEN Set Up 
Report, finalised in February 2014 (DEEPEN 2014a). The following description draws heavily on this 
document, together with the MRM Manual and the logical framework that are provided as an annex to 
the Set Up Report. 

38. DEEPEN’s expected result, as set out in the business case (DFID 2013a: 2), is to “facilitate change and 
support innovation in the private education system in Lagos to improve the quality of education 
delivered by private schools, particularly schools which serve poor children.” Specifically, “almost 1.5 
million girls and boys will benefit from improved learning outcomes…girls will benefit as much as boys 
and 30% of children with improved learning outcomes will be from households below the poverty 
line…at an estimated cost per child of GBP12.50.” The learning improvement is expected to be “a 6% 
increase in average scores on literacy and numeracy tests by 2020” (DFID 2013a: 6). 

39. DEEPEN’s outcome will be “better learning conditions and teaching practices in private schools, 
especially among schools serving poor children, as a result of more investment, better management, 
better pedagogy and innovation” (DFID 2013a: 7). The business case envisioned this change in both 
primary and junior secondary schools, but this has subsequently been limited to just primary schools. 
Discussions are ongoing as to whether junior secondary schools should be included, too.  

40. In order to achieve this result and outcome, DEEPEN focuses on four principal intervention areas and a 
results and learning component. The overall theory of change and intervention areas are set out in 
detail in Annex C, and summarised here. 

2.2.2.1 DEEPEN’s overall theory of change 

41. As set out in DEEPEN’s Set Up Report (DEEPEN 2014a: 5), and reproduced in Annex C.1, DEEPEN’s 
theory of change is that: 

                                                           
11 Given the limited evidence on learning outcomes in private schools, it is not possible to claim categorically that learning 
outcomes are poor.   
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 “DEEPEN activities increase stakeholders’ understanding of key educational issues, raising their capacity 
and highlighting incentives to change; 

 At a system level, market players (such as the government, the media and financial services providers) 

adapt their behaviour to become more supportive of private education while increased parental 
pressure for effective competition provides an additional incentive for quality improvement; 

 At a school level, principals, proprietors and teachers invest in their capacity to change their practices 

and create better conditions for learning; and 

 Children respond to the improved conditions and achieve better results and outcomes.” 

42. The theory of change posits at the highest level (impact and poverty) that children will learn more when 
schools invest time and resources in improving pedagogy (DEEPEN 2014a: 6). Four points are worth 
making here. First, learning outcomes are likely to be influenced by factors unrelated to pedagogy such 
as the home environment and attitude to education, along with the quality of fellow students or other 
education inputs such as textbooks and classroom materials (Gibson et al. 2011). The impact of peer 
effects on learning in the classroom is important to consider (Epple and Romano 2011) and Duflo et al. 
(2011) found that classes with homogeneity between students’ initial achievement levels benefitted their 
learning outcomes since teachers were better able to tailor materials. Since teachers tend to focus on 
higher achievers, such sorting by ability helps by bringing up the median in each class. While it is out of 
the scope of the evaluation to focus on peer effects this will be an important factor for consideration 
during analysis.  

43. The evaluation will also need to control very carefully for exogenous (e.g. if many migrant households 
with low support for education move to Lagos) and endogenous changes (e.g. DEEPEN encourages better 
students to move to better-quality schools, leaving worse students together) in these factors.  

44. Second, exogenous changes may also influence pedagogy, such as changes to the curriculum, and the 
evaluation will need to control for this.12 Third, schools investing resources in improving pedagogy is 
not the same thing as pedagogical practices actually improving. For example, teachers who become 
better trained may decide to leave (Gibson et al. (2011) remark that most teachers only stay for two–
three years anyway before seeking a ‘better’ job). Fourth, schools that invest in improving pedagogy 
may also find it appropriate to raise their fees (they offer a better product and so could charge more). 
This may mean a negative impact on children from poor households, as they can no longer afford that 
school and have to move school (in itself difficult), perhaps to one with lower-quality students. These 
changes will be closely monitored and responded to by DEEPEN through the other workstreams. 

45. At the next level (impact and enterprise), the theory of change argues that schools will invest time and 
resources in improving pedagogy when 1) schools face competitive pressure to improve quality, 2) 
schools at all levels of the market understand how to improve pedagogy and are interested in doing so, 
and 3) schools can access finance or use improved profits to invest in improved service (DEEPEN 2014a: 
6). This is divided into two sides of the theory of change (Annex C.1): 

46. Competitive pressure and better understanding come on the left hand side, deriving from the rules and 
standards, information and pedagogy intervention areas. In the theory of change, competitive pressure 
relies on parents, teachers and pupils demanding better results, but this also relies on those groups 
being able to interpret what a better learning environment and improved results look like. Perceiving 
quality accurately is not easy, particularly in a context where exam results (the clearest measurement 
of educational outcomes) are not available at the school level. It is argued that parents demand better 
results if they are able to comprehend what children should learn, but this also depends on parents 
caring sufficiently about learning outcomes (having high stakes in these); the former is unlikely to be 
the case for all parents, particularly in poor households. For parallels see e.g. Andrabi et al. (2013) and 
Afridi and Iversen (2014). DEEPEN’s information workstream will make some steps in this direction. 

                                                           
12 However, given a recent change to the curriculum it is unlikely another change will take place soon. 
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Schools’ understanding of and interest in how to improve pedagogy is argued to derive from 1) 
information being available to schools on how to improve pedagogy, 2) information being available to 
parents on what children should learn, and 3) government and schools’ associations having the 
understanding and capacity to improve pedagogy.13 In turn, these derive from the activities of the three 
intervention areas. As we argue below, it is not entirely clear that these assumptions are sufficient for 
all schools to understand how and want to improve pedagogy; some schools may believe (correctly) 
that they do not need to improve pedagogy to retain their market share or profitability because 
parents do not choose schools on the basis of quality, or because parents cannot afford to pay the 
additional fees required to pay for better quality. DEEPEN is aiming to change this demand. However, 
depending on the initial price/quality structure of the market, information, and parents’ ability to pay, 
it is quite possible (in an adverse scenario) that the consequence of these changes will be that 
reasonably good schools improve and become more expensive, some low-income parents leave the 
private sector because they cannot afford to pay higher fees, and other low-quality schools remain 
unchanged. The evaluation must check these possibilities.14 

47. The other (right hand) side of the theory of change (leading to schools using improved access to finance 
or profits to invest in better services) is largely underpinned by the finance intervention area, with a 
contribution from the other three intervention areas through one channel (the capacity and 
understanding of government and school associations to improve pedagogy). Specifically, improved 
access to finance and profits derives from 1) increased revenue and profitability for schools and 
improved cash flow, 2) schools using business development services to improve financial management, 
etc., and 3) increase in the size and availability of loans for the education sector. The channels through 
which these are expected are complex, but rely on schools having the appetite for more and larger 
loans and risk, and financial sector company willingness to lend to schools. One argument for why this 
might be, not clearly articulated in the Set Up Report theory of change but mentioned in interviews 
with the DEEPEN team and government, is that schools completing the GAPS (see below) will have a 
clearer status in the eyes of lenders (even though GAPS completion will not confer any legal status). 
While it is not entirely clear why private sector lenders have not lent sufficiently to schools currently 
(presumably to do with needing too high a risk premium to make the transactions possible for most 
schools), it is not obvious that the smallest (unapproved) schools will be able to obtain loans or improve 
profitability without being forced to pay higher rents for property, pay higher rents to government 
officials or charge higher fees, unless the proprietor is able to save significant time spent trying to 
secure payment. Overall, this finance side of the theory of change appears much stronger for larger or 
approved schools than for the smaller schools serving most low-income children, and the differential 
impact on these groups will need to be carefully observed. An additional avenue for strengthening a 
school’s financial position, that is particularly relevant for smaller schools and that DEEPEN also 
attempts to leverage, is reducing default rates among parents. We return to this issue below.  

48. DEEPEN highlights four key assumptions and mitigating measures that underpin this theory of change 
(see Annex C.1). Tests of these assumptions and others, as well as the links in the theory of change, 
underpin our approach to DEEPEN’s evaluation. At this point, we present some initial queries based on 
a review of evidence. These will be developed in more detail during the evaluation and in the 
remainder of the framework. These assumptions and queries are laid out in Table 3.  

 

 

                                                           
13 In addition, GAPS grading is expected to create incentives for schools to improve pedagogy, though this is not explicit in the 
current theory of change. 
14 DEEPEN has also subsequently considered whether there are some schools for which its theory of change might break down: 
specifically those that are in predominantly poor areas that serve the ultra-poor. DEEPEN staff have outlined some mitigating 
actions, and suggest additional research to explore whether this is the case, along with the scale of the problem (DEEPEN 
presentation July 2014). 
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Table 3 DEEPEN’s overall assumptions and queries 
Assumption Initial queries 

i. Competition is sufficiently robust for 
schools to feel pressure to improve their 
services, and with better access to 
information and services, will invest in 
changes to improve their pupils’ 
learning outcomes. 

– Will schools increase investments or profits? 
– Will schools that invest keep prices low? 
– Will schools in rented premises be able or willing to 

invest? 
– Will low-cost schools be able to retain teachers whose 

skill sets improve (see the Gibson et al. (2011) point 
that teachers stay for two–three years)? 

ii. Parents will use new information 
sources to make more informed 
decisions about school quality. 

– Will parents change their decision heuristics 
(govt/private, proximity, minimal quality)? 

– Do parents always face a reasonable choice, given the 
supply of schools in their vicinity? 

iii. Parents are able to put effective 
pressure on schools to deliver better 
quality. 

– Will low-income households (a) have the competence 
and (b) be able to effectively exert such pressure if they 
lack a real choice, given education supply, and how 
widespread is this phenomenon? 

– What will be the means to exert this pressure (e.g. 
withdraw child, demand lower price, approach 
teachers/school, speak up in a parents’ association)? 

iv. The government is not opposed to the 
development of private education. 

– Does this commitment translate into capacity to 
regulate private education? 

– Will this commitment be sustained following the 2015 
election? 

– How does this commitment present itself in practice? 
– Is there pressure from political and other interest 

groups against such commitment (e.g. from the public 
sector)? 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report page 5 and authors 

 
49. Ensuring that children from poor households benefit from DEEPEN is a key concern in the business case 

and subsequent implementation documents. DEEPEN’s Set Up report notes that interventions that 
benefit one type of school may not necessarily benefit another, and so prioritises activities that target 
low-cost schools most directly. An early review of DEEPEN’s evaluation approach (Bano and Bennell 
2013: 21) concluded that because equity concerns are not always addressed by market mechanisms, 
the “project’s strong assumption that improving the market mechanisms will, in and of itself, improve 
outcomes for the poor needs to be further evaluated.” As we discuss below, there are various plausible 
scenarios where DEEPEN’s activities may have negative consequences for children from poor 
households: if, for example, the cheapest schools raise their fees in order to cover costs for quality 
improvements, or if landlords and government officials seek higher rents in response to school 
improvements aided e.g. by access to finance, and schools pass these costs on to parents. DEEPEN is 
alert to these concerns and is working with associations to limit this possibility through advocacy, 
though the success of this approach would need to be measured. 

2.2.2.2 Intervention area one: rules and standards 

50. The rules and standards workstream aims to improve rules and standards affecting schools, measured 
(in the March 2014 logframe) by the “proportion of private schools (and of schools classified as low fee) 
that have a more positive view of the rules and standards affecting them (cumulative)” (DEEPEN 2014b: 
15). This has an impact weighting of 25%, as per the March 2014 logframe. The theory of change and 
assumptions are given in Annex C.2, which sets out that two key obstacles facing private schools are 
the lack of formal recognition and approach, and the onerous burden created by those collecting taxes 
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(DEEPEN 2014a: 11). The theory of change is that children’s learning outcomes will improve when 
schools invest more time and resources to strengthen the learning environment and their pedagogical 
practices.  

51. There are currently two major interventions around which this evaluation framework is designed:  

i. GAPS. This is a major DEEPEN intervention, felt by DEEPEN staff and officials in the Lagos 
government to underpin many of DEEPEN’s other activities.  With the Lagos State Government 
Ministry of Education Department of Private Education and Special Programmes, it has already been 
developed, piloted in 182 schools, and refined. The GAPS gives schools a grade between one and 
five stars, and for each star an assessment of ‘emerging’, ‘establishing’ or ‘enhancing’, on the basis 
of a series of questions around management and governance, quality of learning environment, and 
quality of teaching environment (see Lagos State Ministry of Education 2014). Schools initially assess 
themselves using the newly developed GAPS form, and results are validated by government and civil 
society officials. Results will be sent to schools, and will be available to parents and the media 
directly from the government and on the Lagos government website. The GAPS will be rolled out 
LGA by LGA, starting with Ikeja, Ojo and Alimosho, with the expectation of reaching 13,500 schools 
within three years.  

One major concern with GAPS from an evaluation perspective is around take-up. According to a 
report of the pilot (Mba and Obi-Osuji 2013: 9–10), of the 330 schools invited to participate in the 
GAPS pilot, only 182 eventually submitted forms. 96 of these were not invited, largely because many 
of the original 330 schools were incorrectly named or had incorrect contact details. Although other 
results of the pilot were positive in terms of school participation, valuing the exercise and by 
attracting responses from schools across the spectrum, there remains a concern that GAPS may 
have stronger take-up amongst better schools, reducing its impact on children from poor 
households. The evaluation needs to take this into account in both its methodological design 
(avoiding selection bias if larger schools are more inclined to take up GAPS) and questions (asking 
the extent to which GAPS reaches and prompts the type of school-level adjustments conducive to 
learning improvements among children most in need of educational quality improvement). 

The expectation of the DEEPEN team is that GAPS helps schools to understand how to improve 
through the gradations of quality in the different areas covered by the GAPS self-assessment form 
and eventually creates sufficient incentives for schools to improve by pursuing higher GAPS grading 
and as parents come to understand GAPS and demand higher quality.  

Whether the completion of GAPS is expected to improve schools’ regulatory status has not been 
formally settled. Currently, the GAPS operates in parallel with the current Lagos government school 
approval process, and there is currently no decision in government or DEEPEN that GAPS should 
eventually replace it. While DEEPEN expects this to happen, GAPS may not help schools avoid rent-
seeking from government officials (Bano and Bennell (2013: 8) also raise this concern). In addition, 
GAPS gradings are self-awarded and then validated externally, and much depends on whether this 
process is seen by schools and parents as credible. Nevertheless, both government and DEEPEN 
expect GAPS to help schools establish a better status both with parents and with financial 
institutions looking to lend to schools.  

The current logframe indicator that most directly relates to GAPS is “the proportion of schools that 
move up at least one category in the school grading system” (Outcome 1). An intervention factsheet 
is in Annex Error! Reference source not found.. 

ii. Multiple taxation and capacity building. This intervention is currently at an early stage of 
development and has been refined following some initial exploratory research. This means that the 
evaluation framework will need to be quite tentative around this aspect. Overall, the objective of 
these interventions is to work out what a more effective tax regime would look like, and then build 
capacity to implement this. Currently in practice, private schools face legal taxes, unofficial taxes 
(claimed by the wrong authority or at the wrong amount), and illegal taxes (with no legal basis). 
Given that private schools are providing a public good, and these taxes are argued to severely 
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hamper their work, DEEPEN seeks to reduce this multiple tax burden (DEEPEN 2014c: 5). Following a 
review of taxes by DFID and initial work with private school associations, DEEPEN decided not to 
pursue further research on taxes faced by private schools at this time. As per the February 2014 
DEEPEN Quarterly Report, currently planned interventions are (DEEPEN 2014c: 6):  

a. a study on the financial contribution and economic impact of private education in Lagos, 
designed to help argue for a more lenient regulatory regime in Lagos; 

b. a capacity assessment of and subsequent capacity support to private schools, designed to 
support dialogue on a more streamlined legal taxation of private schools; 

c. engagement with the media and civil society organisations to highlight the problems that 
multiple taxation creates for private schools; and 

d. setup of a hotline to report tax malpractice. 

However, these activities are currently initial plans, and it is not clear that these interventions alone 
will be sufficient to allow private schools to remove the tax-related constraints to investment and 
better financial management. The evaluation framework will therefore need to be flexible to 
respond to new interventions proposed in this area. 

In addition, Bano and Bennell (2013: 8) question the assumption that the tax regime poses a major 
hurdle to school improvement. The evaluation framework would need to take account of this. 

2.2.2.3 Intervention area 2: Information 

52. The information intervention area aims to improve information around schools and parents, measured 
in the March 2014 logframe by the “number and quality of media programmes that cover education 
related information” (DEEPEN 2014b). This links most closely to outcome 5: “proportion of parents of 
children in private schools (and from low income households) with competent understanding of 
(defined) good schooling practices” (DEEPEN 2014b). The theory of change (see Annex C.3.1) is that 
learning outcomes will improve when schools invest more time and resources in improving pedagogy, 
and that this will occur through 1) increased demand by parents for better standards, deriving from 
having better information from better reporting, and 2) an improved policy and legislative 
environment, driven by increased advocacy from parent and policymakers and better information for 
policy makers. The information intervention area contributes to these outputs through 1) supporting 
the media to improve coverage of education and 2) analytical studies to generate credible evidence to 
inform policymakers. Although a baseline on this is being conducted, assessing this output is likely to be 
difficult (Bano and Bennell 2013: 10). 

53. These two activities under the information workstream (media support and analytical studies) are quite 
light touch compared with the outcomes expected. It is not clear from the current school choice studies 
that many parents access information on quality information from the media to choose schools, or 
would even if this information was of a higher quality, but DEEPEN assumes that improved reporting 
will encourage parents to make decisions based on the media. The current media development for 
education intervention (see Annex C.3.2) focuses on technical assistance for media houses to improve 
their capacity and interest to report on private education, including on other DEEPEN intervention 
areas such as rules and standards and finance, and building of a database of information on education 
in Lagos. Following a model of another DFID programme (Enhancing Nigerian Advocacy for a Better 
Business Environment), this aims to create a virtuous circle of better coverage, popularity and 
profitability. Except for DEEPEN’s own content, DEEPEN currently does not plan to disseminate 
information directly, in order to maximise sustainability. But this requires many assumptions about the 
structure of demand for such information from parents and schools, amongst others. We argue below 
for a more intensive information intervention to effectively communicate the results of GAPS to 
parents, in line with positive findings from studies elsewhere (e.g. Andrabi et al. 2013).  
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54. DEEPEN will also disseminate its own analytical studies (see Annex C.3.3) to improve the availability of 
credible evidence for policymakers, to improve research capacity, and to improve the regulatory 
environment for schools. Topics have not yet been finalised. 

55. Bano and Bennell (2013: 9) conclude that this intervention area is likely to be difficult to evaluate, 
partly because it is not clear whether these activities will contribute to improved parental decision 
making (which, following the school choice study, does not currently make extensive use of the media). 
However, DEEPEN’s team points out that improving reporting may improve parental use of media for 
decisions. 

2.2.2.4 Intervention area 3: Finance 

56. The finance interventions are based on an assertion that “finance represents a major obstacle for low-
cost private schools” (DEEPEN 2014a: 23), and that limited access to loans and uncertain cash flow 
restrict the ability of schools to grow and improve performance. Outcome 4 in the March 2014 
logframe is the “number (and proportion) of schools using credit (loans of more than one year 
duration) and/or fee collection services from financial and non-bank financial organisations”. The 
output (3) indicator, with 20% weighting, is the “number of financial products available to private 
schools and parents for funding education”. The DEEPEN team and one private school association have 
emphasised that this is likely to be an area that could yield significant benefits for those schools that 
are able to take advantage of these services. However, the key concern with the theory of change here, 
as noted above, is whether these services will benefit the smallest schools and therefore poorest 
parents equally, because they are less likely to have the collateral or freedom from property and 
government rents to grow (see also Bano and Bennell 2013: 11). The outcome and output indicators 
need careful consideration in the light of this possible bifurcation, and also with reference to their 
relations to project impacts.  

57. In addition, as we suggest below, most of these interventions assume, with limited evidence, a demand 
for financial services from schools and parents that may or may not be there (this is acknowledged as a 
medium risk for parents in the DEEPEN Set Up Report (DEEPEN 2014a: 29)). More information will be 
available from DEEEPEN’s scheduled snap poll on parents. This apparent lack of information on the part 
of financial service institutions about demand for their services is, in this approach, the key market 
failure that DEEPEN is attempting to address. It is not entirely clear whether this is the reason for the 
market failure identified in the business case of ‘missing support functions’, and in the absence of 
further evidence, there are certainly other possibilities for why access to finance for these groups may 
be limited.15 

58. There are four major activities currently planned in the finance intervention area, detailed in Annex C.4: 

i. Mobile money payments. This aims to connect mobile money operators with parents to help 
parents pay school fees more regularly and conveniently, and for schools to reduce transaction costs 
and improve the predictability of their cash flow. The system is presently being piloted in 50 schools 
across two LGAs. This assumes that there is demand for this service, and that the reason mobile 
money operators are not already operating with these households and schools is a lack of or thin 
information about this demand. 

ii. Savings schemes for parents. This aims to connect parents to the financial sector, to improve their 
access to affordable services, especially savings products, and help parents keep their children in 
school in a context of fluctuating incomes. It may also help household members more concerned 
than others about education to safeguard financial resources for education (though it is not clear 
that this is a problem in Lagos). Schools will also benefit from lower default and late payments and 

                                                           
15 See for example EFInA’s (2010) assessment of the Nigeria financial services landscape. It identifies five major constraints to the 
expansion of financial services across the country (so not necessarily directly applicable to Lagos): contextual, regulatory, systemic, 
organisational and product-based, and demand. 
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hence be able to manage their cash flows more efficiently. This will start in ten schools in two LGAs, 
with DEEPEN supporting two micro-finance banks (MFBs) and one bank to begin with. This assumes 
that there is demand for this service, and that the reason financial institutions are not already 
serving these households is either that existing financial products are unable to serve this pocket of 
the market or there is a lack of information about this demand and commercial potential. 

DEEPEN acknowledges that these two interventions are quite distantly removed from the objective 
of improving learning in the logical chain. 

iii. Finance for schools. This aims to connect schools and financial service providers to demonstrate 
that low-cost schools can benefit from financial services and repay reliably, and then provide this 
information to other financial institutions that will then offer loans to schools. This assumes that 
there is demand for this service, and that the reason financial institutions are not already serving 
these schools is a lack of information about this demand. There is some evidence for this from 
Gibson et al. (2011), who found that 75% of a small sample of proprietors reported finance as their 
biggest obstacle. In addition, schools will need to be able to access these services without exposing 
themselves to significant financial risk or opportunistic rent-seeking from landlords or officials. 

iv. Schools as business services. Following findings that (particularly lower-cost) schools have 
rudimentary business and accounting practices (Adefisayo 2013), and the observation that this limits 
schools’ growth potential and access to finance, DEEPEN will stimulate a market for business 
development and financial management services for schools. Rather than intervene directly to 
provide training, DEEPEN will stimulate a market for the provision of training and support services to 
schools. To prepare, DEEPEN will collect more data on the need and demand for such services and 
demonstrate the opportunity through a pilot. 

2.2.2.5 Intervention area 4: School improvement services 

59. The DEEPEN Set Up Report argues that “school improvement lies at the heart of the DEEPEN 
programme” (DEEPEN 2014a: 30). Following Gibson et al. (2011), this report claims that private school 
students may perform better than public school counterparts, and this is probably because of starting 
school at an earlier age and better teacher accountability and time on task, rather than pedagogical 
practice. DEEPEN will therefore support improvements in a variety of private school practices 
hypothesised to translate into better learning environments and pedagogy by stimulating schools’ 
demand for and service providers’ provision of school improvement services. As noted above, the 
evidence for this claim is not strong. The expected outcomes are “the proportion of schools (and low 
fee) that have invested in school improvement in the last year” (outcome 2), and “the proportion of 
schools (and low fee) using improved pedagogy/teaching practice” (DEEPEN 2014b). The output 
indicators are the “number of teaching development service providers to private schools (and low fee), 
(output 4, with an impact weighting of 20%) and “number of organisations supported with seed funding 
or start-up funding and secure additional finance or sales revenue within the programme lifetime” 
(output 5, with an impact weighting of 10%: this refers to the Innovation Fund and is outside the scope 
of DEEPEN’s activities). Despite these high impact weightings, this intervention area is currently given 
less emphasis in terms of evaluation by DEEPEN and other stakeholders than the rules and standards 
and finance intervention areas, which are seen as more critical.16 

60. The theory of change for this intervention area highlights five major risks, three of which are identified 
in the Set Up Report (one with high probability). First, that teachers who are trained through these 
services will leave for better and higher paid jobs, actually contributing to a worsening of education 
quality in these schools due to the disruption caused. Given that Gibson et al. (2011) identified short 
teacher tenure (two–three years) as characteristic of (especially low fee) private schools, it is not clear 
that this risk can be mitigated. The strategy for mitigating the high probability risk identified in the Set 
Up Report (train proprietors who are less mobile) does not appear to deal with this directly. Second, 
that service providers focus on high-cost schools with greater capacity to pay. Third, that a culture of 

                                                           
16 It is not immediately clear why school improvement has such a high impact weighting, given this. 
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rent-seeking emerges around training programmes (as has been identified elsewhere). Fourth, and not 
identified in the Set Up Report, is that low-cost schools will either not have the capacity to pay for 
these services or can only pay for them by raising their fees, driving out low-income parents. These 
risks (or the assumption that they will not occur) should be carefully evaluated. Fifth, that pedagogy is a 
currently limiting factor in learning outcomes (rather than say parents’ ability to cover school costs or 
pay for school materials, or the curriculum). 

61. The two currently planned interventions for this intervention area are described in Annex C.5. These 
are 1) further investigation into and stimulation of schools’ demand for these services (through 
activities in various intervention areas), and 2) further investigation of the supply of services available, 
and the subsequent demonstration of the value of these services for schools and service providers 
through facilitated pilots. 

2.2.2.6 Results and learning 

62. While not a DEEPEN intervention area, the results and learning component aims 1) to support the 
effectiveness of DEEPEN’s strategy and tactics by generating timely findings on which components are 
working and why, 2) to report on performance and results to DFID, with EDOREN’s support, and 3) to 
inform policymakers, academics and development practitioners about DEEPEN’s results and lessons 
learned. EDOREN is quite heavily involved in this component, through advice on the MRM approach 
and this evaluation framework development, which makes independent evaluation of this component 
more difficult than elsewhere. The logframe output (6) related to results and learning is “the number of 
agencies, governments and research organisations beyond Lagos exposed to the research, results 
measurement and evaluation outputs”, with an impact weighting of 5%. The activities in this 
component are discussed more extensively below. 

63. This component will receive limited attention in this evaluation framework, for three main reasons. 
First, EDOREN will be part of the achievement of this output through the evaluation dissemination 
activities proposed below and through regular advice to the results and learning team, making 
independent evaluation difficult. Second, measuring the impact component of this is very difficult, and 
not the main interest in learning from DEEPEN, other than where results and learning support the other 
intervention areas. Third, it has a low impact weighting. For these reasons, this component is more 
amenable to independent annual review processes than the focus of the evaluation framework, and we 
do not propose means to evaluate it here. 

2.3 What is DEEPEN likely to achieve? 

64. This section presents some stylised expectations of DEEPEN’s impact on key outcomes: school quality 
(and price), and learning. It draws on relevant literature elsewhere to highlight that a variety of 
outcomes, not all positive, could reasonably be expected as a result of DEEPEN’s interventions. Which 
outcome is more likely depends, in this framework, on the initial distribution of price and quality of 
private schools (about which very little is known), and the information available to parents (about 
which we have some (Tooley and Yngstrom (2014)), but still quite limited, knowledge). 

65. The likely impact of DEEPEN’s activities on school quality and price depends on the pre-existing market 
structure. Theoretical models suggest that where there is asymmetric information (i.e. the supplier has 
more information about the quality of the product than the buyer), suppliers can use a high price to 
‘signal’ the quality of their product.17 When information is very imprecise, a very high price may be 
necessary to differentiate their product. However, this is only feasible within the boundaries of what 

                                                           
17 See Andrabi et al. 2013: 24ff for a detailed discussion. 
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the market is prepared to pay, even for a product suppliers think is and can plausibly claim to be high 
quality. Applied to education markets, this particular model leads to at least two possible equilibria: 

i. A ‘separating equilibrium’ where parents have some idea of educational quality and high-quality 
schools charge higher prices than some parents are prepared to pay. 

ii. A ‘pooling equilibrium’ where information about quality is very inaccurate, and prices required to 
signal quality are too high to be sustained, so schools pool around a single price and quality 
combination. 

66. The impact of external intervention on the market will depend on which of these equilibria exists to 
begin with. Unfortunately, not enough is known about information provision, school quality, prices and 
demand for education to be able to predict with confidence whether DEEPEN’s interventions will lead 
to (i) reductions in the price charged by high-quality schools and increases in the quality of low-quality 
schools (which would occur if there is a separating equilibrium initially), (ii) higher-quality schools 
charging higher prices (if there is a pooling equilibrium initially), or (iii) some other change depending 
on the market’s valuation of quality and willingness and ability to pay. 

67. Although the direction of impact is impossible to predict given current levels of information, these 
models tell us that: 

 We expect impact on school quality, school price, and school choice, implying that the evaluation 

should track these variables. Already extremely high, we do not expect enrolment to be affected. 

 While there may also be impacts on the quality of public schools, this is beyond the remit of this 

evaluation.  

 Detailed baseline information on school quality and price will allows us to make more precise 

inferences about impact, and the desirability of different types of interventions more generally. 

 Impact will be heterogeneous across schools with different initial school costs and qualities, implying 

that we must be able to differentiate evaluation results by school cost and quality groups. 

 Finally and most importantly, given an expected quality rise, it is hard to predict how the M4P approach 

will affect school fees (prices) and the performance and survival of the schools presently catering for 

the urban poor.  
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3 Evaluation purpose and context  

This section sets out the purpose and context for the evaluation of DEEPEN. It sets out the reasons for the 
evaluation of DEEPEN, who the evaluation will be for, when it will take place, and with what resources. 

These ‘influencing factors’ shape the final evaluation design. 

3.1 What is the purpose of the evaluation? 

68. Evaluating DEEPEN is important because it is novel. DEEPEN breaks new ground in the application of a 
market systems approach to education (Gibson et al. 2011; DEEPEN 2014a). It is, moreover, unclear 
whether an M4P approach overall, or the specific interventions proposed under DEEPEN, will have 
positive impacts on the education outcomes of children for the poorest households (see e.g. Bano and 
Bennell 2013; Bano et al. 2014). This uncertainty about impact implies that evaluation is crucial for 
three reasons. 

3.1.1 Formative evaluation to help DEEPEN learn 

69. First, an evaluation can contribute to DEEPEN’s performance by providing information during the 
project on what is working and what is not, and why. This can help DEEPEN to adjust interventions or 
approaches during implementation. As DEEPEN is an innovative learning project, this formative 
evaluation function is likely to be very useful. DEEPEN has a range of MRM activities that play this role 
outside of an evaluation, so this does not need to be a principal focus of the evaluation. Nevertheless, 
findings from evaluation activities conducted during the project should feed back into project design 
and implementation, without compromising the validity of the evaluation overall. 

3.1.2 Evaluation for accountability for DEEPEN’s performance 

70. Second, and more importantly, an evaluation will introduce accountability through DEEPEN’s funding 
and implementing structure. DFID as funders need an evaluation of the performance of the project by 
independent evaluators in order to provide assurance that they have received value for money for their 
spending. This assessment must go beyond the scope of regular annual reviews that focus on inputs, 
activities, and outputs, to evaluate rigorously and to the extent possible whether the project has 
achieved its desired outcome and impact. The evaluation must therefore be designed in a manner that 
enables attribution of desired (or unexpected) change to DEEPEN. This will allow DFID to report back to 
taxpayers on the results of its expenditures, and for staff in the DFID hierarchy to report on their own 
performance. The government of Nigeria, as an implementing partner of DEEPEN, will be interested in a 
rigorous evaluation for the same reasons. Finally, a rigorous and differentiated evaluation will also 
allow the implementer, Mott Macdonald, to report back to DFID on its performance and to understand 
performance in different parts of the project. In order best to support the annual review process, data 
tables will be made available to the reviewers. 

3.1.3 Learning from DEEPEN for other contexts 

71. Finally, and most importantly, an evaluation will provide lessons for those seeking to improve 
education outcomes in private schools in other contexts. The number of children in private school 
around the world is substantial and growing (though not known precisely given a range of data 
challenges), particularly in large urban centres. In many cities, governments are struggling to address 
the educational challenges of rapidly growing populations through publicly delivered education (Lahore 
and Karachi are mentioned in the business case). We will not comment here on the debate about 
whether education should, in the end, be publicly or privately delivered, or both. However, it does 
seem reasonable that given large populations, and the limitations, at least in the short term, of public 
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sector capacity to provide adequate education for all, the role of the private sector in educational 
provision is systematically and carefully explored. DEEPEN, as the first approach to improving 
educational outcomes through the M4P approach, is therefore an extremely important project from 
which to learn. 

72. If learning from DEEPEN for other contexts is the most important objective of the evaluation, there are 
two major implications: 

 The stakeholders for the evaluation (see section 3.2 below) should include those outside Nigeria who 

are attempting to deal with education in those contexts. The evaluation’s approach to stakeholder 
engagement and communication (see section 7) should ensure a focus on these stakeholders. 

 The evaluation should be designed (see section 6.1) such that it can help stakeholders from other 

contexts to understand whether what works (or not) in Lagos would work (or not) elsewhere (see 
Cartwright and Hardie 2012; Woolcock 2013). This implies the careful assessment of the features of the 
context that contribute to DEEPEN’s success or otherwise in Lagos, and not just the rigorous attribution 

of impact to DEEPEN. 

3.2 Who are the key users of the evaluation? 

73. The approach to the engagement of stakeholders is explored more in section 7. The key users of the 
evaluation are expected to be: 

i. DFID Nigeria;  

ii. organisations (primarily DFID) seeking to improve education outcomes through the private sector 
and M4P approaches elsewhere in the world;  

iii. the governments of Lagos and Nigeria;  

iv. DEEPEN;  

v. international researchers on education; and  

vi. Nigerian education policymakers and researchers.  

3.3 When will the evaluation of DEEPEN take place? 

74. The evaluation of DEEPEN will take place from 2014 to 2018. The current evaluation timeframe is 
governed by the timeframe for DEEPEN (2013–18) and EDOREN (2013–17), but given the expected slow 
transition from DEEPEN’s activities to actual improvements in learning, it is strongly recommended that 
the final round of surveys take place in September/October 2017 and analysis and final conclusions by 
mid-2018. When the other component of DEEPEN is included in the evaluation framework, this should 
extend the evaluation to surveys in 2020 and final report in 2021. This is important because the 
business case envisages 1.5 million children improving learning outcomes by 2020. 

75. However, given that EDOREN’s contract ends in March 2017, there are currently outstanding questions 
about who will conduct the final round of surveys, analysis, and final report. One option for this (to be 
confirmed by DFID) is to provide EDOREN with a contract extension or to tender a new contract for 
EDOREN. 

76. At the same time, the baselines in 2014-1518, midlines in 2016, and qualitative work throughout will 
generate important evaluation findings that will be released once they are ready. The first of these will 
be a theory-based review of DEEPEN (and so an initial assessment of its relevance) in August 2015. 

                                                           
18 Baselines were initially planned to finish by December 2014, but following school closures were delayed and completed in 
February 2015. This has delayed the baseline report to August 2015. 
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3.4 Resources available 

77. EDOREN and DEEPEN both have resources to devote to the DEEPEN evaluation. Currently, DEEPEN has 
resources for the activities envisaged in the MRM approach, which includes MLA, the Lagos Private 
Schools Survey (LAPSS), and the Survey of Parents of Children that Attend Private Schools (SPoCAPs). 
These surveys are critical to and need to be more carefully coordinated and aligned with the evaluation 
approach and effort (see below). The EDOREN team have calculated that in order to detect change of 
6% in pupil and household outcomes (the business case envisages learning outcome change of 6%) 
from some specific DEEPEN interventions, the MLA should be conducted in a two-round panel (P2 and 
P5) and two P2 cross-sections of 2,560 children from 320 schools (where the LAPSS would be 
enumerated), in 2014 and 2017. While the baseline P2 panel and cross-section overlap, a new P2 cross-
section plus the children left in the panel (max. 2,560) will be tested at endline.19 In order to assess the 
poverty of these children and report on other vital contextual household factors, SPoCAPs would be 
conducted on a subset of 1,280 of these children’s parents, and on 1,280 teachers. In 2016, the school, 
teacher and parents’ questionnaires would be used to test changes to school quality, but in the present 
plan learning is not tested in 2016 in order to make the evaluation as cost effective as possible. 

78. DEEPEN’s estimate of the cost of the 2014-15, 2016 and 2017 surveys set out above is £1.37 million 
(see section 8 for a costed evaluation plan). EDOREN’s estimated cost for qualitative fieldwork and 
technical support to the design, implementation and analysis of DEEPEN’s quantitative surveys is 
£560,000 over the course of the evaluation. The total cost of the evaluation proposed here is therefore 
£1.93 million). 

79. EDOREN’s current contract ends in March 2017. It would expect to incur costs for the baseline, midline 
and first two qualitative surveys, and would therefore incur evaluation costs of around £420,000 under 
the current contract (and which are covered under EDOREN’s existing budget). This leaves around 
£140,000 in costs to be incurred after the end of EDOREN’s contract, for which additional funding is 
needed. DEEPEN has a budget of £1.011 million. DFID would therefore need to provide additional 
evaluation resources of £140,000 to cover EDOREN’s costs at endline, in addition to £370,000 to cover 
DEEPEN’s costs. 

80. The total cost of the evaluation proposed here is therefore just over £1.9 million, to be funded from 
DEEPEN’s MRM budget (£1.011 million), EDOREN’s current budget (£420,000), and additional 
evaluation resources from DFID Nigeria (£370,000+£140,00 = £510,000).  

81. Between DEEPEN and EDOREN’s resources for the evaluation, it remains the case that particular 
aspects of DEEPEN must be selected for rigorous evaluation. This is partly because DEEPEN is a complex 
and multifaceted programme, with different interventions operating in different places at different 
times. This limits the opportunity for rigorous evaluation of these interventions, and means that not all 
of them can be evaluated using the same evaluation instruments. As a result, the evaluation plan below 
focuses most resources on some interventions that are thought to be key by the DEEPEN team and 
other stakeholders, and given the relationship with the existing evidence base. 

                                                           
19 This is set out in more detail in the options below in section 6.1.  
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4 Governance, management and independence 

The evaluation of DEEPEN is designed and implemented by EDOREN, a DFID-funded project, and therefore 
has clear accountability to DFID through project reporting. The evaluation could be governed by a steering 

group composed of DFID staff, a DEEPEN representative, and an EDOREN representative. The independence 
of the evaluation is assured through transparency and rigorous peer review. 

4.1 Governance and management 

82. This evaluation framework and the evaluation that it sets out are managed and implemented by 
EDOREN, a DFID-funded project. The evaluation will draw extensively on information and data gathered 
by DEEPEN (particularly the quantitative surveys), and the principles underlying this cooperation are 
outlined in a signed memorandum of understanding between DEEPEN and EDOREN.  

83. The evaluation will be governed by DFID. Specifically, this entails that the evaluation team reports to 
the DFID Nigeria education team on progress towards evaluation objectives. This will take place 
through regular EDOREN quarterly written reporting to DFID, and six weekly verbal project 
management updates. This process means that the EDOREN DEEPEN evaluation team provides 
fortnightly updates to EDOREN management (the project manager and country director), and EDOREN 
management can therefore provide additional updates to DFID as required. 

84. In addition, it is recommended that an evaluation steering committee be constituted, composed of 
DFID Nigeria education and results staff, DFID private sector staff, DEEPEN and EDOREN staff, and, if 
appropriate, a representative from the Lagos state government. This committee could meet annually to 
discuss evaluation progress, and would be responsible for peer review and quality assurance (in 
addition to EDOREN’s internal quality assurance processes). 

85. The evaluation will be managed by EDOREN drawing substantially on survey data collected and partly 
analysed by INFOTRAK, a research firm contracted by DEEPEN. EDOREN, DEEPEN and INFOTRAK will 
hold regular meetings to discuss and agree questionnaire design, fieldwork model, fieldwork standards 
and analysis.  The following team members are central to the evaluation: 

 From EDOREN: Vegard Iversen (EDOREN DEEPEN evaluation leader), Ian MacAuslan (EDOREN 
workstream 1 leader with overall responsibility within EDOREN), Shweta Bahri (evaluation manager), 

Matthew Powell (EDOREN quantitative data quality on statistics), Michele Binci (evaluation specialist), 
Alina Lipcan (researcher), Esmerelda Sindou (household wealth index), Ludovico Carraro (household 
wealth index), Stuart Cameron (adviser), and Rachel Outhred (learning outcomes adviser). 

 From DEEPEN: Mohammad Shams (DEEPEN results and learning lead), Arinze Udenka (DEEPEN research 

officer). 

 From INFOTRAK (survey company): Johvine Wanyingo (INFOTRAK County Manager) 

4.2 Independence, credibility and usefulness 

86. This section briefly discusses how the evaluation achieves the principles of independence, credibility 
and usefulness, and appropriate participation. These principles are detailed in Annex D. 

87. In this case, the principles of independence are difficult to achieve, because EDOREN is providing advice 
to DEEPEN, particularly on results and learning, but also to some extent (such as in this evaluation 
framework and in Bano and Bennell 2013) on the nature of its interventions. EDOREN is also both 
designing this evaluation framework and conducting the evaluation. While this is for good reasons 
(DEEPEN is an experimental programme and EDOREN’s remit is to ensure that data and research are 
used as much as possible through DFID’s education portfolio in Nigeria), these EDOREN activities raise 
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potential concerns about the impartiality and independence of DEEPEN’s evaluation. Our approach to 
mitigating these concerns is to 1) bring in an expert to help develop the evaluation plan, 2) ensure all 
evaluation outputs are peer reviewed, 3) ensure data and analytical approaches for both quantitative 
and qualitative data are transparent (i.e. publicly available for scrutiny – see section 7.3 on publication 
of datasets), and 4) contract independent annual review teams as per EDOREN’s inception report. 

88. To improve credibility, EDOREN will ensure that both evaluation processes (e.g. datasets, analysis 
approaches) and outputs will be publicly available for external scrutiny, with the required 
confidentiality safeguards. 

89. The evaluation is designed to be useful. As the main purpose of the evaluation is to learn for other 
contexts outside Nigeria, the provision of the main evaluation findings following the completion of 
DEEPEN’s contract is not so problematic. In addition, the baseline and midline reports in 2015 and 2017 
will provide important evidence for DEEPEN’s course correction (though major course corrections will 
make final evaluation harder). Our approach to ensuring the relevance of the evaluation questions and 
proposed priorities is to consult widely around this document. Credibility and reliability will be achieved 
through the steps outlined above, and through the use of high-quality expertise in conducting the 
evaluation. 

90. In addition, DEEPEN’s evaluation will aim to fulfil the principles of usefulness and participation above 
through strategic and sustained stakeholder engagement and information dissemination at various 
stages of the evaluation process. This is also part of DEEPEN’s MRM approach and the evaluation’s 
proposed approach to stakeholder engagement, for which see section 7. 

91. This draft of the evaluation framework is intended for use by DEEPEN and DFID Nigeria to validate the 
overall approach and the detail around the interventions. However, the final draft (incorporating the 
other element of DEEPEN) should be validated by other stakeholders and by independent reviewers. 

92. In addition, ethical evaluation principles are important, and run through the evaluation design below. 
They will be explored in more detail in the documentation around individual data collection activities. 
One area of particular importance for this evaluation will be ensuring that children are asked age-
appropriate questions and appropriate consent is sought, and this will follow United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF) guidelines on conducting research with children. In addition, research proposals will be 
passed by OPM’s ethical review board and the relevant review boards in Nigeria. These principles are 
operationalised in section 6.4. 
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5 DEEPEN’s evaluation framework 

This section outlines the process of developing DEEPEN’s evaluation framework, including determining 
appropriate evaluation questions and corresponding indicators. The first part focuses on the process of 

developing and refining evaluation questions. A discussion on DFID’s criteria for what to evaluate was used 
as a first base to develop evaluation questions. Practical considerations on measuring learning outcomes, the 
evaluation plan and the sampling frame were further taken into account when developing the evaluation 
framework. This reflects the need to carefully design tools to measure learning outcomes and have a 
coordinated evaluation plan linking different interventions.  

A two-pronged evaluation strategy is proposed: first to track DEEPEN’s achievements along the theoretical 
chain, and second to provide rigorous quantitative impact evidence on change that can be attributed to 
DEEPEN. A list of evaluation questions has been developed that centres around each of the four broad and 
overall DEEPEN intervention themes and streams, namely (i) rules and standards; (ii) strengthening of 
information to guide educational decision making; (iii) finance and business practice-related interventions 

targeting parents or schools; and (iv) services to help schools improve including training specifically targeting 

teachers (DEEPEN Set Up Report, 2014). A list of evaluation questions is presented for each of the DAC 
evaluation criteria, which has been informed by the theoretical debate around each of the above mentioned 

interventions.  

The second part of this section outlines the indicator areas that correspond to the evaluation questions and 
lists potential indicators in each category: basically what needs to be measured to answer these questions. 

The four identified indicator categories are market-level indicators, school-level indicators, pupil-level 
indicators and household-level indicators.  

5.1 Process of developing and refining questions 

93. DEEPEN can be evaluated at different levels: M4P, DEEPEN as a specific case of M4P, each thematic 
intervention area and as individual interventions. The prospects for rigorously evaluating DEEPEN 
impacts are not, however, uniform across these different levels or across the programme’s thematic 
intervention areas or interventions. As noted in previous EDOREN documents (Bano and Bennell 2013), 
it is not feasible to evaluate DEEPEN as a whole – the DEEPEN package – using a rigorous 
counterfactual-based approach. This is firstly because DEEPEN operates at a systems level across Lagos 
(and no other area is sufficiently comparable to Lagos to serve as a plausible counterfactual) and 
secondly because the many interventions that make up the programme are fragmented across time 
and space. A rigorous counterfactual-based approach is possible, however, for specific DEEPEN 
interventions. The evaluation of DEEPEN as a whole will therefore need to build on more rigorous 
evaluations of specific interventions, combined with less rigorous theory- and contribution-based 
evaluations of others, and at different levels. The latter is important because DEEPEN’s theory of 
change suggests that impact on learning is likely only when outcomes from different components 
combine. This indicates that the approach laid out in Table 4 will be sensible. 
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Table 4 Two-pronged approach to DEEPEN’s evaluation 

Approach 1: Theory-based contribution Approach 2: Theory-based attribution 

Assessment of key outcomes and of key links 
in the causal chain using both quantitative and 
qualitative data. Allows plausible claims of 
DEEPEN’s contribution to change, across all 
components. 

Rigorous attribution to specific components of 
DEEPEN of quantitatively measurable change, 
using an experimental or quasi-experimental 
evaluation design.  Need to select the component 
or components of DEEPEN to evaluate rigorously. 

Combining the two approaches maximises the formative and learning possibilities. 

94. The priorities presented below acknowledge, carefully consider and build in this variability, the five 
DFID criteria listed in Table 5.1 below plus a broad consensus among initial stakeholders consulted 
(DEEPEN, Association for Formidable Educational Development and the government of Lagos) about 
the flagship and most innovative among DEEPEN’s interventions.20 In what follows and taking guidance 
from Table 5, we have attempted to weave together priority programme components whenever this is 
deemed feasible and attractive, and particularly to look for opportunities for attribution evidence.21 We 
look first at lessons from DFID criteria, then at practicality and feasibility, and then combine a 
theoretical with a more detailed discussion of where to allocate evaluation resources. 

  

                                                           
20 It is, at the outset, important to recognise that this DEEPEN evaluation plan needs to be priority-based: it is not possible to 
outline and describe in sufficient detail all possible evaluation combinations and options.   
21 An important drawback of programme package evaluations is that it is not feasible to determine the contribution to an overall 
programme impact – positive or negative – of each individual programme component. Put differently, a package evaluation of 
DEEPEN would not be able to shed light on whether, say, a positive overall impact is attributable e.g. to regulation, information or 
finance.   
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5.1.1 DFID criteria for deciding what to evaluate 

Table 5 DFID’s five key criteria for deciding what to evaluate 

No. Criterion 

1 How strong is the evidence base supporting the intervention design? Interventions with a 
weak evidence base, perhaps because they are innovative, are likely to be a priority for 
evaluation to learn lessons for future programming. 

2 Is the intervention designed as a pilot, with a plan to scale up or transport to a different 
context if successful? If so, then clear evidence on how the intervention works is likely to be 
required. 

3 Is the intervention contentious? In cases where there are different views about the likely 
success of an intervention it may make sense to evaluate to understand what does happen 
and be transparent in this. 

4 What do stakeholders think? It may make sense to evaluate when an intervention is of 
wider strategic interest, where there are opportunities to work with partners – including 
helping build capacity in evaluation or where stakeholders have a clear preference for an 
evaluation. Where programmes are being undertaken jointly, it would usually be expected 
that any evaluation would be a joint undertaking as well. 

5 Financial value – all large value projects (i.e. above £5m) should at least be considered for 
evaluation, but it may not be cost effective to evaluate lower-value projects if there are no 
other reasons for doing so. 

Source: DFID (2012) Evaluation Handbook  

Fit with existing evidence base 

95. The discussion below and in section 2 gives some sense of the strength of the evidence base – as set 
out and summarised for instance in a recent rigorous review of evidence on private schooling for DFID 
(Ashley et. al (2014)) – about what we know and do not know about the way in which DEEPEN 
interventions are likely to work in the Lagos setting. While DEEPEN overall is innovative, some 
interventions within each of DEEPEN’s four programme streams resemble interventions that have been 
trialled before in other contexts. This existing evidence base has informed and guided the choice of 
evaluation priorities. 

96. In addition to this wider evidence base, EDOREN is currently conducting an ex ante review of DEEPEN 
that involves drawing both on the literature on M4P and on other approaches to improve private 
schooling (Bano et al. 2014, draft). This report, still in draft, recommends increasing DEEPEN’s focus on 
the poor (because DEEPEN is less focused on the poor than other M4P programmes) and considering a 
direct subsidy to the poorest groups to enable them to pay for quality education (as used short-term in 
other M4P programmes and as was considered – as a voucher option – but rejected in the DEEPEN 
business case).22 Otherwise, DEEPEN’s approach seems to fit well with existing M4P and private sector 
approaches, but the draft review cautions realism in expectations about DEEPEN impacts. In terms of 
informing the evaluation questions and design for DEEPEN’s evaluation, the report underlines the 
importance of focusing on poor households and schools that serve poor households, of effectively 
dealing with the problem of attribution, and of carefully monitoring unintended consequences. 

                                                           
22 Bano et al. 2014 provide some examples of M4P programmes that have used this approach. 
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97. It is instructive, at the outset, and for the DEEPEN evaluation purposes, to distinguish between supply-
side or school-level interventions and programme components on the one hand, and demand-side – 
e.g. mostly parent-oriented – interventions on the other. As noted above, DEEPEN’s overall objective, 
through the M4P approach, is to improve the quality, equity and sustainability of private education 
provision.  

98. While supply-side interventions targeting private schools have tended to focus on regulatory measures, 
with mixed results (Ashley et al. 2014), demand-side interventions have focused on providing more 
accurate information about school quality, usually represented by learning outcomes. Regulatory 
efforts have faltered partly because of limited capacity on the part of governments, but also because of 
poor coherence and coordination (ibid.). A major pitfall has been the propensity to introduce and set 
unrealistically high standards “which may offer opportunities for rent-seeking and bribery to bypass 
recognition requirements” (ibid.: 36). Given the centrality of regulation within DEEPEN, such insights 
and experience provide a vital backdrop.   

99. Existing research on information-sharing exercises spans public and private sector service providers: for 
the former, the overall idea has been to bring frontline service providers and local stakeholders face to 
face (e.g. WDR 2004). Banerjee et al. (2010) organised meetings between teachers, parents and 
representatives of the village administration in Uttar Pradesh sharing neighbourhood report cards with 
information about school enrolment and learning outcomes. This intervention had no discernible 
impact on teacher effort or learning. Bjorkman and Svensson (2009) implemented a similar exercise but 
adding an agreed plan of action to address health service delivery shortfalls in Uganda and found 
strong, positive effects on health including on fundamental indicators like child mortality. Rockoff and 
Turner (2008) and Chiang (2009) found improvements in the outcomes of poorly performing public 
schools when information, accountability and sanctions were provided in the US. For private schools in 
rural Punjab, Pakistan, Andrabi et al.’s (2013) report card (demand-side) intervention, sharing and 
explaining test scores to parents, bolstered test scores, reduced private school fees by 20% and 
increased enrolment. Put differently, and a very important overall lesson for M4P, market failures, here 
represented by asymmetric information in private educational markets, can adversely affect learning 
and costs of schooling for children from low-income and other households.  

100. In a similar information-sharing intervention involving use of scorecards by women in the community 
to monitor school quality in Andhra Pradesh, India, Ghalab et al. (2013) found a positive impact on 
school accountability and quality, including improvements in teacher and student attendance, student 
performance and the quality of midday meals. However in a similar intervention, Mizala and Urquiola 
(2013) found no impact on learning in Chile. Hastings and Weinstein (2008) found a change in parental 
choices following information on school rankings in the US. By addressing informational failures in 
educational markets, these interventions thus highlight both the merit and potential weaknesses with 
the M4P approach in the context of educational markets in developing country settings. They also 
suggest that evidence, with respect to impacts, currently is mixed. 

101. There is less evidence available on DEEPEN’s finance and school improvement interventions, largely 
because a market-based approach to finance and school improvement have not previously been 
attempted. While there is some evidence that using an M4P approach to improve access to finance and 
make quality improvement services available to small businesses can improve their profitability and the 
functioning of the market (Bano et al. 2014, draft), this does not necessarily mean that schools will 
respond by improving quality in a manner that strengthens learning outcomes. Similarly, there is 
evidence that supporting government schools to improve pedagogy contributes to quality 
improvements and in some cases to learning, but this does not imply that private schools are prepared 
to pay for these services and improve quality without introducing significant changes to their fees.  

102. The existing evidence base thus suggests that: 
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 There is a range of potential outcomes of the rules and standards/information interventions, and some 
evidence that in some cases such interventions can positively affect learning outcomes in private 

schools. Given a potentially direct link to improved learning and the thinness of the overall evidence 
base, these intervention areas seem strong candidates for rigorous evaluation examining school-level 
responses and changes and how e.g. improved pedagogical practices affect learning outcomes. 

 Evidence linking improved private school learning outcomes and the type of interventions DEEPEN 

envisages for finance, business training and school improvement is thin. Most existing research on 
small firm performance focuses on improving the human capital of the owner, by offering business 
training, and on the financial situation of the firm, by offering a credit subsidy. These interventions are 
typically studied using randomised controlled trials (RCTs); with some exceptions (Berge, Bjorvatn, and 
Tungodden 2013), this literature has not found strong permanent effects of such interventions (De Mel, 

McKenzie and Woodruff, 2008; Field et al. 2010; Mano et al. 2012). Thus constructing a rigorous 
evaluation of the contribution of these activities to learning would add to the stock of knowledge, but 
may be risky (as impact on learning outcomes may be very small and therefore hard to detect). 

Is the intervention designed as a pilot? 

103. DEEPEN is itself a pilot, and the application of the M4P approach to markets for private education is 
certainly pioneering. The results from the pilot should be transplanted to a different context, and 
therefore the evaluation should be designed with this approach to learning in mind. 

Is the intervention contentious? 

104. DEEPEN is contentious, because (as for instance Bano et al. 2014, draft note) the use of an M4P 
approach to improve education outcomes is somewhat controversial amongst those who believe that 
education should be provided publicly and free, and that therefore any intervention that supports 
alternative provisions is not appropriate, because it will weaken incentives and miss opportunities to 
provide quality education publicly. A rigorous evaluation of DEEPEN is therefore extremely important. 

What do stakeholders think? 

105. Stakeholders consulted during the production of this draft have indicated that while evaluating 
DEEPEN is important for learning about DEEPEN and Lagos, it is also important for learning about other 
contexts. Moreover, stakeholders in DEEPEN, private schools and government have indicated that GAPS 
and the finance intervention area are likely to be the most significant in terms of impact, and the most 
interesting, important and amenable to rigorous evaluation. 

Financial value 

106. DEEPEN’s budget is not yet available to EDOREN (this will need to be resolved to assess efficiency), 
but the impact weightings of the four logframe outputs are available, as noted above. These are (aside 
from results and evidence):  

 rules and standards 25% 

 information 20%; 

 finance 20%; and  

 school improvement 20%.  
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5.1.2 Practical considerations in designing the evaluation 

Measuring learning outcomes 

107. The key impact indicator for DEEPEN is learning outcomes, measured as a 6% improvement by 2020. 
In addition to the practicalities of measuring this in 2020, there are some difficulties in specifying and 
interpreting this indicator more precisely. DEEPEN’s logframe includes three complementary indicators 
of impact: 1) the percentage increase in average test scores in literacy and numeracy for private school 
pupils, 2) the number of additional private school pupils achieving core competencies in literacy and 
numeracy, and 3) the number of additional pupils scoring 50% or more in literacy and numeracy tests.23 
These slightly different measures introduce some challenges for sampling (see Annex B). In addition, 
there is vigorous debate in the education community about the best way to measure learning 
outcomes. 

108. Andrabi et al. (2013) highlight the advantages of norm over- criterion-based testing of learning 
outcomes “since the former allows us to measure learning with higher levels of precision at all levels of 
knowledge”.24 Keeping this in mind, an overriding concern for the MLA tools is to avoid jeopardising 
comparability over time and across the different education programmes and surveys that make up 
DFID’s Nigeria programmes; currently the ESSPIN P2 MLA tools are used for baseline, and comparable 
tools will be developed for follow-up rounds. 

109. Andrabi et al. (2013) also discuss attrition and how to deal with absent children: both are likely to 
represent genuine challenges in Lagos. The proposed evaluation design options, outlined below, will 
follow schools and students over time. As discussed in more detail later, school attrition, in Lagos’s 
private educational market, poses a genuine challenge when establishing a school panel data set. A 
similar concern relates to the prospects for tracking individual schoolchildren over time. We develop 
and describe strategies to help mitigate these important concerns below. To avoid selection bias in 
obtained test scores, a strategy for testing children who were absent during the time of the test will be 
built into the evaluation plan.25  

110. Further, even if English is the official language of instruction in Lagos schools, it is not unreasonable 
to expect that the propensity to mix in local language and pidgin instruction is higher in the small low-
cost private schools that are of particular concern to DEEPEN. If this is correct, which will need probing, 
any tests to measure learning outcomes, administered in English only, will be likely to underestimate 
learning, especially and systematically among students attending low-cost private schools. If student 
English language skills are systematically more patchy at lower levels (e.g. P2), the severity of such 
biases would be more pronounced during the first school years.26 Local languages were used to explain 
the English test during the ESSPIN MLA, and DEEPEN would propose to follow this approach. 

The evaluation plan 

111. For evaluation purposes and to significantly bolster the prospects for learning from DEEPEN, it is 
imperative to carefully coordinate and link the different interventions and surveys that are planned 
under the programme. A lack of coordination and a propensity to treat timelines for the variety of 

                                                           
23 While useful for monitoring purposes, such before–after comparisons are unable to attribute any observed change to DEEPEN.  
24 One potential concern about e.g. the P2 instruments for testing maths and reading is the apparently steep gradient with which 
the degree of difficulty of exercises increases. Since this may also be the first test P2 students participate in, plus the fact that the 
tests will be administered by strangers, some warming up and practice questions and exercises might have been appropriate. The 
maths test lacks a number recognition exercise, which, given the low initial levels of many Lagos learners, would seem to leave out 
the most natural starting point.  
25 Children to be tested will be randomly selected from class lists.  A child absent at the time of testing will be traced given that 
weaker students may be more likely to be absent.  
26 It is, at the same time, possible that limited parental English language proficiency becomes a greater obstacle to learning as 
homework burdens and curricula become more demanding. It is important, therefore, to collect information about the English 
proficiency of parents and to test to what extent this represents a handicap at P2 and P4 levels.    
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different DEEPEN surveys and interventions as isolated islands would considerably restrict this learning 
scope. Important questions about evaluation designs and sampling strategies need to be planned and 
carefully linked to and aligned with the main questions the different evaluations set out to address. 
This evaluation framework does not present solutions to all these difficulties; some need to be worked 
out in coordination with DEEPEN. 

The sampling frame 

112. Given the informality of low-income schools, a proper and up to date sampling frame is important: as 
explained below, the scale and challenge associated with constructing such a frame is made easier by 
limiting the exercise to the LGAs or towards what will be covered by the evaluation. Andrabi et al. 
(2013) covered 112 villages in Punjab, Pakistan’s most populous province (70 million in 2010). Using 
geographical stratification, villages were sampled from three districts, one each in the north, central 
and south. Villages were then chosen randomly from a sampling frame comprising villages with at least 
one private school based on a private school census conducted in 2000; Andrabi et al.’s (2013) surveys 
included schools, teachers, children and households. Ten randomly selected children from each tested 
grade (6,000 children in total) were interviewed using a short form with questions about household 
assets, parental literacy and demography.  

113. We are somewhat concerned about the ethics and merit of interviewing especially younger cohorts 
of children27 to obtain valid and relevant information about household assets, parental education, etc. 
and would prefer relying on household and parental interviews for this purpose. Solutions to this are 
being worked out by DEEPEN and EDOREN, who are developing and testing ways of measuring 
household assets in an ethical and accurate way. 

114. The sampling frame and sample proposed for the DEEPEN evaluation are given below and in Annex B. 
Given that the latest census of private schools is from 2010, and we expect the population of private 
schools to have changed since then, the proposal is for a multiple frame, using both the census and 
area-based sampling in specific wards of treatment and control LGAs. The sample for students and their 
parents would then be drawn from this sample of schools. Ideally, and pending a discussion on budgets 
with DEEPEN, parents would be asked about poverty status and other household characteristics, 
children would be tested, and schools would be asked about school- and teacher-level indicators. 
Following schools (and students) over time makes it possible to study, in detail, how schools respond to 
DEEPEN interventions and whether these changes, e.g. in the learning environment, in pedagogical 
practices and so forth translate into learning improvements for children.   

5.1.3 A theoretical discussion of candidate questions for rigorous evaluation 

115. Given the importance of both formative learning and rigorous attribution of quantitative impact to 
DEEPEN, or to parts of DEEPEN, as noted above the evaluation framework proposes a two-pronged 
strategy that will allow 1) the measurement of outcomes and a theory-based assessment of DEEPEN’s 
contribution to these outcomes, and 2) rigorous quantitative attribution to DEEPEN of changes in 
learning outcomes as per the business case. The first part of this strategy will be discussed in more 
detail below. This section is concerned with identifying impact evaluation questions that could be 
answered using a rigorous quantitative approach, asking exactly which components of DEEPEN would 
be amenable to this type of approach. 

                                                           
27 There is nothing wrong with interviewing children, per se, if this is done in the right manner and for the right reasons: age-
appropriate child interviews are, for instance, an integral part of Young Lives, which is the most thorough and comprehensive study 
of childhood poverty in the developing world to date. The main website is www.younglives.org.uk, and the datasets and survey 
instruments are available from http://www.younglives.org.uk/what-we-do/access-our-data/access-our-data. There will be a 
systematic difference in the maturity of children at P2, P4 and JS2 levels. JS2 pupils are, we conjecture, more likely to be reliable 
respondents. This squares with the experiences of Andrabi et al. (2013): “We have found that it’s hard to interview children below 
4th grade. They can answer 0-1 questions on parental education (pers. comm.)”.    

http://www.younglives.org.uk/
http://www.younglives.org.uk/what-we-do/access-our-data/access-our-data


DEEPEN evaluation framework and plan – FINAL VERSION 

EDOREN – Education Data, Research and Evaluation in Nigeria 33 

116. In what follows we have organised discussions that culminate in a list of evaluation questions that 
centre around each of the four broad and overall DEEPEN intervention themes and streams, namely (i) 
rules and standards; (ii) strengthening of information to guide educational decision making; (iii) finance 
and business practice-related interventions targeting parents or schools; and (iv) services to help 
schools improve, including training specifically targeting teachers (DEEPEN Set Up Report, 2014).  

5.1.3.1 Rules and standards  

The new school classification system – GAPS – a flagship DEEPEN intervention  

117. The school grading reform, instigated by the Lagos State Ministry of Education, aims, firstly, to 
eliminate the present binary classification of private schools as approved or unapproved. Under the 
existing system, being unapproved is de facto equivalent to status as illegal. Härma’s (2011a) reporting 
of 74% of schools as unapproved suggests that parents either pay little attention to formal approval 
status in school choice or are unaware of the school’s status. The new grading system aims to be more 
inclusive and to prevent schools from being stigmatised in this manner. A key DEEPEN goal is to use the 
new grading system, which introduces a school quality ladder, (a) to encourage school-level responses 
and improvements that will help schools climb the GAPS ladder. This coincides with an aspiration to 
stimulate parental behavioural change28 by (b) strengthening the informational foundation for 
educational choice and (c) encouraging parents to use ‘voice’ and put pressure on schools to mitigate 
or rectify weaknesses highlighted by the grade obtained. This second role of GAPS – as an information 
dissemination mechanism with some resemblance to report cards – (see below) is expected to help 
parents make more informed educational decisions – through school choice or withdrawal of children – 
and thus to intensify the pressure on underperforming schools. Integral to the M4P approach is the 
idea that low-quality providers, because of withdrawals and increasing reluctance to enrol children, will 
be forced to exit the market.29 We thus hypothesise more parental voice alongside the exit of schools 
(low-quality) that are no longer able to compete. For the latter to occur, response beyond parental 
voice is required: parents also need to change their school choices in response to the new information 
that becomes available.  

118. Among key stakeholders, GAPS is interpreted as a flagship among the four DEEPEN intervention 
streams. Two important assumptions need to be satisfied for the new GAPS system to deliver on its 
promises. Given that overarching concerns about improved school quality and learning outcomes 
relate, in particular, to small private schools that cater for the urban poor, grading norms must be set in 
a manner and address school quality challenges that (i) make it possible for schools (and evaluators) to 
adequately discern quality progress from low initial levels; (ii) are credible and transparent; and (iii) 
stimulate the type of investments, innovations and practice changes that are conducive a better 
learning environment in schools. In order to encourage innovations that promote learning, the GAPS 
grading norms need to strike the right balance. The self-assessment instrument developed for GAPS 
covers a variety of school quality dimensions and sets high standards. Recall from above that one risk 
from too stringent standards is the creation of new rent-seeking opportunities (Ashley et al. 2014).  

119. In many of these school quality dimensions, a top mark looks unattainable for most low-cost private 
schools. There is also a genuine risk and possibility of inadvertently distorting priorities and school 
improvement efforts away from the changes that are most likely to strengthen learning environments 
in small, private schools.30 Consider the following two examples:  

                                                           
28 We interpret the term ‘parents’ liberally to include guardians: the school choice survey suggests that mothers and fathers tend to 
jointly decide – presumably more so for young cohorts.    
29 Our evaluation design will help us shed light on the attributes of private schools that exit.    
 
30 It may be useful to follow up school proprietor experiences of and perceptions on the felt usefulness and relevance of the new 
GAPS self-assessment forms. One hypothesis could be that the form may be particularly suitable for and thus more effective in 
stimulating desirable responses in medium-sized and larger private schools.   
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i. School management, administration grade B: We have an organisational structure that is clearly 
defined and communicated to all staff. We also have written roles and responsibilities for all 
members of staff. We hold regular management meetings where tasks are assigned and reported 
back on. In the absence of the head teacher / proprietor decisions are still made and action is taken 
where necessary.  

ii. School governance, grade B: There is an independent body which governs our school (not the 
parent–teacher association). It has clearly documented roles and responsibilities. The school 
proprietor consults with the body, but final decisions are made by the proprietor alone.  

120. A key hypothesis underpinning the GAPS theory of change is that the new grading system will 
provide the incentives necessary to stimulate learning-relevant improvements across the spectrum of 
Lagos private schools. An alternative and more pessimistic hypothesis would be that GAPS may mainly 
encourage such change in medium and upper end private schools but may be too complex or 
demanding to stimulate the type of changes most likely to promote learning in the smaller schools that 
cater for 27% of children from low-income households (Tooley 2013). An important evaluation 
question, therefore, is how the incentives provided by GAPS will affect investment in school 
infrastructure, in teacher follow-up and training, in pedagogical practices and eventually in learning 
outcomes. Provided that the planned rollout of GAPS is strictly adhered to, a series of feasible and 
interesting evaluation questions, formulated under the rules and standards heading below, can be 
answered by rigorously obtained evidence.   

121. Further, and for GAPS grading to affect educational choice and encourage parents to come forward 
and put pressure on schools to improve, in the manner envisaged in DEEPEN, the GAPS grading must 
effectively absorb quality dimensions that parents care about and clearly understand and see the value 
of. The report card analogy is fitting here and offers a simple, transparent and potentially more 
effective alternative to GAPS that can close in on a few select indicators of school performance. Given 
the potentially adverse effects of asymmetric information on learning and costs in private educational 
markets highlighted by Andrabi et al. (2013), we propose experimenting with laissez faire GAPS against 
a more proactive sharing and random administration of GAPS school performance information to 
parents in areas covered during the GAPS rollout – GAPS+. The hypothesis would be that a report card 
plus explanation would help to harness the effectiveness of the private educational market by 
stimulating parental ‘voice’ – and in turn private school response to expressed parental concerns.   

122. The first step in the new school grading process is self-assessment by the school owner/principal 
using the GAPS form. This is followed by the verification of the accuracy of this self-assessment by an 
official validator.31 This new system will close down some while opening other avenues for rent 
extraction, e.g. by validators.32 In order to alleviate this risk, an additional layer with randomised 
auditing of validators has been proposed. Given the potential contribution of regulation to leverage 
private providers to supply better quality schooling, it would be of interest to examine whether a 
tighter and more robust regulatory regime adds value by studying the separate impact of inspecting (or 
auditing) the validators.33  

Linking to other interventions  

123. As noted, an obvious and interesting link is to the information stream. At the moment and as 
elaborated below, the active part of the parental information intervention centres presently and mainly 
on media programming. It is also, as noted, assumed that GAPS results will reach and trigger 
educational choice and ‘voice’ responses from parents. To repeat: report cards can be used to 

                                                           
31 Given the ‘complexity’ of GAPS – multiple judgment calls – disagreements between principal and validator should be expected. 
The pilot report suggests that such disagreements are more common for criteria that are ‘vague’. It seems crucial, therefore, to 
build in an effective appeals system.    
32 An estimated two staff-days are needed per verification.   
33 For some parallels, see Duflo et al. (2013). 
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experiment with whether a more proactive leveraging of the new grading system results, as a tool to 
guide school choice decisions and encourage ‘voice’, is likely to be required to mitigate the type of 
educational market failures found to adversely affecting learning and costs of schooling in rural 
Pakistan.34    

124. Building a proactive and report card based information campaign into the evaluation design can draw 
on lessons from the existing literature35: Banerjee et al. (2010) shared report cards in public meetings 
with parents, teachers and education bureaucrats in Uttar Pradesh and found no impact on learning 
outcomes or teacher effort in government schools in response to this initiative. One important research 
finding, that appears valid across contexts, is that parents prefer private schools partly because they 
tend to be more accountable and responsive (Hartwig 2013; Morrow and Wilson 2014). Andrabi et al. 
(2013), to start with, used a pilot to check the type of information that local parents would consider 
useful. Report cards were then delivered to and shared in discussion groups rather than directly with 
individual households. The latter suggests that the method of or forum in which information is shared 
and discussed is likely to matter. A second insight, echoing Afridi and Iversen’s (2014) emphasis on 
citizen capacity, is that the report card information, in addition, had to be carefully explained to (semi-) 
and illiterate parents. In preparation for GAPS+, it is pivotal to undertake formative research that 
develops a strong platform for understanding (i) precisely what to communicate to parents; (ii) how to 
effectively communicate to and with parents – building in e.g. likely heterogeneity in parental 
comprehension; and (iii) whether any repeat messaging or interactions are required. One may also seek 
to activate direct school response (schools are systematically informed about the information parents 
receive). The strong response that Andrabi et al. (2013) observe could simply reflect that private 
schools have much higher reputational stakes.  

125. Another important link is between GAPS and the finance stream within DEEPEN. One hypothesis 
would be that obtaining a GAPS grade could in itself enhance creditworthiness within the existing credit 
market. Testing this hypothesis within the proposed evaluation framework is straightforward, albeit 
with some concerns about the power to detect any such effect as touched upon below. For the other 
finance interventions, the planned rollout of GAPS may be hard to reconcile and match with the 
interests of commercial banks expected to respond to DEEPEN’s ongoing initiatives to stimulate 
interest in the commercial potential from more intensely engaging with owners of private schools. We 
discuss alternative evaluation options below.    

126. One caveat emanating from the recent DEEPEN quarterly report (QR)1 2014  is the  slowdown in the 
development and implementation of GAPS. While delays can aid evaluation efforts, doubts about the 
sustainability of the GAPS plan and the Ministry of Education’s capacity to implement it may, if not 
resolved, adversely affect the prospects for and learning from a rigorous evaluation. The political 
commitment to GAPS may also be affected by the outcome of the forthcoming election in February 
2015. According to DEEPEN, these concerns are being mitigated through ‘political engagement’, with 
grading now the official responsibility of the Department of Private Education.  

Other evaluation opportunities 

127. In the Lagos setting, a school’s status as illegal accentuates vulnerability to informal payment 
requests from officials and others. Much emphasis was placed on such payment requests in the earlier 
DEEPEN documents. A grading system where ‘illegal’ status no longer exists should reduce vulnerability 
to such informal payment requests. This is separate from the multiple official taxation burden that 

                                                           
34 As discussed in the theoretical section below, the benign changes observed in rural Pakistan may not translate to Lagos: it 
cannot, for instance, be taken for granted that the DEEPEN interventions will reduce the price of private schooling.  
35 There were some suggestions that this intervention is unrelated to M4P: the response to this would be that existing evidence 

(Andrabi et al. 2013) suggests that asymmetric information-based failures in the private educational market may pose a formidable 
hurdle to the type of benign educational outcomes DEEPEN seeks to accomplish. Textbook economic theory prescribes government 
interventions to mitigate such failures.     
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schools in Lagos experience and that according to a recent count comprises 16 different taxation types 
(QR1 2014).  

128. For those administering small private schools, navigating and distinguishing legitimate and 
illegitimate official and other tax and payment claims is likely to be hard.36 An additional and important 
aspect of GAPS is its potential impact on ‘informal taxes’ from changing the school status from ‘illegal’ 
to ‘legal’. In the Nigerian setting this may be important: reports from the diaries of a selection of 
private schools suggest that low-income and typically unapproved schools are disproportionally 
affected by such informal ‘levies’.  

129. In a pilot, 52 schools provided diaries to record informal payments/‘taxes’ over a five-week period. 
Who were the collectors of these payments? The setup document provides somewhat contradictory 
information about the propensity to collect from and burden of these payments by legal/illegal 
(approved/unapproved) school status: page 10 states that ‘the findings demonstrated that schools 
across the spectrum were indeed subjected to regular demands for a range of payments from both 
official and informal sources’. On page 14, more nuance is added with low-income schools described as 
more vulnerable since ‘they are least likely to know the correct levies to pay, more likely to be targeted 
by unofficial claimants and may even be required to pay larger sums for the same tax than their 
medium- or high-end counterparts’.  

130. One could, in principle, link a scaled-up informal payment survey to the rollout of GAPS accreditation, 
which would facilitate evaluating whether replacing the legal/illegal dichotomy with a grading system 
affects the incidence, nature and burden of corruption on low-income schools. One could thus consider 
how the change affects (a) the level of informal payment requests and (b) the composition of the 
requests – and of those making such requests. One hypothesis – or guess – would be that bribe 
requests from government officials (e.g. school inspectors, the police) might decline. One cannot, 
however, and as already noted above, rule out that the new system introduces new layers of rent 
extraction opportunities.  

131. The prospects for linking GAPS to informal and formal payment requests and burdens are, however, 
weakened by the change in approach signalled in the recent QR1 2014 and where doubts are expressed 
about the reliability of any evidence reporting formal payments. For this to represent a viable future 
route, such data quality concerns will need to be effectively put to rest. It is also necessary to align the 
pursuit of the above with the additional activities listed in Table 1 (QR1 2014). 

Priors about the parental information intervention – subsidiary evaluation questions  

132. The link here is to the leverage of the new GAPS classification on the demand side by providing 
parents with a better foundation for choosing schools. From existing evidence and consistent with what 
Andrabi et al. (2013) find for rural Pakistan, proximity is a key determinant of school choice in Lagos. 
Without the more proactive intervention touched upon above, will GAPS on its own suffice to improve 
parental knowledge and change behaviour? Further, will the report card-type intervention result in 
more useful information given that 75.5% of parents can directly observe school facilities during school 
visits (Tooley and Yngstrom 2013)? 

133. In order to make a difference, GAPS needs to contribute to improving the quality (including reliability 
in a low trust setting) of relevant information. An interesting and important question about school 
choice in low-income settings concerns the accuracy of the information that parents already have. 
Given the centrality and hypotheses about information in DEEPEN’s M4P-based approach, and the 
implications of market failures touched upon above, it is possible to explore these issues in greater 
depth. Selective school visits – with few parents visiting more than one school – suggests that this is not 
a particularly proactive search process. Meanwhile, 53.9% of parents obtain information from networks 

                                                           
36 It is not unreasonable to expect ‘illegal’ status to prompt overzealous collection even from authorised tax collectors. 
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of friends, neighbours and relatives. They also directly observe children from the school in question. 
We cannot rule out that parents have some proxy information about exam results, but as discussed 
above, this is not evident from available studies.  

134. The relevant empirical literature addressing information and school choice in low-income settings 
has focused on experimentally improving the accuracy of information about labour market returns to 
education, which are reported to have large effects on educational choice (Jensen 2010). The main 
point to note is that parental information at the outset was highly inaccurate. What is the parallel in the 
Lagos setting? Will GAPS remedy such likely inaccuracies or is a report card type of intervention 
required? How does the quality of initial information vary with parental literacy and socioeconomic 
status and how reliable and relevant is the information about school quality that can be accessed 
through kin and neighbourhood networks?  

5.1.3.2 Intervention 2 – Information  

135. Distinct from the above, another major information activity relates to using alternative mass media 
outlets to promote and strengthen educational knowledge and awareness among parents. Citing QR1 
2014: 

136. ‘the media market assessment will be undertaken throughout April and May and comprise a 
combination of in-depth qualitative interviews (in 8-10 organisations) and a quantitative survey with 
mainly closed questions (in 30 media houses). This approach will ensure that DEEPEN obtains a detailed 
understanding of factors that affect educational reporting, while gaining a representative overview of 
wider market practices.’  

137. Given DEEPEN’s emphasis on parental educational choice and willingness to mobilise to improve the 
performance of low-cost private schools, what can be gauged from the present preliminary outline 
appears to depend on strong assumptions about how parents absorb, actively use and trust 
information obtained through mass media.37 While the DEEPEN setup document mentions television 
and other media outlets as important for learning about education, it is not sufficiently clear how and 
why increased educational reporting should translate into parental behavioural change in the manner 
envisaged in the programme documents. Further, the prospects for robustly learning about how media 
exposure affects behaviour – with respect to educational choice and mobilisation – ideally requires a 
careful design that varies exposure to and content of ‘messaging’ across treatment and control areas. 
As a thought experiment, suppose that TV is considered the appropriate outlet: what will a likely and 
favoured treatment look like in terms of programme content, duration, broadcasting time and so forth? 
Is the idea that any educational reporting will make a difference or is it more specific programming 
content covering, say, the new GAPS system, low learning outcomes in Lagos schools or exemplifying 
innovative, good practices in small private schools? While there is potential here, careful piloting looks 
necessary. Equally important, is the type of design that will facilitate learning about the impacts of 
programmatic choices or communication strategies, by varying content and exposure across urban 
locations, technically feasible?   

138. As noted above, an attractive and more direct alternative would be to develop programmes and opt 
for targeted communication of GAPS or other school quality information to groups of parents. One 
could also disseminate ideas about innovation opportunities in small private schools and sponsor 
programme development that can be more selectively viewed in smaller groups of school proprietors, 
etc.   

                                                           
37 Notice that media-provided information is unmentioned in the school choice report.  
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5.1.3.3 Intervention 3 – Finance 

139. The gamut of finance interventions presently includes an education-related saving scheme as well as 
a mobile-based fee-paying scheme for parents. The latter is intended to help alleviate the cash flow 
constraints experienced by many private schools. Anecdotal evidence suggests that a large percentage 
of parents of children attending private schools default on and pay zero fees, thus significantly 
undermining the business performance prospects of private schools – one school proprietor described 
himself as a ‘commercial philanthropist’.38 Each of these schemes, by enabling parents to pay school 
fees should, eventually, improve profitability and facilitate school improvement investments.   

140.  For the mobile fee-paying scheme, an avenue for payment that has gained rapidly in popularity in 
developing country settings (Aker and Mbiti 2010), a clearer sense about likely demand is pivotal for 
judging commercial viability for whichever provider that may agree to adopt this scheme. One possible 
explanation for parent uptake would be anchored in intra-household conflicts of interest that are 
known to be prevalent in (rural) West Africa (Jones 1983; Udry 1996): Suppose that women, on 
average, are more dedicated to children’s education. A scheme that enables women to pay fees in 
smaller amounts and with greater ease may effectively protect ‘women’s’ money from claims from 
husbands and others if such claims usually kick in for larger amounts of cash. From an evaluation 
viewpoint, it is important to carefully and qualitatively investigate the plausibility of the assumptions 
about the theory of change underpinning this particular intervention. One pertinent question, for both 
the mobile scheme and the more general credit scheme discussed next, concerns the specific 
constraints that these DEEPEN initiatives are seeking to relieve.    

141. As with other initiatives under the finance heading, DEEPEN’s M4P-based approach aims to promote 
the potential of and facilitate the commercial take-up of new finance instruments that specifically 
target parents or private schools. Experiences from elsewhere suggest that private providers may be 
willing to experiment with rollouts, and several such initiatives are presently in the pipeline or at a pilot 
stage.  

142. A more fundamental intervention at the heart of the DEEPEN philosophy and that regularly comes to 
the forefront, are attempts (especially) to relax the financial and managerial constraints facing small 
private schools: once such constraints are relaxed through credit provision or business skills upgrading, 
investments in relevant infrastructure and teacher training are expected to ensue. There is a notable 
contrast to the broader literature comprising studies of small firms since, apart from raising profits and 
thus enabling and stimulating investments, the outcomes of particular interest relate, eventually, to 
children’s learning outcomes. Given the centrality of these hypotheses within M4P and the DEEPEN 
framework, these interventions are serious candidates for rigorous evaluation.39 As above, however, 
credit will be provided not by the DEEPEN programme but by commercial banks or others that are 
sufficiently persuaded to agree to either introduce new instruments or help extend or adjust existing 
ones to match private school needs. We propose, below, that the most attractive approach to 
evaluating a quite standard credit market intervention in Lagos’ private educational market would be to 
do this separately. The main reason for not linking this to the other interventions discussed above is 
that even if a commercial provider agrees to set up a new private school credit scheme, the same 
provider may not be willing to commit to a rollout that facilitates rigorous evaluation. A process 
evaluation would also provide interesting information on whether DEEPEN can persuade financial 
institutions to introduce credit instruments that specifically target private schools: a natural follow-up 
is whether any such new instrument will also be accessible for smaller private schools.  

143. There are at least two other options for evaluating the impacts of credit access on private school 
performance. The first, which is directly linked to GAPS and touched upon above, would test whether a 

                                                           
38 Representative data on such default rates would be useful.  
39 It is worth noting that impacts of business training provision for small developing country firms typically have been very limited: 
estimates for credit subsidies (insert references) are also, typically, small.      
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good GAPS grade acts as a signal for creditworthiness and either secures access to commercial credit or 
galvanises applications for loans to invest and implement changes that will help improve the GAPS 
grade. Several stakeholders do, as noted, hypothesise that GAPS will facilitate credit access in this 
manner: the test of whether GAPS delivers on this promise comprises a relatively straightforward 
comparison of the credit access and credit market behaviour of treatment and control schools as 
discussed below.  

144. Another route to gauging the impacts of credit access on school performance and, in turn, learning 
outcomes that would address DEEPEN concerns independently of M4P or DEEPEN, would be to take 
inspiration from the existing literature using credit scores to implement a regression discontinuity 
design (RDD). RDDs have strong credibility (internal validity – see Lee and Lemieux 2010) and the basic 
idea would be to make comparisons of schools just above and just below the threshold credit score for 
bank decisions to accept or reject a loan application. Since schools just above (treatment) and just 
below (control) the threshold can be assumed to be very similar, this is the closest one gets to an 
experimental design (without implementing an RCT), notwithstanding the following important 
concerns: Sample size since successful implementation requires a sufficient number of schools on (i) 
each side of and (ii) sufficiently close to the threshold for comparisons to be valid. Further, existing 
bank records are unlikely to comprise a sufficient number of applications from small low-income 
schools, which will affect the external validity of the findings from an RDD-based evaluation: if bank 
records mainly comprise applications from middle and larger private schools, limited insights would be 
gained about how improved access to finance would affect the learning and other performance of the 
small private schools that mainly cater for the urban poor. Finally, for this to be a viable strategy, a 
large commercial bank would need to volunteer access to its application and credit records.     

145. Another concern relates to heterogeneity in impacts anchored in the findings from Härmä’s (2011) 
study of private schools in Lagos, where 47% of the unapproved schools in her sample were found to 
operate in short-lease (up to one-year) rental premises. How conducive are such rental contracts to the 
type of investments that GAPS endeavours to leverage to strengthen the learning environment and 
improve school infrastructure? Further, what is likely to happen to the rent if the landlord observes 
that the school performs well? One hypothesis would be a contrast between investment patterns and 
levels in schools owning their own and those operating from short-term rental premises. Such incentive 
problems may also extend to teacher training initiatives in a labour market where teachers are likely to 
be highly mobile. This market failure, labelled a poaching externality in the general literature on firm 
investment in worker skills (see Almeida et al. 2012), would suggest that the response to credit 
availability or business training in the form of investment, teacher training and pedagogical innovation 
may be muted by the short rental leases and high teacher turnover in small Lagos schools.  

5.1.3.4 Intervention 4 – School Improvement Services  

146. The main idea in this intervention stream, paralleling that of finance, is to galvanise and improve 
private schools’ access to firms providing training and other services that can strengthen the quality of 
private schools in Lagos. According to QR12014, this work remains at an exploratory stage, in terms of 
both gauging the demand for such services and better understanding the supply side. An expressed 
DEEPEN goal is to help to tackle ‘the systemic problems’ in this market. Given this preliminary stage it is 
of interest and important to critically explore the assumptions underpinning the theory of change – 
what are the specific problems in this provider market that DEEPEN seeks to address and what explains 
the apparently low present demand for such services? DEEPEN’s aspirations include encouraging more 
affordable and a more differentiated range of services. One hypothesis, consistent with the qualitative 
assessment of the DEEPEN theory of change (Bano et al. 2014, draft), is that the outreach to small 
schools that mainly cater for children from poor households may be overstated – partly because of the 
incentive problems highlighted above. This section of the school improvement stream is interesting but 
too preliminary to formulate a rigorous evaluation plan. It would be immensely useful, nevertheless, to 
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carefully test the validity of the main assumptions underpinning the theory of change as already 
indicated.   

147. Another DEEPEN idea, also preliminary, is to encourage private school teachers to sign up for and 
fund their own training independent of the schools they are affiliated to. This would help resolve the 
market failure caused by poaching externalities (Almeida et al. 2012). New research has been 
commissioned to study motivations, aspirations and incentives among teachers in small private schools. 
This is an original and interesting idea but also highlights dilemmas that are much more acute than 
when considering training government school teachers. Suppose that DEEPEN follows this through and 
exclusively encourages, for such training, teachers currently employed by small private schools. It is 
plausible that the more motivated among these teachers will sign up for such an initiative. Given the 
likely mobility of this subset of teachers, a well-intended intervention may now adversely affect the 
learning of children in small private schools. This will occur if the newly trained teachers opt for 
competing for better jobs in medium and higher-end private schools, but not if the teachers decide to 
stay put. In the latter case, the continued presence of these newly trained teachers may have positive 
spillovers on the general learning environment in the school. The need for nuance shines clearly 
through here and even more so when considering how such a programme will have to be tailored to 
fulfil DEEPEN’s specific goal of improving learning among the children of the urban poor. Suppose that 
basic motivations for being in the teaching profession among teachers in small private schools vary: the 
pool to tap into for this intervention to succeed would need to be teachers who are (i) highly motivated 
and (ii) are in teaching because of a basic pro-social motivation. Effective targeting of (ii) would be the 
only safe route to ensure that the programme delivers according to its intentions. Targeting the wrong 
pool, teachers who are (i) but not (ii), is likely to adversely affect the poor, since these would be good 
teachers, presently in small private schools, but who would now likely opt for greener pastures and 
move on.    

5.2 Evaluation questions 

148. Evaluation questions are presented by the DAC evaluation criteria (see Annex D), and for 
effectiveness and impact by DEEPEN intervention area.  

Relevance: the extent to which DEEPEN is suited to the priorities and policies of poor households and 
children in Lagos, the Lagos state and Nigerian federal governments, and DFID 

i. Are DEEPEN’s assumptions about primary education in Lagos correct? 

a. To what extent are learning outcomes and school quality in (low-cost) private schools low 
and perceived as low by parents?  

b. Are learning outcomes from (low-cost) private schools better or worse than government 
schools in Lagos, and perceived as such by parents? 

c. Does school quality correlate with the cost of the school? 

d. To what extent are the learning conditions and practices in (low-cost) private schools 
inadequate?  

e. Is poor learning in (low-cost) private schools driven by pedagogy and classroom conditions 
or by other factors (curriculum, materials, fellow students, etc.)? 

f. To what extent are investment, management and innovation in (low-cost) private schools 
inadequate? 

g.  Do parents lack information about school quality or/and find it difficult to interpret such 
information to make a decision about school choice? 

h. Do parents make decisions between private schools based on quality? 

i. Do (low-cost) private schools care about rules and standards and parents’ opinions about 
these when making investment decisions? 
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j. Does the regulatory regime prevent (low-cost) private schools from investing and 
improving quality? 

k. Do (low-cost) private schools want to invest in professional school improvement services to 
improve the quality of the education they provide (while remaining low-cost)? 

l. Is there a viable market for financial service providers providing financial services to low-
cost schools and low-income parents? 

m. Is there a viable market for school improvement providers providing school improvement 
services to low-cost schools? 

ii. Do DEEPEN’s approach and design address the most pertinent educational challenges facing 
primary-aged children in Lagos? 

a. Given other education initiatives in Lagos, is a focus on private sector quality the most 
appropriate approach? 

b. Is the M4P approach the most suitable approach for generating improved learning 
outcomes through private sector education? 

c. Has DEEPEN drawn sufficiently from other M4P and education programmes to design the 
best intervention set possible? 

d. Are there complements to the M4P approach that would increase impact? 

e. Would other activities be likely to be more relevant to DEEPEN’s objectives of improving 
school quality and learning outcomes for children from poor households?40 

f. Given evidence on DEEPEN’s assumptions in (i) above, is DEEPEN’s approach valid? 

iii. Is DEEPEN’s approach coherent with the broader policy environment in Nigeria and Lagos? 

a. Is an approach to education that strengthens the quality of private (as opposed to public) 
sector education consistent with education policies and strategies in Lagos and Nigeria, and 
DFID? 

b. Is an M4P approach consistent with education policies and strategies in Lagos and Nigeria, 
as well as DFID? 

c. Is DEEPEN’s specific approach consistent with education policies and strategies in Lagos 
and Nigeria, as well as DFID? 

Efficiency: the extent to which DEEPEN offers value for money in terms of the relationship between 
inputs and outputs and outcomes 

iv. What has been the cost of each of DEEPEN’s major activity and intervention areas? 

a. What are the costs in terms of schools supported and learners supported? 

b. Have these costs per school and per learner changed over time? 

v. What is the cost effectiveness of DEEPEN and different intervention areas?  

a. What was the cost of a percentage increase in learning outcomes overall and for the 
poorest students? 

b. What was the cost of supporting a child in private sector education in Lagos, including a 
comparison with the £12.5 envisaged in the business case? 

c. What was the cost per school to which DEEPEN’s activities cater? 

d. What was the cost per school demonstrating school quality improvements? 

vi. How do these costs compare with costs of other similar interventions to support learning (whether 
private or public sector)?41 

                                                           
40 This is intended as a question for relevance, not effectiveness or impact: i.e. it is not intended to produce evaluations of the 
comparative effectiveness or impact of other interventions, but reflections on other activities that could accomplish DEEPEN’s 
objectives in the context of Lagos. 
41 This comparative analysis will be reliant on secondary data available for other programmes, such as ESSPIN. 
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vii. Were DEEPEN results achieved on time and in full? If not, why? 

viii. Did DEEPEN’s organisational setup and management enhance the delivery of results across each 
results area? 

Effectiveness: the measure to which DEEPEN attains its objectives, and why  

ix. Did DEEPEN achieve the expected 6% increase in average scores on literacy and numeracy tests by 
2020, including for girls and children from poor households?42 

x. Did DEEPEN lead to improve private sector school performance, especially among schools serving 
children from low-income households?  

a. Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to improve their quality? 

b. Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to invest in school improvement? 

c. Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to improve their pedagogy/teaching practice? 

d. Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to use additional financial services? 

e. Did DEEPEN cause (low-income) parents of children in private schools to improve their 
understanding of good schooling? 

xi. Did DEEPEN deliver the outputs and activities expected? 

a. Did DEEPEN lead to improved rules and standards affecting schools? 

b. Did DEEPEN lead to improved information around schools and parents? 

c. Did DEEPEN lead to improved performance financial services related to schools? 

d. Did DEEPEN lead to improved availability of teaching development initiatives and services? 

xii. What were the factors that facilitated or inhibited implementation, if any? 

xiii. How does this compare to achievements in DFID’s other education programmes in Nigeria (ESSPIN 
and GEP3)? 

Impact: the positive and negative changes produced by DEEPEN, both direct and indirect, intended and 
unintended, with specific attention to learning outcomes for poor children 

Rules and standards 

xiv. Does GAPS participation lead to behavioural change at the school level, specifically with respect to 
(a) teaching and teacher management and practices; (b) infrastructure investments; (c) other 
learning-related practices; and (d) fees charged?  

xv. What is a realistic and appropriate time horizon for capturing such school-level impacts?  

xvi. Does the behavioural change response to GAPS vary across school types?  

a. Are smaller low-cost schools more or less likely to voluntarily self-assess?43  

b. Are smaller low-cost schools more or less likely to introduce practice changes in response 
to GAPS?  

c. Does the assessment of the usefulness and experience of GAPS participation vary across 
school types?  

xvii. Do observed changes translate into improved learning?  

xviii. Are impacts on learning uniform across school types and do positive learning outcomes extend to 
schools with a higher percentage of children from low-income households? 

xix. What is a realistic time horizon for capturing learning outcome effects?  

                                                           
42 It is anticipated that this increase will be measured as a standard deviation change. 
43 For hypotheses about why small schools may be less inclined to respond, see the discussion of impact heterogeneity below.  
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Links to other interventions: information and parental school choice and mobilisation 

xx. Does proactive sharing of GAPS information with parents using report cards affect school choice and 
thus the functioning of the private educational market?  

xxi. Does any such effect operate with a time lag?  

xxii. Is any such effect more pronounced if learning outcomes are included in the report card?44,45  

xxiii. Does proactive sharing of GAPS results affect parental behaviour vis-à-vis the relevant school (the 
parental mobilisation hypothesis: we need to capture whether, how and under what conditions 
parents respond to GAPS) by (a) intensifying the pressure on schools (voice) through individual or 
collective action or (b) resulting in school exits?  

Finance 

xxiv. Does access to parental savings schemes affect school choice?  

xxv. Does such access reduce fee payment arrears? Does such access reduce default rates? 

xxvi. Does access to savings schemes translate into investments and then school improvements in the 
dimensions highlighted above and eventually to better learning outcomes (as per the results chain)? 
What is the ‘size’ of any such effects and what is the time lag with which they occur?  

xxvii. Does parental access to a mobile fee payment option reduce fee arrears? Does such access reduce 
parental default rates? 

xxviii. Does access translate into school improvements in the dimensions highlighted above and eventually 
to better learning outcomes? What is the ‘size’ of any such effects and what is the time lag with 
which they occur? 

xxix. Does access to credit for schools stimulate school investments and improvements? If so, in what 
specific dimensions? Do these improvements translate into better learning outcomes? What is the 
time lag in learning outcome improvements? 

xxx. Does providing business training to school proprietors (a) improve profits; (b) change investment 
patterns; and (c) strengthen the learning environment and learning outcomes?  

School improvement 

xxxi. Do school improvement activities lead to higher-quality teaching in private schools, including low-
fee private schools? Does this translate into improved learning outcomes or are other contextual 
factors more important? Why? 

xxxii. Do school improvement activities lead to greater teacher retention or mobility? Why? 

xxxiii. Do service providers respond to market facilitation to provide services to schools? 

xxxiv. Are schools able to implement service delivery improvements without changing prices or paying 
higher rents? 

Sustainability: the extent to which DEEPEN’s impact will continue when DFID’s funding is withdrawn 

149. The following questions should be answered at the level of DEEPEN overall, and at the level of each 
intervention area and major activity within them: 

xxxv. Are DEEPEN’s impacts sustainable without further DFID support? Why? 

xxxvi. Has DEEPEN built adequate capacity (institutional, organisational, individual) in the requisite 
institutions: 

                                                           
44 Scheduled to happen only later. 
45 Thus creating a separate intervention where it is not necessary to wait for GAPS to include learning outcomes: this will require 
separate testing of schoolchildren. 
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a. Lagos State Ministry of Education to sustain the regulatory activities (especially the conduct 
and communication of GAPS, and the elimination of illegal and unofficial taxation); 

b. private sector institutions to continue support to GAPS, to the media, and to schools; 

c. the media to continue reporting on the importance of quality in private schooling and of 
standards; 

d. financial institutions to provide finance to the lowest-cost schools and poorest parents; and 

e. pedagogical institutions to support school improvement? 

xxxvii. Are these changes robust to reasonably likely exogenous changes (such as a change in government 
or slowing of the economic growth rate)? 

xxxviii. Are any improvements in school quality sustainable without increases in real prices, particularly in 
the schools catering primarily to students from low-income households? 

xxxix. Are the changes to market structure that are facilitated by DEEPEN sustainable in the absence of 
further DEEPEN support? 

5.3 Indicator areas 

150. What do we need to measure to answer these important questions? We distinguish, in the following, 
between school-level change, student performance and parental behavioural change. To ensure 
comparability we also build in the ESSPIN school quality variables. These indicator areas, based on the 
evaluation questions, are preliminary and tentative at this stage. These indicators also need to relate to 
those in the final logframe, on which we have not yet given detailed commentary. The EDOREN team 
will work with the DEEPEN team to develop a closer relationship between the evaluation indicators 
suggested here and the logframe indicators proposed by DEEPEN. 

5.3.1 Market-level indicators 

151. Subject to an ability to define a market for education (i.e. schools between which parents are likely to 
choose): 

i. market concentration of private and government schools, measured by the Herfindahl index. 

5.3.2 School-level indicators 

i. participation in DEEPEN interventions; 

ii. size (pupils, teachers, grades taught, dropouts, progression, by gender); 

iii. organisation (teacher management, PTA, etc.); 

iv. score on GAPS indicators; 

v. finance (prices, arrears, credit, investment, profit and tax payments); 

vi. learning outcomes at school level (MLA results, P6 results); 

vii. membership of associations; 

viii. legal status; 

ix. teacher quality (formal and informal qualifications); 

x. infrastructure (rooms, books, etc.); 

xi. language of instruction; and  

xii. GPS location.  
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5.3.3 Pupil-level indicators (linked to household and schools) 

xiii. demography (age, sex, ethnic group, language); and 

xiv. MLA scores in literacy and numeracy – raw scores, scale scores and performance against 
benchmarks. 

5.3.4 Household-level indicators (linked to students and schools) 

xv. demography; 

xvi. poverty status (wealth index); 

xvii. education levels; 

xviii. occupation; 

xix. language; 

xx. school choice parameters (including GAPS, school quality measures, interaction with schools and 
school changes); 

xxi. current school experience;  

xxii. finance (mobile money, school savings, etc.); 

xxiii. perception of DEEPEN interventions; 

xxiv. distance from schools (GPS); 

xxv. time and cost to travel to school; and 

xxvi. school support. 
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6 DEEPEN’s evaluation plan 

The following chapter outlines DEEPEN’s evaluation plan including the overall design and methods for data 
collection. The first section discusses the theory-based evaluation that underpins both the contribution- and 

attribution-based evaluations. The evaluation design presents the identification strategy for treatment and 
control schools to be part of the evaluation, as well as its timeline and sample size. Both quantitative and 
qualitative data will be collected and the strategies for each of these are discussed below.  

6.1 Theory-based evaluation 

152. The evaluation plan combines pragmatism with aspiration while acknowledging (a) the presence of 
budget constraints and (b) that strong evaluation designs are not, at this juncture, feasible for all four 
of DEEPEN’s intervention streams. At the same time, the evaluation options are designed to promote 
learning for other contexts, while emphasising the importance of contextual analysis and being able to 
form argumentative links (Cartwright and Hardie 2012).  

153. Both proposed components of the evaluation (contribution and rigorous attribution) are anchored in 
DEEPEN’s theory of change – the sequence and composition of DEEPEN programme activities expected 
to lead to the DEEPEN desired outcomes. The DEEPEN theory of change has been discussed extensively 
above. This section aims to set out how the theory-based evaluation will be operationalised. The next 
section discusses options for the rigorous impact evaluation of GAPS and information in more detail, 
and proposes a way forward. The two components of the evaluation draw on each other. 

154. The evaluation questions will be answered drawing on the following data sources, explored in more 
detail below: 

 The MLA, SPoCAPS and LAPSS (and school census) in 2014, 2016 and 2017 described in section 6.2 on 

rigorous impact evaluation design. These surveys will be able to shed light on other DEEPEN 
components than GAPS if there is take-up of these components by schools and parents surveyed, 

though not in a way that will allow rigorous attribution of impact. 

 Diaries kept by school managers (managed by DEEPEN). These are relevant for detailing interactions 

with government and demands for payments. 

 School grading system report (managed by DEEPEN), relevant for assessing the rollout of GAPS. 

 Additional assessments undertaken by DEEPEN (such as financial service provider assessments). 

 Qualitative evaluation fieldwork in 2015, 2016 and 2018 (managed by EDOREN, but potentially also 

DEEPEN). This will be particularly important for assessing impact in a range of areas outside GAPS, and 
for relevance (assessment of context) and sustainability. This is explored in more detail in section 6.3.1. 

 DEEPEN annual reviews (managed by EDOREN). These will provide information on expenditure and on 

progress towards logframe targets. 

 Additional secondary sources (e.g. evaluations of other programmes, DEEPEN ex ante review, economic 

and other relevant contextual data from Lagos). 

155. The evaluation will produce reports in: 

 August 2015, particularly on relevance and efficiency.  

 July 2017, on efficiency effectiveness and impact (though not learning). This will have a formative 
contribution. 

 July 2018, on all five evaluation criteria. 

156. It is proposed to answer the evaluation questions using a combination of theory-based contribution 
analysis and rigorous impact evaluation. Table 6 provides more detail on the two approaches. Note that 



DEEPEN evaluation framework and plan – FINAL VERSION 

EDOREN – Education Data, Research and Evaluation in Nigeria 47 

the proposed evaluation framework does not produce quantitative results that are representative of 
Lagos as a whole (but only selected (and very large) LGAs), and it does not generate quantitative 
estimates of the impact of DEEPEN as a whole. An alternative approach would be to carry out surveys 
in a sample that would be representative of Lagos and provide assessments of DEEPEN’s contribution. 
This would be flexible to programme changes, cheap and reasonably low-risk, and would provide useful 
indicative information on whether DEEPEN works, but would not allow quantitative estimates of any 
component of DEEPEN’s impact. Because of this, and given the importance to DFID of producing 
quantitative estimates that attribute impact to DEEPEN, this alternative option was rejected in 
discussion with DFID and DEEPEN, as per EDOREN’s recommendation.
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Table 6 Two evaluation approaches 

 Theory-based contribution approach Theory-based attribution approach 

Description Survey results (see attribution) are combined with 
additional qualitative work. The results chain 
allows for plausible claims of contribution across 
DEEPEN’s different intervention areas. 

This approach can be combined with the previous two options. Survey will cover two 
treatment and two control LGAs. Impact of GAPS can be quantitatively measured. Credible 
attribution claims of impact of rolling out GAPS and GAPS+ report cards.46  

Formative 
value 

By demanding a larger sample size (of schools (P47), students (P and C-S) and parents (P and C-S), the quasi-experimental approach adds much 
value, by allowing for a richer and more in-depth analysis at school level with disaggregation by school type and by socioeconomic and other sub-
groups.  
Knowledge about private education outcomes and market from baseline, which can feed into programme design through midline and qualitative 
research. Need to preserve evaluation LGAs from programme extensions for the planned two-year period (or as long as possible).48 

Attribution Allows plausible assessment of DEEPEN’s 
contribution 

Allows quantitative attribution of e.g. changes in school learning environments and 
pedagogical practices, parental attitudes and behaviour, and learning outcomes to GAPS (plus 
optional report card intervention). 

Location of 
survey 

Survey of two treatment (Ojo and Alimosho) and two control (Shomolu and Ajeromi-Ifelodun) LGAs, qualitative work in selected areas. 

Sample size 
implications 

Panel of 320 schools concentrated in four LGAs (enough to measure both change over time and between two groups): sufficient numbers of 
children and parents: sample size contingent on whether panel or cross-section option for children/parents is chosen.49  

Advantages Attribution approach is the only option that facilitates rigorous assessment of (part of) DEEPEN’s impacts: allow us to say with confidence that 
impacts detected are due to DEEPEN. Offers significant possibilities for learning whether GAPs works, how and why. Contribution approach will 
allow us to assess the contribution of other parts of DEEPEN to improved quality in private schools. 

Disadvantages Attribution is expensive and risky in two main ways: 1) Confounds or contamination: if other significant changes vary across evaluation LGAs it 
becomes harder to identify impact; the risk of such contrasts is likely to be heightened if the four selected LGAs are not well matched.  
2) Does not yield estimates that are representative of Lagos (though the four evaluation LGAs contain nearly half the schools in Lagos and some 
extrapolation is possible given richness of data), or quantitative estimates of the impact of DEEPEN as a whole. 

                                                           
46 Note that this is different from the impact of actually participating in GAPS. 
47 P is short for Panel, C-S for cross-section.  
48 This ideally requires a clear agreement about the value of the evaluation among the main stakeholders along with a recognition of and commitment to the time schedule for the planned rollout.   
49 Note that these estimates are highly sensitive to inter-temporal correlation – the extent to which an individual’s scores are correlated over time, irrespective of external changes.  Inter-temporal 
correlation is specific to a population, so we are currently exploring three options: a) whether other datasets in Nigeria can offer a reasonable basis for guessing this, b) standard school panel 
estimates, and c) a conservative estimate (which would generate a larger sample size to avoid risk). 
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157. While the attribution approach uses experimental methods to generate rigorous evidence on impact 
(as set out below), the theory-based contribution analysis will assess DEEPEN by following its theory of 
change and gathering data on the key assumptions and context as well as expected outputs and 
outcomes. In this way, following e.g. Cartwright and Hardie (2012), the evaluation will be able to argue 
that DEEPEN has led to certain outcomes, provided there is evidence on the assumptions, context and 
outputs. 

158. The theory of change disaggregates the results chain into each of the four DEEPEN activity streams 
(‘activities’) while highlighting each step on the ladder to DEEPEN impacts: ‘children, including those 
from poor and very poor families learn more and test-scores improve’. The final step before impact is 
that schools invest time and resources to improve their pedagogy. From each activity stream, the 
results or causal chain works through market outputs, via market outcomes and the types of school-
level changes and responses that are conducive to learning outcome improvements.  

159. In addition to the rigorous quantitative information gathered from four LGAs that will be used to 
evaluate GAPS but also shed light on various other areas of DEEPEN, the DEEPEN evaluation will use 
(primarily) qualitative data to conduct what White (2009) calls ‘rigorous factual analysis’ to examine 
whether the expected links in the causal chains hold.   

160. This theory-based analysis asks: ‘Why did this impact occur? Did this activity lead to this output, to 
this outcome, to this impact? And were the assumptions are valid over time (i.e. Is the context as we 
assumed it was?)?’ 

161. Theory-based evaluation of DEEPEN will follow six principles (White 2009):  

a. Map out DEEPEN’s causal chain, as has been done above, initially. 

b. Understand context, as has been done, initially. 

c. Anticipate heterogeneity. This is anticipated in DEEPEN’s Set Up Report and throughout this 
framework. 

d. Rigorously evaluate impact using a credible counterfactual. This is limited, for practical 
reasons set out above, to the evaluation of the GAPS component. 

e. Conduct vigorous factual analysis. This will be applied across DEEPEN’s causal chain. 

f. Use mixed methods. The impact evaluation surveys (of children, parents and schools) will 
be combined with qualitative instruments, in an iterative way. 

162. In accordance with the principles of contribution analysis we will also give serious considerations to 
the possible alternative, non-project explanations for the changes observed (see Kotvojs and Shrimpton 
2007). 

6.1.1 Map out DEEPEN’s causal chain 

163. Mapping out DEEPEN’s causal chain and understanding context will be done by turning the existing 
theory of change (and additional contextual assumptions discussed above) into an evaluation matrix 
and then setting specific questions for (more) structured instruments and observations. The first steps 
towards this have been completed in section 2 above, which sets out detailed information about the 
background to DEEPEN and makes an initial assessment of its theory of change. Coupled with some 
secondary data analysis of the context in other areas of Nigeria to check whether these contextual 
assumptions hold there as well, this will allow some speculation about the likely impact of DEEPEN if 
implemented at scale. This generalisation is not perfect, because it cannot account fully for the 
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existence of other education programmes in these districts, but the process of generalising will take 
these programmes into account as context, based on available secondary documentation on these 
programmes. 

6.1.2 Understand DEEPEN’s context 

164. The identification of context that is relevant to the DEEPEN theory of change, and therefore allows 
the possibility of generalising results, is not straightforward and various approaches to this have been 
proposed in the literature. In essence, these approaches share a careful analysis of what would have to 
hold if the impact of a programme found in one place were to apply in another context: ‘thinking 
horizontally and vertically’ (Cartwright and Hardie 2012). The identification of relevant context is 
therefore a theoretical exercise, informed by research available on similar programmes and on DEEPEN. 
The development of this context will be an iterative process (White 2009), whereby relevant aspects of 
context are identified in fieldwork and review, and then investigated further, through the most 
appropriate qualitative means (for instance document review or primary fieldwork at different levels).  

165. A first step to the identification of DEEPEN’s context has been attempted in section 2.1 above, but 
much more detail will be required to be able to describe in detail whether DEEPEN’s M4P approach to 
improving education outcomes will work in different contexts. Specifically, this will require checking the 
contextual assumptions that have been made in the theory of change and that are critical to impact (for 
example – ‘DEEPEN’s approach will only improve quality but not prices where some private schools 
have started to over-charge given the quality of education they provide’). This is a detailed process that 
is set out to a degree below, but will require an iterative approach (i.e. developing new contextual 
issues to assess at each stage of fieldwork )to ensure all relevant context is taken into account. 

6.1.3 Is DEEPEN going to have heterogeneous impact? 

166. DEEPEN impacts are likely to be heterogeneous across different groups. For example, those schools 
that are currently performing better may respond better to DEEPEN than those that are performing 
worse – if they have better capacity to absorb support. In addition, as has been discussed extensively 
above, this may imply that DEEPEN’s impacts are quite limited or even negative for very low-income 
households, if school improvement implies higher fees, or if teacher training implies that trained 
teachers move to higher-paying and more expensive schools.  

167. How might this be dealt with? The proposed impact evaluation survey could specifically sample 
children from low-income households or who attend the lowest-cost schools. However, this approach is 
not taken because the evaluation needs to produce results that indicate DEEPEN’s overall impact, and 
resources do not permit sampling for both purposes. Instead, the quantitative survey will allow the 
analysis of impact on low-income groups through a disaggregation of the sample (unless only a very 
small proportion turns out to be from low-income groups – which would be a finding in itself). In 
addition, the qualitative research will explore some of these heterogeneous impacts by looking at 
different types of districts, schools and respondents. This will not cover every potential heterogeneity 
(individual teachers, for instance, will respond in different ways), but it will cover a range of major types 
of impact. 

6.1.4 Can we establish DEEPEN’s impact using a credible counterfactual? 

168. The rigorous evaluation of impact using a credible counterfactual focuses on GAPS and thus on 
DEEPEN’s rules and standards activity stream. It will tell us whether learning improvements, if they 
occur, can be credibly attributed to GAPS (or to GAPS plus the report card intervention). Given that 
DEEPEN as a whole operates across the entire school market of Lagos, there are no other options for 
identifying a credible counterfactual. 
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169. The first step in the chain is that GAPS through the new grades encourages schools, including those 
serving the urban poor, to improve their practices. Put differently, what the new GAPS grading system 
needs to accomplish to improve student achievement is to stimulate the requisite school-level changes. 
For the impact evaluation to shed decisive light on what GAPS actually does achieve, in-depth school-
level data, before and after GAPS is introduced, along with a credible comparison of what would 
happen to these schools had GAPS not been introduced, is required. Since any observed changes in 
practices may simply reflect overall trends, it is necessary to convincingly demonstrate that GAPS is 
responsible for any school-level progress. This is what the matching of schools in treatment and control 
LGAs sets out to achieve. This is explored in more detail below in section 6.2. 

6.1.5 Rigorous factual analysis across DEEPEN’s causal chain 

170. Rigorous factual analysis will be conducted for every DEEPEN workstream, and within these along the 
most significant causal chains for eventual impact. This, together with the qualitative methodology 
proposed, is explained in more detail in section 6.3. The baseline quantitative and qualitative fieldwork 
will help further focus subsequent rounds of qualitative data collection on specific issues in the context 
and on causal pathways that are considered by stakeholders and researchers to be most significant in 
terms of either their contribution to overall impact or their uncertainty. To this extent, the evaluation 
will be amenable to a certain amount of speculation about what would happen if different components 
of DEEPEN were scaled up. It will also help address the larger policy question around whether the 
DEEPEN model would work elsewhere in Nigeria. If the evaluation were to find that DEEPEN worked in 
the programme districts, how would policymakers know whether it might work elsewhere? While there 
are at present no agreed best practices for how to answer this question, the impact evaluation uses the 
theory of change for this purpose (Cartwright and Hardie 2012). 

171. Rigorous factual analysis along the causal chain will allow the evaluation to play a formative role. 
Changes in learning outcomes take time to appear, but the theory-based evaluation will be able to 
gather qualitative and quantitative information in the shorter term on whether DEEPEN activities are 
being taken up by schools, parents, media houses and businesses. These early output-level data (from 
LAPSS, SPoCAPS, providers and programme monitoring as set out in DEEPEN’s logframe, as well as 
qualitative data) will then be complemented with outcome-level data on whether these adoptions have 
led to school quality improvements, infrastructural investments, better cash flow and parental 
satisfaction (inter alia). Quantitative data from DEEPEN’s surveys would allow some assessment of 
whether these changes have occurred at outcome level, and quantitative and qualitative information 
on context and assumptions would help to assess to what extent DEEPEN has contributed to these 
changes. If these outcomes have occurred, then positive impacts on learning outcomes could be 
reasonably attributed to DEEPEN’s activities. 

172. This causal chain analysis will complement the rigorous counterfactual impact assessment. For GAPS, 
programme monitoring data on adoption and in-depth interviews with teachers and parents will 
complement the detailed information that comes from the three DEEPEN surveys. It is, of course, 
possible to close in on the case for a causal claim by asking principals and others to explain why these 
changes occurred.  

173. Moving to the market-level outcomes and retaining the focus on GAPS, a key assumption for GAPS to 
work is that principals and other school-level stakeholders have the requisite knowledge to improve 
pedagogical and other practices. This can be tested for and included in the school-level survey 
instrument. In the rigorous evaluation, it will be possible to carefully discern school-level changes – at 
the mid- or endline – depending on whether A or B is chosen. If these changes are small, or not in 
directions that are perceived to be conducive to learning outcome improvements, the prospects for 
GAPS impacts on learning would be slim. Even if principals have the knowledge, Lagos schools may not 
have sufficiently strong incentives to implement the requisite changes. Schools based in premises on 
short-term leases are unlikely to reap the rewards of e.g. infrastructure investments, while investments 
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in teacher training may tempt teachers to opt for greener pastures. The school-level surveys will be 
able to shed light on each of these adjustments.  

174. A further strengthening of the impact of GAPS is expected from the demand side and by publicising 
school-level GAPS results – by students and parents demanding better results. This, then, is expected to 
intensify competitive pressures and to push schools to further improve. As noted elsewhere in this 
report, sharing information about school performance may not mobilise parents to come forward in 
the manner that is envisaged here. From elsewhere, we know that the evidence on the impact of 
sharing of selective information about school performance is mixed. In rural Pakistan, rapid (within one 
year) changes in the private educational market occurred in response to a report card intervention 
sharing and explaining school performance metrics to parents, many of whom were semi-literate. The 
impact evaluation will include a survey of parents. What needs to be pinned down is (a) whether 
parental behavioural change – vis-à-vis the school – is more pronounced in GAPS than in non-GAPS 
LGAs. The theory-based evaluation is once more nested within the impact evaluation: in the absence of 
the impact evaluation, one would interview a sub-sample of parents and pin down their patterns of 
interaction with the school over a reference period at baseline and midline.  

6.1.6 Use mixed methods 

175. The case for a mixed methods approach to impact evaluation is strong and several tools for mixing 
methods are available (White 2009). There are three main considerations: integrating methodologies 
for better measurement; sequencing information for better analysis; and merging findings for better 
action (Carvalho and White 1997; Garbarino and Holland 2009). There are eight proposed steps to 
integrate methodologies for better measurement; six suggested steps to sequence information for 
better analysis; and the final step is to merge findings at analysis stage into a single, mixed methods 
report (Garbarino and Holland 2009). 

176. Mixed methods designs are well suited to evaluate a complex programme like DEEPEN that cover 
multiple levels of the system. The evaluation plan proposes using both quantitative surveys and 
qualitative approaches and the evaluation will therefore draw on different sources of data. This is 
important for several reasons. First, different types of data will shed light on different types of 
important phenomena; the use of only quantitative data, for instance, would mean the evaluation 
would focus in a partial way on outputs/outcomes/impacts that can be measured quantitatively, and 
would be limited in the types of explanations that can be drawn around these data. Second, different 
data sources can help to triangulate findings. Third, the different data sources can inform each other, 
both through an iterative process where the quantitative surveys are designed using results from 
qualitative research and vice versa depending on the sequence, and where the analysis of one data 
source informs and is combined with the analysis of the other. Finally, qualitative methodologies can be 
more flexible to ongoing changes to the programme and therefore help to answer questions that may 
not be covered by the quantitative survey. For instance, if schools in the quantitative sample do not 
take up school improvement services, this cannot be assessed using the quantitative survey, and will 
need to rely on qualitative assessment.  

177. Specifically, the DEEPEN evaluation follows these practical steps proposed by Garbarino and Holland 
(2009).  

i. Use indicators from the baseline quantitative surveys to help to select a qualitative investigation 
sample. 

ii. Use baseline quantitative survey results to highlight priority issues and generate new hypotheses to 
cover in qualitative research. 

iii. Use qualitative analysis (the reviews of the literature and stakeholder consultations conducted in 
developing this evaluation framework) to identify knowledge gaps to be filled by the quantitative 
surveys. 
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iv. Use qualitative analysis (the reviews of the literature and stakeholder consultations conducted in 
developing this evaluation framework) to prioritise issues important to stakeholders that should be 
covered by the quantitative surveys. 

v. Use qualitative analysis (the reviews of the literature and stakeholder consultations conducted in 
developing this evaluation framework) to construct indicators. 

vi. Use qualitative analysis (the reviews of the literature and stakeholder consultations conducted in 
developing this evaluation framework) to define sub-group sampling frames. 

vii. Use a qualitative study in a sub-sample of quantitative areas to compare findings. 

viii. Use a qualitative study to assess heterogeneity behind quantitative averages from the surveys. 

ix. Use the qualitative study to explain relationships emerging from the surveys. 

x. Use the qualitative study to triangulate survey findings. 

xi. Use the qualitative study to enrich analysis of relationships/trends/patterns from the surveys. 

xii. Produce integrated mixed methods evaluation reports in 2015, 2016 and 2018 drawing on both 
quantitative and qualitative data. 

178. The DEEPEN evaluation will follow a positivist approach to evaluation that sets out to test certain 
pre-developed or emergent hypotheses using these different data sources (rather than a constructivist 
approach that allows research participants to construct meaning around DEEPEN’s activities and 
impacts). In order to facilitate testing both pre-developed (this framework) and emergent hypotheses, 
the research proposed around the evaluation framework will take an iterative approach, where the 
findings from the baseline will inform the questions asked at the midline, and so on to the endline. This 
is important not least because DEEPEN is an evolving programme, and it is anticipated that the 
evaluation will have a formative role to play. Therefore the programme will change (though not the 
parts that relate to the rigorous impact assessment of GAPS), and changes to the evaluation will be 
required. But it is also important because any evaluation should respond to unanticipated findings and 
seek to explore them if they are important. 

6.2 Rigorous impact evaluation design 

179. The rigorous impact evaluation design will answer evaluation questions around the effectiveness and 
impact of DEEPEN, and particularly GAPS. Other evaluation criteria (relevance, efficiency, sustainability) 
and other DEEPEN components are discussed in section 6.3. 

180. The prospects for rigorously evaluating GAPS – which many stakeholders regard as DEEPEN’s 
‘flagship’, and which also closely aligns with DFID evaluation choice criteria listed in Table 5.1 – are 
promising. While a randomised rollout of GAPS would be particularly attractive, randomisation does 
not feature in the government of Lagos’s present rollout plan. It is not, moreover, clear that a standard 
RCT would deliver the needful because of a non-trivial risk of control group contamination: schools 
randomly selected for GAPS may inspire non-GAPS schools that observe changes in the nearby schools 
they compete with to also respond. A possible solution is to choose control areas (and schools) at a 
sufficient distance from treatment areas (schools). The drawback is that this is likely to introduce 
differences between treatment and control areas – two urban locations are rarely identical – and even 
an RCT with matching on school attributes may not suffice.  

181. The best alternative, proposed here, will take advantage of the phased rollout of GAPS in Lagos by 
matching ‘similar’ LGAs that will be early and late implementers of GAPS. More details about the 
alternative sampling strategies are given in Annex B. 
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Figure 2: Map of Lagos 

 

182. Following discussions between EDOREN and the DEEPEN team about matching (see Annex B.1), Ojo 
and Alimosho are proposed as the two treatment LGAs, with Shomolu and Ajeromi-Ifelodun as control 
LGAs. Treatment and control LGAs are not identical but closely resemble each other. These specific 
similarities need to be unpacked further. 

183. According to the GAPS rollout plan, there will be a time gap of about two years between rollout in 
the treatment and control LGAs. The distance between treatment and control LGAs reduces the risk of 
control group contamination through spillovers. For the baseline and from each of these four LGAs, 320 
schools will be randomly selected and included in a set of linked surveys testing children’s learning 
achievement, their parents’ attitudes to education, household characteristics and other issues, and 
their schools, for all of which the baseline will start from November 2014 ahead of the GAPS rollout in 
Ojo and Alimosho.50 

184. There are currently two options for the way in which the surveys will be undertaken that allow the 
detection of a 6% change in learning outcomes using a combined cross-section and panel (see Table 7). 

51 We recommend Option B, with a follow-up in 2017, because its shorter time horizon means lower 
risk of attrition of the panel, even though the time horizon to detect impact is less. Both options include 
a midline that will provide formative information for DEEPEN. To maximise cost efficiency and 
formative learning, option B proposes a midline in 2016 that looks at schools and parents but not 
children’s learning, as this is likely to be too short a time horizon to detect learning. Two years (2014–
16) is judged sufficient time to allow school-level changes to occur and be detected.52 

185. To be viable, and as is common for rigorous impact evaluation designs, the proposed design requires 
a clear recognition of the substantive and unique opportunities for learning about DEEPEN impacts and 

                                                           
50 A key question, raised by an external reviewer, is whether more LGAs will be required than the four proposed here. We agree 

that this is a valid concern. While the perhaps most classic example of difference-in-difference estimation (Card and Krueger 1994, 
with follow-up in 2000) made comparisons across two neighbouring states in the US, more recent work in education evaluation 
makes comparisons of two neighbouring Indian states (Bihar and Jharkhand) (Muralidharan and Prakash 2013). We conclude that 
caution is important – and hope that the GAPS evaluation may be able to innovate in finding a way to handle concerns over the 
confounding effects on all difference-in-difference-based evaluation designs.   
51 DEEPEN proposed an alternative option that would not allow the detection of a 6% change in learning outcomes, so is not 
discussed here. 
52 It would be possible to add learning tests to the 2016 surveys at P2 and P4. This would provide useful comparability with the 
public sector through the ESSPIN MLAs in 2016, but is not included here as it is not critical to the evaluation. 
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a firm commitment to the timeline and geographical coverage for the planned rollout among the main 
stakeholders.  

186. By the time of the endline, it will be four (A) (or three (B)) years since GAPS was introduced in Ojo 
and Alimosho. The assumption about impact trajectories is that we expect school-level responses but 

no learning effects within the first two years. By the time of the endline, control schools may have 
caught up on some school improvements but we anticipate no control school impacts on learning 
outcomes. This will ensure a valid comparison of learning outcome effects after a period of four (or 
three) years of GAPS exposure in the early treatment LGAs.  

187. An important and legitimate question is whether four (or three) years will suffice to detect learning 
outcome effects of GAPS: once more, the most obvious empirical parallel is Andrabi et al.’s (2013) 
study of private and government schools in rural Pakistan, which had a pre-intervention baseline of 
2004 and follow-ups in 2005 and 2006. Andrabi et al. (2013) observe learning improvements plus 
substantive school fee reductions after only one year. The favoured explanation for this rapid change is 
the school-level flexibility and competition in these educational markets. Parandekar’s (2014) study in 
the Philippines suggests a much longer time span before government school-level management 
reforms translate into higher student achievements. Poor quality of implementation at the school level 
is partly to blame – possibly along with the absence of competitive pressures.  

188. On balance, the main concern has related to whether three or four years will be enough to achieve 
and thus to be able to detect learning outcome improvements from GAPS: such concerns seem justified 
for a GAPS type of intervention targeting government schools. In light of the Pakistan experience and 
the flexibility within the Lagos private educational market, more rapid impacts look plausible: a three-
year time horizon should therefore be enough. The prospects for learning outcome improvements 
within three years should further improve if the report card intervention complements GAPS. 
Additional rounds of assessment are recommended, if budget and implementation modalities permit.  

189. A crucial determinant of sample size is the size of the impact we need to detect (minimum detectable 
effect or MDE). There is very little existing evidence on how interventions that resemble GAPS affect 
learning outcomes in low-cost and other private schools in developing country settings (see Ashley et 
al.’s (2014) literature review). Even if more evidence was available, it would be difficult to extrapolate 
findings from elsewhere to the Lagos setting. GAPS impacts and their measurement will, ultimately, 
depend on (a) the rollout proceeding as scheduled; (b) a sufficient GAPS take-up; (c) how well the GAPS 
grading system induces schools to improve pedagogical and other practices that are most conducive to 
learning improvements; (d) the time it takes for such learning improvements to materialise. Given its 
innovative nature, the prospects for acquiring important and valuable new knowledge from DEEPEN 
are substantial. Given the existing levels of learning in Lagos, we consider a 6 % change for the better a 
cautious MDE estimate. In our view and at the same time, the key risks to measuring and finding GAPS 
impacts relate more to (a)-(d) than to the 6 % MDE. As discussed with DFID and DEEPEN, lowering of 
the MDE will dramatically and prohibitively inflate the costs of what is already a very expensive 
evaluation. 

190. The prospects for achieving a 6 % effect through GAPS will, as rightly pointed out, depend on the 
initial level of school performance and on how learning outcome progress is measured. There are, as 
previously discussions with DFID have brought out, a wide variety of ways of measuring learning 
outcomes and improvements. To credibly and comprehensively assess progress, we will use the 
baseline and follow up data on test performance of pupils which present opportunities (a) to assess 
learning improvements in depth and along a variety of skill-set dimensions and (b) to study change in 
the percentage of pupils obtaining the equivalent of pass marks (we cannot assess actual marks, since 
many unapproved private schools will not be linked to any official exam board system so ‘average pass 
rates’ is imprecise terminology). We agree with the SEQAS reviewer that (b) depends on the initial 
distribution of learners in private schools, which we currently do not have enough systematic 
information about. If findings from ESSPIN (government schools) are used as proxy, learning outcome in 
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Lagos are comparatively high; there are substantive numbers of pupils in the 25-49 % test score range 
but also a tail below that. At the outset, therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that a 6 % (as 
opposed to 6 percentage points) improvements in the equivalent of pass rates is viable. 

191. As noted, the school sample size is 320, with schools divided across 240 schools in the treatment 
LGAs and 80 schools in the control LGAs. The pure GAPS intervention (120 schools) represents the first 
treatment arm while GAPS combined with the report card information-sharing intervention (120 
schools) represents the second treatment arm. This second treatment arm has yet to be approved by 
the DEEPEN team; if agreed, a random sample of (parents from) 50% of the schools in the treatment 
LGAs will also receive a report card intervention. This report card intervention can only be rolled out 
after GAPS grades have been announced.  

192. If baseline results indicate that this sample size appears likely to be insufficient to detect DEEPEN 
impact, DFID could decide to invest additional funding in a larger cross-section of students at 
midline/endline, though increasing the panel size is not possible. 

193. The specific plan for the panels and cross-section surveys and the schedule for child testing are 
described at length in Annex B. Table 7 summarises options A and B, and their strengths and 
weaknesses are set out below in Table 8 As noted above, we propose option B.  
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Table 7 Two survey options for rigorous evaluation 

Option A Schools Teachers Parents Pupils per School 

P2 P4  P6 

Autumn 2014 320  1,280  1,280  8 0 0 

Autumn 2016 320  1,280  1,280  8 4 0 

Autumn 2018 320  1,280  1,280  8 0 2 

Option B Schools Teachers Parents Pupils per School 

P2 P5 

Autumn 2014 320  1,280  1,280  8 0 

Autumn 2015 320 1,280 1,280 0 0 

Autumn 2017 320  1,280  1,280  8 4 

minimum 
detectable 
effect size 
(MDES) for 
comparison of 
all schools in 
the control 
region and all in 
the GAPS 
region 

Schools Teachers Parents Pupils… Cross-Section Panel  

    literacy numeracy lit num 

7.2% 9.8 % 12.8% Average 
scores 

 
6.0 

5.3 6.43.9% 3.9 

% 
passing 

10.0% 5.8% 

Note that all the calculations of minimum detectable effect use parameters that have been estimated using results from past 
surveys. Once the baseline results are available it will be possible to refine these estimates and assess the need to invest more 
money in boosting the midline and endline sample sizes and/or institute special measures to reduce attrition in the panel. 

 

Table 8 Pros and cons of two options 

Option Description plus strengths  Con 

A  
Mix of panel 
and cross- 
section of 
students: 
baseline: 2014 

endline: 2018   
 

- Panel (P2, P4, P6): Repeated cross-section 
(P2, P2, P2) 

- Sample size for each round: 320 schools, 
1,280 teachers (4 in each school including 
head teacher), 1,280 parents. 2,560 
children at baseline, max. 5,120 children at 
mid-and endline.   

- Allows the development of a cross-section 
or panel or both depending on sample and 
preference 

- Allows the identification of both child-
specific and school-specific effects 

- Cross-section: will capture average learning 
outcome progress in schools in GAPS LGA 
schools at P2 level. Supports e.g. 
comparison with ESSPIN at this level.   

- Panel data have substantial analytical 
advantages and allow for identifying: the 
impact of DEEPEN on learning among 
children in the panel  

- Challenging to track children in follow-up 
survey 

- Uncertainty about how many children can be 
traced at follow-up (and sample size decisions 
already taken at follow-up, so cannot change 
these)53 

- There is also uncertainty about the level of 
and problems of attrition in the school panel. 
The proposed sample size can, in principle, 
cope with considerable attrition. Even if only 
three of the initial eight P2 pupils can be 
followed, it will still be possible to pick up 
learning changes with the required precision 
because the learning achievements for an 
individual child are highly correlated. Yet 
minimising attrition should be an explicit and 
key priority. A cross-section approach would 
require many more than eight students to get 
the same precision.  

- Cross-section will not account well for 
changes in composition of students at a 

                                                           
53 Young Lives is the standard-setter here, but also has the resources at its disposal to support tracing. Between rounds 1 and 2 
(four year gap) and out of 12,783 children from the four study countries, 105 were not traceable.   
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- Captures the possibility that e.g. poor 
children, in response to DEEPEN-induced 
school fee and other changes, may be 
forced to change schools 

- Four-year time period to measure impact 

school (i.e. not easy to say whether results 
improve because schools improve or because 
better students come in) 

- A complicating factor is the observation that 
many children appear to change schools 
before P6 

- Need to develop P6 test54  
- Difficulty of maintaining control for four years 

B.  
Mix of panel 
and cross-
section of 
students: 
baseline: 2014 

endline: 2017  

- Panel (P2, P5): Repeated cross-section (P2, 
P2) 

- Sample size for each round: as above but 
with only parents and schools and teachers 
at midline  

- Three-year time period to measure impact 

- Avoids the pre-P6 disruptions. 

- As above: but need to develop P5 instead of 
P6 test, and control only needs to be 
maintained for three years 

- Risk that three years insufficient for impact on 
learning outcomes to appear  

- Recommendation: We recommend option B – the two surveys with a three-year gap between them – because 
it will avoid the difficulties caused by many children leaving at P6 and the lighter midline will be cheaper 

 

194. We first describe the repeated cross-sections of students. For each of the 320 panel schools, eight 
randomly selected students will be tested at P2 level at baseline, midline (A only) and endline. These P2 
cross-sections will facilitate rigorous comparisons of average changes in learning outcomes in 
treatment and control area schools and thus help establish whether learning improvements in GAPS 
LGA schools, measured by average P2 test results, exceed similar improvements in control LGA schools. 
As an example, consider two average test scores at baseline where – T0=20 and C0=20, where T refers 
to Treatment and C to Control while 0 refers to baseline. Suppose that the endline averages are T1=24 
and C1=22, respectively. The difference in difference is given by (T1-T0)-(C1-C0) or (24-20)-(22-20)= 2. In 
this case, the treatment group improvement is 20%, while the control group made 10% progress. 
Hence, learning in GAPS schools, on average, increased by 10% more than in control schools.  

195. The recording of test scores will be complemented by surveys of teachers (four in each school, so 
1,280 in total, including the owner or head teacher) and parents (1,280) in each round. For teachers 
there are presently two options: testing teacher skills and knowledge or conducting teacher 
interviews.55 For reasons of cost, teachers will be interviewed but given detailed teacher knowledge 
tests. The school-level information will shed in-depth light on changes in e.g. school management, 
pedagogical and other practices in response to GAPS. Measuring and carefully documenting such 
changes at the scale (school sample size) envisaged here is pivotal. Further, one cannot, at the outset, 
rule out that improved learning outcomes result from student composition effects in response to GAPS: 
if weaker students either leave or do not sign up for GAPS schools or more gifted students join GAPS 
schools with a higher frequency than in the average control school, it becomes harder to attribute 
learning improvements to GAPS. However, with the aid of in-depth school-level data and data on 
individual student backgrounds, it is possible to carefully assess the merit of the GAPS-based against 
student composition and other rival explanations.  

196. With option B, the repeated cross-section will be complemented by a three-round panel of 
schoolchildren with tests at the P2 and P5 levels. The value added from the student panel is as follows: 
instead of only following schools, individual students who initially were in GAPS and control schools will 

                                                           
54 Notice that we have opted for not including JS2 at this stage for two main reasons. Firstly, and once a follow-up has been 
implemented, one will be in a much better position to judge the viability of later and additional rounds. So we propose postponing 
this decision until after the first follow-up. Secondly, including JS2 will also compromise the quasi-experimental design since by the 
time JS2 tests can be implemented for the panel, control LGAs will have been exposed to GAPS for four years.      
55 One problem with administering teacher tests would be that while the first teachers to be tested would be surprised, rumours 
about such testing are likely to spread like bushfire. Even if it is widely known that tests may happen, it may be interesting to test 
school teacher knowledge levels.  
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be traced over the duration of the panel. Similar tracing was undertaken by Andrabi et al. (2013) in 
rural Pakistan and represents a crucial challenge in the various country studies that make up the Young 
Lives programme. For simplicity, consider the two-round option and assume that we are able to trace 
100% of the students in the panel from baseline to the endline three years later.  

197. The student panel makes it possible to report a richer and more interesting analysis of GAPS impacts. 
For a start, this will facilitate comparing average individual changes in test scores between P2 and P5 
among children who started out in GAPS and control schools. The key question is whether GAPS 
children, on average, make more progress than their control school counterparts. While one can wish 
that the answer is yes, this cannot be taken for granted. Suppose that GAPS schools, as DEEPEN hopes, 
improve their pedagogical and other practices. Along with such improvements in the quality of the 
learning environment, quite a few of the GAPS schools may also decide to hike their fees. In response 
to such a fee hike, children from poor households could leave the GAPS schools, either by permanently 
dropping out or by shifting to cheaper and possibly lower-quality schools in their neighbourhoods. The 
end result of all this, for the panel children, could be that GAPS partly works as intended since the 
average school quality in GAPS LGAs improves. There may, however and simultaneously, be downsides, 
especially for children from poor households. The overall GAPS impact for the average child may still be 
positive: it could also turn out to be negative. This ambiguity highlights the importance and important 
value added from the student panel.  

198. The main messages from the power calculations are that the MDES is 7.2% for school-level variables 
and 6% and about 10% for the student panel and cross-section, respectively. For teachers, it is about 
10% and around 13% for parents. For the student panel, this estimate is based on a high attrition rate 
and the ‘loss’ of 50% of the panel students between baseline and endline (see Annex B for further 
details).56 These power calculations critically depend on a GAPS uptake in treatment schools of 65%. A 
lower uptake will adversely affect the prospects for identifying GAPS impacts and increase the effect 
sizes required to identify GAPS impacts, given the same number of panel schools. In the run-up to GAPS 
introduction in the treatment LGAs it is therefore important to consider strategies for bolstering uptake 
and for closely monitoring actual uptake. One important option, in the event that GAPS take-up is low, 
which will also add leverage to the evaluation design, is to randomise an intensive follow-up of the 
Education Department’s GAPS campaign. This could e.g. involve school-level visits and 
‘encouragement’. Given the school sample size of 320, this should not be particularly costly or time-
consuming. Having said that, low uptake may also be a sign of a weak programme: another possibility is 
that GAPS uptake will be slow initially and then gradually accelerate.  

6.2.1 Junior secondary school impact 

199. The proposed impact evaluation survey design does not include surveys in junior secondary schools. 
DEEPEN is expected to have an impact on these schools through improvement in learning outcomes (as 
the logframe explanatory notes, if not the actual logframe, make clear) and better pass rates (though 
this was not seen as a good indicator given that private school pass rates are high). In order to assess 
learning outcomes in junior secondary schools, the evaluation surveys would need to sample junior 
secondary schools separately, implying a large increase in the sample and budget. This option has not 
been taken because: 

 Spending significant evaluation resources on measuring impact at junior secondary level does not seem 
an appropriate reflection of the balance of DEEPEN spending – which does not include significant 
spending on junior secondary schools. While the impact of DEEPEN on learning in junior secondary 

schools is certainly an interesting evaluation question, it is not necessarily more significant than other 
evaluation questions at the primary level that are being addressed in this framework. 

                                                           
56 We are aware that test score effects are usually measured in standard deviations, but since we are dealing with a variety of 
variables and levels of outcomes, we have opted for reporting effect sizes as percentages. This needs further thinking through. 
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200. This reasoning has been discussed with the DEEPEN team, and not conducting surveys in junior 
secondary schools is agreed. Rather, the rigorous factual analysis will attempt to derive indications of 
the impact of DEEPEN on junior secondary schools through the use of secondary data, qualitative 
fieldwork and a set of assumptions. We will also examine possible reasons that DEEPEN might work in 
primary schools but not junior secondary schools to see if any of them appear plausible. This will not 
produce rigorous impact results in the same way that will be possible at primary level, but should 
provide an indication of the likely impact of DEEPEN at junior secondary level. 

6.2.2 On school and student attrition 

201. Attrition poses a major challenge to panel data studies in low-income settings. For the school panel 
we know that Lagos private schools, much like small private firms, come and go. A key DEEPEN 
objective is to improve the average quality of private schools in general and the schools attended by 
children from poor households, in particular. From a systems level perspective, it is therefore desirable 
that low-quality schools exit, provided that higher-quality alternatives continue to be available while 
remaining affordable. Through the school panel one will, to start with and as noted, have systematic 
and in-depth data on the characteristics and quality of the schools that exit. A Lagos private school 
shutting down in its present premises does not, however, necessarily mean that the school ceases to 
exist. Since many private schools operate in rented premises on short-term leases, a school may simply 
shift to a new and nearby location. For this reason it is important to be clear about how school panel 
attrition is defined and, what is most unusual, at least initially and until more systematic knowledge 
and evidence is gathered, to put in place a survey policy for tracking schools. As already noted, if a low-
quality school exits, this is consistent with DEEPEN’s M4P system-level objectives. While this would 
normally be interpreted as negative and as posing a challenge in a panel data study, it is in this case 
also an interesting and important GAPS outcome that it is immensely valuable to be able to document. 
For the cross-sectional tests, there are also concerns because of composition effects: the average 
school left in the GAPS LGA school panel will be higher quality than before the exit. If fewer, more or 
very different schools exit from control or GAPS LGAs, it becomes harder to credibly identify DEEPEN 
impacts. Another important concern is that being part of a panel can also affect behaviour. In the 
Young Lives data sets, parents and others know who the panel children are and may be inclined to 
single them out for special treatment. If this e.g. involves favouritism compared to the average child, 
this will bias the analytical results.  

202. Turning, next, to the panel of school children, panels of children are now quite common in 
development settings with the Young Lives study as the most well-known example. Between Young 
Lives rounds 1 and 2 – which were four years apart – and for a total sample of 11,783 children from 
Ethiopia, India, Peru and Vietnam, only 105 children were reported as untraceable (Young Lives 2011), 
with a total attrition rate of 2.8%. This partly reflects the fact that considerable resources were invested 
in the tracing of Young Lives cohort children. As Outes-Leon and Dercon (2008) show, the annual 
attrition rates from panel data sets in developing country settings vary considerably. The highest rate 
reported is from a 1978 panel in Cameroon, with about 23% annual attrition. In more recent studies, it 
is not uncommon to have annual rates of around 3%. Attrition is thus, at least in part, a reflection of the 
effort invested and the resources available for tracing the study participants. The main and general 
concern surrounds non-random attrition and Andrabi et al. (2013), once more, provide for useful 
comparisons, but from a rural setting expected to have less mobility. Of the 12,110 children tested in 
the first year, 82% were tested again in the second round. Absenteeism was the main reason that 
children were not tested during the follow-up round. While this attrition rate is high, the critical issue is 
whether the characteristics of lost study subjects in the treatment and control groups are similar or 
not. Andrabi et al. do not observe differences in attrition rates or child test scores or in parental or child 
characteristics between treatment and control groups for the 18% of children who were not tested in 
their follow-up.  
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6.2.3 Internal validity threats and other risks  

203. A first concern is the risk of confounding factors that affect school quality in the GAPS LGAs or control 
group contamination.57 Other DEEPEN interventions in the GAPS or control LGAs could, unless sufficient 
caution is exercised, make it harder to isolate and measure the impacts of GAPS. This poses a threat 
only if such other DEEPEN interventions affect the panel schools directly. Suppose that a school finance 
intervention is taken to scale in Alimosho LGA before the GAPS endline. Improved access to finance 
could lead to school-level improvements that it would be hard to separate from the changes and 
impacts of GAPS. Careful coordination within DEEPEN makes it is possible to substantially limit the risk 
of such confounding or control group contamination: the latter would occur for a unilateral finance 
scale-up in the control LGAs. Should such concerns arise, with doubts about whether GAPS or control 
schools were affected, one can include questions in GAPS surveys about whether, when and from 
which institutions GAPS panel schools have applied for and received credit. Confounding and control 
group contamination can also occur because of non-DEEPEN activities that it is harder to guard against. 
This is more severe if such activities are confined to either the GAPS or the control LGAs. We have 
already emphasised the importance of commitment to the timelines: a quicker than planned rollout of 
GAPS in the control LGAs would jeopardise the foundation of the comparison at the heart of the 
proposed impact evaluation design. We have already highlighted the uncertainty about what a 
reasonable time to expect learning outcome changes from DEEPEN ought to be. In option B there are 
only three years between baseline and endline: if learning improvements take longer to achieve, 
evaluation design B will not be able to deliver. The proposed study provides a unique opportunity to 
provide new evidence about what is a reasonable horizon for a programme like GAPS – and DEEPEN – 
in the institutional context of a private educational market.      

6.2.4 Impact heterogeneity 

204. We have already referred to Härmä’s (2011) study of private schools in Lagos showing that 47% of 
the schools in her sample were operating in short-lease (up to one-year) rental premises. We also 
touched upon how poaching externalities may weaken the incentives for especially smaller schools to 
invest in teacher training and make learning environment improvements through that particular route. 
The presence and potential power of disincentives may thus weaken the expected positive impacts of 
GAPS introduction. A first indication of heterogeneity in school-level impacts will be provided by 
information accumulating on GAPS uptake. Are there systematic differences between the schools that 
respond to the introduction of GAPS and those that do not? If the types of disincentives Härmä’s (2011) 
study highlight are quite prevalent in low-income private schools, the propensity (a) to participate in 
GAPS and (b) the nature of the response should be expected to vary across school types. The school-
level data will facilitate a very careful and in-depth scrutiny of such underlying variation. If the evidence 
suggests that low-income schools (a) take up GAPS and (b) implement changes consistent with learning 
environment improvements – without hiking their fees – it is reasonable to expect learning outcomes 
to improve. There are, though, and as noted, a number of other possibilities, which again underscores 
how valuable and multifaceted this evaluation exercise has the potential to become. Another 
important DEEPEN assumption is that parents will respond to the results from the GAPS grading 
exercise by demanding improvements in their children’s schools. Heterogeneity in such parental 
response is, again, plausible. While this assumption sounds reasonable for relatively better-off and 
more educated parents, it is less than clear – as experiences from elsewhere would suggest – that less-
educated parents – on their own – will be able to make effective use of the information that becomes 
available (e.g. through websites, etc.) and will respond in the manner that DEEPEN conjectures. It is 
thus quite possible that two strong GAPS-related assumptions about supply and demand – crucial for 
the educational M4P to work in the desired manner – may both fail to hold. The parental survey will 

                                                           
57 For GAPS+ it is particularly important to be sensitive to the risk of spillover effects when developing the design.  
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help to uncover such heterogeneity, while the proposed report card intervention may turn out to 
matter, not necessarily in general, or for the upper end of the market, but lower down.  

205. Two other aspects of impact heterogeneity, highlighted in the logframe, deserve attention. The first 
relates to gender and to potential disparities in the learning achievements of boys and girls. At the 
outset, the broad perception, based on what data show, is gender parity in educational enrolment and 
attendance in Lagos schools. This does not, of course, mean that learning outcomes are also on par. 
Suppose that learning outcome differences exist but that they are small. To detect a 6% difference 
between boys and girls one would have to double the present sample sizes – and this is not feasible 
within the current budget. Notice that even in India, where gender disparities in the north are 
particularly pronounced, learning outcome differences between boys and girls are surprisingly limited 
(Iversen and Rao 2011). Hiking the budget to try to identify a difference that is likely to be small does 
not, therefore, seem worthwhile.  

206. Another and more important concern is DEEPEN’s interest in identifying the impacts of children from 
low-income households. For a poverty rate of 50%, separate identification of GAPS impacts on learning 
by children from poor households – retaining the present detectable effect sizes – would require about 
a doubling of the sample size for children to be tested in the cross-section and the panel. Again, the 
resources available do not permit this, and the analysis of the impact of DEEPEN on children from low-
income households will rely on regression analysis of the survey and qualitative fieldwork. The 
regression analysis will be more difficult if the proportion of low-income children interviewed is very 
low, and the DEEPEN and EDOREN teams are discussing conducting early checks on the data collected 
to ensure that this is not the case, allowing some course correction of the survey. 

6.2.5 Quantitative methods 

207. While the above discussion may appear to narrowly privilege quantitative data, it is, as repeatedly 
emphasised, necessary to constantly keep in mind the theory-based evaluation and the need to build 
qualitative information collection into each of the survey instruments in mind. This is, in general, more 
demanding for the enumerators. The household questionnaires for the sub-sample of households that 
will be interviewed will – in addition to capturing education, demography and measures of welfare – 
need to include variables to capture attitudes, aspirations, perceptions and interaction with the school. 
It will simultaneously need to pin down the accuracy of the school quality information available to 
parents before and after the GAPS introduction and the subset of parents who will receive the report 
card intervention if this intervention is approved.  

208. The school panel data set provides a unique opportunity to learn about how private schools, across 
the spectrum, evolve in the Lagos setting. While the Nigerian context will be unique in some respects, 
the opportunity to closely study and track how private schools respond to the new grading system and 
evolve over time adds immense value and credibility to DEEPEN’s learning aspirations. The rollout of 
GAPS will facilitate the first rigorous and thorough assessment of new regulation that seeks to 
stimulate changes that are conducive to learning environment improvements in urban private schools 
in a low-income setting like Lagos. It will also, provided that the report card intervention is 
implemented, be possible to discern whether improving the quality of information on the demand side 
adds impetus, along the lines observed in rural Pakistan, to this expected school improvement process.  

6.3 Rigorous factual analysis for theory-based contribution evaluation 

209. The remainder of the evaluation questions outside the effectiveness and impact of GAPS(+) will be 
answered using rigorous factual analysis of the contribution of DEEPEN’s activities to impact, based on 
DEEPEN’s theory of change. These questions are on the dimensions of relevance, efficiency, and 
sustainability, as well as questions on effectiveness and impact of the other DEEPEN components. This 
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section will not repeat the discussion on the theory of change (section 2.2) or the evaluation questions 
(section 5.2), but will link questions to methodologies and discuss methodologies in more detail. 

210. Table 9 details the timings and data sources for each evaluation question specified in section 5.2. This 
table will guide the conduct of the evaluation, the design of the qualitative and quantitative 
instruments, and the timing of the reports. The subsequent sub-section sets out in more detail the 
approach to qualitative fieldwork, since this is the major additional data source for the evaluation that 
needs discussion.
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Relevance: the extent to which DEEPEN is suited to the priorities and policies of poor households and children in Lagos, the Lagos state and Nigerian federal governments, and DFID 

Are DEEPEN’s assumptions about primary education in Lagos correct? 

To what extent are learning outcomes and school quality in (low-cost) private schools low and perceived as low by 
parents?  

August 2015, July 
2018 

MLA, LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative baseline 

Are learning outcomes from (low-cost) private schools better or worse than government schools in Lagos, and perceived 
as such by parents? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

MLA, LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative baseline 

ESSPIN MLA 

Does school quality correlate with the cost of the school? August 2015, July 
2018 

MLA, LAPSS 

Qualitative baseline 

To what extent are the learning conditions and practices in (low-cost) private schools inadequate?  August 2015, July 
2018 

MLA, LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

GAPS report 

Qualitative baseline 

Is poor learning in (low-cost) private schools driven by pedagogy and classroom conditions or by other factors (curriculum, 
materials, fellow students, etc.)? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

MLA, LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

GAPS report 

Qualitative baseline 

To what extent is investment, management and innovation in (low-cost) private schools inadequate? August 2015, July 
2018 

LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

GAPS report 

Qualitative baseline 

Do parents lack information about school quality and/or find it difficult to interpret such information to make a decision 
about school choice? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

SPoCAPS 

Qualitative baseline 

Do parents make decisions between private schools based on quality? August 2015, July 
2018 

SPoCAPS 

Qualitative baseline 

Do (low-cost) private schools care about rules and standards and parents’ opinions about these when making investment 
decisions? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

School diaries 

Qualitative baseline 

Does the regulatory regime prevent (low-cost) private schools from investing and improving quality? August 2015, July 
2018 

LAPSS 

School diaries 

Qualitative baseline 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Do (low-cost) private schools want to invest in professional school improvement services to improve the quality of the 
education they provide (while remaining low-cost)? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

School diaries 

Qualitative baseline 

Is there a viable market for financial service providers providing financial services to low-cost schools and low-income 
parents? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN financial service provider 
assessment 

Is there a viable market for school improvement providers providing school improvement services to low-cost schools? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN school improvement 
service provider assessment 

Do DEEPEN’s approach and design address the most pertinent educational challenges facing primary-aged children in Lagos? 

Given other education initiatives in Lagos, is a focus on private sector quality the most appropriate approach? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Is the M4P approach the most suitable approach for generating improved learning outcomes through private sector 
education? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Ex ante review of DEEPEN 

Has DEEPEN drawn sufficiently from other M4P and education programmes to design the best intervention set possible? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Ex ante review of DEEPEN 

Are there complements to the M4P approach that would increase impact? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Ex ante review of DEEPEN 

Given evidence on DEEPEN’s assumptions and context asked above, is DEEPEN’s approach valid? August 2015, July 
2018 

All listed above 

Is DEEPEN’s approach coherent with the broader policy environment in Nigeria and Lagos? 

Is an approach to education that strengthens the quality of private (as opposed to public) sector education consistent with 
education policies and strategies in Lagos and Nigeria, as well as DFID? 

August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Qualitative baseline 

Is an M4P approach consistent with education policies and strategies in Lagos and Nigeria, as well as DFID? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Qualitative baseline 

Is DEEPEN’s specific approach consistent with education policies and strategies in Lagos and Nigeria, as well as DFID? August 2015, July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual review 2014 

Qualitative baseline 

Efficiency: the extent to which DEEPEN offers value for money in terms of the relationship between inputs and outputs and outcomes 

Does DEEPEN offer value for money as anticipated in the business case? This should include a comparison with section D 
of the business case (costs and benefits of options), and with the objective of costs of £12.5 per child supported. 

Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

What has been the cost of each major activity and intervention area? Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

What are the costs in terms of schools supported and learners supported? Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Have these costs per school and per learner changed over time? Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

How do these costs compare with costs of other similar interventions to support learning (whether private or public 
sector)? 

July 2018 DEEPEN annual reviews 

Secondary analysis of other 
programmes 

What is the cost effectiveness of DEEPEN and different intervention areas? This should provide a measure of cost in terms 
of some desired impact, ideally improvement in learning outcomes overall. 

July 2018 DEEPEN annual reviews 

MLA 

How does this compare to other successful interventions? July 2018 DEEPEN annual reviews 

MLA 

Secondary analysis of other 
programmes 

Were DEEPEN results achieved on time? If not, why? Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Has DEEPEN successfully developed and implemented strategies, including internal learning, to achieve greater value for 
money in terms of efficiency, economy, and effectiveness? 

Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Did DEEPEN’s organisational setup and management enhance delivery of results? Annual, 
summarised July 
2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Effectiveness: the measure to which DEEPEN attains its objectives as set out in the logical framework, and why  

Did DEEPEN reach its intended beneficiaries and to what extent? This refers to the business case objectives of improving 
learning outcomes for 1.5 million girls and boys (girls as much as boys), and that 30% of these children will be from 
households below the poverty line. 

July 2018 MLA 

Annual reviews 

Secondary data 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Did DEEPEN achieve the expected 6% increase in average scores on literacy and numeracy tests by 2020, including for girls 
and children from poor households?  

July 2018 MLA 

Did DEEPEN lead to improve private sector school performance, especially among schools serving children from low-income households? This refers to the draft logframe outcomes. 

Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to improve their quality? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

MLA, LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to invest in school improvement? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

MLA, LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to improve their pedagogy/teaching practice? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

MLA, LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Did DEEPEN cause (low-cost) private schools to use additional financial services? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

MLA, LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Did DEEPEN cause (low-income) parents of children in private schools to improve their understanding of good schooling? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Did DEEPEN deliver the outputs and activities expected? 

Did DEEPEN lead to improved rules and standards affecting schools? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

School diaries 

DEEPEN Annual reviews 

Did DEEPEN lead to improved information around schools and parents? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

DEEPEN Annual reviews 

Did DEEPEN lead to improved performance financial services related to schools? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

DEEPEN Annual reviews 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Did DEEPEN lead to improved availability of teaching development initiatives and services? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Did DEEPEN lead to the introduction to the market of innovative business models for schools, and supporting services? 
(tentative question referring to the Innovation Fund) 

TBC TBC 

What were the factors contributing to lack of implementation, if any? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

DEEPEN Annual reviews 

How does this compare to achievements in DFID’s other education programmes in Nigeria (ESSPIN and GEP3)? July 2018 MLA, LAPSS, SPoCAPS 

ESSPIN Composite Survey 

GEP3 evaluation 

Impact: the positive and negative changes produced by DEEPEN, both direct and indirect, intended and unintended, with specific attention to learning outcomes for poor children 

Rules and standards   

Does GAPS participation lead to behavioural change at the school level, specifically with respect to (a) teaching and teacher 
management and practices; (b) infrastructure investments; (c) other learning-related practices; and (d) fees charged?  

July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

What is a realistic and appropriate time horizon for capturing such school-level impacts?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

GAPS report 

Does the behavioural change response to GAPS vary across school types?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Are smaller low-cost schools more or less likely to voluntarily self-assess? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Are smaller low-cost schools more or less likely to introduce practice changes in response to GAPS?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Does the assessment of the usefulness and experience of GAPS participation vary across school types?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Do observed changes translate into improved learning?  July 2018 LAPSS, MLA 

Are impacts on learning uniform across school types and do positive learning outcomes extend to schools with a higher 
percentage of children from low-income households? 

July 2018 LAPSS, MLA 

Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

What is a realistic time horizon for capturing learning outcome effects?  July 2018 LAPSS, MLA 

Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Links to other interventions: information and parental school choice and mobilisation   

Does proactive sharing of GAPS information with parents using report cards affect school choice and thus the functioning 
of the private educational market?  

July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS, MLA, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Does any such effect operate with a time lag?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS, MLA, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Is any such effect more pronounced if learning outcomes are included in the report card?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS, MLA, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Does proactive sharing of GAPS results affect parental behaviour vis-à-vis the relevant school (the parental mobilisation 
hypothesis: we need to capture whether, how and under what conditions parents respond to GAPS) by (a) intensifying 
the pressure on schools (voice) through individual or collective action or (b) resulting in school exits?  

July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS, MLA, SPoCAPS 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

GAPS report 

Finance   

Does access to parental savings schemes affect school choice?  July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS analysis (if savings 
schemes rolled out to surveyed 
parents) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Does such access reduce fee payment arrears? Does such access reduce default rates? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS analysis (if savings 
schemes rolled out to surveyed 
parents) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Does access to savings schemes translate into investments and then school improvements in the dimensions highlighted 
above and eventually to better learning outcomes (as per the results chain)? What is the ‘size’ of any such effects and 
what is the time lag with which they occur?  

July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS and LAPSS analysis (if 
savings schemes rolled out to 
surveyed parents/schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Does parental access to a mobile fee payment option reduce fee arrears? Does such access reduce parental default rates? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

SPoCAPS and LAPSS analysis (if 
mobile payment schemes rolled 
out to surveyed parents/schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Does access translate into school improvements in the dimensions highlighted above and eventually to better learning 
outcomes? What is the ‘size’ of any such effects and what is the time lag with which they occur? 

July 2018 SPoCAPS, LAPSS and MLA analysis 
(if financial schemes rolled out to 
surveyed parents/schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Does access to credit for schools stimulate school investments and improvements? If so, in what specific dimensions? Do 
these improvements translate into better learning outcomes? What is the time lag in learning outcome improvements? 

July 2018 LAPSS and MLA analysis (if credit 
schemes rolled out to surveyed 
schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Does providing business training to school proprietors (a) improve profits; (b) change investment patterns; or (c) 
strengthen the learning environment and learning outcomes?  

July 2018 LAPSS and MLA analysis (if business 
training schemes rolled out to 
surveyed schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

School improvement   

Do school improvement activities lead to higher-quality teaching in private schools, including low-fee private schools? 
Does this translate into improved learning outcomes or are other contextual factors more important? Why? 

July 2018 LAPSS and MLA analysis (if school 
improvement schemes rolled out 
to surveyed schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 
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Table 9 DEEPEN evaluation questions, timings and data sources 
Evaluation question Timing of answer Data source 

Do school improvement activities lead to greater teacher retention or mobility? Why? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS analysis (if school 
improvement schemes rolled out 
to surveyed parents/schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 2016, 2018 

Do service providers respond to market facilitation to provide services to schools? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

DEEPEN annual reviews 

Are schools able to implement service delivery improvements without changing prices or paying higher rents? July 2017 
(midline, 
formative), 2018 

LAPSS, SPoCAPS (if school 
improvement taken up by 
surveyed schools) 

Qualitative fieldwork 

Sustainability: the extent to which DEEPEN’s impact will continue when DFID’s funding is withdrawn. The following questions should be answered at the level of DEEPEN overall, and 
at the level of each intervention area and major activity within them: 

Are DEEPEN’s impacts sustainable without further DFID support? Why? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Have DEEPEN built adequate capacity (institutional, organisational, individual) in the requisite institutions:   

Lagos State Ministry of Education to sustain the regulatory activities (especially the conduct and communication of GAPS, 
and the elimination of illegal and unofficial taxation)? 

July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Private sector institutions to continue support to GAPS, to the media, and to schools? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

The media to continue reporting on the importance of quality in private schooling and of standards? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Financial institutions to provide finance to the lowest-cost schools and poorest parents? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Pedagogical institutions to support school improvement? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Are these changes robust to reasonably likely exogenous changes (such as a change in government or slowing of the 
economic growth rate)? 

July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Are any improvements in school quality sustainable without increases in real prices, particularly in the schools catering 
primarily to students from low- income households? 

July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 

Are the changes to market structure that are facilitated by DEEPEN sustainable in the absence of further DEEPEN support? July 2018 Qualitative fieldwork 2018 
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6.3.1 Qualitative methods 

211. Qualitative methods are designed based on the detailed unpacking of DEEPEN’s theory of change 
conducted in section 2 to answer the questions set out in the matrix above. The detailed set of 
hypotheses and assumptions to be tested is set out, summarised by question areas in the matrix below. 
The qualitative fieldwork methodology is both confirmatory (testing existing hypotheses that derive 
from the theory of change) and exploratory (explaining impacts, developing new hypotheses and 
capturing unexpected impacts). Broadly, fieldwork with children, parents, schools and other 
stakeholders (including institutions with which DEEPEN seeks to work and government), is proposed in 
2015, 2017 and 2018. The methods used will principally include key informant interviews with some 
focus group discussions, conducted by EDOREN staff. Qualitative fieldwork will follow the quantitative 
surveys so that initial findings from the quantitative surveys can be used to develop qualitative 
interview schedules. Analysis of the qualitative findings will be conducted alongside the quantitative 
analysis to produce single integrated and mixed methods reports. 

212. The analytical approach to the qualitative data will involve detailing the causal process and 
assumptions behind it as per the principles of contribution analysis. Specifically, this presents various 
‘causal packages’ for each DEEPEN intervention area on the basis of the theory of change discussion 
above, and gathering evidence about the changes and processes of change as per the matrix in Table 
10 below. Evidence from different data sources (e.g. parents, children, teachers, and proprietors all 
referring to the same causal process) will be triangulated to improve robustness. In addition, 
robustness will be improved by selecting different cases and context: for example, by conducting 
research in different school types (large and small) and with children and parents from different 
backgrounds (more and less wealthy) to assess whether the causal packages hold for each case. The 
contribution of DEEPEN to observed changes (e.g. improvement in learning outcomes or school 
improvement) will be assessed against other potential contributions (e.g. discounted school 
improvement services being made available). This analysis will lead to the drafting of a ‘contribution 
story’ where the theory of change is redrafted with evidence (primarily from the qualitative fieldwork 
but also from the quantitative surveys and secondary data) for expected changes and causal processes. 
This story will be discussed with DEEPEN, DFID and ideally the government of Lagos to improve its 
validity. 

213. Contribution analysis does not offer a precise quantification of net impact (this is offered for GAPS 
through the impact surveys discussed above) or a clear yes/no answer about which DEEPEN 
intervention had the greater impact (Mayne 2008). Thus it is not designed to make claims about which 
DEEPEN component was more effective in improving learning. Its credibility will depend on making a 
clear argument from the data collected and on the basis of the theory of change above. The advantage 
of contribution analysis in this context is that a counterfactual design is not possible for the evaluation 
of DEEPEN (except the GAPS component), and without this counterfactual, contribution analysis is likely 
to generate the most credible judgement on cause and effect. 

Table 10 Qualitative question areas, by respondent and year 

2015 

Children in private schools 

Factors affecting school preference 

Involvement in decisions on school choice 

Perceived factors contributing to or inhibiting learning in private schools 

Perceived quality of education in private schools 

Perceptions of change in learning environment in private schools 

Perceptions of change in teaching practice in private schools 

DEEPEN staff 
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Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

DFID staff 

Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

Financial institutions 

Perceptions of profitability of services provided for different school types and parents 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reason for (not) working with DEEPEN schools 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Government staff 

Consistency of DEEPEN’s approach with government strategies and priorities 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in Lagos 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in private sector schools in Lagos 

Key education experts 

Adequacy of learning environment in private schools 

Perception of relevance of DEEPEN approach in Lagos 

Media institutions 

Expectation of continuation of publication of school-related information 

Perceptions of role of media in school choice 

Perceptions of value for media organisations in publishing information on schools 

Reasons for working with DEEPEN 

Parents of children in private schools 

Awareness of financial services supporting school payments 

Difficulties in interpreting information on quality of private schools 

Perceptions of adequacy of information on private school quality 

Perceptions of learning outcomes and school quality in private schools 

Perceptions of relationship between cost and quality of private schools 

Perceptions of relative quality of private schools and government schools 

Reason for deciding where to send children to school 

Proprietors of private schools 

Determining factors of school fee structure 

Implications of investment for school costs including building rents and government taxes 

Implications of investment for school fees 

Incentives for innovation in school management 

Incentives for investment in school quality 

Influence of parents over investment decisions 

Perception of regulatory environment 

Perceptions of adequacy of learning environment and reasons 

Perceptions of changes to cash flow and profitability 

Perceptions of changes to competitive environment 

Perceptions of changes to teacher retention 

Perceptions of role of information in school choice and quality 

Role of regulatory regime over investment decisions 

Understanding of need and value of improving pedagogy 

Use and usefulness of financial services for savings or payments 

Use and usefulness of school improvement services 
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School improvement institutions 

Perceptions of affordability of services provided for different school types 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning in (low-cost) private schools 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reason for working with DEEPEN 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Teachers in private schools 

Career aspirations given training level and support 

Perceptions of changes to investment in school quality 

Perceptions of changes to teacher practices 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning 

Perceptions of learning outcomes and school quality in private schools 

Perceptions of parental demand for school quality 

Perceptions of relative quality of private schools and government schools 

Perceptions of role of GAPS in improvements in school quality 

Perceptions of support to teachers 

Perceptions of use and usefulness of teacher improvement services/training 

2016 

Children in private schools 

Factors affecting school preference 

Involvement in decisions on school choice 

Perceived factors contributing to or inhibiting learning in private schools 

Perceived quality of education in private schools 

Perceptions of change in learning environment in private schools 

Perceptions of change in teaching practice in private schools 

DEEPEN staff 

Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

DFID staff 

Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

Financial institutions 

Perceptions of profitability of services provided for different school types and parents 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reasons for (not) working with DEEPEN schools 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Government staff 

Consistency of DEEPEN’s approach with government strategies and priorities 

Perceptions of capacity to sustain regulatory activities (esp. GAPS) in the absence of DEEPEN support 

Perceptions of DEEPEN’s effectiveness and impact 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in Lagos 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in private sector schools in Lagos 

Key education experts 

Perception of changes to regulatory environment for private schools 

Perceptions of changes to school quality, information and learning 

Media institutions 
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Expectation of continued publication of school-related information 

Perceptions of responses to information published 

Perceptions of role of media in school choice 

Perceptions of value for media organisations in publishing information on schools 

Reasons for working with DEEPEN 

Parents of children in private schools 

Influence of savings and payment schemes over default rates and arrears 

Influence of savings and payment schemes over school choice 

Perceptions of change in private school financial services 

Perceptions of change in private school teaching practice 

Perceptions of change of information available 

Perceptions of improvement in private school quality 

Perceptions of private school investment 

Perceptions of what constitutes good schooling 

Use of GAPS information in demanding additional services from schools 

Use of GAPS information in determining school choice 

Proprietors of private schools 

Determining factors of school fee structure 

Implications of investment for school costs including building rents and government taxes 

Implications of investment for school fees 

Incentives for innovation in school management 

Incentives for investment in school quality 

Influence of parents over investment decisions 

Perception of regulatory environment 

Perceptions of adequacy of learning environment and reasons 

Perceptions of changes to cash flow and profitability 

Perceptions of changes to competitive environment 

Perceptions of changes to teacher retention 

Perceptions of role of information in school choice and quality 

Role of regulatory regime over investment decisions 

Understanding of need and value of improving pedagogy 

Use and usefulness of business training 

Use and usefulness of financial services for savings or payments 

Use and usefulness of GAPS for school improvement 

Use and usefulness of school improvement services 

School improvement institutions 

Perceptions of affordability of services provided for different school types 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning in (low-cost) private schools 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reason for working with DEEPEN 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Teachers in private schools 

Career aspirations given training level and support 

Perceptions of changes to investment in school quality 

Perceptions of changes to teacher practices 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning 

Perceptions of learning outcomes and school quality in private schools 

Perceptions of parental demand for school quality 

Perceptions of relative quality of private schools and government schools 
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Perceptions of role of GAPS in improvements in school quality 

Perceptions of support to teachers 

Perceptions of use and usefulness of teacher improvement services/training 

2018 

Children in private schools 

Factors affecting school preference 

Involvement in decisions on school choice 

Perceived factors contributing to or inhibiting learning in private schools 

Perceived quality of education in private schools 

Perceptions of change in learning environment in private schools 

Perceptions of change in teaching practice in private schools 

DEEPEN staff 

Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of likelihood of sustainability of impact without DEEPEN support 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

DFID staff 

Factors contributing to implementation success and failure 

Perceptions of government support for DEEPEN 

Perceptions of likelihood of sustainability of impact without DEEPEN support 

Perceptions of success of delivery of different DEEPEN components, and reasons 

Financial institutions 

Expectation of continued support to low-cost private schools 

Perceptions of profitability of services provided for different school types and parents 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reasons for (not) working with DEEPEN schools 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Government staff 

Consistency of DEEPEN’s approach with government strategies and priorities 

Perceptions of capacity to sustain regulatory activities (esp. GAPS) in the absence of DEEPEN support 

Perceptions of DEEPEN’s effectiveness and impact 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in Lagos 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN to constraints to learning in private sector schools in Lagos 

Perceptions of sustainability of DEEPEN impact 

Key education experts 

Adequacy of learning environment in private schools 

Perceptions of changes to regulatory environment for private schools 

Perceptions of relevance of DEEPEN approach in Lagos 

Perceptions of changes to school quality, information and learning 

Media institutions 

Expectation of continued publication of school-related information 

Perceptions of responses to information published 

Perceptions of role of media in school choice 

Perceptions of value for media organisation in publishing information on schools 

Reasons for working with DEEPEN 

Parents of children in private schools 

Awareness of financial services supporting school payments 

Difficulties in interpreting information on quality of private schools 

Expectation of sustained demand for school choice information without GAPS 
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Influence of savings and payment schemes over default rates and arrears 

Influence of savings and payment schemes over school choice 

Perceptions of adequacy of information on private school quality 

Perceptions of change in private school financial services 

Perceptions of change in private school teaching practice 

Perceptions of change of information available 

Perceptions of improvement in private school quality 

Perceptions of learning outcomes and school quality in private schools 

Perceptions of private school investment 

Perceptions of relationship between cost and quality of private schools 

Perceptions of relative quality of private schools and government schools 

Perceptions of what constitutes good schooling 

Reason for deciding where to send children to school 

Use of GAPS information in demanding additional services from schools 

Use of GAPS information in determining school choice 

Proprietors of private schools 

Determining factors of school fee structure 

Expectation of sustained improvements to regulatory and learning environment 

Implications of investment for school costs including building rents and government taxes 

Implications of investment for school fees 

Incentives for innovation in school management 

Incentives for investment in school quality 

Influence of parents over investment decisions 

Perceptions of regulatory environment 

Perceptions of adequacy of learning environment and reasons 

Perceptions of changes to cash flow and profitability 

Perceptions of changes to competitive environment 

Perceptions of changes to teacher retention 

Perceptions of role of information in school choice and quality 

Role of regulatory regime over investment decisions 

Understanding of need and value of improving pedagogy 

Use and usefulness of business training 

Use and usefulness of financial services for savings or payments 

Use and usefulness of GAPS for school improvement 

Use and usefulness of school improvement services 

School improvement institutions 

Expectation of continued support to low-cost private schools 

Perceptions of affordability of services provided for different school types 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning in (low-cost) private schools 

Perceptions of usefulness and impact of services provided for different school types 

Reasons for working with DEEPEN 

Services provided 

Typical client profile 

Teachers in private schools 

Career aspirations given training level and support 

Expectation of sustained school quality improvement investment 

Perceptions of changes to investment in school quality 

Perceptions of changes to teacher practices 

Perceptions of constraints to improved learning 

Perceptions of learning outcomes and school quality in private schools 
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Perceptions of parental demand for school quality 

Perceptions of relative quality of private schools and government schools 

Perceptions of role of GAPS in improvements in school quality 

Perceptions of support to teachers 

Perceptions of use and usefulness of teacher improvement services/training 

6.3.1.1 Rigour 

214. A major methodological challenge in qualitative research is the definition and achievement of 
‘rigour’, particularly, as here, when the research methodology should be open to the identification of 
new hypotheses, causes and unexpected impacts. Qualitative research is often accused of being 1) 
open to research bias or anecdotal impressions, 2) impossible to reproduce and 3) difficult to 
generalise (Mays and Pope 1995). The sections below briefly set out the approach to addressing these 
questions, in terms of sampling, fieldwork, and analysis. 

6.3.1.1.1 Sampling 

215. Methodological rigour in qualitative research is not best established through a statistically 
representative sample, because results cannot be quantified and aggregated in the same way that 
quantitative data can be. But as in quantitative research, rigour in qualitative research can be achieved 
through “systematic and self-conscious research design, data collection, interpretation and 
communication” (Mays and Pope 1995: 110). 

216. As with most qualitative research, the chosen approach to sampling is theoretically informed and 
designed to generate responses from small numbers of individuals and groups that are representative 
(though not statistically) of groups relevant to DEEPEN, and which allow some identification of 
heterogeneous impact. Specifically, purposive ‘typical case sampling’ (at the highest level, sampling an 
average school in terms of education outcomes) and ‘extreme case sampling’ (sampling high- and low-
performing schools in terms of selected education inputs, outputs and outcomes) will be used. This is 
not designed to produce results that are generalisable in the same sense as quantitative data. Rather, 
the generalisability of the qualitative research results derives from the extent to which they are 
embedded in a theory of change that has some validity in a wider context. This form of sampling allows 
exploration of what DEEPEN is doing in a typical case, but also performance in ‘good’ and ‘bad’ (likely 
overlapping with high- and low-cost) cases. At this stage we propose a tentative sampling design, to be 
reviewed in the context of the quantitative baseline when complete, and when it is clearer how 
DEEPEN interventions are rolling out. 

217. How large a sample is appropriate? Probably the most effective way to set a sample in qualitative 
research is to do this flexibly, when theoretical saturation is reached – when no new data, categories or 
relationships seem to be emerging (Cataldo et al. 2011). In the present context, there is a need to be 
more specific, and there are resource limitations. As such, the sample will be linked to the number and 
types of individuals who will be concerned with DEEPEN and affected by it, and will attempt to provide 
a reasonable spectrum of education outcomes to inform the sampling.  

6.3.1.1.2 Fieldwork 

218. Rigour and the avoidance of bias in the qualitative fieldwork will be achieved through extensive 
training and the involvement of different individuals in the field teams, so that the teams can provide 
checks on each other. In addition, the teams will keep records of their activities, so that they can be 
linked to the transcripts and analysis. 
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6.3.1.1.3 Analysis 

219. Rigour in the analysis of the qualitative data comes from four principal sources. First, findings will be 
triangulated against different data sources, both qualitative and quantitative. Second, different 
members of the team will conduct and discuss the analysis, reducing the possibility of individual 
researcher bias. Third, the analysis sheet will be made available externally, with confidentiality controls. 
Finally, the analysis will be subject to peer review. 

6.3.1.2 Structured and unstructured methodologies 

220. The first methodological choice is across the continuum between more structured methods and 
more unstructured methods (Cataldo et al. 2011). Almost all qualitative methods are less structured 
than those used in a survey, where only a limited set of responses is possible. Since here it is necessary 
to both confirm and explore hypotheses and to be sensitive to new ones, both relatively structured and 
relatively unstructured methods will be used.  

221. Structured qualitative methods in this context means having a set of specific questions (e.g. ‘have 
you observed any changes to schools management practices? What are they? Why did these changes 
take place’) that prompt discussions in a focus group or are put to interviewees, or which researchers 
answer through their observations. These questions are generated from a set of hypotheses. These 
hypotheses come from two sources: first from an initial interrogation of DEEPEN’s theory of change 
that identified hypotheses to test (see sections 2.2 and 5.2), and second from analysis (to be performed 
once data are collected) of the baseline quantitative data that will generate additional hypotheses to 
be tested in qualitative research.  

 The advantage of these structured methods is that they permit research teams to be specific and 
therefore efficient in testing pre-specified hypotheses. This is appropriate to the extent that the 
research will test hypotheses that have already been developed and are based on a certain amount of 

contextual knowledge of the setting through the research teams, a review of literature, and initial 
stakeholder interviews and field tests.  

 The disadvantage is that they can leave little space for respondents to introduce unexpected ideas or 

explanations and are often not appropriate for addressing sensitive topics (such as fees). 

222. Unstructured qualitative methods in this context means having a set of areas to probe, but without 
specific hypotheses around them. In practice, this would mean having much looser prompts in 
interviews or focus groups (at their loosest: ‘have you seen any changes in the way education is 
provided in this school, and if so what?’), and looser checklists for researchers to observe. These 
prompts are based on less clearly specified hypotheses (for instance areas that stakeholders suggested 
exploring) or on no hypothesis at all. 

 The advantage here of an unstructured approach is that the research teams can capture impacts or 

explanations that were not anticipated, or aspects of the context that were not initially considered 
important but turn out to be. This is the only methodology within the impact evaluation that permits 
this. 

 The disadvantage is that an unstructured approach can be inefficient, as respondents may describe 

changes or explanations that are not directly related to DEEPEN, especially given that DEEPEN is a 

facilitative programme. 

6.3.1.3 Proposed qualitative fieldwork 

223. The evaluation will draw on qualitative fieldwork in 2015, 2017 and 2018. At the 
school/child/parental level, fieldwork will be carried out both in the LGAs where the quantitative 
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fieldwork is taking place and in other LGAs as well to reflect where DEEPEN interventions are operating. 
Table 10 provides a tentative list of evaluation questions and respondents for the qualitative fieldwork. 

224. Fieldwork is proposed with the following groups, for which specific tools will be developed following 
the completion of the quantitative surveys, in order to reflect emergent findings: 

 children in private schools (informed consent required), interviews; 

 parents of children in private schools, focus groups and interviews; 

 teachers in private schools, interviews; 

 proprietors of private schools, interviews; 

 DEEPEN staff, interviews; 

 government staff, interviews; 

 DFID staff, interviews; 

 key education experts in Lagos, interviews; and 

 representatives from media, school improvement and financial institutions, interviews. 

225. Sampling for the qualitative fieldwork can be divided into three approaches. Most simply, for 
DEEPEN, government, and DFID staff, the fieldwork will interview everyone who is relevant (actual 
saturation). Second, for representatives from institutions with which DEEPEN is working, the fieldwork 
will take a snowball approach, first working with institutions with which DEEPEN has connections, and 
then asking them for connections with other institutions that have chosen not to work with DEEPEN, 
and so on until theoretical saturation is reached. These lists will be retained for subsequent rounds of 
fieldwork, but with the snowballing refreshed. Snowballing will also be used for key experts. 

226. The school/parent and children sampling is most complex. Qualitative fieldwork will take place in the 
quantitative survey LGAs, focusing on two treatment LGAs at follow-up. It will also be conducted in two 
additional LGAs, selected to be amongst the poorest LGAs but where DEEPEN is rolling out. Depending 
on the levels of heterogeneity found in the surveys, it is anticipated that in each LGA, qualitative 
fieldwork will be conducted in two low-cost schools, two medium-cost schools, and one high-cost 
school (five schools in total), including schools where DEEPEN’s school improvement and finance 
interventions are taken up and schools where they are not. In quantitative fieldwork LGAs, these 
schools will be selected using survey information. From other LGAs, these schools will be selected using 
DEEPEN’s partner institutions for help identifying where school improvements are taking place, and 
associations for identifying schools where they are not taking place. In each of the 20 schools, it is 
anticipated that four interviews of children and parents will be carried out, together with two teacher 
interviews and one proprietor interview. 

6.3.2 Limitations 

227. The main limitations of the qualitative part of evaluation are presented in Table 11. Column one 
states the possible limitations, whilst column two explains why this is limiting and outlines how the 
impact evaluation will seek to mitigate this.  
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Table 11 Possible limitations of qualitative component 

Possible limitation Why this is limiting 

Inference beyond the selected research 
sites is limited.  

While DEEPEN will be examined at multiple levels of the 
education system, the findings of the research will reflect the 
particular LGAs and schools selected. This can be mitigated to 
some extent by purposively selecting the research sites; 
however, there remains a risk that the findings will be 
affected by the choice of LGAs and schools. 

Given the non-representative nature of 
the qualitative selection of districts and 
schools, the information provided will 
be indicative. 

The qualitative component of the evaluation will offer 
nuanced first-person accounts of people’s perspectives and 
experiences of the DEEPEN activities without claiming that 
these accounts are representative of similar parents’ and 
schools’ experiences. When considered together with the 
representative quantitative results, the qualitative findings 
will provide interesting perspectives on underlying issues and 
factors that can determine the success of a programme such 
as DEEPEN. 

The qualitative part of the evaluation 
covers all four outputs of DEEPEN and 
four evaluation criteria. It is thus very 
large in scope, which leads to a smaller 
sample than in a simpler design 
approach. 

The breadth of the DEEPEN components to be implemented 
at multiple levels will necessarily put constraints on the ability 
of the qualitative research to analyse the impact of each 
component in depth. Nevertheless, the qualitative data 
generated during the key information interviews and focus 
group discussions, taken together with the quantitative 
findings, will offer a basis from which to draw conclusions 
about areas of strength and weakness in the DEEPEN 
programme. 

 

6.4 Research ethics 

6.4.1 Principles of ethical research  

228. Conducting qualitative and quantitative fieldwork requires high ethical standards to ensure that 
expectations are not raised, confidentiality is maintained and respondents are never forced to 
participate or encouraged to speak about subjects that may be traumatising (especially for children). 
The evaluation team will draw on its experience of conducting qualitative and quantitative fieldwork, 
including with children, to ensure that these standards are met, to seek further review where 
appropriate, and to adhere to ethical protocols in line with the OECD-DAC principles of accuracy and 
credibility. Any fieldwork conducted by the EDOREN team will be subject to internal Oxford Policy 
Management (OPM) and Nigerian ethical research signoff. 

229. An important consideration, for both adults and children, when seeking their participation in 
research, is to ensure that they understand exactly what is being done with the information they have 
provided. The evaluation team will seek to follow a set of ethical principles in conducting all the 
fieldwork that has been developed based on experience as well as adapted from the Young Live 
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research ethics guidelines,58 which draws from existing literature on the governance of social 
research59, as well as existing protocols for the protection of children from abuse.60  

 Informed consent: This means that potential respondents are given enough information about the 

research and researchers ensure that there is no explicit or implicit coercion so that potential 

respondents can make an informed and free decision on their possible involvement in the 
fieldwork. This permission will be sought from both the primary caregiver as well as children 
themselves.  

 Anonymity: Given that research respondents share considerable amounts of personal information, 

it is EDOREN’s responsibility to ensure that their confidentiality is maintained and personal 
information is protected for qualitative fieldwork, and DEEPEN’s responsibility for surveys that it 
conducts. This will be operationalised by ensuring that all data sets are anonymised, in the sense 
that all names of respondents are removed before the data is shared publically.  

 Ensuring the safety of participants: This means that the environment in which research is 

conducted is physically safe. The impact evaluation team will seek to achieve this by ensuring that 
fieldworkers are local to areas in which they are assigned. In addition fieldwork supervisors will 

support the fieldwork manager in monitoring local security concerns.  

6.4.2 Ethical considerations when working with children 

The following ethical principles are particularly relevant when working with children:  

 Is participation of children genuinely necessary: Is participation strictly necessary to meet the 

needs of the research enquiry? 

 Recognising that child participants are vulnerable: The exercise should be carried out with full 
respect – children for example can easily be treated as inferior and such power dynamics need to 

be understood and purposefully mitigated in planning and implementation by researchers, 

enumerators and facilitators.  

 Ensuring that the consent of appropriate adults (parents, head teacher) is sought for a child’s 

participation: This is in addition to ensuring that the child gives their own informed consent to take 

part (is happy to do so and is not coerced in any way). Children’s participation in research must be 
fully informed and children must also be free not to participate. 

 Ensuring confidentiality, except in circumstances where a child discloses information about a 

serious child protection concern: In this case the researchers may need to act (reporting, 
immediate protection). 

 Ensuring safety of child participants: If this is in any doubt, at any stage, the activity should be 

halted.  

                                                           
58 Young Lives (2011) Research Ethics. Young Lives Method Guides.  
59 Economic and Social Research Council (2010) Framework for Research Ethics. ESRC. 
60 Save the Children (2003) Child Protection Policy. Save the Children Alliance.  
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7 Strategy for stakeholder engagement and communication  

The following chapter highlights the strategy that will be followed to engage various stakeholders at 
different stages of the evaluation process as well as the strategy for dissemination of evaluation results. 

Keeping in mind the need for evaluations to be aware of the context of development interventions, it has 
been deemed necessary to involve beneficiaries and stakeholders at different stages of the evaluation 
process, including developing of the evaluation framework, tool design and data collection. This first two 
sections of this chapter outline the stakeholders of the DEEPEN evaluation and the ways in which they will 
be engaged.  

The last section of this chapter discusses the considerations that will be kept in mind when developing a 
communication plan for evaluation results. These include (1) ensuring evidence is made available in formats 
and styles appropriate to each of the stakeholder groups; (2) ensuring evidence is available and present in the 
spaces and places that our stakeholders frequent; and (3) using appropriate strategies of stakeholder 
engagement (as specified above) to ensure the evidence presented is used in an appropriate manner. 

230. There are two main objectives for stakeholder engagement and communication that will be tackled 
through its strategy:  

I. ensuring ownership of the DEEPEN evaluation by stakeholders at every step; and 

II. ensuring the evidence generated is used by the stakeholders in an appropriate manner.  

7.1 Role and involvement of stakeholders 

231. Evaluations need to be aware of the context for development interventions including political, 
organisational and technical issues. There is thus a need to involve and learn from beneficiaries and 
stakeholders at different stages of the evaluation process, including the design of the evaluation 
framework and the conduct of the evaluation. This will improve the usefulness of the evaluation by 
helping to ensure that (1) there is a common understanding of the problem being addressed by the 
intervention; (2) the right questions are asked; (3) the questions are appropriately phrased; and (4) the 
methods are agreed and understood. DEEPEN’s evaluation will use an interactive and consultative 
participatory methodology to engage stakeholders at various stages of the evaluation process.  

232. Since this evaluation is primarily intended to help learn about what works to improve education 
outcomes through private education, the principal stakeholders for this evaluation are (in order):  

i. DFID Nigeria;  

ii. organisations (primarily DFID) seeking to improve education outcomes through the private sector 
and M4P approaches elsewhere in the world;  

iii. the governments of Lagos and Nigeria;  

iv. DEEPEN;  

v. international researchers on education; and  

vi. Nigerian education policymakers and researchers.  

233. As a guiding principle, representatives from key stakeholder groups should be involved in the design 
of the evaluation framework and the conduct of the evaluation. This will improve the usefulness of the 
evaluation by helping to ensure that the questions are appropriately phrased and the methods agreed 
and understood. This is the practice and intention of this evaluation. 

234. The focus of consultation at this stage is to ensure that all stakeholders concerned feel involved in 
the evaluation and are concerned with the results generated. Greater ownership of the evaluation will 
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ensure higher-quality research and data collection as well as optimum use of the results of the 
evaluation.  

235. The representatives from the various stakeholder groups will be involved in the conduct of the 
evaluation in the following ways: 

i. Interactive discussions will be conducted with DEEPEN to finalise data collection tools and 
methodologies to ensure all necessary questions are asked and there is consensus on every aspect 
of the approach.  

ii. Rapid feedback of results during data collection will be provided to the local stakeholders including 
parents, students and participating financial institutions. The aim of this would be to validate the 
message coming out from the field and improve the quality of research (OPM, 2013).  

iii. It would also give respondents something back and highlight that their opinions have been 
understood (OPM, 2013).  

iv. There will be interactive problem discussion and analysis with DEEPEN, private school associations 
and local stakeholders including parents, students and participating financial institutions to (1) 
discuss the issues identified through the evaluation and (2) determine possible solutions to the 
same. 

v. There will be feedback of results to DEEPEN, DFID Nigeria and the government of Lagos to ensure 
they are taken into account for future M4P interventions to improve education outcomes through 
the private sector and/or even improve the current interventions if possible.  

vi. There will be feedback of results to DFID Nigeria; international organisations (primarily DFID) 
seeking to improve education outcomes through the private sector and M4P approaches elsewhere 
in the world; and international education policymakers and researchers to help make more 
informed decisions about whether to invest in improving education outcomes in the private sector 
through similar approaches. 

236. This involvement can be divided into involvement during the development of the evaluation 
framework and to communicate the findings. 

7.2 Stakeholder involvement in framework development 

237. Representatives from the following groups will be involved in the development of the evaluation 
framework, in various ways:  

i. DFID Nigeria. Senior Education Adviser Emily Oldmeadow will have final signoff on the evaluation 
framework, supported by Roz Gater and Kristen Hopkins, and SEQAS. 

ii. DFID UK Private Sector Team.  

iii. DFID UK Research and Evidence Division.  

iv. The government of Lagos Ministry of Education, Department of Private Education and Programmes.  

v. DEEPEN. Team Leader Gboyega Illusana, Deputy Team Leader Stephen Bayley and Results and 
Learning Lead M.K. Shams were consulted on the development of the framework.  

vii. International researchers.  

238. Consultative sessions were conducted with the stakeholders to firstly understand the problem that 
the intervention is trying to address or the root causes of the issues at stake. Secondly, consultations 
were also held with the DEEPEN team to understand the exact nature of the interventions undertaken 
and the activities being carried out under each.  
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239. The next step is to obtain feedback on this draft from the DEEPEN team, and improve and submit it 
to DFID for comment, and then to external peer reviewers and wider stakeholders. It is recommended 
that an agreed draft is shared and discussed with key stakeholders in Lagos and London. 

7.3 Strategy to communicate findings 

240. An important objective of this evaluation is to communicate effectively to ensure that the results 
reach the concerned stakeholders and are actively taken into consideration by them. The DEEPEN 
evaluation communication strategy will be developed in line with the overall EDOREN and DEEPEN 
dissemination plans. Specifically, there will be three mixed methods reports for the evaluation, in 2015, 
2017 and 2018. 

241. Our communication will be designed to meet the demands of the different stakeholders that have 
been identified above. It is critical to keep in mind the purpose of communicating the information to 
each different stakeholder as well as their technical abilities. This is necessary to help ensure the 
correct information is presented to the stakeholders concerned in the most appropriate format. 
Keeping this in mind at the start of the evaluation, a detailed dissemination plan will be prepared that 
takes into account each priority stakeholder. The dissemination strategy will therefore include the 
following steps:  

i. Ensure evidence is made available in formats and styles appropriate to each of the stakeholder 
groups. Depending on the reporting format deemed most suitable for the identified stakeholder, 
evidence may be presented in the following forms: summary reports, policy briefs, presentations, 
data visualisation, radio, TV and blogs.  

Our reports and recommendations will be written in non-technical language, supported by technical 
annexes. We will also work with an artist or graphic designer who is experienced in data 
visualisation and infographics to ensure creative representation of data and who has been shown to 
be effective in communicating evidence (Better Evaluation, 2013).  

ii. Ensure evidence is available and present in the spaces and places that our stakeholders frequent. 
We need to make sure that the evidence is present in the spaces and places that the stakeholders 
go (physically and virtually), so that if they are looking for it they can find it and it also comes to their 
attention when they are not specifically looking for it.  

Keeping this in mind, evidence will be made available using key relevant websites, stakeholder 
meetings, relevant conferences, local and community radio channels, newsletters, and local and 
national media.  

iii. Appropriate strategies of stakeholder engagement (as specified above) to ensure the evidence 
presented is used in an appropriate manner. It will be important to feed back the results to the 
stakeholders concerned and have an interactive discussion with them regarding the findings. This 
may be carried out through team meetings, stakeholder meetings, one to one meetings and 
engagement with local and national media.  

242. In addition, the clean, anonymised evaluation datasets and meta-data will be made publically 
available, probably on the World Bank databank, so that researchers can replicate and extend the 
evaluation analysis. The availability of this data will be communicated through the DEEPEN and 
EDOREN websites, and other publication channels. 
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8 Costed evaluation plan 

243. The evaluation plan above has been discussed with the DEEPEN team, and responsibilities will be 
divided in delivering the surveys, other fieldwork, analysis, reports and evaluation. Broadly, the DEEPEN 
team will be responsible for (sub-contracting) the design, conduct and analysis of the quantitative 
surveys, and the other aspects of DEEPEN’s research and evidence activity as agreed with DFID. The 
total cost of this is likely to be £1,370,660. 

244. The EDOREN team will provide:  

 technical support to the quantitative surveys in specific areas:  

 instrument design (approximately 20 person-days)  

 sampling (approximately 20 person-days) 

 piloting and instrument revision (approximately 25 person-days)  

 fieldwork roll out supervision (approximately 25 person-days) 

 analysis plan and analysis (approximately 10 person-days) 

 some additional and independent work analysing data from the quantitative surveys beyond the 

analysis expected of the DEEPEN sub-contracted survey firm. (Though the details are to be worked out 
in the analysis plan, this is broadly to conduct analysis that will contribute to answering the evaluation 
questions rather than analysis that will populate the logframe.) (approximately 115 person-days at 

baseline) 

 qualitative fieldwork in 2015, 2016 and 2018 (division between fieldwork and technical days TBC) 

 secondary data analysis, synthesis and report writing for the three evaluation reports in 2015, 2017 and 

2018 (approximately 120 person-days) 

245. The total cost of EDOREN activities is expected to be £560,000. The total cost is therefore 
£1,930,660.61 

246. This breaks down into approximately the following costs: 

                                                           
61 Note that including tests of P2 and P4 students in the 2016 midline would cost an additional £100,000. Since this is not critical to 
the evaluation, this cost is not included here, but would be of value for a comparison with learning outcomes in the public sector. 
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Table 12 Approximate evaluation cost breakdown 

Activity Approximate EDOREN 
cost (£) 

Activity Approximate 
DEEPEN cost (£) 

Baseline instrument design, 
piloting, sampling analysis plan 

43,000 Baseline 414,403 

Baseline fieldwork rollout 
supervision 

31,000 

Baseline additional data 
analysis 

65,000 

Midline instrument design, 
piloting, sampling analysis plan 

20,000 Midline 376,193 

Midline fieldwork rollout 
supervision 

15,000 

Midline additional data analysis 30,000 

Endline instrument design, 
piloting, sampling analysis plan 

20,000 Endline 571,631 

Endline fieldwork rollout 
supervision 

15,000 

Endline additional data analysis 35,000 

Qualitative fieldwork in 2015, 
2016 and 2018 (division 
between fieldwork and 
technical days TBC) 

206,000   

Secondary data analysis, 
synthesis and report writing 
(approximately 120 person-
days) 

80,000   

Total  560,000  1,370,660 

Grand Total  £1,930,660 
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Annex A Terms of reference 

These terms of reference we agreed with DEEPEN and DFID before commencement. 

WORKSTREAM 1 

DEEPEN EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

Terms of Reference 

EDOREN 

9th April 2014 

 

A.1 Summary 

Education Data, Research and Evaluation in Nigeria (EDOREN) generates new evidence and understanding of 
how best to support equitable access and improved learning outcomes for all Nigerian children through 
innovation and sustainable education systems development. 

EDOREN seeks a team of short-term consultants to design a robust evaluation framework and plan for the 
Developing Effective Private Education in Nigeria (DEEPEN) Project.     

The detailed tasks in these ToR will be refined during the mission on the basis of discussions with the relevant 
stakeholders. The team will interact closely with the EDOREN Project Manager, DFID, the DEEPEN team, and 
other stakeholders in private education in Lagos state. 

A.2 Background 

EDOREN embeds high quality data, research and evaluation in DFID Nigeria’s education portfolio and in the 
education policy of partner Nigerian States through: 

 The provision of complex and long-term education research, statistical support and political economy 
analysis 

 Building national capacities and incentive to generate and use data 

 The provision of better quality information for policymakers 

Workstream 1 will lead to a demonstrable improvement in the quality of DFID basic education project 
evaluation through conducting and providing support to annual reviews and in-depth evaluation of three 
DFID Nigeria education projects: The Girls Education Project 3 (GEP3), DEEPEN and the Teacher Development 
Programme (TDP).   

Effective project review and evaluation is critical to accountability, project improvement and learning for the 
future. Demonstrable improvement in the quality of DFID basic education project evaluation will contribute 
to stronger accountability of projects to DFID, to strengthening the design of current projects, and to 
influencing the development of DFID’s education strategy post 2016. 
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EDOREN will perform strong external review and evaluation functions for GEP3, DEEPEN and TDP. These will 
follow DFID evaluation standards and processes, which mostly include the use of OECD DAC (Organisation 
for Economic Cooperation and Development, Development Assistance Committee) criteria for rigorous 
impact evaluations. 

DEEPEN programme is a five-year DFID funded programme (2013-2018) designed to improve the learning 
outcomes of Nigerian children.   

There are two components of DEEPEN, of which one (the ‘Innovation Fund’) has yet to be finally designed.  
The final evaluation framework for DEEPEN will need to cover both components of DEEPEN, but the initial 
version will focus purely on the second component, which is briefly described below. 

Focused in Lagos initially, the second component of the programme will use a Making Markets Work for the 
Poor (M4P) approach to create an enabling environment for private schools, particularly those that educate 
poor children, to improve learning conditions and raise performance standards across the sector. One of the 
key reasons for the growth in private schools in Lagos is that they are perceived to deliver better quality 
education when compared to government schools. While the limited available evidence from test scores 
supports this view, the private education market remains weak due to informal regulation and a lack of 
organisation and support. 

Its core design, which is directly based on the M4P framework (Annexed), focuses on facilitating change and 
supporting innovation in the very large and rapidly growing private education market in the state, in order 
to strengthen the private education market. The programme complements the other four DFID education 
programmes in Nigeria, all of which focus on improving public education provision. The Education Sector 
Support Programme (ESSPIN) works in six states, including Lagos, to support the government, civil society 
and local communities to transform the management and funding of basic education. The Girls Education 
Programme (GEP), managed by UNICEF, works in four states to improve girls’ access, attendance, retention 
and relevant learning outcomes at primary and junior secondary levels. The new Teacher’s Development 
Programme will provide in-service training for teachers in six northern states.  

The DEEPEN programme aims to deliver improved education outcomes for children attending low cost 
private pre-primary and primary schools in Lagos, and improve current understanding of how sustainable 
improvements in urban, pluralist education systems can be stimulated for lesson learning purposes. 

M4P approaches aim to improve market conditions for the poor by seeking to understand how markets 
impact the poor and by systematically removing barriers in order to increase the participation of the poor on 
terms that will benefit them. MP4 programmes adopt a facilitative role to stimulate market functions or 
players, to promote sustainable and systemic change for large scale impact.62 

A recent review of M4P programme evaluation results found that while a majority of M4P evaluations were 
based on a theory of change, evaluations did not adequately test the linkages in the theory.63 In addition, 
while the applicability of M4P approaches to the education sector is well documented,64 there remain limited 
examples of interventions in the sector working within an M4P framework.  

Given the highly innovative nature of DEEPEN, it is important that a rigorous Evaluation Framework and plan 
is applied in order to test the internal coherence of the DEEPEN programme approach and to weigh outcomes 

                                                           
62 Review of M4P Evaluation Methods and Approaches. Itad, April 2013. Department for International Development, UK. 
63 Review of M4P Evaluation Methods and Approaches. Itad, April 2013. Department for International Development, UK. 
64 For example: A Synthesis of the making Markets Work for the Poor (M4) Approach. Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation (SDC) and Federal Department of Foreign Affairs (FDFA), Switzerland. October 2008. The market development (M4P) 
approach: a summary. Employment and income network. Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. M4P Framework, Risi 
Albania, Partner for Growth. http://risialbania.al/our-work/m4p-framework/ 
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and impact against the international evidence. A rigorous evaluation is required, for both accountability and 
learning purposes. 

With regard specifically to DEEPEN, EDOREN will deliver: 

 A study on the adequacy of DEEPEN’s evaluation framework (Bano and Bennell 2014, draft). 

 An ex ante theory based review of DEEPEN’s project design, reviewing the context in Lagos and 
similar market-based projects elsewhere.  This is currently being undertaken. 

 An evaluation framework and plan, following DFID guidance and using the DAC criteria. 

 Two annual reviews of DEEPEN. 

 An in-depth evaluation of DEEPEN 

These products should relate to each other and be conducted in a context where EDOREN provides advice to 
DEEPEN on monitoring and evaluation. 

A.3 The Objective 

The objective is to produce an evaluation framework and plan for DEEPEN, with a draft by the 31st May 2014.  
This evaluation framework should: 

 Be based on the DAC criteria for the evaluation of development assistance, including permitting a 
rigorous evaluation of DEEPEN’s expected impact on learning outcomes; 

 Meet DFID prescriptions for an evaluation framework and plan as set out in their evaluation 
handbook, Business Case, How To note, Evaluation Quality Assurance and DAC ; 

 Use the most rigorous evaluation approaches available, as discussed by organisations such as 3ie; 

 Build on work already conducted by DEEPEN and EDOREN; 

 Build on evaluations of M4P projects carried out elsewhere (see e.g. ITAD 2013 and 
www.m4phub.org); and 

 Be feasible to implement given the resources available to DEEPEN and EDOREN 

A.4 Recipient 

The recipients of the services will include but not be limited to DFID Nigeria, DEEPEN, and the Governments 
of Lagos and Nigeria. 

A.5 Scope of the Task 

The evaluation framework and plan will set out a comprehensive approach to the rigorous evaluation of 
DEEPEN and its key components, particularly in terms of 1) identifying whether DEEPEN is generating its 
desired impact, outcomes and outputs as set out in the agreed DFID logframe and 2) establishing causality.  
The evaluation framework should also enable the assessment of DEEPEN by the DAC criteria: relevance, 
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  Initially, it should focus on the Cambridge Education-
implemented component of DEEPEN, but should eventually include the Innovation Fund as well.   

http://www.m4phub.org/
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Given the methodological complexity of evaluating DEEPEN as a whole (caused in particular by it working at 
system levels, making a counterfactual hard to identify and its likely heterogeneous impact), it is expected 
that the evaluation framework will use a theory-based approach, including mixed methods (White 2009).  A 
desk-based review of DEEPEN’s theory is currently being conducted by EDOREN. 

However, attention should be given in the framework to the possibility of rigorous randomised control trials 
for particular components of DEEPEN that could be rolled out with delays or with different levels of treatment 
intensity.  The evaluation framework team will need to discuss and agree the feasibility of these randomised 
control trials (or other rigorous evaluation designs) with the DEEPEN staff before proposing them.   

If the evaluation framework includes surveys, which seems likely, the team must propose solutions to the 
complex sampling and fieldwork quality issues that surround surveys of private schools in Lagos, working 
with data quality experts from EDOREN (in particular Mary Strode, Matthew Powell and David Megill).  In 
particular, there is no up to date sample frame for private schools (the 2011 one expected to be 20% out of 
date), and private schools’ catchment areas overlap, making linking households to schools a difficult task (see 
Strode 2014).  EDOREN’s data quality experts will visit Lagos from the 28th April 2014, and the evaluation 
framework team should liaise with them. 

The evaluation framework must also take note of DEEPEN’s existing plans for Monitoring and Results 
Measurement, which are set out in the draft Monitoring and Results Measurement manual.  This currently 
proposes a series of surveys at school and household level (DEEPEN 2014).  EDOREN proposed to link these 
surveys (Bano and Bennell 2014).  The evaluation framework should form a view on the most appropriate 
design and use of this survey, and whether this is the most rigorous way to evaluate DEEPEN given resources 
available, and what else might need to be added. 

Evaluating efficiency and sustainability are notably challenging, and the evaluation framework should 
propose solutions to these challenges that generate viable information.  Evaluating efficiency may require 
engaging with the DEEPEN project and other stakeholders to ensure that they are able to provide the relevant 
costing information. Alternatively, a process may need to be established.  It may also require establishing 
benchmarks for similar M4P programmes, which can be explored on the M4P website. 

Evaluating sustainability may require reliance on a theory-based approach, but may also involve conducting 
research after the project ends.  If the evaluation framework proposes this, it should also propose a practical 
solution to how this could be done. 

The evaluation framework should also give consideration to how the evaluation will be used and 
communicated, in particular how key stakeholders in private education in Lagos will be involved throughout 
the evaluation process. 

The framework and plan will include the following elements: 

1. What is the purpose of the evaluation?  

2. Who will be the key users of the evaluation?  

3. When is it planned to evaluate the intervention?  

4. What are the key evaluation questions, organised by DAC criteria and drawing on the logical 
framework and theory of change, and the initial review of evaluability conducted by EDOREN?  

5. What is the evaluation framework? This should turn the questions into measurable indicators and 
targets, with sources of information for each indicator. 
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6. What design and methods are envisaged? This needs to address the difficulties of counterfactuals, 
attribution, rigour, sampling, and data availability, as well as the resources available for the 
evaluation from both EDOREN and DEEPEN. 

7. Will the baseline data and monitoring strategy provide the data necessary to answer the evaluation 
questions? This should draw on current assessments of the DEEPEN MRM approach by EDOREN. 

8. How does the evaluation approach fit with the existing evidence base in support of the intervention? 
This should draw on the theory-based review of DEEPEN by EDOREN. 

9. What is the role of stakeholders and how will they be involved? 

10. What is the strategy to communicate the evaluation findings? 

The work of the framework team will be split into three phases. Phase one – preparation – includes a desk 
review of documentation, a prioritisation of framework questions and development of a brief framework 
Approach paper and early draft framework, including questions to discuss with DEEPEN and other 
stakeholders in Lagos. Phase Two – framework development – includes taking forward the methodology and 
indicators, developing the evaluation plan and communication approach, and checking facts. In phase three 
the framework team will write up the framework with two page executive summary and Annexes (references, 
TOR, evaluation framework, others as relevant) and submit to DFID for comment by 17 May 2014. A revised 
framework with two page executive summary and Annexes is to be uploaded one week after receipt of 
comments from DFID. 

Following this phase, the framework will need adapting when the second component of DEEPEN (the 
innovation fund) is designed.  This is not covered directly by this TOR. 

A.6 Deliverables 

The deliverables for the DEEPEN evaluation framework are set out in the table below. 

Description of deliverable Proposed date 

Approach Paper  26 April 2014 

Draft evaluation framework 
including 2 page executive 
summary and full indicator 
framework annex 

17 May 2014 

Draft evaluation framework 
including 2 page executive 
summary and full indicator 
framework annex 

One week after receiving DFID comment (expected final 
review submission date - 31 May 2014) 

 

A.7 Timeframe 

The framework is to be completed by May 31.  The time allocations are as follows: 

a. Team Leader – Education Evaluation Expert – 30 days 

b. Private Education Expert – 15 days 
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c. Nigeria education Expert – 10 days 

d. Education evaluation expert - 10 days 

Allocations (in days) for the key stages are proposed as follows:   

Stage Allocation – Days 

Phase One – Preparation 15 

Phase two – Development 30 

Phase three – Finalisation 20 

 

Ian MacAuslan will be responsible for ensuring that the required inputs are made by all consultants in order 
to produce the final deliverables.  

A.8 Proposed skills mix of the team 

A team leader with expertise in education evaluation, and particularly impact evaluation, will be responsible 
for oversight of the review. Three additional experts will support the development of the framework. The 
team will include a private education expert, a Nigeria education expert and an education evaluation expert. 
Additionally, the team will need to have the following: 

 Strong knowledge and awareness of DFID’s high level policy role and strategic direction 

 Excellent knowledge and extensive experience in Monitoring and Evaluation 

 Experience of leading and managing DFID review processes  

 Excellent communication and report writing skills 

A.9 Coordination and Logistics 

Coordination with the rest of EDOREN should take place through Ian MacAuslan.  It will be particularly 
important to coordinate with the team working on the theory based review, on which much of this work will 
draw. 

Coordination with DEEPEN should take place through Ian MacAuslan, but with some responsibility put on the 
team when they are in Lagos to liaise directly with DEEPEN in a way that does not involve over-burdening the 
DEEPEN team. 

The framework development is partly desk-based and partly Lagos-based. Desk-based interviews are to be 
conducted via Skype or telephone.  

Documents are available from the EDOREN Google Drive and the Zotero literature database, and team 
members should have access to this.  For any problems, contact Florian.Friedrich@edoren.org  

The consultants or their firm will be contracted through the Education, Data, Research and Evaluation in 
Nigeria (EDOREN) programme, with a contract held by Oxford Policy Management.  The EDOREN Abuja office 
will provide logistical support as necessary in Nigeria, and Oxford Policy Management’s Oxford office will 
provide support internationally. 

mailto:Florian.Friedrich@edoren.org
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A.10 Additional background information about Nigeria and Education 

Nigeria is a large and diverse country, with a federal administration which determines policy but is divided 
into 36 states. Educational progress in each state is largely determined by the level of commitment shown 
by each state governor and his/her state authorities. The Nigerian system as a whole is characterised by 
under investment in education, insufficient monitoring and evaluation, high drop-out rates, lack of parental 
confidence and pupil literacy and numeracy levels below international norms. 

In Lagos, the education system is both performing and failing: whilst all but a very small minority of girls and 
boys now go to school,65 the quality of schooling and the learning outcomes of children remain very low. 
Therefore, the primary problem for girls and boys is quality, not access. 

Lagos’ aspiration to become a mega-city of choice is built on its fast growing population and vibrant economy. 
The Lagos State Development Plan66 recognises human capital as an essential building block for this future 
vision. State policy deems basic education to be both free and compulsory, but years of failure by the State 
to provide enough schools for Lagos’ rapidly expanding population, coupled with the failure to ensure that 
its schools provide a decent quality of education, has prompted the steady and rapid development of private 
schools.  These now account for 1.5m children (at primary and junior secondary levels), two thirds of total 
enrolment in Lagos, and this proportion will continue to grow in coming years. Current estimates suggest 
that there are now around 18,000 private schools in Lagos, which is expected to rise to 22,000 by 2017.  In 
contrast, there are a little over 1,600 government schools and this number is not expected to rise significantly 
in the coming years. Private schools serve the poor. Recent data show that at every income level the majority 
of households send their children to private schools.67 Almost one-third of children at private schools are 
from below the absolute poverty line.68  

Lagos now has one of the world’s largest private education markets, comparable to those in Lahore and 
Karachi. Credible efforts to improve the human capital of Lagos clearly need to include private education; 
investing in improving low fee charging schools will benefit the poor. 

It is within this context that the DEEPEN Programme is designed to improve the learning outcomes of Nigerian 
children.  Initially focused in Lagos, the programme uses a Making Markets Work for the Poor (M4P) approach 
to create an enabling environment for private schools, particularly those that educate poor children. 
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Annex B Sampling proposal for the DEEPEN project evaluation 
survey 

B.1 Background and objectives of DEEPEN evaluation survey 

The DEEPEN project supported by DFID is designed to use a market development approach to improve 
learning outcomes in the private schools of Lagos State. As the programme rollout is starting this year, a 
baseline survey is being developed as part of the evaluation plan. The baseline and follow-up surveys will be 

designed to measure the impact of the GAPS programme and financial interventions on the quality and 
financial strength of schools, as well as teaching quality, pupil learning and parent attitudes. This will involve 
evaluation surveys (baseline and endline) with a sample of schools, and a sample of teachers and students 
selected within the sample schools to provide an effective linkage. 

Under the EDOREN project a team of consultants is providing assistance to the DEEPEN project on the design 

of the baseline survey. David Megill, the EDOREN sampling consultant, is providing assistance on the sampling 
and statistical aspects of the DEEPEN baseline survey, in close collaboration with Matthew Powell of OPM. 
The consultants first reviewed the draft Paper on Sampling Methodology for DEEPEN Baseline Study, drafted 

by M.K. Shams, Monitoring Research and Measurement Specialist, and Arinze Udenka, DEEPEN Research 
Officer. This report had been developed based on the original objectives of the evaluation study. The 
consultants discussed their comments with Arinze and Shams (through Skype). The various objectives of the 
evaluation surveys were discussed further with the DEEPEN staff, including Dr Gboyega Ilusanya, DEEPEN 

Team Leader, and with the other consultants on the team: Ian MacAuslan and Matthew Powell of OPM, Dr 
Vegard Iversen (Evaluation Expert) and Dr Paul Bennell (Education Expert). Based on these discussions it was 

decided to modify the approach to some aspects of the evaluation design and implementation. For this 
reason an alternative sampling approach was developed to make the design more effective to meet the 
revised evaluation plans and objectives. 

Although it had initially been proposed to try to obtain state-level estimates of key indicators from the 

baseline survey, it was determined that this would require a larger sample of small clusters spread across all 
LGAs in the state, and this would not meet the objectives of the programme evaluation. Therefore a type of 
quasi-experimental design is proposed, with treatment and control groups. The objective is to measure the 

differences between the endline and baseline survey estimates of key indicators for both the treatment and 
control groups in order to compare the trends using a panel. A “difference in differences” analysis will be 

used to determine any significant impacts of the DEEPEN programme beyond the regular changes found in 
the control group. Within the group exposed to GAPS, we will have separate sub-domains for the schools 

with completed and verified assessments and those without, which will also be compared. A further 
experiment will be to divide the GAPS acceptor schools into those where parents receive targeted feedback, 
and those without this application. It is important to consider all of these different sub-domains in 
determining the sample size and allocation. 

B.1 Plans for DEEPEN rollout and identification of control LGAs 

In order for the evaluation surveys to be effective, it is important to follow the rollout plans for the DEEPEN 
project. The first phase of DEEPEN will involve starting GAPS and some other interventions in the academic 
year 2014–15 for three LGAs: Alimosho, Ojo and Ikeja. Given the unique characteristics of Ikeja, it was 
decided to conduct the baseline survey in Alimosho and Ojo so that effective control LGAs with similar 
characteristics can be chosen. After discussions with DEEPEN staff we have proposed that Shomulu would be 

an effective control match for Alimosho, and Ajeromi-Ifelodun for Ojo. Rollout for these control LGAs is 
scheduled for the academic year 2016–17, so they would be free of any intervention during the evaluation 
period. Note that the requirement for a control LGA is that the socioeconomic characteristics of the areas in 

that LGA are similar to those in the treatment LGA. The fact that Shomolu and Ajeromi-Ifelodun are so much 
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smaller than Alimosho and Ojo is therefore not directly relevant. It will however make it more important to 
consider the possibility of spillover effects from neighbouring LGAs. The proposed treatment and control 

LGAs are shown on a map of Lagos State in Figure B1 below. 

Figure B1 Treatment and Control LGAs 

 

 

Normally the MLA tests are conducted at the end of the school year around May, to measure the 

achievement of the P2 and P4 students at the end of their classes. The main reason that the MLA tests will 

be conducted in the autumn period is that there is not sufficient time to roll out the DEEPEN programme 
until September. Therefore the P3 at baseline, and P3 and P5 at follow-up, students will be tested at the 
beginning of the school year, under the assumption that their learning achievement from the previous school 

year was not affected by the summer break. In case there is a “summer effect” on the student tests, it is 
recommended to schedule the mid-term and endline surveys for the P3 and P5 students in the autumn period 

also, at the beginning of the school year.  

The two treatment LGAs will be combined as one domain, as well as the two control LGAs, i.e. it will not be 

necessary to make LGA-level estimates from the baseline survey. This is important for improving the MDES, 
as discussed later in this report. 

B.2  Sampling frame for DEEPEN baseline survey 

Within each of the treatment and control LGAs it is important to select a representative sample of private 

primary schools so that inferences can be made at the domain level. The most effective type of sampling 

frame of private primary schools is a list frame from the 2010 Census of Private Schools in Lagos State. 
However, any private schools that began operating during the four years after the census would not be 
covered by this frame. For this reason it is proposed to use a multiple frame. The 2010 census frame will be 
used to represent schools that were enumerated at that time, and the new schools will be covered in a two-
stage sample requiring a listing of schools in sample areas selected from a separate area frame. For the listing, 
all the private schools within a selected area will be contacted and asked for some basic information, 
including when the school began operating. The list of schools opened after the 2010 census will be used as 
a frame for selecting the new schools. Following consultation with those involved in the 2010 private school 
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census it was decided that the ward would be an effective area unit to be listed for the area frame. Four 
wards for the treatment LGAs and two wards for the control LGAs (listing in Ajeromi/Ifelodun was not 

required as the World Bank has recently organised a census of schools there) were selected by simple random 
sampling.  

B.3 Sample selection procedures 

In the case of the list frame from the 2010 Census of Private Schools for the two DEEPEN and control LGAs, 

the sample was selected systematically with probability proportional to size (known as PPS sampling), where 
the measure of size was based on the total number of primary pupils in the school. PPS sampling of schools 
enables us to provide unbiased estimates of pupil level variables without using weights to correct for 
variations in school size as we would have to do if all school were selected with equal probability (See Annex 
II for a discussion of PPS sampling).  

The same approach was adopted for the new schools from the area sampling frame.  

The selection of teachers and primary students in each sample school was done by random systematic 
sampling to select four teachers from the list of eligible teachers in each sample private primary school and 

eight pupils from the list of eligible pupils.  

For the follow-up it would be ideal to include the baseline sample teachers as much as possible to provide 
panelised survey data.  

B.4 Sample size and power calculations (level of precision) 

In determining the sample size for this type of evaluation survey, it is important to take into account both 

sampling error, measured by the variance, and non-sampling error, which can result in bias. It is also 
important that the overall sample size be manageable in terms of ensuring rigorous quality control. Note that 
the feasible sample size depends on resource and logistical constraints, so sometimes it is necessary to 

modify survey objectives that require a very large sample size. 

The precision of indicators for teachers and students will depend on the number of schools selected as well 
as the number of teachers and students to be selected in each sample school. Based on the survey objectives 

and previous experience, four teachers and eight primary students will be selected in each school. For four 
of the children their parents will also be interviewed.  

In reference to the level of precision, it is important that the sample size provides sufficient power to 

determine whether differences between the estimates of key indicators for the treatment and control groups 
are statistically significant. Since a major objective of the evaluation is to measure the difference between 

the baseline and endline estimates for key indicators, it is ideal to measure the MDES for the “difference in 
differences”. The MDES is defined as the smallest true treatment effect that a research design can detect 
with confidence. Technically, it is the smallest true treatment effect that has a specified level of statistical 
power for a particular level of statistical significance, given a specific statistical test. The methodology for 
calculating the MDES for the estimate of a difference of differences is presented in Appendix I. 

The power calculations below were based on the analysis of the “difference in differences” between the 
treatment and control groups. Many survey indicators are in the form of a proportion or percentage, such as 

the percent of qualified teachers. A proportion is commonly used in power calculations because it involves a 
binomial variable (0, 1) that results in a simple form of the variance, and assumptions can be made about the 
value of the proportion in order to estimate the variance. For example, we might ask the question:  

“What sample size do we need so that the MDES for the change in the proportion of pupils achieving 
a satisfactory learning outcome is less than 5 percentage points?”  
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Note that this is quite a different question from: 

 “What sample size do we need to detect whether pupils’ average learning outcome has improved 

by 5 percentage points?” or “What sample size do we need to detect whether most pupils have had 
an average learning improvement of 5 percentage points?” 

The formula for the MDES presented in Appendix I was used to estimate the MDES of the difference in 
differences for proportion indicators from the DEEPEN evaluation surveys. The corresponding assumptions 
are described later in this section. 
 

Based on the power calculations, a total sample of 320 schools is proposed for the baseline survey, allocated 
as shown in Table 1 below. It was determined that the MDES for the estimated difference of differences is 
within 10% for most sub-domains. One way to interpret this is that statistically significant differences in key 
indicators can generally only be determined if they are greater than the MDES. (However, another powerful 

analytical tool will also be available for the evaluation, referred to as unit-level analysis, described in the next 
section.)  

Table 1 Proposed sample size and allocation by domain and frame for the DEEPEN  
  evaluation survey  
 

Domain 
No. of Sample Schools 

2010 Census Frame Area Sample Total 

Treatment LGA Sample 180 60 240 

Control LGA Sample 60 20 80 

Total 240 80 320 

 
The formula for the MDES presented in Appendix I was used to estimate the MDES of the difference in 
differences for proportion indicators from the DEEPEN evaluation surveys, based on the following 
assumptions: 
 
Treatment (DEEPEN) sample: 
Sample size (n) = 240 schools; 4 teachers, 8 P3 students selected per school 
p2 = 0.50 (proportion estimate from endline survey) 
p1 = 0.45 (proportion estimate from baseline survey) 
ρ12 = 0.9 for panels of pupils and 0.5 for cross-sections 
65% of schools exposed to GAPS 
Proportion of schools with verified GAPS receiving special parent feedback = 50% 
deff (design effect): see description in Appendix I 
 
Control sample: 
Sample size (n) = 80 schools; 4 teachers, 8 P3 students selected per school  
p2 = 0.50 (proportion estimate from endline survey) 
p1 = 0.48 (proportion estimate from baseline survey) 
ρ12 = 0.9 for panels of pupils and 0.5 for cross-sections 
deff (design effect): see description in Appendix I 
 

For the purposes of calculating the deff for the power calculations, the values of the intraclass correlation 
coefficient were assumed to be 0.03 for the schools (in the area frame) and 0.3 for teachers, pupils and 
parents. Since there is no clustering of schools in the list frame, the overall design effects were calculated as 
a proportional combination of the deff from each frame. The variance estimates were also adjusted using a 
finite population correction of (1=sample size/population size). 
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For the estimates of changes in average scores (as opposed to the proportion of pupils reaching satisfactory 
scores) variance estimates were based on the ESSPIN Composite Survey 1 (CS1) results, i.e.  

Table 2 ESSPIN CS1 results 

  Mean  
Std 

Deviation 
Out 

of 

G2_literacy 6.02 5.09 17 

G4_literacy 10.33 8.16 26 

G2_numeracy 9.92 4.98 19 

G4_numeracy 12.87 6.36 32 

 

For the panel an attrition rate of 39% a year was assumed. Based on these assumptions and the distribution 
of the sample shown in Table 1, estimates of the MDES for the difference in differences for each sub-domain 

were calculated using the formula for the MDES presented in Appendix I. These results are presented in Table 

3. 

 

Table 3 Estimated MDES by domain and frame for the DEEPEN evaluation survey 

MDES for difference in differences (% passing) 

A schools exposed to GAPS filling & verifying & parents receiving feedback 

B schools exposed to GAPS filling & verifying & parents not receiving feedback 

C schools exposed to GAPS but not filling & verifying GAPS form 

D schools not exposed to GAPS (control) 

E all schools in GAPS areas 

 Schools   Teachers   Parents  

 A B C E   A B C E   A B C E 

B 9.1%     12.4%     16.1%    

C 8.9% 8.9%       12.2% 12.2%       15.8% 15.8%     

D 9.0% 9.0% 8.8% 7.2%   12.2% 12.2% 12.0% 9.8%   15.5% 15.5% 15.5% 12.8% 

 Pupils (cross-section)    Pupils (panel)        

 A B C E   A B C E       

B 12.6%     7.3%         

C 12.4% 12.4%       7.1% 7.1%           

D 12.4% 12.4% 12.2% 10.0%   7.1% 7.1% 7.0% 5.8%       

NB % figures shown are for difference-of-difference comparisons of the row group and the column group. 
E.g. in the schools subtable the top left hand figure indicates that the minimum detectable effect in a 
comparison of schools receiving feedback (group A) and those not receiving feedback (group B) will be 
9.1%. 

Estimates for the changes in the average scores for pupils are shown below for a comparison of group D 
(control schools) and group E (all treatment schools) only. 

Table 4 MDEs for average scores 

 Cross-section Panel 

 literacy numeracy literacy numeracy 

MDE (marks) 1.02 1.00 1.088 0.742 

%P2 6.02% 5.26% 6.40% 3.91% 

%P4 3.94% 3.13% 4.18% 2.32% 
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The first row shows the MDE in raw marks and the following rows express that figure as a proportion of the 

total marks for each test. Note that the panel estimates for the continuous variables involve the variance 
for the G4 test for the older pupils as well as the G2 test for younger ones. Because the variance for the 
literacy is particularly large, the estimated MDE is actually higher than that for the cross-section.  

As an example, let us say that the baseline estimate for a teacher indicator (such as the percent of qualified 
teachers) is 75% for treatment group A (schools exposed to GAPS filling and verifying and parents receiving 

feedback) and 70% for the control group. If the endline estimate for the control group is 72%, the endline 
estimate for the treatment group would have to be at least 82% (so that the difference in differences would 
be 7% - 2% = 5%) in order to detect a statistically significant difference. However, the MDES estimates 
calculated here are conservative, based on the assumption that the initial proportion estimate is 
approximately 50% (which gives the highest variance estimate for a proportional variable). In this particular 

example the actual MDES based on these values for all pupils in the treatment group panel and all pupils in 
the control group panel is 5.8 %, so the value of the endline estimate for treatment group A would actually 

only have to be 82.8% to detect a significant difference. Sensitivity analysis on the GAPS take-up indicated 
that this sample size and MDE are reasonably robust. 

B.5 School-level analysis 

The DEEPEN evaluation surveys will be based on a panel or longitudinal survey design, where the baseline 
sample schools will be included in the midpoint and endline surveys; we also expect that there will be some 
attrition, but hopefully this will be relatively small. This will provide a high level of correlation between the 

different surveys, which will improve the precision for estimates of trends. It also makes it possible to link 
the records from the three surveys for a unit-level analysis.  That is, it will be possible to study changes at 

the individual school level, such as the increase in the percent of qualified teachers or the average student 
scores, and analyse trends for individual schools. The implication is that it will be possible to detect 
statistically significant mean differences for treatment and control groups that are much smaller than the 

MDES for the proportional variables presented above, and also study characteristics of the school that have 

a greater impact on the trends (differences) through regression analysis.  

Since the distribution of the unit-level difference variables is not known a priori, it is not possible to 
determine the level of the corresponding margins of error or MDES until the ex post analysis. However, 
given the nature of the unit-level correlation, previous experience has shown that the level of precision of 

the corresponding estimates is generally higher than in the cross-sectional estimates from the individual 
surveys. For this reason we are confident that the unit-level analysis will be robust in detecting statistically 
significant differences between the survey domains. 

B.6 Strategy for dealing with school attrition and turnover  

All the calculations presented above are implicitly based on the assumption that the sample and the 

population of schools stay the same throughout the analysis. In fact we can expect to see both change 

through the following effects: 

1. Schools participating in early rounds of the survey may be impossible to contact or refuse to 
cooperate in later rounds. 

2. Schools may close and new schools may open. 

Each phenomenon requires a different strategy to deal with it. Simple non-response can be minimised by 
good survey practice, e.g. dealing with the respondents courteously and professionally, recording locations 
and phone numbers accurately (we would recommend geo-location as well as addresses), and checking on 
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the contact information for respondent schools between surveys. Dealing with the second problem, 
turnover, has three aspects. First we must be sure that schools that appear to have closed have actually 

closed, i.e. closures need to be verified. This will require strenuous efforts to chase the headmasters of these 
schools through their phone numbers. Next we have to be sure that our ability to detect changes is not too 
badly degraded by having a smaller effective sample size; finally we must ensure that turnover does not cause 
our estimates to become biased.  

Let us consider the bias issue first. Suppose we calculate a “proportion of schools achieving a satisfactory 

quality rating” in a baseline survey and a follow-up survey. By the time we get to the follow-up survey many 
of the weakest schools will have closed, which will improve the average quality in our sample of schools even 
if no individual school changes. Although there is no prima facie reason to assume that these effects, or any 
more complex turnover biases, will affect the treatment and control areas differently,  it will still be necessary 
to carefully note the openings and closures that are occurring, and consider the possible biases that may 

arise in each estimator.  

The problem of what to do about falling effective sample sizes is both less complex and more difficult. On 

the one hand the solution is simple: boost the initial sample to allow for attrition. However, this is costly and 
so the appropriate size for a sample boost is tricky to calculate. Evidence from the school census suggested 
that about 1,000 new schools a year were being opened. At the same time we assume that the overall 
population is growing rapidly, so a closure rate of 200 out of 12,000 or about 1.5% would not seem 

improbable. Over a four-year period this would lead to a sample size drop of only about 5%, which seems 
manageable. However, the closure rate of schools is clearly a matter of great importance. Fortunately, 
preliminary results from the listing exercise suggest it is quite low. 
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APPENDIX I  Description of methodology for calculating the MDES for a difference in differences 
estimate 
 
Since a major objective of the evaluation is to measure the difference between the baseline and endline 
estimates for key indicators, it is ideal to measure the MDES for the “difference in differences”. The MDES 
is defined as the smallest true treatment effect that a research design can detect with confidence. 
Technically, it is the smallest true treatment effect that has a specified level of statistical power for a 
particular level of statistical significance, given a specific statistical test. In his paper on The Core Analytics 
of Randomized Experiments for Social Research,69 Howard S. Bloom described the MDES as follows 
(composite from different paragraphs): 
 
The minimum detectable effect of an impact estimator is a multiple of its standard error. Because t-values 

are multiples of the standard error of an impact estimator, the minimum detectable effect is either t + t1- 

(for a one-tail test) or t/2 + t1- (for a two-tail test) times the standard error. These critical t-values depend 
on the number of degrees of freedom. A common convention for defining minimum detectable effects is to 

set statistical significance () at 0.05 and statistical power (1 – ) at 80 percent. When the number of 
degrees of freedom exceeds about 20, the multiplier equals roughly 2.5 for a one-tail test and 2.8 for a two-
tail test. 
 
One advantage of using a panel survey of schools for the evaluation is that the correlation between the 
baseline and endline samples will increase the level of precision of the estimated differences. The variance 
(square of the standard error) of the difference between estimates from panel surveys for two different 
periods can be expressed as follows: 
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 where: 

μ2 = estimate of indicator from endline survey 
μ1 = estimate of indicator from baseline survey 
σ1 = standard deviation for particular variable in baseline data 
n1 = sample size for baseline survey 
σ2 = standard deviation for particular variable in endline data 
n2 = sample size for endline survey 
ρ12 = correlation between values of the variable from the baseline and endline surveys 
deff = design effect from clustering in the survey data 

 

The variance components inside the brackets of this formula correspond to the variance of the difference 
between two survey estimates based on simple random sampling, and the design effect measures the 
effect of clustering in the sample design.  
 
The design effect (deff) is defined as the variance of the ratio of an estimate based on the actual sample 
design to the corresponding variance based on a simple random sample of the same size. It mostly 
measures the effect of clustering in the sample design. Since the list frame involves a one-stage random 
systematic sample of schools, there is no clustering, so the design effect is assumed to be equal to 1. For 
the area frame a two-stage sample is used, with wards defined as the cluster selected at the first sampling 
stage. Also, teachers and pupils are both clustered within schools. The design effect due to clustering is 
calculated as follows: 
 

                                                           
69 Bloom, Howard S. (2006), The Core Analytics of Randomized Experiments for Social Research, MDRC Working Papers on Research 
Methodology, August. 
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 ndeff x  

 
where: 
 

 deff = design effect for the estimate of an indicator based on the DEEPEN sample 

  design 
 

x = intraclass correlation coefficient (measure of similarity of schools, teachers or  

 students within the cluster, depending on the unit of analysis) for the characteristic  
 being measured 

  
_

n = average number of sampling units (schools, teachers or students) per cluster 
 

Table 5 shows the estimated design effects for the different categories of school sand variables 

Table 5 MDEs Design Effects 

   Pupils  

 Schools Teachers crossection Panel Parents 

A Schools Exposed to GAPS filling 
& verifying & parents receiving 
feedback 

1.11 1.98 3.22 1.98 2.6 

B Schools Exposed to GAPS filling 
& verifying & parents not 
receiving feedback 

1.11 1.98 3.22 1.98 2.6 

C Schools Exposed to GAPS not 
filling & verifying 

1.11 1.98 3.22 1.98 2.6 

D Schools not exposed to GAPS 
(Control) 

1.07 1.9 3.09 1.9 2.49 

E all schools in GAPS areas 1.11 1.98 3.22 1.98 2.6 

 
Note that the design effect for schools is quite small because it is only new schools that are clustered. 
The design effects for teachers, Parents, and Pupils include the effect for schools and also add a larger  
effect to allow for the clustering within the schools. The size of this effect depends on the correlation 
between results for teachers, parents, and pupils within schools and the number selected per school. The 
more units in each school the more the intra school correlation matters and the higher the design effect 
is.  This is most obvious with the design effects for pupils where the assumption about inter cluster 
correlation is the same for the crossection and the panel but the assumed size of the panel is much 
smaller because of attrition. 
 
The design effects are partially offset by a finite population correction equal to the square root of the 
ratio of the population minus the sample size to the population minus one. With sampling fractions 
lower than about 5% this correction is trivial but here it is enough to produce the effects shown in table 6 
below. 
 
Table 6 shows the estimated design effects times the finite population corrections 
 

Table 6 Design effects* Finite Population Correction 

   Pupils  

 Schools Teachers crossection Panel Parents 
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A Schools Exposed to GAPS filling & 
verifying & parents receiving feedback 

1.04 1.94 3.2 1.97 2.59 

B Schools Exposed to GAPS filling & 
verifying & parents not receiving 
feedback 

1.04 1.94 3.2 1.97 2.59 

C Schools Exposed to GAPS not filling & 
verifying 

1.04 1.94 3.2 1.97 2.59 

D Schools not exposed to GAPS (Control) 1 1.85 3.07 1.89 2.49 

E all schools in GAPS areas 1.04 1.94 3.2 1.97 2.59 
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Most of the survey indicators will be in the form of relative estimates such as proportions. In the case of an 
indicator that is a proportion (p), the standard deviation is equal to p x (1-p), so we can make a simple 
calculation of the MDES for a particular proportion estimate using the formula above. In the case of 
estimates of proportions, the variance is maximised when the value of the indicator is 0.5 (that is, 50%). 
Therefore we can estimate the maximum standard error using the formula above under the assumption 
that p2 has a value of 0.5. 
 
In the case of continuous variables the variance estimates are drawn from ESSPIN CS1 results (see above). 
 
In the case of the estimate of the difference of differences, the variance would be calculated separately for 
the treatment difference and the control difference, and these variances would be summed, as follows: 
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var = variance of difference for treatment group 
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var = variance of difference for control group 

 
In this case there is no covariance term since the treatment and control samples are considered to be 
independent. The MDES for the difference in differences can then be estimated as follows: 
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Since the alternative hypothesis is that the treatment schools improved more than the control schools, a 
one-tailed test would be appropriate in this case. 
 
 
APPENDIX II  Multi-level sampling with probability proportional to size  
 
The Deepen evaluation survey covers school level, teacher level, parent level, and pupil level variables. 
However it is pupil level variables that are most important for the evaluation and are therefore the most 
important consideration in designing the sample. Estimates for the parameters (e.g. average learning 
achievement) of the various populations of pupils considered are produced by weighting together results for 
the pupils captured in the survey. Functions for producing such estimates are referred to as estimators. An 
estimator is said to be unbiased if the expected value of the estimator is equal to the true value of the 
parameter being estimated. I.e. if the mean of the difference between the true value and the estimated value 
would tend to zero if sampling procedure was carried out and the estimator applied repeatedly. There are 
many different ways of producing an unbiased estimator but all require that the weight of each pupil is 
inversely related to the probability of appearing in the sample. 
 

The probability of a pupil appearing in the sample (p) is made up of two parts; the probability of the pupil’s 

school being selected (s), and the probability of the pupil being selected within the school (ps). Within the 
school pupils are selected by simple random sampling. Ignoring the technicality that arises because some 
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schools have less pupils than the number required for the sample, the probability of selection within a school 
is (np/Nps) where np is the number selected for the sample (which is the same in every school), and Nps is the 
number of pupils in the school at the required level. Note that (np/Nps) is different for every school as pupils 
in small schools have a much higher chance of being selected. If schools were selected by simple random 
sampling then the probability of selection would be the same for all schools ie (ns/Ns) where ns is the number 
of schools selected for the sample and Ns is the number of schools in the population. The probability of a 
pupil appearing would thus be (ns/Ns)* (np/Nps). Note that this probability of selection is much higher for 
pupils in small schools than in large schools so the sample would contain a much higher proportion of small 
schools pupils than the population as a whole.  
 
Suppose the learning achievement for a pupil in the sample is given by Lp and the estimate of average learning 

achievement for a population by wpLp where wp is the weight for pupil p. If wp was the same for all pupils 
the estimator would be a biased estimate of the population average unless there was no connection between 
school size and levels or changes in learning achievement because of the high proportion of small school 
pupils. However the bias could be eliminated by applying different weights to the pupils in each school to 

allow for the different selection possibilities, for example setting wp = (1/p)/ (1/p)70. Unfortunately 
unequal weighting in has the disadvantage of pushing up the variance of the estimator, which is calculated 
using the same weights. This necessarily increases the size of the minimum detectable effect (MDE) for any 
given sample size and so increases the sample size necessary to meet a particular threshold for MDE.  
 
One way to avoid increasing variance is to select schools using probability proportional to size (PPS) sampling. 

Ideally we would want the selection probability of each school to be proportional to its size ie rather than s= 

(ns/Ns) we want71 s= ns*(Nps/Nps) so that the probability of a particular pupil being selected is equal to 

[ns*(Nps / Nps) * (np/Nps)] = (ns*np/ Nps). Because this is the same for every pupil all pupils have the same 
chance of falling in the sample and the equally weighted PPS estimate is therefore unbiased.   
 
Note that while an equally weighted estimate from a PPS sample will produce an unbiased estimate of pupil 
level variables an unweighted estimate of school level variables will be give more weight to larger schools. 
This may actually be an advantage where we are interested in school level variables principally as they effect 
the welfare of the pupils in the school, the quality of the school facilities for instance. However if were are 
interested in, say, the welfare of school owners it would be necessary to correct the bias by setting the 

weights for each school equal to (1/s)/ (1/s) (see footnote for calculation given PPS school selection72) as 
before use of non-equal weights will raise the variance and MDE so we are sacrificing MDE in measuring the 
welfare of school owners in order to get the lowest possible MDE in the estimates for school pupils. 
 

 

                                                           
70 In this case we have p=[(ns/Ns)* (np/Nps)] = nsnp/NsNps so (1/p)= NsNps /nsnp and summing over all pupils 

in the sample gives  (1/p)= Nps(Ns /nsnp=nsnpNs /nsnpNps =Ns Nps 

So wp =(1/p)/ (1/p) =[ NsNps /nsnp]/[NsNps] = (Nps/nsnpNps) = (1/nsnp)(Nps/Nps) 
 
71 Note that in practice we do not know Nps or Nps at the time the schools sample is selected and so have to reply on total 
enrolment in a previous period instead. However unless enrolment numbers in the past are totally uncorrelated with current 
numbers in years to be assessed it will still be possible to achieve a smaller MDE. 
72 Here s= ns*(Nps/Nps) so (1/s) = Nps/nsNps and summing over all schools in the sample gives (1/s) 

=Nps/nsNps) = (nsNps/ns)/Nps)= Nps/Nps) so  

ws = (1/s)/ (1/s) = (Nps/nsNps)/Nps/Nps)) = /(nsNps/Nps)) 
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Annex C DEEPEN intervention factsheets and theory of change 

These factsheets were developed based on the latest DEEPEN documents and in consultation with the 
DEEPEN team. They represent the latest agreed design of the programme. 

C.1 DEEPEN theory of change and assumptions 

 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 6. 
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Assumption Testing measure(s) and mitigation 

Schools want to improve their services and, with better 
access to information and services, will invest in changes 
to increase their pupils’ learning outcomes. 

DEEPEN will measure pupils’ learning outcomes before and 
after different interventions to improve school operations 
and functions. Surveys within the school will also examine 
any changes in behaviour and explore the motivations 
behind such changes. 

Parents will use new information sources to make more 
informed decisions about school quality.  

Recent research (Tooley and Dixon 2013) indicates that 
quality is a priority consideration for parents in school 
selection, but that there is a lack of reliable information to 
support them in making more educated choices. The 
information work stream will therefore focus on supplying 
more credible and relevant information, building trust 
among parents in its reliability, and enabling them to use 
such information to make more informed decisions.  

Parents are able to pressure schools to deliver better 
quality.  

There is some evidence to indicate that one reason parents 
prefer private education is that they can pressure the 
schools to deliver better quality (Yngstrom 2013). 
Consequently, parents’ involvement in their children’s 
schools (including their ability to push for change) will be 
measured at strategic points throughout the programme 
through the MRM system (specifically SPoCAPS).  

The government is sincerely committed to the 
development of better private education. 

DEEPEN will continue to work with the Ministry of 
Education (particularly the Department for Private 
Education and Special Programmes) to advocate the 
importance of private education to Lagos’ growth and 
human capital, and to build local ownership and capacity 
for long-term sustainability. 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 5. 
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C.2 Rules and standards workstream 

C.2.1 Theory of change and assumptions 

 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 13. 
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Assumption Testing measure(s) and mitigation 

The government approves and will fund the GAPS system. DEEPEN will be working closely throughout the programme 
to ensure the government’s continuing support and long-
term financing of the GAPS system (to be evidenced by 
adequate provision in the Ministry of Education’s annual 
budget). 

Data from the multiple taxation research will enable 
schools and their representative associations to advocate 
for a better tax regime. 

In parallel with the multiple taxation research, DEEPEN will 
be working with private school associations to build their 
capacity around issues such as advocacy. 

Private schools and their associations continue to support 
the programme.  

DEEPEN will incentivise the schools and associations to 
continue to assist the programme, both by highlighting its 
potential benefits and by offering capacity support to the 
associations. 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 12. 

C.2.2 GAPS 

Intervention GAPS  

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 1: Improved rules and standards affecting schools  

Budget Allocated NGN19,155,400 for first year  

2. Intervention logic  
Work stream Impact 1.   

Objectives 2. Widespread stakeholder understanding of rules and standards 
3. Improved government capacity to define and implement 

enabling rules and standards 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes  Information available to the public on school grades 

 Government and associations understand the grading system 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  Develop GAPS with Ministry of Education to provide inclusive 
framework that categorises all schools 

 Pilot GAPS in 192 schools and improve 

 Achieve final government approval of GAPS 

 Assess 4,500 primary schools per year to a total of 13,500 schools 
in three years (NB some disagreement between Set Up Report 
main and Set Up Report Annex. Annex figures quoted here) 

 Adapt GAPS for secondary schools 

 Adapt GAPS to include learning outcomes and not just inputs 

 Work with government such that GAPS replaces formal approval 
and accreditation process 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact 1. ? 
2. Number of schools exhibiting changes in competitiveness 

 

Outcome 1. Proportion (%) of private schools (and of schools classified as 
low-fee) that have a more positive view of the rules and 
standards affecting them (cumulative) 

2. ? 

 

Output   ? 

 ? 

 

4. Scope of intervention   

Target Population All private schools in Lagos State, initially primary, then also 
secondary 

 

Geographical Scope All in Lagos State  
Starting with Ikeaja and Ojo LGAs in year 1 

 

Implementation 
Timeline 

 1,500 schools in Ikeaja and Ojo LGAs in year 1 (by July 2014) 

 2,826 schools in Alimosho LGA in year 1 (by December 2014) 
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 Remaining 9,000 (approx.) by December 2016 – implementation 
rollout not decided 

5. Intervention process73  
Selection criteria All primary private schools in Lagos State  

Activities      

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education Private Education and Special 
Programmes Department 
Private schools’ associations 

 

Evidence partners Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Funding partners N/A  

Other partners DFID  

7. Intervention-specific monitoring and evaluation plans  

Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
    DEEPEN Set Up 

Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
   

  

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

 DEEPEN (2014) Set Up Report, pp. 9–10 

 DEEPEN (2014) Set Up Report, Annex 1 and Annex 2b 

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, evaluations…) 

 DEEPEN (2014) MRM Manual 

 DEEPEN (forthcoming) Annual GAPS report 

 

C.2.3 Multiple taxation and capacity building 

Intervention Multiple Taxation Research  

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 1: Improved rules and standards affecting schools 

  

 

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives To conduct research and analysis on multiple taxation and profitability of 

private schools  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Work stream Impact 1. Schools invest time and resource in improving pedagogy  

2. Competitive pressure at all levels of the education market to deliver 

improved education services and better conditions  
 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes Improved tax regime around private education DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  For associations – improved and reliable data on the scale and nature of 
multiple taxation, to support their members and assist with 
government advocacy   

 For government – robust evidence to inform their policy making and tax 
regime reform  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact    

                                                           
73 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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Outcome  Number of tax laws revised to resolve the multiple taxation problems 
identified  

 Number of new tax laws passed to resolve for the multiple taxation 
problems identified  

 Proportion of relevant policy makers that have information on the 
multiple taxation research outcomes  

 

Outputs   Number of schools maintaining diaries  

 Number of schools interviewed on taxes paid  

 Number of dissemination meetings held with relevant policy makers to 
explain results of the research  

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Private schools in Lagos (scale up from the original 52)   

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process74  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

All private schools in Lagos. Nothing else specified   

Data Collection  Refine survey and diary techniques used in the pilot phase to include 

learning and expert tax guidance 

 Conduct interviews to provide information on taxes paid 

 Ask schools to record real-time demands for levies and charges  
 

 

Analysis and Evidence 
building 

Analysis of the data to understand the sources and extent of multiple 
taxation 

 

Capacity Building DEEPEN will work with private school associations to build their capacity 
around issues such as advocacy. (This is complementary to the 3rd 
intervention of capacity assessment and building under Output 1.) 

 

   

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  Schools inflate reports of multiple and illegal taxation in the hope of 

individual support  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
  Revised GEP3 

logframe, 2013   

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

                                                           
74 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  
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C.3 Information 

C.3.1 Theory of change 
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Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 21. 
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Assumption Testing measure(s) and mitigation 

Parents have a partial understanding of education quality 
and how it affects their children’s learning. 

Through the media development component of the 
information work stream and the communication of the 
results of the MLA test, parents will have a better 
understanding of education quality and the value for 
money offered by their children’s school. 

Media houses and organisations will see the opportunities 
for increased profitability through the greater and more 
reliable coverage of educational content. 

DEEPEN will work with media houses’ business models and 
potential corporate sponsors of educational media 
programmes to demonstrate the prospects for increased 
profitability. 

Current underreporting is due to poor funding and lack of 
capacity among journalists. 

The programme will work to increase sponsorship of 
educational programmes and build capacity among 
journalists. 

Improved business models will overcome the tradition of 
‘brown envelope’ payments for media reporting. 

DEEPEN will aim to align credible educational content with 
more profitable media practices. 

Businesses will be (commercially) interested in sponsoring 
educational programmes and content. 

The programme will conduct an initial assessment among 
potential sponsors (especially those that may be keen to 
target low-income communities) to gauge their level of 
interest. 

Policy makers in government will use evidence from 
analytical studies to inform their decision making.  

The communication of findings from the analytical studies 
will be presented to highlight factors affecting key policies 
to facilitate evidence-based policymaking. Activities in the 
rules and standards work stream may also help to build 
government capacity to improve its ability to interpret and 
use valid evidence. 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 20. 

C.3.2 DEEPEN supports the media to improve coverage of private information 

Intervention Media Development   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 2: Improved information around schools and parents  

  

 

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives 1. Work with mass media houses to increase the frequency and calibre 

of educational reporting  

2. Provide additional information to parents to assist with school 

choices or at least help parents hold schools to account 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes  

1. Increased demand by parents for better standards in private schools  

2. Improved policy and legislative environment for private education 
3. Greater profitability for the media arising from quality journalism on 

education that appeals to a wide audience and therefore increased 
sponsorship  

4. For commercial sponsors – increased revenues from sponsoring 
educational programmes that attract interest across their key 
customers and users  

5. For schools – enhanced understanding of how to improve and greater 
involvement and support from parents  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  For parents – improved information on private education  

 For media – improved level and quality of reporting on (private) 
education  

 Increased advocacy by the parents and media to policy makers  
 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   
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Impact    

Outcome  Proportion of parents who made a decision on what school to send 
their child to based on private education information from the media  

 Proportion of parents interacting with school authorities based on 
number of media house partnerships with information provided by the 
media  

 % increase in reports / coverage on private education by identified 
media houses 

 

Output   

 Number of journalists formally trained  

 Number of journalists informally mentored  

 Number of media houses influenced to be part of the intervention  

 Number of business models designed in consultation with identified 
media houses  

 Proportion of business models designed for broadcasting education 
content actually implemented  

 Number of visitors to the online database on key sources of information 
and material on education  

 Proportion of parents with increased information about quality of 
education in private schools  

 

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Media houses in Lagos (TV and radio producers to start with and 

eventually online sources and print publications) 
 

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process75  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Media houses in Lagos. Nothing else specified   

Activities   Baseline survey on current media practices  

 Business assessment of potential players to gauge interest  

 Facilitate a live database of educational information; engage with 

Lagos university to assess interest in partnership to develop the 

internet portal  

 Develop viable business model design with one or two media houses 

depending on the outcome of the business assessment  

 Journalist mentoring  

 Support of educational media programmes  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing partners Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   
Funding partners DFID   
Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific monitoring and evaluation plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  The programme is unable to generate any initial interest in 

sponsorship of educational programmes, not least because of lack of 

data on potential audiences 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

                                                           
75 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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 Programme is unable to establish a sustainable business model for 

quality and accurate reporting on educational issues 

 Sensationalised reporting on the poor quality of education prompts 

the mass move of students to different schools  

 Media development activities improve the quality of reporting on 

education but not private education specifically 

 Training to journalists increases the calibre of their reporting but not 

on education issues  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
  Revised GEP3 

logframe, 2013   

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention documents DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 

 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

C.3.3 DEEPEN helps generate credible evidence to inform policymakers and stakeholders 

Intervention Analytical Studies   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 2: Improved information around schools and parents  

  

 

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives To provide additional information to policymakers  DEEPEN Set Up 

Report 

Intended Outcomes  Improved policy and legislative environment for private education 

based on evidence  

 Improved capacity of research houses to conduct rigorous and robust 

research, building scope for increased business opportunities  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs Improved information to policymakers through media and analytical 
studies  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact  ?  

Outcome  Proportion of relevant policy makers that have information on research 
being conducted on private education issues  

 

Outputs   Number of research studies commissioned  

 Proportion of commissioned research studies completed  

 Proportion of completed research studies whose results were 
disseminated using a planned strategy  

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Potential research houses  

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process76  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Research houses  

                                                           
76 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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Activities   Identification of private education issues to form the subject of 

research and commission the same  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
   DEEPEN Set Up 

Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  

  Revised GEP3 
logframe, 2013   

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  
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C.4 Finance 

C.4.1 Theory of change 
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Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 26. 
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Assumption Testing measure(s) and mitigation 

Schools’ commercial incentives (to make money) can be 
aligned with the objective of improving learning quality. 

Through LAPSS, part of the MRM, DEEPEN will examine 
both schools’ learning achievement and commercial 
models. This could reveal any relationship (correlation or 
otherwise) between schools’ profitability and educational 
quality. 

Education as a sector will be attractive enough in terms of 
risk-adjusted returns for financial service providers to 
increase their lending. 

Many schools operate with a simple and largely profitable 
business model. The programme will aim to convince 
financial service providers that such models are bankable, 
and will aim to reduce associated risks (for example, 
through improved financial management and the GAPS). 

Profits will rise as costs fall (due to reduced taxes and 
better cash flow) and revenues increase (through mobile 
money payments), enabling schools to invest more in their 
own improvement. 

DEEPEN will address key factors that constrain schools as 
businesses and monitor any subsequent changes in 
investment. 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 27. 

C.4.2 Mobile money fee payment pilot 

Intervention Mobile Money   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 3: Improved performance of financial services related to schools   

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives Engage with the financial sector to develop a system that enable parents 

to pay school fees using their mobile phones  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes  For schools – Improved cash flow  

 For mobile money operators (MMOs) – market expansion to capture 

additional streams of revenue as well as access to new customers  

 For parents – increased ability to pay school fees in a full and timely 

manner  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs Increased use by parents of mobile money schemes to pay fees  DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact    

Outcome  Proportion of parents who paid fees on time  

 Proportion of parents who paid full fees on time  

 Proportion of schools with increased school revenue  

 Proportion of schools with more regular cash flow  

 Average decrease in transactional and management costs faced by 
schools  

 

Output   Proportion of parents using mobile money 

 Proportion of parents using mobile money to pay school fees  

 Proportion of parents reporting decreased effort to pay the fees  

 Number of partner MMOs 

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Parents of students in 50 identified schools across 2 LGAs in Lagos and 

MMOs 
 

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process77  

                                                           
77 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Parents with children in 50 identified private schools (separate from those 
in the savings scheme) in the 1st year and MMOs  

 

Activities   Parental Survey (January to April 2014) to understand parental 

interest in and demand for saving products and mobile money  

  Advocacy and stakeholder management – engage with key financial 

stakeholders that may be interested in providing savings products 

 Business model development – analyse level of demand and develop 

detailed proposals  

 Identification of pilot partners and participants  

 Pilot launch  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  The parental survey reveals little appetite for mobile money 

payments or savings schemes  

 After the launch parents or schools prove reluctant to adopt the new 

payment or savings schemes  

 Advocacy and stakeholder engagement activities reveal little interest 

amongst potential suppliers and service provides 

 Finance interventions are successful but the benefits are eliminated 

by increased rent-seeking or multiple taxation  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
  R 

  

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

C.4.3 Savings schemes for parents pilot 

Intervention Saving schemes for parents   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 3: Improved performance of financial services related to schools   

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives Engage with the financial sector to encourage provision of affordable and 

accessible saving products for parents to pay for their children’s 
education  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes  For schools – increased school revenue through increased ability of 

parents to pay fees  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 
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 For lenders – market expansion to capture additional streams of 

revenue as well as access to new customers for educational and other 

products 

 For parents – increased ability to pay school fees in a full and timely 

manner  

Outputs Increased use of savings schemes by parents  DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Intervention logic  

Impact    

Outcome  Proportion of parents who paid fees on time  

 Proportion of parents who paid full fees on time  

 Proportion of schools with increased school revenue  

 Proportion of increase in savings revenue for partner financial 
institutions  

 

Output   Proportion of parents aware of any savings schemes  

 Proportion of parents participating in saving schemes  

 Proportion of identified financial institutions offering new savings 
schemes based on business models developed through the intervention  

 Number of new savings schemes offered by identified financial 
institutions  

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Parents in Lagos (10 identified private schools in the 1st year) and banks + 

MFBs (two MFBs and one bank in the 1st year) in two LGAs. Further rollout 
if successful  

 

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process78  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Parents with children in 10 identified private schools and two MFBs and 
one bank in the 1st year in two LGAs  

 

Activities   Parental survey (January to April 2014) to understand parental 

interest in and demand for saving products and mobile money  

 Advocacy and stakeholder management – engage with key financial 

stakeholders that may be interested in providing savings products 

 Business model development – analyse level of demand and develop 

detailed proposals  

 Identification of pilot partners and participants  

 Pilot launch  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  The parental survey reveals little appetite for mobile money 

payments or savings schemes  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

                                                           
78 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organize this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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 After the launch parents or schools prove reluctant to adopt the new 

payment or savings schemes  

 Advocacy and stakeholder engagement activities reveal little interest 

amongst potential suppliers and service provides 

 Finance interventions are successful but the benefits are eliminated 

by increased rent-seeking or multiple taxation  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
   

  

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

C.4.4 Financial services and loans for schools 

Intervention Finance for Schools   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 3: Improved performance of financial services related to schools   

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives Promotion of increased availability of affordable loans and financial 

products to schools  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Intended Outcomes  For schools – Improved access to formal finance  

 For lenders – Increase in customer base and a large market share 
 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs Increased willingness of finance providers to provide loans to schools DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators  

Impact    

Outcome    

Output     

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Providers of financial products (including banks, MFBs and micro-finance 

institutions) 
 

Geographical Scope Lagos state   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process79  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Potential service providers of financial management training (initially two 
MFBs in the pilot and then slowly others)  

 

Activities   Schools as businesses assessment survey across 50–60 schools to 

understand how they operate / wish to operate as businesses 

including demand for financial services  

 Advocacy and stakeholder management – engage with key financial 

stakeholders that may be interested in providing products 

 

                                                           
79 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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 Business model development – analyse level of demand and develop 

detailed proposals  

 Identification of pilot partners and participants  

 Pilot launch  

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  

 Advocacy and stakeholder engagement activities reveal little interest 

amongst potential suppliers and service provides 

 Finance interventions are successful but the benefits are eliminated 

by increased rent-seeking or multiple taxation  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
  R 

  

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

C.4.5 Services for schools and business and better financial management 

Intervention Schools as Businesses   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 3: Improved performance of financial services related to schools   

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives  DEEPEN Set Up 

Report 

Intended Outcomes  For schools – Increased access to formal finance by schools 

 For lenders – Increased customer base and a larger market share  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  Improved financial management and record keeping by schools  

 Finance providers more happy to provide loans to schools  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact    

Outcome  Proportion of schools able to access loans   

Output   No. of schools sensitised on the need for proper financial and recording 
packages   

 No. of financial providers motivated to offer training packages 

 No. of training products developed  

 No. of schools that have accessed training products  

 No. of schools with reformed financial and recording practices  
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4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Service providers of financial management training (could include banks, 

MFBs and micro-finance institutions) and low-cost private schools in 
Lagos 

 

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process80  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Potential service providers of financial management training and low-cost 
private schools in Lagos 

 

Activities   Schools as businesses assessment survey across 50–60 schools to 

understand how they operate / wish to operate as businesses 

including record keeping processes followed and demand for services  

 Advocacy and stakeholder management – engage with key financial 

stakeholders that may be interested in providing products 

 Business model development – analyse level of demand and develop 

detailed proposals  

 Identification of pilot partners and participants  

 Pilot launch  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  

 Advocacy and stakeholder engagement activities reveal little interest 

amongst potential suppliers and service provides 

 Finance interventions are successful but the benefits are eliminated 

by increased rent-seeking or multiple taxation  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
  R 

  

   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan  

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

                                                           
80 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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C.5 School improvement 

C.5.1 Theory of change 
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Assumption Testing measure(s) and mitigation 

Parents are able to access and understand information 
about improved pedagogy and school practices. 

This will be the focus of the information work stream, to 
ensure the effective dissemination of information that is 
comprehensible by all parents. 

School proprietors will understand the need to improve 
pedagogy and can be convinced to invest in their teachers’ 
development. 

DEEPEN will engage with proprietors (through private 
school associations and supported by data) to persuade 
them that, ultimately, business growth depends on better 
teaching and educational leadership. Specifically, the 
information work stream will aim to bolster parental 
pressure on proprietors for quality staff while the school 
improvement activities will demonstrate that better 
teaching can be achieved at minimal extra cost. 

Service providers enter the market at all price points and 
are able to support the low-cost schools. 

A key aspect of the school improvement work stream will 
be to demonstrate the viability of services to support low-
cost schools. However, if this proves impossible, there will 
be value in developing services for more medium-cost 
schools, many of whom enrol children from low-income 
families. Success at this level might also filter down to low-
cost schools in time as the service providers become more 
established. 

Source: DEEPEN Set Up Report, February 2014, page 34. 

C.5.2 Needs analysis 

Intervention School side demand   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Logframe Output 4: Improved availability of teaching development initiatives and 

services 

 

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  
Objectives To address demand from schools for school improvement services. School 

Improvement services can be classified as:  

1. Financial Management Services 

2. Business Development Services 

3. School Management Services 

4. Education Development Services  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Work Stream Impact  Schools invest resources in improving pedagogy  

 Effective teachers; effectively managed and supported  

 

Intended Outcomes  Potential service providers respond to market opportunities 

 Affordable services available to schools 

 Increased demand among schools for improved pedagogical services  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  Low-cost private schools have more access to affordable finance and 

improved cash flow  

 Increased demand from parents for private school improvements due 

to information provided  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact  Proportion of schools with increased investment in pedagogy   

Outcome  Proportion of schools reporting need for improved pedagogy   

Output   Proportion of schools reporting easier access to finance  

 Proportion of schools reporting access to more affordable loans  

 Proportion of schools reporting demands from parents for school 
improvements 

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Increased demand among schools for improvements in existing services  

Geographical Scope Lagos State   
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Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process81  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Low-cost private schools in Lagos (no more specified)   

Activities   

 Schools as businesses work stream under the finance intervention is 

used to address the demand for ‘financial management’ and 

‘business management’ services  

 Information work stream is used to address the demand for ‘school 

management’ and ‘education development’ service   

 Alongside the information work stream, MLA test scores will be used 

to capture information on learning outcomes across schools and will 

be publicly available. It is expected to stimulate competition amongst 

private schools to improve their practice and increase their offering  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  Service providers participating only use their improved capacity to 

develop training programmes for high-cost schools 

 A culture of rent-seeking around training programmes emerges  

 As teachers in low-cost private schools receive training they leave to 

move to medium- – high-cost schools to receive better salaries 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan   

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  

 

C.5.3 Work with schools, associations and services providers to develop greater awareness, 
understanding and capacity to improve pedagogy 

Intervention Supporting Supply Side   

1. Current alignment with overall programme design Source 
Output Log frame Output 4: Improved availability of teaching development initiatives and 

services 

 

Budget Allocated   

2. Intervention logic  

                                                           
81 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 
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Objectives Support supply of school improvement services: identify and work with 
potential service providers to develop pilot programmes to address any 
gaps and increase educational quality  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Work Stream Impact  Schools invest resources in improving pedagogy  

 Effective teachers; effectively managed and supported  

 

Intended Outcomes  Potential service providers respond to market opportunities 

 Affordable services available to schools 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report 

Outputs  Associations and service providers have greater incentives and 

capacity to deliver school improvement services  

 Schools understand, accept and value better teaching  

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

3. Indicators   

Impact  Proportion of schools that undertook training demonstrating improved 
MLA results  

 

Outcome  Proportion of identified service providers providing customised 
pedagogy improvement services for low-cost private schools  

 Proportion of schools undertaking pedagogical trainings from the pilot 
service providers 

 

Output   Number of stakeholder meetings carried out   

 Number of potential providers identified for the pilots  

 Number of schools motivated on the importance of pedagogical 
trainings  

 

4. Scope of intervention  
Target Population Low-cost private schools in Lagos and identified service providers (no 

specifics mentioned) 
 

Geographical Scope Lagos State   

Implementation 
Timeline 

  

5. Intervention process82  
Targeting/Selection 
Criteria 

Low-cost private schools in Lagos and identified service providers (no 
specifics mentioned)  

 

Activities   

 Stakeholder engagement – engage with potential service providers to 

advocate the benefits of delivering such services including Ministry of 

Education, Lagos School Online, civil society organisations, state 

school improvement teams, etc.  

 Service providers survey (Feb–May 2014) – detailed mapping of 

current providers and their model, e.g. how do they train, do they 

promote best pedagogical practice, etc. This is following the schools 

for businesses assessment.  

 Development of school improvement pilots – identify partners and 

develop schemes to promote improved school practices and 

pedagogy.  

 Pilot launch (September 2014)  

 

   

6. Intervention stakeholders  
Implementing 
partners 

Lagos State Ministry of Education  

Evidence partners Not applicable   

Funding partners DFID   

Other partners   

7. Intervention-specific M&E plans  
Internal   

                                                           
82 The intervention process presents key aspects of what the intervention is supposed to do (activities), how it will organise this and 
how it will reach the target population. The aspects discussed may vary from intervention to intervention. 



DEEPEN evaluation framework and plan – FINAL VERSION 

EDOREN – Education Data, Research and Evaluation in Nigeria 138 

External    

8. Identified intervention risks  
  Service providers participating only use their improved capacity to 

develop training programmes for high-cost schools 

 A culture of rent-seeking around training programmes emerges  

 As teachers in low-cost private schools receive training they leave to 

move to medium- – high-cost schools to receive better salaries 

DEEPEN Set Up 
Report  

9. Directly influencing interventions  
   

10. Reference documents  
Intervention 
documents 

DEEPEN Set Up Report 2014 
 
LoCoPE Programme Implementation Plan   

 

Evidence documents 
(studies, 
evaluations…) 

DEEPEN MRM Manual  
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Annex D Principles, standards and criteria guiding DEEPEN’s 
evaluation 

247. In order to inform DEEPEN’s development, provide accountability and learn for other contexts, it is 
necessary to ensure that the information being generated as a result of the evaluation is of the highest 
quality and can be depended upon. To ensure this, certain principles, standards and criteria for 
evaluations have over the years been defined by the international community and the DEEPEN 
evaluation will adhere to these.  

D.1 DAC evaluation principles 

D.1.1 Impartiality and Independence  

248. Impartiality and independence must exist at every stage of the evaluation process. The evaluation 
should be impartial and independent from the process concerned with policy making, delivery and 
management of the development assistance being evaluated. Impartiality increases the credibility of 
the evaluation and avoids bias in findings. Independence provides legitimacy to the evaluation and 
reduces scope for conflict of interest.  

249. The institutional setup of the evaluation must be such to ensure that the evaluation is being carried 
out by those who are independent of the design and implementation of the processes being evaluated. 
Governance arrangements for management and quality assurance are key to maintaining 
independence and impartiality (DFID 2013).  

D.1.2 Credibility  

250. Credibility of an evaluation depends on (1) the expertise of the evaluators (critical in affecting the 
suitability of evaluation methods proposed) and (2) transparency of the evaluation. Efforts must be 
made to keep the evaluation process as open as possible, with the results publicly available. 
Evaluations must be undertaken with a view to sharing lessons learned publicly and encouraging 
accountability; this includes publication of data, processes and findings. It should be possible to revisit 
and reanalyse primary data that have led to evaluation findings (DFID 2013). A distinction must also be 
made between findings and recommendations, with relevant information included to support findings 
(OECD, 1991).  

D.1.3 Usefulness  

251. Evaluation findings must be perceived as relevant and useful and be presented in a clear and concise 
manner. They must reflect the needs and interests of the various development practitioners involved 
and be easily accessible. Evaluations must also be timely so the evidence they generate are available at 
the point in time it will be most useful for informing decision making. Adhering to the DAC principle of 
utility DFID measures utility by:  

i. timelines ensuring that the evaluation reports are produced at relevant points in the policy and 
programme cycle; 

ii. relevance: ensuring this by asking the questions to which users want to know the answers; and 

iii. quality – ensuring that the evaluation is credible, reliable and can be used for decision making.  
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D.1.4 Participation of donors and recipients  

252. Donors and participants should be involved in the evaluation as far as possible. Participation 
increases the quality of the evaluation and gives all parties concerned an opportunity for learning by 
doing and for increasing their capacity.  

D.2 DFID evaluation standards 

D.2.1 Quality standards 

253. EDOREN will adhere to OECD’s DACs quality standards for evaluation when designing and executing 
DEEPEN’s evaluation. Quality standards are related to every aspect of the evaluation: (1) overarching 
approach, (2) planning and design, and (3) implementation and management  

D.2.2 Ethics  

254. Evaluation must abide by relevant professional and ethical guidelines and codes of conduct for 
individual evaluators. Evaluators must be mindful of gender roles, ethnicity, ability, age, sexual 
orientation, language and other differences when designing and carrying out the evaluation (DAC 
Standards, 1994). DFID has drawn up its own principles for ensuring high standards of ethics in research 
and evaluations, which will be adhered to as part of the DEEPEN evaluation (DFID, 2011). These include:  

i. Researchers and evaluators are responsible for identifying the need for and securing necessary 
ethics approval for the study they are undertaking. 

ii. Research and evaluation must be relevant and of high quality with clear value. 

iii. Researchers and evaluators should avoid harm to participants in studies. 

iv. Participation in research and evaluation must be voluntary and free from any external pressure.  

v. Ensure confidentiality of information, privacy and anonymity of participants.  

vi. Respect cultural sensitivities. 

vii. Adhere to UK human rights law.  

viii. Publish and communicate all research and evaluation results.  

ix. Research and evaluation must be independent of those implementing the programme.  

x. Place particular emphasis on participation of women and other social excluded groups.  

D.3 DAC evaluation criteria  

255. There are five criteria set out by DAC that should be applied to evaluations. Such criteria are the 
parameters based on which the information generated by the evaluation is weighed. The importance 
given to each of these criteria in the evaluation will depend on the programme being evaluated and its 
objectives.  These criteria are used to structure the evaluation questions in section 4, in line with the 
proposal in EDOREN’s inception report (EDOREN 2013). 

D.3.1 Relevance  

256. This refers to the extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities of the target group, 
recipient and donor. The following questions may be considered:  

i. To what extent are objectives of the programme still valid? 

ii. Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the overall goal and the attainment 
of its objectives?  

iii. Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the intended impacts and effects? 
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D.3.2 Effectiveness 

257. This is a measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains its objectives. The following questions 
may be considered:  

i. To what extent were the objectives achieved / are the objectives likely to be achieved? 

ii. What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the objectives? 

D.3.3 Efficiency 

258. Efficiency of an evaluation is a measure of outputs – qualitative and quantitative – relative to inputs. 
It is used to determine whether the most efficient approach has been used to achieve programme 
outputs. This often requires a comparison of different approaches to achieving the same outputs. 
Potential questions include: 

i. Were activities cost-efficient? 

ii. Were objectives achieved on time? 

iii. Was the programme or project implemented in the most efficient way compared to alternatives? 

D.3.4 Impact 

259. This refers to the positive and negative changes produced by a development intervention, directly or 
indirectly, intended or unintended. This involves the main impacts resulting from the activity on the 
local social, economic, environmental and other development indicators. Intended and unintended 
effects must be taken into account. Broad questions such as the following may be considered: 

i. What has happened as a result of the programme or project? 

ii. What real difference has the activity made to the beneficiaries? 

iii. How many people have been affected? 

D.3.5 Sustainability  

260. Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity are likely to continue 
after donor funding has been withdrawn. This refers to environmental, institutional and financial 
sustainability. The following questions may be considered:  

i. To what extent did the benefits of a programme or project continue after donor funding ceased? 

ii. What were the major factors which influenced the achievement or non-achievement of 
sustainability of the programme or project? 


