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Abstract 
 

This present study was conducted on behalf of the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies 

(CHEPS) as a pilot study in order to develop a valid and reliable instrument that could 

measure the impact of the International Fellowships Program (IFP) in the area of education of 

countries selected in the program. IFP is an educational program that provides fellowships for 

graduates who lack access to post-graduate education and who are resident of developing 

countries or territories.  

The instrument (IFP Ed-instrument) was developed through four steps. In the first step, 11 

indicators and 23 variables were pre-selected from literature and interviews conducted with 

academics and practitioners specialized in the field of education as well as experts in the field 

of impact assessment. A two rounds Delphi method was used in the second step to evaluate 

the relevance and measurability of the pre-selected indicators and variables. Evaluations were 

conducted with experts through mail questionnaires in the first round and through structured 

interviews in the second round. Content validity indexes (I-CVI) and content validity ratio’s 

(CVR) were then computed for each of these individual indicators and variable. The content 

validity of the overall IFP Ed-instrument was estimated in the third step by experts through 

mail questionnaires. The Fleiss multiple rater kappa was then computed to estimate the degree 

of agreement between experts during the third step. Following refinement the IFP Ed-

instrument was further field tested through mail questionnaires in Senegal in the fourth step. 

Results of this sudy show that seven indicators and 21 variables are content valid measures of 

outcomes and impacts of IFP with I-CVI values higher than 0,78 and CVR values higher than 

0,75. The developed IFP Ed-instrument was found content valid by consulted expert with a 

multiple rater Fleiss kappa value of 0,36.  

It is recommended to further field test the IFP Ed-instrument in triangulation studies in order 

to establish its construct validity and its reliability.  
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Introduction 
Fellowships are programs that provide training to individuals in specific fields of studies that 

are relevant to them and that match with the training needs of their countries (Aguirre 

International, 2004; Boeren, 2005; CIDA, 2005; Rotem, Zinovieff & Goubarev, 2010; 

USAID, 1995). The general objective of fellowship programs is to help recipient countries to 

address their economic and social development issues by increasing their pool of qualified 

people (Strömbom, 1989). Donors invest high costs in fellowships and expect alumni to 

strengthen organizations’ and institutions’ performances beyond individual benefits from 

training (Boeren, Bakhuisen, Christian-Mak, Musch & Pettersen, 2008). Despite high 

investment, evaluation of fellowship is still the “Achilles heel” of many organizations (Rotem 

et al., 2010; Krasulin, Ouedraogo & Quijano, 1998). Few evaluations of scholarship and 

fellowship schemes have been conducted by donor agencies around the world (Boeren, 2005; 

Norad, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010). External reviews or evaluations are seldom undertaken and 

only tracer studies that focus, for example, on alumni degree attainment and alumni return in 

own country are occasionally conducted (Boeren, 2005). Little is therefore known about 

evaluation of the impact of fellowship programs (Boeren, 2005; Norad, 2005; Lamont, 2002; 

Searle, Hatem, Perkowski & Wilkerson, 2006). However, in recent years evaluation of 

fellowship programs received more attention by agencies because of accountability demands 

of donors and in order to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the programs (Boeren et 

al., 2008; Zinovieff, 2008). This present study builds on evaluation practices of fellowship 

donor agencies in order to develop a valid and reliable instrument that could assess the impact 

of the International Fellowships Program (IFP) in the area of education.                    

 

The International Fellowships Program (IFP) 

The International Fellowships Program (IFP) is an educational program that provides 

fellowships for graduates who lack access to post-graduate education and who are resident of 

one of the 22 developing countries or territories selected by the program. IFP was launched in 

2001 with a grant of the Ford Foundation (IFP, n.d.a). From 2001 to the time this research 

was conducted, IFP has given fellowships to more than 4300 academics (IFP, n.d.d). The core 

objective of the International Fellowship Program (IFP) is to “provide opportunities for 

postgraduate study to outstanding individuals from social groups and communities that lack 

systematic access to higher education in IFP countries and to enable them to become social 

change leaders in their fields” (Enders, Theisens & Westerheijden, 2005, p.7). IFP expects to 

address social injustice, to promote community development, and to promote access to higher 

education in its selected countries (IFP, n.d.b). IFP – through organizations/institutions in 

selected countries - makes an effort to reach out and to select potential future leaders and role 

models, male and female, from social groups that otherwise lack opportunities to accede 

higher education (IFP, n.d.c). In doing so, the program aims to diversify the “leadership pool 

with individuals from marginalized and disadvantaged communities” (Enders & de Boer, 

2002, p.33) with the following goals in mind:  

 

At individual level 

- Provide opportunities for advanced study to excluded individuals who will use this 

education to become leaders in their respective fields in their home countries 

 

At institutional level 

- Strengthen the development of organizational networks for educational service 

provision 

- Have an impact on other fellowships programs 
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At system level 

- Further development in the fellows’ home countries 

- Enhance economic and social justice worldwide 

- Stimulate the public debate on access to higher education in the fellows’ home 

countries 

- Contribute to research and public policy on social returns to higher education 

- Diversify the leadership pool with individuals from marginalized and disadvantaged 

communities 

- Strengthen the link between education and development 

- Promote global citizenship. 

 

To meet such goals, the program targets graduates from disadvantaged communities who 

commit themselves to address social issues in their communities and who have some 

leadership capacity. Therefore, selected fellows are individuals with some experience in 

community service or development-related activities; that possess some leadership potential; 

and that clearly state to serve their communities and countries of origin after the end of the 

fellowship (IFP, n.d.b). Further, IFP enables these fellows to get access to post-graduate 

education in higher education institutions of their own choice worldwide including higher 

education institutions in their country of residence. After their study, IFP stimulates and 

assists alumni to return to their communities or countries of origin (IFP, n.d.c). Alumni who 

return are expected to “use their leadership skills and knowledge to work toward positive 

change in their home communities and countries” (IFP, n.d.b). IFP enables alumni to become 

people that foster social changes in their own communities or countries because “trained 

people who are also socially committed and morally responsible leaders can identify and 

address urgent needs in their communities” (IFP, n.d.b). IFP provides opportunities for 

academic trainings to individuals and expects that they will use the acquired knowledge to 

address issues targeted by the program in their home countries. 

Implementation of IFP in the selected countries is evaluated by the Center for Higher 

Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) (Enders & de Boer, 2002). CHEPS is a research institute 

located at the School of Management and Governance of the University of Twente that 

conducts research, and provides education and training on higher education.  

 

Practical inducement for the study 

Since the launch of the IFP program in 2001, different formative evaluations have been 

conducted by CHEPS in order to measure whether or not the program has been successfully 

implemented. Evaluations pointed out that implementation of IFP is a success. IFP is able to 

target and select fellows from marginalized and disadvantaged groups; IFP is able to place 

fellows in universities of their own choices; the majority of alumni return to their country of 

origin; and fellows and alumni are satisfied with the program (Enders, Kottmann & Leisyte, 

2007). IFP has thus been able to empower people needed to foster social changes in countries 

selected in the program. However, the impacts of IFP (defined in this study as changes in IFP 

countries caused by activities that IFP alumni conduct) in the selected countries are not yet 

investigated. After a high investment (IFP, n.d.d) and a successful implementation, IFP is 

willing to investigate whether alumni are bringing changes in their own countries, that is, 

whether such an investment was worthwhile. This present study was conducted on behalf of 

the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) as a pilot study in order to develop a 

valid and reliable instrument that could measure the impact of IFP in the area of education in 

its selected countries. 
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The central research question 

With the background information mentioned above, the central research question was 

formulated as follows: How to develop a valid and reliable instrument that can measure the 

impact of the International Fellowships Program (IFP) in the area of education in its selected 

countries? 

This study was performed in an exploratory way as few is known about the assessment of the 

impact of fellowship programs (Boeren, 2005; Norad, 2005; Searle et al., 2006) and a 

generally accepted instrument for such assessments is not available in the literature. 

Exploratory studies are useful to explore new phenomena as well as to develop and test 

instruments (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012).  

To answer this central question, three additional questions were elaborated: 

1- What frameworks are available in the literature for the assessment of the impact of 

educational programs and to which extent are these frameworks appropriate for the 

assessment of the impact of IFP?  

2- What kinds of outcome and impact indicators are necessary to assess the impact of 

IFP in the area of education?  

3- How could the quality in terms of validity and reliability of the developed instrument 

be tested?  

Within this study, outcomes refer to activities that alumni conduct and impacts refer to 

changes in IFP countries caused by the conducted activities in the area of education. The term 

indicator refers to any quantitative and qualitative variables appropriate to measure the 

outcomes and impacts of IFP in its selected countries. Instrument validity and reliability are 

technical properties that indicate the quality and usefulness of instruments (Dooley, 2001; 

Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000; Scheerens, Glas & Thomas, 2003). 

Reliability is similar to reproducibility or consistency of results provided by the measurement 

instrument and validity is the extent to which an instrument is able to measure well what it is 

intended to measure (Litwin, 1995; Fraenkel et al., 2012).  

 

How the central question was answered 

Four steps were used to answer the research questions (see figure 1.1). The first step was 

conducted to answer the first research question. The second step was conducted to answer the 

second research question. The third and fourth steps were conducted to answer the third 

research question. 

In the first step, explorative orientation interviews followed by a literature study were 

conducted. The aim of the orientation interviews was to understand how impact of 

fellowships programs could be assessed. Therefore, semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with academics and practitioners specialized in the field of education as well as 

experts in the field of impact assessment. Based on the findings of these interviews, a 

literature study related to evaluation of training in the context of fellowship programs was 

conducted in order to find out a framework that could be used to assess the outcomes and 

impacts of IFP and to identify and pre-select indicators and variables that could be used to 

assess the outcomes and impacts of IFP. During this literature review the focus was on 

indicators and variables included in available instruments that have been validated in the 

context of fellowship programs but also on indicators and variables, wherever possible, with 

evidence of validity and reliability as recommended by literature (Cook & Beckman, 2006; 

Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Straub, Boudreau & Gefen, 2004). During the second step, final 

indicators and variables were selected from the pool of pre-selected indicators and variables. 

Therefore, experts in the area of education and fellowship programs were asked through a two 

rounds Delphi study to evaluate the relevance and measurability of the pre-selected indicators 

and variables and to indicate whether the indicators and variables were either essential or not 
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essential to be included in the draft of the instrument. This evaluation aimed to establish 

content validity of individual indicators and variables. The received feedback from these two 

steps led to the development of the draft of the instrument. In the third step, the draft of the 

instrument was validated by experts. The aim of this step was to establish content validity of 

the overall instrument. Therefore, the overall instrument was evaluated for clarity and 

completeness, that is, whether items should be deleted or added. Once validated, the 

instrument was field tested during the fourth step in Senegal. The aim of this field testing was 

to check the clarity and the length of the instrument. For that purpose IFP alumni from 

Senegal graduated in the area of education were asked to evaluate the instrument. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1. Flowchart development IFP Ed-instrument  

 

Purpose and significance 

The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument that could measure 

the impacts of IFP in the area of education in its selected countries. The final product of this 

study is therefore a list of indicators and variables and an instrument (hereinafter referred to as 

IFP Ed-instrument) that could be used to assess the impact of IFP in the area of education. 

This study is the initial stage of the development process of the IFP Ed-instrument. For further 

improvement of the developed instrument, it is suggested to use the results of this study in 

triangulation studies in order to establish consistency of the instrument during field tests.  

The scientific significance of this study is that it could provide more insights about the 

assessment of fellowship programs as little is known about the assessment of the impact of 

such programs (Boeren, 2005; Norad, 2005; Searle et al., 2006). Additionally, this study 

might constructively contribute to the improvement of impact assessment practices of 

fellowship programs. It is acknowledged that the developed IFP Ed-instrument may not be 

applicable to all fellowship programs since the objectives of the programs may differ from 

each other. Nevertheless, this IFP Ed-instrument can be used as a model for further studies 

that aim to develop instruments to assess impact of fellowship programs particularly in the 

area of education. 

 

Overview of the study 

This study includes six chapters. The first chapter describes the context within which this 

study was conducted. It briefly outlines the results of different formative evaluations 

 

Orientation interviews Literature review  

Pre-selection of indicators and variables 

Selection of indicators and variables 

Validation of IFP Ed-instrument 

Field test of IFP Ed-instrument in Senegal 

STEP 1 

STEP 2 

STEP 3 

STEP 4 
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conducted by the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS). Literature is reviewed 

in the second chapter in order to find out frameworks appropriate to assess the impact of 

educational programs. The conceptual framework within which indicators and variables were 

pre-selected is presented in the third chapter. The first step of the development process of the 

IFP Ed-instrument is described in the third chapter as well. Chapter three outlines the criteria 

used during pre-selection and describes the pre-selected indicators and variables. The research 

methodology is described in chapter four. The chapter includes the procedures, the 

instruments and the sample used during each step in order to develop the instrument. The 

findings of this study are presented in chapter five, followed by the conclusions and 

recommendations of the study in chapter six. This last chapter six also describes the 

limitations and areas for further research.   
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1. Context of the study 
Since the start of the IFP program in 2001 many fellows have been selected and placed in 

different host institutions around the world. The overall mid-term achievements of IFP at 

fellows and alumni level are evaluated and reported frequently through formative evaluations 

conducted by the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) of the University of 

Twente. 

 

1.1 The evaluation framework of IFP 

The evaluation framework of IFP was developed in 2003 by CHEPS in close cooperation with 

the IFP secretariat and other key stakeholders such as the IFP country partners (Enders & de 

Boer, 2002). The evaluation framework is an “input-throughput-output” model (figure 1.2) 

which attempts to relate the activities conducted by IFP to the outputs, outcomes and impacts 

of the program in its selected countries (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.9).  

 

 
 

Figure 1.2. The evaluation-chain: basic blocks of the evaluation framework (source: Enders & 

de Boer, 2002, p.9) 

 

In this framework, input factors refer to the resources generated by IFP to undertake the 

program’s actions (e.g. financial, fellows etc.). Program actions refer to all conducted 

activities (e.g. recruitment, selection, placement etc.). Outputs of actions refer to “the direct 

products of the IFP-actions” (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.13). Examples of outputs include 

among others the characteristics of selected fellows; placement of fellows; graduation rate of 

fellows (degree and field of study); the return rate of alumni in their countries etc.  (Enders & 

de Boer, 2002). Outcomes refer to “the changes in the attitude, behaviour, functioning and 

performance of the service-takers” (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.13). Three types of outcomes 

are distinguished in the evaluation framework of IFP: short-term (1-3 years), medium-term (4-

6 years), and long-term (more than 7 years) (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.13). Finally, impact 

of the program refers to the long-term outcomes, that is, “the fundamental change in 

organizations or communities as a consequence of the outcomes” (Enders & de Boer, 2002, 

p.14). Examples of impacts include increased social justice, more debate on access to higher 

education etc. 

Within this framework, several formative evaluations were conducted by CHEPS in order to 

measure the mid-term outputs of IFP. These outputs are prerequisites needed for IFP in order 

to determine if an impact occurred in its selected countries.  

 

1.2 Mid-term outputs of IFP 

IFP is able to target and select graduates from disadvantaged groups that lack opportunities to 

accede higher education (Enders et al. 2007; IFP, n.d.e). According to IFP (n.d.e) 3,4% of 

1482 fellows are people with disabilities; 80% of over 1000 Latin America fellows are 

indigenous or afro-descendant; about two-third of the fellows from Africa and the Middle 

Input 

factors 

Program 

actions 

Outputs of 

actions 

Outcomes 

connected to 

outputs 

Impact of 

the program 
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East come from rural areas or small cities and towns; and three-fourth of fellows from 

Russia/Asia come from rural areas or small cities and towns.  

Mid-term outputs of IFP were evaluated by Kottmann & Enders (2011). For this purpose, 

Kottmann & Enders (2011) analysed 1457 alumni responses from three cohorts of IFP 

alumni: fellowship ended before 2005, fellowship ended before 2008, and fellowship ended 

before/in 2010. They found that 91% of alumni attained a degree and only 1% had 

discontinued their studies; 95% of alumni who pursued a Master’s degree obtained a degree at 

the time of the study against 68% of alumni who pursued a doctoral degree. Female and male 

did not differ with regards to the completion rate (92% female and 90% male). IFP seemed 

therefore successful in selecting and matching fellows and study programs (Kottmann & 

Enders, 2011). Further analyses show that the majority of alumni return to their home 

countries/home communities after the end of the fellowship; 82% of alumni are living in their 

home country/home community (47% in home community and 35% in home country) and 

18% are living in another country. According to Kottmann & Enders (2011) 69% of alumni 

were employed at the time of the study. Others were pursuing another advanced academic 

study or were combining an advanced study and employment. 

Formative evaluations also pointed out that fellows and alumni are satisfied with the program 

and that they have the feelings to have been empowered by the program. According to Enders 

et al., (2007) “most of alumni agree that the IFP has contributed to strengthen their 

commitment to social justice, to build intercultural competencies, to develop leadership skills, 

and to enhance their knowledge about what is needed in their home communities/regions” 

(p.3). For example an Asian alumnus said: “IFP allowed me to do what I wanted to do. It gave 

me a lot of faith and satisfaction and I am really happy and proud about myself. … In general 

I am really happy and IFP really suits me. I improved my personal skills, my professional 

skills” (Enders et al., 2007, pp.51-52). Similar to this alumnus, an African alumnus mentioned 

that “… I have been improved much by the program and for me that’s just the greatest 

benefit. In terms of my own self-esteem, my own self-drive, my own self-vision for what I 

could really do. And my own self-believe in what I could do. That has really been enhanced 

by the program” (Enders et al., 2007, p.52). Furthermore, formative evaluations pointed out 

that IFP alumni are conducting different activities in their communities/countries (Enders et 

al., 2007; Kottmann & Enders, 2009).  

 

1.3 IFP alumni as social change agents 

IFP alumni have deliberately committed themselves to serve their communities after the end 

of the fellowships (IFP, n.d.b). In their area of involvement alumni are acting as so called 

social change agents. Social change agents are people who make things happen by conducting 

actions (Bandura, 2001; Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995). According to Havelock & Zlotolow 

(1995, p.21), a change agent is “someone who tries deliberately to bring about a change or 

innovation in a social organization”.  

The social commitment of IFP alumni was evaluated by Kottmann & Enders (2009) and 

Kottmann & Enders (2011). For this purpose Kottmann & Enders (2009) analysed 856 alumni 

responses from four different cohorts of IFP alumni: fellowship ended before 2005, 

fellowship ended in 2005, fellowship ended in 2006, and fellowship ended in 2007/2008. 

They found that “the vast majority of alumni (88%) employment was related to social 

commitment” (Kottmann & Enders, 2009, p.10). This percentage was even higher for the 

recent alumni (fellowship ended in 2007/2008) cohort where 91% were involved in social 

commitment work. The main sectors of employment are: education (the most important), 

community development, and environmental issues. Furthermore, IFP alumni (63%) are also 

engaged in voluntary social commitment (Kottmann & Enders, 2009, p.13). The most 

important areas of voluntary work are community development, education, and environmental 
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issues (Kottmann & Enders, 2009, p.13). Important voluntary activities that are conducted 

include: training (the most important), networking, and the provision of technical assistance 

(Kottmann & Enders, 2009, pp.13-14). Similar findings about IFP alumni’ social commitment 

are reported by Kottmann & Enders (2011) after analysis of 1457 responses of alumni from 

three cohorts: fellowship ended before 2005, fellowship ended before 2008, and fellowship 

ended before/in 2010. Kottmann & Enders (2011) report for example that the majority of 

alumni are employed in the public sector (54%) and 26% in the non-profit sector and that 

education (universities or higher education institutions) is the most important sector of 

employment. 33% of male alumni work in the education sector against 32% of the female 

alumni (Kottmann & Enders, 2011).  

 

In sum, IFP selects fellows from social groups and communities that lack systematic access to 

higher education. The majority of IFP alumni attain a higher educational degree and return to 

their own countries and communities. In countries and communities respectively IFP alumni 

conduct social commitment activities particularly in the areas of community development, 

education, and environment. The majority of alumni are employed in paid as well as in 

volunteer work related to their stated social commitment. Education is the most important 

sector of employment.  
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2. Literature review 
For this research literature is reviewed in order to find frameworks appropriate for the 

assessment of the impact of educational programs. Through this review the first part of the 

research question could be approached: What frameworks are available in the literature for 

the assessment of the impact of educational programs and to which extent are these 

frameworks appropriate for the assessment of the impact of IFP? 

To answer this question, several scientific sources about evaluation of educational programs 

or fellowship programs were explored to find out how educational programs are evaluated and 

to find frameworks that are used to assess the impact of educational programs and the impact 

of fellowships programs in particular. The main sources used in order to find applicable 

scientific literature were the Twente University library, Internet search engine (e.g. Scopus, 

PiCarta, and Google scholar), and databases of international development agencies active in 

the area of education.  

In this chapter the results of the literature review are presented. The chapter is divided into 

three sections. In the first section the most common methods used to evaluate educational 

programs are explained. Then, in the second section the findings in literature about the 

availability of frameworks used to assess impact of educational programs are presented and 

the quality framework developed by Scheerens (2004); the OECD framework; and the four-

level framework developed by Kirkpatrick are described. Finally, in the last section of this 

chapter the answer of the first part of the research question is given. 

 

2.1 Evaluation of educational programs  

Educational evaluation literature is explored in this section in order to understand how 

educational programs are evaluated. This study adopts the definition of educational programs 

provided by the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED-97) and used by 

OECD (2004). According to OECD (2004) an educational program can be defined as “a 

collection of educational activities which are organized to accomplish a pre-determined 

objective or the completion of a specified set of educational tasks” (p.80). Educational 

activities could refer to courses organised into programmes as well as freestanding courses, 

interludes of work experience in enterprises, research projects, and preparation of 

dissertations (OECD, 2004, p.80). This section provides first the types and approaches to 

educational evaluation and further describes the components included in frameworks used to 

evaluate educational programs.  

 

2.1.1 Educational program evaluation: types and approaches 

Evaluation of educational programs is well described in the literature. Depending on the 

evaluation objectives, educational evaluation can be formative or summative as well as 

internal or external (Eseryel 2002; Nevo, 1995; Scheerens et al., 2003; Worthen & Sanders, 

1987; Zinovieff, 2008). Formative evaluations (e.g. process or implementation evaluation) are 

conducted during implementation of programs. They are improvement driven in that they 

provide ongoing feedbacks that are intended to correct the implementation process of the 

program. Summative evaluations (e.g. outcome/impact evaluation) are conducted after 

implementation of programs and are intended to check whether the objectives of a program 

were reached. Both types of evaluation could be conducted by an internal evaluator (internal 

evaluation) or by an external evaluator (external evaluation) (Nevo, 1995). Next to these types 

of educational evaluation, different approaches are mentioned in educational evaluation 

literature. Examples of approaches to educational evaluation are goal/objective-based 

evaluation, goal-free evaluations, management oriented evaluations, and system evaluation 

(for more details see Eseryel, 2002; Madaus et al., 1983; Nevo, 1995; Owen 2007; Scheerens 

et al., 2003; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Depending on the approach used, scholars provide a 
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variety of models/frameworks (see Eseryel, 2002; Madaus et al., 1983; Worthen & Sanders, 

1987; Zinovieff, 2008). The models/frameworks include different indicators components used 

to evaluate educational programs.  

 

2.1.2 Indicator components included in evaluation frameworks 

Various indicator components are included in frameworks or models described in educational 

evaluation literature. In literature it is suggested to categorize indicator components according 

to logical classification (e.g. see European Commission, 2002; Scheerens et al., 2003; 

Stufflebeam in Madaus et al., 1983) and to thematic classifications respectively (e.g. French 

Ministry of Education, 2010; OECD, 2011). 

 

Logical framework classifications 

Logical frameworks classification attempts to establish relationships between investments, 

program activities/processes, and outcomes/results (W.K. Kellogg Foundation [Kellogg 

Foundation], 2004). Indicators components mostly included in logical frameworks are 

context, input, process, output, and outcome/impact (Bakewell & Garbutt, 2005; Kellogg 

Foundation, 2004; Mikkelsen, 2005; Norad, 1999; Örtengren, 2004). Context refers to the 

external factors that influence the program; inputs are the resources devoted to the program; 

processes are activities conducted during implementation; outputs refer to short-term results; 

and outcomes/impacts refer to longer-term results. According to Scheerens et al. (2003) there 

is no consensus about the number of indicators components and about terminologies used in 

logical frameworks. Some logical frameworks make no distinction for example between 

output, outcome and impact components (World Bank, 1996). Examples of logical 

frameworks in the field of educational evaluation include: the Context Input Process Product 

(CIPP) model developed by Stufflebeam (Madaus et al., 1983) and the Context-Input-Process-

Output model developed by Scheerens (Scheerens et al., 2003). 

The Context Input Process Product (CIPP) model was developed by Stufflebeam in the 60’s 

(Madaus et al., 1983; Nevo, 1995; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). The CIPP model is based on 

the management-oriented approach to education in which decisions are to be made about 

inputs, processes, and outputs (Worthen & Sanders, 1987) and where evaluation is seen as an 

integral part of an institution and not as an isolated specialized activity (Stufflebeam in 

Madaus et al., 1983; Worthen & Sanders, 1987). The CIPP model suggests focusing 

evaluation of educational programs on four components: context evaluation, input evaluation, 

process evaluation, and product evaluation (Stufflebeam in Madaus et al., 1983). Context 

evaluation attempts to find out the needs that are to be addressed in an educational program; 

the problems to overcome; and the assets (e.g. services already available) that could be 

available in the environment (Stufflebeam in Maudaus et al., 1983; Stufflebeam, 2000). Input 

evaluation is intended to check the program strategies, service strategies, work plans and 

budget invested in the program (Stufflebeam, 2000, p.291). It also checks the approach used 

and relevant alternatives. Process evaluation identifies the degree to which plans are 

implemented and identifies problems related to implementation. It provides feedback to the 

staff and managers about the extent to which planned activities are carried out on schedule 

and whether they are carried out efficiently (Stufflebeam in Maudaus et al., 1983; 

Stufflebeam, 2000). Product evaluation is intended to measure the program achievements. 

According to Stufflebeam (in Madaus et al., 1983, p.135) a product evaluation should be 

extended to positive and negative results as well as to intended and unintended outcomes. 

Further, it should be extended to long term outcomes (Stufflebeam in Maudaus et al., 1983; 

Stufflebeam, 2000). 

Similar to the CIPP model, the model (figure 2.1) developed by Scheerens et al. (2003) 

includes four components: context – input - process – and output. According to Scheerens et 
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al. (2003), one way to evaluating educational programs at system (e.g. national education 

system) as well as at lower (e.g. classroom) level is to use a Context-Input-

Process/throughput-Output model. The model is developed by using a system approach to 

educational evaluation in which education is viewed as a production function where 

educational inputs are transformed to educational outputs in a contextual environment.  

 

 
 

Figure 2.1. Basic systems model (Scheerens et al., 2003, p.18) 

 

Similar to Stufflebeam, Scheerens mentions that each component of the basic conceptual 

framework should be separately evaluated. In this basic model context refers to the social, 

economic, and policy environment of the educational object within which the program takes 

place (Scheerens et al., 2003, p.57); inputs refer to material and financial resources provided; 

process refer to organizational and instructional structures; outputs could refer to attainment 

targets such as achievement scores (Scheerens et al., 2003, p18). According to Scheerens et al. 

(2003, p18-19) context evaluation attempt to understand whether the environment is 

favourable or not to the functioning of the educational object; input evaluation should 

describe and judge the material and financial resources of educational object; process 

indicators should be compared to accepted educational good practices; output evaluation 

should measure attainments compared to pre-established standards (attainment levels). 

According to Scheerens et al. (2003), the basic framework can be extended to outcome and 

impact components in order to classify educational indicators at system level. Outcomes could 

therefore refer to “statistics on access and participation, attainment statistics and aggregated 

data on educational achievement” (Scheerens et al., 2003, p.217). Impact or long-term 

outcome could refer to “changes in other sectors of the society that can be seen as the effects 

of education” (Scheerens et al., 2003, p.217).  

 

Thematic classifications 

Next to logical framework classification, indicators are thematically classified during 

evaluation of educational programs. Examples of such classification are provided by the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the French Ministry 

of Education (see State of Education in France). 

Since the 80’s the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

develops internationally comparable educational indicators through the International 

Indicators of Education Systems (INES) project. Four key themes of indicators are mostly 

used by OECD (OECD, 2004; OECD, 2012).  

- The output of educational institutions and the impact of learning on economic and 

social outcomes 

Context  

Inputs Process or Throughput Outputs 

School level 

Classroom level 
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- The financial and human resources invested in education 

- Access to education, participation and progression 

- The learning environment and organisation of schools. 

The aim of these indicators is to compare educational systems in order to support educational 

policy makers and practitioners in reforming their policies (OECD, 2011).  

Another thematic classification of indicators is provided by the French Ministry of Education 

since 1991 in order to depict the state of education in France (French Ministry of Education, 

2010; Sauvageot, 1997). The State of Education includes educational indicators organized 

into three themes: costs/expenditures, activities/context, and results (Sedel in Scheerens & 

Hendriks, 2004; Sauvageot, 1997; French Ministry of Education, 2010). Costs refer to 

educational expenditures; activities and mode of operations are related to processes that take 

place in the educational system; results refer to outcomes of education such as knowledge and 

skills attainments (French Ministry of Education, 2010). Sauvageot (1997) argues that the 

three themes are interrelated and are influenced by the socio-demographic environment. 

According to Sauvageot (1997) similarities exist between the classification used by the State 

of Education and the classification used by OECD.  

 

Summary  

Educational evaluation is conducted in order to improve the implementation process 

(formative) or to find out whether an educational program has met its objectives (summative). 

Logical or thematic classifications of educational indicators are used in available 

models/frameworks in order to evaluate educational programs. According to logical 

classification, processes in the environment of the program can transform inputs into targeted 

outputs and desired outcomes and impacts. Thematic classification use themes mostly related 

to expenditure in education; to conducted activities; and to results (in terms of outputs, 

outcomes, and impact).   

 

2.2 Existing evaluation frameworks of educational programs 

Many logical and thematic frameworks are available in literature in order to evaluate the 

impact of educational programs. In spite of the number of available frameworks, this section 

describes three frameworks in order to find out whether they could be used as conceptual 

framework in this study. The described frameworks are the framework developed by 

Scheerens (2004), the OECD framework, and the four-level framework developed by 

Kirkpatrick (1996). These frameworks are described in this study for the following reasons: 

The framework developed by Scheerens (2004) (hereinafter referred to as Scheerens’ quality 

framework) is a logical framework that builds on empirical findings of school effectiveness 

research in developed and developing countries. The framework includes education indicators 

and variables that are empirically proven to be relevant for the evaluation of the quality of 

education at system, program, school, and classroom level. The OECD framework is jointly 

developed by international organizations such as UNESCO, OECD, and EUROSTAT (UOE). 

The framework includes internationally comparable education indicators that could be used to 

evaluate the outcomes of education systems. It was also used to develop the World Education 

Indicators framework (WEI) in order to assess the outcomes of educational systems in 

developing countries. The Kirkpatrick four-level framework was developed to assess the 

outcomes of trainings in corporate organizations. The Kirkpatrick framework explains how to 

proceed in evaluating outcomes of trainings. Evidence of its use in the context of 

organizations that provide fellowships is mentioned in the literature. IFP is a fellowship 

program and fellowship programs are defined as programs that provide training to fellows in 

specific fields of studies that are relevant for them and that match with the training needs of 

their countries (Aguirre International, 2004; Boeren, 2005; CIDA, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010; 
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USAID, 1995). Therefore, it was necessary to understand how the outcomes of trainings 

could be evaluated. The following sections describe successively the Scheerens’ quality 

framework, the OECD framework and the Kirkpatrick framework. In each framework, focus 

is on components used by the framework and on indicators included in these components.  

 

2.2.1 Scheerens’ quality framework 

The Scheerens' quality framework refers to the input-process-outcome-context framework 

(see figure 2.2 below) introduced by Scheerens (2004) as “a basis for defining quality and to 

categorize different measures of quality of education” (p.49). The quality framework is based 

on findings of school effectiveness research in developed and developing countries. The 

quality framework was developed for the UNESCO Education for All Global Monitoring 

Report 2004. It builds on the comprehensive model of the school effectiveness framework 

provided by Scheerens (1991). School effectiveness research attempts to find out malleable 

inputs, process and context factors that are positively associated with outputs/outcomes of 

schooling (Scheerens 1991; Scheerens 2000; Scheerens 2001; Scheerens, 2004). According to 

Scheerens (2004) school effectiveness research provides “malleable conditions” that “matter” 

at system, school, and classroom level and on which international consensus exist (p.39). 

Malleable conditions refer to factors that can be manipulated by actors active in the area of 

education such as “policy planners, local constituencies, school managers, and teachers” in 

order to increase the quality of education (Scheerens, 2004, p.54). The quality framework 

includes malleable input and process factors as well as factors that cannot be manipulated 

(“given factors”) by actors in the area of education (Scheerens, 2004, p.54). According to 

Scheerens (2004) the factors included in the quality framework are positively associated with 

educational achievement and are able to measure the quality of education in terms of 

productivity, effectiveness, efficiency, equity, and responsiveness (Scheerens, 2004, p.68). 

The factors are based on the findings provided by School Effectiveness Research (SER) 

movement in developed and developing countries. 
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Figure 2.2. Synthetic overview of educational input, process, outcome and context indicators 

(Scheerens, 2004, p.102) 

 

 

Figure 2.2. Synthetic overview of educational input, process, outcome and context indicators 

(Scheerens, 2004, p. 102) 

 

According to Scheerens (2004, p.60) inputs and process factors are the “means” that bring 

about outcomes. The following provides successively more details on inputs, process, 

outcomes and context components by describing the elements included in each component. 

 

Input component of the quality framework 

In the quality framework inputs are the pre-conditions for transformation processes 

(Scheerens, 2004, p.89). The quality framework makes a distinction between three kinds of 

malleable input factors: Malleable financial and material resources at system and school level 

System level 

financial and 

material and human 

resources indicators 

 Output indicators 

- Subject matter based 

- Literacy (reading, mathematical, 

scientific) 

- Competencies (learning to 

learn) 

 

Outcome/attainment indicators 

- Graduation rates 

- Proportion of students graduated 

without delay 

- Drop-out rates 

- Class repetition rates 

 

Impact indicators 

- (for each attainment level) % of 

employed at a certain job level 

- % of unemployed 

- (for lower school levels) % of 

enrolled in follow-up education 

- Degree of social participation 

(social capital) 

- Adults literacy rates 

- Average income, for each 

attainment level 

 

 

 

 

System level process 

indicators 

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 

 

School level 

financial and 

material and human 

resources indicators 

Students 

background 

characteristics 

School level process 

indicators 

Effective teaching 

variables 

Areas for describing 

responsiveness  

The social context 

- Demographic information 

- Aspects of the culture and 

cultural tradition of a country 

- Economic aspects 

- The institutional infrastructure 

- The general health situation in 

a country 

- Disasters of nature and war 

 

Antecedent conditions 

at national level 

 

- Demographics 

- Cultural aspects 

- Institutional 

infrastructure 

Context indicators of the 

local community 

 

- The organizational 

infrastructure 

- Local cultural conditions 
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(e.g. spending on salaries, classroom equipment), human resources at system and school level 

(e.g. teacher training), and malleable background conditions of the students (e.g. language of 

instruction) (Scheerens, 2004).  

 

Malleable financial and material resources 

Financial and material resources are defined at system as well as school level (Scheerens, 

2004, p.89). According to Fuller & Clarke (1994) in Yu (2007) the majority of school 

effectiveness studies in developing countries have found a significant positive association 

between material resources and educational achievement. Next to material resources, 

provision of financial resources is also found positively associated with achievement (Aoki et 

al., 2001; Boissiere, 2004; Scheerens, 2001). Examples of financial and material resources 

indicators included in the quality framework are: proportion of Gross Domestic Product spent 

on education (system level) – Proportion of the school budget that is acquired through other 

than public funding (school level) (Scheerens, 2004, p.90). Table A1 (appendix A) provides 

an overview of financial and material resources indicators. 

 

Malleable human resources 

Malleable human resources refer to variables related to teachers. These variables influence the 

quality of education (Scheerens, 2004). There is empirical evidence that teacher factors such 

as teacher subject knowledge, teacher training, and teacher experience are effective and have 

impact on student achievement in developing countries (Boissiere, 2004; Fuller & Clarke, 

1994; Heneveld & Craig, 1996; Pennycuick 1993). Five categories of teachers’ indicators and 

related variables are included in the quality framework (Scheerens, 2004, pp.91-92). 

Examples of such categories include: teacher background characteristics and teacher 

professional knowledge and skills (Scheerens, 2004, pp.91-92). Table A2 and table A3 

(appendix A) provide an overview of categories of teachers’ indicators at school level as well 

as details about indicators related to these categories. 

 

Malleable background students’ characteristics 

Student background characteristics refer to the home situation of students that could interact 

with the conditions for learning at school (Scheerens, 2004, p.92). Empirical studies point out 

that such conditions have effect on learning achievement (Boissiere, 2004; Fuller & Clarke 

1994; Pennycuick, 1993; UNESCO, 2000; UNESCO, 2002; Yu, 2007). Two categories of 

student background characteristics are included in the quality framework: general background 

characteristics and specific situational constraints (particularly in developing countries). 

General background characteristics (e.g. Mother’s level of educational attainment or social 

economic status) are associated with educational performance and cannot be manipulated 

(Scheerens, 2004, p.93). The specific situational constraints on students (e.g. distance a 

student has to walk to school) can be manipulated (Scheerens 2004, p. 93). For example 

building more schools and classrooms could reduce the distance that a student has to walk 

(Boissiere, 2004). Table A4 (appendix A) provides an overview of Student background 

characteristics.  

 

Process component of the quality framework 

Process indicators are central in measuring quality of education in that they are considered as 

malleable conditions that influence outcomes of schooling (Scheerens, 2004, p.81). According 

to Scheerens (2004) “process indicators are interesting from the point of view of policy and 

management since they refer to conditions that are malleable and thus the subject of active 

policies to improve education” (p.85). Process factors are educational characteristics that 

explain the differences between schools (Scheerens, 1991, p.374; Scheerens, 2004, p.21). 
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According to Scheerens (2004, p.85) these malleable conditions can improve the quality of 

education because they are found to have a high positive association with educational outputs 

and outcomes by empirical school effectiveness research. Compared to developed countries 

few empirical studies related to process factors have been conducted in developing countries 

(Boissiere, 2004; Heneveld & Craig, 1996; Scheerens, 2000; Scheerens, 2004; Yu, 2007). 

However, research in developing countries (Boissiere, 2004; Fuller & Clarke, 1994; Heneveld 

& Craig, 1996; Pennycuick, 1993; Scheerens, 2001; Yu, 2007) has focused on malleable 

process factors such as instructional time, community and parent participation, new teaching 

methods, and educational leadership (leadership of headteacher/principals).   

In the quality framework, Scheerens (2004) distinguishes three types of malleable process 

indicators: process indicators at the level of national education systems (e.g. evaluation 

capacity of the system); process indicators of school functioning (e.g. instruction time, 

parent’s involvement); and effective teaching and learning variables (e.g. opportunity to learn, 

adaptive teaching).  

 

Process indicators at system level 

Process indicators at system level refer to policy measures and structures defined at the level 

of national education systems (Scheerens, 2004, p.83). System level indicators could be 

considered as context indicators at school level. Examples of system level process indicators 

include teaching time per subject and total hours of instruction per year (Scheerens, 2004, 

p.83). Table A5 (appendix A) provides the overview of process indicators at system level 

included in the quality framework. 

 

Process indicators at school level 

At school level ten process indicators are included in the quality framework (Scheerens, 2004, 

p.85). Examples of such indicators include community involvement and school financial and 

human resources (Scheerens, 2004, p.87). Table A6 and table A7 (appendix A) provide an 

overview of process indicators at school level as well as details about variables related to 

these indicators. 

 

Teaching and learning variables 

Next to process indicators at school level, the quality framework provides effective teaching 

and learning variables. Examples of such variables include: opportunity to learn and climate 

aspects (Scheerens, 2004, p.88). Table A8 (appendix A) provides an overview of these 

variables (Scheerens, 2004, p.88). 

 

Outcome component of the quality framework 

In the quality framework, distinction is made between output, outcome and impact indicators. 

Outputs are defined as the direct outcomes of schooling (e.g. results on a standardized 

achievement test) (Scheerens, 2004, p.80). Outputs refer to achievement indicators. Outcomes 

refer to attainment indicators (e.g. graduation rates) (Scheerens, 2004, p.80). According to 

Scheerens outputs (achievement) and outcomes (attainment) are important criteria used to 

judge educational quality. Impact indicators refer to “social status of students that have 

reached certain levels of educational attainment” (Scheerens, 2004, p.69). An example of 

impact indicator is the percentage of employed at a certain job level (Scheerens, 2004, p.80). 

Table A9 (appendix A) summarizes the indicators included in the outcome component of the 

quality framework. 
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Context component of the quality framework 

In the quality framework context could refer to given (not malleable) as well as malleable 

conditions that influence schooling (Scheerens, 2004, p.95). However, Scheerens 

acknowledges that it is difficult to separate malleable conditions to conditions that are 

considered as given (e.g. conditions at community level). Three categories of context 

indicators are included in the framework: conditions at the level of society at large, national 

level conditions, and conditions of the local community. 

Context indicators related to society include among other demographic and cultural aspects of 

the society (Scheerens, 2004, p.95). These conditions can also be translated to conditions at 

national level within the education sector. Conditions at national level (related to education 

sector) are related to demographics, cultural aspects, and institutional infrastructure 

(Scheerens, 2004, p.97). At community level, Scheerens (2004, p.98) provides two categories 

of context factors: the organizational infrastructure and the local cultural conditions. Cultural 

aspects at local community are given contextual conditions that constraint functioning of 

schools (Scheerens, 2004, p.99). An example is the parents’ values concerning school 

participation of their children (Scheerens, 2004, p.99). These aspects can also be observed at 

regional or national level. Table A10 to table A15 (appendix A) provide an overview of the 

context factors/variables included in the quality framework. 

 

Responsiveness component of the quality framework 

Responsiveness mechanisms refer to infrastructures and mechanisms adopted by educational 

systems to deal with “societal demands to education” (Scheerens, 2004, p.100). Factors 

included in the responsiveness component are intended to understand whether schools or 

educational systems have mechanisms and infrastructures to address responsiveness questions 

(Scheerens, 2004, p.100).  For example, whether an institutional infrastructure is available for 

curriculum development (Scheerens, 2004, p.101). Table A16 (appendix A) summarizes areas 

of responsiveness to context at system and school level.  

 

2.2.2 OECD education indicators framework 

Since the 80’s the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

develops internationally comparable educational indicators through the International 

Indicators of Education Systems (INES) project. The aim of the project was to assess and 

monitor the effectiveness of education systems by comparing their performance with each 

other (OECD, 2012). For that purpose, OECD has developed a framework that includes 

internationally comparable sets of indicators (OECD, 2012, p.3). This was done in 

collaboration with other international institutions such as the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization Institute of Statistics (UNESCO-UIS), the Statistical 

Office of the European Union (EUROSTAT) and EdStats (World Bank). The findings of the 

INES project are annually published – by OECD - in ‘Education at a Glance’. The following 

describes the components of the framework within which OECD indicators are organized. 

 

Components of the OECD framework 
In the OECD framework indicators are organized thematically according to three dimensions: 

actors in education systems, groups of indicators, and policy issues (OECD, 2004, p.21). 

Actors in education systems (first dimension) refer to individual learners, instructional 

settings and learning environments within institutions, educational service providers 

(educational institutions), and the education system as a whole. Data on indicators included in 

the OECD framework are collected from these levels (OECD, 2004, p.22).  

Three groups of indicators are used in organizing the framework (second dimension): learning 

outcomes for individuals and countries, policy levers, and antecedents (OECD, 2004, p.21). 
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According to OECD (2004, p.22) output and outcomes of education include indicators on 

observed outputs of education systems and indicators related to the impact of knowledge and 

skills for individuals, societies and economies. Policy levers refer to activities “seeking 

information on the policy levers or circumstances which shape the outputs and outcomes”. 

Antecedents refer to “factors that define or constrain policy” (OECD, 2004, p.22).  

Policy issues (third dimension) make a distinction between three issues: quality of educational 

outcomes and educational provision, issues of equity in educational outcomes and educational 

opportunities, and the adequacy and effectiveness of resource management (OECD, 2004, 

p.21).  

The first two dimensions are used to develop the OECD framework (see figure 2.3 below). 

Each cell of the framework can be used to address issues related to the third dimension. 

 
 1. Educational and 

learning outputs and 

outcomes 

2. Policy levers and 

contexts shaping 

educational outcomes 

3. Antecedents or 

constraints that 

contextualise policy 

I. Individual 

participants in 

education and learning 

1.I  The quality and 

distribution of 

individual educational 

outcomes 

2.I Individual attitudes, 

engagement and 

behaviour 

3.I Background 

characteristics of the 

individual learners 

II. Instructional 

settings 

1.II The quality of 

instructional delivery 

2.II Pedagogy and 

learning practices and 

classroom climate 

3.II Student learning 

conditions and teacher 

working conditions 

III. Providers of 

educational services 

1.III The output of 

educational institutions 

and institutional 

performance 

2.III School 

environment and 

organization 

3.III Characteristics of 

the service providers 

and their communities 

IV. The education 

systems as a whole 

1.IV The overall 

performance of the 

education system 

2.IV System-wide 

institutional settings, 

resource allocations 

and policies 

3.IV The national 

educational, social, 

economic and 

demographic contexts 

 

Figure 2.3. Matrix describing the first two dimensions of OECD framework (OECD, 2004, 

p.21) 

 

Indicator themes used by OECD 

Different themes of indicators are used by OECD throughout the years. The themes are 

described in ‘Education at a Glance’ (e.g. see OECD, 2012). However, the number of themes, 

the number of indicators, and the semantic of themes could vary per publication (Hendriks, 

Barzanò, Brumana & Cremonesi in Scheerens & Hendriks, 2004). For example the 1998 

publication includes six themes (Hendriks et al. in Scheerens & Hendriks, 2004) while the 

2012 publication includes four themes (OECD, 2012). Further, the 2000 and 2001 editions 

include 31 indicators while the 1998 edition includes 34 indicators (Hendriks et al. in 

Scheerens & Hendriks, 2004).  

Since 2002 the following four key themes of indicators are used by OECD (OECD, 2004): 

- The output of educational institutions and the impact of learning (referred to as chapter 

A) 

- The financial and human resources invested in education (referred to as chapter B) 

- Access to education, participation and progression (referred to as chapter C) 

- The learning environment and organisation of schools (referred to as chapter D) 

The indicators included in these themes “provide information on the human and financial 

resources invested in education, on access to education, progression, completion and 

education-work transitions, on the learning environment and the organization of schools, on 
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the quality of learning outcomes, and on the economic and social returns to learning” (OECD, 

2004, p.21).  

 

Chapter A indicators: the output of educational institutions and impact of learning 

Chapter A includes indicators that measure educational attainment and the output of the 

education system. These indicators help shaping policies (OECD, 2012). Examples of such 

indicators are for example graduation rates and education attainment of the population/labour 

force (OECD, 2004, p.134). In the 2012 publication of ‘Education at a Glance’, eleven 

indicators were included in chapter A (OECD, 2012, p.25). Examples of such indicators are 

the level of study of adult (indicator A1) and the number of students who complete tertiary 

education (indicator A3). Table A17 (appendix A) provides all indicators included in chapter 

A of the 2012 publication.  

 

Chapter B indicators: Financial and human resources invested in education 

Chapter B provides input indicators that are policy levers or antecedents to policy (OECD, 

2012, p.19). Educational financial indicators are for example expenditure on educational 

institutions per student and cumulative expenditure on educational institutions per student 

over the average duration of tertiary studies (OECD, 2004, p.149). In the 2012 publication of 

‘Education at a Glance’, seven indicators were included in chapter B (OECD, 2012, p.213). 

Examples of such indicators are expenditure per student (indicator B1) and proportion of 

national wealth spent on education (indicator B2). Table A18 (appendix A) provides all 

indicators included in chapter B of the 2012 publication.  

 

Chapter C indicators: Access to education, participation and progression 

Chapter C includes indicators that are “a mixture of outcome indicators, policy levers and 

context indicators” (OECD, 2012, p.19). Indicators on access, participation and progression 

are for example enrolment rates and school expectancy including expected years in tertiary 

education (OECD, 2004, p.141). In the 2012 publication of ‘Education at a Glance’, six 

indicators were used for chapter C (OECD, 2012, p.317). For example, indicator C1 (who 

participate in education) includes variables related to participation in education. Table A19 

(appendix A) provides all indicators included in chapter C of the 2012 publication.  

 

Chapter D indicators: Learning environment and organization of schools 

Indicators related to learning environment and organization of schools include for example 

average class size and ratio of students to teaching staff (OECD, 2004, pp.146-147).  In the 

2012 publication of ‘Education at a Glance’, seven indicators were used for chapter D 

(OECD, 2012, p.423). Examples of such indicators are time students spend in classroom 

(indicator D1) and student- teacher ratio (indicator D2). Table A20 (appendix A) provides all 

indicators included in chapter D of the 2012 publication. 

 

2.2.3 Kirkpatrick four-level evaluation framework  

The four-level evaluation framework (figure 2.4. below) developed by Donald Kirkpatrick in 

1959 is the most influential evaluation framework for evaluating outcomes of academic 

trainings (Bates, 2004; Eseryel, 2002; Ford, 2004; Holton, 1996; Rajeev, Madan & Jayarajan, 

2009). The framework is popular because of its simplicity, practicality and because it 

addresses training evaluation in a systematic way (Bates, 2004; Ford, 2004; Kirkpatrick, 

1996; Rajeev et al., 2009).  
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Figure 2.4. Kirkpatrick’s Evaluation Model (Ford, 2004, p.37) 

 

The following describes the Kirkpatrick framework in more details by providing its different 

components and by explaining how the framework should be used to measure outcomes of 

trainings. 

 

Components of Kirkpatrick four-level evaluation framework 

The framework (see figure 2.4) includes four components (levels or criteria by some authors) 

of evaluation known as reaction, learning, behavior, and results. The components are defined 

by Kirkpatrick (1996, pp.55-59) as follows: 

 

Level 1 (Reaction criteria): This level refers to participants’ feelings about aspects of a 

training program such as topic, speaker, schedule etc. Reactions measure the overall 

satisfaction of participants and help to understand whether they are motivated and interested 

in learning. According to Kirkpatrick (1996) “if they don’t like a program, there is little 

chance that they’ll put forth an effort to learn” (p.56).  

 

Level 2 (Learning criteria): This level measures the extent to which participants’ 

knowledge, skills and attitude changed due to the training received. At this level one can ask 

whether participants have acquired new knowledge during the training; whether their skills 

have improved due to participation in training; and whether their attitudes have changed due 

to participation in training. Evaluators are asked to evaluate, if possible, knowledge, skills and 

attitudes before and after the training. The use of before-after-training approach helps to 

attribute any change in knowledge, skills and attitudes to the training program. The use of 

control groups is recommended if feasible. 

 

Level 3 (Behavior criteria): The behavior level measures the extent to which participants 

“change their on-the-job behavior because of training” (Kirkpatrick, 1996, p.56). Evaluators 

are therefore asked to evaluate the extent to which participants can apply (or transfer) their 

acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes while on the job. In order to attribute change to the 

training received evaluators are asked to use control groups if feasible. Evaluators are also 

advised to survey or interview trainees, trainees’ bosses, trainees subordinate and others “who 

often observe trainees’ behavior on the job” (Kirkpatrick, 1996, p.57). However, Kirkpatrick 

Work environment 

Level 4: Results 

- Performance 

- Financial 

Level 3: Behavior 

- Learner 

- Organization 

Training environment 

Learning 

event 

Level 1: Reactions 

- Learner 

- Client  

Level 2: Learning 

- Learner 

- Organization 
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(1996) acknowledges that such an attribution will be difficult to realize because of different 

external factors that can influence participants. 

 

Level 4 (Results criteria): At this level evaluators are asked to measure changes brought to 

organizations or institutions because of participants’ participation in training. For that 

purpose, evaluators are asked to use control groups if feasible or to use before-and-after 

training approaches in order to attribute changes in organizations to the training received by 

participants. Data collection at level 4 can be difficult, costly and time consuming compared 

to other levels.  

 

Table 2.1. Summary Kirkpatrick’s four-level model 

 

Levels  Level of measurement  Definition (what should be measured)  

1.Reaction  Individual  Participants’ reactions to training 

received.  

2.Learning  Individual Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes participants 

acquired during training. 

3.Behavior  Institutional/organizational  Transfer of training to the job (The extent 

to which participants are able to 

implement or to transfer what they 

learned to the job). 

4.Results  Institutional/organizational Results in institution and organization 

due to training received (changes brought 

to institutions/organizations due to 

participants’ participation in training). 

 

These components are used to measure the outcomes of trainings in business and 

organizational contexts (Kirkpatrick, 1996). In addition to this traditional use, the components 

are also used by non-profit organizations that provide fellowships in developing countries. 

The Kirkpatrick framework is used for example by organizations such as the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID), the Canadian International Development 

Agency (CIDA), the United Nations (UN), and the Danish International Development Agency 

(Danida) (Aguirre International, 2004; CIDA, 2005; Danida Fellowship Centre [DFC], n.d.; 

Rotem et al., 2010). Except Danida that includes only the first three components in their 

monitoring and evaluation system (DFC, n.d.), the other organizations use all four levels as 

recommended by Kirkpatrick (see table 2.2 below). Further, in the context of fellowship 

programs, results are sometimes measured beyond organizational and institutional levels. 

According to Rotem et al. (2010), fellows are selected and trained in order to influence not 

only institutions but also to influence communities and beyond. Therefore, organizations use 

an additional component in order to measure results at institutional levels as well as at 

community, country, regional or international level. This component is referred to as the 

higher level component by Aguirre International (2004) or as the mega impact component by 

Rotem et al. (2010). Table 2.2 presents a comparison of levels used by fellowships programs 

in evaluating their programs with the original Kirkpatrick framework.  
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Table 2.2. Kirkpatrick original levels compared to levels used by fellowship programs 

 

Kirkpatrick 

framework 

(Kirkpatrick, 1996) 

USAID fellowship  

(Aguirre 

International, 2004) 

UN fellowship 

(Rotem et al., 2010) 
Danida fellowship 

(DFC, n.d.) 

1. Reaction 1. Reaction 1. Reaction 1. Reaction or 

response 

2. Learning 2. Learning 2. Learning 2. Learning   

3. Behavior 3. Behavior 3. Behavior 3. Behavior 

4. Results 4. Results 4. Results  

 5. Higher level 

impact 

5. Mega-impact (long 

term) 

 

 

In sum, Kirkpatrick (1996) recommends to using four levels in evaluating any training 

program if money and expertise are available. Evaluation of trainings should therefore not be 

limited to the first two criteria as this is the case by many evaluations (Aguirre International, 

2004; Holton, 1996; Kirkpatrick, 1996; Rajeev et al., 2009; Rotem et al., 2010). However, the 

quality of the Kirkpatrick framework is questioned in literature about evaluation of training 

programs. The following provides the main critics and describes briefly new frameworks 

developed in order to address them. 

 

Quality issues of the Kirkpatrick framework 

Critics (e.g. Alliger & Janak, 1989; Bates, 2004; Holton, 1996) argue that the framework is 

not complete as many intervening variables remain unmeasured. For critics the four-level 

framework is oversimplified; fails to address the important issue of transferring knowledge 

into the workplace (Holton, 1996); and fails to consider individual and organizational 

contextual factors that could influence training (Bates, 2004; Holton, 1996). Holton argues for 

example that reactions to training should be considered as a learning environment variable 

that influence learning behavior rather than a primary outcome of training as recommended by 

Kirkpatrick. Further, critics mention that no linear causal relationships exist between the 

different levels as implicitly assumed by Kirkpatrick (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Bates; 2004; 

Holton, 1996). In reaction to such critics, Kirkpatrick (1998) argues that the framework refers 

to different perspectives and that the levels are not intended to be hierarchical.  

Following critics, new frameworks were proposed in order to measure outcomes of trainings. 

Examples of such frameworks include: The HRD Evaluation Research and Measurement 

Model developed by Holton (Holton, 1996); Phillips’ return on investment framework (ROI) 

(Phillips, 1996); the augmented framework proposed by Alliger, Tannenbaum, Bennett, 

Traver, & Shotland (1997). However, most of these frameworks were modified versions of 

Kirkpatrick four-level framework (Bates, 2004; Ford, 2004; Rajeev et al., 2009; Rotem et al., 

2010).  

Holton (1996) proposes a framework that excludes the reaction level. He recommends (p.9) 

considering three outcomes of training: Learning (learning outcomes), individual performance 

(change in individual performance as a result of the learning being applied on the job), and 

organizational performance (results at the organizational level as a consequence of the change 

in individual performance). The terminologies individual performance and organizational 

performance were introduced instead of the terms behavior and results from Kirkpatrick 

framework. The framework further introduces concepts supposed to influence outcomes such 

as ability (to learn), motivation (to learn and to transfer), and environmental influences (p.10) 

(for more details see Holton, 1996). Phillip’s (1996) return on investment (ROI) framework 

adds a fifth level to the four levels of Kirkpatrick framework in order to calculate the return 
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on investment of training (monetary value of the impact compared to the costs of the training) 

(for more details see Ford, 2004; Phillips, 1996). Alliger et al. (1997) proposes to augment the 

Kirkpatrick framework by refining terminologies and criteria. The proposed augmented 

framework uses the term transfer criteria instead of behavior criteria and divides the criteria 

reaction into affective reactions and utility reactions (for more details see Alliger et al., 1997). 

Table 2.3 compares these new frameworks (HRD; ROI; augmented framework) to the original 

Kirkpatrick framework.  

 

Table 2.3. Comparison between training evaluation frameworks 

 

Kirkpatrick 

framework 

(Kirkpatrick, 1996) 

HRD framework  

 

(Holton, 1996) 

ROI framework  

 

(Phillips, 1996) 

Augmented 

framework  

(Alliger et al., 1997) 

1. Reaction  1. Reaction 1. Reaction 

2. Learning 1. Learning 2. Learning 2. Learning   

3. Behavior 2. Individual 

performance 

3. Behavior 3. Transfer 

4. Results 3. Organizational 

performance 

4. Results 4. Results 

  5. Return on 

investment 

 

 

The previous sub-sections have described the components of the Kirkpatrick framework. The 

following explores literature on fellowship programs in order to find out outcomes and impact 

indicators that are included in the components used by the Kirkpatrick framework. 

 

Kinds of indicators included in the components of the Kirkpatrick framework  
This sub-section is influenced by four evaluations of fellowships programs conducted by 

Aguirre International (2004) in order to evaluate the African Graduate Fellowship (AFGRAD) 

and Advanced Training for Leadership Program (ATLAS) (in the following referred to as 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program); by CIDA (2005) in order to evaluate the Canadian Francophone 

Scholarship Program (CFSP); by the World Bank Institute (2010) in order to evaluate the 

Joint Japan/World Bank Graduate Scholarship Program (JJ/WBGSP); and by the Asian 

Development Bank [ADB] (2007) in order to evaluate the Japan Scholarship Program (JSP). 

These programs were selected in this study because components of indicators used during 

their evaluations were similar to the components recommended by Kirkpatrick (1996). 

Further, the programs were selected for this study because of their similarities with the IFP 

program in terms of core objectives, field of study and level of study.  

The following sub-sections focus on indicators used during evaluation of these four 

fellowship programs. Each sub-section starts with a brief description of the program. Further, 

the sub-section outlines the indicators used during evaluation of the programs.  

 

Evaluation of the ATLAS/AFGRAD program  

The USAID funded fellowships program AFGRAD Program (African Graduate Fellowship 

Program) launched in 1963 was provided to recipients countries till 1990. Its successor the 

ATLAS Program (Advanced Training for Leadership and Skills) started in 1991 and ended in 

2003. According to Aguirre International (2004, p.xv) the core goal of the program was to 

assist “young African nations with a supply of trained mid- and upper-level ‘manpower’ in 

key sectors needed for development”. For that purpose, the AFGRAD program provided  

“high-caliber university education to Africans who will assume critical positions in 
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universities, governmental and parastatal institutions, and the private sector, through which 

they can contribute to the development of their countries” (USAID, 1995, p.vi). 

ATLAS/AFGRAD fellows were selected in 52 African countries such as Benin, Ghana, Mali, 

Madagascar, Namibia, Uganda, etc. From 1963 till 2003, ATLAS/AFGRAD fellowships have 

trained 3263 African professionals. The ATLAS/AFGRAD fellowship provided PhD and 

master trainings in U.S Universities. Fellows may study in any development related fields of 

study important to their country’s growth such as agriculture and animal science, business 

administration and economics, engineering, education and health (USAID, 1995, p.5).  

Impact evaluation of ATLAS/AFGRAD program was undertaken from 2003 till 2004 by 

Aguirre International with the assistance of USAID (Aguirre International, 2004). The aim of 

the impact evaluation was to “assess whether any impact occurred from long-term U.S. 

academic training provided to participants in the ATLAS/AFGRAD projects” (Aguirre 

International, 2004, p.46). For that purpose the evaluation team employed a modified 

Kirkpatrick evaluation framework (see table 2.4 below). To the original four levels of 

Kirkpatrick model, the team added a fifth level (higher level impact) in order to measure the 

program impact at sectoral, national, regional or international levels. The evaluation team 

argues that alumni contributions can be measured beyond institutional levels since national 

leaders and high ranking officials are among alumni (Aguirre International, 2004). 

 

Table 2.4. The modified Kirkpatrick framework used for the ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

(Aguirre International, 2004, p.xvi) 

 

Level one (reaction): the trainee's impression of the program; the level of satisfaction with 

the course, trainer, pace of instruction, content and materials) 

Level two (Learning): the acquisition of skills and knowledge from the training. 

Level three (Application): the performance of the trainee on the job following training. 

Level four (Institutional Results): changes that the trainee's performance brought to the 

organization in efficiency, productivity, or profitability. 

Level five (Higher-Level Results): changes that the trainee's performance brought directly to 

a nation, region or beyond to an international sector or institution. 

 

According to Aguirre International (2004) changes attributed to training at levels 2,3,4,5 can 

be viewed as impact. According to the evaluation team, levels 2 and 1 are less indicative of 

the impact that USAID is seeking. Level 1 and level 2 indicators produce little information 

about impact (Aguirre International, 2004). However, the team acknowledges that without the 

acquisition of Knowledge, Skills and Attitudes (KSA) by alumni (level 2) no impact linked to 

ATLAS/AFGRAD could occur. Therefore, three types of indicators were used by the 

evaluation team: before training indicators, about training indicators, and after training 

indicators (Aguirre International, 2004).  

Before training indicators refer to characteristics of fellows before selection in the 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program such as employment; organizational type and sector of 

employment. Examples of before training indicators are number of fellows who were 

employed or not before selection in program and fellows’ job title before selection. Before 

training indicators were collected in order to facilitate the use of a before-and- after approach 

during the evaluation as recommended by Kirkpatrick (Aguirre International, 2004). About 

training indicators refer to characteristics of fellows gained during the program such as degree 

obtained and follow-up activities done during training. About training indicators refer to level 

2 indicators. Examples of about training indicators are degree obtained during 

ATLAS/AFGRAD training and ATLAS/AFGRAD contribution to alumni knowledge, skills 

and attitudes. After training indicators refer to information about alumni after participation in 
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the ATLAS/AFGRAD program such as employment, positions held, and participant’s impact 

in institutions and beyond institutions. After training indicators include level 3, level 4, and 

level 5 indicators. Level 3 indicators measure the extent to which alumni are able to apply the 

knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired during participation in the ATLAS/AFGRAD 

program. An example of level 3 indicators is the applicability of acquired knowledge, skills 

and attitudes at institutions. Levels 4 and 5 indicators measure the results of 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program at individual and institutional level as well as at sectoral, 

national, regional or international levels. Examples of level 4 and 5 indicators are alumni 

career progression and ATLAS/AFGRAD contribution to institutional changes. Table B1 to 

B4 (appendix B) provide all kinds of indicators used during evaluation of the 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program with their operational definitions. 

 

In sum, the framework used to assess the impact of ATLAS/AFGRAD program is a modified 

Kirkpatrick framework that focus on learning, behavior, results, and higher impacts 

indicators. No reaction indicators were used during evaluation of ATLAS/AFGRAD program.  

 

Evaluation Canadian Francophone Scholarship Program (CFSP) 

The Canadian Francophone Scholarship Program (CFSP) was launched in 1987. From its 

inception the program is managed by the Canadian International Development Agency 

(CIDA). According to CIDA (2005) the program aims to increase opportunities for higher 

education and to establish closer ties between recipient countries and Canada. Further, the 

program aims to contribute in the development of recipient countries by “giving priority to 

technical and vocational trainer training, enhanced teaching and research skills in universities, 

specialist and manager training to build the capacities of private entrepreneurs, appropriate 

vocational training to build the capacities of public-service managers, and a greater number of 

women in all sectors” (CIDA, 2005, p.8). The CFSP provides scholarship to graduates from 

37 Francophone countries eligible for Canada’s Official development assistance (ODA) 

(CIDA, 2005, p.1). Fellows are selected in Africa, Asia, Indian Ocean and Caribbean 

countries. From 1987 till 2004, CFSP has provided 1461 scholarships particularly to fellows 

from African countries. Fellows may follow education at college, bachelor, master and 

doctoral levels in Canadian universities. They may study in any development related fields of 

study such as management, health, education, engineering, and science.  

A modified Kirkpatrick framework was used during evaluation of the CFSP program. 

According to CIDA (2005, p.2) CFSP assessment framework (see CIDA, 2005, p.9) is based 

on the modified Kirkpatrick four-level evaluation framework developed by Aguirre 

International (2004) for USAID. The framework was designed in order to measure the 

operational objectives (outputs), the outcomes and impacts of the program. It includes 

different outcome and impact indicators. 

Two kinds of outcome indicators were used in the framework: immediate outcomes and 

medium-term outcomes. Immediate outcomes refer to reaction and learning indicators. An 

example of an immediate outcome indicator is the benefits of academic training to alumni.  

Medium-term outcomes refer behavior as well as results (e.g. individual benefits from 

training/results) indicators. Examples of medium-term outcome indicators are alumni 

employment status after graduation and the use of alumni acquired knowledge, skills and 

attitudes in home institutions or organizations. 

Further, expected and unexpected impact indicators were used by CIDA in order to assess the 

impact of CFSP in recipient countries. An example of expected impact indicators is CFSP 

contribution to sustainable development in recipient countries. Unexpected impact indicators 

are related to the impact of alumni who do not return to their countries but are still able to 

contribute to the development of their countries. According to CIDA (2005, p.20) their 
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contributions can be in terms of remittances or informal benefits such as working for an 

organization that contributes to the development of their own country. An example of 

unexpected impact is the diaspora’s (alumni who do not return to home country) contribution 

to the development of CFSP recipient countries. Table B5 to B 7 (appendix B) provide all 

kinds of indicators used during evaluation of the CFSP program with their operational 

definitions. 

 

In sum, the framework used to assess the impact of CFSP program is a modified Kirkpatrick 

framework that includes reaction, learning, behavior, and results indicators components. 

 

Evaluation Joint Japan/World Bank Graduate Scholarship Program (JJ/WBGSP) 

The Joint Japan/World Bank Graduate Scholarship Program (JJ/WBGSP) was established in 

1987 in order to “encourage and strengthen human resource development in developing 

countries” (World Bank Institute, 2010, p.i). The JJ/WBGSP provides scholarship to mid-

career professionals from developing countries in order to complete a master or doctorate 

degree in a development related field of study. In doing so the program aims to expose these 

professionals to “the latest techniques and knowledge available through development related 

graduate studies” (World Bank Institute, 2010, p.2). Examples of study areas include public 

policy, international development and sustainable development, economics, environment and 

natural resources, and public health, education, and agriculture. Fellows are selected in Africa, 

Asia and the Pacific, Latin America and Caribbean, the Middle East, not industrialized 

European countries, and the so called part 1 countries such as Japan. From 1987 till 2007 the 

program has provided 3733 scholarships mostly to professionals from Africa, Asia, and the 

Pacific. Fellows may study in 150 universities in 32 World Bank member countries. After 

completion of their study alumni are expected to return to their home countries in order to 

apply and disseminate the newly acquired knowledge and skills to enhance the socioeconomic 

development of their own and other developing countries (World Bank Institute, 2010). 

Since 1994 the Word Bank and the government of Japan have conducted a series of tracer 

studies in order to evaluate the JJ/WBGSP program. The aims of the studies were to trace the 

performance of the program by investigating whether fellows (World Bank Institute, 2010, 

p.1): attained their degrees successfully and benefited from their academic programs; returned 

to their home or other developing countries; achieved recognition for their enhanced skills, 

progression and mobility, higher income, better grades and promotion in their jobs; are 

engaged in senior professional and managerial positions that provided them with the 

opportunity to disseminate newly acquired skills and knowledge; and contributed to the 

overall socioeconomic development of their home countries or other developing countries. 

For that purpose, three types of indicators are included in the framework of JJ/WBGSP: input 

indicators, output indicators, and impact or outcome indicators. However, only output and 

impact/outcome indicators were included in the tracer study questionnaire. Self assessment 

qualitative indicators (considered output as well as impact indicators) are used in order to 

measure the perceptions of alumni of the benefits and usefulness of the JJ/WBGSP program 

(World Bank Institute, 2010, p.5). 

Outputs indicators included in the JJ/WBGSP framework are related to learning indicators. 

An example of such indicators is the degree attainment. Impact or outcome indicators (level 4 

indicators) are intended to measure the impact of JJ/WBGSP on the socio economic 

development of alumni countries as well as alumni individual benefits from the program. The 

impact of JJ/WBGSP is measured through three main indicators: residence status, 

employment status, and impact on the development environment (World Band Institute, 

2010). Table B8 and table B9 (appendix B) provide all kinds of indicators used during 

evaluation of the JJ/WBGSP program with their operational definitions. 
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In sum, the framework used to assess the impact of JJ/WBGSP program includes learning, 

and results indicators components. No reaction and behavior indicators were used during 

evaluation of  JJ/WBGSP. 

 

Evaluation Japan Scholarship Program (JSP) 

The Japan Scholarship Program (JSP) supported by the Japan government in the Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) was launched in 1988. The aim of the program is to “provide 

qualified citizens with opportunities to pursue further studies at designated national and 

international institutions recognized for their programs in economics, business and 

management, science and technology, or any other development-related field” (ADB, 2007, 

p.iii). Fellows are selected in ADB’s developing member countries (DMC) such as 

Philippines, Thailand, Afghanistan, India, Indonesia, China, Bangladesh, Vietnam, Cambodia, 

Pakistan, etc. From 1988 till 2006 JSP has provided 2104 scholarships. Fellows may study at 

master and doctorate levels in 20 designated institutions in 10 countries. They may study in 

any development related fields of study such as education, agriculture, health, economics, etc. 

After their study, alumni are expected to return to home countries in order to contribute to the 

economical and social development by applying their knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired 

during the study (ADB, 2007). 

Evaluation of JSP was undertaken since1999 by the Operations Evaluation Department 

(OED) of the ADB at request of and with funding from the government of Japan. The aim of 

the evaluations was to found out whether JSP has contributed to capacity building of 

scholarship recipients and whether JSP alumni have contributed to the socioeconomic 

development of their home countries (ADB, 2007, p.1). In order to achieve these goals, ADB 

conducted in 2007, next to desk review and fieldwork, a tracer study of JSP scholarship 

recipients. The study questionnaire was designed in order to examine whether the JSP has 

contributed to the enhancement of the alumni knowledge and skills, whether the alumni have 

completed their studies, and whether they are in positions that would contribute to the 

socioeconomic development of their home countries (ADB, 2007, p.1). Two types of 

indicators are included in the questionnaire: impact indicators related to JSP contribution to 

development of alumni and impact indicators related to JSP contribution to socioeconomic 

development of alumni countries (ADB, 2007). Impact indicators related to JSP contribution 

to development of alumni measure whether the program had contributed to enhancing alumni 

knowledge, skills and attitudes or whether the program had contributed in enhancing 

employment of alumni. Examples of such indicators are degree attainment and employment of 

alumni. Qualitative impact indicators related to JSP contribution to socioeconomic 

development of alumni countries were used to measure the contribution of JSP in enhancing 

socioeconomic development in alumni countries. An example of such indicators is JSP 

contribution to socioeconomic development. Table B10 and table B11 (appendix B) provide 

all kinds of indicators used during evaluation of the JSP program with their operational 

definitions. 

 

In sum, the framework used to assess the impact of JSP program includes reaction, learning 

and results indicators components. No behavior indicators were used during evaluation of 

JSP.  

 

2.3 Summary literature review 

Various frameworks are used to assess impact of educational programs. In these frameworks 

indicators components are categorized according to logical classifications or thematically. 

According to logical classification, processes in the environment of the program can 
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transform inputs into targeted outputs and desired outcomes and impacts. Thematic 

classification use themes of indicators mostly related to expenditure in education; to 

conducted activities; and to results (in terms of outputs, outcomes, and impact).  Examples of 

frameworks used in the area of education programs evaluation are the framework developed 

by Scheerens (2004), the OECD framework, and the four-level framework developed by 

Kirkpatrick (1996).  

The framework developed by Scheerens (2004) is an example of framework within which 

indicators components are categorized according to logical classification. The Scheerens' 

framework is an input-process-outcome-context framework. Scheerens’ framework builds on 

empirical findings of school effectiveness research in developed and developing countries and 

includes education indicators and variables that are empirically proven to be relevant for the 

evaluation of the quality of education at system, program, school, and classroom level.  

The OECD framework is an example of framework within which indicators components are 

categorized thematically. The OECD framework includes internationally comparable 

education indicators that could be used to evaluate the outcomes of education systems.  

The Kirkpatrick four-level framework is an example of framework used for the assessment of 

the outcomes of trainings in corporate organizations as well as in the area of fellowship 

program. The framework include four indicator components related to participants’ reaction 

to training, learning of participants during training, behaviour of participants after training, 

and results in institutions or organizations due to training received.  

 

These three frameworks and related indicator components are analysed in the third chapter for 

their appropriateness for the assessment of the impact of IFP.  
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3. Development of IFP instrument: Pre-selection of indicators and variables 
In previous chapters the research questions were explained (see introduction and chapter 1) 

and the results of the literature review were presented (see chapter 2). Three frameworks were 

examined in the literature review. These frameworks are analysed in this chapter. Analyses of 

these frameworks are conducted for answering the second part of the first research question 

(to which extent are these frameworks appropriate for the assessment of the impact of IFP?) 

and for answering the second research question which is: What kinds of outcome and impact 

indicators are necessary to assess the impact of IFP in the area of education? In chapter 3 the 

pre-selection process of indicators and variables is explained. Therefore, the three frameworks 

were first analysed for their applicability as conceptual framework in this study. Then, the 

criteria used to pre-select indicators and variables were set. Further, indicator included in 

these frameworks were analysed in order to find out whether they could be pre-selected for 

the assessment of the impact of IFP. 

This chapter includes four sections. The working definition of impact and the conceptual 

framework within which indicators are pre-selected in this study are given in the first section. 

The criteria needed for defining applicable indicators and variables in the context of IFP are 

discussed in the second section. With these criteria the indicators are evaluated in the third 

section within the context of the reviewed frameworks. In the fourth and final section the 

indicators and variables pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument according to the three 

components of the conceptual framework are presented. 

 

3.1 Conceptual framework used in this study 

Following the goals of IFP (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.33), impacts of IFP should be 

measured at individual, institutional and system (country) level. IFP is a fellowship program 

and fellowship programs are defined as programs that provide training to fellows in specific 

fields of studies (Aguirre International, 2004; Boeren, 2005; CIDA, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010; 

USAID, 1995). Therefore, as IFP provides training activities, the three frameworks reviewed 

in chapter two were analysed according to their relevance to assess training programs and 

whether they include components appropriate to measure impacts at individual, institutional 

and system level. The following sub-sections provide first of all the working definition of 

impact used in this study and then provide analyses of the Scheerens quality framework 

followed by the OECD framework and the Kirkpatrick framework. Based on these analyses 

the conceptual framework used to assess the impact of IFP is provided. 

 

3.1.1 Working definition of impact  

Definitions of impact abound in educational evaluation literature. Scheerens et al. (2003) 

define impact as “changes in other sectors of the society that can be seen as the effects of 

education” (p.217) and relate impact to long term outcomes. Enders & de Boer (2002, p.13) 

use a similar definition to define impact in the conceptual framework used for formative 

evaluations of IFP. According to Enders & de Boer, impact refers to the long-term outcomes, 

that is, “the fundamental change in organizations or communities as a consequence of the 

outcomes” (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.14). Enders & de Boer (2002) argue that impact could 

refer to unintended effect. In the same line, Stufflebeam (in Maudaus et al., 1983) relates 

impact to long term outcomes and recommends that evaluation of impact should be extended 

to positive and negative results as well as intended and unintended outcomes. This 

recommendation is included in the definitions provided by the OECD and by Roche (1999). 

OECD defines impact as “positive and negative, primarily and secondary long-term effects 

produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended” 

(OECD, 2002, p.24). Effects refer to “intended or unintended change due directly or indirectly 

to an intervention” (OECD, 2002, p.20). According to Roche (1999) impacts are “lasting or 
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significant changes – positive or negative, intended or not – in people’s lives, brought about 

by a given action or series of action” (p.302). Lasting changes are sustainable changes that are 

expected to be seen in the long term and significant changes are temporary changes that are 

not sustained throughout the time but that are important for the local beneficiaries’ lives 

(Roche, 1999).  

Although some slight differences occur, impact is defined by scholars as a long term change 

that results from activities conducted by an educational program. In the case of fellowships 

programs, the activities are directly conducted by alumni or network of alumni (Boeren, 2005; 

Norad, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010; Searle et al., 2006; Strömbom, 1989; Teichler, 1991). 

Therefore, following CHEPS (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.13) this study adopts the following 

definition of impact: changes in IFP countries as a result of activities conducted by an 

individual alumnus (alumna) or by a network of alumni. Two kinds of changes are 

considered: first order changes and second order changes. The first order changes refer to 

activities that alumni conduct in order to bring about attitudinal and behavioural changes as 

well as changes in the functioning and performances of institutions and organizations where 

alumni are active. These first order changes are considered as the outcomes of IFP. The 

second order changes are the changes in IFP countries/communities caused by the activities 

conducted by alumni. Similar to scholars (e.g. Enders & de Boer, 2002; Mikkelsen, 2005; 

Stufflebeam in Maudaus et al., 1983; Roche, 1999) these changes may be intended or 

unintended, positive or negative. 

 

3.1.2 Analysis Scheerens’ quality framework 

The Scheerens’ framework is based on findings provided by the school effectiveness research 

movement in developed and developing countries and includes indicators and variables that 

are positively associated with educational achievement. These indicators and variables are 

empirically found by the school effectiveness research to be relevant to measure the quality of 

education in terms of educational achievement and attainment. The framework is designed to 

evaluate the quality of education at system level (national education system), at school level, 

and at classroom level. However, this framework was not developed specifically to assess the 

outcomes and impact of trainings or fellowship programs. No mention is made by Scheerens 

that the framework is intended for such a purpose. Evidence of the use of the quality 

framework by organizations active in the field of fellowship programs was not found in the 

literature reviewed. No evidence could be found in literature reviewed that indicators included 

in the quality framework were validated in a population similar to alumni. Further, the 

framework includes no component appropriate to assess outcomes and impacts at individual 

level.  

 

3.1.3 Analysis OECD framework 

The OECD framework is designed to compare educational performances of countries at 

system level. The framework includes international indicators designed by groups of 

statisticians, policy–makers and academics from different institutions. Indicators and 

definitions used in the framework reflect a consensus among a wide range of professionals 

including experts from UNESCO-UIS, OECD, and EUROSTAT (UOE). However, the OECD 

framework is not designed to assess the outcomes and impact of trainings or fellowship 

programs. Evidence about the use of the OECD framework by organizations active in the field 

of fellowship programs was not found in the literature explored. No evidence was also found 

in literature reviewed that indicators included in the OECD framework were validated in a 

population similar to alumni. Further, the framework includes no component appropriate to 

evaluate outcomes and impacts at individual and institutional level as all indicators are related 

to the system level.   
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3.1.4 Analysis Kirkpatrick framework 

The four-level Kirkpatrick framework is specifically designed to measure the outcomes of 

trainings programs. Each level of the framework measures different aspects of training. 

According to critics (e.g. Alliger & Janak, 1989; Bates, 2004; Holton, 1996) the reaction 

component (considered as happy sheets) should not be considered as measures of outcomes of 

trainings because reaction indicators are limited to opinions of participants to training and do 

not measure knowledge, skills and attitudes. Critics argue that reaction should be used as 

variable that influence training behaviour. In line with critics, evaluators in the area of 

fellowship programs argue that the first level (reaction level) produces little information about 

impact of fellowship programs (Aguirre International, 2004; Rotem et al., 2010; Zinovieff, 

2008). However, except the first level of the Kirkpatrick framework, the other three levels are 

used (even by critics) to develop new frameworks or to evaluate outcomes of trainings. This 

indicates implicitly that unanimity exist about the learning, behaviour and results components. 

Although designed for training programs in corporate contexts, evidence exists about the use 

of the Kirkpatrick framework by organizations that provide fellowships programs. Further, the 

Kirkpatrick framework includes components appropriate to evaluate outcomes and impacts at 

individual, institutional and system level. 

 

3.1.5 Conclusion of the analysis  

Scheerens’ quality framework and OECD framework appear to be relevant frameworks that 

could respectively evaluate the quality of education and the educational performances of 

countries at system level. However, both frameworks are not appropriate – on their own - to 

evaluate outcomes and impacts of IFP at individual, institutional and system level. This study 

adopts therefore the Kirkpatrick framework as a guide in pre-selecting indicators that could be 

used to evaluate the IFP program because the four-level framework is appropriate for the 

levels (individual, institutional, and system) recommended for the assessment of the impact of 

the IFP program. However, the reaction level of the four-level framework was not used in this 

study as no consensus exist between scholars about its use in the area of evaluation of training 

and fellowship programs and because it is less indicative of impact (Aguirre International, 

2004; Rotem et al., 2010; Zinovieff, 2008). Further, this level was not used in this study as 

reaction indicators should be measured immediately at the end of the training (DFC, n.d.; 

Kirkpatrick, 1996; Rotem et al., 2010) and the reaction level has no relationship with the 

objectives of IFP.    
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Figure 3.1. Conceptual framework for pre-selection of indicators 

 

The conceptual framework adopted in this study derives from the Kirkpatrick four-level 

evaluation framework.  

Learning refers to whether IFP alumni have gained new knowledge, skills, and attitudes from 

participating in the training program. Therefore, the learning component should include 

indicators and variables appropriate to measure the new knowledge, skills and attitudes 

acquired by IFP alumni.  

Behavior refers to the extent to which IFP alumni are able to apply (or to transfer) the 

acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes in institutions/organizations and beyond institutions 

where they are active. Therefore, the behavior component should include indicators and 

variables appropriate to measure whether IFP alumni are able to apply the acquired 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes in institutions and organizations and beyond.  

Results refer to contribution of the IFP program (through training received by IFP alumni) to 

the educational sector of recipient countries as well as to individual alumni. Therefore, the 

result component should include indicators and variables appropriate to measure changes 

caused by IFP alumni in their countries and communities respectively. 

 

In order to pre-select indicators that could be included in the components of the conceptual 

framework, the following section provides the criteria needed to define applicable indicators 

in the context of IFP. 

 

3.2 Selection criteria used in the pre-selection process 

This section provides the criteria which were used in this study in order to pre-select 

indicators from literature. As impact is defined in this study as changes caused by IFP alumni, 

this study adopts the definition of indicators provided by OECD (2002). According to OECD 

(2002, p.25) indicators could be defined as “quantitative or qualitative factors or variables that 

provide a simple and reliable means to measure achievement, to reflect the changes connected 

to an intervention, or to help assess the performance of a development actor” (OECD, 2002, 

p.25). Therefore, indicators refer in this study to any quantitative and qualitative variables that 

are appropriate to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP in the area of education in its 

selected countries. This section describes first the characteristics of applicable indicators and 

provides the criteria used in this study in order to pre-select indicators and variables.  

 

Individual level  Institutional/Community/ 

National/International level 

LEARNING  

Did IFP alumni learn from the 

training received? 

BEHAVIOR 

Could IFP alumni apply what 

they have learned? 

RESULTS 

Contribution of IFP to 

individual alumni and to the 

educational sector of 

selected countries. 
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3.2.1 Characteristics of applicable indicators 

Different approaches of how to choose applicable indicators are described in literature (CIDA, 

1997; Kusek & Rist, 2004; Prennushi et al., 2001; Ramos et al. 2004; Roche, 1999). 

Examples of such approaches are the SMART-model and the CREAM-model.  

In order to select applicable indicators, Roche (1999) suggests using the SMART-model. The 

abbreviation SMART stands for specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bounded. 

According to Roche (1999, p.48), indicators should therefore reflect things that the project 

intends to change (specific), should be defined precisely and should provide objective data 

that allow comparability and aggregation of changes (measurable), should be achievable and 

sensitive to changes (attainable), should be easy to collect within reasonable time and cost 

(relevant), and should indicate when change is expected (time-bound). Next to the SMART-

model, Kusek & Rist (2004) recommend to use the CREAM-model as criteria to select 

applicable indicators. The abbreviation CREAM stands for clear, relevant, economic, 

adequate, and monitorable. According to Kusek & Rist (2004, p.68) applicable indicators 

should therefore be precise and unambiguous; should be appropriate to the subject at hand; 

should be available at a reasonable cost; should provide a sufficient basis to assess 

performance and should not be too indirect, too much of a proxy, and abstract; should be 

possible to be validated and verified independently.  

Slight differences exist between the SMART and CREAM models. For example the criteria 

adequate and monitorable of the CREAM-model are not included in the SMART-model. In 

addition to the SMART-model and the CREAM-model, other characteristics of applicable 

indicators are mentioned in literature (for more details see CIDA, 1997; OECD, 2004; 

Prennushi et al., 2001; Ramos et al. 2004; UNESCO, n.d.; World Bank, 2004). Characteristics 

for applicable indicators mentioned by these scholars slightly differ from each other and 

slightly differ from the characteristics used in the SMART and CREAM models. For example 

UNESCO (n.d.) mentions that applicable indicators should be reliable and valid. Validity and 

reliability are for example not included in the SMART model.   

 

As it can be seen, characteristics for applicable indicators abound in literature and differences 

in terms of number and wording of characteristics exist. The following attempts therefore to 

find characteristics which could be used as criteria in this study for the pre-selection of 

indicators and variables. 

 

3.2.2 Criteria used to pre-select indicators and variables 

In order to provide the selection criteria used within this study, selection criteria provided by 

three organizations active in the area of education and/or fellowship programs were explored 

and compared with each other. The organizations include the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the World Bank, and the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 

 

Selection criteria of indicators used by the three organizations 

According to UNESCO (n.d., p.3) applicable indicators should be: 

 Policy-relevant, by being capable of providing clear and unambiguous responses to 

key policy issues and concerns; 

 User friendly, i.e., comprehensible, timely and few in number; 

 Derived from a framework, which allows the interpretation of one figure (say 

enrolment) in the context of other basic variables (say demography and investment in 

education) of a particular country; 

 Technically sound, i.e. valid, reliable and comparable; 
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 Feasible to measure at reasonable cost, in that the basic statistics required for deriving 

them can be either readily available or comparatively easy to collect within a well-

defined timeframe. 

In the OECD framework data on indicators should meet eight quality dimensions (OECD, 

2004, pp.123-124): relevance of the value of data; accuracy of data; credibility of data; 

timeliness of data, that is, being timely available in order to permit the information to be of 

value; data should be punctual that is being released in accordance with a publication 

schedule; data should be easy to locate and to access (accessibility); data should be easy to 

understand, to use, and analyse by users (interpretability); data should be coherent, that is, 

being logically connected and mutually consistent. According to the World Bank (World 

Bank, 2004, pp. 3-4) indicators should meet ten criteria (see table 3.1 below) in order to be 

considered as applicable. Table 3.1 provides an overview of criteria used by the three 

organizations.  

 

Table 3.1. Overview of selection criteria (OECD, 2004; UNESCO, n.d.; World Bank, 2004) 

 
UNESCO (n.d., p.3) OECD (2004, pp.123-

124) 

World Bank (2004, pp. 3-4) 

1- Policy-relevant 1- Relevance 1- Direct, unambiguous measure of progress 

2- User friendly 2- Accuracy 2- Vary across group, areas, and over time 

3- Derived from a 

framework 

3- Credibility 3- Have a direct link with interventions 

4- Technically 

sound 

4- Timeliness 4- Be relevant for policy making 

5- Feasible to 

measure at 

reasonable cost 

5- Punctuality 5- Be consistent with the decision-making cycle 

 6- Accessibility 6- Not be easily manipulated  

 7- Interpretability 7- Be easy to measure and not too costly to measure 

 8- Coherence 8- Be easy to understand 

  9- Be reliable 

  10- Consistent with data availability and data 

collection capacity 

 

As it can be seen from table 3.1, criteria for applicable indicators used by these organizations 

differ from each other. The differences are mostly related to the number and wording of 

criterion used by each organization. For example: User friendly criterion mentioned by 

UNESCO means that indicators should be few in number as well as being comprehensible 

and timeliness. However, timeliness is mentioned as isolated criterion by OECD and the 

World Bank refers to timeliness as being consistent with the decision-making cycle. In spite 

of such differences, there is consensus about three criteria: the relevance of the indicators, the 

scientific quality of the indicators, and the measurability of the indicators. These three criteria 

are explained hereafter.  

 

Policy relevance of indicators: Indicators should have “a direct link with the intervention” 

(World Bank, 2004, p.3). In other words, indicators should have a relationship with the direct 

objectives of an intervention and therefore should be appropriate to measure the changes 

caused by the intervention. According to UNESCO (n.d., p.3) policy-relevance means that 

indicators should be “capable of providing clear and unambiguous responses to key policy 
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issues and concerns” UNESCO (n.d., p.3). Information provided by indicators should 

therefore be useful to key users (program managers and other stakeholders) and should help 

guide decisions that these users will need to make.  

 

Scientific quality of indicators: Indicators should be scientifically sound, that is, they should 

be valid and reliable. An indicator should measure what it is intended to measure (validity) 

and should provide stable and accurate results when repeated in the same populations and 

circumstances (reliability) (Kusek & Rist, 2004). According to UNESCO indicators should 

derive wherever possible from a known framework (UNESCO, n.d.). Further, indicators 

should be simple, well defined and should provide objective data that allow wherever possible 

international comparability and disaggregation of changes (OECD, 2004; UNESCO, n.d.; 

World Bank, 2004). Indicators should not be sensitive to manipulation (World Bank, 2004).  

 

Measurability of indicators: Indicators should be measurable. Measurability is related to the 

availability of data on indicators in the concerned country or to the possibility to collect 

objective data on the indicators at reasonable cost (UNESCO, n.d.). Therefore, indicators 

should be consistent with data availability and data collection capacity of countries (OECD, 

2004; UNESCO, n.d.; World Bank, 2004). 

 

Selection criteria used in this study 

Policy relevance, scientific quality, and measurability were used in this study as criteria 

during pre-selection and selection of indicators because consensus exists about their use as 

criteria for applicable indicators. Therefore, during the pre-selection process, all identified 

indicators and variables were analysed according to whether they are policy relevant for IFP, 

that is, whether they have a relationship with IFP intended objectives. According to CHEPS 

(see Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.33), the intended objectives of IFP should be measured at 

individual, institutional, and system level. Pre-selected indicators should therefore have a 

relationship with the objectives of IFP at individual, institutional or system level. Data on pre-

selected indicators should be useful for decisions that IFP policy makers will need to take. 

According to experts interviewed during orientation interviews, data about indicators are 

useful for IFP policy makers if IFP alumni could influence these indicators. This stresses the 

importance to pre-select indicators that could be influenced by IFP alumni. Further, all 

identified indicators and variables were analysed according to whether they have evidence of 

validity and reliability in literature. Scholars recommend using, wherever possible, indicators 

with evidence of validity and reliability (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; 

Straub et al., 2004). If not available, validity and reliability of indicators could still be 

evaluated after field testing. Pre-selected indicators and variables should therefore be 

validated/tested in the context of fellowship programs. Furthermore, all identified indicators 

and variables were analyzed according to whether they are measurable. Pre-selected 

indicators should be measurable in the context of IFP, that is, whether data on indicators are 

available in an up-dated database or are easy to collect. 

 

In the following all identified indicators included in frameworks reviewed in chapter two are 

analyzed according to the criteria set in this study in order to pre-select indicators and related 

variables that could be included in the components of the conceptual framework used in this 

study. 

 

3.3 Analysis of indicators  

Analysis of indicators focused on evidence of validity and reliability in literature and on 

policy relevance and measurability of indicators in the context of IFP. Although the OECD 
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and the quality frameworks were not found appropriate on their own to assess the impact of 

IFP, indicators included in these frameworks were analyzed in this section in order to find out 

whether they could be included in the components of the conceptual framework used in this 

study. Further, indicators that could be included in the components of the Kirkpatrick 

framework during evaluation of fellowship programs were analyzed. The following provides 

successively the analysis of indicators included in the components of Scheerens’ framework, 

in the components of OECD framework, and in the components of the Kirkpatrick framework 

during evaluation of fellowship programs. 

 

3.3.1 Analysis of OECD indicators 

Indicators included in the OECD framework are designed to measure the outcomes of 

education at system level (see indicators in chapter 2). According to OECD (2012) the aim of 

indicators included in the OECD framework is to compare educational systems in order to 

support educational policy makers and practitioners in reforming their policies.  

 

Evidence of validity and reliability  

Estimates of validity and reliability of OECD indicators are not available in literature 

reviewed. However, OECD indicators are the product of ongoing review processes conducted 

by different groups of international experts (OECD, 2004). Quality of data is for example 

controlled by the technical group where OECD works jointly with UNESCO-UIS and 

EUROSTAT. Indicators used in the OECD framework are designed by groups of statisticians, 

policy–makers and academics. Indicators and definitions used in the framework reflect a 

consensus among these professionals. Feedback from different group of experts ensures 

content validity of instruments (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Haynes, Richard & Kubany, 1995; 

Litwin, 1995; Straub, 1989; Straub et al., 2004; Wynd, Schmidt & Schaefer, 2003). Although 

estimates of reliability are not available in literature reviewed, methodological and technical 

issues (definitions – measurement – data sources) are well described in the OECD handbook 

for internationally comparative education statistics (OECD, 2004). OECD indicators are field 

tested before being used in survey such as the Programme for International Student 

Assessment (PISA). OECD has standardized data collection procedures with the use of the 

International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) framework for definitions and by 

providing data collection guidelines to member countries (OECD, 2004). Standardization of 

procedures and methods is a way of producing consistent findings over time. 

 

Policy relevance and measurability  

Indicators included in the OECD framework are designed to measure the outcomes of 

education at system level. Data on these indicators could be useful for IFP policy makers to 

evaluate the objectives of IFP at system level. However, literature in the field of fellowship 

evaluation argues that it is difficult or even impossible to establish influence of alumni at 

system level because of context factors (Krasulin et al., 1998; Norad, 2005; Rotem et al., 

2010; USAID, 1991). At national level, contributions of individual alumni may be small and 

therefore difficult to identify and to measure (USAID, 1991). Similarly, all experts 

interviewed during orientation interviews argue that it will be difficult to measure the impact 

of IFP at system/country level because of context factors that can influence the measurement. 

Examples of comments made include: 

“It is too ambitious to develop an instrument to measure the impact of IFP at country level” 

(respondent R2).  

“Outcomes are measurable but forget the impacts at system level” (respondent R6). 

“It will be quite difficult to get the impact clear as politics play a considerable role in these 

countries” (respondent R2). 
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“Fellowships are about individuals and their impacts in a country will not be visible and also 

difficult to measure” (respondent R4).  

According to respondent (R2) it will be difficult to establish a link between activities 

conducted by alumni and changes in the educational system because many decisions could be 

taken by other stakeholders in the area of education. Similarly, respondent (R6) argued that 

too many factors will influence the measurement of impacts at system level. Therefore, it will 

be difficult to attribute changes to alumni. Further, respondents recommend not to include 

system level quantitative indicators such as gross enrolment rate (GER), net enrolment rate 

(NER), drop out rate etc. According to respondent (R9) “it would be unrealistic to assume that 

alumni can influence country level indicators such as enrolment rate, dropout rate etc.”. 

According to this respondent alumni alone are not able to influence such indicators. The 

statements of these consulted experts stress how difficult it is to attribute changes at system 

level to activities that IFP alumni will conduct. Because of these attribution issues, OECD 

indicators were found not measurable in the context of IFP.  

 

In sum, indicators included in the OECD framework are good indicators that can measure the 

performance of education at system level. However, OECD indicators cannot be influenced 

by IFP alumni on their own. Data provided by OECD indicators could therefore be difficult to 

be attributed to IFP alumni because of measurement issues. These data are therefore not 

useful for IFP policy makers. For these reasons, OECD indicators were not pre-selected for 

the IFP instrument.  

 

3.3.2 Analysis of indicators included in the quality framework 

Indicators included in Scheerens’ quality framework are designed to evaluate the quality of 

education at system level (national education system), at school level, and at classroom level 

(see indicators in chapter 2).  

 

Evidence of validity and reliability  

Evidence of validity of indicators included in the quality framework is not available in 

literature on school effectiveness research reviewed. However, the quality framework 

includes indicators and variables that are positively associated with educational achievement. 

Further, consensus exists in the school effectiveness research community about the variables 

included in the quality framework. Therefore, it could be assumed that these indicators are 

content valid measures of the quality of education in terms of student’s achievement and 

attainment. Evidence of reliability of the indicators is also not supported by literature. 

Measurement issues related to operationalization of variables/factors are mentioned in 

Scheerens et al. (2003). According to Scheerens et al. (2003), operational definitions vary 

across school effectiveness studies and “there is little agreement, at the operational level, on 

the substance of the key factors that are supposed to determine school effectiveness” (p.298). 

Standardization of research instruments do not exist (Scheerens et al., 2003). Without 

standardization, consistency of findings is difficult to establish between studies and over time.  

 

Policy relevance and measurability 

The framework includes indicators and variables that can be manipulated by actors in the area 

of education such as “policy planners, local constituencies, school managers, and teachers” in 

order to increase the quality of education (Scheerens, 2004, p.54). They can help policy 

makers to make decisions to address educational quality issues. Indicators included in the 

quality framework are designed to measure the quality of education at system, as well as at 

school and classroom level. For the same reasons as mentioned in the section above, system 

level inputs, process and outcome/impact indicators included in the quality framework could 
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not be influenced by alumni on their own and attribution to alumni will be difficult to 

establish. Further, such indicators are difficult to be measured in the context of fellowship 

programs because of the influence of external factors. However, the quality framework 

includes input and process factors that can be manipulated at school and classroom level. 

There is evidence that alumni are active at school and classroom levels (Kottmann & Enders, 

2009). In spite of such evidence, it is for example difficult to establish that the degree of 

parents’ involvement in schools is only attributable to activities that alumni conduct. 

Therefore, because of issues of attribution, input and process factors at school or classroom 

level were not used as impact indicators at institutional level but rather as outcomes variables 

(activities that alumni could conduct). Data on these indicators could be policy relevant at 

institutional level as IFP aims to investigate whether alumni conduct activities that foster 

quality of education.  

 

In sum, indicators included in the Scheerens’ quality framework are appropriate to measure 

the quality of education at system, as well as at school and classroom level. However, system 

level indicators were not pre-selected in this study as they cannot be influenced by IFP alumni 

alone. Further, because of attribution and measurement issues data on such indicators are not 

useful for IFP policy makers. Variables at school and classroom level were pre-selected as 

outcomes variables in order to understand whether IFP alumni conduct such activities.  

 

3.3.3 Analysis of indicators used during evaluation of ATLAS/AFGRAD 

Indicators included in the framework used to assess the impact of ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

focus on learning, behavior, results, and higher impacts levels of assessment (see chapter 2).  

 

Evidence of validity and reliability 

Estimates of validity and reliability of ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators are not available in the 

literature reviewed. Data collection methodology and procedures and sampling techniques are 

well described by the evaluation team of ATLAS/AFGRAD program. The evaluation team 

only reports that different types of statistical reliability were accessed in order to increase the 

credibility of findings. But no details about these reliability estimates were mentioned. 

ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators were validated in a population similar to IFP alumni. Different 

pretesting rounds with expert groups were also reported by the evaluation team. According to 

Aguirre International (2004), the draft of the questionnaire instrument was first evaluated by 

evaluation and survey specialists. After evaluation, the draft was revised and tested with 

ATLAS/AFGRAD participants in countries selected for site visits, then revised and finalized. 

Pretesting with experts groups is a way to ensure content validity of instruments (Straub, et 

al., 2004). Further, according to Aguirre International (2004) data collected from alumni are 

about perceived impact. Therefore, the evaluation team used different methods such as 

participant surveys, country site visits, internet search, and interviews with alumni 

supervisors, USAID/Washington education specialists, and USAID mission staff. The use of 

different methods (triangulation) is a way to ensure consistency and credibility of findings in 

qualitative research.  

 

Policy relevance and measurability 

ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators are appropriate to evaluate impact at individual level (e.g. 

education degree obtained – employment of alumni), at institutional level (e.g. Applicability of 

acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes at institutions or at other areas) and at system level (e.g. 

contribution of alumni to sectoral, national, regional or international levels impacts). Data provided 

by such indicators are therefore useful for IFP policy-makers as IFP aims to measure the 

impact at these three levels. According to Aguirre International (2004) measurement issues 
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could be related to poor contact data. ATLAS/AFGRAD quantitative indicators are 

measurable if an alumni data base is available with contact data on alumni. Lack of accurate 

participant contact information is an issue of measurability (Aguirre International, 2004). The 

qualitative indicators (alumni perceptions) are measurable if alumni accept to participate in 

the survey and fill in the questionnaire.  

 

In sum 

Although the lack of validity and reliability estimates, quality of ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators 

was addressed through triangulation. The indicators are policy relevant for IFP as they are 

appropriate to measure the objectives of IFP at individual, institutional and system level. 

Further, the indicators are measurable since CHEPS has conducted evaluation studies that 

resulted in a database with contact information on alumni in terms of phone numbers, emails 

addresses, name employers, country of residence etc.. Therefore, ATLAS/AFGRAD 

indicators were pre-selected for the IFP instrument as they are policy relevant and 

measurable.  

 

3.3.4 Analysis of indicators used during evaluation of CFSP 

Indicators included in the framework used to assess the impact of CFSP program focus on 

reaction, learning, behavior, and results levels of assessment (see chapter 2).  

 

Evidence of validity and reliability 

Validity and reliability estimates of CFSP indicators are not available in literature provided by 

CIDA. However, the indicators were validated in a population similar to IFP alumni. The 

evaluation team of CFSP also used different methods such as online survey, interviews with 

alumni, and interviews with alumni employers in country site visits in order to ensure 

consistency and credibility of findings. 

 

Policy relevance and measurability 

CFSP indicators are appropriate to evaluate impact at individual level (e.g. benefits academic 

training), at institutional level (e.g. fellows effects on their organizations’ performance) and at 

system level (e.g. CFSP contribution to sustainable development in recipient countries). Data 

provided by such indicators are therefore useful for IFP policy-makers. CFSP quantitative 

indicators are measurable if an alumni data base is available. The qualitative indicators 

(alumni perceptions) are measurable if alumni accept to participate in the survey and fill in the 

questionnaire. 

 

In sum 

CFSP indicators are policy relevant for IFP as they are appropriate to measure the objectives 

of IFP at individual, institutional and system level. Further, CFSP indicators are measurable in 

the context of IFP as CHEPS has a database with contact information on alumni. Although the 

lack of validity and reliability estimates in literature, quality of CFSP indicators was 

addressed through triangulation. Therefore, CFSP indicators were pre-selected for the IFP 

instrument.  

 

3.3.5 Analysis of indicators used during evaluation of JJ/WBGSP 

Indicators included in the framework used to assess the impact of JJ/WBGSP program focus 

on learning, and results levels of assessment (see chapter 2).  
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Evidence of validity and reliability  

Evidence of validity and reliability of JJ/WBGSP indicators is not supported by literature. 

Data collection methodologies and instruments are reported but details about the quality of 

indicators are not available in literature provided by the World Bank Institute. However, the 

indicators were validated in a population similar to IFP alumni. The same questionnaire, with 

slight modifications, was used during the tracer studies. Different methods were used in order 

to ensure consistency and credibility of findings. 

 

Policy relevance and measurability 

JJ/WBGSP indicators are appropriate to evaluate impact at individual (e.g. benefits academic 

training) and at system level (alumni contribution to the socio-economic development of home 

country). Data provided by such indicators are therefore useful for IFP policy-makers. 

JJ/WBGSP quantitative indicators are measurable if an alumni data base is available. The 

qualitative indicators (alumni perceptions) are measurable if alumni accept to participate in 

the survey and fill in the questionnaire. 

 

In sum 

JJ/WBGSP indicators are policy relevant for IFP as they are appropriate to measure the 

objectives of IFP at individual and system level. Further, JJ/WBGSP indicators are 

measurable in the context of IFP as CHEPS has a database with contact information on 

alumni. Quality of JJ/WBGSP indicators was addressed through triangulation of methods. 

Therefore, JJ/WBGSP indicators were pre-selected for the IFP instrument.  

 

3.3.6 Analysis of indicators used during evaluation of JSP 

Indicators included in the framework used to assess the impact of JSP program focus on 

reaction, learning, and results levels of assessment (see chapter 2).  

 

Evidence of validity and reliability  

Evidence of validity and reliability of JSP indicators is not supported by literature. Data is 

gathered through longitudinal studies and comparisons of cohorts (ADB, 2007). However, the 

indicators were validated in a population similar to IFP alumni. Different methods such as 

survey questionnaire, interviews with JSP stakeholders, and fieldwork in institutions were 

used in order to ensure consistency of credibility of findings. 

 

Policy relevance and measurability 

JSP indicators are appropriate to evaluate impact at individual level (e.g. employment status 

and career progression) and at system level (JSP contribution to socioeconomic development). 

Data provided by such indicators are therefore useful for IFP policy-makers. JSP quantitative 

indicators are measurable if an alumni database is available. The qualitative indicators 

(alumni perceptions) are measurable if alumni accept to participate in the survey and fill in the 

questionnaire. 

 

In sum 

JSP indicators are policy relevant for IFP as they are appropriate to measure the objectives of 

IFP at individual and system level. Further, JSP indicators are measurable in the context of 

IFP as CHEPS has a database with contact information on alumni. Quality of JSP indicators 

was addressed through triangulation of methods. Therefore, JSP indicators were pre-selected 

for the IFP instrument.  
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As it can be seen from the above analyses, indicators included in the OECD framework and 

Scheerens quality framework are good indicators that are appropriate to measure the 

performances of educational systems and the quality of education but are not relevant to 

evaluate the impact of IFP. OECD indicators were not pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. 

Variables at school and classroom level used in the Scheerens’ quality framework were pre-

selected as outcomes variables in order to understand whether IFP alumni conduct such 

activities. Indicators and variables used during evaluation of the four fellowship programs 

reviewed in chapter two were pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

3.4 Overview of pre-selected indicators and variables 

All indicators and variables found appropriate for the assessment of IFP were pre-selected and 

adapted to the context of IFP (see appendix C for more details). However, indicators that were 

common in frameworks reviewed are only once mentioned. For example the indicator 

education degree attainment used by all fellowship programs reviewed as indicator of learning 

is only once mentioned in this study. In line with the conceptual framework used in this study, 

the following provides respectively learning indicators, behavior indicators, and results 

indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument.  

 

Learning indicators 

Learning indicators measure whether IFP alumni have gained new knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes from participating in the training program. They refer to IFP alumni improvement in 

knowledge, increase in skills and attitudinal changes caused by participation in the training 

program. Table 3.2 depicts learning indicators and variables pre-selected for the IFP Ed-

instrument. 

 

Table 3.2. Learning indicators and variables pre-selected for IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicators Variables 

Education attainment Degree obtained (level of study) – Field/kind of study – 

place of study 

Effectiveness and relevance of 

training  

 

Perception of effectiveness and relevance of training 

received during fellowship 

 

Contribution of training to 

acquisition specific 

knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes 

Perception of contribution of training received to 

acquisition of specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes 

 

 

Learning indicators are related to the objectives of IFP at individual level (see chapter 1). 

Measurement of learning is important for attribution (Aguirre International, 2004). According 

to Aguirre International (2004), attribution of alumni’ impacts to fellowship program is 

impossible without learning acquired during training. Further, learning variables (e.g. 

education degree, year of education) are considered as control variables that influence career 

progress/success (Heslin, 2005; Lortie-Lussier & Rinfret, 2005; Melamed, 1995; Polk & 

Armstrong, 2001; Turban & Dougherty, 1994; van der Sluis & Poell 2003; Wayne, Liden, 

Kraimer, & Graf, 1999; Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991).  

 

Behavior indicators 

Behavior indicators measure the extent to which IFP alumni are able to apply (or to transfer) 

the acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes in institutions/organizations and beyond 



42 

 

institutions where they are active. They refer to IFP alumni job performance that could be 

attributed to knowledge, skills and attitudes gained through participation in training program. 

Table 3.3 depicts behavior indicator and variable pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

Table 3.3. Behavior indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicator Variables 

Applicability of acquired 

knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes 

Applicability of acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes at 

institutions/organizations or at other areas such as in 

community where alumni are active 

 

Behavior indicators are related to the objectives of IFP at institutional level. The possibility to 

apply acquired knowledge is important to be measured (Krasulin, et al., 1998). According to 

Krasulin, et al. (1998), fellowships will contribute to capacity building in recipient countries 

only if alumni get the opportunity to apply their newly acquired knowledge or skills. This is 

supported by Rotem et al. (2010), Norad (2005) and Boeren (2005). According to Rotem et al. 

(2010 p1) “it is necessary to ascertain that fellows are using what they have learned”. 

Similarly, Boeren (2005) and Norad (2005) argue that fellows may have impact when they 

can fully apply what they have learned.  

 

Results indicators 

Results indicators refer to outcome and impact indicators that measure whether the IFP 

program (through training received by alumni) has contributed to bring about educational 

changes in institution/organizations as well as in communities, countries. These indicators 

also measure the benefits of IFP for individual alumni. Quantitative indicators (objective: e.g. 

employment status after training) and qualitative indicators (subjective perceptions: e.g. 

alumni perceptions of program contribution in own country) were included in the framework. 

Table 3.4 depicts result indicators and variables pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

Table 3.4. Results indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicators Variables 

Employment status Place of employment – Type of job – Sector of 

employment – Level of employment 

Career advancement/progress  Job position – Number of promotions since graduation – 

Responsibility in current work – Locus of decision – 

Satisfaction with career 

Income  Income of alumni after graduation 

Conducted activities Activities that alumni conduct after graduation: activities 

related to financial and resources issues, activities related to 

human resources issues - activities related to students’ 

background conditions - activities related to 

community/parents’ involvement - activities related to 

instructional issues 

Contribution of fellowship to 

personal alumni 

Personal benefits received by alumni from participation in 

fellowship program 

Contribution of fellowship to 

alumni home country 

Contribution of training received to alumni home country 
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Results indicators are related to the objectives of IFP at individual (e.g. alumni employment 

status after training) as well as institutional and system level. Following the goals of IFP 

(Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.33), outcomes and impacts of IFP should be measured at 

individual, institutional and system level. System refers to IFP countries as well as 

communities where alumni are active (Enders & de Boer, 2002, p.33). Similar results 

indicators are included in the framework of other organizations that provide fellowships such 

as Norad (Norad, 2005), Commonwealth Scholarship Commission (Commonwealth 

Scholarship Commission [CSC], 2009), and the UN fellowship programmes (Rotem et al., 

2010).  

 

Based on the conceptual framework and the selection criteria used in this study, ten core 

indicators and 22 related variables were pre-selected in order to develop the IFP Ed-

instrument. In addition to these ten indicators, one indicator (socio-biographical backgrounds 

of alumni) and three related variables (gender – age – marital status) were pre-selected as 

recommended by respondents during orientation interviews in order to allow international 

comparability and disaggregation into gender, age etc. A total of 11 indicators and 25 

variables were therefore pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. The quality (in terms of 

relevance and measurability) of these pre-selected indicators and variables was again 

evaluated by experts active in the field of fellowship programs as well as in the field of 

education. For that purpose, all indicators/variables were first operationalized before 

evaluation by experts as recommended by DeVellis (2012). Appendix C includes more details 

about operationalization of pre-selected indicators and variables. Since each fellowship 

program has its own objectives, the operationalization was based on specific objectives of 

IFP. Procedures and methods used for selection of final indicators and variables as well as 

procedures used for the development of IFP Ed-instrument are explained in the following 

chapter.  
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4. Research methodology 
The previous chapter has described the first step of the development process of the IFP Ed-

instrument. Following the first step, three other steps were used to develop the IFP Ed-

instrument. These steps are described in this chapter four. As mentioned in the first chapter 

these steps are conducted for answering the third and last research question: How could the 

quality in terms of validity and reliability of the developed instrument be tested? 

‘Quality of instrument’ refers in this study to the validity and reliability of the developed IFP 

Ed-instrument. In this chapter the methods, the procedures, and the samples used in each step 

of the development process of the IFP Ed-instrument are depicted.  

This chapter is divided into three sections. As the objective of this study was to develop a 

valid and reliable instrument, in the first section the types of instrument validity and reliability 

used in literature are illustrated and then the types of instrument validity and reliability used to 

assess the quality of the IFP Ed-instrument are provided. The steps used in this study in order 

to develop the IFP Ed-instrument are described in the second section, followed by sampling 

procedures, data collection and data analysis procedures in the third and last section. 

 

4.1 Instrument validity and reliability  

Definitions of instrument validity and reliability abound in literature (DeVellis, 2012; Dooley, 

2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Kusek & Rist, 2004; Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000). Instrument 

validity for example is defined by Litwin (1995, p.33) as a measure of how well an instrument 

measures what it is intended to measure. According to Fraenkel et al. (2012, p.147) reliability 

refers to “the consistency of scores or answers from one administration of an instrument to 

another, and from one set of items to another”. However, definitions and procedures to 

estimate validity and reliability depend on the nature (quantitative or qualitative) of data 

collected (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Golafshani, 2003; Merriam, 1995; Neuman, 2000). Variables 

pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument can produce quantitative (e.g. number of IFP alumni 

graduated) or qualitative data (e.g. alumni perceptions of personal benefits received from 

IFP). Therefore, the following describes first the different kinds of instrument validity and 

reliability mentioned in literature and explains how they could be estimated in the case of 

quantitative or qualitative data. Based on these findings this section further describes the types 

of instrument validity and reliability used to assess quality of the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

4.1.1 Validity of quantitative data 

Quantitative data are data that are reduced to numerical scores (Fraenkel et al., 2012). An 

example of quantitative data in this study is data that could be generated with the pre-selected 

variable number of IFP alumni graduated in the area of education. Types of instrument 

validity used in quantitative research include: face validity, content validity, construct validity 

and criterion validity (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 

1995; Neuman, 2000). 

 

Face validity 

Face validity refers to the degree to which items of an assessment instrument appear 

appropriate to measure what they are supposed to measure (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Dooley, 

2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000). Face validity is sometimes 

associated to content validity in the literature (DeVellis, 2012; Dooley, 2001; Litwin, 1995; 

Neuman, 2000) or believe to be a component of content validity (Haynes et al., 1995). 

However, DeVellis (2012, p.71) argues that face validity is an informal and a less structured 

assessment compared to content validity. Face validity is perceived by some scholars as the 

least scientific measure of validity while others argue that it could be used as an indirect 
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approach to estimating content validity (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et 

al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000).   

 

Content validity 

Content validity could be defined as “a matter of determining if the content that the 

instrument contains is an adequate sample of the domains of content it is supposed to 

represent” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p.150). Scholars agree that content validity could be 

established through literature reviews (to identify items) followed by evaluations of these 

items by experts judges with some expertise of the subject under study (Lawshe, 1975;      

Litwin, 1995; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Haynes et al., 1995; Straub, 1989; Straub et al., 2004; 

Wynd, Schmidt & Schaefer, 2003). Content validity can be quantified. One way of 

quantifying content validity of instruments is to compute Lawshe’ (1975) content validity 

ratio (CVR) or Lynn’ (1986) content validity index (CVI)  (DeVon et al., 2007; Polit & Beck, 

2006; Polit, Beck & Owen,  2007; Straub et al., 2004; Wynd et al., 2003;). As content validity 

is a matter of judgment between experts, kappa coefficient of agreement could be used as 

estimate of the degree of agreement between experts (Cohen, 1960; Fleiss, 1971; Polit et al., 

2007; Wynd et al., 2003). 

 

Construct validity 

Construct validity is “the degree to which an assessment instrument measures the targeted 

constructs” (Haynes et al., 1995, p.3). Wherever possible scholars recommend to establish 

construct validity of instruments (Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Straub et 

al., 2004). However, scholars agree that construct validity of instrument is difficult to 

establish as many types of evidence are needed (Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 

1995; Straub et al., 2004). Evidence needed include (among other) evidence of content 

validity and evidence of criterion validity (DeVon et al., 2007; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Haynes 

et al., 1995). Construct validity includes two forms of instrument validity: convergent validity 

and divergent (discriminant) validity (Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; 

Straub et al., 2004). Convergent validity “implies that several different methods for obtaining 

the same information about a given trait or concept produce similar results” (Litwin, 1995, 

p.43). For an instrument to have divergent validity “it must be shown not to correlate too 

closely with similar but distinct concepts or traits” (Litwin, 1995, p.44). Construct validity 

could be estimated by using factor analysis or multitrait-multimethod matrix (MTMM) 

methods (for more details about these techniques see Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; 

Straub, 1989; Straub et al., 2004). These methods are used to analyze scores from data 

collected after administration of the instrument.  

 

Criterion validity 

According to Neuman (2000, p.168) criterion validity uses a standard or criterion to indicate 

accuracy of a construct. To estimate criterion validity of an instrument researchers compare 

performance on the instrument with performance on a second test that measures the same 

variable (Fraenkel et al. (2012, p.152). Criterion validity includes two kinds of instrument 

validity: concurrent validity and predictive validity (Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; 

Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000; Straub et al., 2004). Concurrent validity measures “how well 

the item or scale correlates with ‘gold standard’ measures of the same variables” (Litwin, 

1995, p.45). Concurrent validity statistic is calculated as a correlation coefficient with that 

gold standard (Litwin, 1995, p.45). The gold standard is a generally accepted standard 

instrument with evidence of validity and reliability (Litwin, 1995). Predictive validity refers 

to how well an instrument predicts future scores of respondents (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 

1995). In order to estimate predictive validity, instrument scores and criterion scores are 
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gathered at different period of times (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Predictive validity is calculated as 

correlation coefficient between the initial test and the secondary outcome (Litwin, 1995).  

 

4.1.2 Reliability of quantitative data 

Reliability is an evaluation of instrument accuracy (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; 

Straub, 1989). Reliability refers to consistency of measurement scores from one assessment to 

another (Cook & Beckman, 2006; Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995). Three 

main types of reliability are mentioned in literature: test-retest, alternate-form, and internal 

consistency (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Neuman, 2000; Straub et al., 2004).  

Test-retest is a measure of how reproducible a set of results is (Litwin, 1995, p.8). It involves 

the administration of the same test twice to the same group of respondents after a certain time 

interval (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Straub et al., 2004). After completion of both 

tests, test-retest reliability is estimated by calculating the correlation coefficients in order to 

compare the two sets of responses (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995). Alternate-form 

reliability involves the administration of two different but equivalent forms of a test to the 

same group of respondents (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995). After administration, a 

reliability coefficient is then calculated between the two sets of scores obtained (Fraenkel et 

al., 2012; Litwin, 1995). Internal consistency method is commonly used to assess instrument 

reliability (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Litwin, 1995, p.21; Straub et al., 2004). Internal consistency 

indicates “how well the different items measure the same issue” (Litwin, 1995, p.21). It 

requires only a single administration of an instrument to a group of respondents (Fraenkel et 

al., 2012; Litwin, 1995; Straub et al., 2004). Internal consistency is estimated by calculating 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha or by using other procedures such as split-half procedure 

(Spearman-Brown formula) and Kuder-Richardson approaches (KR20 and KR21) (Fraenkel 

et al. ,2012; Litwin, 1995; Straub et al., 2004). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is the most 

frequently used statistic to show internal consistency reliability.  

 

4.1.3 Validity and reliability in qualitative research 

Qualitative research focuses more on narrative description than numerical scores (Fraenkel et 

al., 2012, p.426). An example of qualitative data in this study is data that could be generated 

with the pre-selected variable alumni perceptions of personal benefits received from IFP. 

According to Neuman (2000, p.417) qualitative data represent or describe “people, actions, 

and events in social life”. Qualitative data are collected in the form of written words, of 

impressions, sentences, photos, symbols, images from documents, observations, transcripts or 

pictures rather than numbers (Dooley, 2001; Fraenkel et al., 2012; Neuman, 2000). 

Qualitative data are usually obtained from less structured, open-ended data collection 

procedures such as interviews, observations and focus groups (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Neuman, 

2000). The terms reliability and validity (as defined in quantitative research) are not used in 

qualitative research because of the nature of data (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Golafshani, 2003; 

Merriam, 1995). According to Lincoln & Guba (1988) in Merriam (1995, p.56) qualitative 

researchers do not attempt to replicate study results but to find out “whether the results of a 

study are consistent with the data collected”. Terminologies used in qualitative research to 

refer to validity and reliability include (among others) credibility, consistency or 

dependability, applicability or transferability, and trustworthiness (Fraenkel et al., 2012; 

Golafshani, 2003; Merriam, 1995). 

A number of procedures are recommended by scholars (Fraenkel et al., 2012; Golafshani, 

2003; Merriam, 1995) in order to ensure credibility or consistency of data collected and 

findings. Examples of such procedures include: the use of multiple methods of data collection 

and data analysis in order to cross-check data and findings, asking someone else to check 

whether findings are consistent with the data collected and to check the accuracy of the report 
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(peer examination), asking an individual outside of the study to review and evaluate the report 

and the findings (external audit).  

 

4.1.4 Summary validity and reliability 

To ensure quality of instruments, validity and reliability should be established. Four types of 

instrument validity could be used to estimate validity of quantitative data. They include face 

validity, content validity, construct (convergent and divergent) validity, and criterion 

(concurrent and predictive) validity. Depending on the objectives of a study, scholars 

recommend to establish one or more of these types of validity in order to ensure quality of 

instruments. Three main types of reliability can be used to estimate instrument reliability: test-

retest, alternate-form, and internal consistency. Scholars agree that reliability of new 

instrument is mostly estimated through internal consistency methods. In qualitative research 

(qualitative data) the terms credibility, consistency or trustworthiness are used rather than 

validity and reliability. Procedures used to ensure credibility or consistency of qualitative data 

include triangulation of methods by researcher, peer examination, and external audit. 

 

4.1.5 Types of validity and reliability used for the IFP Ed-instrument 

As summarized above, different kinds of instrument validity and reliability tests could be used 

to ensure the quality of instruments. Depending on the study objectives, scholars recommend 

to test instruments against one of more of these types of instrument validity and reliability 

(DeVellis, 2012; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Radhakrishna, 2007; Sendjaya, 2003; Straub et 

al., 2004). The following provides therefore the types of instrument validity and reliability 

used within this study in order to assess the quality of IFP Ed-instrument: 

Face validity was not used in this study as a type of instrument validity because scholars do 

not agree about its use as a type of validity in literature.  

Content validity of the IFP Ed-instrument was established in this study to ensure that pre-

selected indicators and variables are appropriate to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP. 

Content validation during development of instruments is necessary to identify and delete 

variables not relevant for the objectives of the instruments (DeVellis, 2012; Haynes et al., 

1995; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Sendjaya, 2003; Straub et al., 2004) 

Construct validity of the IFP Ed-instrument was not established in this study. As pre-selected 

indicators and variables are quantitative as well as qualitative, one way of establishing 

construct validity of the IFP Ed-instrument was to use triangulation of methods such as 

country site visits in IFP countries and interviews with IFP alumni employers (Fraenkel et al., 

2012; Litwin, 1995, Merriam, 1995). However, country site visits were outside the scope of 

this study as this study is the initial stage of the development process of the final instrument. 

In addition, evidence of construct validity could not be found in a single study but only after 

years of applying the instrument (Lawshe, 1975; Litwin, 1995, Fraenkel et al., 2012).  

Criterion validity of the IFP Ed-instrument was also not established in this study because the 

IFP Ed-instrument should, for that purpose, be compared to a gold standard instrument in the 

area of fellowship evaluation. According to Litwin (1995) a gold standard instrument is a 

generally accepted standard instrument with evidence of validity and reliability (Litwin, 

1995). However, literature explored in chapter 2 provides no instrument that is generally used 

during evaluation of fellowship programs. Impact assessment of fellowship programs is in its 

infancy (Boeren, 2005; Lamont, 2002; Norad, 2005; Norad, 2009; Searle et al., 2006; Rotem 

et al., 2010) and generally accepted instruments with evidence of validity and reliability are 

not available.  

Establishing reliability of the IFP Ed-instrument as defined by quantitative research 

(reproducibility/replication of scores) could be difficult to achieve in this study as indicators 

and variables pre-selected were quantitative as well as qualitative. With quantitative and 
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qualitative indicators/variables, one way of establishing reliability of the IFP Ed-instrument 

could be to cross-check the responses of respondents through country site visits (Fraenkel et 

al., 2012; Litwin, 1995, Merriam, 1995). However, country site visits were outside the scope 

of this study. 

 

In sum, within this study content validity of individual indicators and variables pre-selected 

and content validity of the whole IFP Ed-instrument were established in order to ensure the 

quality of the IFP Ed-instrument. The following section provides the steps used to develop a 

content valid instrument based on recommendations made in literature. 

 

4.2 Steps used to develop the IFP Ed-instrument 

In the development process of valid and reliable instruments, different numbers of steps are 

used without any consensus (DeVellis, 2012; Haynes et al., 1995; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; 

Radhakrishna, 2007; Sendjaya, 2003). DeVellis (2012, pp.73-114) recommends using eight 

steps when developing a measurement instrument: determination of what need to be measured 

in the first step, generation of item pool in the second step, determination of the format of 

measurement in the third step, review of item pool by experts in the fourth step, inclusion of 

validation of items in the fifth step, administration of items to a development sample in the 

sixth step, evaluation of items in the seventh step, and optimization of scale length in the 

eighth step. Radhakrishna (2007, pp.1-4) suggests five steps in order to develop a valid and 

reliable questionnaire instrument: literature search to understand the problem in the first step; 

generation of statements/questions and definition of major variables that will be included in 

the questionnaire in the second step; development of instrument in the third step; validity test 

in the fourth step; reliability test of the instrument by conducting a field test with subjects not 

included in the sample in the fifth step. Three steps were used by Moore & Benbasat (1991) 

and Sendjaya (2003) when developing measurement instruments. Moore & Benbasat (1991, 

p.198) created items in the first step (item creation) by identifying items from existing scales 

and by creating additional items that appeared to fit the construct definitions. During the 

second step (scale development), Moore & Benbasat (1991) used a panel of judges to sort the 

items from the first step into separate categories and examined items according to 

inappropriate wording, ambiguous items etc.. The categories were then combined into an 

overall instrument for the instrument testing stage. Moore & Benbasat (1991) tested the 

instrument in the third step (instrument testing stage) in order to establish its reliability. 

Similar to Moore & Benbasat (1991), Sendjaya (2003, p.2) identified and generated items in 

the first step. According to Sendjaya (2003) the first step is important to ensure content 

validity. In the second step, Sendjaya (2003, p.4) submitted items to experts in order to 

estimate content validity of the instrument. During the second step items not relevant to the 

content domain were identified and deleted. In the third step the developed instrument was 

pilot tested in order to establish its reliability in terms of internal consistency and its construct 

validity (Sendjaya, 2003). 

 

In sum, as it can be seen different steps are used to develop valid and reliable instruments. 

Consensus does not exist about the number and wording of steps used. Commonly used steps 

include: items generation, development of instrument, content validity estimation of the 

instrument, field testing of instrument to estimate its construct validity and reliability.  

As instrument validation refers in this study to establishing content validity of the IFP Ed-

instrument, the following four steps were used to develop a content valid IFP Ed-instrument: 

Step1: Pre-selection of indicators and variables 

This step refers to the step of items generation mentioned in literature. The aim of step 1 in 

this study was to identify and pre-select indicators and variables that could be used to develop 
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the IFP Ed-instrument. Therefore, orientation interviews with experts and review of literature 

were conducted.  

Step 2: Selection of indicators and variables and development of the IFP Ed-instrument 

During the second step all pre-selected indicators and variables were submitted to experts for 

evaluation. The aim of this evaluation was to estimate content validity of individual indicators 

and variables. Selected indicators and variables were used to develop the overall IFP Ed-

instrument. Determination of content validity of the instrument started in this step by 

computing content validity indexes and content validity ratios of individual variables. 

Step 3: Validation of overall IFP Ed-instrument  

The third step was used to further estimate the content validity of the overall instrument. For 

that purpose, the draft of the developed IFP Ed-instrument was submitted to experts for 

evaluation. The aim was to identify and delete incoherent items. After evaluation by experts 

the IFP Ed-instrument was refined.  

Step 4: Field test of the IFP Ed-instrument 

The refined instrument was field tested in Senegal. For that purpose the instrument was 

submitted to Senegalese alumni graduated in the area of education for evaluation. The aim of 

the field test was to check the length and clarity of the instrument and not to establish 

construct validity and reliability of the developed instrument. As mentioned earlier, 

procedures needed to establish construct validity and reliability of the IFP Ed-instrument were 

outside the scope of this study because of the nature of data that should be collected. 

 

The following of this chapter provides more details about procedures and methods used 

during the above mentioned four steps.  

 

4.3 Data collection procedures and methods used in each step 

This section details successively the procedures and methods used in each step described 

above. Further, it also provides the sample and instruments used to collect data and data 

collection procedure used each step. 

 

4.3.1 Data collection and data analysis procedures in step 1 

Following Sendjaya (2003) and Grant & Davis (1997), two rounds were used in step 1: 

orientation interviews with experts and review of literature. According to Sendjaya (2003, 

p.2) and Grant & Davis (1997, p.272) semi-structured interviews are used to generate themes 

and obtained more insights about the topic under investigation. Therefore, the aim of 

orientation interviews in this study was to understand how impact of fellowship programs 

could be assessed. For the orientation interviews an interview guide was developed in order to 

conduct semi-structured interviews with academics and practitioners specialized in the field of 

education as well as in the field of impact assessment. The interview guide (see appendix D) 

included open-ended questions. Respondents were first joined on telephone personally to ask 

them whether they would like to participate in this research and for their willingness to be 

interviewed. Respondents were further sent a first mail in order to explain the purpose of the 

study; to provide more details on IFP; and to emphasize the importance of their contribution. 

Anonymity and confidentiality of the responses were guaranteed. Ten semi-interviews (6 face 

to face and 4 via telephone) were conducted. During the interviews respondents were asked to 

participate in other successive steps. Care was taken to conduct interviews in a standardized 

way (asking the same questions to each respondent) with the same interview guide and to ask 

neutral and clear questions to all respondents in order to minimize interviewer’s bias and to 

facilitate data analysis (Patton, 1990). A recorder was used during the interviews in order to 

increase the accuracy of data collection and to allow the interviewer to be more attentive to 

the interviewee (Patton, 1990). Based on recommendations of experts during interviews a 
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literature review (see chapter 2 for more details) was conducted. Following Sendjaya (2003), 

the aim of literature review was to check the recommendations of experts and to identify and 

pre-select indicators and variables that could be used to develop the IFP Ed-instrument. 

Procedures and criteria used to pre-select indicators and variables are detailed in chapter 3. 

All pre-selected indicators and variables were operationalized before submission to expert’s 

evaluation (see appendix C). 

 

Sample and respondents in step 1 

Scholars (e.g. Campbell & Cantrill, 2001; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Powell, 2003) recommend 

choosing respondents that have knowledge about the topic under investigation in order to 

address validity and reliability issues. According to the Standards for Educational and 

Psychological Testing in Grant & Davis (1997, p.270), experts involved in content review 

processes should have relevant training, experience, and qualification. Therefore, the target 

population of this study were academics and practitioners specialized in the area of education 

(with knowledge about the educational context of developing countries) or specialized in the 

area of impact assessment and program evaluation (particularly of fellowship programs). As it 

is difficult to find experts meeting all criteria (Grant & Davis, 1997, p.270), respondents were 

selected according to one (or more) of the following three criteria: 

- They should be specialized in the area of education (particularly of developing 

countries in general or of IFP countries in particular). 

- They should be specialized in impact assessment or program evaluation (if possible of 

educational/fellowship programs). 

- They should have conducted impact assessment activities or program evaluation 

activities if possible in the area of education in developing countries. 

In order to avoid distance concerns (particularly for face to face interviews) the population 

was restricted to academics, specialists or practitioners active in the Netherlands. Because it 

was difficult to locate and reach the target population a purposive sampling followed by a 

snowball sampling (Dooley, 2001; Kumar, 2006; Neuman, 2000) were used in order to select 

the study sample that was representative of the population of interest. According to Kumar 

(2006) snowball sampling is a multistage technique appropriate to identify specialized 

populations that are difficult to locate.  

Purposive sampling was first used in order to identify academics and practitioners that met the 

selection criteria. The purposive sampling helped to identify four academics and practitioners. 

These four persons were first approached by telephone in order to ask them to participate in 

the study and to explain the objectives of the study. Because of time constraints only two 

accepted to participate in the study. The four identified persons were also asked to suggest 

names of other academics or practitioners that could meet the selection criteria. In the second 

stage of the sampling technique, a snowball sampling method (based on inputs of the four 

persons) was used to identify 27 academics and practitioners. These identified respondents 

were approached by mail and telephone in order to explain the objectives of the study and to 

ask them to participate in the study. After reminder e-mails only eight expressed their 

willingness to participate in the study. Reasons for not participation were related to time 

constraints. 

Altogether, based on these two sampling methods, 10 respondents were selected for the 

orientation interviews. Further, as it can be seen in the table 4.1 below, the educational 

context of the majority of IFP countries is familiar to selected respondents.  

 

 

 

 



51 

 

Table 4.1. Profile of respondents  

 

Name Organization Position IFP country of 

expertise 

Respondent R1 - Utrecht University 

- Private educational consultancy 

business 

- Lecturer International 

Pedagogical issues.  

- International consultant on 

education 

Senegal – 

Uganda - 

Kenya 

 

Respondent R2 Edburgh consultants International education 

consultant  

Indonesia – 

China – India – 

Egypt – 

Palestine – 

Ghana – South 

Africa – 

Tanzania – 

Kenya - 

Uganda 

 

Respondent R3 

 

Windesheim – University of 

Wageningen 

Consultant 

internationalization 

South Africa 

 

Respondent R4 

 

NUFFIC (Netherlands 

Organization for international 

cooperation in higher education) 

Senior Policy Officer Philippines – 

Thailand – 

Kenya - 

Tanzania 

Respondent R5  African Studies Centre in Leiden Main researcher Nigeria – 

Ghana - 

Mozambique 

Respondent R6 Private educational consultancy 

business 

Senior education consultant Thailand –

Philippines – 

Kenya 

Respondent R7 

 

International Institute of Social 

Studies 

Lecturer in development 

economics. Expert in 

program evaluation 

Indonesia 

 

 

Respondent R8 

 

Stoas university of Applied 

Sciences and Teacher Education 

 

Project manager International 

Liaison 

Kenya – Ghana 

- Nigeria 

 

Respondent R9 Amsterdam Institute for 

International Development 

(AIID) 

Professor in project and 

program evaluation for 

international development  

Bolivia – Brazil 

- Indonesia 

Respondent R10 Private educational consultancy 

business 

International education 

consultant  

South Africa – 

Tanzania - 

Senegal 

 

Instrument used during orientation interviews (step 1) 

Following Sendjaya (2003, p.2), data were collected by using semi-structured interviews 

(face-to-face and telephone). The main purpose of semi-structured interviews (with open-

ended questions) was to collect information on how impact of a fellowship program active in 

developing countries could be measured and to understand what kind of outcomes and 

impacts indicators could be used for such purpose. Semi-structured interviews were chosen in 

this study because they are flexible and are appropriate for all kind of questions (Dooley, 

2001; Neuman, 2000; Patton, 1990; Sendjaya, 2003). In order to standardize the procedures 

and to avoid interviewer bias (Neuman, 2000; Patton, 1990), care was taken to elaborate an 

interview guide that list questions and issues that were explored during the interviews. Most 
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questions in the guide (see appendix D) were open-ended in order to enable respondents to 

provide any kind of answer and additional details. 

The guide included questions related to personal experiences of respondents in conducting 

impact assessment or in evaluating programs particularly in developing countries. Most 

questions were related to the following topics: evaluation of impact of fellowship programs 

active in developing countries, kinds of outcome and impact indicators, and development of 

IFP instrument. The interview guide was pilot tested before the start of interviews with two 

subjects with similar backgrounds and experience to those who participated in this study (one 

academic specialized in impact assessment and one practitioner who conducted impact 

assessment activities for a Dutch-Indonesian scholarship program in Indonesia). The aim of 

the pilot test was to understand whether the questions represent the whole domain of possible 

questions; are clear and understandable; not time consuming; and are put in a suitable way 

(Kumar, 2006). Some weaknesses were observed during the pilot test. The interview guide 

included questions that were too broad, not clear to respondents and not necessary for this 

study. Further, the test pointed out that the interview guide was time consuming and overlap 

between questions was also observed. Based on notes made during the pilot studies, the 

instruments were refined. The refined instruments were sent again to the same subjects for 

feedback. Once agreement was reached with the two subjects the guide were used for data 

collection. 

 

Data analysis procedures in step 1 or during orientation interviews 

As the interviews were explorative, answers/comments provided by respondents (data 

gathered during orientation interviews) were sorted in terms of similarities according to 

categories of questions. Similar recommendations provided by different respondents were 

taken into consideration in this study as the aim of the interviews was to understand how to 

measure the outcomes and impacts of fellowship programs active in developing countries. 

 

4.3.2 Data collection and data analysis procedures in step 2  

A Delphi method was used in step 2 as method in order to measure the degree of 

agreement/consensus between experts about the relevance and measurability of pre-selected 

indicators and variables and to finally select indicators and variables that could be used to 

develop the IFP Ed-instrument. Delphi methods are iterative methods appropriate to reach 

consensus among a group of respondents (mostly experts in the field of investigation) about 

issues where little is known about (for more details about the method see Hasson, & 

McKenna, 2006; Hasson, Keeney & McKenna, 2000; Keeney, Hsu & Sandford, 2007; 

Mullen, 2003; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004; Rowe & Wright, 1999; Skulmoski, Hartman & 

Krahn, 2007). Therefore, Delphi methods were found appropriate for this study because little 

is known about how to assess the impact of fellowship programs as agencies that provide 

fellowship programs have done few attempts to measure the impacts of such programs 

(Boeren, 2005; Enders & de Boer, 2002; Krasulin et al., 1998; Lamont, 2002; Norad, 2005; 

Norad, 2009; Rotem et al., 2010; Searle et al., 2006). The choice of Delphi methods and not 

other judgment methods was due to the characteristics of the method which ensure 

anonymity/confidentiality; avoid social pressure (respondents do not know each other); allow 

all respondents to provide input (Hasson et al., 2000; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Keeney et al., 

2006; Mullen, 2003; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004; Rowe & Wright, 1999 Skulmoski et al., 

2007). Further, the choice was made for pragmatic reasons. Because of the agenda of 

respondents it was impossible to organize meetings where they could meet and share their 

ideas. In order to avoid a time consuming process that can cause attrition and low response 

rate between rounds (Mullen, 2003; Skulmoski et al., 2007) this study adopted a two rounds 

Delphi method as described in Mullen (2003) and by others (see Hsu & Sandford, 2007; 
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Powell, 2003; Skulmoski et al., 2007). In order to avoid pressure to conformity that influence 

reliability and validity (Woudenberg, 1991) consensus between experts was not the intended 

goal of the Delphi technique used in this study. In order to avoid that respondents influence 

each other, respondents do not meet physically and do not know who made which response. 

The procedures used in the two rounds are explained in the following.  

 

First round procedures  

Data were collected in the first round by using the questionnaire (questionnaire 1) developed 

after pre-selection of indicators and variables. After pilot testing, questionnaire 1 was 

administered through electronic mail together with operational definitions of all pre-selected 

indicators and variables as recommended by DeVellis (2012). The main purpose of this mail 

questionnaire was to assess the relevance and the measurability of indicators and variables 

pre-selected from literature. A mail questionnaire was chosen in this study because it has the 

advantage of reaching a wide group of respondents simultaneously; it offers anonymity; it 

avoids interviewer bias; and respondents complete the questionnaire when it is convenient 

(Baker, 2000; Neuman, 2000). In questionnaire 1, respondents were asked to indicate whether 

indicators are appropriate to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP. Respondents were 

asked to assess the relevance and measurability of the related variables according to a four-

point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (not at all relevant or measurable) to 4 (very relevant or 

measurable). A four point Likert scale with no middle neutral value was used in order to force 

the respondents in their choice and to avoid social desirable answers that arise from Likert 

scales with middle neutral values (Garland, 1991). Respondents who could not rate the 

variables according to these four scales were offered an option ‘don’t know’ (scale 5). 

Further, respondents were also asked to indicate whether the variables were either essential or 

not essential to be included in the IFP Ed-instrument. Furthermore, respondents were offered 

the opportunity to explain their scores or to comment on the definition of the indicators and to 

suggest new relevant and measurable indicators thought to be appropriate for the IFP Ed-

instrument. The questionnaire was administered to all respondents (n=10) who agreed to 

participate in the Delphi method. To address the issue of low return rate of questionnaires, 

respondents were first joined on telephone personally to ask for their willingness to complete 

the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire individually and to 

return it – if possible - within two weeks time. After two weeks, reminders mails were sent 

out to respondents who did not complete the questionnaire in order to avoid attrition. The total 

number of completed questionnaire received was eight (80% response rate). For professional 

reasons, two respondents could not complete the questionnaire. After completion of the 

questionnaires data were analysed according to criteria set for this study. The responses of the 

first round served as inputs for second round.  

 

Second round procedures  

In the second round, data were collected by administrating a questionnaire (questionnaire 2) 

through telephone interviews. The purpose of this second round was to evaluate indicators 

and variables from round one which needed revisions according to respondents and to 

evaluate new variables suggested by respondents. For that purpose, overall group response 

(how respondents agree with another) and respondent’ own responses from round one were 

computed in a summarized statistics form and fed back only to respondents who asked for it 

in order to avoid pressure to conformity that could influence reliability and validity 

(Woudenberg, 1991). It was made clear to respondents that the aim was not to reach per se a 

consensus. Respondents were free (and not asked) to reconsider their initial response in the 

light of overall group response from round one. In the second round, it was decided to 

conduct telephone interviews with respondents (and not a mail questionnaire) for 
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standardization purposes. Some respondents were conducting – at that period of time – 

evaluation activities in developing countries where access to and quality of internet were not 

appropriate for administration of a mail questionnaire. For standardization purposes, it was 

decided to use the same data collection procedure with all respondents. The aim was to avoid 

instrument bias (questionnaire to a group of respondents and interviews with another group). 

Similar data collection procedures (use of telephone interviews rather than a mail 

questionnaire) are mentioned in literature (see Hill & Fowles, 1975; Aguirre International, 

2004). During the interviews, respondents were again asked to evaluate indicators and 

variables according to the same criteria (relevance, measurability, and selection or not for IFP 

Ed-instrument) and according to the same Likert-scale used in the first round. Care was taken 

not to influence respondents by asking neutral questions, that is, reading questions without 

any comment or assistance as recommended by Aguirre International (2004). The same 

questions were asked to all respondents. 

 

Sample and respondents in step 2 

During the second step all respondents (n=10) who participated in the first step were asked to 

participate in the Delphi rounds. All ten respondents (n=10) who participated in the 

orientations interviews (see table 4.1 above) accepted to participate in the first round of the 

Delphi method. Two weeks after completion of the first questionnaire all respondents who 

participated in round 1 were again asked to participate in the second round. After reminder e-

mails seven respondents (n=7) expressed their willingness to participate in the second round. 

Reason of not participating in this round was related to the professional agenda of 

respondents. Unsuccessful attempts were also made to find other experts who meet the 

experts selection criteria set for this study in order to increase the number of respondents in 

the second step. However, sample sizes of ten or seven respondents are not uncommon in 

Delphi studies (see Campbell & Cantrill, 2001; Hasson et al., 2000; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; 

Keeney et al., 2006; Mullen, 2003; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004). Further, these sample sizes 

were found appropriate as data analysis methods used in this second step require a minimum 

of five experts (Lawshe, 1975; Lynn, 1986 in Polit & Beck, 2006).  

 

Table 4.2. Overview of respondents during Delphi rounds 

 

Name Round 1 Round 2 

Respondent R1 X X 

Respondent R2   

Respondent R3 X X 

Respondent R4 X X 

Respondent R5  X X 

Respondent R6 X X 

Respondent R7 X X 

Respondent R8   

Respondent R9 X  

Respondent R10 X X 

Note. X: indicates that the respondent participate in a Delphi round. R2 and R3 could not 

participate in Delphi rounds for professional reasons. 
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Instruments used for data collection in step 2 

During the second step, data were collected by using two questionnaires: questionnaire 1 (first 

Delphi round) and questionnaire 2 (second Delphi round). Questionnaire 1 was developed 

after the first step. Care was taken to develop a questionnaire that is unambiguous and easy to 

understand in order to increase the response rate as recommended by Neuman (2000). The 

initial version of questionnaire 1 included all indicators and variables pre-selected for the IFP 

instrument. Further, the initial version of questionnaire 1 included socio-biographical 

indicators and variables as recommended by respondents during orientation interviews. 

Questionnaire 1 was pilot tested with the same two subjects who participated in the pilot test 

from step 1. During the pilot test the first version of the questionnaire appeared to be time 

consuming and many questions were related to alumni perceptions. Because of overlaps 

between questions, it was suggested to reorganize the questionnaire for practical reasons. For 

example, it was recommended to use only one indicator in order to refer to alumni 

contribution to the education sector. It was also advised to use income as a variable of career 

progress rather than as a different indicator and to use applicability of knowledge as variable 

of employment.  Based on notes made during the pilot test, the questionnaire was refined. The 

refined questionnaire 1 was sent again to the same respondents for feedback. Once agreement 

was reached with the two respondents the questionnaire was used for data collection. The 

final version of questionnaire 1 (see appendix E) was divided into six core indicators and 23 

variables: (1) socio-biographical backgrounds of alumni (three variables), (2) educational 

backgrounds of alumni (three variables), (3) employment (five Variables), (4) career progress 

(six variables), (5) type of activities in the area of education (five variables), and (6) changes 

caused by conducted activities (one variable). The content of questionnaire 2 (see appendix F) 

was based on feedback provided by respondents in the first Delphi round 1. The questionnaire 

includes indicators and variables that need revision according to respondents and new 

indicators and variables suggested by respondents in round 1. Based on recommendations 

made during pilot tests the second questionnaire used the same format as the first one. 

 

Data analysis in step 2 

Descriptive statistics were first used to analyse data obtained with questionnaires. The 

frequency of distribution of the responses was computed for each variable. This statistic is 

appropriate when analysing data based on Likert scale (Allen & Seaman, 2007; Jamieson, 

2004; Mullen, 2003). According to Mullen (2003), the frequency distribution has the 

advantage of pinpointing bimodal distribution and extreme outliers. As recommended by 

literature, Lynn’ (1986) content validity index (CVI) and Lawshe’ (1975) content validity 

ratio (CVR) were further used as methods to measure content validity of individual variables 

in round 1 and in round 2 (DeVon et al., 2007; Polit & Beck, 2006; Polit et al., 2007; Straub 

et al., 2004; Wynd et al., 2003). Both methods require using at least five judges in order to 

provide a sufficient level of control for chance agreement. The number of respondents who 

completed the questionnaire from round1 (n=8) and participated in interviews from round 2 

(n=7) is above this requirement. 

In order to estimate content validity of individual variables, Lynn’ (1986) procedures were 

used. These procedures are appropriate in this study because of the response format of the 

questionnaire. Following Lynn (1986) procedures (see Polit & Beck, 2006; Wynd et al., 

2003), the four categories ranging from 1 (not at all relevant) to 4 (very relevant) were 

collapsed into two categories of responses (content valid and content invalid) after 

respondents’ ratings. Rating 1 and 2 were considered content invalid. Rating 3 and 4 were 

considered content valid. Content validity index of individual items (I-CVI) was then 

computed as the number of experts giving a rating of either 3 or 4 divided by the total number 

of experts. The content validity of the overall instrument is the proportion of items that 
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received a rating of 3 or 4 by the experts. It could be computed as the average I-CVI for all 

items in the instrument or to divide the total number of items rated relevant by all experts 

combined by the total number of rated items (Polit & Beck, 2006; Wynd et al., 2003). This 

study adopted I-CVI to refer to content validity index of individual variables as suggested by 

Polit & Beck (2006) in order to avoid confusion with the content validity index of the overall 

instrument (S-CVI). According to Lynn, an  instrument has good content validity if it includes 

items that have I-CVIs of 0,78 or higher and S-CVI of 0,80 or higher (Gibson et al., 2006; 

Polit & Beck, 2006; Polit et al., 2007).   

Lawshe (1975) content validity ratio (CVR) was also computed in order to select variables 

essential for the IFP instrument as respondents were asked to indicate whether variables are 

essential or not to be included in the instrument. CVR for individual items were calculated by 

using the following formula (Lawshe, 1975, p.567): 

 

    CVRi = [ne – N/2] / [N/2] 

 

CVRi: content validity ratio for ith item (CVRi values vary from -1,00 to +1,00). 

N: total number of panelists 

ne: number of panelists indicating that ith item is “essential”. 

Because eight respondents completed the questionnaire, the minimum CVR value (in order to 

satisfy the 5% significance level) required by Lawshe for an item to be included in the 

instrument was 0, 75 (Lawshe, 1975, p.568). According to Lawshe (1975, p.567), an item has 

some degree of content validity is more than half of respondents indicate that the item is 

essential. For this present study, at least 4 respondents (ICVI = 0,50 and CVR = 0,00) have to 

indicate that the variable is essential.  

Therefore, following recommendations of Lynn (1986) and Lawshe (1975) for eight raters, 

variables used to develop the IFP Ed-instrument should have the following values: I-CVI ≥ 

0,78 for relevance and measurability and CVR ≥ 0,75 for selection in IFP instrument. 

Variables with lower values of I-CVI and CVR (I-CVI ≤ 0,50 and CVR ≤ 0,00) were deleted. 

Variables with I-CVI values between 0,50 and 0,78 and CVR values between 0,00 and 0,75 

were revised (when recommended by respondents) and submitted again in the second round 

or deleted. 

As seven respondents were used in the second round, the following criteria were set based on 

recommendations of Lynn (1986) and Lawshe (1975) for seven raters: variables used to 

develop the IFP Ed-instrument should have the following minimum of values: I-CVI ≥ 0,78 

for relevance and measurability and CVR ≥ 0,99 for selection in IFP instrument. All variables 

not meeting these criteria were deleted. 

 

4.3.3 Data collection and data analysis procedures in step 3 

The overall IFP Ed-instrument was first developed before data collection in this third step. 

Based on literature and recommendations during orientation interviews, different items related 

to the selected variables (see appendix G) were identified and used to develop the initial 

overall IFP Ed-instrument. The initial purpose in this third step was to ask respondents to 

evaluate all individual items included in the overall instrument in order to compute I-CVI of 

all items and the content validity of the overall instrument. However, this way of proceeding 

was found time consuming rating process by respondents. Respondents expressed their 

willingness (through phone calls) to evaluate the whole IFP Ed-instrument but not individual 

items included in the instrument. Therefore, data were collected by submitting the overall 

initial instrument together with a mail questionnaire 3 (see appendix H) to respondents. 

Respondents were first asked to read the instrument and then to answer the questions included 

in questionnaire 3 according to a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a 
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very high extent). Following Grant & Davis (1997), the aim of questionnaire 3 was to 

evaluate the overall instrument for clarity of items and completeness (identification of items 

that need to be deleted or to be added). Based on remarks and recommendations of 

respondents, the IFP Ed-instrument was first refined (see appendix I). Since no major 

revisions were recommended by respondents, a second content analysis of the overall IFP Ed-

instrument was not conducted after refinement.  

 

Sample and respondents in step 3 

All experts who participated in the first step were again asked to participate in this third step 

because it was difficult to find a new panel of experts willing to participate in this study. 

Selecting respondents from the same pool of experts used in previous steps is supported by 

Lynn (1986) in Polit et al. (2007). After a number of reminder e-mails six respondents (n=6) 

completed the questionnaire. According to Polit et al. (2007, p.466) this number of experts is 

appropriate to evaluate the relevance of items included instrument and therefore to evaluate 

content validity of the overall instrument. 

 

Table 4.3. Profile of respondents in step 3 

 

Name Organization Position 

Respondent R1 - Utrecht University 

- Private educational consultancy 

business 

- Lecturer International Pedagogical issues.  

- International consultant on education 

Respondent R3 

 

Windesheim – University of 

Wageningen 

Consultant internationalization 

Respondent R4 

 

NUFFIC (Netherlands 

Organization for international 

cooperation in higher education) 

Senior Policy Officer 

Respondent R6 Private educational consultancy 

business 

Senior education consultant 

Respondent R7 

 

International Institute of Social 

Studies 

Lecturer in development economics. 

Expert in program evaluation 

Respondent R10 Private educational consultancy 

business  

International education consultant  

 

Instruments used for data collection in step 3 

Data were collected by using a mail questionnaire (questionnaire 3 in appendix H) together 

with the initial IFP Ed-instrument. Following Radhakrishna (2007) and Grant & Davis (1997), 

the following questions were included in questionnaire 3: what items should be excluded from 

the IFP Ed-instrument? – What items are missing in the IFP Ed-instrument? further 

respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which the IFP Ed-instrument contributes in 

measuring the outcomes and impacts of IFP and the extent to which the IFP Ed-instrument is 

content valid (that is, could the instrument measure what it is intended to measure?) according 

to a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very high extent). Before data 

collection, the overall IFP Ed-instrument and questionnaire 3 were first pilot tested with the 

same subjects who participated in the first and second steps.  

 

Data analysis in step 3 

Lawshe (1975) procedures were used for selection or deletion of items. For n = 6, CVR value 

is 0,99 (Lawshe, 1975). That means that all respondents should agree in order to include a 

new item in the instrument (Lawshe, 1975). Further, the frequency of distribution of the 

responses was computed for each question included in questionnaire 3. The aim was to 
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estimate the degree of agreement between respondents. Therefore, Fleiss (1971) multiple rater 

kappa was used as statistic in order to estimate the degree of agreement between respondents. 

This statistic was appropriate because more than two raters were used in this study. According 

to Fleiss (1971, pp.378-379) multiple rater kappa could be computed by using the following 

formula: 

k =   

  degree of agreement in excess of chance  

  measures the degree of agreement attainable over and above what would be predicted 

by chance. 

: The overall proportion of agreement (average of the Pis).  

Pi the proportion of agreement among the n raters for the ith item. 

 =  where Pi =  

: Proportion of agreement expected to occur by chance  

 =  where Pj =  

Pj: proportion of all assignments which were to the jth category ( ) 

nij: number of raters who assigned the ith item to the jth category ( ) 

In these different formula’s: N refers to the total number of items; n refers to the number of 

ratings per item; k refers to the number of categories; the subscript i refers to items (i = 1, …, 

N); the subscript j refers to categories (j = 1, …, k). 

According to Cohen (1960, p.40), the coefficient kappa is “the proportion of agreement after 

chance agreement is removed from consideration”. Kappa values range from +1,00 to -1,00 

(Cohen, 1960). The value +1,00 indicates complete agreement beyond chance. A value of 

0,00 indicates that obtained agreement could also be predicted/expected by chance. A value of 

-1,00 indicates total disagreement.  

 

4.3.4 Data collection and data analysis procedures in step 4 

During the field test, the IFP Ed-instrument refined in the third step was submitted to alumni 

from Senegal graduated in the area of education. A mail questionnaire (questionnaire 4 in 

appendix J) was also submitted in order to evaluate the instrument. Data was therefore 

collected by using questionnaire 4. The aim was to test the length of the instrument as well as 

its clarity. Respondents were first asked to read the IFP Ed-instrument and then to answer the 

questions included in questionnaire 4 according to a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Senegal was selected in this study because 

Senegalese alumni reacted to mails sent (in Ghana and Senegal) and expressed their 

willingness to participate in this study.  

 

Sample and respondents in step 4 

The sample identified through purposive and snowball sampling includes Senegalese IFP 

alumni graduated in the area of education. The purposive sampling helped to identify the 

director of the IFP alumni association in Senegal who was graduated in education. The 

director was first contacted through e-mail and then by telephone in order to ask him to 

participate in the study and to explain the objectives of the study. He expresses his willingness 

to participate in this study. The director helped to identify three other alumni graduated in the 
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area of education. These three alumni were approached by the director and they accepted to 

participate in the evaluation. As an alumni meeting was planned the director expressed his 

willingness to submit the questionnaire to these alumni and to discuss the instrument with them. 

However, after reminder e- mails and phone calls, only one respondent (the director) completed the 

questionnaire. 

 

Table 4.4. Profile of respondents in step 4 

 

Name Organization Position 

Respondent S1 Ministry of education in Senegal  Manager planning, monitoring, evaluation in 

secondary education and director IFP alumni 

association in Senegal 

Respondent S2 Ministry of education in Senegal Department of educational planning and 

reform (DPRE) in charge of project 

monitoring/evaluation office 

Respondent S3 Private business  Consultant as expert in special education 

Respondent S4 Ministry of education in Senegal Head of statistics bureau at the directorate of 

literacy and member of monitoring and 

evaluation team 

 

Instruments used for data collection in step 4 

Data were collected by using a mail questionnaire (questionnaire 4). Following Kumar (2006) 

and Roche (1999) questionnaire 4 includes questions related to length and clarity of questions. 

Respondents were first asked to indicate the extent to which questions included in the IFP Ed-

instrument are easy to follow, easy to understand, and easy to answer according to a five-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Further, they were asked 

to indicate the time needed for completion and to indicate the questions that were difficult to 

answer. Questionnaire 4 also offers the opportunity to provide personal comments. 
 

Data analysis in step 4 

The aim of data analysis was to compute Fleiss kappa statistics in order to measure the 

strength of agreement between respondents and as needed to refine the instrument. However, 

due to low response rate (only one respondent out of four completed the questionnaire); there 

was too little data to assure a significant analysis. Fleiss kappa statistics were therefore not 

computed. 
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5. Results  
The purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable instrument that could measure 

the impact of IFP in the area of education. Therefore, four steps were used to develop the IFP 

Ed-instrument. In the first step (as described in chapter 3) indicators and variables were pre-

selected from literature by using a modified Kirkpatrick framework. The relevance and 

measurability of these indicators and variables were evaluated by experts in the second step. 

Indicators and variables found relevant and measurable by experts were then used to develop 

the draft of the IFP Ed- instrument. This draft was evaluated in the third step and then refined. 

The refined instrument was field tested in Senegal in the fourth step. The results of these 

evaluations are presented in this chapter. Results of the second step are first described in the 

first section, followed by results from the third (section 2) and fourth steps (section 3). The 

major findings of this study are summarized in the fourth and final section. Results of 

orientation interviews conducted in the first step are not described separately in this chapter 

but presented where applicable.  

 

5.1 Results from step 2 evaluations: Evaluation of pre-selected variables 

This section provides the results about content validity index (I-CVI) and content validity 

ratios (CVR) of the individual six indicators and 23 variables evaluated in the second step. 

The 23 variables evaluated were related to the following six indicators: (1) socio-biographical 

backgrounds of alumni, (2) educational backgrounds of alumni, (3) employment, (4) career 

progress, (5) type of activities in the area of education, and (6) changes caused by conducted 

activities. Results on content validity indexes (I-CVI) and content validity ratios of individual 

variables (CVRi) were computed by following Lynn (1986) and Lawshe (1975) procedures 

explained in more details in chapter 4: 

 I-CVI = number of experts giving a rating of either 3 or 4 divided by the total number 

of experts (Lynn, 1986 in Polit & Beck, 2006, p.491). 

 CVRi = [ne – N/2] / [N/2]. Where ne refers to the number of raters that indicate that the 

variable is essential to be included in the instrument and N is the total number of raters 

(Lawshe, 1975, p.567). 

As a two rounds Delphi procedures (see chapter 4) were used to select indicators and 

variables respectively, this section first presents the results of the first round followed by the 

results of the second round.  

 

5.1.1 Results first Delphi-round 

Determination of content validity of the instrument started in this first round by computing 

content validity indexes and content validity ratios of individual indicators and variables. In 

the first round, the relevance and measurability of the pre-selected indicators and variables 

were rated by eight respondents (n=8) on a 4- point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (not at all 

relevant or measurable) to 4 (very relevant or measurable). Respondents who could not rate 

the variables according to these four scales were offered an option ‘don’t know’ (scale 5). 

Further, respondents were also asked to indicate whether the variables are essential to be 

included in the final instrument. As eight respondents participated in this round, the selection 

criteria set were as followed:  

 Variables selected in the IFP instrument should have the following values: I-CVI ≥ 

0,78 for relevance and measurability and CVR ≥ 0,75 for selection in IFP instrument.  

 Variables with lower values of I-CVI and CVR (I-CVI ≤ 0,50 and CVR ≤ 0,00) were 

deleted.  

 Variables with values of I-CVI between 0,50 and 0,78 and values of CVR between 

0,00 – 0,75 were revised when recommended by respondents and submitted again in 

the second round or deleted. 
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The findings of the first Delphi-round for each indicator as well as the suggestions or 

recommendations provided by respondents are presented below. Details about the frequency 

distribution of responses for each indicator and variable are presented in appendix K. The 

appendix depicts also I-CVI and CVR values of each indicator or variable. 

 

Indicator 1: Socio-biographical backgrounds alumni 
When asked about relevance of indicator 1, all respondents indicated that socio-biographical 

backgrounds of alumni are relevant (I-CVI = 1,00) to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP 

(table K1). This value of content validity index of indicator 1 meets the selection criteria (I-

CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance) set for this study. 

Three variables related to indicator 1 were further evaluated by respondents: gender of 

alumnus, age of alumnus, and marital status of alumnus. All respondents found the variables 

‘gender’ and ‘age’ relevant to very relevant (table K2 in appendix K). Further both variables 

were found very measurable by seven respondents in contrast to one respondent that found 

both variables not at all measurable. Finally all respondents agree that both variables should 

be included in the final instrument. Three respondents found the variable ‘marital status’ 

relevant; five found the variable measurable to very measurable; and four found the variable 

essential to be included in the IFP Ed-instrument (table K2).  

Analyses of the responses (appendix K) show that the variables gender and age have 

acceptable levels of I-CVI (I-CVI ≥ 0,78) and acceptable level of CVR (CVR ≥ 0,75) (see 

table K3). Therefore, both variables were selected for the IFP instrument. The content validity 

indexes of the variable marital status (0,38 for relevance and 0,63 for measurement) are below 

the level of 0,78 set for this study (table K3).  Content validity ratio of this variable (0,00) was 

also below the level of content validity set in this study (0,75). Therefore, the variable marital 

status was excluded.  

 

Indicator 2: Educational backgrounds alumni 
When asked about relevance of indicator 2, all respondents indicated that educational 

backgrounds of alumni are very relevant (I-CVI = 1,00) to measure outcomes and impacts of 

IFP (table K1). This value of content validity index of indicator 2 meets the selection criteria 

(I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance) set for this study. 

Three variables related to indicator 2 were further evaluated by respondents: education degree 

obtained through IFP, place/country of study, and kind/content of study. All respondents rated 

the variables ‘education degree obtained through IFP’ and ‘place/country of study’ very 

relevant (table K4 in appendix K). One respondent rated the variable ‘kind/content of study’ 

relevant while seven rated the same variable very relevant. Further, all three variables were 

rated measurable to very measurable by all respondents. Finally, all respondents found the 

three variables essential to be included in the final instrument.  

Analyses of the responses (appendix K) indicate that content validity and content validity 

ratios of all variables related to indicator 2 are above the values of 0,78 and 0,75 set for this 

study (table K5). Therefore, these variables were selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Indicator 3: Employment 
When asked about relevance of indicator 3, all respondents indicated that employment of 

alumni is very relevant (I-CVI = 1,00) to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP (table K1). 

This value of content validity index of indicator 3 meets the selection criteria (I-CVI ≥ 0,78 

for relevance) set for this study. 

Five variables related to indicator 3 were further evaluated by respondents: type of job, place 

of employment, kind of employment sector, level of employment, and applicability 

knowledge/skills. Except the variable ‘type of job’, all respondents rated all other variables 
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relevant to very relevant (table K6). Four respondents rated the variable ‘type of job’ relevant 

and very relevant. Concerning measurability, all respondents found the variables ‘place of 

employment’ and ‘level of employment’ very measurable; seven respondents found the 

variable ‘kind of employment sector’ very relevant; five respondents rated the variable ‘type 

of job’ measurable to very measurable. Four respondents rated the variable very measurable 

and four respondents rated the variable somewhat measurable.  Except the variable ‘type of 

job’, all respondents found that the variables essential to be included in the final instrument. 

Only four respondents recommended including the variable ‘type of job’ in the final 

instrument. Details about the frequency distribution of responses for each of these variables 

are presented in appendix K. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate that the variables ‘place of employment’, 

‘kind of employment sector’, and ‘level of employment’ have acceptable levels of I-CVI (I-

CVI ≥ 0,78) and acceptable level of CVR (CVR ≥ 0,75) (table K7). Therefore, these variables 

were selected for the IFP instrument. However, in order to avoid confusions, respondents 

recommended using the term ‘kind of employment institution’ rather than ‘level of 

employment’ (variable 3.4). The variable ‘applicability of knowledge’ has an acceptable level 

of I-CVI relevance (1,00) but has somewhat lower level of I-CVI measurement (0,50) (table 

K7). This variable was again submitted to respondents in round two in order to understand 

why all respondents agree to include the variable in the instrument. I-CVI (relevance) values 

and CVR values for the variable ‘type of job’ are very low (I-CVI ≤ 0,50 and CVR ≤ 0,00) 

(see table K7). Half of respondents found the variable not relevant and indicate that it should 

not be included in the instrument. Therefore, the variable ‘type of job’ was deleted from 

instrument. 

 

Indicator 4: Career progress 
When asked about relevance of indicator 4, all respondents indicated that career progress of 

alumni is relevant (I-CVI = 1,00) to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP (table K1). This 

value of content validity index of indicator 4 meets the selection criteria (I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for 

relevance) set for this study. 

Six variables related to indicator 4 were further evaluated by respondents: income/salary, 

number of promotions, job position/title, responsibility in work, locus of decision, and 

alumni’ career satisfaction. Seven respondents rated the variables ‘income/salary’ and 

‘number of promotions’ relevant to very relevant (table K8). The variables ‘job position/title’ 

and ‘responsibility’ were rated very relevant by all respondents. The variable ‘locus of 

decision’ was rated relevant to very relevant by all respondents. The variable ‘alumni’ career 

satisfaction’ was rated very relevant by six respondents. Concerning measurability, except the 

variables ‘number of promotion’ and ‘alumni career satisfaction’ all other variables were 

found measurable to very measurable by at least six respondents (table K8). The variable 

‘number of promotions’ was rated very measurable by five respondents and rated somewhat 

measurable by three respondents. Also, five respondents rated the variable ‘alumni career 

satisfaction’ measurable (one respondent) to very measurable (four respondents). Finally six 

respondents found that the variables ‘income/salary’ and ‘alumni career satisfaction’ should 

be included in the final instrument; five found the variable ‘number of promotion’ essential to 

be included in final instrument; all respondents found that the variables ‘job position’ and 

‘responsibility’ essential to be included in the final instrument; and seven respondents 

recommended to include the variable ‘locus of decision’ in the final instrument. Details about 

the frequency distribution of responses for each of these variables are presented in appendix 

K. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate that the variables ‘job position’, 

‘responsibility in work’, and ‘locus of decision’ have acceptable levels of I-CVI (I-CVI ≥ 
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0,78) and acceptable level of CVR (CVR ≥ 0,75) (table K9). Therefore, these variables were 

selected for the IFP instrument. However, the variables ‘income’, ‘number of promotions’, 

and ‘alumni’ career satisfaction’ have somewhat lower levels of I-CVI and CVR (table K9). 

Respondents found these variables relevant but difficult to measure. Measurement problems 

were related to the definitions of the variables. According to respondents alumni will not 

provide the right answer to items related to income/salary as it is a sensitive and too private 

topic. They recommended asking for a percentage increase in salary and not asking for salary. 

Further, according to respondents changes in offices or office décor could not be considered 

as a promotion. They recommended excluding changes in offices or office décor in the 

definition of promotion used in this study. Furthermore, respondents argued that satisfaction 

with career has no link with impacts of IFP. Satisfaction with career could also be caused by 

external factors not related to IFP. Respondents therefore recommended to create a new 

indicator (alumni satisfaction) and to use ‘alumni satisfaction with IFP’ as variable for this 

indicator. The variables ‘income/salary’, ‘number of promotions’ and ‘alumni career 

satisfaction’ were therefore revised and submitted again for evaluation in the second round.  

 

Indicator 5: Type of conducted activities in the area of education 
When asked about relevance of indicator 5, three respondents indicated that the indicator is 

relevant and five respondents indicated that the indicator is very relevant to measure outcomes 

and impacts of IFP (table K1). The value of content validity index of indicator 5 meet the 

selection criteria (I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance) set for this study. 

Five variables related to indicator 5 were further evaluated by respondents: financial and 

resources activities, human resources activities, activities related to students’ background 

conditions, activities related to community/parents’ involvement, and instructional activities. 

Seven respondents found the variables ‘financial and resources activities’, ‘students’ 

background conditions activities’, and ‘community/parents’ involvement activities’ relevant 

to very relevant. Six respondents found the variables ‘human resources activities’ and 

‘instructional activities’ relevant to very relevant. However, respondents do not agree on the 

measurability of the variables (table K10). Two variables ‘financial and resources activities’ 

and ‘human resources activities’ were rated measurable to very measurable by four 

respondents. Three variables ‘students’ background conditions activities’, ‘community 

/parents’ involvement activities’, and ‘instructional activities’ were rated by five respondents 

measurable to very measurable.  

At least six respondents indicate that the five variables are essential to be included in the final 

instrument: financial and resources activities (six respondents); human resources (seven 

respondents); students’ background conditions activities (seven respondents); community 

/parents’ involvement activities (six respondents); and instructional activities (seven 

respondents). Details about the frequency distribution of responses for each of these variables 

are presented in appendix K. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate (see table K11 in appendix K) that the 

variables related to indicator 5 have somewhat lower levels of I-CVI (measurement) and 

CVR. Most variables were found relevant but not measurable. None of the five variables met 

the levels of I-CVI (I-CVI ≥ 0,78) for relevance and measurability and the level of CVR 

(CVR ≥ 0,75) set for this study. For example the variable ‘financial and resources activities’ 

was found relevant (I-CVI ≥ 0,78). But I-CVI (measurement) for the variable ‘financial and 

resources activities’ was 0,50 and CVR was 0,50. These values are below the level set for this 

study. Measurement issues were related to the definitions of the variables. According to 

respondents it will be difficult for alumni to influence the financial and human sector of 

education in developing countries. The educational systems in those countries are too 

centralized. According to respondent (R10) “in most developing countries that I visited 
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financial and human resources are decided by central government/ministries and not by 

schools”. Overlaps were also noticed by respondents between the five variables. It was 

therefore recommended to making three groups of variables (educational management 

activities, voluntary activities and professional/operational activities) rather than the previous 

five groups of activities related to indicator 5. According to respondents, management 

activities can also be related to financial and human resources. Further, a respondent 

mentioned that “alumni can conduct voluntary activities in the community in order to 

sensitize parents to be involved in schools”. Respondents also agreed that the first five 

variables do not take into account alumni that will be engaged in teaching or research 

(professional activities). These three new variables were therefore submitted for evaluation in 

the second round. 

 

Indicator 6: Changes caused by conducted activities 
When asked about relevance of indicator 6, six respondents indicated that the indicator is 

relevant and two indicated that the indicator is very relevant to measure impact of IFP (table 

K1). The value of content validity index of indicator 6 (see table K1) meets the selection 

criteria (I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance) set for this study. 

One variable related to indicator 6 was further evaluated by respondents: alumni’ perceived 

impact (see table K12). All respondents rated the variable relevant (one respondent) to very 

relevant (seven respondents). Concerning measurability, five respondents rated the variable 

very measurable and three respondents rated the variable somewhat measurable. Seven 

respondents recommended including the variable in the final instrument and one respondent 

was undecided. Details about the frequency distribution of responses for this variable are 

presented in appendix K. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses (see table K13) indicate that the variable ‘alumni’ 

perceived impact’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00) and CVR (0,75). However, 

I-CVI measurement (0,63) is somewhat low. Respondents found the variable relevant and 

essential for selection in the instrument. However, the variable was found somewhat difficult 

to be measured. Respondents mentioned that changes caused by activities conducted by 

alumni will be difficult to measure because of the influence of external factors. This variable 

was again submitted to respondents in round two in order to understand why respondents 

agreed to include the variable in the instrument while the variable has a low measurement I-

CVI.  

 

Summary results first round Delphi 

From the initial 23 variables, eleven were retained for the IFP instrument, five were revised, 

and seven variables were deleted in the first Delphi round (table K14). Further, eight new 

variables and a new indicator (alumni satisfaction) were recommended by respondents (table 

K15). The new variables include: religion of alumni and country of birth and residence of 

alumni (related to indicator 1), year graduation (related to indicator 2), function description 

(related to indicator 3), educational management activities, voluntary activities, professional 

activities (related to indicator 5), and alumni satisfaction with IFP (related to new indicator 7). 

Therefore, one new indicator and 13 revised as well as new suggested variables were 

submitted to respondents for evaluation in the second Delphi round. The following section 

provides the results of this evaluation. 

 

5.1.2 Results second Delphi-round 

This section provides results of evaluation conducted in the second Delphi round. 

Respondents were asked to rate the relevance and measurability of the revised and 

recommended variables according to the same Likert-scales used in the first round. They were 
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also asked to indicate whether the variables should be included in the final instrument. As 

seven respondents participated in the second round, variables selected for the IFP instrument 

should have the following values: I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance and measurability and CVR ≥ 

0,99 (Lawshe, 1975; Lynn, 1986 in Polit & Beck, 2006). All variables which do not meet 

these criteria were deleted. Details about the frequency distribution of responses for this 

variable are presented in appendix K. 

 

Indicator 1: Socio-biographical backgrounds alumni 
Six out of seven respondents found the variable ‘religion of alumni’ not relevant for this study 

(see table K16). As one respondent mentioned “it will be impossible to attribute changes in 

the community to the religion of the alumnus”. Further, the variable was not found 

measurable (difficult to measure) because some alumni will not be willing to provide the right 

information. As expressed by a respondent, “religion is a sensitive topic in some countries”. 

Further, all respondents found the variable ‘religion’ not essential to be included in the 

instrument. Concerning the variable ‘country of birth/residence’, all respondents found the 

variable very relevant. They found the variable also measurable and also agreed that the 

variable should be included in the final instrument. As a respondent mentioned country of 

birth of alumni could allow country comparisons.  

Content validity index and ratio analyses (table K17) indicate that the variable ‘religion’ has 

lower levels of I-CVI relevance (0,14), I-CVI measurement (0,00) and CVR (-1,00). The 

levels of I-CVI (I-CVI ≥ 0,78) for relevance and measurability and the level of CVR (CVR ≥ 

0,99) set for this study were not met by this variable. Therefore, religion was not selected in 

the final instrument. The variable ‘country of birth/residence’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI 

relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (1,00), and acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, 

the variable was selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Indicator 2: Educational backgrounds alumni 

The variable ‘year of graduation’ was found relevant and measurable by all respondents. 

Respondents also agreed that it should be included in the final instrument (table K18). They 

argued that perception of impact by alumni is related to the year of graduation. According to 

respondents perception of impact of IFP will be less important after a long period of time after 

graduation because of context factors. As a respondent expressed “a perception of impact two 

year after graduation is different to a perception ten years after graduation”.  

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate (table K19) that the variable ‘year of 

graduation’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (1,00), and 

acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, the variable was selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Indicator 3: Employment 

The variable ‘function description’ was found relevant by five respondents and very relevant 

by two respondents (table K20). Six respondents found the variable measurable and one was 

undecided (do not know). Further, all respondents agreed to include the variable in the final 

instrument. The variable ‘applicability knowledge’ was again found very relevant (scale 4) by 

all respondents (table K20). All respondents argued that it should be included in the 

instrument. Similar responses were also observed in the first Delphi round. Asked again about 

measurability of this variable, four respondents found the variable measurable (scale 3) and 

three respondents rated the variable very measurement (scale 4). However, they argued that 

the variable is measurable only if means are available in order to check responses provided by 

alumni through country site visits and interviews with alumni employers. Further, all 

respondents agreed that the variable ‘applicability knowledge’ is essential to be included in 

the final instrument. 
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Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate (table K21) that the variable ‘function 

description’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (0,86), and 

acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, the variable ‘function description’ was selected for 

the IFP instrument. Further, analyses indicate (table K21) that the variable ‘applicability 

knowledge’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (1,00), and 

acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, applicability of knowledge was selected for the 

IFP instrument. 

 

Indicator 4: Career progress 

After revision, all respondents agreed that the variable ‘income/salary’ is a relevant variable 

for the present study (table K22). However, four out of seven respondents found the variable 

difficult to measure because alumni will not be willing to provide the right information. As a 

respondent mentioned it will be difficult to get access to secondary data in countries and to 

get the right data on salaries as it is a sensitive and private topic. Only three respondents 

agreed that the variable should be included in the final instrument. After revision, the variable 

‘number of promotions’ was found very relevant by all respondents (table K22). Three 

respondents found this variable measurable (scale 3) and four respondents rated the variable 

very measurement (scale 4). Further, all respondents agreed that number of promotions is 

essential to be included in the final instrument. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses show (table K23) that the variable ‘income/salary’ 

has lower levels of I-CVI measurement (0,43) and CVR (-0,14) compared to the levels set for 

this study. Therefore, this variable was excluded from the final instrument. Further, analyses 

indicates (table K23) that the variable ‘number of promotions’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI 

relevance (1,00), ICVI-measurement (1,00), and acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, 

the variable was selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Indicator 5: Type of conducted activities in the area of education 
The variables ‘educational management/policies activities’, ‘voluntary activities’, and 

‘professional activities’ were found very relevant (scale 4) and measurable (scale 3) by all 

respondents (table K24). According to them these variables should be included in the final 

instrument. According to one respondent “with a master or PhD degree, we should expect that 

some alumni will occupy management/decision making positions”. Some respondents argued 

that alumni are expected to conduct voluntary activities. As one respondent said “IFP expects 

alumni to be active in their own community. It is normal to assume that they will conduct 

voluntary activities”. A respondent mentioned that the variable ‘professional activities’ is 

relevant as alumni that conduct research activities can achieve different changes compared to 

alumni that occupy management positions. According to respondents alumni responses should 

be checked through country site visits. Further, all respondents agreed that the three variables 

are essential to be included in the final instrument. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate (table K25) that the three variables have 

acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (1,00), and acceptable level 

of CVR (1,00). Therefore, they were selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Variable related to indicator 6: Changes caused by conducted activities 

The variable ‘alumni perceived impact’ was found again relevant and recommended by all 

respondents to be included in final instrument (table K26). Six out of seven found the variable 

measurable (scale 3) if means are available through country site visits. According to one 

respondent “perception of impact will be a subjective appraisal and should be treated as such, 

no matter how easy it is measured”. One respondent argued that the variable is not measurable 

as it will be time consuming and therefore will involve lot of means that organizations may 
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not have. According to him “controlling what alumni report is time consuming and 

organizations may not have enough resources to support such investigations”. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses show (table K27) that the variable ‘alumni perceived 

impact’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement (0,86), and 

acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, this variable was selected for the IFP instrument. 

 

Variable related to indicator 7: Alumni satisfaction with IFP 

When asked about relevance of indicator 7, all respondents indicated that alumni satisfaction 

is very relevant (I-CVI = 1,00) to be used during evaluation of IFP. This value of content 

validity index of indicator 7 meets the selection criteria (I-CVI ≥ 0,78 for relevance) set for 

this study. 

The new variable ‘alumni satisfaction with IFP’ was found relevant and measurable by all 

respondents (table K28). They also agreed that it should be included in the final instrument. 

As a respondent mentioned measuring satisfaction after the fellowship program could provide 

relevant information for the improvement of the program. According to him “alumni have 

obtained their degree and could provide all kind of information without fear for their 

fellowship”. 

Content validity index and ratio analyses indicate (table K29) that the variable ‘alumni 

satisfaction with IFP’ has acceptable levels of I-CVI relevance (1,00), I-CVI measurement 

(1,00), and acceptable level of CVR (1,00). Therefore, this variable was selected for the IFP 

instrument. 

 

Summary results second round Delphi 

From the initial 12 variables evaluated in the second round, ten were retained for the IFP 

instrument and two variables were deleted (table K30). The deleted variables in the second 

rounds are income/salary and religion of alumni. 

 

5.1.3 Summary step 2 results  

Evaluation of variables conducted in the second step resulted in the final selection of seven 

core indicators and 21 variables with I-CVI values higher than 0,78 and CVR values higher 

than 0,75 (table K31). Eleven variables were selected in the first Delphi round and ten 

variables were selected in the second round. Selected indicators are: (1) socio-biographical 

backgrounds of alumni (three variables), (2) educational backgrounds of alumni (four 

variables), (3) career progress (four variables), (4) employment (five variables), (5) type of 

activities in the area of education (three variables), (6) changes caused by conducted activities 

(one variable), and (7) alumni satisfaction (one variable). These indicators and related 

variables were used to develop the draft of the overall instrument. When asked how these 

retained variables could be measured, respondents recommend the following methods: use of 

data gathered by CHEPS, surveys with alumni, use of country sites visits in countries where 

alumni are active (document analysis - observations), alumni interviews, alumni employer 

interviews, and focus group discussion with alumni. These recommendations are in line with 

measurement methods mentioned in literature (see Aguirre International, 2004; CIDA, 2005; 

Ford, 2004; Rotem et al., 2010).  

 

5.2 Results step 3: Evaluation overall instrument 

This section provides the results of evaluations of the draft of the overall instrument 

developed after step 2. The purpose of the evaluation was to measure content validity of the 

overall instrument. Respondents were therefore asked to indicate items that should be deleted 

or included in the instrument. As six respondents participated in the evaluation, all 

respondents should agree in order to include or exclude an item from the instrument (Lawshe, 
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1975). The section provides first the items that were deleted or included in the instrument. 

Further the section depicts the frequency distribution of the responses for each question 

included in questionnaire 3 (see appendix H) and the Fleiss (1971) multiple rater kappa 

statistics in order to estimate the degree of agreement between respondents. 

 

5.2.1 Deleted or included items 

When asked whether items should be excluded from the draft of the instrument, all 

respondents recommended to exclude the items related to data sources about changes that 

alumni bring about in countries/communities. According to them alumni are not able to 

answer such items. As expressed by a respondent data on changes bring about by alumni are 

not systematically collected by national statistical organizations because evaluation practices 

are scarce in developing countries. This respondent also argued that fellowship agencies do 

not systematically collect such data. Further, respondents recommended two items to be 

included in the instrument: strategic overall management and work experience. Strategic 

overall management can be used as an item for the variable ‘management/policy activities’. 

‘Work experience’ can be used as an item for factors that could influence promotion. 

Furthermore, respondents recommended offering possibility to alumni to formulate comments 

and critiques on the IFP programme (for example what could be improved in the IFP 

programme according to alumni’ experience). 

 

5.2.2 Content validity of overall instrument 

When asked whether the instrument contributes to measure the outcomes of IFP all 

respondents agreed that the instrument contribute in measuring the outcomes of IFP. Five 

respondents agreed with the statement (scale 4) and one respondent strongly agreed with the 

statement (scale 5). However, four respondents out of six indicate that the instrument could 

somewhat (scale 3) contribute in measuring the impact of IFP. One respondent agreed that the 

instrument can measure the impact of IFP and one respondent was undecided (don’t know). 

These results support earlier findings during orientation interviews where all interviewed 

experts argued that it will be difficult to measure the ‘real’ impact of IFP. According to 

respondents  changes in the area of education in countries could be difficult to be attributed to 

IFP alumni only due to the external factors that could interact with activities that alumni could 

conduct and because it was impossible to create control groups. However, respondents 

mentioned that one way to have evidence of impact is to conduct intensive country site visits 

beyond alumni’ perceived impact responses. Asked whether the instrument is content valid, 

all respondents agreed that items included in the instrument are valid measures of the selected 

variables. Table 5.1 below depicts the frequency distribution of the answers of the 

respondents to the three questions included in questionnaire 3. 

 

Table 5.1. Frequency distribution answers respondents (n=6) 

 

Items  
 

 

Frequency  distribution responses 

1 2 3 4 5 Don’t know 

The instrument contributes in measuring the outcomes of 

IFP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 

 

The instrument contributes in measuring the impacts of IFP   4 1  1 

The instrument is content valid    6   

1= Not at all/ 2= Not much/ 3= Somewhat/ 4= Considerably/ 5= To a very high extent 

 

Based on data from table 5.1, the multiple rater Fleiss kappa computed as followed. 
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1 2 3 4 5 Pi  

item 1 0 0 0 5 1 0,667 

item 2 0 0 4 1 0 0,367 

item 3 0 0 0 6 0 1,000 

Totaal nij 0 0 4 12 1 
 Pj 0 0 0,222 0,667 0,056 
 

Pi =  and Pj =  (n = 6; k = 5; N = 3) 

 =  = (0,667 + 0,367 + 1, 000)/3 = 0,678 

 =  = 0
2
 + 0

2
 + 0,222

2
 + 0,667

2
 + 0,056

2
 = 0,497 

k =   = (0,678 – 0,497)/(1 – 0,497) = 0,36 

The computed value of the multiple rater Fleiss kappa was 0,36. This value of kappa indicates 

a fair agreement between respondents according to Landis & Koch (1977). This means that 

agreement observed between respondents is greater than the expected chance agreement. 

 

5.3 Results step 4: Field test in Senegal 

In this step, the refined instrument (based on recommendations from step 3) was submitted to 

four alumni graduated and active in the area of education in Senegal for evaluation. 

Respondents were first asked to indicate the extent to which questions in the instrument are 

easy to follow, easy to understand, and easy to answer according to a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Further, they were asked to indicate 

the time needed for completion and to indicate the questions that were difficult to answer. 

They were also offered the opportunity to provide personal comments. However, only one out 

of four alumni filled in the questionnaire. Table 5.2 depicts the responses of this respondent. 

 

Table 5.2. Frequency distribution answers respondent (n=1) 

 
 Frequency  distribution responses 

1 2 3 4 5 

The questionnaire is easy to follow    1  

The questions are easy to understand    1  

The questions are easy to answer    1  

1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

Table 5.2 shows that the respondent agrees (scale four) that the questionnaire is easy to follow 

and that the questions are easy to understand and to answer. However, this respondent 

indicated that the questionnaire was time consuming to fill out as it was an English version. 

He recommended a French version of the questionnaire for alumni from French speaking 

countries. Because of the low response rate (25%), data was not statistically analysed by 

computing Fleiss kappa statistics in order to measure the strength of agreement between 

respondents. Therefore, results from step 4 should be interpreted cautiously. Further, no 
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conclusion could be made about the approximate time needed to fill out the questionnaire as 

only one respondent fill out the questionnaire. 

 

5.4 Summary of all results  

Based on orientation interviews followed by two Delphi rounds of evaluation of indicators 

and variables, 7 core indicators and 21 variables were found appropriate to measure outcomes 

and impacts of IFP. The seven indicators included: (1) socio-biographical backgrounds of 

alumni (three variables), (2) educational backgrounds of alumni (four variables), (3) career 

progress (four variables), (4) employment (five variables), (5) type of activities in the area of 

education (three variables), (6) changes caused by conducted activities (one variable),  and (7) 

alumni satisfaction (one variable). An overview of indicators and variables retained for the 

IFP instrument are included in appendix G as well as data collection methods that could be 

used during evaluation of IFP. As an example, table 5.3 below provides the variables that 

were retained for indicator 2 and data collection methods that could be used to gather data on 

these variables. 

 

Table 5.3. Variables related to educational backgrounds variables and data collection methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Education degree  

obtained  

Highest education degree 

obtained through 

participation in the IFP 

program 

- Use of a control group if feasible or 

before and after training approach  

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire 

(or interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered 

by CHEPS) 

- Review of records of fellowship 

completion 

-Testing of knowledge and skills integral 

to teaching and learning program 

- Assessment of ability to practice 

selected skills and apply particular 

knowledge in different settings 

-Baseline assessment where fellows 

indicate their perceived competence level 

Place of study Country and University 

where alumni obtained 

the degree 

Kind/content of study Fields of study followed 

by alumni 

Kinds of study followed 

by alumni such as teacher 

training, curriculum 

development, etc. 

Year of graduation 

 

 

year when 

alumnus/alumna 

obtained his/her degree 

 

The IFP instrument developed after selection of these indicators and variables (see appendix 

I) was found content valid by respondents with a multiple rater Fleiss kappa value of 0,36. 

This means that agreement between respondents is greater than chance agreement. Further, 

this instrument was found appropriate to measure outcomes of IFP. However, the instrument 

on its own cannot measure the ‘real impact’ because of attribution issues. 
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6. Conclusions, discussions, and recommendations 
The previous chapters have provided the problem statement and research questions (chapter 

1), the findings of literature review (chapter 2), the list of pre-selected indicators and variables 

(chapter 3), the research methodology (chapter 4), and the results of evaluations conducted in 

order to establish content validity of the IFP Ed-instrument (chapter 5). In this final chapter, 

the conclusions based on the findings of the study are presented and discussed. Further, 

recommendations for use and further development of the IFP Ed-instrument are made. In the 

last section, the limitations of the study are explained and avenues for further research are 

proposed.  

 

6.1. Summary of the research process and problem statement 

The main aim of this study was to develop an instrument that could measure the impact of the 

International Fellowships Program (IFP) in the area of education. IFP was launched in 2001. 

The program has provided fellowships to more than 4300 academics from 22 developing 

countries or territories (IFP, n.d.a). Since its launch, different formative evaluations have been 

conducted by the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS) in order to measure 

whether or not the program has been implemented successfully. However, to the time this 

research was conducted, the impact of the program has not yet been evaluated. This pilot 

study was therefore conducted on behalf of the Center for Higher Education Policy Studies 

(CHEPS). Therefore, the central research question was formulated as follows: 

How to develop a valid and reliable instrument that can measure the impact of the 

International Fellowships Program (IFP) in the area of education in its selected countries? 

To answer this central question, the following three additional questions were answered first: 

4- What frameworks are available in the literature for the assessment of the impact of 

educational programs and to which extent are these frameworks appropriate for the 

assessment of the impact of IFP?  

5- What kinds of outcome and impact indicators are necessary to assess the impact of 

IFP in the area of education?  

6- How could the quality in terms of validity and reliability of the developed instrument 

be tested?  

To address these questions, this study was performed in an exploratory way as in literature 

little is known about the assessment of the impact of fellowship programs (Boeren, 2005; 

Norad, 2005; Searle et al., 2006). Qualitative and quantitative data were collected through 

semi-structured interviews and mails questionnaires with academics and practitioners 

specialized in the field of education as well as experts in the field of impact assessment. 

Collected data were analysed qualitatively and quantitatively.  

Answers to the three research questions are presented and discussed separately in the 

following three sections. Findings related to these three questions are used to answer the main 

research question. 

 

6.2 Research question 1 

 

Question 1: What frameworks are available in the literature for the assessment of the impact 

of educational programs and to which extent are these frameworks appropriate for the 

assessment of the impact of IFP?  

 

The first question investigates the extent to which frameworks developed by social scientists 

for the assessment of educational programs are applicable for the IFP program. The findings 

of this study show that different frameworks are available for the assessment of educational 

programs. Examples of such frameworks (see chapter 2) are the Scheerens’ quality 
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framework, the OECD framework, and the Kirkpatrick four-level framework (Kirkpatrick, 

1996; OECD, 2004; Scheerens, 2004). However, analyses conducted in chapter three show 

that a modified Kirkpatrick framework is appropriate to assess the outcomes and impacts of 

IFP at individual, institutional and system level. The use of the modified Kirkpatrick 

framework in order to evaluate fellowship programs is supported by literature (Aguirre 

International, 2004; CIDA, 2005; DFC, n.d.; Rotem et al., 2010). For example, a modified 

Kirkpatrick framework was used during evaluation of the ATLAS/AFGRAD fellowship 

program and the Canadian Francophone Scholarship Program (Aguirre International, 2004; 

CIDA, 2005). Further, a modified Kirkpatrick framework is used by the Danish International 

Development Agency (DANIDA) for their monitoring and evaluation system (DFC, n.d.). 

The modified Kirkpatrick framework used in this study as conceptual framework (see chapter 

three) in order to pre-select indicators and variables comprises three components rather than 

the four components of the original four-level Kirkpatrick framework. The first component 

(the so-called reaction level) of the original Kirkpatrick four-level framework is not used in 

this study as this level produces information that are not useful for the assessment of the 

impact of fellowship programs (Aguirre International, 2004; Rotem et al., 2010; Zinovieff, 

2008). The three components used in this study are the learning component, the behaviour 

component, and the results component.  

The learning component includes indicators and variables appropriate to measure the 

knowledge, skills and attitudes gained by trainees during the fellowship program. Learning 

variables are related to the objectives of IFP at individual level. These variables are important 

to be measured as without evidence of learning it will be impossible to attribute alumni’ 

impacts to fellowship programs (Aguirre International, 2004).  

The behavior component includes indicators and variables appropriate to measure whether 

IFP alumni are able to apply the acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes in institutions and 

organizations where they are active and beyond institutions. Behavior indicators and variables 

are related to the objectives of IFP at institutional level. According to Krasulin et al. (1998), 

fellowships will contribute to capacity building in recipient countries only if alumni get the 

opportunity to apply their newly acquired knowledge or skills. Similarly, Boeren (2005) and 

Norad (2005) argue that fellows may have impact when they can fully apply what they have 

learned. The statements of these social scientists stress how important it is to be able to 

measure on which degree the acquired knowledge can be applied by the alumni.  

The result component includes indicators and variables appropriate to measure outcomes and 

impacts of IFP. Results indicators are related to the objectives of IFP at individual as well as 

institutional and system (country) level (Enders & de Boer, 2002). Within this study, 

outcomes of IFP (see chapter 3) are activities that alumni conduct in order to bring about 

attitudinal and behavioural changes as well as changes in the functioning and performances of 

institutions and organizations where alumni are active. As mentioned in chapter three, impact 

is defined in this study as changes in IFP countries as a result of activities conducted by 

individual or by a network of alumni. Similar definitions of impact are used during evaluation 

of fellowship programs. For example, during evaluation of ATLAS/AFGRAD program, 

impact was defined by the evaluation team as: “any change that occurred at institutional, 

sectoral, national, or regional level attributed to ATLAS/AFGRAD-sponsored training” 

(Aguirre International, 2004, p.xvi). 

 

6.3 Research question 2 

 

Question 2: What kinds of outcome and impact indicators are necessary to assess the impact 

of IFP in the area of education?  
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The second question investigates the kinds of outcome and impact indicators that are 

necessary to assess the impact of IFP in the area of education. Findings of this study show that 

seven core indicators are appropriate to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP in the area of 

education. The seven indicators are: (1) socio-biographical backgrounds of alumni, (2) 

educational backgrounds of alumni, (3) employment, (4) career progress, (5) type of activities 

in the area of education, (6) changes caused by conducted activities, and (7) alumni 

satisfaction. To each of the seven indicators at least one variable could be allocated with in 

total 21 variables elaborated in this research (see table 6.1). The variables have content 

validity indexes (I-CVI) values higher than 0,78 and content validity ratio’s (CVR) values 

higher than 0,75. These values indicate a high degree of agreement (Lawshe, 1975; Lynn, 

1986 in Polit & Beck, 2006) among the consulted experts concerning the relevance and 

measurement of the individual variables selected for each of the seven indicators. The values 

also indicate that selected variables are content valid measures of outcomes and impacts of 

IFP. An overview of variables related to these seven indicators is depicted in table 6.1. 

 

Table 6.1. Indicators and variables selected for the IFP Ed- instrument 

 

INDICATORS VARIABLES 

Indicator 1: Socio-biographical 

backgrounds 

- Gender 

- Age 

- Country of birth and residence 

 

Indicator 2: Educational backgrounds  

 

- Education degree obtained through IFP 

- Place/country of study 

- Kind/content of study 

- Year of graduation  

 

 

Indicator 3: Employment  

- Place of employment 

- Kind of employment institution 

- Sector of employment  

- Applicability knowledge/skills acquired through 

IFP 

- Function description  

 

Indicator 4: Career progress 

- Numbers of promotion 

- Job position 

- Responsibility in work 

- Locus of decision 

 

Indicator 5: Type of activity 

 

- Voluntary activities  

- Educational management activities  

- Professional/operational activities  

Indicator 6: Change caused by conducted 

activities 

- Alumni’ perceived impact 

Indicator 7: Alumni satisfaction - Alumni’ satisfaction with IFP 

 

Indicator 1 (socio-biographical backgrounds of alumni) includes variables related to gender 

of alumni, age of alumni, and countries of residence of alumni. These variables allow 

comparisons between the performances of male and female alumni and comparisons between 

countries that participate in the program. Selection of such variables is in line with 

recommendations of literature (Prennushi, Rubio & Subbarao, 2001; Roche, 1999; World 

Bank, 2004) which argue that indicators should provide data that allow wherever possible 

international comparability and disaggregation (World Bank, 2004). Disaggregation helps to 

understand the differences between groups, gender and areas (Prennushi et al., 2001; Roche, 

1999).   
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Indicator 2 (educational background) relates to the degree obtained by alumni through 

participation in the IFP program and points out the content of the study followed by alumni. 

This indicator includes variables found appropriate to measure whether learning was acquired 

by alumni during fellowship program. The use of educational variables lends support to 

earlier studies on fellowship programs (CSC, 2009; Norad, 2005; Strömbom, 1989; Teichler, 

1991) where such variables were used to measure the amount of knowledge and skills gained 

during training received by alumni. Measurement of educational variables is recommended in 

literature because scholars consider these variables as important determinants of career 

progress (Heslin, 2005; Lortie-Lussier & Rinfret, 2005; Melamed, 1995; Polk & Armstrong, 

2001; Turban & Dougherty, 1994; van der Sluis & Poell 2003; Wayne et al., 1999; Whitely et 

al., 1991). The use of educational variables to predict career progress of alumni lends support 

to studies conducted in organization settings. These studies show a positive correlation 

between educational levels and promotion (Whitely et al., 1991; Polk & Armstrong, 2001) 

and between educational levels and position occupied (Lortie-Lussier & Rinfret, 2005; 

Melamed, 1995; Polk & Armstrong, 2001). The importance of educational background 

variables is also emphasized by consulted experts. For example, respondents argue that the 

variable content of study followed by alumni is important to measure because it helps to 

understand whether the acquired knowledge will be applicable in the context of developing 

countries.  

Indicator 3 (employment) and indicator 4 (career progress) include variables related to 

employment of alumni (e.g. sector of employment of alumni after participation in IFP) and 

variables related to career progress of alumni (e.g. number of promotions after participation in 

IFP). Indicators three and four are related to the behavior component of the conceptual 

framework as well as to results at individual levels. Findings of this study show that the 

selected variables are appropriate to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP. According to 

respondent R6 “outcomes of IFP will depend on the sector of employment of alumni but also 

on the position and function that alumni occupy”. Similar to R6, respondent R4 said that 

“changes will depend on the level of employment of alumni but also on their visions on 

education”. According to R10 “IFP will be more effective when IFP alumni will occupy high 

positions in the decision making structure”. The statements of these consulted experts stress 

how important it is to be able to measure employment and career progress of alumni in order 

to measure outcomes and impacts of IFP. Selection of employment and career progress 

variables is supported by earlier studies on fellowship programs (CSC, 2009; Norad, 2005; 

Strömbom, 1989; Teichler, 1991) which confirm that employment and career progress 

variables were used during evaluation of fellowship programs. Scholars argue for example 

that behaviour of alumni in terms of applying knowledge and skills gained during 

participation in the IFP program can only be measured if alumni are employed (Aguirre 

International, 2004; Krasulin et al., 1998; Norad, 2005). Career progress variables (e.g. locus 

of decision) for example could implicitly indicate whether alumni have authority in order to 

influence changes in organizations and institutions where they are active (Aguirre 

International, 2004).  

Indicator 5 (type of activity conducted by alumni) is related to the professional as well as 

voluntary activities that IFP alumni conduct in the area of education. This indicator attempts 

to measure the outcomes of IFP. Indicator 5 is related to results at institutional as well as 

system level. Findings of interviews show that variables related to indicator 5 are relevant and 

measurable as outcomes of IFP. These findings lend support to Kottmann & Enders (2009) 

who argue that IFP alumni conduct professional as well as voluntary activities. Further, these 

findings support earlier studies on fellowship programs (Aguirre International, 2004; CIDA, 

2005; CSC, 2009; Norad, 2005) where similar variables were used to evaluate activities that 

alumni conduct in organizations and countries.  
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Indicator 6 (changes in the area of education) measures the changes caused by activities 

conducted by IFP alumni in the area of education. This indicator attempts to measure the 

impact of IFP. Indicator 6 is related to results at institutional as well as system level. Findings 

of this study show that impact of IFP should be measured on alumni perceptions about 

changes caused by their activities in the country. According to respondent R10 for example 

“impact should be measured on alumni perceptions with the focus on the relation between 

degree obtained [master or PhD] and what alumni do in the country”. These findings support 

earlier evaluation studies on fellowships programs (ADB, 2007; Aguirre International, 2004; 

CIDA, 2005; CSC, 2009; Norad, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010; World Bank Institute, 2010) where 

impact of programs were measured based on alumni perceptions.  

Indicator 7 (alumni satisfaction) relates to the degree to which IFP alumni are satisfied with 

the IFP program. Findings of this study indicate that satisfaction is a variable that can produce 

data relevant for the improvement of the IFP program. According to consulted experts, alumni 

satisfaction should not be limited to training received but should include the whole process 

from selection till employment after graduation. These findings lend support to fellowship 

program evaluation studies (CSC, 2009; Norad, 2005) where satisfaction variables were used 

to measure alumni degree of satisfaction with the fellowship programs.  

 

6.4 Research question 3 

 

Question 3: How could the quality in terms of validity and reliability of the developed 

instrument be tested?  

 

The third question investigates how the quality in terms of instrument validity and reliability 

of the IFP Ed-instrument could be tested. Findings of this study (see chapter 4) show that only 

the content validity of the IFP Ed-instrument could be established because of the scope of the 

present study. Four steps were therefore used to develop a content valid IFP Ed-instrument. 

During the first step, 11 indicators and 25 variables were pre-selected from literature. 

Selection from literature is emphasized by scholars (Aladwani & Palvia, 2002; Clark & 

Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2012; Haynes et al., 1995; Lawshe, 1975; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; 

Radhakrishna, 2007; Sendjaya, 2003; Wynd et al., 2003) as the review of literature is an 

important step to ensure content validity of instruments. According to Lynn (1986) in Wynd 

et al. (2003) a comprehensive literature review is needed in the developmental stage of any 

new instrument.  

During the second step, the content validity of all pre-selected indicators and variables was 

evaluated by consulted experts. The importance of such an evaluation is stressed in literature 

in order to estimate content validity of individual variables (DeVellis, 2012; Moore & 

Benbasat, 1991; Sendjaya, 2003). According to DeVellis (2012, p.100), review of items for 

example maximize content validity of instrument. Findings of Delphi study conducted in the 

second step (see chapter 5) show that seven indicators and 21 variables are content valid 

measures of outcomes and impacts of IFP.  

During the third step, content validity of the overall IFP Ed-instrument was estimated by 

consulted experts. This way of proceeding is in line with literature (Grant & Davis, 1997; 

Lynn, 1986 in Wynd et al., 2003; Sendjaya, 2003) which recommends assessing the content 

validity of whole instruments. According to Grant & Davis (1997, p.272) the whole 

instrument should be evaluated by experts in order to find out whether “all dimensions of the 

content domain are included in the instrument” and for addition or deletion of items. Findings 

(see chapter 5) show that the developed IFP Ed-instrument is content valid and appropriate to 

measure the outcomes of IFP. However, it was found that it will be difficult to measure 
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impact of IFP with the IFP Ed-instrument because of attribution issues such as the influence 

of external factors and because of the lack of control groups. 

During the fourth step, the IFP Ed-instrument was field tested with IFP alumni in Senegal. 

The importance of field test is emphasized in literature. According to scholars (DeVellis, 

2012; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Radhakrishna, 2007; Sendjaya, 2003) field testing of 

instruments with an appropriate sample is important to establish its construct or criterion 

validity as well as its reliability. The aim of the field test in this study was to check the length 

and clarity of the instrument and not to establish construct validity and reliability of the 

developed instrument. However, findings of this study are not appropriate to draw 

conclusions about the clarity and length of the IFP Ed-instrument because of the low response 

rate (only one respondent out of four) observed during the evaluation. 

 

6.5 Summary of conclusions: developed IFP Ed-instrument 

In summary, this study found that a modified Kirkpatrick framework is appropriate to assess 

the impact of IFP in the area of education. Further, four steps were found appropriate to 

develop the IFP Ed-instrument: pre-selection of variables from literature, selection of 

variables by experts followed by development of instrument, evaluation of content validity of 

the instrument, and field test of the instrument. Results of this study show that seven core 

indicators with 21 variables are appropriate to be used to develop the IFP Ed-instrument. An 

overview of all selected indicators and variables as well as their operational definitions and 

data collection methods is presented in appendix G.  

As an example in order to clarify the operationalization process, table 6.2 and table 6.3 

provide the variables retained for indicator 2, the operational definitions of these variables, the 

items that were retained for the variables and data collection methods that could be used in 

order to gather data on these variables. 

 

Table 6.2. Operational definitions educational backgrounds variables and data collection 

methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Education degree  

obtained (level study) 

Highest education degree 

obtained through 

participation in the IFP 

program 

- Use of a control group if feasible or before 

and after training approach  

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire (or 

interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative evaluations 

(e.g. review of data gathered by CHEPS) 

- Review of records of fellowship completion 

-Testing of knowledge and skills integral to 

teaching and learning program 

- Assessment of ability to practice selected 

skills and apply particular knowledge in 

different settings 

-Baseline assessment where fellows indicate 

their perceived competence level 

Place of study Country and University 

where alumni obtained 

the degree 

Kind/content of study Fields of study followed 

by alumni 

Kinds of study followed 

by alumni such as teacher 

training, curriculum 

development, etc. 

Year of graduation 

 

 

year when 

alumnus/alumna 

obtained his/her degree 
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Table 6.3. Items pre-selected for educational backgrounds variables 

 

Variables  Items 

Education degree obtained through IFP 

 

Whether alumni have obtained one of the following 

degrees: Master degree,  Doctorate/PhD degree, or 

other degree 

Place/country of study 

 

Whether alumni have studied in own country, abroad in 

own continent  or abroad in another continent 

Kind/content of study 

 

Whether alumni have done one or more of the 

following studies in the IFP program: Curriculum 

development - Education evaluation and monitoring - 

Education assessment - Special education- Instructional 

material development - Teacher training - Education 

management - E-learning - Media application in 

education - Human resources in education - 

Accreditation of education 

Year of graduation Year alumni have been graduated 

 

With these findings the IFP Ed-instrument was developed. The instrument is composed of 

five parts: 

- Part 1 includes questions related to alumnus/alumna socio-biographical and 

educational backgrounds.  

- Part 2 includes questions related to the employment of alumnus/alumna and the work 

environment within which he/she is active.  

- Part 3 includes questions related to activities (professional or voluntary) conducted by 

alumnus/alumna in his/her institution or community/country in the area of education.  

- Part 4 includes questions related to the impact of IFP in the institution or 

community/country where alumnus/alumna is active.  

- Part 5 includes questions related to the satisfaction of alumnus/alumna with his/her 

participation in the IFP program and his/her career.  

An overview of the final IFP Ed-instrument is included in appendix I. Results of this study 

show that the IFP Ed-instrument is appropriate to measure the outcomes of IFP. However, the 

instrument, without control groups and country site visits, is limited to measure on its own the 

impact brings about by IFP in the selected countries. 

 

6.6 Recommendations on how to use the IFP Ed-instrument 

From the study findings, three recommendations on how the IFP Ed-instrument should be 

used are made in this section. 

 

6.6.1 Time-lags between measurements with IFP Ed-instrument 

In order to reduce influence of context factors on data generated with the IFP Ed-instrument, 

short time-lags should be used between measurements with the IFP Ed-instrument. If possible 

learning indicators (knowledge, skills and attitudes) should be measured before and 

immediately after training (Kirkpatrick, 1996; Rotem et al., 2010; DFC, n.d.). According to 

Rotem et al. (2010) learning indicators are easy to assess during training and relatively 

difficult to measure the longer the intervals after training. Based on the formative evaluation 

of IFP (Enders & de Boer, 2002) and on recommendations of consulted experts, the frequency 

of 1-3 years is recommended within this study. According to respondents, attribution of 

impacts to IFP alumni will become more complicated with long time lags because of the 

influence of context factors. The use of short time lags between measurements facilitates the 
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measurement of changes and facilitates the attribution of these changes to the intervention 

(Innovation Network, 2005).  

 

6.6.2 Data collection process with IFP Ed-instrument 

Data collection with the IFP Ed-instrument should be conducted by the Center for Higher 

Education Policies Studies (CHEPS) because of their experience in collecting data in the 

context of IFP. CHEPS has developed the evaluation framework of IFP and has conducted 

several formative evaluations since 2002 (Enders & de Boer, 2002; Enders et al., 2005). Local 

stakeholders such as IFP country partners should be involved in data collection processes. 

Involvement of IFP country partners will empower them for further assessments and will 

create a sense of ownership (Maredia, Byerlee & Anderson, 2000; Roche, 1999; Prennushi et 

al., 2001). During data collection, effort should be made to involve alumni not directly active 

in the country (alumni who stay abroad) in order to point out their contribution in the area of 

education of their own countries (CIDA, 2005). This is supported by an alumnus (respondent 

R5) who does not return in its country after graduation. According to him “it will be important 

to include alumni who stay abroad during the assessment because what I see here I forward it 

at home. So, I indirectly influence the educational area in my country”. Further, in order to 

facilitate data collection, it is recommended to develop different versions (in term of 

language) of the IFP Ed-instrument. Lack of a French version was one of the reasons of the 

low response rate in Senegal according to respondent S1. 

If resources are available, it is recommended to collect data before and after graduation of 

alumni in order to allow a before-and-after analysis as recommended by (Kirkpatrick, 1996). 

In order to implement such an approach, CHEPS should make an effort to up-date their 

database in terms of current contact information on alumni phone numbers, emails addresses, 

name employers, and country of residence.   

Data collected with the IFP Ed-instrument should be cross checked through country site visits 

in order to have evidence of impact as the instrument measures impact based on alumni 

perceptions. Examples of methods that could be used to cross check responses of alumni 

include: interviews with alumni employers or supervisors, document reviews, group meetings 

with alumni, individual interviews with alumni or association, institutional visits, internet 

search for impact in countries not visited by evaluators, and interviews with program officers 

(ADB, 2007; Aguirre International, 2004; CIDA, 2005; Rotem et al., 2010). 

 

6.6.3 Data analysis and report of findings 

Data collected with the IFP Ed-instrument should be analysed by CHEPS because the center 

has already built lots of experience in analysing data included in the different formative 

evaluations (see Enders & de Boer, 2002; Enders et al., 2005). CHEPS should also be 

responsible for the report of findings because the center is already responsible for reports 

about the different formative evaluations since 2002 (see Enders et al., 2005; Enders et al., 

2007; Enders, Kottmann & Deen, 2006; Kottmann & Enders, 2009; Enders & de Boer, 2002). 

The findings should be reported to the appropriate audiences involved in the IFP such as IFP 

secretariat, international country partners, placement universities, the British Council, the 

Dutch Higher Education Organization (NUFFIC), strategic university partners, the 

international advisory committee, and alumni associations (Enders & de Boer, 2002). 

 

6.7 Reflection 

In this section limitations of the study are provided and recommendations avenues for further 

research and how to further develop the IFP Ed-instrument are made. 
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6.7.1 Limitations of the study  

The most important restriction of this study relates to the unavailability of construct (or 

criterion) validity and reliability estimates for the developed IFP Ed-instrument. These 

estimates were not established because of the scope of the study. For further improvement of 

the developed IFP Ed-instrument it is recommended to use field test studies in order to test its 

validity and reliability (credibility or consistency). The field tests could also be used to 

evaluate the clarity (in terms of easy to follow, easy to understand, and easy to answer) and the 

length of the IFP Ed-instrument. Clarity and length of the instrument were not established within this 

study because of the low response rate during the field test in Senegal. 
Another shortcoming of this study is related to the relatively low number of respondents who 

participated in the development process of the IFP Ed-instrument. Only 10 experts 

participated in the orientation interviews. From these ten experts, only eight participated in 

first Delphi-round, seven participated in the second Delphi round and six participated in the 

third step (validation of overall instrument). Non-response bias can therefore be a limitation 

of the present study since non-responses between the two Delphi-rounds (number of 

respondents vary between rounds) were observed and responses on some statements were 

missed (during evaluation of items). Further, because of the small sample sizes the selected 

experts may not be fully representative of the target population of experts in the field of 

impact assessment of fellowship programs. It is therefore required to be cautious when 

drawing conclusions based on the findings of this study.  

 

6.7.2 Avenues for further research 

This study is a pilot study intended to understand how to develop an instrument that could 

assess the impact of IFP in the area of education in its selected countries. Much more studies 

in order to refine and verify the findings of this study are therefore recommended. 

This study was limited to the area of education. However, from earlier formative evaluations 

conducted by CHEPS, it was pointed out that IFP alumni are active in diverse areas. 

Therefore, further research should examine the possibility of using the findings of this study 

to other areas where alumni could be active. For that purpose, the specified list of indicators 

and variables can be used as starting point for the development of indicators in other areas 

where alumni are active. Further, another avenue of research could be to investigate the 

feasibility to use school effectiveness research variables as benchmarks for the evaluation of 

outcomes of IFP in the area of education because these variables are positively associated 

with educational achievement and attainment. 

An important avenue of research is to investigate how control groups could be used in order 

to facilitate attribution of observed changes to IFP alumni. Another important avenue of 

research could be to investigate how to address the issue of low response rate of alumni 

observed during evaluation of fellowship programs particularly from older cohorts. Low 

response rate from alumni was observed in this study and was also notice as a concern by 

Aguirre International (2004) during evaluation of the ATLAS/AFGRAD fellowship program 

and by the World Bank Institute during evaluation of the Joint Japan/World Bank Graduate 

Scholarship Program (JJ/WBGSP) (World Bank Institute, 2007).  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Indicators included in quality and OECD frameworks 
 

Indicators included in input component of Scheerens’ quality framework 

 

Table A1. Financial and material resources at system and school level (Scheerens, 2004, p.90) 

 

System level financial and material resources indicators 

- Proportion of Gross Domestic Product spent on education 

- Educational expenditure per student 

- Proportion of public and private investments in education 

- Total expenditure on programs and special facilities for disadvantaged students 

- State provision of ancillary services 

- Household expenditure and public subsidies to parents 

- Percentage of spending on salaries for administrative personnel 

- Percentage of spending on pensions for educational personnel 

- Percentage of spending on salaries for teachers 

 

School level financial and material resources 

- Proportion of the school’s budget that is acquired through other than public 

funding 

- School building facilities 

- Classroom equipment (furniture, computers, etc.) 

- School supplies like pencil and paper, chalk board, flipchart 

- Availability of textbooks in the major school subjects 

- Basic services like separate toilets for girls and boys, water, electricity, heating, 

telephone, provision of ancillary services, regarding nutrition, health and 

transportation 

 

Table A2. Categories of teachers’ indicators (Scheerens, 2004, pp.91-92) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Categories of teacher indicators 

1- Teacher background characteristics 

2- Teacher professional knowledge and skills 

3- Teacher working conditions 

4- Teacher morale and status 

5- Staff to student ratios 
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Table A3. Indicators related to categories of teachers indicators (Scheerens, 2004, pp.91-92) 

 

Indicators related to teacher background characteristics 

- Age, sex, and ethnicity distribution 

- Full-time/part-time distribution 

- Certification/license status 

- Formal qualifications 

- Year of experience 

- Language 

- Health, specifically HIV 

- In-service training history 

Indicators related to teacher professional knowledge and skills 

- General knowledge 

- Content knowledge 

- Knowledge about pedagogical and didactic strategies 

- Knowledge about students 

- Beliefs and attitudes about teaching 

- Flexibility in adapting teaching repertoire 

Indicators related to teacher working conditions 

- Salaries (relative to other professionals) 

- Working time 

- Average class-size 

- Merit based incentives 

- Other incentive policies 

- Career structures 

- Teacher training/certification requirements  

- Teacher autonomy 

- Standards-based teacher appraisal 

- Secondary working conditions (e.g. vacations) 

- Exposure to external inspection 

Indicators related to teacher morale and status 

- Opinions about career and job mobility 

- Teacher morale 

- Perception about being needed by society 

- Perceived status as a teacher 

- Appreciation of general working conditions 

- Appreciation of the work situation at school of current employment 

- Job mobility 

- Sense of political efficacy 

Indicators related to staff to student ratios 

- System level student teacher ratio 

- School level student teacher ratio 

- Support staff student ratio (system and school level) 

- School managerial “overhead” relative to the number of students 
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Table A4. Students background characteristics (Scheerens, 2004, p.93) 

 

General student background characteristics  

- General intelligence or scholastic aptitude 

- Socio-economic status 

- Mother’s level of educational attainment 

- Gender 

- Ethnicity  

Student background characteristics associated with specific situational constraints 

- Discrepancy between language spoken at home and language at school 

- Distance a student has to walk to school 

- The amount of out of school time a student has to spent on labor 

- Whether the students has had a meal when arriving at school 

- Place to study at home 

- Number of books in the home 

- Malnutrition 

- Ill health/HIV 

 

Indicators included in process component of Scheerens’ quality framework 

 

Table A5. Examples of system level process indicators (Scheerens, 2004, p.83) 

 

Process indicators defined at the level of national education systems 

- Teaching time per subject 

- Total hours of instruction per year, for specific grade levels in primary and 

secondary education 

- Opportunity to learn, in terms of expert ratings of test curriculum overlap 

- The locus of decision-making in education, by education level (this indicator 

shows at which administrative level decisions in sub-domains of education – 

curriculum, personnel management – instruction, resources – are made with 

a certain degree of autonomy) 

- School autonomy (this indicator is actually included in the concept of locus 

of decision making) 

- Education standards by level [e.g. targets like increased completion rates, 

percentage of students scoring at or above a particular achievement level]. 

- Whether or not formal examinations are taken at the end of each school 

category 

- The degree of categorization and formal streaming at secondary level 

- The evaluation capacity of the system (defined as a quantification of the 

occurrence and intensity of various evaluation forms, such as national 

assessment programs, examinations, school inspection, an educational 

management information system etc.) 

- The magnitude and diversification of an educational support structure in the 

country (possibly comprising a curriculum development unit, ICT services, 

school counseling, an educational assessment and testing unit etc.) 

- The division of private, government dependent and public schools 

- Incentive based policies to stimulate school performance 

- The degree to which school choice is free 
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Table A6. Process indicators at school level included in the quality framework (Scheerens, 

2004, p.87).  

 

Process indicators at school level 

1- Community involvement 

2- School financial and human resources 

3- Achievement oriented policy 

4- Educational leadership 

5- Continuity and consensus among teachers 

6- Orderly and safe climate 

7- Efficient use of time 

8- Opportunity to learn 

9- Evaluation of pupils’ progress 

10- Ratings of teaching quality 

 

 

Table A7. Overview of variables related to process indicators at school level (Scheerens, 

2004, pp.87-88) 

 

Variables related to community involvement 

- The degree of actual involvement of parents in various school activities (the 

teaching and learning process, extra-curricular activities and supporting activities) 

- The percentage of the total annual school budget that is obtained from the local 

community 

- The amount of discretion local school boards have in the conditions of labour of 

teachers 

Variables related to school financial and human resources 

- Average years of teachers’ experience per school 

- School level pupil teacher ratio 

- Average class size per school 

- Proportion of formally qualified teachers per school 

- School managerial “overhead” (principal and deputy-principal fte per 1000 

students) 

Variables related to achievement oriented policy 
- Whether or not schools set achievement standards 

- The degree to which schools follow (education) careers of pupils after they have 

left the school 

- Whether or not schools report achievement/attainment outcomes to local 

constituencies 

Variables related to educational leadership 
- The amount of time principals spend on educational matters, as compared to 

administrative and other tasks 

- Whether or not principal’s appraise the performance of teachers 

- The amount of time dedicated to instructional issues during staff meetings 

Variables related to continuity and consensus among teachers 
- The amount of changes in staff over a certain period 

- The presence or absence of school subject-related working groups or departments 

(secondary schools) 

- Frequency and duration of formal and informal staff meetings 

Variables related to orderly and safe climate 
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- Statistics on absenteeism and delinquency 

- Ratings of school discipline by principals, teachers and pupils 

Variables related to efficient use of time 
- Total instruction time and time per subject matter area 

- Average loss of time per teaching hour (due to organization, moving to different 

rooms, locations, disturbances) 

- Percentage of lessons “not given”, on an annual basis 

Variables related to opportunity to learn 
- Teacher or student ratings of whether each item of an achievement test was taught 

or not 

Variables related to evaluation of pupils’ progress 
- The frequency of use of curriculum specific tests at each grade level 

- The frequency of use of standardized achievement tests 

- The actual use teachers make of test results 

Variables related to ratings of teaching quality 
- Quality of instruction as rated by peers (other teacher) 

- Quality of instruction as rated by students 

 

 

Table A8. Overview of teaching and learning variables (Scheerens, 2004, p.88) 

 

Effective teaching variables 

Main teaching factors 

- Opportunity to learn 

- Structuring and scaffolding (cognitive structuring) 

- Stimulating engagement (motivational structuring) 

- Climate aspects: task orientation – mutual respect – orderliness – safety 

- Monitoring and questioning 

- Feedback and reinforcement 

- Modeling learning and self-regulation strategies 

- “authentic” applications 

- Adaptive teaching 

Learning strategies of students 

- Overt: engaged learning time – student use of resources – cooperative learning 

- Covert: self-regulatory capacity – auto-control – meta-cognitive “actions” – 

learning styles 

 

Indicators included in outcome component of Scheerens’ quality framework 
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Table A9. Overview of educational outcome indicators (Scheerens, 2004, p.80) 

 

Main categories of 

outcome indicators 

Sub-categories 

 

Output indicators 

 

 

 

Achievement measures 

- Subject matter based 

- Literacy (reading, mathematical, scientific) 

- Competencies (e.g. learning to learn) 

Outcome/attainment 

indicators  

 

 

 

Attainment measures 

- Graduation rates 

- Proportion of students graduated without delay 

- Drop-out rates 

- Class repetition rates 

Impact indicators 

 

 

 

 

Social participation rates 

- (for each attainment level) % of employed at a certain 

job level 

- % of unemployed 

- (for lower school levels) % of enrolled in follow-up 

education 

- Degree of social participation (social capital) 

- Adults literacy rates 

- Average income, for each attainment level; earnings 

differential 

- Skills shortages and surplus  

 

Indicators included in context component of Scheerens’ quality framework 

 

Table A10. Societal conditions relevant to education (Scheerens, 2004, p.95) 

 

Societal conditions /contextual conditions of education systems 

- Demographic developments 

- The labour market, e.g. shortages and surplus in certain sectors 

- The general state of the economy 

- Relevant cultural aspects 

- The institutional infrastructure 

- The general health situation in a country 

- Disasters of nature and war 

 

 

Table A11. Variables related to cultural aspects (Scheerens, 2004, p.97) 

 

Cultural aspects within educational system 

- The status of teachers as perceived by the general public 

- Appreciation of education and being educated 

- Expectations about pedagogical functions of the school (e.g. educating for 

good citizenship, moral education, teaching democracy) 

- Cultural embedded interpretations relative to authority and educational 

leadership 

 



95 

 

Table A12. Variables related to demographics aspects (Scheerens, 2004, p.97) 

 

Demographics aspects within educational system 

 

- The supply and demand of teachers in a country 

- The proportion of teachers over 50 years old 

- The gender composition of the teacher force per school level 

- Percentage of students in school outside the age ranges for grade levels 

 

 

Table A13. Variables related to institutional infrastructure aspects (Scheerens, 2004, p.97) 

 

Institutional infrastructure aspects within educational system 

 

- Degree of formalization of teacher working conditions 

- Formalization of teacher, student and parent rights (e.g. free school choice) 

- Formal monitoring and inspection of schools 

- Rules and enforcement of rules with respect to teacher absenteeism 

- Regulations with respect to private tuition by teachers in the public service 

- Anti-corruption measures in education 

- Framework for delivering and assessing the curriculum 

 

Table A14. Organizational infrastructure of local community (Scheerens, 2004, p.98) 

 

Organizational infrastructure of the local community 

- The existence of a school board in which the local community is 

represented 

- The availability of a local or regional education resources centre (which, 

among others, might offer ICT facilities to the schools in the community) 

- The “openness” of local companies and industry to work with schools 

and offer students opportunities for site visits or specific training 

opportunities 

- The role of the community in financing the school; in-kind support 

 

Table A15. Overview of local cultural conditions (Scheerens, 2004, p.99). 

 

Local cultural conditions 

- Parents’ values concerning school participation of their children 

- Discrepancy between indigenous knowledge and “school knowledge” 

- Discrepancy between local perspectives on authority and ideas on active 

participation of students during lessons 

- Culturally constructed meaning of school inputs 

 

Indicators included in responsiveness component of Scheerens’ quality framework 
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Table A16. Areas of responsiveness to context at system and school level (Scheerens, 2004, 

p.101) 

 

Areas for describing responsiveness to context at system level 

- The availability of an institutional infrastructure for curriculum 

development 

- Enforcement mechanisms that monitor curriculum development and 

implementation 

- Liaison functions of educational authorities and societal organizations 

- Analysis and research units that try to predict the demands of the labor 

market 

- Dual systems in vocational education 

Areas for describing responsiveness of school towards the local community 

- External contacts of school management 

- “School marketing policies” 

- Active role of the school in acquiring parental involvement 

- “authentic” teaching examples involving representatives from the local 

community 

 

Indicator included in OECD Education at a Glance 2012  

 

Chapter A indicators: the output of educational institutions and impact of learning 

 

Table A17. Indicators included in chapter A (OECD, 2012, p.25) 

 

The output of educational institutions and the impact of learning 

A1- To what level have adults studied? 

A2- How many students are expected to finish secondary education? 

A3- How many students are expected to finish tertiary education? 

A4- What is the difference between the career aspirations of boys and girls and the 

fields of study they pursue as young adults? 

A5- How well do immigrant students perform in school? 

A6- To what extent does parents’ education influence access to tertiary education? 

A7- How does educational attainment affect participation in the labour market? 

A8- What are the earnings premiums from education? 

A9- What are the incentives to invest in education? 

A10- How does education influence economic growth, labour costs and earning 

power? 

A11- What are the social outcomes of education? 

 

Chapter B indicators: Financial and human resources invested in education 
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Table A18. Indicators included in chapter B (OECD, 2012, p.213) 

 

Financial and human resources invested in education  

B1- How much is spent per student? 

B2- What proportion of national wealth is spent on education? 

B3- How much public and private investment in education is there? 

B4- What is the total public spending on education? 

B5- How much do tertiary student’s pay and what public support do they receive? 

B6- On what resources and services is education funding spent? 

B7- Which factors influence the level of expenditure? 

 

Chapter C indicators: Access to education, participation and progression 

 

Table A19. Indicators included in chapter C (OECD, 2012, p.317) 

 

Access to education, participation and progression 

C1- Who participates in education? 

C2- How do early childhood education systems differ around the world? 

C3- How many students are expected to enter tertiary education? 

C4- Who studies abroad and where? 

C5- Transition from school to work: where are the 15-29 year-olds? 

C6- How many adults participate in education and learning? 

 

Chapter D indicators: Learning environment and organization of schools 

 

Table A20. Indicators included in chapter D (OECD, 2012, p.423) 

 

Learning environment and organization of schools 

D1- How much time do students spend in the classroom? 

D2- What is the student-teacher ratio and how big are classes? 

D3- How much are teachers paid? 

D4- How much time do teachers spend teaching? 

D5- Who are the teachers? 

D6- Who makes key decisions in education systems? 

D7- What are the pathways and gateways to gain access to secondary and tertiary 

education? 
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Appendix B: Indicators used during evaluation of fellowship programs  

 

A- Indicators and variables used during evaluation of the 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program 
Three types of indicators were used to evaluate the ATLAS/AFGRAD program: before the 

training indicators, about training indicators (during training), and after returning (after 

training) indicators (Aguirre International, 2004). 

 

Table B1. Before training indicators used for the ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

 

Type of indicator  Variables  Operational definitions variables 

 

 

Employment 

status 

 

 

1- Employment fellows 

2– Organizational type 

(kind of organization) 

3– Sector of employment 

4– Job title 

5– Function  

 

1- The number of fellows, who were employed, not 

employed, studying before selection in program. 

2-Type of organizations where fellows were 

employed 

3- Sector of employment where fellows 

organizations were active (e.g. education – 

agriculture …) 

4- Fellow job title before training 

5- Fellow main activity in the job (function) (such 

as project management, research, teaching) 

 

Table B2. About training indicators used for the ATLAS/AFGRAD program   

 

Type of indicator  Variables  Operational definitions variables 

 

Education 

 

 

1- Degree level  

2- Field of study 

1-Highest degree obtained during 

training  

2- Kinds of study followed by 

alumni such as teacher training, 

curriculum development, etc. 

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to alumni 

knowledge 

ATLAS/AFGRAD contribution to 

specific alumni Knowledge, Skills 

and Attitudes 

Alumni perception whether any 

specific knowledge skills, and 

attitudes have been acquired from 

the academic training   

 

Table B3. Level 3 after training indicators used for the ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

 

Type of indicator  Variables  Operational definitions variables 

Applicability of acquired 

knowledge skills, and 

attitudes 

 

 

Applicability of acquired 

knowledge skills, and 

attitudes at institutions or 

at other areas (family, in 

community, in other 

professional relationships) 

Alumni perception about applicability of 

acquired knowledge skills, and 

attitudes in work situation (e.g. 

institution) where they immediately 

worked after returning or to other areas 

such as within family, in community, in 

other professional relationships 
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Table B4. Level 4 and 5 after training indicators used for the ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

 

Type of indicator  Variables  Operational definitions variables 

Employment status and 

career 

1- Employment type 

2- Organizational 

type  

3- Level of authority 

and responsibility  

4- Career progression  

1- Number of employed alumni 

2- Kind of organization where alumni are 

active (or have been active) 

3- Whether responsibilities has increased, 

stayed the same, or decreased since return 

from training 

4- Alumni perception about impact of degree 

obtained on career path  

Income  Income of alumni 

after graduation 

Degree to which alumni attribute present 

income to participation in ATLAS/AFGRAD 

Alumni activities (e.g. 

achievements, discoveries, 

contributions…) 

Activities that alumni 

conduct after 

graduation 

Examples of specific activities 

(contributions, achievements or discoveries) 

made by alumni, that are directly linked, in 

their view, to the knowledge skills, and 

attitudes acquired during academic training.  

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to country 

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to:  

- Institutional 

changes 

- Alumni association 

- Higher level 

(sectoral, national, 

regional or 

international levels)  

impacts    

- Alumni perception about institutional 

changes (performance, productivity, 

quality…) that can be attributed to the 

acquired knowledge skills, and attitudes 
during ATLAS/AFGRAD 

- Alumni perception about contribution to 

alumni association 

- Alumni perception about changes caused at 

sectoral, national, regional or international 

levels that can be attributed to participation 

in ATLAS/AFGRAD program 

 

B- Indicators and variables used during evaluation of the CFSP program 
Two kinds of outcome indicators and two kinds of impact indicators were used to evaluate the 

CFSP program: immediate outcomes, medium-term outcomes, expected impact indicators, 

and unexpected impact indicators.  

 

Table B5. Immediate outcome indicators used in CFSP evaluation framework 

 

Type of indicator Variables  Operational definitions 

variables 

Effectiveness education 

received by alumni 

 

 

Effectiveness of education 

received in Canada  

Alumni perceptions of the 

effectiveness of their Canadian 

education in terms of meeting 

expectations (up to date 

training, quality of training etc.) 

Benefits academic training Alumni personal benefits from 

academic training received  

Alumni perceptions of the 

benefits of academic training in 

terms of new knowledge, skills 

and attitudes 
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Table B6. Medium-term outcome indicators used in CFSP evaluation framework 

 

Type of indicator Variables  Operational definitions 

variables 

Employment 

 

 

 

 

 

1- Employment status  

2- Access to higher positions  

1- Alumni perceptions of the 

usefulness of the degree in 

accessing to appropriate jobs  

2- Proportion of alumni 

employed or occupying higher 

positions appropriate to their 

education 

Career advancement Career advancement of alumni 

after graduation   

Proportion of alumni 

progressing in career due to 

acquired knowledge, skills, 

and attitudes in Canada 

Applicability knowledge, skills, 

and attitudes 

Use of knowledge, skills and 

attitudes in home institutions or 

organizations  

Percentage of fellows able to 

apply acquired Knowledge, 

skills and attitude 

Organizational capacity 

building 

Fellows effects on their 

organizations performance 

Alumni perception of their 

effects on their organizations 

performances 

 

Table B7. Expected and unexpected impact indicators used in CFSP evaluation framework 

 

Type of indicator Variables  Operational definitions 

variables 

 

Expected impact indicators: 

CFSP contribution to recipient 

country  

 

 

CFSP Contribution to 

sustainable development in 

recipient countries 

Alumni conducted activities 

that contribute to sustainable 

development of their countries 

CFSP Contribution to poverty 

reduction policies 

Evidence of alumni contribution 

to poverty reduction policies 

 

Unexpected impact indicators: 

Diaspora contribution to home 

country 

Diaspora (alumni who do not 

return to home country) 

contribution to the development 

of CFSP recipient countries 

Evidence of Diaspora 

contribution to the development 

of home country 

 

C- Indicators and variables used during evaluation of the JJ/WBGSP 

program 
Three types of indicators are used to evaluate the JJ/WBGSP program: output indicators, 

outcome/impact on individual alumni, and outcome/impact on country (World Band Institute, 

2010).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



101 

 

Table B8. Output indicators used in the JJ/WBGSP evaluation framework 

 

Type of indicator Variables   Operational definitions 

variables 

Degree attainment 

 

 

 

 

 

1- Degree obtained  

2- Place of study  

3- Field of study 

 

1- Number of fellows who 

completed the JJ/WBGSP 

program and obtained their 

degree. 

2- Country and University 

where alumni obtained the 

degree 

3- Kind of study followed by 

alumni 

Effectiveness and relevance of 

training 

Effectiveness and relevance of 

the training received by alumni 

Alumni perception of 

usefulness of the overall 

academic program, as well as 

specific courses and research 

undertaken, networks forged 

and experiences shared. 

 

Table B9. Outcome/Impact indicators used in the JJ/WBGSP evaluation framework 

 

Type of indicator Variables Operational definitions 

variables 

Alumni personal benefits of the 

program 

 

Alumni individual benefits 

from the JJ/WBGSP program 

Alumni’s perception of the 

personal benefits of the 

program in terms of skills 

recognition, progression in the 

same job, mobility across jobs, 

and higher income 

Alumni residence 

 

Alumni residence status(rate of 

return in home country) 

Number of alumni who returned 

to home country  

Employment status and career  

 

 

 

 

1- Type and level employment  

2- Sector of employment  

3- Type of positions occupied 

1-The number of alumni who 

were employed 

2- Type employer of alumni 

3- Positions occupied by alumni 

Alumni contribution to socio 

economic development of 

countries 

Alumni contribution to the 

socio-economic development of 

home country or other 

developing country 

 

 

Alumni perceptions of the 

relevance of knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes for the 

country needs (for the 

development of home country 

or other developing country) 

 

D- Indicators and variables used during evaluation of the JSP program 
Two types of indicators are included in the questionnaire: impact indicators related to JSP 

contribution to development of alumni and impact indicators related to JSP contribution to 

socioeconomic development of alumni countries (ADB, 2007). 
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Table B10. Impact indicators related to contribution of JSP on alumni own development 

 

Type of indicator  Variables  Operational definitions variables 

Education 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1- Degree attainment (level of 

study)  

2- Field of study 

3- Place of study 

1- Percentage of alumni who 

completed the program 

2- Fields of study followed by 

alumni: alumni are asked to report 

their field of study 

3- Country and University where 

alumni obtained his/her degree 

Employment status and 

career progression  

 

1- Employment of alumni 

2- Sector of employment 

alumni 

3- positions occupied by 

alumni 4- career advancement 

after obtaining degree 

 

 

 

 

 

1-The number of alumni who were 

employed; not employed; or pursuing 

studies 

2- Sector of employment of alumni 

(private, government, own business 

etc.) 

3- Positions occupy by alumni after 

graduation 

4- Evidence of career advancement in 

terms of promotions upon returning 

to organization or higher positions in 

a different organization. 

Effectiveness of training 

received 

Alumni perceptions of 

effectiveness of training 

 

Alumni’ perceptions of the 

effectiveness of their study in 

transferring knowledge and skills to 

students  

Alumni personal benefits 

from JSP program 

Alumni perceptions of the 

benefits received from the JSP 

 

 

Alumni’ perceptions of the 

effectiveness of the degree program 

for prospects for career progression 

and in improving alumni’ network of 

academic and professional 

partnerships  

 

Table B11. Impact indicators related to contribution of JSP in alumni countries development 

 

Type of indicator Variables  Operational definitions variables 

Rate of return  

 

 

 

 

Rate of return of alumni in 

home country 

 

Percentage of alumni who work in 

home country;  work in another ADB 

DMC; work in other developing 

countries; residing and/or working in 

more developed countries 

Activities conducted by 

alumni 

 

Activities that alumni conduct 

in own countries  

Alumni responsibilities in 

organization where they employed in 

home country 

JSP contribution to 

socioeconomic 

development of alumni 

home countries 

JSP contribution to 

socioeconomic development 

 

Alumni’ perceptions on the relevance 

and usefulness of the knowledge and 

skills gained from their degree 

programs to the development needs of 

their home country 
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Appendix C: Pre-selection and operationalization of indicators and 

variables 
The conceptual framework developed in chapter 3 served as basis for the pre-selection of 

indicators and variables. Pre-selection and operationalization of indicators and variables were 

conducted according to the following five rounds: 

- Conceptual framework for pre-selection (described in chapter 3) 

- Pre-selection criteria (described in chapter 3) 

- Analysis of indicators and variables (described in chapter 3) 

- Summary of indicators/variables according to conceptual framework 

- Clustering of indicators 

- Allocation of variables to indicators 

- Operational definitions of variables 

Pre-selection and operationalization of indicators and variables is particularly influenced by 

four evaluations of fellowships programs conducted by Aguirre International (2004) in order 

to evaluate the African Graduate Fellowship (AFGRAD) and Advanced Training for 

Leadership Program (ATLAS) (in the following referred to as ATLAS/AFGRAD program); 

by CIDA (2005) in order to evaluate the Canadian Francophone Scholarship Program (CFSP); 

by the World Bank Institute (2010) in order to evaluate the Joint Japan/World Bank Graduate 

Scholarship Program (JJ/WBGSP); and by the Asian Development Bank [ADB] (2007) in 

order to evaluate the Japan Scholarship Program (JSP).  

 

Summary of indicators and variables 
The following provides a summary of indicators and variables used during evaluation of these 

four fellowship programs described in chapter 2. Each cell in the following tables (C1 to C4) 

depicts an indicator (and related variables) used during evaluation of the respective program. 

For example, employment status and career were used as result indicator during evaluation of 

the ATLAS/AFGRAD program. Related variables to this indicator were: employment type, 

organizational type, level of authority and responsibility, career progression. 

 

Summary ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators and variables  

Table C1 outlines the different indicators and variables used during evaluation of the 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program according to the conceptual framework used in this study. 

 

Table C1: Summary ATLAS/AFGRAD indicators and variables  

Learning indicators  Behavior indicators Result indicators 

Education: degree level 

– field of study  

Applicability of acquired 

knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes at institutions or 

at other areas (family, in 

community, in other 

professional relationships) 

Employment status and career: 

employment type – organizational type – 

level of authority and responsibility - 

career progression  

 

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to specific 

alumni Knowledge, 

Skills and Attitudes  

 Income 

 

 

 Alumni activities (achievements, 

discoveries, contributions…) 

  ATLAS/AFGRAD contribution to 

institutional changes, alumni association, 

and higher level (sectoral, national, 

regional or international levels)  impacts    
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Summary CFSP indicators and variables  

Table C2 outlines the different indicators and variables used during evaluation of the CFSP 

program according to the conceptual framework used in this study. 

 

Table C2: Summary CFSP indicators and variables according to conceptual framework 

 

Learning indicators  Behavior indicators Result indicators 

Effectiveness of 

training received 
 

Use of knowledge, 

skills and attitudes in 

home institutions or 

organizations 

Employment: employment status  

Benefits academic 

training in terms of 

new knowledge, skills 

and attitudes 

 Career advancement: access to higher 

positions 

  Organizational capacity building (fellows 

effects on their organizations performance) 

  CFSP Contribution to sustainable 

development in recipient countries and to 

poverty reduction 

  Diaspora (alumni who do not return to home 

country) contribution to the development of 

CFSP recipient countries.  

 

Summary JJ/WBGSP indicators and variables  

Table C3 outlines the different indicators and variables used during evaluation of the 

JJ/WBGSP program according to the conceptual framework used in this study. No indicator 

related to behavior/applicability in terms of applicability of knowledge, skills and attitudes by 

alumni was used. 

 

Table C3: Summary JJ/WBGSP indicators and variables according to conceptual framework 

 

Learning indicators  Behavior indicators Result indicators 

Degree attainment: 

degree obtained – place 

of study – field of 

study 

 Alumni personal benefits of the JJ/WBGSP 

program 

Effectiveness and 

relevance of the 

training 

 Alumni residence status: rate of return  

  Employment status and career: type and level 

employment– sector of employment – type of 

positions occupied 

  Alumni contribution to the socio-economic 

development of home country or other 

developing country 

 

Summary JSP indicators and variables 

Table C4 outlines the different indicators and variables used during evaluation of the JSP 

program according to the conceptual framework used in this study. No indicator related to 

behavior/applicability in terms of applicability of Knowledge, skills and attitudes (KSA) by 

alumni was used. 
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Table C4: Summary JSP indicators and variables according to conceptual framework 

 

Learning indicators  Behavior indicators Result indicators 

Education: degree 

attainment (level of 

study) – field of study 

– place of study 

 Employment status and career progression: 

employment of alumni - Sector of 

employment alumni – positions occupied by 

alumni - career advancement after obtaining 

degree - responsibilities in organization 

  Alumni perceptions of the benefits received 

from the JSP program 

  Rate of return  

  Activities that alumni conduct in own 

countries 

  JSP contribution to socioeconomic 

development 

 

Clustering indicators and variables 
As outlined above, each program uses different indicators and variables related to the three 

components of the conceptual framework used in this study. Therefore, all indicators and 

variables used by the four programs were first sorted per category of indicator according to 

conceptual framework. Each row in the following tables depicts similar indicators and 

variables that are used by the programs reviewed. Each row depicts therefore a certain type of 

indicator and variables related to this indicator. 

 

Table C5. Learning indicators used by the four programs 

 

ATLAS/AFGRAD CFSP JJ/WBGSP JSP 
Education: degree level – 

field of study 
 Degree attainment: 

degree obtained – 

place of study – 

field of study 

Education: degree 

attainment (level of 

study) – field of 

study – place of 

study 
 Effectiveness of 

training received 

 

Effectiveness and 

relevance of the 

training received 

 

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to specific 

alumni knowledge, skills and 

attitudes  

Benefits academic 

training in terms of 

new knowledge, 

skills and attitudes 

  

 

Table C6. Behavior indicators used by the four programs 

ATLAS/AFGRAD CFSP JJ/WBGSP JSP 
Applicability of acquired 

knowledge, Skills and Attitudes at 

institutions or at other areas 

(family, in community, in other 

professional relationships) 

Use of 

knowledge, skills 

and attitudes in 

home institutions 

or organizations 
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Table C7. Results indicators used by the four programs 

 

ATLAS/AFGRAD CFSP JJ/WBGSP JSP 
Employment status: 

employment type – 

organizational type  

 

 

 

 

Employment: 

employment status  

 

 

 

 

Employment status: 

type and level 

employment– 

sector of 

employment -  

-Alumni residence 

status (rate of 

return) 

Employment status: 

employment of alumni 

- Sector of employment 

alumni –  

-Rate of return to home 

country 

 

Career progression:  

level of authority and 

responsibility  

 

Career advancement:  

access to higher positions 

 

 

 

Career progress: 

type of positions 

occupied 

Career progression: 

positions occupied by 

alumni - career 

advancement after 

obtaining degree – 

responsibilities in 

organization 

Income    

  Alumni personal 

benefits of the 

JJ/WBGSP 

program 

Alumni perceptions of 

the benefits received 

from the JSP program 

 
Alumni activities 

(achievements, 

discoveries, 

contributions…) 

Organizational capacity 

building (fellows effects 

on their organizations 

performance) 

 Activities that alumni 

conduct in own 

countries 

ATLAS/AFGRAD 

contribution to 

institutional changes,  

alumni association, 

and higher level 

(sectoral, national, 

regional or 

international levels)  

impacts    

- CFSP Contribution to 

sustainable development 

in recipient countries and 

to poverty reduction 

-Diaspora (alumni who 

do not return to home 

country) contribution to 

the development of CFSP 

recipient countries.  

Alumni 

contribution to the 

socio-economic 

development of 

home country or 

other developing 

country 

 

JSP contribution to 

socioeconomic 

development 

 

 

Overview of pre-selected indicators and variables 
All type of indicators (in different rows of above tables) were pre-selected for this study.  To 

these indicators, measurable variables provided by the four programs reviewed (in rows) were 

allocated. However, identical indicators or variables used by the four programs are only once 

mentioned in order to avoid repetition and overlaps. For example the indicator employment 

status used by all fellowship programs reviewed as indicator of result is only once mentioned 

in this study. In the same line, the variable sector of employment (related to employment 

status) is once mentioned. Further, variables at school and classroom level used in the 

Scheerens’ quality framework were pre-selected (see chapter 3) as outcomes variables in 

order to understand whether IFP alumni conduct such activities. In line with the conceptual 

framework used in this study, the following provides respectively learning indicators, 

behavior indicators, and results indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument.  
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Table C8. Learning indicators and variables pre-selected for IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicators Variables 

Education attainment Degree obtained (level of study) – Field/kind of study – 

place of study 

Effectiveness and relevance of 

training  

 

Perception of effectiveness and relevance of training 

received during fellowship 

 

Contribution of training to 

acquisition specific 

knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes 

Perception of contribution of training received to 

acquisition of specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes 

 

 

Table C9. Behavior indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicator Variables 

Applicability of acquired 

knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes 

Applicability of acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes at 

institutions/organizations or at other areas such as in community 

where alumni are active 

 

Table C10. Results indicators pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Type of indicators Variables 

Employment status Place of employment (rate of return/residence status) – 

Type of job – Sector of employment – Level of 

employment 

Career advancement/progress  Job position – Number of promotions since graduation – 

Responsibility in current work – Locus of decision – 

Satisfaction with career 

Income  Income of alumni after graduation 

Conducted activities Activities that alumni conduct after graduation: activities 

related to financial and resources issues, activities related to 

human resources issues - activities related to students’ 

background conditions - activities related to 

community/parents’ involvement - activities related to 

instructional issues 

Contribution of fellowship to 

personal alumni 

Personal benefits received by alumni from participation in 

fellowship program 

Contribution of fellowship to 

alumni home country 

Contribution of training received to alumni home country 

 

Based on the conceptual framework and the selection criteria used in this study, ten core 

indicators and 22 variables were pre-selected in order to develop the IFP Ed-instrument. In 

addition to these ten indicators, one indicator (socio-biographical backgrounds of alumni) and 

three related variables (gender – age – marital status) were pre-selected as recommended by 

respondents during orientation interviews in order to international comparability and 

disaggregation. A total of 11 indicators and 25 variables were therefore pre-selected for the 

IFP Ed-instrument. The following provides the operational definitions of the pre-selected 

variables. 
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Operationalization of variables  
Operationalization is the process of defining constructs (in this study: indicators and 

variables) in measurable terms (Neuman, 2000). One way of operationalization constructs is 

to build on definitions used by other scholars (Neuman, 2000, p.161) and not to start from 

scratch. Therefore, operationalization in this study was based on operational definitions of 

indicators/variables used by Aguirre International (2004) in order to evaluate the 

ATLAS/AFGRAD program; by CIDA (2005) in order to evaluate the CFSP program; by the 

World Band Institute (2010) in order to evaluate the JJ/WBGSP program; by the Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) (2007) in order to evaluate the JSP program. However, the 

operational definitions provided by these organizations were adapted to the specific context 

and objectives of IFP. Therefore, the following provides the operational definitions of 

variables pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

Table C11. Operationalization of pre-selected learning variables 

 

Variables  Operational definition 
Education degree  

obtained (level study) 

Highest education degree obtained through participation in the IFP 

program 

Place of study Country and University where alumni obtained the degree 

Field of study Fields of study followed by alumni 

Kinds of study followed by alumni such as teacher training, 

curriculum development, etc. 

Effectiveness and 

relevance of the training 

received by IFP alumni 

IFP Alumni’ perceptions on the relevance and usefulness of the 

knowledge and skills gained from their degree programs to the 

educational needs of their home country 

IFP contribution to 

acquisition of specific 

knowledge, skills and 

attitudes by alumni  

IFP Alumni perception whether any specific knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes have been acquired from the academic training 

 

Table C12. Operationalization of pre-selected behavior variable 

 

Variable  Operational definition  
Applicability of acquired 

knowledge, skills and 

attitudes at 

institutions/organizations 

or at other areas such as 

in community where 

alumni are active 

Alumni perception about applicability of acquired knowledge, skills, 

and attitudes at institutions/organizations where they immediately 

worked after graduation or to other areas such as within family, in 

community, in other professional relationships 
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Table C13. Operationalization of pre-selected results variables 

Variables  Operational definitions 

Place of employment 

(residence status) 

Place where IFP alumni are active after graduation 

Type of job Percentage of alumni who are employed permanently of 

temporarily 

Sector of employment - Sector of employment of alumni (private – government – own 

business etc.) 

Level of employment Type of organizations where alumni are employed 

Job position Proportion of alumni  occupying relevant/higher positions 

appropriate to education received 

Number of promotions 

since graduation 

Evidence of career advancement in terms of promotions upon 

returning to organization OR after graduation/due to acquired 

degree/knowledge, skills, attitudes 

Responsibility in 

current work 

Whether responsibilities has increased, stayed the same, or 

decreased since return from training  

Locus of decision Degree to which alumni are  involved in decision taking 

processes 

Satisfaction with career Alumni satisfaction with career advancement after graduation 

Income of alumni after 

graduation 

Degree to which alumni attribute their income to 

participation in IFP program 

Activities  related to 

financial and resources 

issues,  

Whether alumni conduct financial and material resources 

activities such as providing equipment to classrooms  

Activities related to 

human resources issues 

Whether alumni conduct human resources activities such as 

providing training to teachers 

Activities related to 

students’ background 

conditions 

Whether alumni conduct activities related to students’ 

background conditions such as promoting the use of local 

language in schools 

activities related to 

community/parents’ 

involvement 

Whether alumni conduct activities that promote 

community/parents’ involvement in schools 

activities related to 

instructional issues 

Whether alumni conduct activities that address instructional 

issues such as the use of new teaching methods during 

instructions 

Personal benefits 

received by alumni 

from participation in 

fellowship program 

Alumni’s perception of the personal benefits of the program in 

terms of skills recognition, progression in the same job, mobility 

across jobs, and higher income 

Contribution of training 

received to alumni 

home country 

Alumni perception about educational changes caused to 

educational sector at institutional, community or national levels 

that can be attributed to their participation in IFP program 

 

Table C14. Operationalization of pre-selected socio-biographical variables 

Variables  Operational definitions 
Gender  Whether alumni is male or female 

Age  Age (in years) of alumni 

Marital status alumni Whether alumni is single or married 
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Appendix D: Interview guide 
 

Part 1: Questions to evaluation/impact assessment experts 

 

1- As specialist/expert in evaluation, in which developing country/countries have you ever 

conducted impact assessment studies OR evaluation studies?  

 

2- Do you have any experience with the assessment of the impact of fellowships programs or 

any comparable program?  

 

3- Do you see any similarities between this program and the IFP? Could you please elaborate? 

What are the differences? 

 

4- Which kind of impact indicators are you familiar with?  Could you mention some example 

of indicators that you already used (or have developed)?  

 

5- In your opinion, are such indicators appropriate to assess the impact of fellowships 

programs in developing countries? Could you please elaborate?  

 

6- In your opinion, are indicators included in existing education data sources such as 

UNESCO, OECD … (e.g. enrolment rate – drop-out etc.) appropriate to assess the impact of 

fellowships programs in the area of education in developing countries? Could you please 

elaborate?  

 

7-As an expert in impact assessment, which kind of indicators do you hold necessary to be 

included in an instrument in order to assess the impact of a fellowship program in the area of 

education?  

 

8- How these impacts indicators could be measured?  

 

9- Suppose you were me, how would you proceed to develop the instrument that could be 

used to assess the impact of IFP? 

 

10- How could the validity and reliability of this instrument be established? 

 

11- How could control groups be used in order to find a counterfactual (in order to address 

attribution issues)?  

 

12- You have been very helpful. Are there other things you would like to share with us to help 

us understand how to develop an appropriate instrument for the IFP program? Anything at all 

you would like to add? 

 

Part 2: Questions to experts in the area of education 

 

1- As expert in education, in which developing countries have you ever conducted educational 

activities?  

 

2- Which kind of education indicators are you familiar with? Could you mention some 

example of such indicators? 

 



111 

 

3- In your opinion, are such indicators appropriate to assess the impact of fellowships 

programs in developing countries in the area of education? Could you please elaborate?  

 

4- In your opinion, are indicators included in existing education data sources such as 

UNESCO, OECD … (e.g. enrolment rate – drop-out etc.) appropriate to assess the impact of 

fellowships programs in the area of education in developing countries? Could you please 

elaborate?  

 

5- As an expert in education in developing countries, which kind of indicators do you hold 

necessary to be included in an instrument in order to measure the impacts of a fellowship 

program in the area of education in developing countries? 

 

6- How these impacts indicators could be measured?  

 

7- You have mentioned some outcome and impact indicators above. Where (in which sources) 

could data on such indicators be found?  

 

8- Suppose you were me, how would you proceed to develop an instrument that could be used 

to assess the impact of IFP in the area of education? 

 

9- How could the validity and reliability of this instrument be established? 

 

10- You have been very helpful. Are there other things you would like to share with us to help 

us understand how to develop an appropriate toolbox for the IFP program? Anything at all 

you would like to add? 
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Appendix E: Questionnaire 1 

 
International Fellowship Program (IFP) 
The Ford Foundation International Fellowships Program (IFP) is an educational aid program 

that provides fellowships for graduates who lack access to post-graduate education and who 

are resident of one of the countries or territories selected by the program. IFP was launched in 

2001. To date the program has provided fellowships to more than 4300 fellows from 22 

developing countries. IFP fellows are selected among graduates from marginalized and 

disadvantaged communities. Fellows may apply at any University worldwide including 

Universities of the country of origin and they may choose to study in any academic discipline 

or field of study related to the following three subject areas: asset building and community 

development - peace and social justice - knowledge, creativity and freedom. With its program, 

IFP aims to enhance the fellows' capabilities in order to become change agents in their 

countries of origin.  

This study focuses on IFP alumni graduated in the area of education. 

The aim of this study is to develop an instrument that could measure the outcomes and 

impacts of the International Fellowships Program (IFP) in its selected countries in the area of 

education. 

Outcomes refer to activities that alumni or network of alumni conduct in the area of 

education in their countries and impacts refer to changes caused by the conducted activities in 

the area of education in the countries.  

 

Instructions  
We kindly ask you to assess the relevance and the measurability of the different indicators 

and variables in the questionnaire on the next pages.  

With relevance we ask if the indicators/variables could provide a representative picture of the 

outcomes and impacts of IFP in selected countries AND whether the indicators/variables are 

appropriate to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP.  

With measurability we ask whether it will be easy (or not) to collect data on the 

indicator/variable at reasonable cost OR whether it will be possible to find data on the 

indicator/variable in international or national secondary sources in selected countries. 

For each indicator: 

- Please indicate first (in the first cell) how, in your opinion, the pre-selected indicator is 

relevant to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP. 

- Second, please indicate how, in your opinion, the related pre-selected variables are relevant 

to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP.  

- Third, please indicate whether the related pre-selected variables are measurable.  

- Fourth, please indicate whether the variables are essential (or not) to be included in the final 

instrument.  

- Finally, please suggest, if possible, relevant and measurable indicators/variables that are not 

included in the pre-selected list of indicators/variables. Please also indicate how relevant and 

measurable they are. 

 

 

 

Name: 

Organization: 

Professional background:  
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INDICATORS AND VARIABLES  

ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please use the following answer categories for relevance and measurability:  
1= Not at all relevant/measurable  

2= Somewhat relevant/measurable 

3= Relevant/measurable  

4= Very relevant/measurable  

5= Don’t know  

 

INDICATOR 1 : DEMOGRAPHY CHARACTERISTICS 
Not at all                    Very 

relevant                     relevant 

1     2       3       4 

    
 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 
1.1 Gender  

 

 

 

Not at all                    Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                    Very       don’t  

measurable           measurable  know    

   1     2       3       4        5    

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                 

   
 

1.2 Age  

 
   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4   5        

     
 

 

   
 

1.3 Marital status 

(single-married) 
      1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5 

     
 

 

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

………………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5 

     
 

 

   
 

 

INDICATOR 2 : EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS 
Not at all                    Very       

relevant                     relevant    

1     2       3       4         

    
 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 
2.1 Education 

degree obtained 

 

 

Not at all                    Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                   Very     don’t 

measurable        measurable   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                          

   
 

2.2 Place of study 

(own country or 

elsewhere) 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4   5        

     
 

 

   
 

2.3 Kind of study 

(teacher training, 

curriculum 

development …) 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5 

     
 

 

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

……………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5 
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INDICATOR 3 : EMPLOYMENT 
Not at all                    Very       

relevant                     relevant    

1     2       3       4         

    

 

 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be include in 

final instrument? 
4.1 Type of job 

(permanent or 

temporary) 

 

Not at all                     Very       Don’t 

relevant                      relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                Very        don’t 

measurable       measurable   know  

  1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                               know              

   
 

4.2 Place of 

employment (e.g. in 

own country or 

elsewhere) 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5        

     
 

 

   
 

4.3 Kind of 

employment sector  

(e.g. public, private 

…) 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5     

     
 

 

   
 

4.4 Level of 

employment (e.g. 

government level, 

local level …) 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5     

     
 

 

   
 

4.5 Applicability 

knowledge/skills 

(degree to which 

alumni can apply 

knowledge/skills) 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4       5     

     
 

 

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

……………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     

 

 

   1     2       3       4       5 
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INDICATOR 4 : CAREER PROGRESS 
Not at all                    Very       

relevant                     relevant    

1     2       3       4         

    

 

 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

3.1 Income/salary 

 

 

 

Not at all                     Very      Don’t 

relevant                      relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                 Very     don’t 

measurable       measurable  know   

  1     2       3       4     5 

     
 

Yes            No        Don’t    

                               know             

   
 

3.2 Number of 

promotions since 

graduation (see 

definition below) 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5        

     
 

 

   
 

3.3 Job position  

 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5     

     
 

 

   
 

3.4 Responsibility 

in current work 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5     

     
 

 

   
 

3.5 Locus of 

decision (degree to 

which alumni are  

involved in 

decision taking 

processes)  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4      5     

     
 

 

   
 

3.6 Alumni’ career 

satisfaction 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4       5 

     
 

 

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

……………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     

 

 

   1     2       3       4       5 

     

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

- Within this study promotion refers to one of the following: significant increase in scope of 

responsibilities, significant increases in annual salary, changes in level in the employing 

company, changes in offices or office décor, and becoming eligible for bonuses, incentives, or 

stock plans” (Whitely et al., 1991 p.337) 
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INDICATOR 5: TYPE OF CONDUCTED ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF EDUCATION 
Not at all                    Very       

relevant                     relevant    

1     2       3       4         

    

 

 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

5.1 Activities related 

to financial and 

resources issues 

Not at all                   Very       Don’t 

relevant                    relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                   Very       don’t  

measurable          measurable   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know       

   
 

5.2 Activities related 

to human resources 

issues 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4   5        

     
 

 

   
 

5.3 Activities related 

to students’ 

background 

conditions 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4    5     

     
 

 

   
 

5.4 Activities related 

to 

community/parents’ 

involvement 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4    5     

     
 

 

   
 

5.5 Activities related 

to instructional 

issues 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4    5     

     
 

 

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

……………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     

 

 

   1     2       3       4     5 

     

 

 

 

   
 

 

- Financial and material resources at system and school levels refer among other things to 

factors such as student’ educational expenditure, classroom equipment, and other school 

supplies (textbooks, pencil and paper etc.) (Scheerens, 2004). 

- Human resources refer to variables related to teachers. The variables include among other: 

teacher professional knowledge and skills (e.g. knowledge about pedagogical and didactical 

strategies); teacher working conditions (e.g. average class-size); teacher morale and status 

(e.g. opinions about career and job mobility); teacher salaries etc. (Scheerens, 2004). 

- Students’ background conditions refer to contextual conditions in the home situation of 

students. Examples of such conditions include: differences in language spoken at home and in 

the school; long absences from school because of students being obliged to work or because 

of illness; students arriving at school without having had a meal etc. (Scheerens, 2004). 

- Community/parents’ involvement refers to the degree to which community/parents are 

involved in schools (Scheerens, 2004). 

- Instructional issues refer to issues such as: the effective use of instructional time; the use of 

new teaching methods during instructions; the quality of instructional material; the quality of 

instructional leadership (practices that promote and support teaching and learning) etc. 

(Scheerens, 2004). 
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INDICATOR 6: CHANGES CAUSED BY CONDUCTED ACTIVITIES 
Not at all                    Very       

relevant                     relevant    

1     2       3       4         

    

 

 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

6.1 Alumni’ 

perceived impact 

(changes caused 

by conducted 

activities 

according to 

alumni) 

 

Not at all                   Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant  know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                  Very      don’t  

measurable        measurable  know  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                   

   
 

Other (please 

specify): 

……………. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     

 

 

   1     2       3       4     5 

     

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire. 
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Appendix F: Questionnaire 2 

 
International Fellowship Program (IFP) 
The Ford Foundation International Fellowships Program (IFP) is an educational aid program 

that provides fellowships for graduates who lack access to post-graduate education and who 

are resident of one of the countries or territories selected by the program. IFP was launched in 

2001. To date the program has provided fellowships to more than 4300 fellows from 22 

developing countries. IFP fellows are selected among graduates from marginalized and 

disadvantaged communities. Fellows may apply at any University worldwide including 

Universities of the country of origin and they may choose to study in any academic discipline 

or field of study related to the following three subject areas: asset building and community 

development - peace and social justice - knowledge, creativity and freedom. With its program, 

IFP aims to enhance the fellows' capabilities in order to become change agents in their 

countries of origin.  

This study focuses on IFP alumni graduated in the area of education. 

The aim of this study is to develop an instrument that could measure the outcomes and 

impacts of the International Fellowships Program (IFP) in its selected countries in the area of 

education. 

Outcomes refer to activities that alumni or network of alumni conduct in the area of 

education in their countries and impacts refer to changes caused by the conducted activities in 

the area of education in IFP countries.  

 

Instructions  
We kindly ask you to assess the relevance and the measurability of the different 

indicators/variables in the questionnaire on the next pages.  

 

With relevance we ask if the indicators/variable could provide a representative picture of the 

outcomes and impacts of IFP in selected countries AND whether the indicators/variables are 

appropriate to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP.  

With measurability we ask whether it will be easy (or not) to collect data on the 

indicator/variable at reasonable cost OR whether it will be possible to find data on the 

indicator/variable in international or national secondary sources in the selected countries. 

 

- Please indicate first how, in your opinion, the variables are relevant to measure the outcomes 

and impacts of IFP in selected countries.  

- Second, please indicate whether the variables are measurable.  

- Third, please indicate whether the indicators/variables are essential (or not) to be included in 

the final instrument.  

 

 

 

Name: 

Organization: 

Professional background:  
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INDICATORS AND VARIABLES  

ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Please use the following answer categories for relevance and measurability:  

1= Not at all relevant/measurable  

2= Somewhat relevant/measurable 

3= Relevant/measurable  

4= Very relevant/measurable 

5= Don’t know 

 

INDICATOR 1 : DEMOGRAPHY CHARACTERISTICS 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

1.1 Religion of 

alumni 

 

 

Not at all                    Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                    Very       don’t  

measurable           measurable  know    

   1     2       3       4        5    

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                 

   
 

1.2 Country of 

birth and 

residence of 

alumni  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4   5        

     
 

 

   
 

 

 - Religion refers to whether alumni is Christian, Muslim, or have other religion 

 

- Country of birth and country of residence refers to the country where alumni are born and to 

countries where they are currently active 

 

INDICATOR 2 : EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

2.1 Year of 

graduation 

 

 

Not at all                    Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                   Very     don’t 

measurable        measurable   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                          

   
 

 

-  Year of graduation refers to the year when alumnus/alumna obtained his/her degree 

 

INDICATOR 3 : EMPLOYMENT 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be include in 

final instrument? 

3.1 Function 

description 

 

 

Not at all                     Very       Don’t 

relevant                      relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                Very        don’t 

measurable       measurable   know  

  1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                               know              

   
 

3.2 Applicability 

knowledge/skills 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4       5     

     
 

 

   
 

- Function refers to the function occupied by alumni after graduation within institution or 

organization 

- Applicability knowledge/skills: degree to which alumni can apply knowledge/skills 
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INDICATOR 4 : CAREER PROGRESS 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

4.1 Income/salary 

 

 

 

Not at all                     Very      Don’t 

relevant                      relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                 Very     don’t 

measurable       measurable  know   

  1     2       3       4     5 

     
 

Yes            No        Don’t    

                               know             

   
 

4.2 Number of 

promotions since 

graduation  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4     5        

     
 

 

   
 

 

Revised definitions: 

- Income/salary refers to the percentage increase in salary due to participation in IFP program 

 

- Within this study promotion refers to one of the following: significant increase in scope of 

responsibilities, significant increases in annual salary, changes in level in the employing 

company, and becoming eligible for bonuses, incentives, or stock plans. 

 

INDICATOR 5: TYPE OF CONDUCTED ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF EDUCATION 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included 

in final 

instrument? 

5.1 Educational 

management activities 

conducted by alumni 

 

 

 

Not at all             Very          Don’t 

relevant                 relevant   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                Very       don’t  

measurable        measurable   know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              

know       

   
 

5.2 Voluntary activities 

conducted by alumni 

 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4   5        

     
 

 

   
 

5.3 

Professional/operational 

activities conducted by 

alumni 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

   1     2       3       4    5     

     
 

 

   
 

 

- Educational management activities refers to management (such as financial, human 

resources …) or policy related activities that alumni conduct in decision making positions 

 

- Voluntary activities refers to voluntary activities that alumni conduct in communities such as 

education awareness campaigns, educational lobby etc. 

 

- Professional/operational activities refer to all activities not related to management/policy 

activities and voluntary activities: e.g. teaching – research – curriculum – instructional 

material – consultancy activities. 
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INDICATOR 6: CHANGES CAUSED BY CONDUCTED ACTIVITIES 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

6.1 Alumni’ 

perceived impact  

 

Not at all                   Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant  know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                  Very      don’t  

measurable        measurable  know  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                   

   
 

 

- Alumni perceived impact refers to alumni perceptions about changes caused by their 

conducted activities in institutions/organizations, communities and countries in the area of 

education and perceptions about impact of IFP on their personal life. 

 

INDICATOR 7: ALUMNI SATISFACTION 

Variables Relevance Measurable To be included in 

final instrument? 

7.1 Alumni 

satisfaction with 

IFP 

 

Not at all                   Very       Don’t 

relevant                     relevant  know 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Not at all                  Very      don’t  

measurable        measurable  know  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Yes            No      Don’t  

                              know                   

   
 

 

- Alumni satisfaction with IFP refers to satisfaction of alumni with the IFP program from 

selection till employment after graduation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire. 
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Appendix G: Selected indicators/variables – data collection methods - items 
The following provides successively the list of selected variables, the operational definitions 

of selected variables and data collection methods that could be used to gather data on these 

variables, and items related to selected variables used to develop the IFP Ed-instrument. 

 

A-List of selected indicators and variables 

Seven core indicators and 21 variables were selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Table G1. Indicators and variables selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

 

Indicators Variables 

Indicator 1: Socio-biographical 

backgrounds 

- Gender 

- Age 

- Country of birth and residence 

 

Indicator 2: Educational backgrounds  

 

- Education degree obtained 

- Place/country of study 

- Kind/content of study 

- Year of graduation  

 

 

Indicator 3: Employment  

- Place of employment 

- Sector of employment   

- Kind of employment institution 

- Applicability knowledge/skills  

- Function description  

 

Indicator 4: Career progress 

- Numbers of promotions 

- Job position 

- Responsibility in current work 

- Locus of decision 

 

Indicator 5: Type of activity 

 

- Educational management activities 

- Voluntary activities  

- Professional/operational activities  

Indicator 6: Change caused by conducted 

activities 

- Alumni’ perceived impact 

Indicator 7: Alumni satisfaction - Alumni’ satisfaction with IFP 

 

B- Operational definitions selected variables and data collection methods 

The tables below provide the operational definitions of the selected variables per category of 

indicator. For each table, the first column provides the variables, the second column includes 

the operational definition, and the last column provides the methods that could be used 

according to scholars in order to collect data related to the indicator.  

The data collection methods follow recommendations provided by Kirkpatrick (1996); by the 

UN (Rotem et al., 2010); by Aguirre International (2004); by CIDA (2005); by World Bank 

Institute (2010); by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) (2007); and by DANIDA (DFC, 

n.d.).  
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Table G2. Operational definitions socio-biographical variables and data collection methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Gender  Whether alumni is male or female - Review of conducted 

formative evaluations (e.g. 

review of data gathered by 

CHEPS) 

- Tracer study with survey 

questionnaire (or interviews)  

Age  Age (month and years) of alumni 

Country of birth and 

country of residence 

Country where alumni are born 

and countries where they are 

currently active 

 

Table G3. Operational definitions educational backgrounds variables and data collection 

methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Education degree  

obtained (level study) 

Highest education degree 

obtained through 

participation in the IFP 

program 

- Use of a control group if feasible or 

before and after training approach  

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire 

(or interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered 

by CHEPS) 

- Review of records of fellowship 

completion 

-Testing of knowledge and skills integral 

to teaching and learning program 

- Assessment of ability to practice 

selected skills and apply particular 

knowledge in different settings 

-Baseline assessment where fellows 

indicate their perceived competence level 

Place of study Country and University 

where alumni obtained 

the degree 

Kind/content of study Fields of study followed 

by alumni 

Kinds of study followed 

by alumni such as teacher 

training, curriculum 

development, etc. 

Year of graduation 

 

 

year when 

alumnus/alumna 

obtained his/her degree 
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Table G4. Operational definitions employment variables and data collection methods 

 

Variable  Operational definition  Data collection methods 

Place of 

employment 

 

Place where IFP alumni 

are active after 

graduation 

- Use of control groups if feasible or before 

and after training approach  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered 

by CHEPS) 

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire 

(or interviews) 

- 360 degrees survey of alumni and 

coworkers using questionnaires and/or 

structured interviews and focus group 

discussion 

- Observation of job performance 

- Assessment of ability to practice selected 

skills and apply particular knowledge in 

different settings 

- Case studies of institutional success and 

failure 

- Survey or interview of trainees, trainees’ 

bosses, trainees subordinate and others 

“who often observe trainees’ behavior on 

the job” 

- Country site visits that includes alumni 

group meetings, individual interviews with 

alumni, individual interviews with alumni 

supervisors who could give impressions of 

performance before and after receiving 

training  

- Local institutions/organizations visit to 

meet decision-makers who might be able 

to comment on whether changes 

attributable to training occurred after 

alumni’ return 

Sector of 

employment   

 

Sector of employment 

of alumni (public, 

private, own business 

etc.) 

Kind of employment 

institution 

Type of organizations 

where alumni are 

employed 

Applicability of 

acquired knowledge, 

skills and attitudes 

at 

institutions/organiza

tions or at other 

areas such as in 

community where 

alumni are active 

 

 

Alumni perception 

about applicability of 

acquired knowledge, 

skills and attitudes at 

institutions/organization

s where they 

immediately worked 

after graduation or to 

other areas such as 

within family, in 

community, in other 

professional 

relationships 

 

Function description 

 

Function occupied by 

alumni after graduation 

within institution or 

organization 
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Table G5. Operational definitions career progress variables and data collection methods 

Variable  Operational 

definition  

Data collection methods 

Numbers of promotions 

 

Evidence of 

promotions after 

graduation due to 

acquired 

degree/knowledge, 

skills, attitudes 

- Use of control groups if feasible or before and 

after training approach  

- Survey or interview of trainees, trainees’ 

bosses, trainees subordinate and others “who 

often observe trainees’ behavior on the job” 

- Review of conducted formative evaluations 

(e.g. review of data gathered by CHEPS) 

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire (or 

interviews)  

- Review of personnel files concerning career 

progression and other HRM data 

- 360 degrees survey of alumni and coworkers 

using questionnaires and/or structured 

interviews and focus group discussion 

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire (or 

interviews) based on the developed IFP Ed-

instrument 

- Country site visits that includes alumni group 

meetings, individual interviews with alumni, 

individual interviews with alumni supervisors 

who could give impressions of performance 

before and after receiving training  

Job position 

 

Proportion of alumni  

occupying 

relevant/higher 

positions appropriate 

to education received 

Responsibility in current 

work 

 

Whether 

responsibilities has 

increased, stayed the 

same, or decreased 

since return from 

training  

 

Locus of decision 
 

Degree to which 

alumni are  involved 

in decision taking 

processes 

 

Table G6. Operational definitions type of activity variables and data collection methods 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Educational 

management activities 

 

Evidence of educational 

management activities (e.g. 

financial, human resources 

etc.) or policy related 

activities that alumni 

conduct in decision making 

positions 

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire 

(or interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered 

by CHEPS) 

- Case studies of institutional success and 

failure 

- 360 degree survey of fellows and co-

workers using questionnaires and/or 

structured interviews and focus group 

discussions 

- Meta-analysis 

- Country site visits that includes alumni 

group meetings, individual interviews 

with alumni, individual interviews with 

alumni supervisors who could give 

impressions of performance before and 

after receiving training  

- Internet search for alumni impact in 

countries not visited by assessment team 

(see Aguirre International (2004) for 

more details about this method) 

Voluntary activities  

 
Evidence of voluntary 

activities that alumni 

conduct in communities 

such as education 

awareness campaigns, 

educational lobby etc. 

 
Professional/operational 

activities 
 

Evidence of 

professional/operational 

activities (activities not 

related to management and 

voluntary activities) that 

alumni conduct such as 

teaching – research – 

curriculum – instructional 

material – consultancy 

activities. 
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Table G7. Operational definitions change caused by conducted activities variables and data 

collection methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Alumni’ perceived 

impact 
 

Alumni’s perception of 

the personal benefits of 

the IFP program (in terms 

of skills recognition, 

progression in the same 

job, mobility across jobs, 

and higher income) AND 

Alumni perception about 

educational changes 

caused to educational 

sector at institutional, 

community or national 

levels that can be 

attributed to their 

participation in IFP 

program 

 

 

 

- Use control groups if feasible or before 

and after training approach  

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire (or 

interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered by 

CHEPS) 

- Consultation with relevant stakeholders 

- Case studies of institutional success and 

failure 

- 360 degree survey of fellows and co-

workers using questionnaires and/or 

structured interviews and focus group 

discussions 

- Meta-analysis 

- Country site visits that includes alumni 

group meetings, individual interviews with 

alumni, individual interviews with alumni 

supervisors who could give impressions of 

performance before and after receiving 

training  

- Local institutions/organizations visit to 

meet decision-makers who might be able to 

comment on whether changes attributable 

to training occurred after alumni’ return 

- Internet search for alumni impact in 

countries not visited by assessment team 

(see Aguirre International (2004) for 

more details about this method) 

 

Table G8. Operational definitions alumni satisfaction variables and data collection methods 

 

Variables  Operational definition Data collection methods 
Alumni’ 

satisfaction with 

IFP 
 

Degree to which alumni are 

satisfied with IFP program 

since the whole process 

from selection till 

employment after 

graduation 

- Tracer study with survey questionnaire 

(or interviews)  

- Review of conducted formative 

evaluations (e.g. review of data gathered by 

CHEPS) 

- Country site visits that includes alumni 

group meetings, individual interviews with 

alumni, focus group discussions 

 

C- Items pre-selected for the IFP Ed-instrument 

Development of the initial items was based on a review of relevant literature related to 

education, fellowships programs and career development; on different recommendations 

made by respondents during orientation interviews; and on recommendations made by 

respondents during the Delphi-rounds. 

Literature explored in this operationalization step include among others: Scheerens et al. 

(2003) (e.g. items related to locus of decisions and for the variables educational 
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management/policy activities) – Aguirre International (2004), CIDA (2005), World Bank 

Institute (2010), ADB (2007), Strömbom (1989), Teichler (1991) and Norad (2005) (e.g. 

employment items) -  Edelfelt & Reiman (2004) (e.g. items related to education institutions, 

functions in educations – kind/content of study) – Kottmann & Enders (2009) and Norad 

(2005) (e.g. items related to responsibility and applicability acquired knowledge) – Enders & 

de Boer (2002) (e.g. career satisfaction items). Literature about career progress (e.g. Turban & 

Dougherty, 1994;  Whitely et al., 1991; Waine et al., 1999; van der Sluis & Poell 2003; 

Heslin, 2005 etc.) were explored in order to find items that could be used for variables such as 

promotions and alumni satisfaction etc. Further, in order to take into account former 

evaluations conducted by CHEPS, appropriate items from the formative evaluation 

instruments were pre-selected. Examples include: items related to the variables education 

degree, place of study, place of employment and sector of employment (Enders & de Boer 

(n.d.). The following tables provide the items related to variables selected for the IFP Ed-

instrument. 

 

Table G9. Items pre-selected for socio-biographical backgrounds variables  

 

Variables Items 

Gender Whether alumni are male or female  

Age Month and year of birth alumni 

Country of birth and residence Alumni Country of birth and country of current 

residence 

 

Table G10. Items pre-selected for educational backgrounds variables 

 

Variables  Items 

Education degree obtained 

through IFP 

 

Whether alumni have obtained one of the following degrees: 

Master degree,  Doctorate/PhD degree, or other degree 

Place/country of study 

 

Whether alumni have studied in own country, abroad in own 

continent  or abroad in another continent 

Kind/content of study 

 

Whether alumni have done one or more of the following studies in 

the IFP program: Curriculum development - Education evaluation 

and monitoring - Education assessment - Special education- 

Instructional material development - Teacher training - Education 

management - E-learning - Media application in education - 

Human resources in education - Accreditation of education 

Year of graduation Year alumni have been graduated 
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Table G11. Items pre-selected for employment variables  

 

Variables Items 

Place of employment 

 

Whether alumni are employed: In home country 

(rural/remote area in own community) - In home country 

(urban area in own community) - In home country 

(rural/remote area NOT in own community) - In home 

country (urban area NOT in own community) - In the host 

country of postgraduate studies - In another country (not 

home country or host country) 

Sector of employment  

 

Whether alumni are employed in public sector, private sector 

or are self-employed 

Kind of employment institution 

 

Whether alumni are employed in one of the following 

institutions: Ministry of education – Parliament - 

Provincial/regional education institution - Sub-regional or 

inter-municipal education institution - Local education 

institution - Tertiary/higher institution - Schools (primary-

secondary-vocational) - International/inter-governmental 

institution - Local/international NGO – self-employed  

Applicability knowledge/skills 

acquired through IFP 

 

Extent to which alumni is able to use the acquired 

knowledge/skills through IFP in the professional or 

voluntary work setting 

Function description Teaching in secondary education - Teaching in secondary 

vocational/technical education - Teaching in higher/tertiary 

education - Research in higher/tertiary education - 

Instructional material development - Curriculum 

development and improvement - Education quality control - 

School management - Instructional  management - Human 

resources management - Finance management - Higher 

education institution management - Education assessment - 

Education monitoring and evaluation - Education lobby - 

Education research and development - Education policy 

development and implementation - Strategic education 

management 

 

Table G12. Items pre-selected for career progress variables 

 

Variables Items 

Numbers of promotion 

 

Number of promotions alumni receive in the area of 

education following participation in the IFP 

program? 

Job position/title  

 

Job position/title of alumni before and following 

participation in the IFP program 

Responsibility in work 

 

Extent to which alumni have more responsibility in 

organization/institution following participation in 

the IFP program 

Locus of decision 

 

Extent to which alumni were/are involved in the 

decision making process within 

organization/institution before and following 

participation in the IFP program 
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Table G13. Items pre-selected for type of activity variables 

 

Variables Items 

Educational management activities 

 

Whether alumni conduct one or more of the 

following activities: Strategic overall management - 

Financial management - Material resources 

management - Human resources management - 

Quality control management - 

Pedagogical/instructional management  

Voluntary activities 

 

Whether alumni conduct one or more of the 

following activities: Education lobby in own 

community/country - Education awareness 

campaign (sensitization of people/parents) in own 

community - Promotion of the importance of 

education particularly in rural/remote areas - 

Promotion of higher education - Gender/minorities’ 

advocacy in the area of education  
Operation/professional Activities Whether alumni conduct one or more of the 

following activities: Pedagogical activities - 

Didactical activities - Research activities - 

Curriculum development activities - Instructional 

material development activities - 

Consultancy/advisory activities  

 

Table G14. Items pre-selected for change caused by conducted activities variable  

 

Variable Items 

Alumni’ perceived impact 

 

Extent to which alumni think that participation in 

the IFP program has changed their personal lives 

AND extent to which alumni think that their 

conducted activities have brought about changes in 

the communities/countries where they are active 
 

 

Table G15. Items pre-selected for alumni satisfaction 

 

Variable Items 
Alumni’ satisfaction with IFP Extent to which alumni are satisfied with 

participation in IFP program from the selection 

process till employment after graduation 

 

Based on these items an initial IFP Ed-instrument was developed and submitted to expert for 

evaluation during the third step. 
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Appendix H: Questionnaire 3 
 

Purpose:  

The aim of this questionnaire 3 is to evaluate the overall instrument (developed after pre-

selection of items) for clarity of items and completeness (identification of items that need to 

be deleted or to be added). The aim of the instrument is to assess the outcomes and impacts of 

IFP in the area of education. 

 

Definitions: 

Outcomes refer to activities (professional/voluntary) that alumni or network of alumni 

conduct in the area of education in their countries and that are influenced by the 

knowledge/skills acquired during the IFP program. 

Impacts refer to changes caused by the conducted activities in the area of education in the 

communities/countries or in the organization/institution where alumni are active. 

 

Instructions  
Please find below the instrument that could in our opinion measure the outcomes and impacts 

of IFP. We kindly ask you to read all items included in the instrument and to provide an 

overall assessment of the whole instrument (and not to fill in the instrument).  

After reading all items: 

- Please indicate (by highlighting in yellow), in your opinion, what items should be excluded 

from the instrument.  

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

- Please indicate, in your opinion, what is missing in the instrument: 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

- Please indicate to what extent the instrument will contribute in measuring the outcomes and 

impacts of IFP in its selected countries and to what extent you think the instrument is valid. 

 
1= Not at all/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5=Agree to a very high extent  

 
 

 

The instrument contributes in 

measuring the outcomes of IFP 

  Not at all                                to a very high    

                                                 extent                            

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

The instrument contributes in 

measuring the impacts of IFP 

 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

The instrument is valid 

 

 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire. 
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Appendix I: IFP Ed-instrument   

 

           

      

 

      

 

 

 

 

IMPACT 

OF 

FORD FOUNDATION INTERNATIONAL 

FELLOWSHIPS PROGRAM (IFP) 

IN 

THE AREA OF EDUCATION  

 

 

 
 

OUTCOME AND IMPACT  

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE 
Definitions: 

Outcomes refer to activities (professional/voluntary) that alumni or network of alumni 

conduct in the area of education in their countries and that are influenced by the 

knowledge/skills acquired during the IFP program. 

Impacts refer to changes caused by the conducted activities in the area of education in the 

communities/countries or in the organization/institution where alumni are active. 

 

Instructions: 

● The alumni questionnaire is composed of five parts: 

- Part 1 includes questions related to alumnus/alumna socio-biographical and 

educational backgrounds. The questions are to be filled out by all respondents. 

- Part 2 includes questions related to the employment of alumnus/alumna and the work 

environment within which he/she is active.  

- Part 3 includes questions related to activities (professional/voluntary) conducted by 

alumnus/alumna in his/her institution or community/country in the area of education.  

- Part 4 includes questions related to the impact of IFP in the institution or 

community/country where alumnus/alumna is active.  

- Part 5 includes questions related to the satisfaction of alumnus/alumna with his/her 

participation in the IFP program and his/her career.  

 

● It is recommended that all items in the questionnaire applicable to the respondent should be 

answered. 

● It is also recommended to fill out the tables according to the following example:  

 

In which country have you obtained your education degree through the IFP program?  
Please check (in the first column) the place applicable. 

 

 In own country 

 Abroad in own continent  

Please specify country: …………………………………………………….. 

X Abroad in another continent  

please specify country: Netherlands 

 

The example above shows how the question should be answered if alumnus/alumna has 

studied abroad but in another continent. 
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PART 1: SOCIO-BIOGRAPHICAL AND EDUCATIONAL 

BACKGROUNDS  
  

1 - SOCIO-BIOGRAPHICAL BACKGROUND ALUMNUS/ALUMNA 
 

1.1 Family name:      

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

1.2 Given name(s): 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

1.3 Current mailing address: 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

1.4 Current e-mail address (es): 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

1.5 Gender: 

 

 Female  

 Male  

 

1.6 Month/Year of birth: 

 

[  ][  ] / 19 [  ][  ] 

 

1.7 Country of birth 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

1.8 Country of current residence  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

2- EDUCATION THROUGH THE IFP PROGRAM  

 

2.1 What is your education degree obtained through the IFP program?  
Please check (in the first column) the degree applicable AND give information on the year of graduation. 

 

 DEGREE OBTAINED YEAR GRADUATION 

 2.1.1 Master degree   ……………………………….. 

 2.1.2 Doctorate/PhD degree ……………………………….. 

 2.1.3 Other  

Please specify degree: ………………………… 

 

………………………………… 
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2.2 In which country have you obtained your education degree through the IFP program? 
Please check (in the first column) the place applicable. 
 

 2.2.1 In own country 

 2.2.2 Abroad in own continent  

Please specify country: ………………………………………………. 

 2.2.3 Abroad in another continent  

Please specify country: ………………………………………………. 

 

2.3 Please, provide information on the content of the study you have done in the area of 

education through the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all studies applicable (more than one choice possible).  

 

 2.3.1 Curriculum development  

 2.3.2 Education evaluation and monitoring  

 2.3.3 Education assessment 

 2.3.4 Special education 

 2.3.5 Instructional material development 

 2.3.6 Teacher training  

 2.3.7 Education management 

 2.3.8 E-learning  

 2.3.9 Media application in education 

 2.3.10 Human resources in education 

 2.3.11 Accreditation of education 

 2.3.12 Other  
Please specify: ……………………………………………………….. 
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PART 2: EMPLOYMENT AND WORK ENVIRONMENT 
The aim of the following questions is to get a better picture of your employment and work 

environment before and after participation in the IFP program. 

 

3. PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT BEFORE AND AFTER PARTICIPATION IN IFP 

 

3.1 Were you employed BEFORE participation in the IFP program?  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

 

 3.1.1 Yes  

 3.1.2 No  

 3.1.3 Other  

Please specify: ………………………………………………………………... 

 

3.2 Please, provide information on the place of your employment BEFORE participation in 

the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

 

 3.2.1 In home country (rural/remote area in own community) 

 3.2.2 In home country (urban area in own community) 

 3.2.3 In home country (rural/remote area NOT in own community) 

 Please specify area: ………………………………………………………….. 

 3.2.4 In home country (urban area NOT in own community) 

 Please specify area: ………………………………………………………….. 

 3.2.5 In another country  

Please specify country: ………………………………………………………… 

 3.2.6 Other  

Please specify: ………………………………………………………………... 

 

3.3 Are you currently employed (have been employed) FOLLOWING participation in the 

IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

 

 3.3.1 Yes  

 3.3.2 No  

 3.3.3 Other  

Please specify: ………………………………………………………………... 
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3.4 Please, provide information on the place of your employment FOLLOWING 

participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) in the first column all items applicable.   

 

 3.4.1 In home country (rural/remote area in own community) 

 3.4.2 In home country (urban area in own community) 

 3.4.3 In home country (rural/remote area NOT in own community) 

Please specify area: ………………………………………………………………. 

 3.4.4 In home country (urban area NOT in own community) 

 Please specify area: ……………………………………………………………… 

 3.4.5 In the host country of postgraduate studies 

Please specify country: ………………………………………………………… 

 3.4.6 In another country (not home country or host country) 

 Please specify country: ………………………………………………………........ 

 3.4.7 Other  

Please specify: …………………………………………………………………. 

 

 

4. JOB POSITION/TITLE AND FUNCTION BEFORE AND AFTER 

PARTICIPATION IN IFP 

 

4.1 Please, indicate your job position/title BEFORE participation in the IFP program.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

4.2 Please, provide information on your function within your organization/institution 

BEFORE participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

 

 4.2.1 Teaching in secondary education 

 4.2.2 Teaching in secondary vocational/technical education 

 4.2.3 Teaching in higher/tertiary education 

 4.2.4 Research in higher/tertiary education 

 4.2.5 Instructional material development 

 4.2.6 Curriculum development and improvement 

 4.2.7 Education quality control 

 4.2.8 Secondary school management 

 4.2.9 Instructional  management 

 4.2.10 Human resources management 

   4.2.11 Finance management 

 4.2.12 Higher education institution management 

 4.2.13 Education assessment 

 4.2.14 Education monitoring and evaluation 

 4.2.15 Education lobby 

 4.2.16 Education research and development 

 4.2.17 Education policy development and implementation 

 4.2.18 Strategic education management 

 4.2.19 Other  
Please specify: …………………………………………………………………… 
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4.3 Please, indicate your job position/title FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

4.4 Please, provide information on your function within your organization/institution 

FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

 

 4.4.1 Teaching in secondary education 

 4.4.2 Teaching in secondary vocational/technical education 

 4.4.3 Teaching in higher/tertiary education 

 4.4.4 Research in higher/tertiary education 

 4.4.5 Instructional material development 

 4.4.6 Curriculum development and improvement 

 4.4.7 Education quality control 

 4.4.8 Secondary school management 

 4.4.9 Instructional  management 

 4.4.10 Human resources management 

   4.4.11 Finance management 

 4.4.12 Higher education institution management 

 4.4.13 Education assessment 

 4.4.14 Education monitoring and evaluation 

 4.4.15 Education lobby 

 4.4.16 Education research and development 

 4.4.17 Education policy development and implementation 

 4.4.18 Strategic education management 

 4.4.19 Other  
Please specify: …………………………………………………………………… 

 

4.5 Did you reach a higher job position/title FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program?  
Please check (in the first column) the item applicable. 

 

 4.5.1 YES 

 4.5.2 NO 

 

4.6 If yes, do you think you would have reached this higher position/title without participating 

in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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4.7 Various factors may play a role in getting a position. To what extent do you feel your 

current position is a result of the IFP program or other factors?  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you?  

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

My current position/title is caused by: 
 

 

4.7.1 Participation in IFP program 

  strongly                                  strongly     

   disagree                                 agree        

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know 
 

 

 4.7.2 Another factor  

Please specify: ………………………….. 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

 

 

5. SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT BEFORE AND AFTER PARTICIPATION IN IFP 

 

5.1 Please, indicate the sector of employment in which you worked BEFORE participation in 

the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

  

 5.1.1 Public sector 

 5.1.2 Private sector 

 5.1.3 Self-employed  

 5.1.4 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………………. 

 

5.2 Please, indicate the sector of employment in which you worked (are working) 

FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable.  

  

 5.2.1 Public sector 

 5.2.2 Private sector 

 5.2.3 Self-employed  

 5.2.4 Other  

Please specify: … 
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5.3 Please, indicate the institution in which you were employed BEFORE participation in 

the IFP program? 
Please check (in the third column) all items applicable AND specify the institution. 

 

SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT  INSTITUTIONS  

 

 

 

Public sector 

5.3.1 Ministry of education   

5.3.2 Parliament   

5.3.3 Provincial/regional education institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.4 Sub-regional or inter-municipal education 

institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.5 Tertiary/higher institution (e.g. University- 

professional vocational institution – polytechnics)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.6 Schools (primary-secondary-vocational)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.7 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

 

 

Private sector 

5.3.8 International/inter-governmental institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.9 Tertiary/higher institution (e.g. University- 

professional vocational institution – polytechnics) 

Please specify: ………………………………………  

 

5.3.10 Schools (primary-secondary-vocational)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.11 Local/international NGO  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.12 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

Self employed  5.3.13 Please specify: ………………………………  

Other sector (please specify): …….. 5.3.14 Please specify: …………………………….  
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5.4 Please, indicate the institution in which you were employed (are employed) 

FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the third column) all items applicable AND specify the institution. 

 

SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT  INSTITUTIONS  

 

 

 

Public sector 

5.3.1 Ministry of education   

5.3.2 Parliament   

5.3.3 Provincial/regional education institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.4 Sub-regional or inter-municipal education 

institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.5 Tertiary/higher institution (e.g. University- 

professional vocational institution – polytechnics)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.6 Schools (primary-secondary-vocational)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.7 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

 

 

Private sector 

5.3.8 International/inter-governmental institution  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.9 Tertiary/higher institution (e.g. University- 

professional vocational institution – polytechnics) 

Please specify: ………………………………………  

 

5.3.10 Schools (primary-secondary-vocational)  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.11 Local/international NGO  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

5.3.12 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………… 

 

Self employed  5.3.13 Please specify: ………………………………  

Other sector (please specify): …….. 5.3.14 Please specify: …………………………….  

 

5.5 Do you think you would have worked in this type of sector of employment/institution 

without participating in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



141 

 

6. RESPONSIBILITY AFTER PARTICIPATION IN IFP  

 

6.1 Below you find two statements that refer to responsibility in your institution/organisation 

FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you. 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

After participation in IFP: 

6.1.1 I have more responsibility within 

my professional activities 

 

  strongly                                 strongly    

   disagree                                agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

6.1.2 I have more responsibility within 

my voluntary activities 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

6.2 In case you have more responsibility do you think you would have more responsibilities 

without participating in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

7. LOCUS OF DECISION BEFORE AND AFTER PARTICIPATION IN IFP 
 

7.1 Below you find a number of statements that refer to your contribution in the decision-

making process in your organisation/institution BEFORE participation in IFP.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you?  

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

Before participation in IFP program: 

7.1.1 I took decisions in full 

autonomy without consultation of 

higher level authority 

 

  Strongly                               strongly     

   disagree                               agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

7.1.2 I took decisions in 

consultation with a higher level 

authority  
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

7.1.3 Decisions were always taken 

by higher level authorities in the 

organization 

   1     2       3       4        5 
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7.2 If you agree on 7.1.3 than state what was your role in the decision making process.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable (more than one choice possible). 

 

 7.2.1 I prepare the proposal (draft the documents etc.) 

 7.2.2 I provide information to the decision-maker 

 7.2.3 I discuss the decisions to be taken with the decision-makers 

 7.2.4 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………… 

 

7.3 Below you find a number of statements that refer to your contribution in the decision-

making process in your organisation/institution FOLLOWING participation in IFP.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you?  

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

After participation in IFP: 

7.3.1 I take decisions in full 

autonomy without consultation of 

higher level authority 

 

  Strongly                               strongly     

   disagree                               agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

7.3.2 I take decisions in 

consultation with a higher level 

authority  
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

7.3.3 Decisions are always taken by 

higher level authorities in the 

organization 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

7.4 If you agree on 7.3.3 than state what was your role in the decision making process.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable (more than one choice possible).  

 

 7.4.1 I prepare the proposal (draft the documents etc.) 

 7.4.2 I provide information to the decision-maker 

 7.4.3 I discuss the decisions to be taken with the decision-makers 

 7.4.4 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………….. 

 

7.5 Did/do you have more autonomy in taking decisions FOLLOWING participation in IFP?  
Please check (in the first column) the item applicable. 

 

 7.5.1 YES 

 7.5.2 NO 
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7.6 If yes, do you think you could have this autonomy in taking decisions without 

participating in the IFP program? 

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

8. PROMOTIONS  

Within this study promotion refers to one of the following:  

- Significant increase in scope of responsibilities; 

- Significant increase in annual salary; 

- Changes in level in the employing company;  

- And becoming eligible for bonuses, incentives, or stock plans. 

 

8.1 How many promotions have you received in the area of education FOLLOWING 

participation in the IFP program?  
Please check (in the first column) the item applicable.    

 

 8.1.1 No  promotion 

 8.1.2 One promotion  

Please specify the kind of promotion: …………………………… 

 8.1.3 Two promotions  

Please specify the kind of promotion: …………………………… 

 8.1.4 More than two promotions  

Please specify the kind of promotion: ……………………………. 

 

8.2 In case you have been promoted do you think you could have had this (these) 

promotion(s) without participating in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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8.3 Below you find a number of statements that refer to promotion.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you?  

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

My promotions are caused by: 
 

 

8.3.1 The degree obtained in the IFP 

program 

  Strongly                                 strongly  

   disagree                                    agree                                  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

8.3.2 My job performance  1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

8.3.3 My work experience 1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

8.3.4 Other factors  

Please specify: ……………………… 

   1     2       3       4        5 
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PART 3: ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AFTER PARTICIPATION IN IFP 

PROGRAM  
The aim of the questions in part 3 is to find out the activities (influenced by your acquired 

knowledge/skills during the IFP program) that you have conducted in the area of education 

following participation in the IFP program. 

 

9. APPLYING ACQUIRED KNOWLEDGE/SKILLS 
 

9.1 Below you find a number of statements that refer to the applicability of your acquired 

knowledge/skills.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you?  
 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

 

9.1.1 The acquired 

knowledge/skills are 

relevant for my work  

  Strongly                                  strongly    

   disagree                                   agree                                  

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

9.1.2 The acquired 

knowledge/skills match 

with the work 

environment of my 

country 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

9.1.3 I am able to apply 

the acquired 

knowledge/skills within 

my professional work 

settings 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

9.1.4 I am able to apply 

the acquired 

knowledge/skills within 

my voluntary work 

settings 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.2 Please explain your choice in case you select “strongly disagree”, “to some extent” or 

“uncertain”.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

10. TYPE OF ACTIVITY 
 

10.1 Please, inform on your major type of activities FOLLOWING participation in the IFP 

program. Please check (in the first column) all items applicable (more than one choice possible).  

   
 10.1.1 Education Management/Policy activities                        → go to question 11 

 10.1.2 Operation/professional Activities: e.g. teaching-research-curriculum-

instructional material-consultancy activities            → go to question 12 

   10.1.3 Voluntary activities                                        → go to question 13 

 10.1.4 Other  

Please specify: …………………………………………………………………………… 
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11. MANAGEMENT/POLICY ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED IN THE AREA OF 

EDUCATION 

The aim of the following questions is to have a picture of management/policy activities that 

you have conducted thanks to the knowledge/skills acquired through the IFP program. 

11.1 Please, inform on the major type of management/policy activities that have been 

influenced by your acquired knowledge in your institution FOLLOWING participation in the 

IFP program. Please check (in the first column) all items applicable AND specify the activity that you have 

conducted (more than one choice possible).  

 

 11.1.1 Strategic overall management (e.g. developing policies, plans etc.) 

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 11.1.2 Financial management  

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 11.1.3 Material resources management  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………………. 

 11.1.4 Human resources management 

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 11.1.5 Quality control management 

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………………. 

 11.1.6 Pedagogical/instructional management 

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………….. 

 11.1.7 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………………………… 

 

11.2 In case you have conducted management/policy activities do you think you would 

conduct such management/policy activities without participating in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

12. OPERATIONAL/PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

The aim of the following questions is to find out whether you have been able to conduct 

operational/professional activities thanks to the knowledge/skills acquired through the IFP 

program.  

Operational/professional activities refer to all activities not related to management/policy 

activities: e.g. teaching – research – curriculum – instructional material – consultancy 

activities. 
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12.1 Please, inform on the major type of operational/professional activities that have been 

influenced by your acquired knowledge in your institution FOLLOWING participation in the 

IFP program. Please check (in the first column) all items applicable AND specify the activity that you have 

conducted (more than one choice possible).  

 

 12.1.1 Pedagogical activities  

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 12.1.2 Didactical activities  

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 12.1.3 Research activities  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………………. 

 12.1.4 Curriculum development activities  

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………… 

 12.1.5 Instructional material development activities  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………………. 

 12.1.6 Consultancy/advisory activities  

Please specify activity: ……………………………………………………………….. 

 12.1.7 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………………………… 

 

12.2 In case you have conducted operational/professional activities do you think you would 

conduct such operational/professional activities without participating in the IFP program?  

 

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

13. VOLUNTARY ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF EDUCATION 

The aim of the following questions is to find out whether you have been able to conduct 

voluntary activities thanks to the knowledge/skills acquired through the IFP program.  
 

13.1 Please, inform on your major type of voluntary activities that you have conducted 

FOLLOWING participation in the IFP program.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable AND specify the activity that you have conducted (more 

than one choice possible).  

 

 13.1.1 Education lobby in own community/country  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………….. 

 13.1.2 Education awareness campaign (sensitization of people/parents) in own 

community  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………….. 

 13.1.3 Promotion of the importance of education particularly in rural/remote areas  

Please specify activity: …………………………………………………………. 

 13.1.4 Promotion of higher education  

Please specify activity: …………………………………………………………. 

 13.1.5 Gender/minorities’ advocacy in the area of education  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………….. 

 13.1.6 Other  

Please specify activity: ………………………………………………………….. 
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13.2 In case you have conducted voluntary activities do you think you would conduct such 

voluntary activities without participating in the IFP program?  

Yes, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

No, because 

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Other, because 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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PART 4: IMPACT OF IFP IN THE AREA OF EDUCATION 
The aim of the following questions is to find out whether the activities that you have 

conducted have brought about changes (small or big) in the organization/institution or 

communities/countries where you are active. In other words what do you think you have 

changed in the area of education within your institution or community/country after 

participation in the IFP program? 

 

Within this study change can refer for example to: the building of a classroom in a 

remote/rural area – a number of girls having access to education – availability of instructional 

material in remote areas – revision of the curriculum - use of new pedagogical and didactical 

strategies by peers – provision of on-site/off-site trainings to teachers etc. 
 

14. ACHIEVEMENT 

 

14.1 Below you find a statement that refers to your achievements.  
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

 

14.1.1 I have brought about changes in the 

area of education 

 

  Strongly                                  strongly  

 disagree                                   agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t know  
 

 

 

14.2 If you agree with this statement, please, indicate at what level the changes took place.  
Please check (in the first column) all items applicable. 

  

 14.2.1 Within institution/organization where you work (have worked) 

 14.2.2 In community 

 14.2.3 In country (national level) 

 14.2.4 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………………………………………. 

 

15. WRITE A STORY ABOUT IMPACT OF IFP ACCORDING TO YOU 
 

15.1 Please, write (maximum 1A4) about the impact of IFP on your personal life (what have 

you personally achieved) AND the changes that you think to have brought about in your 

organization/institution or in your community/country. You can use the following questions 

as guidelines/suggestions. 

 

15.1.1 What are your positive/negative personal achievements because of participation in IFP 

(changes caused by IFP on your personal life)? 

15.1.2 Which factors have hindered you to achieve your personal goals? 

15.1.3 What changes in the area of education (small or big) do you think to have brought 

about in your organisation/institution or your country/community and that could be attributed 

to your conducted activities? 

15.1.4 What change do you expect and when do you expect the changes (if the changes are 

not yet visible)? 

 15.1.5 To what extent can personal achievements and changes in your organization or in your 

community/country be (or not) attributed to your participation in the IFP program? 
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15.1.6 How do you contribute in addressing social injustice in the area of education in your 

country or community? 

15.1.7 Please, indicate - when you have this kind of information – the data source (national or 

international) in which these changes can be found (are mentioned).  
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PART 5: SATISFACTION WITH IFP AND CAREER SATISFACTION 
The aim of the following questions is to find out whether you are satisfied with your 

participation in the IFP program and with your career. 

 

16. ALUMNUS/ALUMNA SATISFACTION 

 

16.1 Below you find a statement that refers to your academic expectations.  
Please check to what extent this statement is applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

16.1.1 The IFP program helped me 

to meet my academic expectations  

  strongly                                  strongly     

   disagree                                 agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

 

16.2 In case the program didn’t help you to meet your academic expectations please write 

what you missed in your study.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

16.3 Below you find a number of statements that refer to the role of IFP in your personal life. 
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

Participation in IFP: 

 

 

16.3.1 Helped me to get a job 

  Strongly                                  strongly  

 disagree                                   agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t know  
 

 

16.3.2 Helped me to access higher positions 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.3 Helps/helped me to reach my 

personal career goals 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.4 Helps me to be successful in my 

organization 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.5 Contributed to my personal 

development 
 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.6 Influenced my way of working 1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.7 Influenced my way of thinking  1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.8 Broadened the scope of my 

knowledge  

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.3.9 Other  

Please specify: ……………………………. 

1     2       3       4        5 
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16.4 To what extent are you satisfied with your career following participation in the IFP 

program? 
Please check to what extent these statements are applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

I am satisfied with: 

16.4.1 The success I have achieved 

in my career. 

  strongly                                  strongly     

   disagree                                 agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

16.4.2 The progress I have made 

toward meeting my overall career 

goals.  
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.4.3 The progress I have made 

toward meeting my goals for 

income.  
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.4.4 The progress I have made 

toward meeting my goals for 

advancement. 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.4.5 The progress I have made 

toward meeting my goals for the 

development of new skills. 
 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

16.4.6 The progress I have made 

compared to my peers. 
 

1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

 

 

16.5 How satisfied are you with the IFP program in general terms?  
Please check to what extent the statement is applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

 

16.5.1 I am satisfied with the IFP 

program  

  strongly                                  strongly     

   disagree                                 agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



153 

 

16.6 To what extent have you contributed to making IFP visible (dissemination goals, content, 

and results of IFP) in general terms?  
Please check to what extent the statement is applicable to you? 

 
1= Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 

16.6.1 I contribute in making IFP 

visible in my country/community 

  strongly                                  strongly     

   disagree                                 agree 

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

Don’t Know  
 

 

 

16.7 In case you have contributed in the visibility of IFP state than how do you contribute in 

making IFP visible in your country/community?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

16.8 What do you see as strengths of IFP? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

16.9 What could/should be improved (if any) in the IFP program in order to make alumni 

more successful in conducting activities in the area of education? 

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire. 
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Appendix J: Questionnaire 4 (feedback field study) 

 

Purpose:  

The purpose of the field study is to improve our instrument based on your feedback. The aim 

of questionnaire 4 is to test the clarity of questions included in the instrument developed in 

order to assess outcomes and impact of IFP as well as the length of the instrument. The aim of 

the instrument is to measure the outcomes and impacts of IFP in the area of education. 

- Outcomes refer to activities (professional/voluntary) that alumni or network of alumni 

conduct in the area of education in their countries and that are influenced by the 

knowledge/skills acquired during the IFP program. 

- Impacts refer to changes caused by the conducted activities in the area of education in the 

communities/countries or in the organization/institution where alumni are active. 

 

Instructions:  

We kindly ask you to answer the questions below after reading the items included in the 

instrument.  

 

1- Please indicate to what extent the questions are easy to follow, understandable and easy to 

answer. 

 
1=Strongly disagree/ 2= Disagree to some extent/ 3= Uncertain/ 4= Agree to some extent/ 5= Strongly agree  

 
 

 

The questionnaire is easy to follow 

 strongly                                strongly     

disagree                                  agree                                   

   1     2       3       4        5 

     
 

The questions are easy to understand 

 
 1      2        3        4       5 

     
 

The questions are easy to answer 

 
  1      2       3       4        5 

     
 

 

2- How much time it takes you approximately to fill out the questionnaire? …………………. 

 

3- Which questions did you find difficult to answer? (You can also insert your comments in 

the final instrument)  

………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

4- Please indicate, in your opinion, what questions should be excluded from the instrument. 

(You can also insert your comments in the final instrument): 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

5- Please indicate, in your opinion, what do you miss in the final instrument: 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Thank you very much for filling out this questionnaire. 
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Appendix K: Frequency distributions, I-CVI, and CVR 
 

Frequency distributions, I-CVI, and CVR first Delphi-round 

 

1= Not at all relevant/measurable  

2= Somewhat relevant/measurable 

3= Relevant/measurable  

4= Very relevant/measurable  

5= Don’t know  

 

Table K1. Frequency distribution indicators and I-CVI values (N=8) 

 

Indicators  Frequency  distribution 

Relevance 

I-CVI relevance 

1 2 3 4 Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI 

1- Socio-biographical 

backgrounds 
  8  8 1 

2- Educational 

backgrounds 
   8 8 1 

3- Employment     8 8 1 
4- Career progress   8  8 1 
5- Type of conducted 

activities 
  3 5 8 1 

6- Changes caused by 

conducted activities 
  6 2 8 1 

 

Table K2. Frequency distribution socio-biographical backgrounds variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

1.1 Gender (male/female)   1 

 

7       1 

 

  7   8   

1.2 Age    1 

 

7 

 

 1 

 

  7   8 

 

  

1.3 Marital status (single-in 

partnership-married-married 

by customary law-… 

3 

 

2 

 

 3 

 

 1 

 

2 

 

1 

 

4 

 

 4 

 

3 

 

1 

 

 

Table K3. I-CVI and CVR values socio-biographical backgrounds variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

1.1 Gender (male/female) 8 1,00 7 0,88 8 4 1,00 

1.2 Age 8 

 

1,00 

 

7 

 

0,88 

 

8 

 

4 

 

1,00 

 

1.3 Marital status (single-in 

partnership-married-married 

by customary law-… 

3 0,38 5 0,63 4 4 0,00 
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Table K4. Frequency distribution educational backgrounds variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

2.1 Education degree obtained    8 

 

   1 

 

7 

 

 8 

 

  

2.2 Place of study (own 

country or elsewhere) 

   8 

 

    8  8 

 

  

2.3 Kind/content of study 

(teacher training, curriculum 

development …) 

  1 

 

7 

 

   1 

 

7 

 

 8 

 

  

 

Table K5. I-CVI and CVR values for educational backgrounds variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

2.1 Education degree obtained 8 1,00 8 1,00 8 4 1,00 

2.2 Place of study (own 

country or elsewhere) 

8 1,00 8 1,00 8 4 1,00 

2.3 Kind/content of study 

(teacher training, curriculum 

development …) 

8 1,00 8 1,00 8 4 1,00 

 

Table K6. Frequency distribution employment variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: Relevance Frequency distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t 

know 

3.1 Type of job 1 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

1 

 

1 

 

2 

 

1 

 

4 

 

 4 

 

2 

 

2 

 

3.2 Place of 

employment  

  1 

 

7 

 

    8 

 

 8 

 

  

3.3 Kind of 

employment 

sector  

   8 

 

  1 

 

 7 

 

 8 

 

  

3.4 level of 

employment  

   8 

 

    8 

 

 8 

 

  

3.5 Applicability 

knowledge/skills 

   8 

 

  4 

 

 4 

 

 8 

 

  

 

Table K7. I-CVI and CVR values for employment variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

3.1 Type of job  4 0,50 5 0,63 4 4 0,00 

3.2 Place of employment  8 1,00 8 1,00 8 4 1,00 

3.3 Kind of employment sector  

 

8 1,00 7 0,88 8 4 1,00 

3.4 level of employment  8 1,00 8 1,00 8 4 1,00 

3.5 Applicability 

knowledge/skills  

8 1,00 4 0,50 8 4 1,00 
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Table K8. Frequency distribution career progress variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

4.1 Income/salary 1 

 

 3 

 

4 

 

  2 3 

 

3 

 

 6 

 

1 

 

1 

 

4.2 Number of promotions 

since graduation  

1 

 

 1 

 

6 

 

  3 

 

 5 

 

 5 

 

1 2 

4.3 Job position    8   1  7  8   

4.4 Responsibility in current 

work 

   8 

 

  1 

 

2 5 

 

 8 

 

  

4.5 Locus of decision (degree 

to which alumni are  involved 

in decision taking processes) 

 

  2 

 

 

6 

 

  1 

 

4 

 

3  7  1 

 

4.6 Alumni’ career 

satisfaction 

 

1 

 

  6 

 

1 

 

 2 1 

 

4 

 

1 

 

6 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

Table K9. I-CVI and CVR values for career progress variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio  

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne  N/2 CVR 

4.1 Income/salary 7 0,88 6 0,75 6 4 0,50 

4.2 Number of promotions 

since graduation 

7 0,88 5 0,63 5 4 0,25 

4.3 Job position 8 1,00 7 0,88 8 4 1,00 

4.4 Responsibility in current 

work 

8 1,00 7 0,88 8 4 1,00 

4.5 Locus of decision (degree 

to which alumni are  involved 

in decision taking processes) 

8 1,00 7 0,88 7 4 0,75 

4.6 Alumni’ career satisfaction 6 0,75 5 0,63 6 4 0,50 

 

Table K10. Frequency distribution type of conducted activities variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

5.1 Activities related to 

financial and resources  

  2 

 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 2 

 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

 

6 

 

 2 

 

 

5.2 Activities related to 

human resources  

  1 

 

5 

 

2 

 

 2 

 

 

1 

 

3 

 

2 

 

7 

 

 1 

 

5.3 Activities related to 

students’ background 

conditions  

  1 

 

6 

 

1 

 

 2 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

1 

 

7 

 

 1 

 

5.4 Activities related to 

community/parents’ 

involvement  

  2 

 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 2 

 

 

2 

 

3 

 

1 

 

6 

 

 2 

 

 

5.5 Activities related to 

instructional  

 1 

 

1 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 2 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

1 

 

7 

 

 1 
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Table K11. I-CVI and CVR values for type of conducted activities variables (N=8) 

 
Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

5.1 Activities related to 

financial and resources 

7 0,88 4 0,50 6 4 0,50 

5.2 Activities related to human 

resources 

6 0,75 4 0,50 7 4 0,75 

5.3 Activities related to 

students’ background 

conditions 

7 0,88 5 0,63 7 4 0,75 

5.4 Activities related to 

community/parents’ 

involvement 

7 0,88 5 0,63 6 4 0,50 

5.5 Activities related to 

instructional 

6 0,75 5 0,63 7 4 0,75 

 

Table K12. Frequency distribution changes caused by conducted activities variable (N=8) 

 
Variable Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No  Don’t know 

6.1 Alumni’ perceived impact    1 

 

7 

 

  3 

 

 5 

 

 7 

 

 1 

 

 

Table K13. I-CVI and CVR values for changes caused by conducted activities variable (N=8) 

 

Variable 

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

6.1 Alumni’ perceived impact  8 1,00 5 0,63 7 4 0,75 
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Table K14. Summary results Delphi round 1  

 

Variables Selected Revised and submitted in 

round 2 

Deleted 

1.1 Gender  X   

1.2 Age  X    

1.3 Marital status   X  

2.1 Education degree X    

2.2 Place of study X    

2.3 Kind of study X    

3.1 Type of job   X 

3.2 Place of employment X   

3.3 Sector of employment X   

3.4 Kind of employment 

institution 

X   

3.5 Applicability  knowledge  X  

4.1 Income/Salary  X   

4.2 Number promotions  X   

4.3 Job position X    

4.4 Responsibility  X    

4.5 Locus of decision X    

4.6 Alumni career satisfaction  X   

5.1 Activities Finance and 

Resources 

   X 

5.2 Activities Human resources    X 

5.3 Activities students' conditions    X 

5.4 Activities community/parents    X 

5.5 Activities instructional issues    X 

6.1 Alumni' perceived impact  X   

 

From the initial 23 variables, eleven were retained for the IFP instrument and seven variables 

were deleted in the first Delphi round. Five variables were revised as recommended by 

respondents and submitted again for evaluation in the second Delphi round. Further, eight 

new variables and a new indicator (alumni satisfaction) were recommended by respondents. 

The new variables include: religion of alumni and country of birth and residence of alumni 

(related to indicator 1), year graduation (related to indicator 2), function description (related to 

indicator 4), educational management activities, voluntary activities, professional activities 

(related to indicator 5), and alumni satisfaction with IFP (related to indicator 7). Table K15 

provides the lists of revised as well as new variables.  
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Table K15. Revised and new variables from first Delphi-round 

 

Indicators  New and revised variables 

Indicator 1: Socio-biographical 

backgrounds 

Religion alumni (N)  – country of birth/residence of 

alumni (N) 

Indicator 2: Educational backgrounds Year of graduation (N) 

Indicator 3: Career progress Income/salary  – number of promotions  

Indicator 4: Employment Function description (N)  – applicability knowledge  

Indicator 5: Type of activity Educational management/policies activities(N)    – 

voluntary activities(N)    – professional activities(N)    

Indicator 6: Changes caused by 

conducted activities 

Alumni perceived impact  

Indicator 7: Alumni satisfaction (N) Alumni satisfaction with IFP (N) 

Note. N refers to new indicator or variable 

 

 

Frequency distributions, I-CVI, and CVR second Delphi-round 

 

Table K16. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 1 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Religion 6  1   6 1     7  

Country of birth/residence 

of alumni 

   7     7  7   

 

Table K17. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variables related to indicator 1 (N=7) 

 

Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Religion 1 0,14 0 0,00 0 3,5 -1,00 

Country of birth/residence 

of alumni 

7 

 

1,00 

 

7 

 

1.00 

 

7 

 

3,5 

 

1,00 

 

 

Table K18. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 2 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Year of graduation    7     7  7   
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Table K19. I-CVI and CVR values for new new/revised variables related to indicator 2 (N=7) 

 

Variable  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Year of graduation 7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1,00 

 

Table K20. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 3 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Function description   5 2    6  1 7   

Applicability knowledge    7    3 4  7   

 

Table K21. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variables related to indicator 3 (N=7) 

 

Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Function description 7 1,00 6 0,86 7 3,5 1,00 

Applicability knowledge 7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1,00 

 

Table K22. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 4 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Income/salary    7  4  3   3 4  

Number of promotions    7    3 4  7   

 

Table K23. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variables related to indicator 4 (N=7) 

 

Variables 

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Income/salary 7 1,00 3 0,43 3 3,5 -0,14 

Number of promotions 7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1,00 
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Table K24. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 5 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Educational 

management/policies 

activities 

   7    7   7   

Voluntary activities    7    7   7   

Professional activities    7    7   7   

 

Table K25. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variables related to indicator 5 (N=7) 

 

Variables  

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Educational 

management/policies 

activities 

7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1,00 

Voluntary activities 7 1,00 

 

7 

 

1,00 

 

7 

 

3,5 

 

1,00 

 

Professional activities 7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1.00 

 

Table K26. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 6 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Alumni perceived 

impact 

   7  1  6   7   

 

Table K27. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variable related to indicator 6 (N=7) 

 

Variable 

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Alumni perceived 

impact 

7 1,00 6 0,86 7 3,5 1,00 

 

Table K28. Frequency distribution new/revised variables related to indicator 7 (N=7) 

 
Variables  Frequency  distribution: 

Relevance 

Frequency 

distribution: 

Measurability  

Frequency distribution: 

Included in instrument 

1 2 3 4 

 
5 1 2 3 4 5 Yes No   Don’t know 

Alumni satisfaction 

with IFP 

   7     7  7   
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Table K29. I-CVI and CVR values for new/revised variables related to indicator 7 (N=7) 

 

Variable 

 

 

I-CVI relevance I-CVI measurement Content Validity Ratio 

Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Number of 

ratings of 3 or 4 

I-CVI Ne N/2 CVR 

Alumni satisfaction 

with IFP 

7 1,00 7 1,00 7 3,5 1,00 

 

Table K30. Summary results Delphi round 2  

 

Variables Selected  Deleted  

Income/Salary  X  

Number promotions X   

Alumni satisfaction with IFP X   

Applicability knowledge X   

Alumni perceived impact X   

Religion   X  

Country of birth/residence X   

Year of graduation X   

Function description X   

Educational management/policies 

activities 

X   

Voluntary activities X   

Professional activities X   

 

From the initial 12 variables evaluated in the second round, ten were retained for the IFP 

instrument and two variables were deleted.  
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Summary step 2 results  

 

Table K31. Variables selected for the IFP instrument  

 
Variables  I-CVI values 

relevance 

I-CVI values 

measurement  

CVR Values 

1.1 Gender  1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

1.2 Age 1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

1.3 Country of birth/residence 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

2.1 Education degree obtained 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

2.2 Place of study  1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

2.3 Kind/content of study 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

2.4 year of graduation 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

3.1 Place of employment  1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

3.2 Sector of employment 1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

3.3 Kind of employment institution 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

3.4 Applicability knowledge/skills 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

3.5 function description 1,00 (n=7) 0,86 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

4.1 Number of promotions 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

4.2 Job position 1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

4.3 Responsibility in current work 1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 1,00 (n=8) 

4.4 Locus of decision  1,00 (n=8) 0,88 (n=8) 0,75 (n=8) 

5.1 Educational management/policies 

activities 
1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

5.2 Voluntary activities 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

5.3 Professional activities 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

6.1 Alumni perceived impact 1,00 (n=7) 0,86 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

7.1 Alumni satisfaction with IFP 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 1,00 (n=7) 

Note. n=8 indicates that the variable was selected after the first round, n=7 indicates that the 

variable was selected after the second round  

 

 

 

 

 


