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Executive Summary 
Throughout East and Southern Africa, multiple barriers and challenges affect children’s school 

attendance and performance. The REPSSI Teachers’ Diploma in Psychosocial Care, Support, and 

Protection (hereafter referred to as the Teachers’ Diploma) is child centred and focuses on providing 

teachers with the knowledge and skills necessary to enhance the school environment, provide 

psychosocial support to their learners, and facilitate strong school-community relationships. The six 

module in service learning programme is delivered over a 15-month period through blended contact and 

supported distance learning. In addition to self-directed learning, participants engage in “Community of 

Practice” meetings on a monthly basis to exchange ideas, discuss issues and challenges in programme 

implementation within their school, and provide one another with peer support.  

An integral component of this initial implementation of the Teachers’ Diploma programme in Zambia 

was a rigorous scientific evaluation including a randomized control trial (RCT). Data were collected from 

both teachers and learners. The RCT included baseline and post-intervention assessments, as well as a 

follow-up survey with intervention teachers and learners at two-years post-intervention. A second 

round of intervention teachers were also evaluated using a pre-post intervention strategy.  

The RCT data suggests that teachers in the intervention group are taking better care of themselves 

emotionally, are using more resources to improve learners’ well-being and educational experiences, are 

creating environments within their classrooms and schools that are safer, cleaner and more conducive 

to learning, and are perceiving greater social support from their peers within the school system. Among 

learners in the intervention teachers’ schools, data indicate children are more positive about their 

future, perceive more respect within the school, are engaged in less bullying behaviors, feel increased 

efficacy for addressing sexual abuse, and perceive their school environment as safer and cleaner.  In 

follow-up data (2016), intervention teachers enrolled in the programme in 2013 showed sustained 

change for a majority of factors including those which were significant from the RCT data. Data also 

indicate that over the long-term teachers are continuing to implement programme directed changes 

within their schools, experiencing support for those changes, and continuing to meet with their peers 

from the programme (Community of Practice groups) to exchange ideas about teaching and improving 

the school environment.  

RCT learner data also indicated some sustained changes, but also evidence that some changes may 

deteriorate over time. These data may reflect learners moving into new classrooms and/or to new 

schools where teachers have not participated in the programme.  

Post-intervention data from both round one and two teachers indicate that the programme is being 

implemented in multiple ways both in the classroom and in the school. Teachers find the courses work 

very relevant and useful to their day-to-day experiences. Teachers are being supported by other 

teachers, administrators, School Support Teams, caregivers and learners. Teachers are also sharing what 

they learn with other teachers which enables school-wide changes to take place even when only two or 

three teachers are on the programme.  

These evaluation data support the need for school-based psychosocial support systems as a part of 

broader community-based interventions to facilitate teachers’ abilities to support their learners and 

families and increase child resiliency. 
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Background 
Globally, over 20 million children have been orphaned by AIDS including nearly 700,000 children in 

Zambia. 1 Many more children are orphaned and/or vulnerable due to a plethora of social and economic 

challenges, as well as a result of natural disasters, forced migration, civil unrest, and wars. 2 Orphaned 

and vulnerable children (OVC) experience poverty, stigma and discrimination, abuse, psychological 

distress, and increased risk of chronic and infectious diseases including HIV and other sexually 

transmitted infections. 3-8 Evidence indicates that negative outcomes among some vulnerable children 

and youth can be ameliorated through protective factors such as social support and implementation of 

policies and programs designed to increase access to healthcare, education, and psychosocial support. 9, 

10  

Education is a critical component of regional and national development throughout low- and middle-

income countries. In East and Southern Africa, a number of social and economic conditions affect 

children’s access to school, ability to attend regularly and focus on schoolwork, or progress in their 

education. The Situation Analysis of Orphans and other Vulnerable Youth in the Southern African 

Development Community (SADC) found that while access to schooling is improving in the region, 

barriers remain.11 School attendance and other educational indicators are affected by a range of factors 

including food insecurity, violence, sexual abuse, caring for sick relatives, teenage pregnancy and early 

marriage. 12-15  

Interventions focused on school attendance and retention have included family-based and social 

support programs and financial aid for school expenses. 16-18 However, limited attention has been paid 

to the potential for teachers to provide needed psychological support for their learners.  The REPSSI 

Mainstreaming Psychosocial Support in Education Systems (MPES) programme was designed to promote 

family, school, and community involvement in ensuring children and adolescents stay in school and are 

educated in a safe and supportive environment. Within MPES, the Teachers’ Diploma in Psychosocial 

Care, Support and Protection (hereafter referred to as the Teachers’ Diploma) is an accredited in service 

learning programme for primary and secondary school educators. The program is delivered through 

blended contact sessions held at Teacher Training colleges within the teachers’ provinces during school 

holidays and supported distance learning.  ‘The programme is ‘supported’ through monthly Community 

of Practice meetings whereby teachers in the program meet to review and discuss program content. 

Teachers progress in the programme is assessed through assignments and examinations. 

Overview of the Teacher Diploma 
In 2009, REPSSI and UNICEF developed an 18-month accredited certificate programme in Community 

Based Work with Children and Youth. An independent evaluation of the first round of 553 programme 

attendees found an 89.5% retention rate and increased knowledge and skills in relation to psychosocial 

support and a rights-based approach to youth’s needs. With demand for a similar programme for 

teachers, REPSSI in collaboration with MiET (http://www.miet.co.za/site/home) and the Children’s 

Institute at the University of Cape Town developed the Teacher’s Diploma in Psychosocial Care, Support 

and Protection.  

REPSSI’s approach to increasing psychosocial support is based in promoting enabling environments for 

communities and families to foster psychosocial well-being for children and youth. The Teachers’ 

http://www.miet.co.za/site/home
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Diploma focuses on teachers, the learners they teach, the teaching environment, and schools and 

communities. The Teachers’ Diploma defines psychosocial as the relationship, influence and interaction 

between psychological and social aspects of individuals’ lives. The psychological components include 

cognitive, emotional and spiritual factors while the social components include interpersonal 

relationships and the broader social environment. 

The programme is divided into six modules completed over a 15-month period. These modules cover a 

range of topics including: 1) concepts of psychosocial support; 2) the teacher as a champion for children 

3) understanding child and youth development to realize their potential 4) enriching and creating a safe 

school environment; 5) gender equity; 6) classroom management; 7) addressing bullying and sexual 

harassment; 8) school-family and school-community relations; and, 9) sharing new knowledge and skills 

with professional peers.   

The Teachers Diploma materials were pretested in Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe.  During 

the pretest, REPSSI obtained feedback from a wide range of stakeholders including Ministry of Education 

officials, academics, teachers’ college faculty, and teachers. REPSSI continues to seek feedback in order 

to improve programme delivery and content, and better meet the needs of teachers, school 

administrators, local and national policy makers, and the children and families living in Southern Africa. 

The Outcomes Evaluation of the MPES Teachers’ Diploma Programme 
In 2012, REPSSI received funding from Comic Relief (UK) to implement and conduct a rigorous outcomes 

evaluation including a randomized controlled trial (RCT) of the Teachers’ Diploma Programme in Zambia. 

Beginning in 2013, the Teachers’ Diploma Programme was implemented in six districts within three 

Zambian Provinces (Eastern Western, Lusaka). These sites were selected by the Zambian Ministry of 

Education, Science, Vocational Training and Early Education based on high HIV prevalence rates in these 

districts. Both government and community schools participated in the implementation. Community 

schools within Zambia are small locally based and community supported schools. Participation by a 

school required selection of between two and four teachers or school administrators to enroll in the 

Teachers’ Diploma Programme with an end goal of enrolling 1,000 teachers by 2015.  

Program implementation and evaluation data collection was divided into two rounds. Round one was 

initiated in January 2013 and round two was initiated in January 2015. In each round, 500 teachers were 

enrolled in the program. Round one consisted of the randomized controlled trial (RCT) including data 

from both learners and teachers.19 In addition, a cross sectional survey of randomly selected control 

learners’ parents/caregivers was conducted in Round one.1 

Round two consisted of continued collection of follow-up data from learners and teachers from the RCT 

and pre- and post-programme data collection from the teachers enrolled in the second round.  Table 1 

provides an overview of the outcome evaluation data collection conducted throughout 2013 to 2016. 

  

  

                                                           
1 Caregiver data are not included in this report. 
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Table 1. Data Collection by Round (R1, R2), Dates, and Type Respondent 

 Round 1 Round 2 

 January-March 
2013 

May-July  
2014 

January-February 
2015 

May-July 
 2016 

Intervention 
Teachers (R1) 

Baseline Post-intervention   Follow-up  

Control  
Teachers (R1) 

Baseline Post-intervention  Follow-up 

Intervention 
Learners (R1) 

Baseline Post Intervention  Follow-up 

Control  
Learners (R1) 

Baseline Post-Intervention  Follow-up 

Intervention 
Teachers (R2) 

  Baseline Post-intervention 

Caregivers Cross-sectional 
Survey 

   

Research Sites and Populations 
The round one data was conducted in four districts in Lusaka Province (Kafue and Luangwa districts) and 

Eastern Province (Katete and Lundazi districts).  For the RCT (round one) teachers, intervention teachers 

were selected from teachers in government basic schools in Kafue, Luangwa, Katete and Lundazi 

districts in order to reach a sufficient number of teachers enrolled in the program. Round one control 

teachers were selected from Kafue and Katete districts only. Round two teachers on the programme 

came from all teachers (primary, secondary and community) in Lusaka, Eastern, and Western Provinces. 

(Table 2)  

Government primary school learners in the 3rd and 4th grades (at baseline) within Kafue and Katete 

districts were selected for the RCT. The decision was made to select these grades to decrease attrition 

due to children completing primary school before post-intervention data collection. In addition, the 

decision was made to not include community schools in the RCT due to time and financial constraints 

and limited number of participating community schools. 

Table 2. Data Collection Sites by Participant Type 

 Kafue Luangwa Katete Lundazi Western 
Province 

RCT Intervention 
Teachers (R1) 

X X X X  

RCT Control  
Teachers (R1) 

X  X   

RCT Intervention 
Learners (R1) 

X  X   

RCT Control  
Learners (R1) 

X  X   

Intervention Teachers 
(R2) 

X X X X X 

Caregivers X  X   
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Round One RCT Randomization of Control and Intervention Sites  
Within the four districts (Katete, Kafue, Lundazi, Luangwa) there were a total of 47 school zones. For the 

round one RCT, within each district the school zones were matched in pairs by number of schools within 

the zone. For each pair, the two zones were randomly assigned as ‘intervention’ or ‘waitlisted’ (control).   

Round One RCT Randomization Procedures for Teachers 
All teachers enrolled in the programme in the four districts were invited to participate in the RCT 

(N=302). For control teachers, 280 teachers were randomly selected from schools within the waitlisted 

zones in Katete and Kafue. All teachers were from government primary and secondary schools.  

Round One RCT Randomization Procedures for Learners 
After teachers enrolled in the program, schools within intervention zones were identified which had 3rd 

and/or 4th grade teachers in the programme.  A total of 20 intervention schools meeting these criteria 

were identified and learners in the 3rd and/or 4th grade classes in 2013 were randomly selected from 

class registries to participate in the study. Learners in the intervention schools included those in 

classrooms with teachers on the programme and those with teachers not on the programme. This 

decision was made as the purpose of the Teachers’ Diploma Programme is to bring change to the entire 

school.  In 20 schools in the zones waitlisted for the programme, 3rd and 4th grade learners were 

randomly selected from class registries to participate in the RCT as control’ learners.     

Outcome Measures 
The outcome measures for both teachers and learners were based on primary tenets of the curriculum 

including: 1) teachers’ well-being, 2) development and employment of psychosocial support skills, 3) 

creating a safe and equitable school environment, and 4) enhancing positive relationships within the 

school and community. (Table 3) Learner scales were adapted from studies of orphaned and vulnerable 

children in other socio-cultural settings 20-23 and included scales on: 1) psychosocial well-being; 2) school 

environment; 3) bullying; 4) sexual abuse; and, 5) interschool relationships (Table 4) 

In addition, program specific questions were included in the teachers’ assessment at post-intervention 

and follow-up (Rounds 1 and 2). These questions focused on: 1) reported implementation of programme 

components within the schools; 2) barriers to implementation; 3) support for implementation; 4) 

respondent’s changes in their role within the school (e.g., becoming a guidance and counseling teacher) 

and/or moving to another school. (see Appendix I) 
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Table 3. Teacher Assessment Scales for the RCT and Round 2 Pre-/Post-Intervention Evaluation 

Teachers’ Diploma Programme Teacher Assessment Scales 

Scale #Items/Range alpha 

Teachers’ PS well-being ‘Self care’ (emotional) 4/0-12 .51 

‘Self care’ (physical) 5/0-15 .39 

‘Self care’ (psychological) 6/0-18 .52 

‘Self care’ (social) 3/0-9 .59 

Positive feeling about teaching 9/0-27 .72 

Teachers’ Engagement in Psychosocial 
Support & Learners’ PS well-being 

‘Self efficacy’ (school environment) 7/0-21 .77 

‘Self efficacy’ (child’s well-being) 7/0-21 .66 

‘Self efficacy’ (community 
engagement) 

10/0-30 .86 

Use of resources 5/0-5 .63 

Teaching approaches 4/0-12 .53 

Providing psychosocial support 11/0-11 .83 

Providing HIV support 7/0-7 .57 

School Environment (safety and equity) Classroom safety 4/0-4 .47 

School safety 8/0-8 .69 

School physical environment 8/0-8 .68 

Observed bullying (classroom) 8/0-24 .88 

Observed bullying (school) 5/0-15 .85 

Actions to stop bullying 14/0-42 .62 

Gender equity (girls) 6/0-18 .74 

Gender equity (boys) 6/0-18 .72 

Equitable school environment 5/0-15 .70 

Relationships Interschool relations (teacher-
teacher; teacher learner; teacher-
caregiver) 

13/0-39 .88 

 
Perceived school support 

 
5/0-5 

 
.42 

Teacher-caregiver relationship 9/0-18 .76 

School-caregiver relationship 10/0-30 .86 
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Table 4. Learner Assessment Scales for the RCT and Round 2 Follow-up 

Teachers’ Diploma Programme Learner Assessment Scales 

Scale #Items/Range alpha 

Teachers’ PS well-being No scales on teachers’ PS well-being for learners 

Teachers’ Engagement in Psychosocial 
Support & Learners’ PS well-being 

Self-esteem 4/0-8 .36 

Emotional literacy 14/0-28 .50 

Self-assessment (school 
performance) 

6/0-12 .71 

Perceived social support 9/0-18 .71 

Future orientation-1 6/0-12 .52 

Future orientation-2 3/0-6 .64 

   

School Environment (safety and equity) Perceived respect 3/0-6 .62 

School safety 5/0-10 .81 

School physical environment 6/0-12 .58 

Being bullied (physical) 9/9-27 .62 

Being bullied (emotional) 6/6-18 .78 

Bullying others (physical) 3/3-9 .56 

Bullying others (emotional) 6/6-18 .70 

Gender equity 6/0-6 .38 

Response to sexual abuse 5/0-5 .64 

Relationships Learner-teacher relationship  
13/0-26 

 
.51 

Caregiver school involvement 6/0-6 .60 
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Data Collection  
All participating teachers completed a paper-pencil self-administered evaluation. For intervention 

teachers in both round one and round two, baseline data were collected at an orientation meeting prior 

to the on-set of the programme and 15-month post intervention assessments were completed after 

their final examinations for the Teachers’ Diploma Programme.  Follow-up data with round one 

intervention teachers was collected at the schools.  

Learner data was collected during face-to-face interviews with trained enumerators. Data were 

collected on programmed tablets and downloaded at the end of each day. Survey items were available 

in English, Nyanja, and Chewa.  All learner data were collected within the schools during school hours 

Both teachers and learners were assigned a unique identification number to allow for matching of 

baseline and post-intervention data sets. Teacher assessments took approximately 30 minutes; learner 

assessments took approximately 45 minutes. 

Data Management 
Teacher data were entered into a password-protected database created specifically for the assessment. 

Learner data were downloaded and imported directly into a corresponding database.  Ranges and data 

consistency checks were conducted to screen for missing cases, outliers, and normality of distributions. 

Corrections were made on an as-needed basis. Extensive efforts were made to ensure that baseline and 

post-intervention teachers’ and learners’ datasets were correctly matched by identification number. 

Data Analysis 
Variables were created for multi-item scales and rescored in order that all hypothesized changes 

occurred in a positive direction. Ranges and data consistency checks were conducted to screen for 

missing cases, outliers, and normality of distributions. Descriptive statistics were performed for 

frequency distribution of demographic characteristics at baseline. Bivariate analysis included: 1) chi-

square tests and student t-tests to determine statistical differences in demographic characteristics 

between control and intervention groups at baseline; and, 2) student t-tests were used to assess 

significant mean differences in scale scores between baseline and post-intervention groups by 

intervention condition. Paired sample t-tests were used to compare differences between post-

intervention and follow-up scores for round one intervention teachers and learners and between 

baseline and post-intervention for round two teachers.  

For the RCT analysis, since these data are hierarchical (e.g., analytical units include learners and 

schools) and longitudinal, VARSTOCASES command in SPSS was used to restructure the repeated 

variables and multilevel linear mixed effect model (MLM) procedures were performed.  For the 

learner outcomes model, learners’ age, gender, intervention assignment, time of data collection, and 

the interaction of time with intervention assignment were assessed simultaneously. For the teachers’ 

model, teachers’ age, gender, education, intervention assignment, time of data collection and the 

interaction of time with intervention assignment were assessed. Multilevel linear mixed effect model 

variables included those with p-value<.10 in the bivariate analysis. All statistical analyses were 

performed using SPSS 21.0 for Windows. 
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Results 

Demographics 

Teachers 

In round one, a total of 583 teachers were randomly selected to participate in the RCT. Overall, 447 

(76.7%) of selected teachers completed the base line survey.  At post-intervention, 323 (72.3%) teachers 

completed the survey. Of 264 intervention teachers at baseline in round one, 243 (92.0%) completed 

the follow-up assessment in June 2016.  In round two, 462 intervention teachers completed baseline 

and 383 (82.9%) completed the post-intervention assessment.   

Among teachers in round one, there were significantly more females in the control group. In addition, 

control teachers had more years teaching experience, had been at their current school longer, and were 

less likely to have an education certificate or diploma. (Table 5) At baselines, there were more females in 

round two than in round one. (Table 6) In terms of attrition, in both round one and two, at post-

intervention there are less teachers with higher education than at baseline. (Table 7) 

Table 5: Baseline Teacher Demographics for the RCT (Round 1) 

 
 

Total  
(N=447) 

Control  
(N=183) 

Intervention R1 
(N=264) 

Gender (Female) 48.9% (218) 59.9% (109) 41.3% (109)c  

Mean age 36.0 (SD 7.3) 35.9 (SD 7.9) 36.2 (SD 6.8) 

Years teaching (total) 9.3 (SD 7.6) 9.8 (8.3)  9.0 (SD 7.0) a 

Years teaching 
(current school) 

 
4.7 (SD 4.6) 

 
5.2 (SD 5.2) 

 
4.4 (SD 4.2) a 

Education- 
Grade 9-12 

 
79.4% (331) 

 
89.9% (142) 73.0% (189) c 

Education- 
GCE “A” Level 

 
2.6% (11) 

 
2.5% (4) 2.7% (7) 

Higher Education than 
GCE “A” Level 

 
18.0% (75) 

 
7.6% (12) 24.3% (63) 

a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001 
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Table 6: ROUNDS 1 & 2 Baseline Demographics for Intervention Teachers  
in Round One and Round Two 

 
 

Total  
(N=726) 

Intervention R1 
(N=264) 

Intervention R2 
(N=462) 

Gender (Female) 46.3%(335) 41.3%  (109) 49.2%(226)a 

Mean age 36.0 (SD 6.8) 36.2 (SD 6.8) 35.9 (SD 6.7) 

Years teaching total 9.0 (SD 6.6) 9.0 (SD 7.0) 9.0 (SD 6.3) 

Years teaching 
(current school) 4.7 (SD 4.1) 

 
4.4 (SD 4.2) 4.9 (SD 4.0) 

Education- 
Grade 9-12 74.3% (531) 73.0% (189)  75.0% (342) 

Education- 
GCE “A” Level    2.2% (16) 2.7% (7)  2.0% (9) 

Higher Education than 
GCE “A” Level 23.5% (168) 24.3% (63) 23.0% (105) 
a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001 

 

Table 7: Comparison of Teacher Demographics Between Baseline and Follow-up Round 
1 and Round 2 

 
 

Intervention 
R1-Baseline 
(N=264) 

Intervention 
R1-Post-
intervention 
(N=212) 

Intervention 
R2-Baseline 
(N=462) 

Intervention 
R2-Post-
intervention 
(N=383) 

Gender (Female) 41.3% (109) 40.5% (85) 49.2% (226) 48.4% (184) 

Mean age 36.5 (SD 6.9) 37.8 (SD 6.8) 35.9 (SD 6.7) 37.6 (SD 6.7) 

Years teaching (total) 9.5 (SD 7.1) 10.9 (SD 7.2) 9.1 (6.3) 10.8 (6.4) 

Years teaching 
(current school) 4.6 (SD 4.6) 5.5 (SD 4.6) 4.9 (SD 4.0) 6.4 (SD 4.1) 

Education- 
Grade 9-12 73.0% (189) 81.4% (171) 75.0% (342) 88.9% (340) 

Education- 
GCE “A” Level 2.7% (7) 1.9% (4) 2.0% (9) 1.8% (7) 

Higher Education than 
GCE “A” Level 23.3% (63) 16.6% (35) 23.0% (105) 9.4% (36) 

 

Learners 

In round one, a total of 2,168 learners were randomly selected to participate in the RCT from 

intervention and control schools with 1,792 (82.7%) learners completing the baseline survey.  At post-

intervention and follow-up, 1378 (76.9%) and 1081 (60.3%) learners respectively completed 

assessments. In the round one RCT, at baseline intervention learners were more likely female and older. 

(Table 8) For intervention learners, 1168 complete baseline, 903 (77.3%) completed post-intervention 

and 748 (64.0%) completed follow-up. Increase in number of intervention learners in grade 3 between 
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post-intervention and follow-up is attributed to learners returning back to school after a period of time 

(e.g., boys who left school to work or herd cattle). (Table 9)  

 

Table 8: Baseline Demographics for Control and Intervention Learners  
in the Round 1 RCT 

 
 

Total  
(N=1792) 

Control  
(N=624) 

Intervention 
(N=1168) 

Gender (Female) 55.8% (1000) 52.4% (327) 57.6% (673) a 

Mean age 10.9 (2.0) 10.6 (2.1) 11.0 (1.9) c 

Grade (3rd) 49.2% (881) 51.6% (322) 47.9% (559) 

Orphaned   9.9% (178)  10.7% (67)   9.5% (111) 
a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001 

 

Table 9: Demographics for RCT Intervention Learners  
at Baseline, Post-intervention, and Follow-up 

 
 

Baseline 
(N=1168) 

Post-intervention  
(N=903) 

Follow-up  
(N=748) 

Gender (Female) 57.6% (673)  58.3% (526) 54.8%(410) 

Mean age 11.0 (1.9)  12.2 (1.8) 13.9(1.7) 

Grade (3rd) 47.9% (559) 2.7% (24) 12.3% (92) 

Orphaned   9.5% (111) 11.0% (99) 13.8% (103) 

 

Randomized Controlled Trial 

Program Impact for Teachers 

Between baseline and post-intervention, independent t-tests on mean differences indicate significantly 

greater positive changes for intervention teachers on seven hypothesized outcomes scales including 

self-care emotional (p=.008), use of resources (p=.021), teaching approaches (p=.002), observed bullying 

in class (p=.002), school safety (p<.001), school physical environment (p=.010) and perceived support 

within the school (p=.005) (Table 10). Conduct of analysis using multilevel mixed-effect model (MLM) 

simultaneous assessment of time with intervention assignment eliminated teaching approaches as a 

significant outcome but gender equity for boys and girls were significant. MLM analysis also indicates 

that control teachers’ self-efficacy for children’s well-being and engagement in actions to stop bullying 

positively increased more than for intervention teachers (Table 11).  

Program Impact for Learners 

Between baseline and post-intervention, independent t-tests on mean differences indicate significantly 

greater positive change for intervention learners compared to control for future orientation-1 (p<.001), 

perceived respect in schools (p=.031), school safety (p<.001), school physical environment (p=.003), 

physically bullying others (p=.007), emotionally bullying other (p<.001), and learners’ ability to seek help 

and respond to sexual abuse (p=.008). Perceived social support within schools was marginally 

significantly greater (p=.051) at post intervention for intervention learners (Table 12). These outcomes 
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are supported through the multi-level linear mixed model simultaneous assessment of time with 

intervention assignment analysis (Table 13). 

Table 10. Teacher mean scores (standard deviations) at baseline and post-intervention by condition with p 
values comparing mean differences between baseline and post-intervention for control and intervention 
groups (independent student t-tests) 

 BASELINE (N=447) POST-INTERVENTION (N=323) 

Scales Control 
(N=183) 

Intervention 
(N=264) 

Control 
(N=112) 

Intervention 
(N=211) 

TEACHERS” PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-
BEING 

    

‘self care’ (emotional)   8.1 (SD 2.2)   7.5 (SD 2.1)   8.2 (SD 2.0)   8.7 (SD 2.2) b 

‘self care’ (physical) 10.3 (SD 2.3) 10.2 (SD 2.0) 10.8 (SD 2.1) 11.0 (SD 2.1) 

‘self care’ (psychological) 11.4 (SD 3.0) 11.9 (SD 2.5) 12.1 (SD 2.5) 11.4 (SD 3.3) 

‘self care’ (social)   7.0 (SD 1.7)   7.2 (SD 1.6)   7.4 (SD 1.2)   7.6 (SD 1.4) 

positive feelings about teaching  22.0 (SD 4.4) 22.6 (SD 3.5) 22.7 (SD 3.1) 23.6 (SD 3.3) 

TEACHERS’ ENGAGEMENT IN 
PSYCHOSOCIAL SUPPORT AND 
LEARNERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-
BEING 

    

‘self efficacy’ (school environment) 18.4 (SD 3.1) 19.3 (SD 2.1) 19.3 (SD 2.1) 19.5 (SD 1.9) 

‘self efficacy’ (child’s well-being) 19.5 (SD 2.0) 19.8 (SD 1.7) 20.0 (SD 1.5) 19.3 (SD 2.0) 

‘self efficacy’ (community engagement) 23.9 (SD 5.4) 26.5 (SD 3.3) 25.1 (SD 4.6) 26.8 (SD 3.7) 

use of resources   2.0 (SD 1.7)   2.6 (SD 1.6)   2.4 (SD 1.7)   3.7 (SD 1.3) a 

teaching approaches   8.7 (SD 2.2) 10.0 (SD 1.7)   9.0 (SD 1.9)   10.5 (SD 1.9) b 

providing psychosocial support   4.3 (SD 3.0)   4.6 (SD 2.8)   5.0 (SD 3.4)   6.3 (SD 2.8) 

providing HIV support   4.2 (SD 1.6)   4.6 (SD 1.4)   4.5 (SD 1.6)   5.4 (SD 1.3) 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT (SAFETY AND 
EQUITY) 

    

classroom safety   3.6 (SD 0.8)   3.6 (SD 0.7)   3.7 (SD 0.7)   3.9 (SD 0.4)  

school safety   3.0 (SD 1.2)   2.7 (SD 1.2)   3.2 (SD 1.2)   3.6 (SD 0.8) c 

school physical environment   5.2 (SD 1.8)   4.6 (SD 2.1)   5.3 (SD 1.9)   5.4 (SD 1.7) a 

observed bullying (classroom)^ 16.6 (SD 5.5) 14.2 (SD 5.3) 16.7 (SD 6.1) 17.1 (SD 5.0) c 

observed bullying (school) 11.2 (SD 3.4)   9.3 (SD 3.3) 11.2 (SD 3.6)   9.9 (SD 3.5) 

actions to stop bullying 34.8 (SD 6.2) 36.4 (SD 5.1) 35.7 (SD 6.1) 36.4 (SD 4.0) a 

gender equity (girls)* 12.2 (SD 4.0) 12.5 (SD 3.9) 14.2 (SD 3.8) 15.2 (SD 3.0) 

gender equity (boys) 11.8 (SD 3.8) 12.1 (SD 3.8) 13.7 (SD 4.1) 14.8 (SD 3.2) 

equitable school environment 10.6 (SD 3.8) 10.5 (SD 4.1) 11.6 (SD 4.1) 12.4 (SD 3.4) 

RELATIONSHIPS     

Interschool teachers’ relations  28.6 (SD 6.0) 29.1 (SD 5.4) 31.7 (SD 5.3) 28.3 (SD 8.7) 

perceived school support   3.6 (SD 1.1)   4.0 (SD 1.0)   3.8 (SD 0.9)   4.5 (SD 0.8) b 

Teacher-caregiver relationship 11.9 (SD 3.8) 12.6 (SD 3.1) 13.5 (SD 3.1) 14.7 (SD 2.6) 

School-caregiver relationship 23.6 (SD 5.9) 23.9 (SD 4.8) 25.3 (SD 4.4) 26.3 (SD 3.9) 
a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001;  ^Outcome opposite of hypothesized change; *p<0.055 
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Table 11: Results from multilevel linear mixed models for teachers’ outcomes* 

 Fixed Effects Random Effects 

 Age Gender Education Time*Intervention School variance 

Outcomes β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) β (SE) 

Self-care (emotional) -0.029 (0.014) a 0.777 (0.201) c -0.379 (0.254)  0.714 (0.319) a 0.559 (0.268) a 

Self-efficacy (child’s 

well-being) ^ 

-0.011 (0.012) 0.113 (0.170) -0.383 (0.229) -1.108 (0.311) c 0.050 (0.211) 

Use of resources 0.006 (0.010) -0.149 (0.147) -0.352 (0.196) 0.827 (0.258) b 0.310 (0.123) a 

Teaching approaches 0.013 (0.012) 0.010 (0.173) 0.026 (0.227) 0.550 (0.301) 0.439 (0.194) a 

Classroom safety 0.003 (0.004) -0.020 (0.057) -0.216 (0.076) b 0.134 (0.100) 0.008 (0.013) 

School safety -0.004 (0.007) -0.098 (0.100) -0.243 (0.133) 0.663 (0.172) c 0.008 (0.043) 

School physical 

environment -0.016 (0.011) 0.534 (0.160) b -0.216 (0.215)  0.622 (0.270) a 1.296 (0.264) c 

Observed bullying 

(classroom) 

0.045 (0.035) 0.236 (0.509) -0.757 (0.661) 2.150 (0.867)b 2.203 (1.231) 

Actions to stop 

bullying ^ 

0.064 (0.031) a -0.208 (0.451) 0.103 (0.612) -1.983 (0.841) a 0.000 (0.000) 

Gender equity (girls) -0.033 (0.023) 0.149 (0.339) -0.976 (0.442) a 1.304 (0.573) a 0.775 (0.524) 

Gender equity (boys) -0.038 (0.024) 0.238 (0.352) -0.616 (0.462) 1.592 (0.609) b 0.908 (0.513) 

Perceived school 

support 

-0.004 (0.005) -0.208 (0.079) b -0.072 (0.111) 0.433 (0.152) b 0.182 (0.045) c 

School-caregiver 

relationship 

0.050 (0.028) 0.503 (0.413) -1.803 (0.547) b 0.744 (0.716) 1.021 (0.823) 

   *Scales with p-value <.10 in the bivariate analysis were included in the multilevel mixed modeling analysis.  
a  p<0.05; b p<0.01; c p<0.001;  ^Outcome opposite of hypothesized change   

 

  



Outcome Evaluation of MPES Teacher Diploma Program, Zambia: Endline Report 16 
 

Table 12. Learner mean scores (standard deviations) at baseline and post-intervention by condition with p 
values comparing mean differences between baseline and post-intervention for control and intervention groups 
(independent student t-tests) 

 BASELINE (N=1792) POST-INTERVENTION (N=1378) 

Scales Control 
(N=624) 

Intervention 
(N=1168) 

Control  
(N=499) 

Intervention  
(N-879) 

TEACHERS’ ENGAGEMENT IN 
PSYCHOSOCIAL SUPPORT AND 
LEARNERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-
BEING 

    

Self-esteem   6.7 (SD 1.5)   6.5 (SD 1.6)   6.6 (SD 1.4)   6.6 (SD 1.4) 

Emotional literacy 20.9 (SD 4.1) 20.1 (SD 4.0) 21.2 (SD 3.6) 20.8 (SD 4.0) 

Self-assessment (school performance)  
10.2 (SD 2.1) 

 
10.1 (SD 2.0) 

 
10.7 (SD 1.5) 

 
10.5 (SD 1.8) 

Perceived social support* 14.1 (SD 3.9) 13.1 (SD 4.0) 13.7 (SD 3.6) 14.1 (SD 3.5) 

Future orientation 1 10.2 (SD 1.9)   9.8 (SD 2.3) 10.5 (SD 1.8) 10.7 (SD 1.7) c 

Future orientation 2   5.6 (SD 0.9)   5.7 (SD 0.8)   5.7 (SD 0.9)   5.7 (SD 0.8) 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT (SAFETY AND 
EQUITY) 

    

Perceived respect   3.3 (SD 1.8)   3.4 (SD 1.8)   3.2 (SD 1.7)   3.6 (SD 1.8) a 

School safety   7.8 (SD 3.0)   6.7 (SD 3.2)   7.4 (SD 2.9)   7.2 (SD 3.0) c 

School physical environment   6.3 (SD 2.2)  6.2 (SD 2.3)   5.6 (SD 2.1)   5.9 (SD 2.2) c 

Being bullied (physical)   7.3 (SD 1.5)   7.5 (SD 1.5)   7.2 (SD 1.5)   7.3 (SD 1.5) 

Being bullied (emotional) 15.6 (SD 2.6) 15.6 (SD 2.6) 15.3 (SD 2.6) 15.5 (SD 2.6) 

Bullying others (physical)   8.7 (SD 0.7)   8.6 (SD 0.8)   8.5 (SD 0.9)   8.6 (SD 0.8) b 

Bullying others (emotional) 17.4 (SD 1.2) 17.1 (SD 1.6) 17.1 (SD 1.6) 17.3 (SD 1.5) c 

Gender equity   4.5 (SD 1.9)   4.1 (SD 1.3)   5.0 (SD 1.0)   4.6 (SD 1.5) 

Response to sexual abuse   4.1 (SD 1.1)   3.8 (SD 1.4)   4.3 (SD 1.1)   4.3 (SD 1.1) b 

RELATIONSHIPS     

Learner-teacher relationship 17.0 (SD 3.3) 16.8 (SD 3.5) 17.3 (SD 3.1) 17.3 (SD 3.2) 
a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001;   *p<0.055 
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Table 13: Results from multilevel linear mixed models for learners’ outcomes*  

 Fixed Effects Random Effects 

 Age Gender Time*Intervention School variance 

Perceived social support -0.031 (0.043) 0.106 (0.153) 0.535 (0.274)  0.404 (0.151) b 

Future orientation 1 0.069 (0.021) b -0.177 (0.076) a 0.577 (0.147) c 0.073 (0.035) a 

Perceived respect 0.016 (0.020) -0.161 (0.072) a 0.328 (0.134) a 0.075 (0.029) a 

School safety -0.020 (0.034) -0.293 (0.119) a 0.945 (0.228) c 0.708 (0.202) c 

School physical environment  -0.012 (0.027) -0.031 (0.093) 0.395 (0.159) a 0.320 (0.102) b 

Bullying others (physical) 0.005 (0.010) 0.131 (0.034) c 0.156 (0.060) b 0.014 (0.006) a 

Bullying others (emotional) 0.017 (0.017) 0.049 (0.061) 0.414 (0.110) c 0.037 (0.017) a 

Response to sexual abuse  0.018 (0.014) 0.215 (0.048) c 0.250 (0.094) b 0.076 (0.024) b 

  *Scales with p-value <.10 in the bivariate analysis were included in the multilevel mixed modeling analysis.  
      a p<0.05; b p<0.01; c p<0.001   

 

Sustained Change Over Time: Intervention Teachers and Learners at Baseline, Post-intervention, 

and Follow-up 
In the follow-up data (2016) among intervention teachers, we see sustained positive change for three of 

seven scales which showed significant hypothesized changes in the RCT.  At follow-up compared to post-

intervention, scales for emotional self-care, school physical environment, and observed bullying in 

classsroom show significantly higher scores. Scales for use of resources, school safety and gender equity 

for boys and girls do not show significant changes, but remain at or near the post-intervention scores. 

The only decrease in scores is perceived school support.  

In addition comparing post-intervention and follow-up, we see significant positive increases in several 

other scores including self-care (physical and psychological), self-efficacy, teaching approaches, 

observed bullying in school, equitable school environment, interschool teacher relations, and teacher 

and school – caregiver relationships. (Table 14) 

In the follow-up data among intervention learners, we see sustained positive change for two scales – 

future orientation and perceived respect -  which showed significant hypothesized changes in the RCT. 

School safety and response to sexual abuse in the follow-up show significantly higher scores compared 

to post-intervention. School physical environment, bullying others physically and emotionally show a 

significant decrease between post-intervention and follow-up indicating change in a negative direction. 

We also see a significant decrease for being bullied physically and emotionally. However, there is 

significant increase for self-esteem, emotional literacy, and learner-teacher relationship at follow-up.  

(Table 15)  
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Table 14: RCT intervention teacher mean scores (standard deviations) at baseline, post-intervention, 
and follow-up with p values comparing differences between post-intervention and follow-up mean 
scores (paired sample t-test) 

Scale Baseline 
(N=264) 

Post-Intervention 
(N=212) 

Follow-up 
(N=243) 

p-value 

TEACHERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-
BEING 

   
 

‘self care’ (emotional)   7.5 (SD 2.1)   8.7 (SD 2.2)    9.8 (SD 2.4)a .013 

‘self care’ (physical) 10.2 (SD 2.0) 11.0 (SD 2.1) 12.3 (2.5) c .000 

‘self care’ (psychological) 11.9 (SD 2.5) 11.4 (SD 3.3) 14.6 (3.0) c .000 

‘self care’ (social)   7.2 (SD 1.6)   7.6 (SD 1.4)   8.0 (1.4)  .365 

positive feelings about teaching  22.6 (SD 3.5) 23.6 (SD 3.3) 24.9 (SD 3.8) a .036 

TEAHCERS’ ENGAGEMENT IN 
PSYCHOSOCIAL SUPPORT AND 
LEARNERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-
BEING 

  

  

‘self efficacy’ (school environment) 19.3 (SD 2.1) 19.5 (SD 1.9) 20.1 (1.5) a .039 

‘self efficacy’ (child’s well-being) 19.8 (SD 1.7) 19.3 (SD 2.0) 20.5 (SD 1.1) c .000 

‘self efficacy’ (community 
engagement) 

 
26.5 (SD 3.3) 

 
26.8 (SD 3.7) 28.1 (SD 2.5) c .000 

use of resources   2.6 (SD 1.6)   3.7 (SD 1.3)  3.8 (SD 1.2) .910 

teaching approaches 10.0 (SD 1.7)   10.5 (SD 1.9)  10.7 (SD 1.4)a .014 

providing psychosocial support   4.6 (SD 2.8)   6.3 (SD 2.8) 4.4 (SD 0.9)c .000 

providing HIV support   4.6 (SD 1.4)   5.4 (SD 1.3) 6.7 (SD 12.5) .195 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT (SAFETY 
AND EQUITY) 

   
 

classroom safety   3.6 (SD 0.7)   3.9 (SD 0.4)  4.0 (SD 0.3) .118 

school safety   2.7 (SD 1.2)   3.6 (SD 0.8)  3.8 (SD 0.6) .072 

school physical environment   4.6 (SD 2.1)   5.4 (SD 1.7)  6.4 (1.3) c .000 

observed bullying (classroom) 14.2 (SD 5.3) 17.1 (SD 5.0)  19.5 (SD 3.2) c .000 

observed bullying (school)   9.3 (SD 3.3)   9.9 (SD 3.5) 11.6 (SD 2.6) c .000 

actions to stop bullying 36.4 (SD 5.1) 36.4 (SD 4.0)  35.0 (SD 3.9) a .013 

gender equity (girls) 12.5 (SD 3.9) 15.2 (SD 3.0) 15.8 (SD 3.6) .128 

gender equity (boys) 12.1 (SD 3.8) 14.8 (SD 3.2) 14.4 (SD 3.8) .478 

equitable school environment 10.5 (SD 4.1) 12.4 (SD 3.4) 13.8 (SD 2.5) c .000 

RELATIONSHIPS     

Interschool teachers’ relations  29.1 (SD 5.4) 28.3 (SD 8.7) 35.3 (SD 4.4) c .000 

perceived school support   4.0 (SD 1.0)   4.5 (SD 0.8)  4.4 (SD 0.8)a .032 

Teacher-caregiver relationship 12.6 (SD 3.1) 14.7 (SD 2.6) 16.1 (SD2.3) c .000 

School-caregiver relationship 23.9 (SD 4.8) 26.3 (SD 3.9) 28.2 (SD3.2) c .000 
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Table 15: RCT intervention learner mean scores (standard deviations) at baseline, post-intervention, 
and follow-up with p values comparing mean scores between  post-intervention and follow-up 
(paired sample t-test) 

 
Baseline 
(N=1168) 

Post-intervention 
(N=903) 

Final Follow-up 
(N=748) 

p-value 

TEACHERS’ ENGAGEMENT IN 
PSYCHOSOCIAL SUPPORT AND 
LEARNERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL 
WELL-BEING     

Self-esteem   6.5 (SD 1.6)   6.6 (SD 1.4) 6.8 (SD 1.46)b .001 

Emotional literacy 20.1 (SD 4.0) 20.8 (SD 4.0) 21.6 (SD 3.78) b .001 

Self-assessment (school 
performance) 

 
10.1 (SD 2.0) 

 
10.5 (SD 1.8) 10.7 (SD 1.68) .964 

Perceived social support 13.1 (SD 4.0) 14.1 (SD 3.5) 14.4 (SD 3.46) .154 

Future orientation 1   9.8 (SD 2.3) 10.7 (SD 1.7)  10.8 (SD 1.78) .887 

Future orientation 2   5.7 (SD 0.8)   5.7 (SD 0.8) 5.7 (SD 0.82) .974 

Perceived respect   3.4 (SD 1.8)   3.6 (SD 1.8) 3.4 (SD 1.71) .069 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT 
(SAFETY AND EQUITY)     

School safety   6.7 (SD 3.2)   7.2 (SD 3.0)  7.8 (SD 2.61) a .018 

School physical environment 
   
6.2 (SD 2.3) 

 
  5.9 (SD 2.2)  5.3 (SD 2.36) c .000 

Being bullied (physical)   7.5 (SD 1.5)   7.3 (SD 1.5) 4.5 (SD 1.46) c .000 

Being bullied (emotional) 15.6 (SD 2.6) 15.5 (SD 2.6) 9.5 (SD 2.80) c .000 

Bullying others (physical)   8.6 (SD 0.8)   8.6 (SD 0.8)  5.6 (SD 0.86) c .000 

Bullying others (emotional) 
 
17.1 (SD 1.6) 

 
17.3 (SD 1.5)  11.3 (SD 1.53) c .000 

Gender equity   4.1 (SD 1.3)   4.6 (SD 1.5) 4.8 (SD 1.37) .864 

Response to sexual abuse   3.8 (SD 1.4)   4.3 (SD 1.1)  4.5 (SD 0.92) c .000 

RELATIONSHIPS     

Learner-teacher relationship 
 
16.8 (SD 3.5) 

 
17.3 (SD 3.2) 18.4 (SD 3.56) c .000 

 

Round Two Intervention Teachers: Baseline and Post-intervention 
In round two, only baseline and post-intervention data were collected from intervention teachers 

without controls. Comparing baseline to post-intervention, positive significant changes are observed for 

all scales except self-efficacy (school environment), self efficacy (child’s well-being), and actions to stop 

bullying. (Table 16) 
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Table 16: Intervention round two teachers mean scores (standard deviations) at baseline and  post-
intervention with p values comparing difference between baseline and post-intervention (paired 
sample t-test) 

 Round 2  

Scale Baseline 
(N=462) 

Post-intervention 
(N=383) 

p-value 

TEACHERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-BEING    

‘self care’ (emotional) 7.91 (2.00) 8.24 (1.89)b .003 

‘self care’ (physical) 10.53 (2.19) 10.84 (2.16) a .011 

‘self care’ (psychological) 11.86(2.42) 12.33 (2.25) b .005 

‘self care’ (social) 7.05 (1.49) 7.29 (1.41) b .004 

positive feelings about teaching  22.49 (3.81) 23.04 (3.71) b .010 

TEAHCERS’ ENGAGEMENT IN PSYCHOSOCIAL 
SUPPORT AND LEARNERS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL 
WELL-BEING    

‘self efficacy’ (school environment) 19.06 (2.47) 19.29 (2.17) .082 

‘self efficacy’ (child’s well-being) 19.51 (2.04) 19.88 (2.06) .077 

‘self efficacy’ (community engagement) 25.39 (4.51) 26.69 (3.86)c .000 

use of resources 2.44 (1.57) 3.55 (1.32) c .000 

teaching approaches 9.51 (1.75) 10.52 (1.50) c .000 

providing psychosocial support 4.83 (2.93) 6.31 (2.94) c .000 

providing HIV support 4.63 (1.51) 5.35 (1.32) c .000 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT (SAFETY AND 
EQUITY)    

classroom safety 3.65 (1.00) 3.92 (0.32) c .000 

school safety 2.83 (1.16) 3.74 (0.65) c .000 

school physical environment 5.33 (1.91) 6.17 (1.84) c .000 

observed bullying (classroom) 9.55 (3.72) 10.59 (3.24) c .000 

observed bullying (school) 15.00 (5.70) 17.51 (4.91) c .000 

actions to stop bullying 35.35 (5.65) 35.75 (4.24) .493 

gender equity (girls) 12.80 (4.01) 15.06 (3.48) c .000 

gender equity (boys) 11.86 (3.98) 14.53 (3.45) c .000 

equitable school environment 10.56 (3.93) 12.12 (3.19) c .000 

RELATIONSHIPS    

Interschool teachers’ relations  29.78 (5.30) 31.59 (5.23) c .000 

perceived school support 3.65 (1.17) 4.40 (0.77) c .000 

Teacher-caregiver relationship 12.51 (3.20) 14.56 (2.59) c .000 

School-caregiver relationship 24.53 (4.80) 25.90 (4.12) c .000 
a=p<0.05; b=p<0.01; c=p<0.001;   *p<0.055 
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Descriptive Analysis of Reported Programme Implementation: Round One and Two Teachers at 

Post-intervention 
At post-intervention in rounds one and two, teachers were asked specific questions about their 

experience in the Teachers’ Diploma Programme and implementation of changes within their schools. 

On average, teachers reported spending 15 to 16 hours/week on the course and 13 to 17 hours/week 

implementing changes within the school. Overall, 85-90% teachers attended more than half of 

Community of Practice meetings. Primary barriers to attending Community of Practice meetings in both 

rounds one and two were distance (56.4%; 46.9%); other obligations (41.1%; 40.2%), and lack of 

transportation (46.6%; 32.6%).  (Appendix I) 

One hundred percent of participants stated that they discussed the course content with both other 

teachers and administrators.  Approximately 50% of teachers either did not know individuals on the 

Community Course or did not have contact with them. (Appendix I)  

A majority of teachers reported that their administration was very supportive (79.3%; 74.0%) and that 

the School Support Team was very supportive (74.2%; 69.0%). There was a wide range of different 

groups represented in the School Support Teams with largest percentages including learners (82.9%; 

83.5%), caregiver/parents (93.3%; 96.6%), other teachers (79.9%; 76.9%) and administrators (81.7%; 

82.7%). (Appendix I)  

Teachers reported implementing a range of changes with the most successful being cleaning the 

playground, increasing communication with caregivers, increasing teachers’ and learners’ awareness of 

bullying, and decreasing corporal punishment.  Factors which teachers felt facilitated their 

implementation of change were support from the school administrators, cooperation of learners and 

the School Support Team, and personal motivation.  (Appendix I) 

Over 90% of teachers reported that each of the six modules were ‘very useful’. And a vast majority 

agreed that the programme was beneficial to the school, the community, the learners and themselves. 

Descriptive Analysis of Round One Teachers: Long-term Implementation 
At follow-up (2016), RCT intervention teachers were asked about continued implementation of the 

programme in their current schools in order to increase understanding of sustainability. These questions 

were also designed to determine when teachers move to another school, if they are implementing 

programme based changes at the new school. (Appendix II) 

Overall, 78.2% of teachers reported implementation of programme changes in their current school 

between 1 to 6 hours/week.  Approximately 20% reported implementation of changes 7+ hours/week. 

Respondents reported continued communication with other teachers from their Community of Practice 

(79.1%). Primary reasons for meeting with Community of Practice members were to exchange ideas 

about improving classroom and school (64.9%), provide support to one another (44.4%), and discuss 

implementation of the programme (37.9%).  Teachers who had moved reported less (75.7%) contact 

with Community of Practice members than teachers who had not moved (87.5%) [p=.001] Teachers 

report continued support from their administrators (97.5%) and the School Support Team (93.0%) for 

making changes in the school as recommended by the Teachers’ Diploma Programme. There was no 
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difference in reported support between teachers who had and those who had not moved to a new 

school. (Appendix II) 

In terms of moving, 26.4% of teachers had changed schools since participating in the Teachers’ Diploma 

Programme. However, only 2 (0.8%) of teachers reported that they were unable to complete the 

Diploma Programme. 

Discussion and Implications 
In recent years, increasing evidence has indicated that providing community-based programs and social 

support to children is a vital component of increasing resilience and decreasing negative sequelae 

associated with orphan hood, parental illness and disability, and poverty. 17-18 In sub-Saharan Africa, 

school attendance, as well as the quality of school environments have been associated with decreased 

risk for orphaned and vulnerable children in terms of age of sexual initiation, attitudes supporting early 

sex, early marriage, positive attitudes regarding gender equity, prosocial bonding, and general 

psychosocial well-being. However, limited attention has been given to the potential role of teachers as 

providers of psychosocial support and actors in improving the social, cultural, and physical environments 

within their classrooms and schools.  School systems provide an established physical and social 

infrastructure for change – an essential component for sustainability and broader implementation of 

programming at national and regional levels.   

In Zambia, primary and secondary government schools provide a space to reach children and 

adolescents from multiple socio-cultural and economic backgrounds. A school-based program which can 

benefit all learners as opposed to a targeted program for orphaned and vulnerable children or HIV 

affected families decreases likelihood of stigma or discrimination based on intervention participation. In 

addition, a teacher-based approach facilitates increased psychosocial well-being among teachers who 

are faced with multiple challenges including overcrowded classrooms and lack of educational resources.  

The randomized controlled trial of the Teachers’ Diploma Programme in Zambia has provided rigorous 

scientific evidence that educational interventions for teachers can make a difference both for the 

teachers themselves as intervention participants as well as learners in their classrooms and the school as 

a whole. Of particular importance are the range of changes. Data suggests that teachers in the 

intervention group are taking better care of themselves emotionally, are using more resources to 

improve learners’ well-being and educational experiences, are creating environments within their 

classrooms and schools that are safer, cleaner and more conducive to learning, and are perceiving 

greater social support from their peers within the school system. Among learners in the intervention 

teachers’ schools, data indicate children are more positive about their future, perceive more respect 

within the school, are engaged in less bullying behaviors, feel increased efficacy for addressing sexual 

abuse, and perceive their school environment as safer and cleaner. 

In follow-up data (2016), teachers enrolled in the programme in 2013 showed sustained change for a 

majority of factors including those which were significant from the RCT data. Data also indicate that over 

the long-term teachers are continuing to implement programme directed changes within their schools, 

experiencing support for those changes, and continuing to meet with their peers from the programme 

(Community of Practice groups) to exchange ideas about teaching and improving the school 

environment.  
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Learner data indicated some sustained changes; however, evidence suggests some changes may 

deteriorate over time. Learners are exposed to multiple factors within schools and at home. Learners 

move into new classrooms and/or to new schools where teachers have not participated in the 

programme. These data illustrate the importance of programming which is implemented throughout the 

educational system to maximize positive outcomes. At this time the Zambian Ministry of Education, 

Science, Vocational Training and Early Education is incorporating aspects of the Teachers’ Diploma into 

all preservice training within teachers’ colleges. Future evaluations will need to be done to assess how 

country-wide dissemination of the programme affects schools, learners, teachers, and communities. 

Post-intervention data from both round one and two teachers indicate that the programme is being 

implemented in multiple ways both in the classroom and in the school. Teachers find the course work 

very relevant and useful to their day-to-day experiences. Teachers are being supported by other 

teachers, administrators, School Support Teams, caregivers and learners. Teachers are also sharing what 

they learn with other teachers which enables school-wide changes to take place even when only two or 

three teachers are on the programme.  

Conclusion 
Throughout East and Southern Africa, there remain multiple barriers and challenges which affect 

children’s school attendance and performance. The MPES Teachers’ Diploma Programme is child 

centred and focuses on providing teachers with the knowledge and skills necessary to enhance the 

school environment, provide psychosocial support to their learners, and facilitate strong school-

community relationships. Through evaluation of the implementation of the Teachers’ Diploma 

Programme in Zambia, positive significant and sustained changes were documented for both 

intervention teachers and learners within their classrooms and schools.  The successes of the Teachers’ 

Diploma Programme continue to be built upon.  At this time, continued data driven programme 

development will enable expansion of programme implementation both in Zambia and the region. 

These data support the need for school-based psychosocial support systems as a part of broader 

community-based interventions to facilitate teachers’ abilities to support learners and their families and 

increase child resiliency.   
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