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Background on Generations For Peace (GFP) 
 
Generations For Peace is a leading global non-profit peace-building organisation with its 
headquarters in Amman, Jordan.  
 
We are dedicated to sustainable conflict transformation at the grass roots in communities, by 
promoting youth leadership, community empowerment, active tolerance, and responsible 
citizenship.  We are a volunteer movement, empowering, mentoring and supporting volunteers to 
be change-makers to create a better future in their own communities.  
 
Since 2007, we have trained and mentored more than 9,025 volunteer leaders of youth in 50 countries 
in the Middle East, Africa, Asia, and Europe. With our support, their ongoing programmes address 
local issues of conflict and violence, and have touched the lives of more than 230,880 children, youth 
and adults.   
 
We use sport as an entry point to engage with youth, and our carefully-facilitated sport-based games 
provide a vehicle for integrated education and behaviour change. Generations For Peace is the 
only peace-through-sport organisation officially recognised by the International Olympic Committee. 
 
In addition to our sport-based approaches, we have also developed arts, advocacy, dialogue, and 
empowerment activities to support conflict transformation with children, youth, and adults in different 
contexts. 
 
Generations For Peace has developed a unique curriculum and cascading model for training 
carefully-selected volunteer leaders of youth, and mentoring and supporting them to implement 
sustained activities for children, youth and adults to address issues of cultural and structural violence 
in their own community.  Contexts include: inter-tribal, inter-ethnic, and inter-religious violence; 
gender inequality; post-conflict trauma response, reconciliation and reintegration; exclusion of 
minorities including IDPs, refugees and people with a disability; and challenges of integration in multi-
cultural societies. Conflict sensitivity, and the full participation and empowerment of girls and women, 
are integrated into our approach. 
 
We are committed to robust measurement and evaluation of our programmes to support our 
learning and innovation, to identify best practices, and to demonstrate impact and 
sustainability. Our Generations For Peace Institute has partnerships with Georgetown University, 
the University of Oxford, and University of Western Cape. The research evidence shows 
programme outcomes and impacts which include: reductions in different forms of violence; 
increased capacity to manage conflict in non-violent ways; strengthened ability to break-out of cycles 
of violence; changes in attitudes and shattering of stereotypes; greater understanding, respect and 
trust between different tribes, ethnic groups, religions, genders, and minorities; strengthened social 
capital and social networks; empowerment of girls and women; greater volunteerism, youth 
engagement, and responsible citizenship. 
 
Founded by HRH Prince Feisal Al Hussein of Jordan and Sarah Kabbani in 2007, Generations For 
Peace is currently ranked “#35 in the Top 500 NGOs in the World" by NGO Advisor (making us the 
highest-ranked peace-building NGO in the world, and the top-ranked Jordanian NGO). Their ranking is 
based on an assessment of innovation, impact, and sustainability.  In simple terms, over the last nine 
years we have achieved rapid global growth; we have learned an enormous amount and gone through 
"proof of concept", developing our approach in different contexts, and demonstrating the success, 
impact and sustainability of our model.  
 
Our work can be seen as directly implementing UN Security Council Resolutions 2250 (recognising 
the positive role youth play in building sustainable peace, and the need for governments and other 
stakeholders to support the participation of young people in conflict transformation, peace building and 
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countering violence) and 1325 (on the pivotal role women should and do play in conflict management, 
conflict resolution and sustainable peace). 
 
As well as funding from the governments of Norway, Belgium, the United States, and the European 
Union, we have excellent partnerships with several UN agencies and NGOs, within the Olympic 
Movement, particularly the Jordan Olympic Committee, and with corporate partners including 
Samsung (our partner since 2008), Orange and DHL Express. 
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Background on Jordan Country Context  
 
Jordan: The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan is a constitutional monarchy with a growing and diverse 
population that includes a high proportion of refugees and descendants of refugees. Being centrally 
located between its neighbours: Iraq, Israel, Syria, the West Bank and Saudi Arabia, Jordan feels 
acutely the regional turbulences and protracted conflict, which in turn particularly affect its economic 
and political climate. The so-called Arab Spring did not bypass Jordan, but while the calls for greater 
freedom across the MENA region did not result in increased violence, they were manifested in 
increased public pressure on the government to deliver, with greater speed, promised economic and 
democratic reforms, and reduce corruption.1 
 
Some of the current and recent active conflicts are listed below:  
 

a. Refugee influx: conflicts caused by the influx of huge numbers of refugees, especially the 
influx of Syrians since 2011. This has affected healthcare provision; overburdened the 
Jordanian education system (with some schools running “double shifts” to accommodate 
Syrian children); caused environmental degradation; affected the economy, trade, labour and 
prices; and finally increased levels of crime and violence in northern Jordan (although no 
proven link between this rise and the influx of refugees exists);   

b. Economic difficulties: street protests in 2012 related to rising fuel prices and general economic 
problems. These were significant because a large number of the protestors were “East 
Bankers,” indigenous Jordanians who had been the central government’s major support base 
so far. Localised protests have continued in 2014, 2015 and 2016, particularly in the city of 
Ma’an, where they resulted in clashes with state security forces and police; 

c. Ethnic divide: a continuing perceived divide between East Bankers and Palestinian-
Jordanians of West Bank origin (“West Bankers”) within Jordanian society, and perceptions of 
discrimination based on ethnic background;   

d. Political division: periodic actions taken by the Muslim Brotherhood in Jordan (through the 
Islamic Action Front); urban areas and refugee camps populated by Palestinian-Jordanians 
are a key Brotherhood support base – even though the organisation has a significant share of 
East Bankers supporting it as well. The status of Muslim Brotherhood has changed recently,2 
but the political division across the spectrum of parties and political organisations that exist in 
Jordan remains. 

 
The existing challenges and conflicts that come with a rapidly growing population; increasing gaps 
and/or lower quality of basic education; high unemployment rate; inadequate participation of citizens 
and civil society in governance and politics in general; water scarcity; reliance on imported energy; 
and gender disparity, only further complicate the political, social and economic picture of Jordan.3 
 
Ajloun: Ajloun Governorate is located north-west of Amman, and has the fourth highest population 
density in the Kingdom (after Balqa, Irbid, and Jerash Governorates).4 The Governorate’s economy 
depends heavily on agriculture/livestock production. The unemployment rate is high, particularly 
among women, both educated and uneducated.   
 
Ajloun Governorate is a host to a significant number of Syrian refugees. Almost 53 per cent of Syrian 
refugees residing in Ajloun were displaced from the Syrian Governorate of Al Suwayda; other Syrian 
regions the population of which has found refuge in Ajloun are Dara (26 per cent) and Homs (15 per 
cent).5 

																																																								
1 USAID: https://www.usaid.gov/jordan  
2 Wilson Center: https://www.wilsoncenter.org/publication/the-gradual-weakening-the-muslim-brotherhood-jordan  
3 USAID: https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1883/Amended-Jordan-Country-Development-Strategy-March-
2015.pdf, p.iii.  
4 Jordan Development Zones: http://www.jdz.jo/?page_id=797        
5 UNHCR data portal: http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=107 
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Syrian families residing in Ajloun reportedly have a large number of school drop-outs, which is due to 
various reasons: in some cases, the families report not to be aware of educational services available; 
in others, the waiting lists are long and many do not get the chance to send their children to already 
overcrowded schools; and finally, in some families domestic or employment commitments the children 
have to engage in have prevalence over school attendance.6 
 
Amman: Important socio-economic divides exist within Amman, dividing the capital into the 
conservative areas of urbanized poor in “downtown” (with a number of Palestinian refugee camps 
existing on the fringe) and the other more “westernized” side of Amman. “This picture of ‘two Ammans’ 
broadly reflects the concentration of relatively wealthy socio-economic groups to the west and, to a 
lesser extent, the north of the city.” 7 
 
Amman also faces a major problem of vulnerable street children; though the total numbers are 
unclear, about 85 per cent of street children in Amman spend over 17 hours on the street. In addition, 
both Amman and Zarqa are also known for high levels of child abuse in schools; many residents 
attribute this to poverty, unemployment, and cultural acceptance of violence.8 
 
Amman contains a large self-settled Syrian refugee population (165,473 as of March 20159), as 
increasing numbers of refugees leave camps such as Za’tari in search of better opportunities in 
Jordanian host communities. This influx has brought with it many issues including strain on economic 
resources, public services, and infrastructure, as well as labour exploitation (including of refugee 
children). UNHCR estimates that more than half of Syrian refugees live below the poverty line in 
Amman Governorate, with a significant proportion living below the abject poverty line (the level below 
which basic food needs are not met).10 However, recent changes in legislation allowing Syrian 
refugees to obtain, under certain conditions, the work permits and start providing for their families are 
supposed to change their situation over a period of time.11 
 
Additionally, around 30,000 Iraqi refugees were reported present in Jordan as of July 2015, many of 
whom are currently living in Amman.12 Other refugee populations (around 5,000 total persons as of 
July 2015) include Somalis and Sudanese.13 
 
A general increase in crime has been reported over the past five years in Jordan overall, although 
there is no proven link between this rise and the influx of refugees in the Kingdom.14 Finally, conflicts 
between refugee and non-refugee children and youth in local schools pose a barrier to education, 
particularly for refugee children and youth.15 
 
Irbid: The Governorate of Irbid is the third largest governorate in Jordan by population and has the 
highest population density in the Kingdom.   

																																																																																																																																																																													
 
6 Ibid.  
7 Potter et al. “An Introduction to the Urban Geography of Amman, Jordan,” Geographical Paper No. 182, The University of 
Reading (Reading 2007). 
8 Rana F. Sweis, “Jordan Struggles to Protect Children,” The New York Times: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/26/world/middleeast/jordan-struggles-to-protect-children.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0   
9 UNHCR: “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Amman,”: http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/region.php?id=75&country=107   
10 UNHCR: “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Zarqa,”: 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=172&country=107&region=73   
11 World Bank: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/898321470127542828/pdf/107343-EA-P159522-Box396301B-
PUBLIC-Disclosed-8-1-2016.pdf  
12 UNHCR: “2015 UNHCR country operations profile: Jordan,”: http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49e486566.html   
13 Ibid.  
14 Dana Al Emam, “Rise in crme rate registered over five-year period,” The Jordan Times: http://jordantimes.com/rise-in-crime-
rate-registered-over-five-year-period   
15 Dawn Chatty, Hashem Ahmadzadeh, Metin Corabatir, Leen Hashem, Jalal Al Husseini and Sarah Wahby, “Ensuring Quality 
Education for Young Refugees from Syria,” Research Report, Refugee Studies Centre, University of Oxford (2014). 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Irbid Governorate is home to 141,147 registered refugees16; residents (both refugees and host 
community members) face many of the same challenges and issues as in other areas of Jordan. 
UNHCR estimates that around 60 per cent of refugees live below the poverty line (according to 2014 
estimates),17 compared with 14.7 per cent of non-refugee residents (as of 2012).  
 
In regard to the school situation, the schools in the Governorate are either overcrowded or do not 
accommodate for the required grades. This makes it difficult for those parents who accept to enrol 
their children to schools, as opposed to the larger number of parents who prefer their children being 
engaged in the workforce, earning their families’ livelihoods.18 
 
Karak: Karak Governorate is located in the southern region of Jordan. Approximately 50 per cent of 
Karak population are youth below 19 y/o, and as such are school, college or university students. 
Unemployment rate in Karak is amongst the highest in the Kingdom, especially for girls/women.19 
 
Zarqa: Zarqa Governorate currently contains 48,276 registered Syrian refugees,20 and residents, 
refugees and host community members, experience many of the same challenges described above 
for Amman Governorate. In the Central Region of Jordan in 2014, Zarqa had the highest percentage 
of female-headed refugee households, which are associated with higher socio-economic vulnerability 
(higher likelihood both of living below the absolute poverty line and the abject poverty line, despite 
some evidence of receiving higher levels of community support than male-headed households).21 The 
percentage of Jordanians living below the poverty line in Zarqa Governorate in 2012 was 8.9 per 
cent.22 
  

																																																								
16 UNHCR: “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Irbid”: 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=175&country=107&region=74    
17 Frances Voon, “Living in the shadows: Jordan home visits report 2014,” UNHCR (2015): 
http://www.unhcr.org/54b685079.html   
18 UNHCR: http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=175&country=107&region=74 
19 JOHUD: http://www.johud.org.jo/pages/526/karak  
20 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Zarqa,”: 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=172&country=107&region=73   
21 Frances Voon, “Living in the shadows: Jordan home visits report 2014,” UNHCR (2015).  
22 The Earth Institute, Columbia University, “Background document for the national poverty reduction strategy: Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan,”: http://www.mop.gov.jo/EchoBusV3.0/SystemAssets/97742757-5f15-492a-8246-603d0abee8b2.pdf    
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Background on Conflict in Jordanian Schools 
 
Conflict in Jordanian schools takes the form of physical and verbal violence among students and 
between students and teachers. The type of violence present in schools appears to be closely related 
to the gender of the teachers and students. While levels of violence in both boys’ and girls’ schools are 
high, the violence prevalent in boys’ schools appears to be mainly physical, while cases of violence in 
girls’ schools tend to be more verbal (according to reflections from teachers and students involved in 
the GFP Programme).  
 
Perceptions of discrimination (including age- and ethnicity-based discrimination) and preferential 
treatment by teachers are other aspects of violence in Jordanian schools. Many students and teachers 
of both genders lack basic skills for conflict management or positive interpersonal communication, and 
many students also lack self-confidence, which also contributes to conflict and violence in Jordanian 
schools. Pedagogy in Jordan has generally remained highly traditional, relying on strict codes of 
discipline and the use of punishment to deter negative behaviour, with the result that many teachers 
are not equipped to respond in more positive and constructive ways to disciplinary issues when they 
arise in the classroom.  
 
Research showed that the following factors present obstacles for education of children: bad public 
utilities; bad quality of education; lack of discipline; discrimination between students; as well as crime 
and violence in the school; smoking; crowded classrooms; peer pressure; and crime in the 
neighbourhoods in proximity of schools. These latter obstacles are usually faced by public schools in 
low income neighbourhoods of urban areas.23  
 
With the influx of Syrian refugees and prevailing obstacles as described above, over 7,000 new 
Jordanian teachers have been contracted to teach during second shifts which were planned to 
accommodate all including refugee children. Plans were also formalised to hire additional teachers to 
prevent reduction of the quality of education provided to all students in Jordan, including Syrian 
ones.24 In spite of this, more than 60 per cent of Syrian families were not enrolling their children to 
school for a number of reasons, ranging from inability to afford the schooling costs, to safety around 
and inside the schools including bullying and discrimination, to psychological issues of children that 
were traumatised by the civil war they fled from, and refusal of parents to get separated from their 
children.25 Those parents who managed to send and keep their children in school have all managed to 
find copying mechanisms to deal with the listed issues. Additionally, the parents whose children were 
not going to school were also afraid for the wellbeing of their children, who had no access to any 
social space provided in the communities, and were most of the time exposed to the news coverage 
from Syria, which helped perpetuated their trauma that was not being treated.26 
 
The environment outside the school is another contributing factor, as the areas in which GFP 
Programmes are conducted suffer from domestic violence and a certain degree of acceptance of 
violence as a response to conflict, particularly among boys. In addition, heavy socio-economic 
pressures increase the stress levels of these communities and contribute to the use of violence as a 
response to conflict.  
 
All of these factors can have a serious impact on the individual student, their personal development, 
and their ability to respond to conflict through means other than physical or verbal violence, as well as 
on the teachers’ responses to their students and to disciplinary issues.  
 

																																																								
23 UNDP: http://www.undp.org/content/dam/jordan/docs/Poverty/Jordan_Poverty%20Pocket%20Report.pdf 
24 UNESCO: “Syria Regional Refugees Education, Country Profile”: 
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/FIELD/Beirut/images/Jordan_Country_Profile.pdf 
25 UNHCR data portal: http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=107  
26 Ibid. 
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016  
 
The Jordan Schools Programme used weekly Sport and Arts For Peace activities to address physical 
and verbal violence among students in schools in Ajloun, Amman, Irbid, Karak and Zarqa, as well as 
between students and teachers in participating schools. The Programme also focused on violence 
between Syrian refugee students and Jordanian students from Jordan’s host communities. This 
violence is rooted in a combination of local factors; gender discrimination; socio-economic context; 
school infrastructure; some of the schools’ and Ministry of Education’s policies; and domestic violence 
within the home. The political, economic and social stresses that have arisen during the ongoing 
Syrian refugee crisis in Jordan are also contributing factors to violent conflict in Jordanian schools.  
 
The Jordan Schools Programme was designed to improve the quality of students’ interactions with 
each other, through building individual students’ ability to solve problems without violence and 
addressing the lack of respectful and tolerant relationships between different groups of students 
(including between Syrian and Jordanian students). The Programme also aimed to improve relations 
between students and teachers in participating schools, thus reducing violence. Reductions in 
violence, both among students and between students and teachers, were expected to contribute to 
participating students’ improved academic achievement. The Programme involved students (the 
Target Group) and teacher volunteers (called GFP Delegates27) in 960 sessions over the course of 
four school semesters, bringing together students of different ages and different nationalities to build 
their skills in handling conflict without verbal or physical violence.  
 
After an initial Pilot Phase with four Amman schools in 2013-2014 (funded by the US Department of 
State Middle East Partnership Initiative-MEPI), the Programme was designed to follow a two-year 
implementation plan (funded by United States Agency for International Development-USAID):  
 

• during the 2014-2015 school year (Phase 1), the Programme began in eight schools in 
Amman (one boys’ and one girls’ school), Irbid (two boys’ and two girls’ schools) and Zarqa 
(one boys’ and one girls’ school); and  

• during the 2015-2016 school year (Phase 2), the Programme expanded to a total of 12 
schools in Amman (one boys’ and one girls’ school), Irbid (two boys’ and two girls’ schools), 
Ajloun (two girls’ schools) and Karak (two boys’ schools).  

 
The Phase 1 (2014-2015) began with a specifically-designed training for 47 selected teacher 
volunteers and Ministry of Education representatives (who became GFP Delegates) from eight 
schools in Amman, Zarqa, and Irbid (five teachers from each school, all of Jordanian nationality). At 
the training, the teachers were introduced to the conflict transformation theory; conflict analysis; 
facilitation in conflict contexts; programme design and implementation; participatory monitoring and 
evaluation; volunteer mobilization and management; and a toolkit of sport- and arts-based activities 
used in peace-building contexts.  
 
Upon completion of the training, the Delegates, in cooperation with GFP headquarters staff, selected 
50 Target Group members at each school. Participating schools in Phase 1 included four girls’ schools 
and four boys’ schools; in total, 400 school students were selected as Target Group for this 
Programme.  
 

																																																								
27 Volunteers are first trained as “Delegates” at International Camps or local trainings. After completing fixed requirements, 
these Delegates are eventually certified as “Pioneers.” As part of the process of Pioneer certification, in addition to running the 
ongoing programme activities, the Delegates are required to train others, cascading their knowledge and skills in peace building 
and conflict transformation to other individuals within the community. This process is known as GFP’s “Cascading Model,” 
through which individual volunteers pass on their skills to others, contributing to an ever-expanding volunteer resource pool for 
programme implementation.  

 



	 	

 
Page 9 of 41 

The programme activities commenced with Sport and Arts For Peace sessions –in total 48 of them in 
each of the schools– delivered according to GFP’s curriculum and adapted to the needs of 
participants. The first phase of Sport and Arts For Peace sessions was conducted over the period of 
six months between December 2014 and May 2015, before being evaluated through Participatory 
Evaluations conducted in August and September 2015 (using a three month pause before evaluation 
to test the permanence of the programme’s effects).  
 
To help GFP Delegates prepare and conduct planned Participatory Evaluations, an additional training 
was provided in August 2015. The Evaluations with which the Phase 1 of the Jordan Schools 
Programme concluded were documented in the report that was submitted to the donor (USAID CIS), 
GFP volunteers and relevant stakeholders. After the end of Phase 1 in October 2015, a closing 
ceremony was held and Target Group members and GFP Delegates were presented with certificates 
of programme completion and/or Pioneer certificates.  
 
Phase 2 of the Jordan Schools Programme began in October 2015, following a second Sport and Arts 
For Peace training for 30 teachers and Ministry of Education representatives. These included 
teachers/GFP Delegates selected to lead the Programme at four newly included schools, as well as 
the teachers/GFP Delegates who were coming from the schools involved in Phase 1. The four new 
schools selected for this Phase were located in Ajloun and Karak (two girls’ schools and two boys’ 
schools). The total number of GFP Delegates in the Programme was 71 across 12 schools in addition 
to the six representatives from the Ministry of Education; the total number of participants in the Phase 
2 was 600 (50 at each school). 
 
Apart of 48 regular weekly ongoing sport- and arts-based sessions in each of the participating schools, 
the Phase 2 of the Programme saw a kick-off of GFP Club activities for former Target Group members 
coming from each school that have participated in Phase 1. GFP Delegates and selected Target 
Group members from the previous implementation phase planned to hold a series of school- and 
community-based initiatives as part of their GFP Club activities in the second school semester. To 
help the Target Group design and implement those initiatives, a GFP Leadership Training was 
organised in December 2015, providing skills and confidence required for such a task.  
 
Upon completion of the Phase 2 in May 2016, Participatory Evaluations were conducted in May 2016 
to assess the overall progress and results of this Phase. Prior to the Evaluations, a few adjustments 
were made to the process as agreed between the GFP and USAID CIS. Following several meetings 
and a focus group discussions workshop held in May 2016, the amendments to the Participatory 
Evaluation questions were introduced in order to make the whole facilitation of both focus groups and 
large group discussions easier and more appropriate for different audiences taking part in the 
Evaluations. In addition, it was also decided that the schools from one region are to be regrouped and 
hold only one Participatory Evaluation, i.e., instead of 12 there were to be only four Participatory 
Evaluations.28  
 
In June 2016, a Ramadan Iftar and a Programme closing ceremony was hosted in GFP headquarters 
to celebrate the achievements of the Jordan School Programme, and at the same time award the 
teachers/GFP volunteers with their Pioneer certificates.  
 

 
 

																																																								
28 Participatory Evaluations were conducted in four regions (Ajloun, Amman, Irbid, and Karak), in each region hosted in one of 
the participating schools, as follows: all Evaluations from schools in Ajloun were held in the Al Qala’a School for girls in Ajloun; 
all Evaluations from schools in Amman and Rusaifah were held in the Bilal bin Rabah School for boys in Amman; all Evaluations 
from schools in Irbid were held in the Nuaimah School for girls school in Irbid; and finally, all Evaluations from schools in Karak 
were held in the Zeid bin Haritha School for boys in Karak. 
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Background on Generations For Peace’s Participatory Evaluations 
 
Participatory Evaluation is an approach that brings together everyone involved in a GFP programme, 
and asks them to – collectively – come to an understanding of what happened and why.  
 
In GFP programmes, “everyone” involved in a programme refers to: 
 

• the GFP volunteers leading that programme (Delegates and Pioneers);  
• programme participants (the Target Group);  
• broader community members who are in one way or another related to the Target Group 

(Beneficiary Community); and  
• representatives from Key Stakeholders who have supported or contributed to the programme 

delivery in various ways (as local partners, or by providing access to the data used for M&E, 
or by providing financial or value-in-kind support; etc.). 

 
A Participatory Evaluation consists of: 
 

• “Focus Groups” for each of the involved groups, during which each group answers a set of 
predetermined questions; 

• a “large group discussion” for everyone who participated in Focus Groups, during which the 
answers to the pre-determined questions presented at Focus Groups are discussed on 
broader level; and 

• a “write-up and sharing” exercise, during which all the material collected at the Focus Groups 
and large group discussions is put together. 

 
This process, although time-consuming, is very useful in that it allows different community members 
associated to the programme to discuss together what went well and why, and what could be 
improved the next time. It provides opportunities for everyone’s voice to be heard, and it generates 
collective “ownership” of the programme and its future direction. It also enables our GFP volunteers to 
action what the community has agreed upon by integrating the previous programme’s adjustments 
and recommendations in the design process for the next programmatic cycle. 
 
To learn more about the Participatory Evaluation model used in Generations For Peace programmes, 
a series of blog posts is available on the Generations For Peace blog platform:  
http://blog.generationsforpeace.org/?s=participatory+evaluations&submit=Go  
 
 
Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016 Participatory Evaluations Key Facts:  
(Totals across all 12 programme locations)  

Dates of Participatory Evaluations 15 to 19 May 2016 
Generations For Peace Pioneers/Delegates attending 51 
Representative sample of Target Group members attending 120 
Representative sample of Beneficiary Community members attending 120 
Representative sample of Key Stakeholders attending 23 
Number of Focus Groups 42 
Write-up and Sharing Dates 15 to 19 May 2016 
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016: 
Expected Outcomes and Key Indicators Demonstrating the Outcomes 
 
Expected Outcomes in the Target Group:  
 

1. Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence   
2. Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved   
3. Participant students' academic achievement improved.  

 
Expected Outcomes were selected to reflect the needs identified in the USAID Country Development 
Cooperation Strategy (CDCS), which describes “psycho-social elements of the learning environment, 
including school violence” as obstructions to education, and refers to “weaknesses in teacher and 
administrative capacity”. Overall, Expected Programme Outcomes were designed to contribute to 
CDCS Development Objective 3, Intermediate Result 2, “Quality of Education.” Expected Outcomes 
(and their Indicators) were also designed to meet the logical requirements of the USAID-CIS Results 
Framework, therefore may differ from programme outcomes designed for other GFP programmes.  
 
The Target Group was selected by the GFP Delegates (teachers carefully selected and trained directly 
by GFP headquarters) at each school. During selection, particular emphasis was made as to a 
balance of students with high and low academic achievement; high and low levels of social 
involvement with their peers; and (in schools with both Syrian and Jordanian students) Syrian and 
Jordanian nationalities.  
 
Outcome Indicators:  
 

1. The percentage of participant students who report responding to conflict with other students 
and teachers or at home with verbal violence   

2. The percentage of participant students who report responding to conflict with other students 
and teachers or at home with physical violence   

3. The percentage of participant students who say that they would respond to conflict at home or 
at school with any of the following: violence (physical or verbal), walking away, ignoring it   

4. The percentage of participant students who say they feel confident to stand in front of a group 
and express themselves   

5. The percentage of participant students who report talking with either “lots of different people” 
in their class or “lots of different people” in their school (different classes)   

6. The percentage of participant students who say that they feel willing and ready to work in 
class or play on a team with students from another ethnicity/nationality or religious group   

7. Average marks of participant students in last semester.   
 
Indicators were selected to measure the above Expected Outcomes in a way that fits within the logic 
of the USAID-CIS Results Framework and reflects the SMART indicator criteria (Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound).   
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Outcome 1:  
Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence 
 
During the Participatory Evaluations, both Delegates (school teachers trained by GFP) and Target 
Group members reported positive effects the Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016 has had on 
them, including reduced violence among students and enhanced relationships between the teachers 
and students. 

GFP Delegates in Ibn Zaidoun School for boys reported a change in the Target Group members’ 
behaviour as a result of the sport- and arts-based activities, while the Delegates in Khadija School for 
girls emphasised that the idea of using Sport and Arts For Peace to improve the behaviour of students 
was very new to them but has proved to be very useful and successful one; they also stressed how 
much they liked the Target Group focusing during the ongoing activities on positive interaction 
between them as opposed to competition. 

Delegates from Haza’a School for boys reported less problems and incidents between their School’s 
students, while at the Khadija and Qala’a Schools for girls (new Phase 2 schools in Ajloun, with both 
Jordanian and Syrian students) the problems and violent incidents were reduced among both Syrian 
and Jordanian Target Group members once they have been mixed together to take part in the ongoing 
activities, which contributed to building safer environment in both Schools. 

In spite of these positive reports collected during the Participatory Evaluations, quantitative data 
collected against the indicators suggest that the Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016 did not have a 
positive effect on the ability of students (members of the Target Group) to address existing conflict 
without violence. A comparison of the quantitative data collected through baseline and endline surveys 
(outcome indicators 1 and 2) shows:  

• an increase of 21 per cent (female Target Group) and of 11 per cent (male Target Group) 
in the average percentage of participant students who report responding to conflict with 
other students and teachers or at home with physical violence;  

• an increase of 1 per cent (female Target Group) and no change (male Target Group) in the 
average percentage of participant students who report responding to conflict with other 
students and teachers or at home with verbal violence; 

• an increase of 17 per cent in the overall average percentage of participant students who 
report responding to conflict with other students and teachers or at home with physical 
violence; and  

• an increase of 0.6 per cent in the overall average percentage of participant students who 
report responding to conflict with other students and teachers or at home with verbal violence. 

 
One of the problems faced with quantitative baseline/endline data collection was the fact that not all 
participating schools have managed to produce baseline surveys.29  

The abovementioned quantitative findings indicate a decline in the prevailing situation according to the 
values of baseline and endline indicators. However, this does not mean that the overall level of 
change achieved by the Programme as a whole was a negative change. 

There are several reasons for these results. One of these could be related to the baseline/endline 
surveys not being filled in correctly, which in turn may be due to several factors including: the 
uneasiness of students to respond to the baselines in front of their teachers whom the students did not 
know that well at the beginning of the Programme (nor did the students have a precise idea of what 

																																																								
29 Jordan Programmes M&E staff made the baseline/endline comparison and analysis for 10 out of 12 participating schools: in 
two schools (Bilal School for boys and Ibn Zaidoun School for boys) there were missing baselines, so the endline results from 
these two schools were then labeled as “endlines without baselines”) and added to the overall comparison. 
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the Programme will look like); or the students might have felt nervous/afraid (when they filled out the 
baseline surveys) that they would be excluded from the Programme if they had provided more precise 
answers about the level of violence they know about in their school. The answers regarding the 
violence provided in the baselines were relatively low compared to the ones in the endlines, which led 
us to consider these possible reasons. Thus, the increased level of comfort within the Target Group as 
a result of the programme could have contributed to an increased openness or honesty in terms of the 
answers provided in the surveys. 

In addition, the Target Group members might have been empowered through the Programme and 
gained skills, knowledge and insights that have changed the way they self-report along these 
indicators. For example, they can potentially have been better able to identify types or issues of 
violence in their communities than before. Thus, where in the baseline they may have answered that 
they did not respond to conflict with (physical or verbal) violence, their interpretation at that stage may 
have been limited to understanding violence only as particular form or example of (physical or verbal)  
violence; whereas having learned through the programme about different forms of direct violence, 
structural violence and cultural violence, they may have responded in the endline that in fact they were 
(still) responding sometimes with violence.  

It is worth mentioning that these assumptions are based on a recognition of the fact that some of our 
data collection methods have certain limitations. These techniques are aimed at collecting data 
assessing behavioural change in communities. However, they are not a self-contained method of 
doing so, and must be considered in the light of other qualitative evidence. 

It is also worth mentioning that there is a decrease in the percentage of Target Group members 
responding to conflict with physical violence in Taghreed School for girls in Amman –a 20 per cent 
decrease– and in Jaber bin Hayyan School for boys –a 25 per cent decrease. A possible 
interpretation of these findings could be that these two schools joined the Programme at its very 
beginning in 2013/2014. Thus, they have had a longer exposure to ongoing programmatic peace-
building activities, which can be an indicator positive long-term programme effects on the students.    

In spite of the troubling quantitative data coming from the baseline and endline comparisons, there are 
other positive findings related to the effects of the programme. During the Participatory Evaluations in 
all of the 12 participating schools, the Target Group members reported that their participation in the 
Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016 has improved their behaviour and reduced the violence 
among them through Sport and Arts For Peace activities. They referred to several situations and 
stories supporting their claims.30  

At Khadija, Taghreed, Nuaimah, Kitim Schools for girls, and at Zeid, Jaber, Ibn Taimiah Schools for 
boys, the Target Group members reported changing their negative behaviour into a positive one: they 
stopped hitting their friends, shouting at them and provoking fights; they avoided fighting with their 
siblings at home as well as fighting with their friends at school; and generally reduced their bad temper 
and tension. One Target Group member in Nuaimah School for girls and another one in Ibn Taimiah 
School for boys mentioned that their parents, family and friends recognised their transformed positive 
behaviour.   

As reported during the Evaluations, in three girls’ Schools (Khadija, Taghreed, Nuaimah) and one 
boys’ School (Ibn Taimiah), the Target Group members were able to cooperate together, they learnt to 
help each other, and not use any violence. 

At Ibn Zaydoun and Jaber Schools, the Target Group members reported that they were reflecting on 
and applying what they have learnt through the Programme with their friends in the neighbourhood 
																																																								
30 The Participatory Evaluations’ focus group discussions were led by external facilitators (volunteers from GFP Social Cohesion 
Programme), and the qualitative data gathered during these discussions do not indicate the Programme results to be the same 
as the ones provided through qualitative data collection.    
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and also with their siblings at home, and that they are spending more time doing so instead of staying 
in the street. GFP Delegates at Khadija School for girls also stressed that the students were applying 
the actual Programme activities (content of ongoing Programme’s sessions) at home with their siblings 
and also at school with non-participant students.  

Additionally, members of the Target Group were able to resolve their own conflicts and deal 
constructively with them. At Nusaibah, Jaber and Ibn Taimiah Schools, the Target Group members 
reported that they were now able to solve problems among themselves without either physical or 
verbal violence. At Ibn Zaydoun School for boys, one Target Group member reported that the students 
were able to forgive each other, which in turn made them feel safer. At Nusaibah and Kitim Schools for 
girls, the Target Group members used the terms “negotiation” and “discussion” as an alternative to 
solving problems, instead of fighting.  

GFP Delegates at Al Qala’a School for girls reported that the students were more accepting of each 
other’s differences and more respective of others’ opinions, noticing that they have developed active 
listening skills which helped in this process.  

GFP Delegates at Taghreed School for girls, which participated in the Programme since the Pilot 
Phase 2013/2014, reported important change in the Target Group members’ behaviour, with less 
cases being referred to the school counsellor. Target Group members gained the skill of solving 
problems without violence, their sense of responsibility had increased, and they were generally more 
interested to attend the school.   

At Zeid and Khadija Schools,31 the Target Group members reported the adopted attitude of no winning 
or losing in the sport-based activities; instead they were able to recognise those activities as 
cooperative instead of being competitive ones. 

Target Group members at Haza’a School32 in Karak mentioned they show more consideration towards 
the feelings of younger students, and that this positive change in behaviour was a result of engaging 
different age groups in the Programme activities. 

  

																																																								
31 Zeid bin Haritha School for boys in Karak and Khadija bint Khwailed School for girls in Ajloun are the new schools that have 
joined the Programme in the Phase 2. 
32 Haza’a School for boys in Karak is a new school that have joined the Programme in the Phase 2 in 2015/2016. 
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Testimonials: 
 

“Yes, I changed for the better, I started interacting with girls and stopped being aggressive.”  
• Female Target Group member, Qala’a School for girls 

  
“I used to spend my time in the streets; but after GFP Programme, I started spending more 
time at home and teaching my brothers what I was learning.” 

• Male Target Group member, Jaber School for boys 
 
“I used to misbehave a lot without thinking, but after GFP I started reminding myself that I’m a 
GFP member and I can’t behave like this.” 

• Female Target Group member, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“Her Majesty the Queen visited Princess Taghreed School for girls to see ‘Makani Initiative’, 
and at the same time there was a GFP session, which brought the Queen’s attention. She 
asked about it, we explained everything, and she was so happy about it.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“Three of GFP students participated in lining the playing field and painting of the fence; the 
same students were always absent and used to run away from school.” 

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zaidoun School for boys 
 
“Yes, there was a change; there were two girls who used to fight all the time and sometimes 
hit each other; after GFP, they’ve become close friends and they even go out together.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“Before GFP, girls used to enter the class in a very aggressive way without knocking, now 
they take the permission first.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“Students have become cooperative instead of violent, and interactive instead of shy.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Khadija School for girls 
 
“They got used to discipline during the sessions, like raising hands and being quiet when 
requested.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Al Qala’a School for girls 
 
“There was a student who was a big troublemaker and always in detention; he changed to 
participate in all sessions and has become very positive.” 

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zaidoun School for boys  
 
“At the end of the Programme, Syrians and Jordanians started interacting with each other 
without us initiating their exchanges.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Al Qala’a School for girls 
 
“Girls were deprived from such activities outside the school; the sessions were the perfect 
place for them to play sport, draw and interact.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Al Qala’a School for girls 
 
“Four students volunteered to maintain the schools’ windows and saved the school JOD 
1,000.” 

• Male Key Stakeholder, Zeid bin Haritha School for boys 
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Outcome 2:  
Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved 
 
Increased interaction and bonding among students and with teachers was reported as obvious in all of 
the 12 Programmes’ locations. GFP Delegates were surprised at how fast the Target Group members 
changed as the Programme progressed: the small cliques of students that existed in the schools prior 
to the start of the Programme (formed by age, nationality, or simply preference) were dispersed as the 
Programme progressed, resulting in much larger mixed group of students spending time together and 
interacting. Delegates in nine schools (Qala’a, Khadija, Nusaibah, Nuaimah, Kitim, Ibn Zaydoun, Ibn 
Taimiah, Zeid bin Haritha and Haza’a) reported noticing a number of quiet, shy and unsociable 
students who, in the course of the Programme, gained self-confidence, leadership skills, strong 
personality and high sense of responsibility; they became eager to participate in activities and 
cooperate with other students be it from the Target Group or other non-participant students (referred 
to as Beneficiary Community members). GFP Delegates were even relying on them when setting up 
certain tasks during the Programme itself.   
 
Target Group members in Bilal, Ibn Taimiah and Haza’a Schools for boys expressed how useful the 
Jordan Schools Programme was for them, as it improved their personalities, helped them learn new 
skills and gain self-confidence. At Taghreed, Nuaimah, Kitim, Al Qala’a and Bilal Schools, the Target 
Group members were very excited when speaking of the change happening in their personalities; they 
spoke of being unsocial and shy prior to the Programme, and how they changed to be more confident, 
assertive when expressing their opinions freely and without hesitation, and that in general they made 
more friends. At Taghreed and Zeid Schools, the Target Group members reported that acting and role 
plays (Arts For Peace activities) organised by Delegates helped gain self-confidence and improve 
skills. The Target Group members at 10 schools also reported that they made new friends and met 
new people; they also felt proud of the team spirit of their group and cooperation among them that has 
developed as a result of the Programme.  
 
As a result of the Jordan Schools Program activities, members of the Beneficiary Community (non-
participant students) in Bilal School for boys in Amman and in Ibn Zaidoun School for boys33 in Irbid 
reported feeling “jealous” of the Target Group members (as they themselves were not part of the 
Programme). This was corroborated by GFP Delegates from these schools, who explained that the 
huge interest the Beneficiary Community members showed towards the Programme pushed their 
parents to call and request GFP Delegates to admit their children to the Programme as well. In 
addition, Target Group members at Nusaibah, Nuaimah, Kitim and Khadija Schools for girls mentioned 
that other, non-participant students “envied” the Target Group for being distinguished as members of 
the GFP Programme, and having an opportunity to participate in a variety of activities both in and 
outside the school. 
 
The Delegates in Ibn Taimiah School for boys in Irbid also mentioned that the Programme’s “first 
generation” of Target Group members had a good effect on the current one in terms of better 
interaction and positive attitude towards each other and towards their teachers. 
 
GFP Delegates at Al Qala’a and Khadija Schools for girls in Ajloun, in which both the Jordanian and 
Syrian nationalities were present, reported that as a result of mixing the Programme participants 
together in the Jordan Schools Programme, increased acceptance and decreased number of violent 
incidents among them were noticed. Delegates at Al Qala’a School for girls in Ajloun even mentioned 
that there were less problems among students from different religions (Muslims and Christians). In 
both of these schools, a decrease of 49 per cent (Khadija School for girls) and of 42 per cent (Al 
Qala’a School for girls) in the number of students referred to the school counsellor for 
violent/disruptive behaviour was reported. 
 

																																																								
33 The two schools joined the Jordan Schools Programme Phase 1 in 2014/2015. 



	 	

 
Page 17 of 41 

The Target Group members at schools that have students of Syrian nationality (Taghreed, Khadija, 
Ibn Zaidoun, Haza’a) reported increased interaction between Syrians and their Jordanian peers, 
mentioning that the Jordanian students made lots of Syrian friends and became like brothers/sisters. 
During the Participatory Evaluation, they were repeating that discrimination among them, very much 
present prior to the Programme, has decreased over the period of time in which Programme’s ongoing 
activities were implemented. Additionally, at Zeid bin Haritha, Ibn Taimiah, Nuaimah and Kitim 
Schools, Target Group members reported unexpected interaction with different age groups where 
barriers between them were broken and friendships were made across age groups. 
 
Indicator data indicate that the interactions among students have improved during the GFP Jordan 
Schools Programme. Comparison of baseline and endline data showed:  
 

• an increase of 14 per cent (female Target Group) and of 14 per cent (male Target Group) 
in the average percentage of participant students who report talking with either “lots of 
different people” in their class or “lots of different people” in their school (different classes); 
and  

• an increase of 12 per cent (female Target Group) and of 8 per cent (male Target Group) in 
the average percentage of participant students who said that they felt willing and ready to 
work in class or play on a team with students from another school class or another 
ethnicity/religious group.  

 
In two new schools which joined the Phase 2 of the Programme in 2015/2016 (Haza’a and Zeid bin 
Haritha Schools for boys), the GFP Delegates reported more interaction between students in and out 
of the schools. Delegates also reported that the previously existing barriers between students and 
teachers were being broken, which in turn resulted in the Target Group members starting to see their 
teachers in a different light, better communicating with them, and developing respect for and positive 
relationships with teachers in the classrooms and school in general.  
 
This particular result was evident in the relationships that developed between the teachers and 
students: Delegates at Nuaimah and Qala’a Schools for girls and Ibn Zaidoun, Ibn Taimiah and 
Haza’a Schools for boys spoke of new trust developed between them and students, closer 
relationships, and a number of situations in which they were approached by students to speak of and 
solve the problems. The Delegates recognised that the students’ behaviour and even their academic 
achievements were influenced by the quality of the relationship that have developed amongst the 
Target Group members.  
 
Target Group members’ reaction to the relationships between them and their teachers was also clearly 
explained during the Participatory Evaluations. At Nuaimah, Kitim, Khadija, Al Qala’a and Bilal 
Schools, the Target Group reported that the interaction and bonding between them and their teachers 
improved, resulting in stronger, and warmer, relationships being built with teachers. Target Group 
members at Nusaibah, Kitim, Taghreed, Ibn Zaidoun, Zeid bin Haritha, Jaber and Bilal Schools 
mentioned that their perspective and opinion of teachers has changed (prior to the Programme, they 
considered teachers “scary” or “nervous”), but following the completion of GFP Programme their 
relationships have improved and became almost friendly, allowing some of the Target Group members 
to even share their personal problems with the teachers. 
 
However, in Bilal and Khadija Schools, GFP Delegates were disappointed with the behaviour of some 
of the Target Group members. Teachers felt that a few Programme participants took advantage of 
their relation and crossed the boundaries while communicating with the teachers. In addition, at 
Nusaibah, Zeid bin Haritha, Khadija and Qala’a Schools, GFP Delegates reported that some Target 
Group members became very daring and arrogant as a result of the Programme. The Delegates from 
Taghreed School for girls in Amman reported that a few Target Group members have become so 
hyperactive that the teachers were receiving complaints about them. All of these are considered as 
negative effects of the Programme. 
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Indicator data suggest that interaction between students and teachers did improve as follows:  
 

• 94 per cent of female Target Group members surveyed reported improvement in their 
ability to communicate with their teachers in the period of the Programme exceeding the 
target by 29 percentage points; and  

• 96 per cent of male Target Group members surveyed reported improvement in their 
ability to communicate with their teachers in the period of the programme exceeding the 
target by 31 percentage points. 

 
The Programme had an effect, an indirect one, on the GFP Delegates as well. During the Participatory 
Evaluations, the Delegates reported that they themselves have changed. In three schools, the 
Delegates reported that they were applying what they have learnt in the Programme in their other 
classes. In addition, the Delegates became aware of the pattern of verbal violence that was spread 
among themselves in their communication; being aware of these and actively working on them 
resulted in the decrease of verbal violence in their communications. Teachers’ own shyness has 
turned into self-confidence as a result of the Programme, and the relationships between the Delegates 
as well as with other schools’ teachers who did not take part in the Programme became stronger.  

Finally, it is worth mentioning that in the Ibn Zaidoun School for boys, one Target Group member 
expressed that the values and expressions of change acquired during the GFP Programme were also 
addressed in another project run by Save the Children; this student referred to the terms such as 
“cooperation” and “interaction” being used in that project, which was coherent with the GFP’s 
expressions of change and easier for him to follow in the activities of Jordan Schools Programme.  
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Testimonials: 
 

“There was a student who had some issues; she used to be absent most of the time, she 
didn’t used to eat and when we would call her parents, they didn’t show up. After the 
Programme, she has changed a lot and started eating, participating and helping the teachers 
with filling in the attendance sheets.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“A girl suffered from continuous crying without any specific reason even when at home, we 
contacted her parents and they didn’t know why she is crying all the time. After she joined the 
GFP Programme, the problem is solved and she stopped crying and she cared so much about 
GFP sessions time.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School for girls 
 
“One teacher has changed after joining the Programme. She used to avoid and be scared of 
interacting with others and taking the initiative, bur after the GFP Progamme she gained 
strong personality and she stopped being afraid of anything new.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Nuaimah School for girls  
 
 “I’ve become more considerate with students, even the ones outside the Programme; I 
started analysing their problems, digging for further information. I used to shout at students if 
they misbehave, but after the Programme I learnt how to use other methods like negotiation, 
discussion and friendly meetings that sometimes helped me understand certain 
circumstances.” 

• Female GFP Female Delegate, Nusaibah School for girls 
 
“Students are more interactive with teachers and teachers are more patient with students.” 

• Male GFP Delegate, Haza’a School for boys  
 
“A girl who witnessed the murder of her mom, and her father marrying another woman, was so 
unsocial, she had many issues, she lied and stole and she was mistreated by her stepmother. 
After joining the Programme she has changed a lot and become more sociable.” 

• Female GFP Delegate, Al Qala’a School for girls 
 
“There was a girl who was so shy and unsocial and she wanted to leave her school because 
she was selected to participate in the GFP programme; but she was encouraged to stay and 
she’s become very sociable and interactive.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Khadija School for girls   
 
“I used to cry everyday before going to school, but after GFP I started liking the school, I also 
used to throw garbage in the streets but now I have a bag with me where I put all trash in it.” 

• Female Target Group member, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“I used to be a shy student; now I participate in the school radio station.” 

• Male Target Group member, Haza’a School for boys 
 
“I used to judge people before dealing with them, I discovered that you can’t judge people 
without any interaction with them.” 

• Female Target Group member, Nusaibah School for girls 
 
 
 
-continued- 
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-continued- 
 
 “I used to hate one student because he was weak; after the Programme I felt that he needs 
help and I started encouraging him.” 

• Male Target Group member, Ibn Zaidoun School for boys 
 
“I didn’t imagine that I would ever like my teachers, but after joining GFP I now love them all. I 
didn’t like drawing but now I do. I used to like sitting alone, now I like being surrounded with 
my friends.” 

• Female Target Group member, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“We are 50 students chosen out of 800, it is great that we have had this chance of joining the 
Programme. I’ve learnt that I should not discriminate between people, I was so racist but after 
the Programme I started loving everyone.” 

• Female Target Group member, Taghreed School for girls 
 
 “I faced difficulties understanding my English teacher, but after I joined GFP and dealt with 
her, this has fully changed.” 

• Female Target Group member, Nusaibah School for girls 
 
“I didn’t expect there will be mixing between 7th and 10th grades, and after the Programme we 
became friends.”  

• Male Target Group member, Ibn Taimiah School for boys  
 
“I used to be arrogant and not open to talk with anyone; after joining the GFP Programme I 
started talking to all girls in class and GFP.” 

• Female Target Group member, Khadija School for girls 
 
 “I used to be always alone in everything but during the Programme I learnt how to interact 
and cooperate with other girls.” 

• Female Target Group member, Kitim School for girls 
 
“I was new in this school and I didn’t know anyone but I joined the Programme and I know all 
girls now and I gained more self-confidence.” 

• Female Target Group member, Kitim School for girls 
 
“What I liked the most in the GFP Programme was the noticeable friendship between students 
and teachers, and good communication between them.”  

• Key Stakeholder, Bilal School for boys headmaster 
 
“GFP leaders are stars in the school, they made several initiatives for benefit of others.” 

• Key Stakeholder, Bilal School for boys headmaster 
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Outcome 3:  
Participant students' academic achievement improved  
 
The improvement of Target Group members’ academic achievement was not so evident in the 
different Programme’s locations; the Delegates, Target Group members, Beneficiary Community 
members and Key Stakeholders (other teachers) reported different types of cases, with some Target 
Groups members improving their academic achievement while others did not. Delegates and Key 
Stakeholders at Nusaibah, Ibn Taimah, Bilal and Taghreed Schools as well as the Target Group 
members from the latter two Schools reported an increase in the average marks of Target Group 
members. Beneficiary Community members (non-participant students) in Al Qala’a and Zeid bin 
Haritha Schools also reported the same results. GFP Delegates from these schools confirmed they 
were applying what they learnt on other non-participant students and not only the GFP programme’s 
Target Group members.  
 
However, the precise measurement of academic improvement through indicator data was not 
performed as the averages of the Target Group members for academic year 2015/2016 were not 
issued by the time this report was prepared.  
 
As reported by GFP Delegates during the Participatory Evaluations, the academic improvement was a 
result of the increased interaction between the teachers and Target Group members, and of the strong 
relationships built between those two groups during the Programme. For example, in Haza’a School 
for boys in Karak, one Delegate mentioned that the Target Group members are more interacting with 
teachers while the teachers are more patient with Target Group members, therefore this situation 
allows for more conducive atmosphere in the classroom that encourages learning and improves 
students’ academic performance. According to what was mentioned in Outcome 2 (quality of 
interactions among students and between students and teachers improved), both Delegates and 
Target Group members reported that the relationships between them was clearly improved, which in 
turn positively influenced their academic achievement.   
 
Target Group members in all 12 schools reported that they gained self-confidence as a result of the 
sport- and arts-based activities, and that their participation and cooperation–not only in the 
Programme but classroom as well– has increased. For example, a Target Group member in Al Qala’a 
School for girls cited that she used to hate classes but after joining the GFP Programme she started to 
like coming to school and attending the classes. Another Target Group member in Taghreed School 
for girls in Amman reported that she used to be afraid to read in front of her friends, but after the GFP 
Programme she was able and happy to do it. Moreover, GFP Delegates at Nusaibah and Haza’a 
Schools mentioned that the absence rate has decreased among the GFP programme Target Group as 
they were excited to go to school to attend the Jordan Schools Programme sessions. 
 
Indicator data suggests that Target Group members’ confidence in class participation improved over 
the course of the Programme. A comparison of baseline and endline data revealed an increase of 4 
per cent (overall average in both boys’ and girls’ schools) and of 7 per cent (female Target 
Group) in the average percentage of participant students who said that they felt confident to stand in 
front of a group and express themselves. As for the male Target Group, there was no improvement 
nor decrease in their confidence in class participation.  

On another hand, and according to GFP Delegates, the grades of some Target Group members in Al 
Qala’a, Bilal, Haza’a and Khadija were not as good as they should have been, which is reported to be 
a result of the Programme. In Khadija School for girls, Delegates mentioned that the Target Group 
members were so focused on the Programme that it affected their grades; and at Jaber bin Hayyan 
School for boys, Key Stakeholders mentioned that there were excellent students who focused on the 
GFP Programme more than on the classes. Delegates were also disappointed of the dishonesty of 
some Target Group members (at Nusaibah, Al Qala’a and Bilal Schools) who were using the 
Programme sessions as an excuse to skip classes while also not attending the Programme sessions.  
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Delegates at Ibn Taimiah School, Target Group members at Bilal, Jaber bin Hayyan, Ibn Taimah, 
Kitim, Zeid, Al Qala’a, Nuaimah and Haza’a Schools, and Key Stakeholders (headteachers and other 
teachers) at Khadija, Al Qala’a and Jaber Schools all agreed that the Programme sessions timings 
were not suitable as they contradicted with important classes like math, science, physics and Arabic 
language, or sometimes even with the exams. On the other hand, the Delegates at Zeid bin Haritha 
School for boys and Taghreed School for girls were frustrated because they had to conduct the 
Programme sessions late after school or in the early morning before classes, so that the classes of 
Target Group are not affected. Target Group members at Jaber bin Hayyan School for boys also 
reported that the teachers were offended when the Target Group had to leave their classes to attend 
the GFP sessions, and that at the Kitim School for girls, teachers refused to repeat/re-cap the content 
of the classes the Target Group has missed.  
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Testimonials: 
 
“I used to hate ‘writing and conversation’ at school, but after GFP I started liking it and I 
stopped being afraid to read what I wrote in front of my friends or in the classroom, because 
they taught us how to make plays.” 

• Female Target Group member, Taghreed School for girls 
 
“Students who were hesitant to answer inside the class became more confident to do so.” 
Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Taimiah School for boys 
 
“There was a student who was the shadow of other student; after the Programme, she gained 
confidence and became independent with a strong personality.” 

• Key Stakeholder, Al Qala’a School for girls teacher 
 
“GFP teachers helped students raise their self-confidence and sense of responsibility.” 

• Key Stakeholder, Khadija School for girls teacher 
  
“This programme helped turn students to be leaders, to a point that we were depending on 
GFP students in many activities in the school especially through the GFP Club.”  

• Key Stakeholder, Taghreed School for girls teacher 
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016: 
Expected Impacts and Key Indicators Demonstrating the Impacts 
 
Expected Impacts in the Beneficiary Community:  
 

1. The level of violence in the school was reduced 
2. Teacher – student relationships were improved.  

 
Expected Impacts were selected to reflect the needs identified in the USAID Country Development 
Cooperation Strategy (CDSC), which describes “psycho-social elements of the learning environment, 
including school violence” as obstructions to education, and refers to “weaknesses in teacher and 
administrative capacity.” Overall, Expected Programme Impacts were designed to contribute to CDSC 
Development Objective 3, Intermediate Result 2, “Quality of Education.” Expected Impacts (and their 
Indicators) were also designed to meet the logical requirements of the USAID-CIS Results 
Framework, therefore may differ from programme impacts designed for other GFP programmes. 
 
The Beneficiary Community included the other students (non-GFP participants) in the 12 participating 
schools, as well as five students who were part of the GFP Clubs established in eight schools in 
Amman, Irbid and Zarqa (Rusaifeh), which participated in the Phase 1 of the Programme.  

Impact Indicators:  
 

1. The number of drop-outs in participating classes during the last semester 
2. The number of students from the participating classes referred to the school counsellor for 

violent/disruptive behaviour in the last semester 
3. The percentage of non-participant students who report responding to conflict with other 

students and teachers or at home with verbal violence 
4. The percentage of non-participant students who report responding to conflict with other 

students and teachers or at home with physical violence 
5. The percentage of non-participant students who say that they would respond to conflict at 

home or at school with any of the following: violence (physical or verbal), walking away, 
ignoring it 

6. The percentage of GFP Delegates' students sampled (participant students) who report 
improvement in their ability to communicate with their teachers 

7. The percentage of GFP Delegates' students sampled (non-participant students) who report 
improvement in their ability to communicate with their teachers 

8. The percentage of GFP Delegates who report improvement in their ability to communicate 
with their students. 

 
Indicators were selected to measure the above impacts in a way that fits within the logic of the USAID-
CIS Results Framework and reflects the SMART indicator criteria (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, 
Relevant, and Time-bound).  
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Impact 1:  
The level of violence in the school was reduced 
 
During the Participatory Evaluations’ focus group discussions with the Beneficiary Community 
members in eight schools (students participating in the GFP Clubs), it was reported and agreed that 
the Programme contributed to decrease of violence in those schools by spreading positive values 
among the students; changing negative attitudes; and helping instil cooperation, participation and 
problems-solving through discussion. Beneficiary Community members at GFP Clubs expressed their 
happiness at being selected to take part in the GFP Club activities, and being able to benefit their 
school and friends. 

Other Beneficiary Community members (non-GFP Programme participant students) including those in 
the four new schools joining the programme in 2015/2016 (Qala’a and Khadija Schools for girls in 
Ajloun, and Haza’a and Zeid bin Haritha Schools for boys in Karak) also agreed that the Jordan 
Schools Programme decreased violence among students and improved their behaviour. For example, 
two students at Zeid bin Haritha and Qala’a Schools who were well-known bullies have changed their 
behaviour after joining the Programme and earned quite a lot of friends as a result of it. Beneficiary 
Community members emphasised the harmony between Syrian and Jordanian students that was 
established in the course of the Programme. Moreover, they also felt that there was more discipline in 
the schools.  

In spite of these positive comments during the Participatory Evaluations, once again the indicator data 
suggest that the Jordan Schools Programme 2015/2016 did not have a positive effect on the ability of 
the Beneficiary Community members to reduce violence. Comparison of baseline and endline survey 
data shows:  

• an increase of 17 per cent (female Beneficiary Community members) and of 8 per cent 
(male Beneficiary Community members) in the average percentage of non-participant 
students who report responding to conflict with other students and teachers or at home with 
physical violence; and  

• an increase of 21 per cent (female Beneficiary Community members) and decrease of 7 
per cent (male Beneficiary Community members) in the average percentage of non-
participant students who report responding to conflict with other students and teachers or at 
home with verbal violence.  

 
The most obvious positive effect in the abovementioned analysis is that there was a slight 
improvement in the male Beneficiary Community members in regard to the verbal violence, with 7 per 
cent decrease in the average percentage of non-participant students who report responding to 
conflict with other students and teachers or at home with verbal violence. 

During the analysis of the baseline/endline data (including indicators 3 and 4) in 10 out of 12 
schools,34 it appeared that there is one school for girls and one school for boys that are shifting the 
overall average in regard to the indicator 4. These schools are Kitim School for girls in Irbid and Zaid 
bin Haritha School for boys in Karak; the data analysis shows an 88 per cent increase in the 
percentage of students responding to conflict with physical violence in Kitim School and 83 per cent in 
Zaid bin Haritha School. If these two schools are excluded from the baseline/endline analysis, we will 
get to a slight decrease of 5 per cent in the overall percentage in both girls and boys schools, and a 
significant decrease of 17 per cent among boys schools. In addition, we would be able to notice an 
improvement in four other schools, with a decrease in the average of Beneficiary Community 
members responding to conflict with physical violence, as follows: in Jaber bin Hayyan School for boys 

																																																								
34 Jordan Programmes M&E staff made the baseline/endline comparison and analysis for 10 out of 12 participating schools: in 
two schools (Bilal School for boys and Ibn Zaidoun School for boys) there were missing baselines, so the endline results from 
these two schools were then labeled as “endlines without baselines”) and added to the overall comparison. 
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a decrease of 37 per cent; in Nuaimah School for girls a decrease of 13 per cent; in Al Qala’a School 
for girls a decrease of 21 per cent; and in Haza’a School for boys a decrease of 16 per cent. 

It is worth mentioning that indicator data comparison shows a decrease in the Beneficiary Community 
members (non-participant students) responding to verbal violence in four schools: a slight decrease of 
6 per cent in Nusaibah School for girls and 4 per cent in Haza’a School for boys, and a significant 
decrease of 34 per cent in Ibn Taimiah School for boys and 25 per cent in Zeid bin Haritha School for 
boys.  

The abovementioned unexpected findings could be similar to the ones of the Target Group members: 
surveys not filled in correctly by the Beneficiary Community members due to power relations between 
the teachers/GFP volunteers and students; the uneasiness of students to report on the realistic level 
of violence they have noticed in their schools; the Beneficiary Community members might have been 
empowered through the Programme thus feeling more confident when reporting on these indicators; 
etc.  

Another explanation would be that these are in fact expected results (in the case of Beneficiary 
Community) since the Programme was implemented in the schools with a medium level of violence, 
thus making it difficult to reduce physical and verbal violence among all students in a relatively short 
time-span, and within a context where pressures, tensions and violence in the wider community may 
indeed be on the increase and could possibly have still been mitigated by the Programme, or not been 
impacted in any significant way.  

It is worth mentioning that those are all the assumptions of the GFP headquarters and there is no data 
available to know which reasons may be more valid than others.  

With respect to the indicator 2, analysed data show a decrease of 30 per cent in the average 
number of students from participating classes being referred to school counsellors for 
violent/disruptive behaviour in the semester during the academic year 2015/2016. However, during the 
Participatory Evaluations discussions, only in two schools out of 12 (Ibn Zaidoun and Ibn Taimiah 
Schools for boys), GFP Delegates mentioned that violence was reduced in the school as a whole, 
which was corroborated by the statements of the Target Group members from these two Schools as 
well.  
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Testimonials: 
 

“What I liked the most about the Programme was using the energy of the students in Sport 
and Arts For Peace sessions, learning new skills, and mixing with new students at school.” 

• Male GFP Club Beneficiary Community member, Ibn Zaidoun School for boys 
 
“I used to be so stubborn and think that my opinion is always right, but I changed and I now 
listen to others, and that was because I learnt to give others the chance to speak and respect 
them”.  

• Female GFP Club Beneficiary Community member, Nuaimah School for girls 
 
“There was one student who was a bully and she used to love only herself. She used to beat 
the children and anyone who speaks with her, but now we are friends and she has changed a 
lot.” 

• Female Beneficiary Community members, Al Qalah School for girls  
 
“We applied the games we learnt with the boys in our neighbourhood and told them about 
cooperation and respect towards other students and teachers.” 

• Male Target Group member, Ibn Zaidoun School for boys 
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Impact 2:  
Teacher – student relationships improved  
 
As mentioned previously in the section on Outcome 2, the interaction between the GFP Delegates and 
Target Group members has clearly increased. The Delegates emphasised that they themselves have 
changed a lot, as they applied lessons learnt from the Programme in the classes with the Beneficiary 
Community members (non-participant students), including new ways of teaching through acting and 
role plays. Target Group members at Ibn Zaidoun School for boys and Nuaimah and Kitim Schools for 
girls reported that they felt all teachers were their friends, not only the GFP Delegates/teachers, and 
they were urging their peers to respect all teachers. 
  
The Delegates in four schools (Khadija, Nuaimah, Al Qala’a and Ibn Zaidoun) mentioned that the Key 
Stakeholders (headteachers and other teachers) showed a lot of cooperation and offered a lot of help, 
as they were witnessing a change happening in the Target Group members as well as the Delegates 
themselves. The Delegates at Nusaibah School for girls and Bil bin Rabah School for boys reported 
improvement in their relation with other teachers at their school. On the other hand, at Taghreed 
School for girls and Jaber School for boys, Delegates mentioned that some of the Key Stakeholders 
(other teachers) were not supportive especially if sessions had to be held later in the day, so a few of 
them would refuse the request of Target Group members to leave their classes to join the GFP 
Programme sessions. Target Group members at Jaber bin Hayyan School for boys and Kitim School 
for girls also reported that teachers (non-GFP Delegates) were offended when the students would 
leave their classes to attend the Programme, and were inclined to punish the Target Group members 
for doing so. In addition, Key Stakeholders (other teachers) at Jaber bin Hayyan School for boys 
complained about students leaving the classes to join the GFP sessions, stating that some excellent 
students cared about the GFP sessions more than all other classes. 
 
The Beneficiary Community members (GFP Clubs’ students) from the eight schools reported a 
significant cooperation, communication and respect being developed between them and their GFP 
Delegates/teachers, which they all attributed to the breaking of barriers initiated by the GFP 
Programme. At Al Qala’a School for girls, Beneficiary Community members (non-participant students) 
described their GFP Delegates/teachers at the end of the Programme as different characters who 
listened to them and helped them whenever it was possible. At Khadija School for girls, Beneficiary 
Community members (non-participant students) mentioned that their relation with their GFP 
Delegates/teachers had become better, enabling the students to approach and speak with the 
teachers more frequently.  
 
Key Stakeholders (other teachers) at Taghreed and Nusaibah Schools for girls described the Target 
Group members being seen and appreciated as “leaders”, confirming that they relied on them in many 
activities in the school, especially through the GFP Clubs. At Kitim School for girls, Key Stakeholders 
emphasised the students being more willing to follow Key Stakeholders’ orders and respect them. 
However, a few Key Stakeholders (headteachers and other teachers) at Khadija, Al Qala’a and Jaber 
Schools criticised the time of the Programme sessions, which contradicted with classes and exams.  
 
Finally, indicator data suggest that the relationships between non-participant students and their 
teachers were also improved during the Programme as follows:  

• 83 per cent of female non-participant students surveyed (Beneficiary Community 
members) reported improvement in their ability to communicate with their teachers in the 
period of the Programme exceeding the target by 18 percentage points; and 	

• 86 per cent of male non-participant students surveyed (Beneficiary Community members) 
reported improvement in their ability to communicate with their teachers in the period of the 
programme exceeding the target by 21 percentage points. 	
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Testimonials: 
 

“I like being close to the teachers. I was afraid of teachers before, but after Generations For 
Peace Programme, it all changed.” 

• Female GFP Club Beneficiary Community member, Nussaibah School for girls 
 
“Some students used to feel shy talking with the teachers, now they have the ability to speak 
with the teachers and their relations with them had become better.” 

• Female Beneficiary Community member, Khadija School for girls 
 
“My relation with the teachers and students has become stronger, all students know me now 
and everybody wanted to participate in the Programme.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nussaibah School for girls 
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Learning and Reflection Through Evaluation 
 
The Participatory Evaluation process went smoothly and efficiently as a result of the cooperation and 
support of the host four schools, as well as the commitment from all other participating schools. GFP 
Delegates were highly cooperative, and the ones that have already had a Participatory Evaluation 
experience were helping the new-comers to this process execute their tasks smoothly.  
 
Following the Workshop with the USAID CIS, it was agreed that the GFP Delegates will not facilitate 
the focus group discussions in this Programme Phase; chosen facilitators and note-takers came from 
other GFP Jordan Programme (the Social Cohesion Programme). This approach was aimed to ensure 
no power relations existed between the facilitators and focus group members (which could have been 
the case if the GFP Delegates/teachers were facilitating these discussions). In addition to these 
facilitators, the GFP headquarters staff was also present to support facilitation of both focus groups 
and large group discussions. In total, between eight and 14 facilitators and note-takers were involved 
with facilitation of the whole evaluation process. 
 
Every Participatory Evaluation day was filled with excitement, with huge efforts made by all attendees 
to ensure the success of the process. As mentioned earlier, the schools were regrouped and the 
Participatory Evaluations were merged per region, to ease the whole process and time management. 
For example, in Amman (Taghreed School for girls and Bilal School for boys) and Rusaifeh (Nusaibah 
School for girls and Jaber School for boys), the Participatory Evaluation was held in the premises of 
the Bilal bin Rabah School for boys in Amman, which was the host school for 14 focus group and large 
group discussions. Other schools from different locations were regrouped in a similar manner. 
 
Finally, to ensure smooth roll-out of the whole process, GFP headquarters staff have organised a 
series of orientation workshops with facilitators and note-takers; these workshops were scheduled on 
each Participatory Evaluation day, a few hours before the arrival of first attendees, and have focused 
on both process and procedure of Participatory Evaluation. 
 
With respect to the participation of GFP Delegates during the focus group discussions, they were very 
actively engaged, trying to give as much feedback as possible on all Programme aspects, and were 
not avoiding to speak and discuss both positive and negative Programme results. They expressed a 
great appreciation for the GFP and the Jordan Schools Programme in general. In some schools, for 
example at the Nuaimah School for girls, the quality of discussion was extremely high and the whole 
process was very efficient. However, in a few groups with GFP Delegates, a small number of 
Delegates were dominating the discussion and trying to answer all questions asked by facilitators.  
 
The Target Group members’ reflection was very interesting and enthusiastic; they shared several key 
points and stories of change. The Target Group members were excited to share their experiences and 
testimonies of how the GFP Programme has affected them. They were speaking openly and without 
hesitation, although some Target Group members were more vocal than others (possibly due to some 
students either already having or possibly having gained more self-confidence than others).    
   
Beneficiary Community members (non-participant students and GFP Clubs students), as well as Key 
Stakeholders (headteachers and other teachers) were highly engaged in the focus groups 
discussions. They were generally stating their admiration and appreciation of the GFP Programme, 
with the teachers being excited about joining the future cycles and headteachers being thankful that 
their school was chosen for the Jordan Schools Programme. As for the GFP Clubs students, they 
were grateful for the opportunity to share their experience from the Jordan Schools Programme Phase 
1, and then discuss their involvement in the Phase 2 as members of GFP Clubs. 
 
Regarding the large group discussions, for some of the participants, particularly younger ones, this 
was a confusing moment as at the beginning they did not understand why they have to go once again 
through a series of questions already discussed at the focus group. With the explanation provided by 
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GFP volunteers and GFP headquarters staff the situation was clarified and everyone applied 
themselves to the task. 
 
Overall, GFP headquarters staff was also able to observe the difference in the quality of learning and 
reflection between the schools which have been included in the Phase 1 of the Programme and those 
that joined the Programme in Phase 2: more mature reflection, with detailed comparison and 
references was provided by the Evaluation participants from the schools which have gone through 
both Phases by now, which is nothing surprising as these schools have simply had more exposure to 
certain concepts and processes. 
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Understanding What Happened and Why   
 
A. What Went Well and Why:  
 
Programme Outcomes on the Target Group:  
 

Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence:  

Although the baseline/endline comparison of quantitative data did not corroborate a decrease in 
violence among the Target Group members, the Participatory Evaluation discussions with all 
groups showed positive results achieved in this area, including the Target Group members’ 
improved behaviour, their ability to solve problems through discussions and without fighting, as 
well as avoiding fights with their family members at home. The Target Group members acquired 
better communication skills including active listening, which helped them when working and 
cooperating together, particularly in view of their different age groups and nationalities.  

Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved:  

All groups noticed the increased interaction and bonding among Target Group members and also 
with their teachers, which in turn this was the most obvious consequence of the Programme. 
Target Group members were able to gain self-esteem, self-confidence and some leadership skills 
through this Programme, and this led to them being more engaged and interacting with each other 
as well as with their teachers. New friendships were formed as well, again regardless of the age or 
nationality. Another positive result of the Programme was Target Group members’ willingness to 
share their opinions and express themselves without hesitation. As for their relationship with the 
GFP Delegates/teachers, it grew stronger and the fear of teachers has started disappearing. 
Target Group members, in the majority of the schools, expressed they feel as they and GFP 
Delegates are the members of one team.  

Participant students' academic achievement improved:  

There were differences in all groups' statements (GFP Delegates, Target Group members, 
Beneficiary Community members, Key Stakeholders) regarding the improved academic 
achievements for Target Group members: the grades did improve for some but not for all. 
However, what all groups agreed on was the Target Group members’ increased participation in 
the classroom, reduced absence, increased confidence to read and write, and better 
communication and interaction with teachers in the class.  

Programme Design, Logistics and Arrangements:  
 
Target Group members were very excited and ready for each session to take part in: they enjoyed 
the Sport and Arts For Peace activities and their engagement was visible. They also expressed 
different appreciation of sport- vs. arts-based activities: arts showed hidden talents and helped 
express feelings in unexpected ways, while sport released energy and activities were more fun in 
general. Usually, male Target Group members liked Sport For Peace and female Target Group 
members liked Arts For Peace. Target Group members were very much aware of the importance 
of cooperation, and that the activities aimed at participation and cooperation instead of 
competition. 
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B. What Did Not Go Well and Why:  
 
Programme Outcomes in the Target Group:  
 

Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence:  

As mentioned earlier, the collection of baselines in two schools was an issue, as well as was the 
comparison of baseline/endline results across board for the Outcome 1. GFP headquarters staff is 
looking into this issue and will take measures to avoid similar problems in the future. On the 
programmatic side, the issue with one school was reported: the Target Group members did focus 
on competitiveness during the ongoing activity sessions at the beginning of the Programme, which 
was later corrected; and the Beneficiary Community members from the same school did treat the 
Target Group members without respect, causing problems at the beginning of the Programme, 
which was also corrected later. 

Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved:  

The Target Group members’ participation in this Programme caused in some schools the envy 
and jealousy of Beneficiary Community members, who thought that Target Group had a special 
status. A few GFP Delegates reported issue of Target Group members crossing the line and 
taking advantage of the relationship which the Target Group members had established with 
teachers through the Programme. Another case of Target Group members gaining extra 
confidence and becoming arrogant as a result of the GFP Programme was also reported; in 
addition, some Target Group members became hyperactive which caused some teachers to 
complain about their behaviour.      

Participant students' academic achievement improved:  

Almost all groups that took part in the Evaluations mentioned that the sessions timing affected the 
Target Group members’ academic achievement, as they had to skip important classes to attend 
the Programme sessions. A few cases of the Target Group members prioritising the GFP 
Programme sessions as opposed to their classes were also reported. Or, a few Target Group 
members used the excuse of GFP sessions to leave their school classes. It was also noted that 
some other teachers were not supportive enough of the Programme, and that they in some cases 
refused to repeat or re-cap the content of the classes missed by Target Group members.  

Programme Design, Logistics and Arrangements:  
 

Various logistic issues surfaced during the Participatory Evaluations. Delegates and Target Group 
members complained about the lack of indoor venues in their schools to conduct the Programme 
sessions, mentioning that they had to endure bad weather be it in summer or winter. Some Target 
Group members found that there were too many participants in their group and were keen on 
having less participants selected for the Programme. In terms of equipment, some Target Group 
members were disappointed because they did not get training suits or shoes, while others 
mentioned that the sizes were incorrect or that the equipment was not of good quality. GFP 
Delegates also mentioned not receiving the missing clothing for some of them and for the Target 
Group members, which caused further “jealousy” among Target Group members as part of them 
received those and the others not. 

Other issues described by Delegates involved repetitive sport activities which led them to feel 
bored sometimes. Delegates suggested having a “certified sport manual” that they can refer to 
anytime. In addition, not a lot of attention was given to Delegates’ self-development or capacity 
building during the course of the Programme, which, some Delegates claimed, negatively affected 
the sessions.  
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Delegates also reported fewer visits and lower level of communication by GFP headquarters staff 
than they wanted, emphasising the need for more feedback meetings with GFP staff to discuss 
key challenges. They were also disappointed about the lack of communication with other schools 
participating in the Programme, which they hoped would have been higher than it was and 
certainly more “in person” instead of social media. Delegates complained about the delay in 
receiving official letters from Ministry of Education, which caused problems in the internal school’s 
communication. Finally, Delegates felt that there was not enough encouragement given to them 
particularly in certain situations when they exceeded expectations, such as designing a very 
successful play performed by the Target Group members (they mentioned that they were 
expecting a “Thank you” letter by GFP headquarters but did not receive one). They also expected 
other encouraging gestures from Generations For Peace like incentives, awards for Target Group 
members or extra resources for trips.  

Programme’s Relationship with the Beneficiary Community and Key Stakeholders:  
 

Beneficiary Community members, whether GFP Clubs members or other non-participant students, 
reported very similar negative effects mentioned by the Target Group members. 

As for Key Stakeholders (the headteachers and other teachers), they criticised the timing of the 
Programme sessions scheduled to be conducted in parallel with some school classes, and 
commented on how upset they were seeing the Target Group members leaving their classes to go 
to Programme sessions. A few teachers mentioned that a number of teachers could have (better) 
participated in the Programme, and that the numbers of Target Group were limited, making the 
Beneficiary Community members (other students) feeling unhappy and excluded. 
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Most Significant Changes 
 
Programme Outcomes in the Target Group:  
 

Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence:   

Target Group members were able to address conflict issues reasonably well without verbal or 
physical violence, using discussion, listening, problem-solving skills, and finally capacity to forgive 
each other. The acceptance among the Target Group members did develop in the course of the 
Programme, despite the differences of age, nationality or religion. Less cases of referral to the 
school counsellor were reported. Parents and siblings agreed and reported to GFP Delegates 
that the Target Group members changed their attitudes and were able to communicate better with 
their family members and friends.  

Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved:  

Interaction among students was one of the most transparent changes throughout the 
Programme. Target Group members made new friends with peers of different ages and 
nationalities (Jordanians and Syrians), and were able to accept their differences without any 
discrimination. Team spirit was high throughout the Programme and have prevailed until the end. 
Increased communication between the Target Group members and GFP Delegates/teachers was 
reported, with more bonding between the two groups as a result of the Jordan Schools 
Programme activities. 

Participant students' academic achievement improved:  

There were various reports of changes to the improved participant students' academic 
achievement. Target Group members agreed on their increased class participation, greater 
discipline, more interaction with the teachers and more leadership skills, which all contributed to 
their roles in the class and so led to improvements of their academic levels.    

Other changes 

Target Group members gained self-confidence and became sociable. The overall respect for 
teachers improved: prior to the Programme, the Target Group used to make fun of teachers and 
disrespect them, but following the completion of the Programme their attitude changed and new 
respect, caused by developed relationships, became apparent. An interesting change noted 
during the Participatory Evaluations was that the Target Group members “swapped” their opinion 
regarding the sport- and arts-based activities: girls liked sport and boys preferred arts. In addition, 
Target Group members felt that they belong to their school, referring to it as a home, and they 
participated in initiatives like cleaning up or maintenance work for their school in order to make it 
look better. Another significant change was that the GFP Delegates were applying what they 
learnt throughout the Programme to other classes with non-participant students. It is important to 
note that in Ibn Zaidoun School for boys, the Target Group members were aware of another 
programme that was being implemented in their school by Save the Children, mentioning that 
their project also used expressions such as “cooperation” and “participation”, which helped the 
students to follow what they were learning through the GFP Programme.   

Programme Impacts on the Beneficiary Community:  
 

More connections and linkages between smaller groups of the Target Group and Beneficiary 
Community members (GFP Club members) were reported happening after the end of the 
Programme, particularly through the activities of GFP Clubs. Other Beneficiary Community 
members noticed increased discipline in schools, more activities, and have mentioned there was 
more communication between Syrian and Jordanian students and better attitude in general.   
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Unexpected, Unwanted and Unconnected Changes	
 
Among unwanted and unexpected changes related to the Target Group members was lower academic 
achievement than expected as a result of (some) Target Group members skipping important classes 
to attend the Programme sessions. The issue of sessions timing also caused problems with the Target 
Group members’ parents. Another unwanted change was the envy among Beneficiary Community 
(non-participant students) for not being selected for the GFP Programme. A few GFP Delegates also 
stated that some Target Group members turned out to be arrogant a result of the Programme, while 
others were using the sessions as an excuse to get out of class, which clearly is unexpected and 
unwanted change. Noticed by GFP Delegates was the behaviour of some of the non-participant 
teachers (Beneficiary Community members) who were not particularly supportive of the Programme 
contrary to what was expected of them. Finally, the Target Group did expect to have more organised 
trips or outside activities, therefore as the number of them was not as big as they expected they 
considered this as unexpected and unwanted change.  

Among unexpected but positive changes, was the improved relationship between the Target Group 
members and their teachers (Delegates and other teachers), as well as the Target Group members’ 
attachment and commitment to the GFP Programme and application of knowledge gained through the 
Programme in home or neighbourhood setting. In addition, the acceptance and interaction among 
older/younger Target Group members and between Jordanians and Syrians which developed 
relatively fast was considered to be unexpected but positive change. Much faster integration within the 
Target Group members and transformation in their attitudes and behaviour was also considered as 
unexpected but positive change by GPF Delegates and Key Stakeholders. Reduction in the number of 
cases of school drop-outs was also considered as unexpected but positive change. The Target Group 
members felt responsible towards their school and volunteered to do several initiatives including 
cleaning the school, do some maintenance work, lining the playing field and painting the fence: all 
changes that were deemed positive although not expected to happen in the course of the Programme 
by relevant stakeholders. Finally, a few other unexpected positive changes: the Delegates started 
applying what they learnt through the Programme in their classes and they used new ways of teaching 
in the classes; and the reported improvement in their personalities as well resulting in the raised levels 
of self-awareness and self-confidence.  

In spite of a few issues with Beneficiary Community members (feeling hurt for not being selected to 
participate in the Programme) overall changes caused by the Programme were considered positive. A 
new environment was created in the schools with more discipline and improved behaviour. Key 
Stakeholders in Khadija School were particularly surprised by the change the Programme 
accomplished in only one year. The students involved with GFP Clubs were pleased with the talents 
discovered during the Programme, which they were then able to use in Clubs and schools’ activities.  
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Looking Forward 
 
Is the Change Sustainable/Permanent? 
 

GFP Delegates at Jaber bin Hayyan, Taghreed, Zeid bin Haritha, Nuaimah, Ibn Taimiah, 
Khadija, and Al Qala’a Schools agreed that the positive changes were sustainable, especially 
if the Programme will be continuing in the coming year(s). However, at Bilal School for boys, 
Delegates mentioned that the changes were not permanent, while at the Nusaibah, Ibn 
Zaidoun and Haza’a Schools sustainable changes were conditional upon the type of follow up 
with the Target Group members that will have to be established.  

In order to make the changes sustainable, Delegates at Nusaibah, Kitim and Taghreed 
Schools for girls suggested following up with the Programme activities through the GFP Clubs. 
Other Delegates at Nusaibah, Nuaimah, Khadija and Ibn Zaidoun Schools mentioned that the 
parents and Beneficiary Community members should be part of the ongoing activities to 
ensure Programme results’ sustainability, and continuous follow up should be enabled 
between parents and teachers. In addition, at Ibn Zaidoun and Zeid bin Haritha Schools, 
Delegates suggested that regular meetings between themselves and the Target Group 
members from all other schools should be set up to enable sharing of experiences and 
discussion about solving of similar challenges that arise across all schools.  

The majority of the Target Group members in eight schools were positive that the changes 
they gained were sustainable; at the Jaber, Zeid bin Haritha and Ibn Taimiah Schools, the 
Target Group members was concerned that the changes will not last once they leave the 
Programme, and/or have stated that the sustainability of changes will depend on their own 
individual responsibility and willingness to continue promoting them.  

As for the Beneficiary Community members, GFP Clubs members from the Ibn Taimah, 
Nuaimah, Taghreed and Kitim Schools were confident that the changes are sustainable, while 
at the Nusaibah and Bilal Schools they stated that the changes were conditional upon the 
follow up that should be led by Delegates and parents. At Al Qala’a School, Beneficiary 
Community members reported that the positive changes became part of their lives, while at 
Zeid bin Haritha School Beneficiary Community members mentioned that those changes 
would not be permanent as long as students were surrounded by other, external influences. 

For Key Stakeholders, the changes were sustainable as long as the teachers keep applying 
what they have learnt through the Programme and the students believe in the changes 
already achieved.  

Was the Programme Cost-effective in Terms of Time, Resources, and Effort?  
 

GFP Delegates at eight schools (Nusaibah, Taghreed, Al Qala’a, Jaber, Bilal, Ibn Zaidoun, Ibn 
Taimiah and Kitim) mentioned that the overall number of sessions in each school was 
sufficient, claiming that the Target Group members would lose interest if more sessions were 
to be planned/implemented. At Nuaimah School, the GFP Delegates mentioned that 48 
sessions in each school along with the activities organised through GFP Clubs were enough 
to make a difference. Target Group members at seven schools also agreed that the number of 
sessions was sufficient. However, at Taghreed School, the Target Group members mentioned 
that the timing of the sessions was not suitable (they had to miss some classes), and at Ibn 
Zaidoun and Al Qala’a School the Target Group needed more fun activities.  

As for the resources (stationery, refreshments, sport and arts equipment), GFP Delegates 
from two schools mentioned that the material resources were sufficient. At Nusaibah, Al 
Qala’a and Taghreed Schools, both Delegates and Key Stakeholders (other teachers) 
reported that there were times when they needed to buy certain resources themselves, 
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especially for the arts sessions (but being reimbursed afterwards). The Delegates at the 
Nusaibah School mentioned the poor quality of yellow balls used in the Sport For Peace 
activities, with additional risk of safety due to their heaviness. Delegates at Ibn Zaidoun, 
Haza’a, and Kitim schools reported experiencing overall shortage in material resources. 
Refreshments were reported as satisfactory at Ibn Zaidoun, Haza’a, Nusaibah Schools but 
repetitive at Taghreed School and not enough at Jaber bin Hayyan School. Shortage in Arts 
For Peace resources in Nuaimah School and in clothing in Kitim and Haza’a Schools was also 
reported during the Participatory Evaluations.  

In terms of efforts, GFP Delegates from all schools mentioned a great level of cooperation, 
appropriate division of work and generally satisfactory conditions.  

Should We Repeat or Expand the Programme?  
 

During the Participatory Evaluation discussions all attendees supported the idea of repeating 
or expanding the Jordan School Programme. GFP Delegates at Nusaibah, Bilal, Al Qala’a, 
Taghreed and Kitim Schools and Target Group members at Bilal and Nuaimah Schools 
supported repeating the Programme in their schools so that other students from other classes 
could benefit from it. The same Delegates concluded that repetition could involve either 
repetition of the Programme itself, or creation of a specific class for GFP activities, or further 
cementing of established GFP Clubs who will then run the repeated Programme. The 
Delegates at Nusaibah School mentioned that the Programme should target the same group 
for two years (instead of one year) in order to create a group of distinctive students who could 
transfer their experience to other generations.  

Expansion of the GFP Programme was agreed upon and supported by all Delegates, Target 
Group members, Beneficiary Community members and Key Stakeholder in all schools. All of 
them mentioned several suggestions, including engaging other teachers and parents; 
expanding the age groups to include younger and older Target Group members; or delivering 
the Programme in as much schools as possible. Target Group members at Taghreed, Khadija 
and Ibn Taimiah Schools emphasised that the Programme should be implemented outside the 
school so that everyone can join and benefit from it. At Ibn Taimiah School, one Target Group 
member went even further, mentioning that the Programme should be implemented in private 
schools as well, “because violence is everywhere”. 
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Action Points 
 

Expand the Jordan Schools Programme: 
A list of suggestions was created in the focus group discussions: 
- Considering the progress the Programme has made since its Pilot Phase to date (3 

Phases in total), teachers and students from other public schools should benefit from this 
Programme (thus the Programme should be expanded).  

- New Target Group members should find ways to resolve conflicts themselves in a non-
violent way, and new teachers/future Delegates must be equipped to help the Target 
Group members build their capacities in this respect as well as regularly follow up on them 
to conduct Sport and Arts For Peace activities efficiently.  

- Diverse Target Group members should be selected based on a set of criteria comprising 
different academic levels, perceived response to conflict, and nationality. In addition, the 
focus should be more on boys’ schools considering that the level of violence in these 
schools is higher.   

- Target Group members should be given the opportunity to actively participate in the 
Programme: not only as participants, but also lead activities and initiatives throughout the 
implementation of the Programme.   

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  

• GFP will expand the Programme in 24 new public schools (13 boys’ schools and 11 
girls’ schools), already selected from three Governorates (Amman, Irbid, and Mafraq) 
based on a specific set of criteria including the targeting of boys’ schools and focusing 
on schools with two shifts (due to high number of Syrian students).  

• In July 2016, GFP will train a total of 120 selected teachers (five teachers from each 
school including the school counsellor) on GFP’s conflict transformation curriculum, 
including facilitation of conflict transformation through a combination of sport- and 
arts-based activities for female and male participants. GFP will then provide the 
Delegates with ongoing mentoring and support, as they implement sustained activities 
for 1,200 Target Group members. Delegates will work with 50 identified Target Group 
members (12-17 y/o) in each school, sustaining activities over an entire series of 60 
hours with each Target Group. Target Group members will design community events 
fitting their local context, aiming to engage further 3,600 Beneficiary Community 
members.  

   
Ensure the sustainability of Programme’s impact: 
The change achieved over the period 2013-2106 has to be maintained through a regular 
follow-up with already existing Target Group members, allowing them to become the leads of 
the process by conducting Sport and Arts For Peace activities, and helping them engage 
Beneficiary Community members in that same process.   

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  

• GFP Clubs were successfully implemented in eight schools during the academic year 
2015/ 2016, and their activities will continue to be implemented during the academic 
year 2016/ 2017 in the four schools in Ajloun and Karak which joined the Programme 
in 2015-2016 academic year. The GFP Delegates and Target Group members will 
proceed with the Programmes’ activities through GFP Clubs, reaching to more 
Beneficiary Community members through Community Initiatives, as well as through 
ongoing Sport and Arts For Peace activities which will preserve the Target Group 
members’ motivation and improve the interaction among students in the schools while 
also extending awareness of GFP.  

 
Expand Programme activities:  
Activities implemented should be more fun and diverse in order to avoid reported cases of 
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repetition and boredom among Target Group members and Delegates themselves. There 
should be introduced different types of activities other than the Sport and Arts For Peace 
ones. Exchange visits among the participating schools should also be implemented in order to 
allow for sharing of experiences and challenges. In addition, some trips for Target Group 
members should be included as well, to increase their commitment to the Programme and 
motivation. 

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  

• GFP’s Jordan Programmes staff in cooperation with GFP Institute will prepare new 
and adapt existing content to diversify and make more interesting the Sport and Arts 
activities. The implementation of the activities such as the trips and exchange visits, 
although understood as very much needed and desired, will depend purely on the 
allocated donor funding.  

 
Improve the monitoring and evaluation process: 
Several challenges described in this report (baseline/endlines administering and analysis; lack 
of information or follow-up by GFP Delegates; etc.) were considered by GFP headquarters as 
a real obstacle in monitoring and evaluation of Phase 2 of the Programme. In order to avoid 
such challenge in the future, several steps should be taken: first, baseline and endline surveys 
should be received on time and then revised/amended in order to get more accurate results; 
second, more time should be dedicated to mentoring of Delegates on how to administer 
baseline/endline surveys with different age, gender, and nationality groups (particularly in 
relation to explanation of some of the concepts asked in the surveys); and third, GFP’s Jordan 
Programmes staff should accelerate the process of getting accurate key information from GFP 
Delegates. 

 
Action taken or scheduled:  

• GFP Institute staff along with Jordan Programmes M&E newly hired staff is working on 
revising the used baseline and endline surveys and amending them for future use in 
the newly expanded Programme. Jordan Programmes M&E staff, with the support of 
Jordan Programmes staff and the Delegates’ implementation teams established in 
each school, will follow up with the Delegates in regard to the survey distribution and 
processing. Additionally, GFP Jordan Programmes staff will have dedicated sessions 
with the new cohort of teachers during the July 2016 trainings, to explain the 
importance of certain data that must be collected (number of school drop-outs; 
number of students referred to school counsellor; number of attendees; etc. Finally, 
one of the solutions being developed by GFP Institute and Jordan Programmes M&E 
staff is the use of mobile phones for data collection, which has already been piloted in 
other GFP programmes with larger samples, and proved to be extremely accurate.  

 
Increase communication with GPF Delegates: 
Due to the increased number of participating schools in the last round, it was not possible for 
small GFP Jordan Programmes staff to attend all 12 schools activities regularly. Delegates in 
several schools reported lack of communication and monitoring visits by GFP staff, which is 
why GFP staff should schedule more visits and conduct regular follow-up meetings with 
Delegates (outside scheduled mentoring sessions) to discuss challenges and provide 
feedback in an effort to help improve the performance of the Programme as a whole. 

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  

• GFP is in the phase of recruiting additional staff members for Jordan Programmes 
section, which will help distribute workload and field visits among the whole team, 
particularly taking into consideration that there will be 24 new schools in three 
Governorates. GFP will also pair existing and experienced Jordan Programmes staff 
with the newly-recruited staff (and according to the regions where the Programme is 
being delivered) so as to ensure coherent follow-up and Programme development. 
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme in 2016/2017 
 
In February 2016, Generations For Peace signed a Project Cooperation Agreement with new 
Programme donor UNICEF to implement the Jordan Schools Programme in the period from April 2016 
to July 2017.  

Generations For Peace will expand the Programme in 24 new public schools (13 boy’s schools and 11 
girl’s schools) from three governorates, Amman, Irbid, and Mafraq. In July 2016, GFP will train a total 
of 120 selected teachers/GFP Delegates (five teachers from each school including the school 
counsellor) on GFP’s conflict transformation curriculum and use of combined sport- and arts-based 
activities for female and male Programme participants.   

Generations For Peace will then provide the Delegates with ongoing mentoring and support, to help 
them implement sustained activities for 1,200 Target Group members who will be selected throughout 
September 2016. Delegates will work with 50 identified Target Group members (12-17 y/o) in each 
school, sustaining activities over an entire series of 60 hours with each Target Group. The activities 
will be integrated into schools’ weekly routines, and implemented over the entire academic year. The 
sport- and arts-based activities will be designed by the Delegates (supported by GFP headquarters 
staff) aiming for more acceptance among the Target Group members and inclusion of Syrians 
students residing in the host communities. Selected Target Group members will include high- as well 
as low-achieving students, and students who are involved in disciplinary cases or violence, whether as 
perpetrators or as victims.  A further 3,600 children, youth, and/or adults will be impacted indirectly by 
the Community Social Cohesion Events (each community event will be designed by the Target Group 
students to fit their local context).  

The Phase 1 will be concluded with the Participatory Evaluation which will be conducted according to 
the GFP participative methodology. Baseline surveys will be collected before the beginning of any 
ongoing activity while the endline surveys will be collected following the completion the Programme’s 
onging activities. 

Additionally, Generations For Peace will continue supporting the GFP Clubs formed in eight schools in 
Amman, Irbid and Zarqa, and will also establish the new Clubs in Ajloun and Karak schools. GFP 
Clubs’ activities will be supported by the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Starting July 2016, 
Generations For Peace will therefore be active in a total of 36 public schools in Jordan.  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please consult the following link for a selection of photos from the Phase 2 2015/2016 of the Jordan 
Schools Programme: 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/8mv7vti0uoulqcg/AABTzZDajitG2TAEGTAEjEhQa/Phase%202?dl=0  


