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Background on Generations For Peace (GFP) 
 
Founded by HRH Prince Feisal Al Hussein of Jordan and Sarah Kabbani in 2007, Generations For 
Peace is a leading global non-profit peace-building organisation with its headquarters in Amman, 
Jordan. GFP is also registered in the USA as a 501(c)(3) tax-exempt non-profit public charity.  
 
We are dedicated to sustainable conflict transformation at the grassroots 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.  
 
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 
countering violence) and 1325 (on the pivotal role women should and do play in conflict management, 
conflict resolution and sustainable peace). 
 
In the last eight years, we have trained and mentored more than 8,950 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 227,900 children, youth and adults.   
 
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 use sport as an entry point to engage with youth, and our carefully-facilitated sport-based activities 
provide a vehicle for integrated education and behaviour change.  Our strong connections with the 
Olympic Movement give us access to excellent networks and partners. 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 art, advocacy, dialogue, and 
empowerment activities to support conflict transformation with children, youth, and adults in different 
contexts. 
 
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. Generations 
For Peace Institute, our research and development arm, has partnerships with Georgetown 
University, the University of Oxford, and the University of Western Cape, supporting field research of 
our programmes. 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; and greater volunteerism, youth engagement, and responsible citizenship. 
 
Generations For Peace is ranked “#32 in the Top 500 NGOs in the World" by Global Geneva (making 
us the second-highest-ranked peace-building NGO, and the top-ranked Jordanian NGO). Their ranking 
is based on an assessment of innovation, impact, and sustainability.  In simple terms, over the last 



	 	

 
Page 3 of 37 

eight years we have achieved rapid global growth; we have learned a lot and gone through "proof of 
concept", developing our approach in different contexts, and demonstrating the success, impact and 
sustainability of our model.  
 
As well as governmental donor funding from Jordan, Norway, Belgium, European Union and USA, we 
have excellent partnerships with several UN agencies and NGOs, within the Olympic Movement, and 
with companies in different sectors. Samsung is our largest commercial partner and has been our 
partner since 2008. Our core administrative overheads are covered by our funding grant from the 
Jordanian Government, but we rely on partners for programme costs. Partners therefore know that 
100 per cent of their support is going directly to field programmes and real impact in communities.  
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Background on the 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. Internal conflicts 
are exacerbated by economic problems and high unemployment. Current and recent active conflicts 
within the Kingdom include:  
 

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, particularly in the city of Ma’an, where they 
resulted in clashes with state security forces and police;1 

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 action 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 Muslim Brotherhood is seen as dangerous by some 
Jordanians because of “the Islamist organisation’s regional identity and scope, and in 
particular its relationship with its Palestinian affiliate, Hamas.”2 

 
Amman: Important socio-economic divides exist within Amman, dividing the capital into the 
conservative areas of urbanised poor in “downtown” (with a number of Palestinian refugee camps 
existing on the fringe) and the other more “westernised” 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.”3 
 
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. Some 
initiatives are in place to deal with this problem.4	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.5 
 
In addition, Amman contains a large self-settled Syrian refugee population (165,473 as of March 
20156), 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 

																																																								
1 William Booth and Taylor Luck, “Jordan Fears Homegrown ISIS More Than Invasion From Iraq,” The Washington Post, 27 
June 2014. Retrieved 4 August 2014. http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_east/jordan-fears-homegrown-isis-more-
than-invasion-from-iraq/2014/06/27/1534a4ee-f48a-492a-99b3-b6cd3ffe9e41_story.html  
2 Ibid. 
3 Potter et al. “An Introduction to the Urban Geography of Amman, Jordan,” Geographical Paper No. 182, The University of 
Reading (Reading 2007), p. 11. 
4 Taghreed Abu Hamdan, “Vulnerable Children in Amman: Status, Problems, Needs and Services Offered,” Information and 
Research Centre, King Hussein Foundation (2006). 
5 Rana F. Sweis, “Jordan Struggles to Protect Children,” The New York Times, 25 January 2012. Retrieved 10 October 2013. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/26/world/middleeast/jordan-struggles-to-protect-children.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0 
6 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Amman,” 15 March 2015. Retrieved 18 March 2015. 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/region.php?id=75&country=107 
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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).7  
 
Additionally, around 30,000 Iraqi refugees were reported present in Jordan as of July 2015, many of 
whom are currently living in Amman.8 Other refugee populations (around 5,000 total persons as of July 
2015) include Somalis and Sudanese.9 
 
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.10 51 per cent of the 
crimes reported in 2013 as part of this increase were committed in Amman, where 40 per cent of 
Jordan’s population (and 27 per cent of Jordan’s Syrian refugee population11) resides.12 Conflicts are 
reported between refugees and host community members, as well as between members of the 
refugee community over concerns that some groups or families may be receiving more than their fair 
share of aid.  
 
Finally, conflicts between refugee and non-refugee children and youth in local schools pose a barrier 
to education, particularly for refugee children and youth.13  
 
Irbid: Irbid Governorate is home to 141,147 registered refugees14; residents (both refugees and host 
community members) face many of the same challenges and issues described above. In Irbid 
Governorate, UNHCR estimates that around 60 per cent of refugees live below the poverty line 
(according to 2014 estimates),15 compared with 14.7 per cent of non-refugee residents (as of 2012).  
 
Zarqa: Zarqa Governorate currently contains 48,276 registered Syrian refugees,16 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).17 The 
percentage of Jordanians living below the poverty line in Zarqa Governorate in 2012 was 8.9 per 
cent.18 
 

																																																								
7 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Zarqa,” 15 March 2015. Retrieved 16 March 2015. 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=172&country=107&region=73 
8 UNHCR, “2015 UNHCR country operations profile: Jordan,” retrieved 30 November 2015. 
http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49e486566.html  
9 Ibid. 
10 Dana Al Emam, “Rise in crime rate registered over five-year period,” The Jordan Times, 15 October 2014. Retrieved 17 March 
2015. http://jordantimes.com/rise-in-crime-rate-registered-over-five-year-period  
11 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Amman,” 17 November 2015. Retrieved 30 November 2015. 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/region.php?id=75&country=107 
12 Dana Al Emam, “Rise in crime rate registered over five-year period,” The Jordan Times, 15 October 2014. Retrieved 17 March 
2015. http://jordantimes.com/rise-in-crime-rate-registered-over-five-year-period 
13 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).  
14 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Irbid,” 15 March 2015. Retrieved 16 March 2015. 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=175&country=107&region=74 
15 Frances Voon, “Living in the shadows: Jordan home visits report 2014,” UNHCR (2015). Retrieved 25 February 2015. 
http://www.unhcr.org/54b685079.html 
16 UNHCR, “Syria Regional Refugee Response: Zarqa,” 17 November 2015. Retrieved 30 November 2015. 
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/settlement.php?id=172&country=107&region=73  
17 Frances Voon, “Living in the shadows: Jordan home visits report 2014,” UNHCR (2015). Retrieved 25 February 2015. 
http://www.unhcr.org/54b685079.html 
18 The Earth Institute, Columbia University, “Background document for the national poverty reduction strategy: Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan,” 16 February 2012. Retrieved 30 November 2015. 
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 baseline data taken before the first phase of the 
current programme, as well as reflections from teachers and students involved in the 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. 
 
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.  
 

Key Quote  
 
“Parents believe that hitting their children will instil fear and prevent them from wrongdoing,” 
said Mohammad Shobaki, a consultant psychiatrist. “Children spend most of their time at 
home or at school and if they’re exposed to violence it will effect their development in every 
way,” he added. 

• Rana F. Sweis, “Jordan Struggles to Protect Children,” The New York Times, 25 
January 2012. Retrieved 10 October 2013. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/26/world/middleeast/jordan-struggles-to-protect-
children.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0  
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015  
 
The Jordan Schools Programme uses weekly Sport and Arts For Peace activities to address physical 
and verbal violence among students in schools in Amman, Irbid and Zarqa, as well as between 
students and teachers in participating schools. In particular, the programme focuses 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 
(particularly between Syrian and Jordanian students). The programme also aims to improve relations 
between students and teachers in participating schools, thus reducing violence. Reductions in 
violence, both among students and between students and teachers, are expected to contribute to 
participating students’ improved academic achievement. The Programme involves students (the 
Target Group) and teacher volunteers (called GFP Delegates19) in 48 sessions over the course of two 
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 will have 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 40 selected teacher 
volunteers (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 mobilisation 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.  
 
The programme activities commenced with Sport and Arts For Peace sessions 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. 

																																																								
19  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 Delegates 
are also 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-ˇexpanding volunteer resource pool for programme implementation. 
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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 are documented in this report. 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.  
 
Phase 2 of the Jordan Schools Programme began in October 2015, following a second Sport and Arts 
For Peace training for 29 teachers. These included teachers-GFP Delegates leading the programme at 
four newly included schools, as well as additional GFP Delegates from previously involved schools. 
The four new schools are located in Ajloun and Karak (two girls’ schools and two boys’ schools). The 
total number of GFP Delegates currently active in the Programme is 59 across 12 schools, and the 
total number of participants in the current phase of sessions is 600 (50 at each school).  
 
In the currently ongoing phase (Phase 2), the Programme will also include GFP Club activities for 
former Target Group members in each school that have participated in the Phase 1. GFP Delegates 
and selected Target Group members from the previous implementation phase will be organising 
school- and community-based initiatives as part of their GFP Club activities. These selected Target 
Group members received a GFP Leadership Training in December 2015 to prepare them to implement 
their Club initiatives in the next school semester. Ongoing programmatic activities will be also 
continuing in the next semester. After the end of Phase 2 in May 2016, Participatory Evaluations will 
be conducted again to assess progress. Best practices and lessons learnt during the Programme 
implementation and Participatory Evaluations will be integrated into future programme design.  
 

Key Quote on the Jordan Schools Programme  
 
“The students really used to hit each other a lot. In this programme if there was something 
negative, we would talk about it. It was like we would go to the sessions, and we’d be able to 
kind of let out the feelings – the negative feelings. And I think it helped with studying. So we 
wouldn’t have all that negative energy.”  

• Jordanian male Target Group member, Jabr bin Hayyan School 
 
To learn more about the Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015, visit the Generations For Peace blog 
and Generations For Peace - Jordan Facebook page. 
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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 2014/2015 Participatory Evaluations Key Facts:  
(Totals across all eight (8) programme locations)  
 
Dates of Participatory Evaluations 9 to 29 Aug 2015 
Generations For Peace Pioneers/Delegates attending 39 
Representative sample of Target Group members attending 185 
Representative sample of Beneficiary Community members attending 39 
Representative sample of Key Stakeholders attending 31 
Number of Focus Groups 48 
Write-up and Sharing Dates 9 to 29 Aug 2015 
 
  



	 	

 
Page 10 of 37 

Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015: 
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 (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 Outcomes were designed to contribute to 
CDSC 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 both 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 
 
Both GFP Delegates (school teachers trained by GFP) and Target Group members reported positive 
effects of participation in Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015 on Delegates’ and Target Group 
members’ relationships at home and in the wider community.  
 
At Nu’ayma, Kitim, and Nusaiba girls’ schools and Ma’mun boys’ school, GFP Delegates reported that 
the students were now sharing Sport and Arts For Peace activities with their brothers and sisters, and 
trying to teach them the same communication skills and skills for coping with conflict that they had 
acquired through the Programme.  
 
GFP Delegates at all schools stated that the Programme was effective in countering the ongoing 
negative effects of continued violence in broader community, although there was some concern about 
the effects of this violence on participants in the future (after they stopped participating in the GFP 
Programme).  
 
Indicator data suggests that the Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015 did have a positive effect on 
the ability of students in both the Target Group and the Beneficiary Community to respond to conflict 
without violence. Comparison of baseline and endline survey data shows:  
 

• a decrease of 80 per cent (female Target Group) and 52 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; and  

• a decrease of 15.3 per cent (female Target Group) and 81.5 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 verbal violence.  

 
Target Group members felt that letting out negative energy through sport and arts activities contributed 
significantly to their ability to solve problems without physical violence, as well as their ability to 
cooperate together. They were enthusiastic in describing how they had become more aware of their 
own behaviour and learned to improve it themselves.  
 
Issues of violence were reportedly reduced between Syrians and Jordanians in schools where both 
nationalities were present. Overall, indicator data showed a decrease of 63 per cent (across girls’ 
schools) and 85 per cent (across boys’ schools) in the average number of students from participating 
classes being referred to school counsellors for violent/disruptive behaviour in the semester in which 
the Programme run. 
 
Members of the Target Group reported that the positive change they were able to achieve in their own 
behaviour was enhanced by the support of their parents.  
 
Parents at all schools reported improvements in their children’s ability to communicate with their 
families at home and to cope with their siblings without violence. They also reported more reflection 
among the Target Group about why problems were happening and how to solve them, and this in turn 
contributed to community support for the Programme. 
 
Some Target Group members (particularly males) were frustrated by the difficulty of maintaining non-
violent behaviour in an environment and an age group in which violent responses to conflict are 
considered normal. Others were also frustrated by the inability of the Programme to completely 
eradicate the violence in their schools. The Participatory Evaluation discussions during which these 
observations had been made allowed GFP headquarters staff and Delegates to emphasise the 
ongoing progress made by the Programme in reducing violence, as well as to clarify that complete 
eradication of violence was not the goal of the Programme. 
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While teachers-GFP Delegates in some schools were surprised by the degree of change that the 
Programme succeeded in producing in the Target Group, some Delegates were also disappointed that 
a few “difficult cases” had not made as much improvement as they had hoped. Delegates suggested 
that despite evident progress, specific Target Group members needed more time in the Programme in 
order to make a significant and lasting change in their ability to deal with conflict in a non-violent way.  
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Testimonials: 
 

“The students really used to hit each other a lot. But in this Programme if there was something 
negative, we would talk about it. It was like we would go to the sessions, and we’d be able to 
kind of let out the feelings – the negative feelings. And I think it helped with studying. So we 
wouldn’t have all that negative energy.”  

• Jordanian male Target Group member, Jabr bin Hayyan School 
 

“The goal was to reduce [physical/verbal] violence, and we reduced the negativity [among the 
students], and that’s part of reducing violence. The cooperation with friends, that reduces the 
violence; walking with others, eating with each other, they become friends. So that becomes 
important, even if it’s only a 50 per cent change.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nu’ayma School 
 

“The most important thing is that the problems were reduced between Syrians and Jordanians, 
because of the integration – they were together day after day, and so they began to integrate 
together. Before there was a lot of violence, to a really high degree, both in the school and 
outside it. The Syrians used to stick together, but afterwards they started to talk more to others 
and to cooperate with them.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“The girls were better able to cope with problems between themselves, and it was an outlet for 
self-expression; it changed their aggressive behaviour and they had more social relationships, 
they talked more with each other – they learned to use the language of dialogue more than the 
language of violence.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Princess Taghreed School 
 

“There was one girl who showed a big change – if you came to the first and last theatre 
activities and saw the difference, you would be surprised! You would never expect what 
happened. Not just her but all of them really showed their talents – there was one girl who was 
angry and was dealing with her parents with violence and she changed – she really 
discovered her personality and her talents through this.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nu’ayma School 
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Outcome 2:  
Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved 
 
This was perhaps the clearest result of the Programme across all eight Programme locations. Target 
Group members felt that their capacity for positive interaction with others (both other Target Group 
members and teachers-GFP Delegates) improved significantly, and much more than they had 
expected. GFP Delegates also felt that their ability to cooperate and interact positively with the Target 
Group, as well as with their other students in general, was increased. An additional positive result was 
the improvement in relations among the Delegates themselves. Parents, GFP Delegates, and Target 
Group members all shared that Target Group became better able to accept the opinions of others 
when expressed to them.  
 
One important aspect of improved interaction within the Target Group was the reduction in “negativity” 
described by parents and GFP Delegates for both male and female Target Group members 
(“negativity” here refers to uncooperative and anti-social behaviour in class and at home). In some 
schools, GFP Delegates noted that the use of sport- and arts-based activities was particularly effective 
in improving Target Group’s behaviour when those students did not have high levels of academic 
achievement. It improved their self-esteem in other areas and encouraged them to have more positive 
relationships with other students and with teachers, and thus to become more outgoing as a result. In 
addition, the facilitated discussions organised after each session of sport and arts activities (part of 
specific GFP’s approach to Sport and Art For Peace) were considered critical to changing participants’ 
perspectives on each other and on their relationships with others outside of the Programme. These 
discussions were described as productive and, especially for girls (at Princess Taghreed, Nu’ayma, 
Kitim, and Nusaiba Schools), a way of relieving stress and anxieties.  
 
Improved interactions and relationships between Syrian and Jordanian students in schools containing 
both nationalities appeared to be an important and repeatedly mentioned result of the Programme at 
all schools containing Syrian students (Ibn Taymieh, Ibn Zeydun, and Nu’ayma Schools). Among 
Syrian Target Group members, GFP Delegates described their unwillingness to integrate with any 
Jordanians at the beginning, which was overcome after participation in two to four sessions of the 
Programme. At some boys’ schools, prior to the Programme the incidents of serious physical and 
verbal violence between Syrians and Jordanians were registered, and the GFP Delegates were 
surprised by the extent to which Target Group members from both sides integrated with each other 
and developed friendships while participating in the Programme. A number of GFP Delegates 
confessed that they had not thought that this was possible.  
 
GFP Delegates and Target Group members at both male and female schools stated how Target 
Group members’ pride in being part of Generations For Peace contributed to their sense of 
responsibility and their motivation for positive change in their relationships with others. The improved 
sense of responsibility and positive relationships with others were seen as contributing to better 
academic achievement and engagement, as Target Group members were seen to be participating in 
class much more after their participation in Jordan Schools Programme, improving their relationships 
with their teachers (including teachers-GFP Delegates).  
 
Indicator data does suggest that interactions among students improved during the GFP Programme. 
Comparison of baseline and endline data showed:  
 

• an increase of 7.3 per cent (female Target Group) and 26.4 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 overall increase of 27.5 per cent (female Target Group) and 42.6 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 (Amman) or 
another ethnicity (Irbid). 
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At Ibn Zeydun, Taghreed, and Nusaiba Schools, parents (in GFP terminology called Beneficiary 
Community members), GFP Delegates and other school teachers cited that relationships between 
Programme participants were strengthened at the expense of participants’ relationships with other 
students in the school, so that some other students felt excluded and “jealous” of Programme 
participants.  
 
As with the reduction in violence, GFP Delegates at Nusaiba, Jabr bin Hayyan, and Ma’mun Schools 
expressed disappointment that some “tough” cases had not improved more in their ability to build 
positive relationships with others; they acknowledged that some of these Target Group members were 
“very tough” and “not respectful” and might need either longer exposure to the GFP Programme or a 
different approach.  
 
Finally, Delegates felt that they were better able to relate to and understand the Target Group 
members, while Target Group members felt more comfortable approaching GFP Delegates/their 
teachers in general, even with personal problems and (in the case of female Target Group members) 
issues that they “wouldn’t even talk to their mothers about,” such as marriage proposals.  
 
Indicator data also suggested that interaction between students and teachers did improve: 
 

• 97 per cent of female Target Group members and 98 per cent of male Target Group 
members reported improvement in their ability to communicate with their teachers (exceeding 
the Programme’s target percentage improvement by 32 percentage points among female 
Target Group members and by 33 percentage points among male Target Group members); 
and  

• 87.5 per cent of female GFP Delegates and 95.8 per cent of male GFP Delegates reported 
improvement in their ability to communicate with their students (exceeding the Programme’s 
target percentage improvement by 22.5 percentage points among female Delegates and 30.8 
percentage points among male Delegates). 

 
The improvement in relationships between GFP Delegates and other teachers within their schools 
came as an unexpected –but related– outcome of the Programme activities. In Nusaiba, Princess 
Taghreed, Ibn Zeydun, Jabr bin Hayyan, and Nu’ayma Schools, GFP Delegates reported better 
relationships with the other teachers in their school as well as with students.  
 

 



	 	

 
Page 16 of 37 

Testimonials: 
 

“I rarely spoke with the parents in my ten years of teaching, but the Programme made me feel 
that the parents had a big role. Also, our relationships with other teachers were closer and 
better, they were interested in talking to us. My relationships with other teachers got closer, 
and I felt that I changed in a positive way too.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Princess Taghreed School 
 

“There were two girls in this Programme who didn’t like each other since Grade 1. They told 
me this at the other school, their previous school. And they became friends after the GFP 
Programme. You put people together like this - and they become friends!”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nusaiba School 
 

“We gave leadership roles and distributed them to different students, for instance handing out 
the water, and allowed them to take leadership for activities. And after the sessions, after they 
had worked together, they started to talk together and interact.” 

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Taymieh School 
 

 
“The cooperation between the Syrians and the Jordanians, and the acceptance that happened 
between each other, especially in the sport activities -the speaking and conversation that 
happened among this group was great, they started to speak with other classmates, breaking 
the barriers of fear. The way they liked each other in this Programme was great.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“There were students who were very shy and hesitated to interact with others. They started to 
chat a bit with the others, they even went out into the street. They started to really participate 
in the Programme. I never expected that the change would be to such a great extent.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Taymieh School 
 

“It used to be that there were boys who would get angry if they had to be with Syrians, but now 
after GFP [Programme] they don’t do that, they’re friends.”  

• Jordanian male Target Group member, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“The theatre activities and the sport activities went well – this relieved anxieties and after the 
sessions they developed relationships with each other. The girls were able to express 
themselves more boldly and better than before.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nu’ayma School 
 

“I used to be a little bit afraid to get close to them [the Target Group], their mentality, etc. – but 
we found there was a better way to do it, to play with them, and I let them get close to me – we 
became friends with some of them.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School 
 

“The teachers saw a different view of the students, and in this Programme the teachers got to 
see things the students’ way and vice versa – it was a chance to sit together and sing, even, 
and I can’t remember when the students and teachers ever sat together to sing! It was 
something big.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School 
 
-continued- 
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-continued- 
 
“Not all the students understood what GFP was and why they weren’t participating. Someone 
should have come to explain what it is and why they [students] weren’t all part of it. We need 
to have a day to explain this. Some girls were talking about what they did in GFP and 
sometimes this created some bad feelings with other students in the classes [who felt left 
out].”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nu’ayma School 
 

“Their behaviour became better in the classroom. They were able to cooperate with other 
students, even the ones who weren’t participating in the Programme. They felt more 
responsible, more responsible for their behaviour and actions. Before and after – there was a 
change in behaviour. Some of the participant students were in class and you could see the 
contrast with other classes of students, not a huge change but a change, you could see the 
difference in how they spoke and how they behaved.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ma’mun School 
 

“The relationships between the students [included] in GFP were closer and stronger than their 
relationships with others who were not in the Programme. This was an issue. So there was a 
gap between those in and not in the programme.”  

• Male parent, Ma’mun School 
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Outcome 3:  
Participant students' academic achievement improved  
 
Change (positive or negative) in Target Group members’ academic achievement varied considerably 
from school to school. Overall, GFP Delegates, Target Group members, other teachers, and parents 
all felt that the timing of the GFP sessions had an important influence on the effect of the Programme 
on participants’ educational achievement, with parents and teachers expressing some concern that the 
Programme was taking time away from important studies such as Arabic language, Islamic education, 
and the sciences. Worries about the time taken away from studies was the primary concern expressed 
by parents about the Programme. A related issue was the lack of a specific scheduled time for the 
sessions, which sometimes caused them to affect the scheduling of other classes. In some cases, 
students felt that teachers unrelated to the GFP Programme were penalising them for lateness caused 
by the sessions and did not understand or accept the reasons for their participation in the GFP 
Programme. There were also some concerns about scheduling conflicts between the sessions and the 
timing of exam preparations at the end of the year.  
  
During the Participatory Evaluations discussions, there was some disagreement on the net impact of 
the Programme on academic achievement even among GFP Delegates-teachers at the same school 
(at Princess Taghreed, Nusaiba, Ibn Taymieh, and Ibn Zeydun Schools). Also voiced was some 
disagreement between Beneficiary Community members (parents and other teachers not involved with 
the Programme), GFP Delegates, and Target Group within the same school about the Programme’s 
effects on participants’ grades overall. This could well be due to the very different effects of the same 
Programme on different Target Group members. However, the majority of Delegates stated that 
students’ participation in this Programme had had a positive impact on their confidence, cooperation 
with others in group work, and participation in class, and that even if their grades had not improved 
dramatically, their engagement in education was much stronger.  
 
Indicator data suggests that Target Group members’ confidence in class participation did improve over 
the course of the Programme. A comparison of baseline and endline data revealed an increase of 
36.5 per cent (female Target Group) and 58.9 per cent (male 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. 
 
Academic improvement was difficult to measure through indicator data, as the way in which students’ 
grades were recorded by schools made it somewhat difficult for GFP Delegates to report averages 
among participant students during a specific time period. However, according to Delegates, the GFP 
Programme impacted the level of educational engagement at Kitim, Nusaiba, Princess Taghreed, Jabr 
bin Hayyan, and Ibn Taymieh schools. GFP Delegates at Nusaiba and Jabr bin Hayyan described 
specifically how the Programme reduced the rate of absences among the Target Group, as the 
Programme itself was an incentive for participant students to come to school even if they did not 
attend all their required classes.  
 
Comparison of baseline and endline data showed a 78 per cent decrease in drop-outs from 
participating classes in female schools and a 73 per cent decrease in drop-outs from participating 
classes in male schools over the course of the Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015. This suggests 
that students’ academic engagement did improve during Programme implementation.  
 
GFP Delegates also noted that the initial choice of the Target Group members had a strong influence 
on the amount of academic improvement that the Programme was able to create (Delegates had 
themselves selected the Target Group members). Delegates observed that it was especially difficult 
for them to foster any significant improvement in academic achievement among selected students who 
began the Programme with poor academic achievement, while those who began the Programme with 
high achievement were able to make more academic progress over the course of the Programme. 
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Therefore, choosing a “tough” group to work with was seen as contributing to lower improvement in 
academic performance.  
 
Finally, at Princess Taghreed, Nusaiba and Kitim girls’ schools, the formation of stronger relationships 
between GFP Delegates and the participating students’ parents -members of Programme’s Beneficiary 
Community- came as an unexpected result of the Programme. These relationships then helped these 
parents and teachers to work together to address academic problems when they arose.  
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Testimonials: 
 
 “It changed their personality, their behaviour – it changed the pattern of behaviour for some of 
the girls, and increased their improvement, and if they repeat the Programme they will be able 
to tell right from wrong, and choose the right path. The school counsellor says that she noticed 
the improvement in students in the second semester.”  

• Teacher not involved with the GFP Programme, Princess Taghreed School 
 
“There was a group of girls who were really bad, they were leaving class a lot. You felt 
uncomfortable around them. But when they worked as this big group, they became much 
better. This was in the beginning of the Programme. Some of the teachers noticed that some 
students got much better, there were girls who never said anything before in class but after 
their participation in GFP Programme they started to participate in class. There were parents 
who wanted to enter their girls for a second year.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nusaiba School 
 

“There were some very negative girls and they started to take a leadership role and feel like 
leaders – there were some other teachers not in the Programme and they remarked about the 
difference between the “before” and the “after” due to the Programme.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Princess Taghreed School 
 

“It affected their self-confidence – they discovered their talents and their self-confidence when 
they went to the puppet show in the theatre; they had more presence and more ability to 
present themselves, they were more comfortable in participating with other people – there was 
one who really discovered her talents in the puppet show, she completely changed. You could 
even see this in how she walked, from when she entered the theatre.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nusaiba School 
 

“There was a reduction in the absences. They started to really like school, they started coming 
to school for GFP – the ones who had stopped coming to school. There was one who quit 
school; they spoke with his parents – he came back only for the GFP sessions – he would get 
dressed for the session, come, and go away again. And he was one of the biggest 
troublemakers, he did nothing but make problems. But he came for the GFP sessions. Even if 
he didn’t attend all the sessions I felt there was a change. He had a problem with verbal 
violence and it started to get better, with the support of one of the GFP Delegates. He 
changed from session to session. There was another who didn’t come to the classes, didn’t 
enter the school except for GFP Programme.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Jabr bin Hayyan School 
 

“There were some students – I was surprised how good they were at art! [Name] composed a 
poem even! And he began to recite immediately – I had no idea, this was a student who used 
to leave class a lot. And suddenly he began to speak a poem – he composed it and then 
memorised it, it was about Syrians and Jordanians. I was surprised.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Taymieh School 
 

“Some girls come just to play and be active, they don’t always go to [all their academic] 
classes, but this Programme helps them to concentrate on their studies – it increases their 
academic performance. They start to have positive self-confidence and it affects the rest of the 
school, other groups… the girls began to have more of a presence, and they began to have a 
chance to concentrate on their studies more.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School  
 

-continued- 
  



	 	

 
Page 21 of 37 

-continued- 
 

“My daughter became more confident and bold, and her grades really improved since the 
beginning.”  

• Jordanian female parent, Kitim School 
 

“Her personality changed – and there were new things in studies that she improved in.”  
• Jordanian female parent, Kitim School 

 
“It strengthened her personality. She didn’t want to go to school. But when you all came and 
did these GFP sessions, it got much better. She went all morning without a problem! It was 
great.”  

• Jordanian female parent, Kitim School 
 

“The grades – last year, when I was teaching them [during the Pilot Programme], I felt that 
they improved, but this year I didn’t feel that they improved much – a little bit, maybe. The 
level stayed the same. Maybe the activities were better, but I thought that GFP would improve 
their academic achievement. In the first year I saw the improvement and I wanted to 
participate, but this year the improvement was very light. I think maybe because it was the 
same students, or the same Programme [repeated a second year] – the Programme applies 
art and sport, and this won’t affect the average of the student.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Jabr bin Hayyan School 
 

“There is a barrier of fear between the teacher and the student. If there is a bit of 
communication and cooperation between these two, it increases their academic achievement. 
GFP can break that barrier.”  

• Jordanian male parent, Ma’mun School 
 

“Some parents were concerned about the effect of the Programme on their daughters’ 
academic activities, but then they saw the impact it had on the personalities of their children, 
on their morals, how their way of talking improved. I noticed the change, mash’allah. The girls 
started to talk like someone much older than them. Their way of talking was really better!”  

• Jordanian female parent, Nu’ayma School 
 

“The child’s behaviour changed and discipline increased. Taking a leadership role that 
distinguished them from other students. There was greater trust, and still we face problems in 
the class, but now there is more self-confidence to speak in the class, louder voice to respond 
to things. The reason for this is that the child himself wants to improve himself and change.”  

• Male teacher not involved with the GFP Programme, Ma’mun School 
 

“There were strong relationships between the participants but they got a bit distracted from 
their studies as a result. They weren’t able to study because they had a good time with each 
other. I’m concerned about continuing the Programme like this, because of the effect on the 
grades.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“There were some classes that the students were missing because of the Programme and this 
was an issue. This interruption might affect the academic achievement of the students. They 
should do the sessions before the school day starts.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ma’mun School 
 

“Improving the academic performance is a goal. It’s something we need to work on, it would 
be something we could work on in the next phase.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Princess Taghreed School 
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015: 
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 parents of the Target Group members, the teachers who 
were not directly involved with the GFP Programme, school administrators, and other students (non-
GFP participants) in the school.  
 
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 
 
GFP Delegates and teachers not involved with the Programme felt that the Programme itself did have 
an effect on reducing violence among students outside the Target Group, but to varying degrees. 
Physical violence was described by Delegates as having been reduced especially in the boys’ schools, 
particularly between Syrians and Jordanians (physical violence was not described as a major 
challenge in girls’ schools).  
 
Comparison of baseline and endline indicator data supported the Delegates’ assessment, showing: 
 

• a decrease of 44 per cent (female Beneficiary Community members) and 56.3 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  

• a decrease of 55 per cent (female Beneficiary Community members) and 100 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. 

 
As mentioned previously, indicator data showed a decrease of 63 per cent (across girls’ schools) and 
85 per cent (across boys’ schools) in the average number of students from participating classes 
referred to school counsellors for violent/disruptive behaviour in the semester during which the 
2014/2015 Programme run. 

 
Across all eight schools, GFP programming was described by Delegates, Target Group members, and 
Beneficiary Community members as improving the way that participant students communicated, both 
with one another and with those outside the Programme (including teachers and other students in the 
school), which in turn contributed to a reported reduction in violence overall. The reduction in violence 
was much more frequently described in boys’ schools than in girls’ schools, where it was rarely 
mentioned (possibly because the word “violence” is often used by the Beneficiary Community 
members and some GFP Programme participants to refer primarily to physical violence).  
 
During the Participatory Evaluations discussions, a smaller number of teachers not involved with the 
Programme as well as the teachers-GFP Delegates expressed disappointment that they had not been 
able to make a bigger impact on the school environment to reduce the violence. However, they 
recognised that this takes time, and have shared their hope that the Programme would continue so 
that the impact could reach other students. 
   
At both girls’ and boys’ schools, it was evident that the Target Group was highly motivated to share the 
lessons they had learnt through Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme 2014/2015 with 
other non-participant students and effect change in their schools.  
 
 
 
  



	 	

 
Page 24 of 37 

Testimonials: 
 

“The most important thing is that the problems were reduced. Between the Syrians and 
Jordanians. Because of the integration – they were together day after day, there began to be 
integration. Before, there was a lot of violence, to a high degree, both in the school and 
outside it. The Syrians used to stick together but afterwards they started to talk more to others, 
Jordanians, and to cooperate with them.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“In the beginning there were fights every day with the Syrians. The teachers in the school were 
complaining of this. But afterwards 90 per cent of the problems were solved. The Jordanians 
eased up a bit, and the Syrians. It also affected those who were not in the Programme.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“They started to share their skills with their brothers and sisters, the model of the Programme, 
the abilities they learnt – they can spread it to their families and have a great effect on the 
society. This was one of the goals we had, and we reached it.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ma’mun School 
 
“I hope that the change [in the Target Group students] will last. If there is a change – and I 
teach all the students – I will expect that they will transfer the effects to students in other 
classes. Maybe it will affect their friends in the same classes. There will be lasting change but 
it needs to be monitored.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Taymieh School 
 

“The Programme changed the level of the students’ behaviour and this was also transmitted to 
the other students and also the community here, and this could change the school – the 
students are cooperating with each other. There was less violence in the school, better 
behaviour with other friends in the school.” 

• Male teacher not involved with the GFP Programme, Ibn Taymieh School 
 

“The students are encouraging others, sharing information, and representing GFP in the 
school. It creates a big change.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Nusaiba School 
 

“The Programme needs to be expanded within the school and also within the area, especially 
if problems of clashes with studies are solved, it should continue for more than a year.”  

• Female parent, Kitim School 
 

“There was cooperation and that was reflected throughout the school and not just in the 
sessions.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School 
 

“The goal was reducing violence, and we reduced the negativity, and that’s part of reducing 
the violence. The cooperation with friends, that reduces the violence, walking with the others, 
eating with each other, they became friends. So that becomes important, even if it’s only a 50 
per cent change.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School 
 

“The Programme increased integration between the students of different abilities, nationalities, 
trust between them. Among the student body in general.”  

• Female GFP Delegate, Kitim School 
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Impact 2:  
Teacher – student relationships improved  
 
Both teachers not involved in GFP Programme and teachers-GFP Delegates reported that their 
relationships with students improved following students’ participation in Jordan Schools Programme 
2014/2015. The improvement was particularly important in relationships between Target Group 
members and their teachers not involved in the Programme itself. The teachers with no involvement 
with GFP attending the Participatory Evaluations reported that they were able to see a difference 
between the Target Group members and other students. The improvement in the Target Group, they 
stressed, was especially visible in the “way that they talked” and their communication skills in general. 
Teachers at several girls’ schools similarly reported much better participation among a number of 
Target Group members who “never said anything before” in class; the improvement in their 
cooperation with other students and their commitment to the studies ultimately contributed to 
development of positive relationships with their teachers as well.  
 
During Participatory Evaluation discussions, a number of non-participant teachers in the schools were 
described by other discussants as supporting their students’ involvement in Generations For Peace 
programming after they saw the Programme’s positive effects on students. Teachers also expressed 
approval of the “random” selection process of Target Group participants, as they felt that otherwise 
there would have been some animosity from students who felt excluded.   
 
However, teachers (non-GFP Delegates) at some schools were frustrated because of timing problems 
that resulted in students missing or arriving late for classes, due to GFP Programme sessions. Some 
teachers at boys’ schools were confused and, in one case, somewhat suspicious about why GFP 
Delegates (fellow teachers) were participating in the Programme if they were not being paid for their 
time. GFP Delegates at several boys’ schools described how teachers who were not involved with 
GFP were initially ambivalent towards the Programme or even suspicious of it, but noted that these 
other teachers became supportive after their own relationships with their students improved due to the 
improved behaviour of the Target Group members.  
 
At nearly all schools, it was clear that good information sharing and outreach with all teachers in the 
school was very important for the Programme’s sustainability, as the relationships between the GFP 
Delegates and other teachers, and between other teachers and the participant students, had an 
impact on the Programme’s popularity and success.  
 
Several GFP Delegates mentioned that their own relationships with other teachers who were not 
involved with GFP improved due to the Programme, and that the GFP Delegates were “sort of training 
other teachers.” 
 
Finally, indicator data suggested that relationships between non-participant students and their 
teachers were also improved during the programme. Comparison between baseline and endline 
survey data indicated that:  
 

• 50 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 percentage by 25 percentage points; and 

• 100 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 percentage by 75 percentage points. 
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Testimonials: 
 

“There were students who were driving us crazy – but when we saw the effects of GFP 
Programme, we said that this Programme has to continue because it’s really effective!”  

• Female teacher not involved with the GFP Programme, Nu’ayma School 
 

“We managed to discuss things without raising our voices… and the reduced barriers between 
the students and teachers [were significant]. We reduced these barriers.”  

• Female Target Group member, Nu’ayma School 
 
“Discovering talents in things other than studies – we enjoyed that so much – there are people 
who are really talented in things that aren’t part of class, we learned to deal with them, and 
developed strong relationships with the teachers.”  

• Female Target Group member, Nu’ayma School 
 

“The ability of the students increased – they became more serious, and this helped their 
relationship with the teachers. They adapted more to the younger students, to teachers, to 
others.”  

• Female teacher not involved with the GFP Programme, Kitim School 
 

“It changed their personality, their behaviour. It also changed the pattern of behaviour for 
some of the girls, and it increased their improvement, and if we repeat the Programme they 
will be able to tell right from wrong, and choose the right path. The counsellor also said she 
noticed the improvement in students in the semester.”  

• Female teacher, Princess Taghreed School 
 

“The other teachers, not with GFP, cooperated with us because they saw that the students 
were better: how one was shy for instance and became less so; they saw this and they 
supported the Programme.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ma’mun School 
 

“There was an opportunity for the students to improve their cooperation with the teachers 
directly, to have better and stronger relationships between them – positive relationships with 
the teachers, so the students’ mentality got closer to the teachers.”  

• Male parent, Ma’mun School 
 

“The behaviour of the students was good. And their behaviour became better in the 
classroom. They were able to cooperate with other students and even the ones who weren’t 
participating… before and after, there was a change in behaviour. Some of the participating 
students would be in a class and you could see the contrast with other classes, not a huge 
change but a change, you could see the difference in how they spoke and how they behaved.”  

• Male teacher, Ma’mun School 
 

“Even other teachers liked us more, we had better relationships with them. Many teachers 
were asking “Why can’t we participate? Why can’t we all do this Programme?” They were 
unsure about it at first, they were asking “What’s the point? What are you getting from it?” But 
then they saw it and wanted to participate.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Ibn Zeydun School 
 

“We did some community service – getting the students to do charity stuff, with no extra 
support at all – and this changed the school. It created acceptance among the teachers for 
GFP. Why? Because they saw that GFP students could change the school… the best 
indication of success was the acceptance of the teachers who initially were opposed to the 
Programme.”  

• Male GFP Delegate, Jabr bin Hayyan School 
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Note on Testimonials:  
Due to the logistical limitations and the structure of the Participatory Evaluations, recording direct 
quotes from non-participant students, parents and non-participant teachers (all representatives of the 
Beneficiary Community) was challenging. While GFP headquarters staff was present for the GFP 
Delegates’ Focus Group, they were not present during the smaller Focus Groups, which included the 
representatives of Beneficiary Community. This strategy was adopted to prevent the presence of GFP 
headquarters staff from influencing Participatory Evaluation participants’ responses as far as possible. 
Nevertheless, the same approach made it difficult to record direct quotes from groups other than the 
Delegates. Following the completion of Participatory Evaluations, this was identified as a point that is 
to be addressed in the future by devoting more attention to recording accurately any quotes arising 
during the Participatory Evaluations. 
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Learning and Reflection Through Evaluation 
 
The Participatory Evaluation process, along with the learning and reflection included in it, was new to 
all but a few GFP Delegates who participated in the Pilot Programme conducted in 2013-2014. In 
general, GFP Delegates were highly engaged in the process and very interested in gathering the 
content through the Participatory Evaluations. The entire process was for them not only a chance to 
evaluate and improve the Programme itself, but also an opportunity to build their own skills in 
facilitation and in Programme-related monitoring and evaluation. During the Focus Group that included 
all GFP Delegates, the reflection was excellent and yielded many important suggestions and insights 
into the Programme. Delegates at each school remained highly engaged throughout the GFP 
Delegates’ Focus Group and the Large Group Discussion.  
 
For the Target Group, the level of reflection occurring during Participatory Evaluations varied widely, 
with some students contributing actively to the process and sharing informed opinions on their own 
experiences and the Programme in general, while others Target Group members’ participation was 
much more limited as those students seemed less confident in speaking in front of the group. Time 
limitations also contributed to preventing GFP Delegates and other Focus Group facilitators from 
seeking input from every participant. Overall, Target Group participation was strong at all Participatory 
Evaluations.  
 
Most Beneficiary Community members attending the Participatory Evaluations (non-participant 
students, parents and non-participant teachers), as well as Key Stakeholders (school headmasters), 
were highly vocal and engaged, with no hesitation to share their opinions. Although each Focus Group 
chose one participant to present a summary of their reflections in the Large Group Discussion, in 
general the opinions of all attending seemed to be represented in the discussion.  
 
This being the first round of Participatory Evaluations in Jordan Schools Programme, it was difficult to 
assess completely how much learning happened throughout the Participatory Evaluation process, but 
the views of all groups were clearly shared during the Large Group Discussion, providing an 
opportunity for all to identify best practices and lessons learnt for the future.  
 
GFP staff noted that GFP Delegates’ skill levels in facilitating discussion varied considerably, and this 
variation influenced the depth of reflection during the Participatory Evaluations. This need was noted 
for consideration in designing future trainings for Delegates, and GFP staff are actively planning to 
spend additional training time in the future on supporting Delegates’ capacity to facilitate discussion.  
 
The following pages provide more details on overall discussions held during the Participatory 
Evaluations, and the conclusions reached.  
 
  



	 	

 
Page 29 of 37 

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: 
Among the most important successes of the Programme was a decrease in violence among 
the Target Group students, due to their improved ability to express issues in words. Improved 
listening and general communication skills as well as improved capacity for empathy among 
the Target Group were also related to the observed reduction in violence among them. 

 
Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved: 
Stronger relationships between Target Group members, their better ability to make new 
friends in school, and greater affection and familiarity between them were all noted to be 
among the most important successes of the Programme. Trust increased between Target 
Group members through group activities, and Target Group members showed greater 
tolerance of the opinions of others. There was also a reported increase in integration between 
students of different ages and ability levels. Overall students and teachers viewed themselves 
as a “team”, and Target Group members’ capacity for effective cooperation and teamwork 
reportedly increased. A team spirit of “we are GFP” reportedly increased students’ positivity 
and improved their relationships with each other and with others. Finally, a lack of 
discrimination between Jordanians and Syrians and the Programme’s effect of breaking social 
barriers between Syrians and Jordanians were described as some of the most important 
successes of the Programme at schools containing both Syrians and Jordanians.  

 
Participant students' academic achievement improved: 
Target Group students’ stronger commitment to their studies, their improved self-confidence, 
improved punctuality for classes, improved discipline in the classroom, and improved ability to 
take responsibility for their own actions were all important Programme successes contributing 
to improvements in Target Group members’ academic achievement.  

 
Programme Design, Logistics and Arrangements:  
 

Target Group members’ enjoyment of the Programme activities was an important success of 
the Programme. The concentration that students showed during the activity sessions, their 
improved self-confidence, and their enjoyment of the opportunities for self-expression were all 
prioritised as Programme successes as well. Finally, the effective leadership of GFP 
Delegates was included as a high point.  

	
B. What Did Not Go Well and Why:  
 
Programme Outcomes in the Target Group:  
 

Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence: 
Reported issues included both a lack of effect on some Target Group members’ violent 
behaviour, as well as an inadequate number of participants, in relation to the very great 
violence reduction needs present in schools.  
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Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved:  
Reported issues included improvement in Target Group members’ relationships with GFP 
Delegates and other Target Group members to the exclusion of others outside the 
Programme, causing feelings of exclusion and alienation among some non-participants. 
Specifically, some Target Group members became more distant from their other friends who 
were not participating in the GFP Programme.  Continued conflict between some age groups 
was another challenge.  
 
Participant students' academic achievement improved:  
Concerns were reported regarding the GFP Programme’s negative effects on academic 
achievement for some Target Group members, as they had to leave classes in order to attend 
Programme sessions and in some cases the sessions coincided with exam preparation.  

 
Programme Design, Logistics and Arrangements:  
 

Challenges included a lack of punctuality for the sessions among some Target Group 
members and a lack of a specific time for the sessions within the school schedule. Some 
Target Group members also found that they were unable to attend certain other school and 
non-school activities due to their participation in the GFP Programme. Sessions were 
reportedly too short and too few in number in some cases. A lack of opportunities for Target 
Group members to continue participating in the Programme was also described as an issue. 

 
Other issues that arose with the activities themselves included a feeling among a few Target 
Group members that some activities were not appropriate for their age group, and a need for 
more recreational trips outside the schools. In addition, some girls were reportedly not 
accustomed to physical activity outdoors in summer and winter and were adversely affected 
as a result. Holding activities outdoors in the winter and summer weather was a challenge in 
general.  

 
A lack of even workload distribution among GFP Delegates also caused some problems 
during the Programme, and some Delegates felt that they needed more training to implement 
activities as effectively as possible. Finally, some difficulties in receiving official recognition 
from the Ministry of Education (since overcome) posed a challenge.  

 
Programme’s Relationship with the Beneficiary Community:  
 

In a few cases, the parents expressed a lack of support for the Programme and their children’s 
participation in it as Target Group members. Some parents also had negative reactions to 
girls’ participation in some field trips. It was noted that more participation by parents and 
outreach to other members of the Beneficiary Community will be needed in the next phase of 
the Programme.   
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Most Significant Changes 
 
Programme Outcomes in the Target Group:  
 

Participant students' enhanced ability to address conflict without violence: 
Overall, a reduction in physical and verbal violence was described as the most important 
change (see discussion of Outcome 1, above, for indicator data). Other highly significant 
changes in the Target Group included their improved ability to address problems through 
communication with parents, as well as their increased sense of support from their parents. 
Target Group members were reportedly better able to deal with interpersonal conflicts at home 
and at school (such as arguments between friends and siblings) without violence. Parents of 
Target Group members reported observing a positive change in their participating children’s 
behaviour, specifically in the way they communicated with their friends and relatives without 
violence, as well as their self-discipline.  

 
Quality of interactions among students and between students and teachers improved:  
Positive changes in students’ interactions with other students were among the most significant 
changes occurring during the Programme. In schools with Syrian Programme participants, 
better relationships were reported between Syrian and Jordanian Target Group members, and 
Target Group members reportedly interacted with other students more often in a positive and 
friendly way, using improved communication skills acquired during the Programme. Improved 
cooperation and reduced stress and anxiety between Target Group members and the GFP 
Delegates -school teachers- was noted as a significant change. Finally, students’ ability to 
cooperate as a team was reported as a major change.  

 
Participant students' academic achievement improved: 
Important changes in the Target Group included improved discipline at school, improved 
punctuality for class, greater participation in class, and improved ability to take responsibility 
(including responsibility for homework). Target Group members were also observed taking a 
greater leadership role in class. These changes were all described as contributing to improved 
academic performance. 

 
Other changes: 
Other important changes in the Target Group included their discovery of their own talents 
through self-expression, as well as less shyness and more interaction with broader community 
among female Target Group members, who were described as developing stronger 
personalities as a result of the Programme. Target Group members developed a more positive 
attitude through the Programme, which increased their self-confidence by helping them 
become less introverted.  

 
Programme Impacts on the Beneficiary Community:  
 

The level of violence in the school was reduced: 
Better integration between different groups of non-participant students within the schools 
(including different age and social groups) was described as an important change resulting 
from the Programme.  
 
Other important changes in the Beneficiary Community:  
Both parents of Target Group members and teachers (non-Delegates) became very 
supportive of the Programme. Parents and Delegates reported that Target Group members 
implemented Programme activities at home and that this had a positive effect on their siblings 
and wider family. Parents also described a better spirit of cooperation between themselves 
and the Delegates (their children’s teachers).  



	 	

 
Page 32 of 37 

Unexpected, Unwanted and Unconnected Changes	
 

Changes relating to the Target Group:  
Among unwanted and unexpected changes was the decision by some Target Group members 
(as well as several Delegates) to drop out of the Programme during the 2014/2015 
implementation phase. Unexpected scheduling conflicts between GFP sessions in the schools 
and school classes was another unwanted change resulting from the Programme. Also, a few 
Target Group members did not accept the activities as expected, in some cases because they 
did not feel that the activities were age-appropriate. Additionally, a small number of students at 
both male and female schools became somewhat hyperactive after GFP sessions, and when 
they returned to other classes this sometimes irritated other teachers within the school. A few 
Delegates and non-participant teachers also felt that certain Target Group members were 
using GFP “just to get out of class.” Finally, some students in one Amman school reportedly 
sold their uniforms rather than using them.  

 
Among unexpected (but not necessarily unwanted) changes were the initiative and 
enthusiasm for participation shown by a number of students during the sessions, the strong 
commitment shown by both the Target Group and GFP Delegates to attending the full 
programme of planned sessions; and an increase in students’ social activity during the period 
of Programme implementation. In addition, some families were surprised by the greater 
leadership shown by female Target Group members at home. The development of positive 
relationships between Target Group members and their teachers (both Delegates and 
teachers outside the Programme) was another unexpected change, and both Delegates and 
Target Group members were excited to describe the unexpected discovery of non-academic 
talents among the Target Group. Finally, some Target Group members, Delegates, non-
participant teachers, and parents were surprised by the Programme’s effectiveness in 
reducing violence and improving interactions among Target Group members and between 
Target Group members and teachers. Non-participant teachers were particularly surprised by 
the extent of the improvement in Target Group members’ self-discipline. Target Group 
members, Delegates, and non-participant teachers were surprised by the extent to which 
Jordanians and Syrians integrated and became friends, particularly in Nu’ayma and Ibn 
Zeydun Schools.  

 
Changes relating to the Beneficiary Community:  
Unexpected and unwanted changes among the Beneficiary Community included some 
confusion among teachers not involved in the Programme regarding its purpose and method. 
A few students who wanted to participate in the Programme but could not due to a lack of 
space also reportedly felt hurt and somewhat jealous of the Target Group members. A certain 
lack of awareness and understanding of the Programme in the wider community (beyond the 
school) was also reported during Participatory Evaluations. However, the Programme 
reportedly made an unexpectedly positive impression on community members who did have 
some awareness of it. Finally, the high level of improvement in relationships between female 
Target Group members and their mothers was unexpected at some girls’ schools.  
 
Other unexpected changes:  
Additional unexpected changes included the need for GFP Delegates to invest a significant 
amount of time in GFP trainings, and problems implementing activity sessions outdoors in very 
cold and very hot weather, which resulted in less motivation to participate among Target 
Group members.  
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Looking Forward 
 
Is the Change Sustainable/Permanent? 
 

The vast majority of Participatory Evaluation participants: GFP Delegates, Target Group 
members, Beneficiary Community members (non-participant teachers, Target Group 
members’ parents, and school headmasters), were in agreement that the positive changes 
observed were sustainable and permanent.  
 
Delegates and four Target Group members at one Amman boys’ school felt that changes 
would not be sustainable and permanent without follow-up from Delegates specifically. 
Parents at Nu’ayma and Princess Taghreed Schools and Ma’mun School felt that the 
observed changes in their children would not be permanent in the long term without follow-up 
and encouragement from parents and Delegates. Suggested means of follow-up included 
meetings and/or continued activities with former Target Group members.  

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

Timing and scheduling problems were mentioned at all schools. Target Group members at 
Jabr bin Hayyan School; Delegates at Nu’ayma School; Delegates at Ibn Zeydun School; and 
Target Group members at Kitim School felt that a larger number of sessions was needed to 
more fully realise the intended positive change among the Target Group.  
 
In general, the material resources (including stationery, sport equipment, arts equipment, 
refreshments, and Delegate incentives) were felt to be sufficient. Delegates at Nu’ayma 
School; Target Group members at Ibn Taymieh School; parents and non-participant teachers 
at Ibn Zeydun School; parents at Ma’mun School; and teachers at Jabr bin Hayyan School 
(boys) felt that additional supplies could have helped increase the Programme’s effects on the 
Target Group members. Some feedback on sport clothing indicated that the shoes distributed 
were not sturdy enough for the activities and that participants needed additional seasonally 
appropriate clothing, as a lack of indoor space meant that sessions had to be held indoors at 
most schools. Some Delegates noted that they had not used up all the stationery supplies but 
had run out of certain items, such as coloured paper, as these proved more popular and useful 
than other items.  

 
Regarding efforts, GFP Delegates emphasised that every school must have at least the full 
number of Delegates (five) present and continuously active to lead the Programme, and that 
the workload must be evenly shared among Delegates for the Programme to continue 
successfully.  

 
Should We Repeat or Expand the Programme?  
 

Repeating the Programme:  
With the exception of one Delegate, all Participatory Evaluation participants supported 
repeating the Programme. Delegates at all schools suggested that the Programme should be 
repeated with additional new activities for the Target Group members. Some parents and 
teachers (non-Delegates) at Ibn Zeydun, Princess Taghreed, and Nusaiba Schools suggested 
repeating the Programme with a younger age group (in local elementary schools) in order to 
have a greater positive effect on Target Group members’ behaviour. Some Delegates at 
Nusaiba, Jabr bin Hayyan, and Ma’mun Schools felt that repeating the Programme with 
certain members of the same Target Group would be necessary in order to produce the 
change that they desired to see in those individuals. 
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Expanding the programme:  
Participatory Evaluation participants overwhelmingly supported expanding the Programme, 
both within the school and to other schools, due to their positive impressions of the 
Programme activities. Participatory Evaluation participants at all schools also mentioned the 
need to continue the involvement of the previous Target Group members in GFP activities in 
order to maintain and strengthen the desired positive change, as described above. Teachers, 
parents and Delegates at Princess Taghreed and Ma’mun Schools suggested expanding the 
Programme to grades directly after the participating grades, so that Target Group members 
could continue their participation in the Programme and its effects would be maintained. One 
Delegate at Jabr bin Hayyan School suggested reducing the Target Group number to 40 in 
order to concentrate more on supporting permanent change within that group; no other 
Participatory Evaluation participants suggested reducing the number of Target Group 
participants.  
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Action Points 
 

Expanding and maintaining Programme impact and local awareness of GFP:  
Target Group members will need to continue to be involved in GFP activities after the end of 
the 2014/2015 implementation phase, in order for the positive effects of the Programme to 
endure. In addition, more outreach is needed both a) within the school to other teachers and 
non-Target Group students (explaining what the Programme is; what its purpose is; how 
participants were selected; and what opportunities exist for involvement) and b) within the 
wider local community (explaining what the Programme is; how it is funded; what its purpose 
is; how participants were selected; and what opportunities exist for community involvement). 
More information needs to be made available to parents in particular, including the 
Programme’s goals, methods, funders, and the schedule of the implementation phase. Ideally, 
this information could be provided by involving parents in Programme activities in the future. In 
addition, opportunities need to be created for Target Group members to lead Sport and Arts 
For Peace activities for their peers and to further spread the concept of the Programme in their 
communities, as they are highly motivated to do so and in some cases have already begun to 
lead such activities for their friends and family.  
 
If possible, opportunities to include younger students from elementary schools in the Target 
Group should be explored, as feedback from GFP Delegates, teachers not involved in the 
GFP Programme, and Target Group members’ parents suggested that the Programme would 
be very effective as a means of creating positive change among a younger age group.  

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  
GFP staff are currently organising GFP Clubs at all schools in order to continue and 
expand previous Target Group members’ participation, thus addressing some of the 
concerns raised above about a lack of options for Target Group members’ ongoing 
involvement in GFP and a resulting lack of permanent, sustainable effects on these 
participants. GFP Clubs will also present an opportunity for increased outreach in the 
Beneficiary Community through Community Initiatives, which will address local social 
issues identified by Target Group members and Delegates. These Initiatives will 
involve Target Group parents as well, increasing their awareness and understanding 
of the Programme and support for their children’s participation in it. GFP Clubs will 
also provide opportunities for Target Group members to lead activities for their peers 
during the next implementation phase of the Programme, further building their skills in 
positive interaction with their peers, improving their positive leadership skills, and 
spreading awareness of GFP in the Beneficiary Community. 

 
Development of additional Programme activities:  
New Sport and Arts For Peace activities should be identified, developed, and adapted by GFP 
Institute staff, then facilitated/provided to Delegates for implementation, in order to enhance 
the Programme’s impact on Target Group members. Among Arts For Peace activities, theatre 
and writing activities were felt to be especially effective in encouraging positive change among 
Target Group members. GFP Institute staff should therefore especially work to identify, 
develop, and adapt new types of theatre and writing activities, which should then be provided 
to GFP Delegates running the next implementation phase of the Programme. Other possible 
activities, besides Sport and Arts For Peace, could be considered as additions to the 
Programme. 
 
Activities bringing together Target Group members from different schools should be organised, 
as this would facilitate the sharing of experiences and enhance the Programme’s effectiveness 
(according to Delegates).  
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If possible, the GFP Programme should include trips to locations outside the school, as 
activities supplementary to the Programme’s regularly scheduled ongoing activities. Such trips 
are very popular and act as a powerful incentive for Target Group members to remain 
committed to the Programme, reinforcing its positive effects. The feasibility of such trips 
depends on parental support, logistical constraints, and available funding.  

 
Actions taken or scheduled:  
GFP Institute staff, together with the Jordan Programmes staff, are working to expand 
the range of Sport and Arts For Peace activities presented to Delegates, in order to 
ensure continued motivation among Delegates and Target Group members. These 
activities will be identified, developed, and adapted as necessary for the local context, 
then implemented in sessions during the 2015-2016 school year.  

 
Improving support provided to Delegates:  
GFP headquarters staff should consider increasing the number of monitoring field visits 
(regularly occurring visits during which GFP staff observe ongoing activities and provide 
feedback to Delegates) that occur throughout the implementation phase, so that all schools 
feel that they are receiving equal attention from headquarters staff. GFP staff should take care 
to provide specific constructive feedback to Delegates during these visits to guide their 
development as GFP volunteers and support their continued capacity building. Delegates 
emphasised that this ongoing development was a major motivation for their involvement in the 
programme.  
 

Actions taken or scheduled:  
GFP is currently recruiting an additional staff member to join the Jordan Programmes. 
Expanding the team will help existing experienced GFP staff to allot more time to 
monitoring field visits, provide one-on-one mentoring for Delegates, and give detailed 
feedback on sessions observed. Additionally, GFP Institute staff will conduct more 
monitoring field visits to assess how the recommendations of the first round of 
Participatory Evaluations detailed in this report are being applied and implemented, to 
increase learning and reflection and support GFP Delegates. 

 
Overcoming logistical and scheduling challenges:  
GFP Delegates should concentrate efforts before the beginning of ongoing activities on finding 
a regularly scheduled weekly time for GFP Programme activity sessions. In the period before 
and during exams, Delegates should take care that session timing does not conflict with exam 
preparations (or the exams themselves). Delegates need to ensure that sessions are 
scheduled at times that do not clash with core curriculum classes such as Arabic language, 
science, and Islamic studies. This depends largely on the Delegates’ availability and the 
schedules of classes within the schools.  
 

Actions taken or scheduled:  
GFP headquarters staff will continue to support Delegates with the scheduling as 
possible, but session schedules are largely determined through cooperation between 
the Delegates and the administration at each school.  
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Generations For Peace Jordan Schools Programme in 2015/2016 
 
GFP Delegates in each school began the second, 2015/2016 implementation phase of the programme 
in October 2015, after a Sport and Arts For Peace Training was completed to prepare additional 
number of Delegates to join the Programme. In addition to the eight schools participating in the first 
2014/2015 implementation phase, four schools in Ajloun and Karak have also joined the Programme, 
and teachers from these new schools were equipped with knowledge and skills through this Training.  
 
The second implementation phase will include 48 weekly sessions for 50 participants in each school. 
These participants were selected according to the same criteria as those in the first implementation 
phase. As previously mentioned, the second implementation phase will involve students from the 
previous Target Group in Generations For Peace Club activities. Through the Generations For Peace 
Club, previous Target Group members will have a chance to lead GFP activities for their peers and 
organise school- and community-based initiatives (with support from Delegates and GFP headquarters 
staff), increasing the Programme’s outreach in the Beneficiary Community and raising community 
awareness of the Programme in general.  
 
The second implementation phase will be concluded with second set of Participatory Evaluations, 
following the same general method as the Participatory Evaluation whose results are described here. 
Baseline surveys were collected before the 2015/2016 implementation phase of ongoing activities 
began, and endline surveys will be collected after the Programme has finished. 
 

	


