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INTRODUCTION 

About the Sobambisana Initiative 

In 2008, the D G Murray Trust contracted five non-profit resource and training 

organisations (RTOs) active in Early Childhood Development (ECD) to design and 

implement sets of interventions for expanding access to ECD in underserved areas in 

different parts of the country. Called the Sobambisana Initiative, this project had the 

broader aim of testing new approaches to ECD which could inform the government’s 

unfolding national ECD programme.  

In 2009 the Elma Foundation and UBS Optimus Foundation joined the D G Murray Trust 

in funding Ilifa Labantwana, an expanded programme supporting innovation in ECD with 

a specific focus on rural and other deprived areas. Sobambisana became part of the Ilifa 

programme, tasked with testing models of ECD which could be taken to scale at the 

provincial or national level. It ran for four years until the end of 2011. 

The Sobambisana partners included Training and Resources for Early Education (TREE), 

which implemented a set of interventions in Indaka in KwaZulu-Natal. This report 

evaluates its activities over the four-year programme period. While the Sobambisana 

Initiative has ended, Ilifa’s relationship with its Sobambisana partners continues, and 

some of the interventions discussed in this report are still being implemented. 

TREE Evaluation Report Format 

The report starts with a quick overview of the key findings of the suite of interventions 

delivered by TREE. This is followed by an overview of TREE’s goals and interventions. 

Each of the interventions is then dealt with in turn. Questions relating to both 

programme outcome and implementation are addressed. The evaluation method for all 

partners is largely generic and is described in the main report on the Sobambisana 

Initiative entitled Towards Integrated Early Childhood Development: An Evaluation of the 

Sobambisana Initiative (2012). Where statistical analyses have been conducted, these 

are not reported in detail but have been summarised in endnotes, and the reader is 

referred to the Statistical Appendix for the details. Common assessment tools are 

described in the ‘Test and Measures’ section of the main report. This partner evaluation 

report was sent to TREE before being finalised. Where appropriate, comments by TREE 

personnel have been included. 
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OVERVIEW OF KEY FINDINGS 

TREE’s interventions in Indaka are delivered in the framework of a community 

development approach which raises awareness of the importance of young children, 

links children and families to ECD opportunities and services, and strengthens these 

through capacity-building and advocacy with service providers. TREE had two main 

interventions, a playgroup programme and assistance to ECD sites supported by 

advocacy to provincial and local government. 

The Structured Playgroup Programme  

This programme provides developmentally appropriate experiences, with accompanying 

resources targeted at young children aged 3-5 who do not have access to preschools. The 

original concept in 2009 was that play facilitators (PFs) chosen by the community and 

trained and supported by TREE were each responsible for 10 playgroups for 10 – 15 

children. Play facilitators in turn trained parents of participating children to run these 

groups on a rotating basis. While large numbers of children were reached the 

programme was not delivered as designed with several playgroups becoming more like 

ECD centres and enrolling too many children. 

In 2010 the programme was revised to improve oversight and quality. Play facilitators 

are responsible for 4 playgroups each and facilitate a session once a week. Volunteer 

parents still host the groups and offer them on days when the PF is not present. 

Refresher training on the programme is provided to play facilitators once a month.  

Findings 

The main findings were that: 

 Playgroups provided an ECD experience for large numbers of children who would 

not otherwise have had one. The 10 PFs reached 1175 children in 2009 and 2010 

though attendance was variable.  

 In 2010, the year for which this data is available, 56% attended two thirds of 

sessions led by a playgroup facilitator, and a third attended all the sessions.  

 Referrals for documents, clinic cards and social grants were done through the 

playgroups and some were successfully resolved (but data is limited). 

 Exposure to the playgroups did not give children an advantage on cognitive, 

language, numeracy and academic readiness scores in Grade R. 

Lessons from the playgroup evaluation 

 Extending reach through a cascade model of training may rapidly increase access 

but it is difficult to control quality of implementation and is unlikely to produce the 

desired outcomes. 
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 In an ECD approach which emphasises community development and is dependent 

in large part on volunteers, it is difficult for the service provider to ensure that the 

programme is implemented as designed. 

 Efforts need to be made to secure more regular attendance to ensure a higher dose 

of inputs, as the low dose may be insufficient to change cognitive and language 

outcomes. 

 Regular data gathering including attendance on non PF facilitated days, grant 

referrals and monitoring the performance of play facilitators is needed to track the 

effectiveness of the intervention 

 Playgroups use volunteer parents and many venues are homes volunteered by 

community members. This makes sustainability dependent on their willingness to 

continue and is likely to be challenging in the longer term, especially if TREE is 

unable to secure stipends for play facilitators when donor funding ends. 

The ECD Site Training and Support Programme 

This was a multipronged strategy including practitioner and management training, as 

well as capacitating the local ECD Forum. The outcome and impact of practitioner 

training at Levels 1 and 4 were monitored: 

 15 trainees completed Level 1 and received accreditation in 2009 and 9 of these are 

in the process of completing Level 4.  

 Baseline ECERS-R scores of classroom quality of Level 4 trainees taken in 2010 are in 

the ‘adequate to good’ range, and attest to the completed Level 1 training. 

 Follow up ECERS-R scores in 2011 show continued improvement in the classrooms 

though lack of equipment in several sites reduced possible scores on the Activities 

subscale. 

 Practitioners reported that as well as adding value to their classrooms, the training 

had made them confident and that they were also spreading information to parents 

to apply at home. Beyond this, there was no evidence that sites were operating as 

nodes of support. 

 Children in Grade R who had attended an ECD site where practitioners had been 

trained by TREE scored higher on number concepts, cognitive and language 

development than TREE playgroup children. 

Lessons from the site training evaluation 

 The training enabled improvements of programme quality in the classrooms but the 

lack of educational resources limits how far the improvements can go.  
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Advocacy to Provincial and Local Government 

TREE had aimed at facilitating the development of a Municipal Children’s Forum of 

stakeholders involved in children’s programmes including government officials, political 

and traditional leadership and service organisations. This was to develop support for 

young children and the different interventions for them in the area. Much of the 

advocacy targeted the municipality in order to get ECD onto their agenda but progress 

was limited and delayed by political instability and limited municipal capacity. After 

meetings with the municipality TREE submitted a proposal for the inclusion of the 

Playgroup programme in the 2011-2012 Integrated Development Plan (IDP). In follow-up 

meetings TREE was informed that provision had been made for the programme in the 

Draft IDP, but no explicit reference was evident in the physical document, and all 

attempts to gain further clarity were unsuccessful. Furthermore, permission from the 

District Education Department needed to implement work with the public Grade R 

classes took well over a year to be granted. 

Lessons from the advocacy intervention 

 While ECD organisations may seek to influence provincial and local government 

processes for the benefit of young children, and it is desirable outcome, there are 

many processes over which they have no control and which thwart the realisation 

of programme goals.  

 Consideration should be given to the considerable investment of time needed for 

advocacy in relation to time and resources available for managing and 

implementing the intervention as a whole and its primacy as a goal. 

Implementation lessons from the TREE interventions  

TREE planned to implement a complex suite of interventions in Indaka both tried and 

tested and a new playgroup model. While TREE had established training in the area, they 

had not worked specifically in Indaka which is several hours’ drive from TREE’s main 

offices. At the inception of the project in 2007 TREE’s Programmes Manager, who was 

involved in many ccommunity initiatives, lived there but subsequently transferred, 

leaving local staff, whose capacity was still underdeveloped, to be supported from a 

distance. All these factors compounded by several staffing changes at TREE head office, 

affected the level of oversight, delivery of intended interventions and the collection of 

data needed for monitoring and evaluation until late 2009.  

A key tension has related to the role of an NGO service provider working in a community 

development framework. It is easy to design a solid ECD programme and supporting 

materials but it is much more difficult to ensure that the community takes up the idea 

and to develop local capacity for community members to take and run the initiative. The 

Playgroup Programme provides the main example of this. It was designed to strengthen 

the ECD content of less formal playgroups run by TREE in other areas so that children 

would receive academic content as well as having their other needs addressed. The way 
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that TREE attempted to dramatically increase access to developmental opportunities was 

use of a cascade model for the playgroups which delivered reach but not quality. 

Assumptions were made about volunteer caregivers taking up the programme and that a 

cascade model of training using relatively new and low skilled play facilitators would be 

effective. In fact several caregivers in the programme saw this as an opportunity to 

develop small ECD type programmes to generate income and expected payment for the 

service. This may have been a positive outcome in relation to community aspirations but 

was challenging in relation to programme goals. Similarly expectations that monitoring 

and evaluation data would be collected regularly by community volunteers and even the 

local Coordinator were unrealistic. However TREE now has sound monitoring tools for 

use across many of its programmes and the next step will be to ensure that they are 

applied. 

In the context of an intervention based on a predetermined funding proposal it becomes 

difficult to negotiate issues of working at the community pace and how far to let the 

community lead, especially when local community facilitators are still learning the job 

and there is not an established multi-stakeholder forum for conscious collaborative 

decision making. 

THE TREE EVALUATION 

Introduction 

TREE is a long established Durban-based ECD NGO with a significant footprint in Kwazulu-

Natal. Its programming orientation is evident from its funding proposal: 

‘TREE builds the capacity of people, mainly women, from marginalised 

communities to implement quality early childhood development programmes 

for their young children, either in community based pre-schools or at household 

level. TREE has developed excellent curricula, materials, resources and 

programmes to achieve its goal of assisting adults who impact on the lives of 

young children, especially vulnerable children, to better meet their rights and 

needs.’ 
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The Sobambisana initiative is located in Indaka which is some four hours’ drive from 

Durban where TREE is based. TREE is well known in Indaka, having provided ECD 

practitioner training for some years prior to the implementation of Sobambisana. They 

have an office staffed by an Area Manager and ECD practitioner trainers. Playgroup 

facilitators are supervised from Durban (during regular visits) by a senior manager who is 

an ECD specialist. She is also trains them in the TREE playgroup model developed for 

Sobambisana, and which was an entirely new initiative for this area. Following an initial 

block of training, she visits once per month for two days for long-term support. TREE had 

one staff member in Indaka to coordinate the Sobambisana initiative. He is supervised by 

the TREE M&E Programmes Manager. 

View of the Indaka area. 

Programme Location 

The TREE Sobambisana interventions are located in Wards 2 and 3 of Indaka Municipality 

in the uThukela District Municipality some 50 kilometers from Ladismith in Kwazulu-

Natal. The area is rural but characterised by closely situated villages with a mix of 

modern formal, traditional and informal housing. It is fairly densely populated, with high 

levels of unemployment, poverty and HIV/AIDS infection rates. The area is semi-arid with 

low rainfall, making food growing a challenge. People mostly keep cattle and goats. 

According to the South African Index of Multiple Deprivation for Children (SAIMDC)1, the 

level of child deprivation is high in Indaka (within the two most deprived quintiles of child 

deprivation in South Africa). On that basis, this was an appropriate site in which to access 

vulnerable children. 
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TREE approach, goals and interventions 

Approach 

TREE employs a participatory approach to community entry using Participatory Rural 

Appraisal (PRA)2 methodology. 2008 was a start up year during which relations between 

the programme and the community were built up through stakeholder consultations. 

Interventions commenced in 2009 and concluded in 2011. This evaluation covers the 

period 2008 – mid 2011. 

Goals 

The principal aim of the TREE Sobambisana programme was: 

‘to promote access to quality developmental opportunities for the children of 

this area who are growing up in disadvantaged circumstances.’ 

TREE’s specific objectives were aligned to those of the funding call: In 2008, TREE staff 

worked with the M&E team to refine their goals for Sobambisana. The following were 

agreed: 

1. Promote quick and dramatic increased access to developmental opportunities for 

children under age 6 by encouraging increased access to ECD sites and through 

provision of playgroups for children not in ECD sites; 

2. Ensure the quality of developmental opportunities and ECD programmes; 

3. Address children’s basic rights to survival, protection and development (including 

health, nutrition & psycho-social support); 

4. Promote a seamless transition from home to school. 

Interventions and adaptations 

In their proposal, TREE outlined a range of interventions and beneficiaries as presented 

in Table 1. 

Table 1: Tree Sobambisana Proposal Targets 

BENEFICIARIES IN YEAR 1 FOUR YEAR TOTAL 

10 Communities 
1 000 Households 
2 100 Children 
20 Grade R teachers 
8 Primary Schools 
15 ECD Site teachers 
10 community based ECD Sites 
10 ECD Site Supervisors/Principals 
30 ECD Site Parents Committee members 
10 Play Facilitators  

10 Communities 
4 000 Households 
+ 8 400 Children 
+ 20 Grade R teachers 
+ 8 Primary Schools & 16 officials & SGB’s 
+ 15 ECD Site teachers 
10 community based ECD Sites 
+ 10 ECD Site Supervisors/Principals 
+ 60 ECD Site Parents Committee members 
+ 10 Play Facilitators  
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BENEFICIARIES IN YEAR 1 FOUR YEAR TOTAL 

1 Community ECD Facilitator  
1 000 Parents/caregivers 
40 ECD Forum Committee members 
Community structures and stakeholders 
Indaka Municipal stakeholders 

1 Community ECD Facilitator  
+ 4 000 Parents/caregivers 
+ 40 ECD Forum Committee members 
Community structures and stakeholders 
Indaka Municipal stakeholders 

Source: TREE Proposal. 

This was to prove to be an ambitious list. Due to organisational challenges and 

demanding field conditions, a number of changes to the intended interventions were 

required.  

In late 2009, the M&E team advised TREE to reduce the number of interventions 

proposed and concentrate on those it considered to be core. And in 2010, the initiative 

was significantly strengthened due to the appointment of a new Programmes Manager 

who was responsible for strengthening monitoring and evaluation systems throughout 

the organisations. He was able to put the necessary systems in place. 

Following revision, the following interventions were delivered:  

1. Upgrading of ECD practitioner skills; 

2. Improving ECD site governance and management;  

3. A structured Playgroup programme for children not in ECD; 

4. Provision of toy-making workshops for Grade R teachers; 

5. An advocacy programme to improve access to services provided by municipal and 

provincial government. 

Provision of support to ECD Forums did occur during the evaluation period, but tools for 

monitoring this aspect were only developed in the latter half of 2010. According to the 

Programmes Manager: 

 ‘There is no real intervention here besides for attending, and facilitating 

informal demonstrations or sessions for the attendees.’ 

As this was not a structured intervention and was not evaluable it is not considered 

further. 

In 2008 and 2009, the M&E team worked with TREE to finalise the main goals of their 

interventions. These are presented in Table 2. The table lays out the relationship 

between programme goals and outcomes in Indaka. 
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Table 2: TREE Indaka Goals, Activities, Outputs and Outcomes 

Overall Goals per 
Funding Proposal 

Specific Goals Activities Outputs Short-Term Outcomes Long-Term Outcomes 
(Grade R) 

Quick and dramatic 
increased access to 
developmental 
opportunities for 
children under age 6. 
Ensuring quality of 
developmental 
opportunities & ECD 
programmes. 
Addressing children’s 
basic rights to survival, 
protection and 
development (including 
health, nutrition & 
psycho-social support). 
Promoting a seamless 
transition from home to 
school. 

1. Improve access to 
state services and 
resources for young 
children. 
2. Improve access to 
early stimulation for 
children not in ECD. 

Playgroup 
Programme 
 

1. Playgroup Facilitators (PFs) are 
recruited from the community. 
2. PFs are trained and supervised 
monthly. 
3. Parents are enrolled to host 
playgroups. 
4. Parents and children are 
enrolled and attend. 
5. Playgroups run 4 days per 
week. 
6. Educational resources are 
provided. 

Children are provided 
with a safe space within 
which early learning is 
facilitated. 
Children are referred for 
documents, grants and 
services. 

Children perform better 
on developmental 
assessments than those 
who have not had TREE 
interventions. 
 
Children have improved 
access to services. 

Improve children’s 
access to services. 

Meetings with 
officials 

Consultations with provincial and 
municipal officials 

Municipal Children’s 
Forum is established. 

Increase the variety of 
teaching and learning 
resources. 

Toy-making for 
Grade R teachers 

Toy-making workshops are held. Teaching and learning 
environment quality is 
enhanced. 

Improve the quality of 
ECD sites. 

Governance and 
Management 
Training 

1. Members of governing bodies 
and site supervisors are enrolled. 
2. Training workshops are held. 

Site management is 
enhanced. 

NQF Level 1 and 
Level 4 Training  

1. Practitioners are enrolled. 
2. Training workshops are held. 

Teaching and learning 
environment quality is 
enhanced. 
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Programme evaluability 

Despite promise, the evaluability of the TREE interventions was weak at the outset. It 

lacked evaluation systems and there was not an established internal M&E culture. Staff 

changes in 2008 and 2009 further compromised the capacity of the organisation to 

deliver the interventions and implement the agreed monitoring and evaluation 

procedures set up with the M&E team. 

The situation was much improved by the appointment of the Programmes Manager in 

2009 who managed to strengthen implementation fidelity. He also designed and 

implemented playgroup programme monitoring and other tracking tools. As these were 

only available in the latter half of 2010, much of the Indaka project is not evaluable. 

The relevant changes in the delivery of Sobambisana in Indaka will be discussed under 

each component of the programme.  

Where the data is available, targets in relation to actual performance will be discussed 

within each programme component. 

TREE STRUCTURED PLAYGROUP PROGRAMME 

Programme description  

In their proposal to the DG Murray Trust, TREE stated that: 

 ‘Capacity building of Play Facilitators and workshops for parents/caregivers will 

enable them to provide a wide variety of active learning and development 

opportunities for the children excluded from an ECD site based ECD.’ In addition 

the playgroup setting was intended to ‘act as a node capacitated to link 

vulnerable children and families to key social services.’ 

The TREE theory of change (TOC) for the playgroup programme developed on request by 

the M&E team states that: 

‘Children who cannot be reached through site-based interventions will be able 

to enjoy access to developmentally appropriate activities and play; better 

equipping them for their eventual transition to formal school environments. 

Further the model hoped to reach caregivers with the message of the 

significance of ‘play as learning’ and the value of developmentally appropriate 

play to better equip them to provide for the needs of their children. The 

intricately woven matrix of hierarchical facilitation and support, from TREE 

trainers to Play Facilitators to Caregivers to children, has the aim of allowing 

everyone involved to learn by doing! By participating in the process everyone 

will hopefully be gaining important knowledge and skills and, slowly but surely, 
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clarifying their attitudes and value systems around the wonder of early 

childhood’. 

As is evident, the TOC is rather broad and does not specify clearly the mechanisms 

involved in the production of the desired change. However, it does give the idea that 

TREE believed that the cascade approach (‘The intricately woven matrix of hierarchical 

facilitation’) would improve the knowledge and practice of parents regarding ECD and 

would translate into provision of improved developmental opportunities.  

Original programme design 2008-2009 

The original playgroup model introduced by TREE in the 2009 cycle (year 2) included the 

following essential features. 

The PFs were selected through engagement with local leaders. TREE therefore had 

limited control over the quality of those who are selected to enroll in training. This is a 

common feature of community-based projects in areas beset by low employment 

opportunities, but there is the risk that facilitators selected in this way will deliver poor 

quality programming. TREE sought to minimise this risk by informing local leaders of the 

requirements for the position.  

 A Play Facilitator (PF), would be ‘attached to each ECD Site’, and she would be 

trained by the TREE Senior Manager for Quality Assurance (based in Durban) to run 

workshops for parents/caregivers, to enable them to run playgroups for their young 

children. 

 The PF would also run Parenting Programmes for parents/caregivers of young 

children (in the form of workshops). 

 Each PF was to be responsible for 10 playgroups, each catering for 10 to 15 children, 

and operating twice per week. The model required parents whose children 

attended to group to rotate responsibility for running the group. 

 Toy kits would be provided to each group. 

This is a cascade model. It sought to dramatically increase (double) the number of 

children with access to ECD. Knowledge and skills would be transferred to PFs drawn 

from the community who would in turn seek to capacitate groups of parents / caregivers 

to run playgroups attended by their children whose development and access to services 

would be enhanced. 

As it turned out, the model introduced in 2009 did not run according to the 

implementation plan. This was at least in part due to insufficient oversight and 

(according to the Programmes Manager), to divergent understandings of the 

requirements between the TREE head office and the staff in the field. By the latter half of 

2009 it became evident that the playgroups had taken on a variety of forms: they ran for 

more sessions than originally intended; the daily programmes were often not being 

implemented as intended; parents did not rotate responsibility, and some playgroups 
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had changed into fee-charging crèches - perhaps not surprising given the lack of 

economic opportunities in the area. Those running the playgroups took the opportunity 

provided by their training to try to establish their own little businesses (not necessarily a 

bad outcome). 

Modified programme design 2010-2011 

The programme was re-designed and oversight greatly strengthened for implementation 

in July 2010 as a result of discussion with the M&E team.  

Figure 2: Playgroup Facilitator Training 

The most important change was that the cascade approach was altered. Each PF took 

responsibility for four playgroups and ran the Structured Playgroup Programme one 

morning a week for each playgroup. 

The PF modelled appropriate activities for the caregivers using the Structured TREE 

Playgroup Programme over a 2.5 hour session. Strengthened training and supervision 

was provided in monthly workshops designed to improve the quality of their delivery of 

ECD activities. On remaining days (variable but up to four days per week) the group was 

run by volunteer parents/caregivers in their homes during school terms. 

The Coordinator, who lives in the community and provided support by liaising between 

PFs, community structures and stakeholders and the Durban TREE office was more 

closely involved in the ongoing PF training. 

In his June 2011 report, the Programmes Manager asserted that while scale would be 

reduced in the new model, it was probable that the quality of playgroup provision would 

be improved. Many of the original playgroups continued into 2010 provided with the 

new inputs and support. 
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Once registration of playgroups was completed, PFs conducted a series of caregiver 

training workshops to improve their readiness for running groups under PF supervision. 

This included the Structured Playgroup Programme, Toy making and Community-based 

Integrated Management of Childhood Illnesses. Toy kits were also provided. 

Figure 3: TREE Playgroups in action. 

Outcomes of the Playgroup Programme 

Playgroup Reach and Attendance 

Data on reach and attendance is presented in Table 3 

Table 3: Reach and Attendance in TREE Playgroups: 2009 - 2011 

 2009 2010-2011** 

Playgroups 

Playgroup Target (number of groups) 20 40 

Playgroups Established* 28 40 

Children 

Child target+ 480 692 

Child Reach (Enrolment)* 692* 576 

Child Attendance++ No data 
36% attended all the sessions. 
53% attended 66% or more of the sessions 

Playgroup Facilitators 

Trained Facilitator Target 10 10 

Facilitators Trained and running groups 10 10 

NOTES: + Target provided by the Programmes Manager. * 2009 child enrolment is based on data 
provided at September 2009 after the programme was terminated. No attendance figures are 
available for 2009. ** 2010 figures are based on enrolments at June 2011. Note that 2010-2011 
playgroups include some of those that ran in 2009 ++ Figures for attendance in 2010-2011 are 
from June 2010-February 2011. 
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TREE’s intended enrolment was 8–15 children per group; 15 children are used as a 

notional target per group in the table for 2009. In 2010, the target was 15 children per 

group (TREE December 2010 M&E report). 

In their report to the DG Murray Trust in December 2009, TREE noted that the enrolment 

in that year was far in excess of their target as a result of the playgroup programme 

deviating from the intended delivery model and taking on a life of its own. Those running 

groups enrolled more than they should have. TREE notes in their report for that year:  

‘although we have witnessed quick and dramatic increased access to 

developmental opportunities we cannot account for the quality or character of 

those opportunities.’ 

So the reach in 2009 based on enrolment alone, cannot be used to indicate that TREE 

was able to provide quality developmental opportunities through this programme in 

2009. 

In sum, for 2009: 

 Enrolment exceeded the target and no attendance or quality assurance data is 

available. 

 In 2010, the programme was stabilised and the data can be regarded as reliable.  

 The reach of the programme in 2010 is lower than the target, but it is probable that 

quality has improved (see below for information on quality). 

 TREE figures suggest enrolment was within programme quality requirements. 

 Independent observation reports of seven playgroups in August 2011, indicate that 

while five of these had enrolments of over 40 children actual attendance ranged 

from 7 – 21 children.  

As the ages of children at the groups were from infancy to five or six years, it is probable 

that at least some of these children accompanied the caregivers who run the groups (two 

or three was the usual number). 

Regarding attendance: 

For 2010, attendance data was only collected at the weekly playgroup session when the 

PF was present to facilitate the group. 

 Fifty three percent (53%) of enrolled children participated in two thirds of the 

sessions facilitated by the play facilitator, 

It is not known what level of attendance would be expected to make a difference to child 

outcomes. 

Unfortunately child outcome data could not be collected in 2009 and 2010 (consequent 

on a decision by the M&E team and the donor). 
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We note that using the attendance on days the play facilitator was present as an overall 

indicator of attendance, may or may not be a reasonable attendance rate for this sort of 

programme. 

However, it does indicate that: 

 Some forty seven per cent of those who enroll do not receive the bulk of the inputs 

provided by a trained facilitator. This was not so much a problem of participant 

attrition, but one of variable participation. 

It had been intended that a quasi-experimental design be used to assess child outcomes 

for two cohorts. However, and as a result of the problems experienced in 2009, there 

was no longer a programme to evaluate on child outcomes. The limited descriptive data 

collected over the years is presented in the following sections. 

Growth status of children 

In 2009 a group of children TREE had hoped to track over the course of the intervention 

were assessed on growth status, and cognitive development. Due to deviations in the 

playgroup implementation model, fidelity was compromised and the 2009 group was not 

followed up.  

The growth status of 60 children whose average age was 3.17 years was assessed and 

the findings are described in Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Growth status of children assessed in 2009 

Stunting (height for age), while of concern, is lower than the rural rate reported in recent 

studies (Labadarios 2007)3.The underweight rate (weight for age) is of much more 
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concern and indicates that twenty per cent of the children were undernourished at the 

time of the assessment. 

Cognitive status of children 

The Grover Counter Scale was used to assess the cognitive level of the 2009 playgroup 

cohort. Follow-up data was not collected due to compromised programme fidelity. The 

test has norms for black rural children4 (the level at which children are expected to 

perform on the test). Details of the test are provided in the Sobambisana Measures 

Appendix. Results are only available for eleven children. Only two were in the norm for 

their age.  

Given the small sample, it is not appropriate to draw any conclusions from this 

observation other than to state that the poor cognitive development status of children 

who attend the playgroups could benefit from further exploration, as it will affect the 

extent to which they are likely to benefit. 

Access to grants and services is restricted to the 2010-2011 playgroup cohort. It is not 

possible to state whether on not specific children’s needs were met as individual tracking 

data is not available. 

Table 4 simply provides a picture of the numbers of children whose parents claimed they 

did not have the relevant service in the period July – December 2010. Data for 2011 was 

not available to the M&E team. 

Table 4: Access to Documents and Social Grants at December 2010 

Number of 
Children 
Enrolled 

Number of children without the necessary documents and grants 

Birth 
Certificates 

Road to 
Health Card 

Child Support 
Grant 

Foster Grant 

381 37 (10%) 46 (12%) 39 (10%) 31 (8%) 

Source: TREE reports: the number of enrolled children is lower than that in Table 3 which is valid 
up to July 2011. 

Observations of playgroup practice 

During August 2011, observations of seven playgroups were undertaken by experienced 

independent ECD trainers.  

They reported that: 

 A range of activities were available in all seven groups – morning ring, art activities, 

educational toys, make believe play, blocks, songs, stories and outdoor play; 

 Children were familiar with the routine and a free play approach was followed;  

 Nutritious porridge was served in several of the groups; 
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 Anecdotal evidence provided to the observers was that in some cases children only 

attend if they have seen the PF arrive carrying food. 

The observers asked the women who were running the groups what had assisted them 

with implementation: 

 The learning materials were referred to more than once (this was also a draw card 

for parents to send their children); they also mentioned ‘training’ (presumably by 

the PF on her days in the playgroup).  

 Caregivers who ran playgroups mostly reflected on their love of children, helping with 

keeping them safe, and cleanliness rather than the educational role. A typical comment 

was: 

‘I volunteered (as a caregiver) to get rid of the children in the streets’  

One caregiver said:  

‘The programme unwinds the brain of a child that helps them when they attend 

full time school.’ 

Reflections on the Playgroup Programme implementation 

Data Sources 

Data sources for this section of the report are drawn from reports submitted to the M&E 

team; reports to the donor, narrative reports submitted by the TREE Programmes 

Manager, observations of the playgroups by external experts and interviews with staff 

and programme recipients that formed part of the process evaluation. 

Did the Playgroup programme reach its intended targets? 

The intended targets were children in two Wards of Indaka who did not have access to 

preschools either because there were none in their vicinity or because their parents 

could not afford the fees.  

 Records from various sources indicate that the appropriate targets were reached as 

participating children did not access preschool programmes. 

 PFs interviewed said that they focused on families that were struggling: ‘This means 

that no one is working at home and there is no income. Also in families where there 

are no parents and children stay alone’.  

The playgroup curriculum was originally designed for children from 3 – 5 years and it is 

clear from observation reports that many children attending were younger. Although 

TREE programme staff indicated that they had adapted the intervention to exclude the 

school readiness activities aimed at the older children, external observers noted that: 
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 In some playgroups that the activities/toys were not suitable for the babies and 

toddlers. 

That said, in a community initiative of this kind it is not possible to be too prescriptive 

about who can attend, particularly if volunteer caregivers bring their own younger 

children.  

Was the playgroup programme delivered as intended? 

 As noted above, this was not the case in 2009. 

In an April 2010 report, the TREE Programmes Manager reported that the cascade model 

was too sophisticated to rely on volunteers (parents) as the delivery channel. He said: 

‘The rationale behind this was well placed, having the grass-roots members of 

the community involved at this level was hoped to capacitate them, and support 

them in providing a higher quality of ECD experience for their children in their 

private and non-project related capacity as well. In hind sight, this is a step too 

far in reality, both in terms of the capacity of our community partners, but also, 

and more importantly in terms of their overall needs and survival/livelihood 

strategies.’ 

 TREE was responsive to the 2009 experience and as described above, a new model 

was implemented from mid 2010. 

A significant improvement in 2010 was the provision of a comprehensive system of 

monitoring designed to improve programme implementation, fidelity and record-

keeping. These included: 

 Records of attendance; 

 Checklists for capturing information on access to grants and services; 

 A written guide support uniform implementation; 

 A simple competency checklist to monitor how PFs deliver the programme during 

his visits. 

The competency checklist was not used during the period of the evaluation. The 

Programmes Manager stated that the coordinator who would have carried out these 

assessments may have seen formal oversight as a threat to relationships with the PFs. 

During focus group interviews conducted by an independent external interviewer, play 

facilitators focused mainly on their supportive role, including: informing parents about 

how to help their children with school work and keeping them clean, as well as giving 

them something to do if they joined the group. 

This is of interest as the restructured 2010 playgroup had been seen more as a direct 

service to children than the cascade model of 2009. The PF perspective is supported by 



Partner evaluation: Training and Resources for Early Education 

Page | 21  
 

parents’ comments made to ECD trainers during a site visit (TREE donor report December 

2010): 

‘We can now play with our children and siblings at home with confidence.’  

‘This is something we were never taught about, or even learned about at school 

or at home. This is a wonderful opportunity for us as parents.’  

‘We are also learning as adults because we never attended preschool as 

children.’  

‘As parents we never knew that children don’t just learn at school but at home, 

from other people and everything around them.’  

A challenge noted in delivering the programme included the fact that some of the 

volunteer caregivers did not run the playgroups in their own homes. This sometimes lead 

to tensions; they were not always welcome at host homes but there were no 

alternatives.  

Also in some groups caregivers and PFs commented that there was not much parent 

support in terms of assisting with delivery. 

How long caregivers will be prepared to offer the service on a volunteer basis is a 

question. However, the fact that the programme is appreciated and visible in the 

community may be an incentive. Also, the provision of nutritional porridge in the groups 

was a draw card for children. 

TREE Playgroup Programme Conclusion  

The key lessons learned from this experience are that: 

 When running projects from some distance, it is essential to have well-trained staff 

on site and to provide regular and frequent support and supervision. 

 Cascade models using community volunteers are unlikely to be delivered as 

designed. 

 Even when well supported and supervised, playgroup attendance cannot be 

assured. In this programme just over 50% of children attended two thirds of the 

facilitated sessions – a substantial proportion did not benefit as intended and in the 

absence of data we may assume a similar pattern on other days. 

 Given the cognitive and nutritional deficits in the area, high levels of attendance 

and high quality inputs would appear to be necessary to achieve goals of improved 

developmental status in the year prior to Grade R. 

The sustainability of a programme largely depending on volunteers (the parents who 

host playgroups) and use of people’s homes over time needs tracking, particularly if PFs 

are no longer supported and visiting on a regular basis.  
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 While scale is desirable for a programme of this type, unless there is sufficient staff 

capacity, good training and most important, consistent oversight, programme 

fidelity and quality will be compromised.  

Finally, TREE has been fortunate in appointing a dedicated and suitable local Coordinator 

who has gained enormously in skill and stature during the intervention. 

The M&E team observed during a visit to the site that he appreciates the support that he 

gets from TREE but is on his own in the field. This is a risk as programme implementation 

and oversight largely depends on him. The development of more continuous support in 

the field would be advisable. 

TREE INTERVENTIONS IN ECD SITES AND SCHOOLS 

Introduction 

This section of the evaluation covers: 

 Level 1 and 4 training for ECD Practitioners;  

 Training in toy making for Grade R staff; 

 Governance and Management training for supervisors, committees and governing 

bodies; and 

 Support for ECD Forums. 

According to the TREE December 2010 Quarterly M&E Report, Governance and 

Management Training commenced in October 2010 and two meetings had been held 

with 9 committee members by December. No information was available to the M&E 

team on the involvement of site supervisors in training. 

An ECD site. 
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Outcomes 

Reach of the ECD site and public school interventions 

Targets and enrolments in are specified in Table 5. Targets are based on the TREE 

Proposal; Reach is based on Quarterly M&E reports and updates provided by the 

Programmes Manager. 

Table 5: Reach: Site and Public School Interventions 

Intervention Direct Targets 
2009-2010 

Reach at December 2010 

ECD Sites 

ECD sites reached 20 2009: 10 

2010: 8 

ECD practitioners trained 30 2009: 15 (Level 1) 

2010: 11 (Level 4) 

Children in sites Not specified 2009: 376 

2010: 430 

Governance and management training 

ECD site supervisors 20 2009: 8 

2010: 14 

ECD Forum committee members 80 2009: 12  

2010: No data 

ECD site parents committee members 90 No data 

Primary schools 

Schools 16 2009: 0 

2010: 7 

Grade R Teachers 40 2010: 11 ( with 393 children) 

 

As will be evident from the table: 

 TREE had good reach in relation to their targets for ECD sites, Supervisors, and 

Practitioners trained (86% of that target). 

 Fifteen (15) ECD practitioners completed the Level 1 training and were declared 

competent; eleven (11) proceeded to the Level 4 course. 

 Reach for schools was well below target. According to TREE, the shortfall is a 

function of an estimate made in the proposal. Fewer schools were actually present 

in the area and the majority were reached. 
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 1199 children attended classes in which practitioners and public school teachers 

had received training. 

Governance and management training 

This intervention commenced in October 2010; two sessions attended by 9 committee 

members had been held by December of that year. 

No data was available for reporting at the end of the evaluation cycle in December 2010. 

Tools for the assessment of this intervention were unfortunately applied late in the 

intervention and as a consequence there is no data on the process or outcomes for this 

intervention. 

Interventions in primary schools  

Delivery did not commence until August 2010 due to delays in receiving permission from 

the Department of Basic Education (DoBE) to work with Grade R classes. The 2010 

SADTU teachers’ strike also made it impossible to enter schools for some time.  

 Eleven (11) Grade R educators attended a Basic Toy Making course which they had 

chosen from the range of courses TREE could offer. In accordance with Department 

of Basic Education (DBoE) policy the course was required to run after school hours. 

 Educators were reported by TREE to be pleased to be able to make equipment to 

use in their classrooms and showed this by full attendance. 

 This was followed up with the Advanced Toy Making Course for three days in 

September which included the same schools and an additional 2 educators.  

No further data is available. 

TREE commented at the end of the evaluation period that relationships were being 

built between the TREE Area Manager and DBoE District Officials and school 

principals. 

 District officials have reportedly requested the opportunity to attend the training 

TREE is providing for the Grade R educators. 

Level 1 and Level 4 Training for ECD Practitioners 

The only aspect of these interventions that is evaluable (for which programme outcome 

data is available) is the Level 1 and 4 training for ECD Practitioners. This will form the 

focus of the report that follows.  

Did the TREE ECD practitioner training improve the classroom environments of 
preschools? 

Unfortunately there is no data for 2009. 
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Eleven teachers and their classrooms were assessed by independent trained assessors on 

four subscales of the ECERS-R by independent ECD trainers at commencement of 

training. 

Only seven were followed-up within two months of completion. One practitioner had 

died and two others had lost their centre due to flooding and were trying to restart from 

a garage at one of their homes. While the layout of the latter was attractive and the 

environment print rich, no children were present and the assessment could not take 

place. The findings are presented in Figure 6. 

Figure 6: Changes in pre-school classroom learning environment quality 
at seven sites 

Preschool outcomes 

Outcomes for preschool interventions reported are: 

 Baseline scores in the adequate to good range are testimony to the Level 1 training 

already completed; 

 At follow up after several of the Level 4 training modules, there is an improvement 

within the same range; 

 Lack of equipment in several of the sites, reduced the possible scores on the Activity 

subscale; 

 Narrative reports from the assessors indicated that a variety of activities were 

offered even though space was limited in the sites. A daily programme was 

followed.  
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Reflections on the TREE interventions in ECD sites  

 Data Sources 

Data sources for this section of the report are drawn from reports submitted to the M&E 

team by TREE; partner reports to the donor, narrative reports submitted by the 

Programmes Manager, narrative reports from external assessors and interviews with 

staff and programme recipients for purposes of process evaluation. 

Did the interventions reach their intended targets? 

In his narrative Report, the Programmes Manager states that:  

‘The training reached the ECD Site Practitioners and Grade R Teachers as 

intended.’  

 While numbers of ECD practitioners trained were close to the target, those for the 

Primary School intervention fell very short of original projections. The Programmes 

Manager explained that the shortfall was a function of an estimate made in the 

proposal. Fewer schools were actually present in the area. The majority were 

reached.  

Were the interventions delivered as intended? 

 Training used structured accredited material and an experienced trainer. 

 Practitioners who participated in the focus group reflected on their personal 

development which now enables them to advise others:  

‘This has helped me in gaining self confidence and to be able to help other 

people.’  

‘When we come back from training we meet up with parents and tell them what 

we have learnt so that they can also apply it in their households.’ 

At the level of classroom implementation practitioners commented that they had 

learned to: 

 ‘Know what to expect from a child’ at different ages and stages, to plan and to 

take account of individual needs.  

Regarding governance and management training for supervisors, the Programmes 

Manager reports that:  

‘Although the supervisor training was negotiated with participants, supervisors 

do not always attend every session and sometimes will send a colleague in their 

stead. This was the case with the supervisors from the schools who participated 

in the training. The ECD Site Supervisors, however, attended diligently.’  



Partner evaluation: Training and Resources for Early Education 

Page | 27  
 

As indicated above we do not have data on the effects of the training on governance 

capacity.  

ECD Site Interventions Conclusion  

TREE has long experience in interventions targeting ECD sites. The available evidence 

suggests that practitioners who were trained are offering a good basic programme even 

if there are limitations in terms of equipment and physical space. No data was provided 

about how sites were being supported in becoming nodes of support for vulnerable 

children and families (M&E report March 2010). However, reports gathered from the 

field indicate that practitioners do seem to see their role more broadly than simply 

working with the children in the centres (for example providing advice to parents in the 

community as noted above). This is consistent with TREE’s community development 

approach to ECD. 

PLAYGROUPS AND TEACHER TRAINING IMPACT AT GRADE R 

As with the other partners involved in Sobambisana, programme impact was assessed in 

Grade R during the first term of 2011.  

Children who had participated in playgroups (n=29), children who had attended an ECD 

site in which the practitioners had been trained by TREE (n=30), and children who have 

not had exposure to ECD (n=22) were compared on six outcome measures5 in a post-hoc 

design. Controls for variations in age were applied in the statistical analysis. Significant 

differences between the groups were found on three measures:6 

 Number concepts: Children who had attended an ECD site, and children with no 

ECD exposure performed better than the playgroup children. 

 Language development: Children who had attended an ECD site, and children with 

no ECD exposure performed better than the playgroup children. 

 Cognitive development: Children who had attended an ECD site performed better 

than the other groups. 

Overall, the indications are that children who have attended a preschool in which the 

teacher is trained are outperforming the playgroup children but are not necessarily 

ahead of children with no exposure to an ECD programme. 

A number of factors could account for the rather surprising finding that children from 

playschools tend not to do better than those with no exposure to ECD. 

The findings could be explained by the variance in growth status and within the norm for 

age on cognition across groups. These propositions were tested. 
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As is evident in Figure 7, a history of malnutrition may well account for these findings. 

The Teacher Training and playgroup children had higher proportions of stunted children 

which would be likely to have negatively affected their development and to have 

compromised their performance on the tests to a similar degree. 

Figure 7: Comparison between Groups on Growth Status at Grade R 

It is also possible for the difference in cognitive development between the groups and 

the playgroup children could contribute to the findings on the outcomes measures for 

children in Grade R. Figure 8 below examines (and controls for age) the proportion of 

children within the norm for age on Grover Counter Test within each group. 

Figure 8: Proportion of children within the norm for cognition 
across groups  

The results indicate: 

96% 

83% 82% 

5% 

17% 18% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

No Exposure
to ECD

Playgroups Teacher
Training

Within the norm

Not within the norm

No
Exposure to

ECD
Playgroups

Teacher
Training

Within the norm 46% 53% 28%

Not within the norm 55% 47% 72%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 %

 



Partner evaluation: Training and Resources for Early Education 

Page | 29  
 

  A high amount of variation in the proportions of children who were not within the 

norm for age on Cognition. The Teacher Training group has much higher rates of 

children (72%) below the norm compared to the other two groups. 

 Despite higher proportions of stunted children and lower proportions of children 

within the norm for their age on cognition, children who have attended an ECD site 

seem to be performing beyond the level one might expect.  

As this is a cross-sectional analysis at one point in time, and we have no baseline data for 

these children we cannot attribute these findings to the two interventions prior to Grade 

R. The differences may be due to pre-existing differences in the groups. Unfortunately 

these could not be explored due to insufficient data. 

TREE ADVOCACY TO PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 

According to TREE M&E reports, municipal engagement commenced in 2007, and 

provincial contact level was made in 2008. 

According to the December 2009 M&E Report, engagement with municipal officials 

commenced in September 2007, but was unable to make significant progress with efforts 

to place ECD on the agenda due (it is reported) to changes in municipal representatives. 

In late 2009, TREE wrote to the new Municipality Special Programmes Officer in order to 

introduce the Indaka programmes and to discuss partnership possibilities. It appears that 

municipal engagement was revived late in 2010. One meeting was held with the Acting 

Municipal Manager and TREE was invited to submit a proposal for inclusion in the 

playgroup programme in the Indaka IDP for 2011-2012. Staff and playgroup facilitators 

were invited to attend the municipality’s Representative Forums and attended the first 

meeting on November 15th 2010. The Coordinator has built relationships with the local 

community development workers, the War on Poverty programme and other 

development agents and resources in the community but we do not have information on 

how this impacted on the TREE interventions. 

TREE also attempted to engage with the district and provincial education authorities. 

Correspondence was sent to the provincial department to request that the district office 

be given a mandate to engage in partnership with TREE for the benefit of children and 

examine transitions from home to school. Permission was finally granted in August 2010. 

Reflections on advocacy interventions  

In their proposal, TREE stated that: 

 ‘Key stakeholders will be supported to establish a Municipal Children’s Forum 

comprising representatives from the municipality, councillors, traditional 

leadership and representatives from government departments, NGOs and CBOs 

involved in children’s programmes. This is in line with the strategy from the 
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Office of the Rights of the Child in the South African President’s Office to initiate 

Local Advisory Councils for Children at municipal level.’ 

It is evident that TREE has experienced many challenges in bringing municipal and 

provincial officials on board. To some extent this was because of a number of changes in 

the political leadership. In addition, TREE staff in Indaka were faced with managing and 

implementing several complex interventions (supervised from a distance). It is possible 

that the advocacy initiatives took second place to the playgroup and practitioner training 

interventions, and there were insufficient resources and staff energy available to succeed 

in all areas. 

At the end of the evaluation period and over four years, we can say that some progress 

in this direction has been made, but that the outcome presented in their proposal could 

not be realised. 

Perhaps the lesson from this process in the case of TREE, is that while ECD organisations 

may seek to influence provincial and local government processes for the benefit of young 

children, there are many processes over which they have no control and which thwart 

the realisation of programme goals. This suggests that while this could still be the desired 

outcome as it is key to sustainable service delivery for young children and their families, 

evaluators should be cognisant of the challenges involved in delivering on it.  

On the programme side there needs to be recognition that advocacy initiatives of this 

nature need to be given a high level of attention by staff if they are to overcome the 

challenges posed in establishing a footprint in government processes and realise 

programme goals. 

 



 

STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

SPSS Version 19. 

Impact in Grade R 

LANGUAGE 

Statistical Summary: ANCOVAs controlling for age: ANCOVA 1. Number Concepts: F(2,78) 

= 3.24, p = .045; ANCOVA 2. Language: F(2,78) = 3.22, p =. 046; ANCOVA 3. Cognition: 

F(2,78) = 4.95, p =.009. 

 
Between-Subjects Factorsa 

 Value Label N 

Group  2 Comparison Group 22 

3 Teacher Training Group 30 

4 Playgroup 29 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 
Dependent Variable:Peabody Actual Score 

Group  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Comparison Group 51.0909 7.92770 22 
Teacher Training Group 50.6333 8.79453 30 
Playgroup 39.7241 14.84659 29 
Total 46.8519 12.26388 81 

 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effectsc 
Dependent Variable: Peabody Actual Score Language 

Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected 
Model 

3381.513a 3 1127.171 10.033 .000 .281 30.099 .998 

Intercept 15.970 1 15.970 .142 .707 .002 .142 .066 
AGE_Testing 1083.869 1 1083.869 9.648 .003 .111 9.648 .866 
Group 722.907 2 361.453 3.217 .046 .077 6.435 .598 
Error 8650.709 77 112.347      
Total 189835.000 81       
Corrected 
Total 

12032.222 80 
      

a. R Squared = .281 (Adjusted R Squared = .253) 
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COGNITION 
 
Between-Subjects Factorsa 

 Value Label N 

Group  2 Comparison Group 22 

3 Teacher Training Group 30 

4 Playgroup 29 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 
Dependent Variable:Actual Grover Score 

Group  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Comparison Group 33.7727 16.08884 22 
Teacher Training Group 35.4333 19.06917 30 
Playgroup 19.4138 10.80845 29 
Total 29.2469 17.19559 81 

 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effectsc 
Dependent Variable: Actual Grover Score Cognition 

Source 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected 
Model 

4907.626a 3 1635.875 6.719 .000 .207 20.157 .969 

Intercept 18.848 1 18.848 .077 .782 .001 .077 .059 
AGE_Testing 504.829 1 504.829 2.073 .154 .026 2.073 .296 
Group 2411.695 2 1205.848 4.953 .009 .114 9.905 .795 
Error 18747.436 77 243.473      
Total 92941.000 81       
Corrected 
Total 

23655.062 80 
      

a. R Squared = .207 (Adjusted R Squared = .177) 
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NUMBER CONCEPTS 

 
Between-Subjects Factorsa 

 Value Label N 

Group  2 Comparison Group No ECD 22 

3 Teacher Training Group 30 

4 Playgroup 29 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 
Dependent Variable: Number Concepts:Herbst Measure 

Group  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Comparison Group No ECD 4.0909 2.82690 22 
Teacher Training Group 4.2333 2.59553 30 
Playgroup 2.0345 2.09562 29 
Total 3.4074 2.67291 81 

 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

c
 

Dependent Variable: Number Concepts: Herbst Measure 

Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Power

b
 

Corrected 
Model 

104.082
a
 3 34.694 5.715 .001 .182 17.144 .938 

Intercept 4.835 1 4.835 .796 .375 .010 .796 .143 
AGE_Testing 18.677 1 18.677 3.076 .083 .038 3.076 .410 
Group 39.349 2 19.675 3.241 .045 .078 6.481 .602 
Error 467.474 77 6.071      
Total 1512.000 81       
Corrected 
Total 

571.556 80 
      

a. R Squared = .182 (Adjusted R Squared = .150) 
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