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1. Which subcomponents of the Collaborating, Learning and Adapting Framework
are reflected most in your case (select up to 5 subcomponents)?

Pause & Reflect 

Adaptive Management 

Technical Evidence Base 

Theories of Change 

Scenario Planning 

M&E for Learning 

Internal Collaboration 

External Collaboration 

Openness 

Relationships & Networks 

Continuous Learning & 
Improvement 

Knowledge Management 

Institutional Memory 

Decision-Making 

Mission Resources 

CLA in Implementing 
Mechanisms 

https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/keyconcepts_twopager_8.5x11_v7_20160907.pdf


 

 
 

2. What is the general context in which the case takes place?

3. Why did you use a collaborating, learning, and adapting approach?



  

 4.  Describe how you used collaborating, learning, and adapting in this case.



  
 

 

 

5b.  Development Results: What impact, if any, has CLA had on your development outcomes?


5a.  Organizational Impact: What impact, if any, has collaborating, learning, and adapting 
had on your team, mission or organization? 



The CLA Case Competition is managed by USAID LEARN, a Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL) mechanism 
implemented by Dexis Consulting Group and its partner, International Resources Group, a subsidiary of RTI.
	

7.  Based on your experience and lessons learned, what advice would you share with 
colleagues about using a collaborating, learning, and adapting approach?

6.   What factors affected the success or otherwise of your collaborating, learning 
and adapting approach? What were the main enablers or barriers?
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	Caption: USAID and Ministry of Education and Higher Education officials celebrate D-RASATI 2 successes in ICT for Education in Lebanon; Credit: D-RASATI 2 Communications.
	Case Title: A CLA Model for Enhancing Communication and Collaboration Among Stakeholders
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	Summary: Developing Rehabilitation Assistance to Schools and Teacher Improvement II (D-RASATI II) (Oct 2013- Dec 2016) was a $29 million USAID-funded project implemented between October 2013 and December 2016. The overall goal of the project was to support the Ministry of Education and Higher Education (MEHE) in Lebanon to improve the educational services provided to the students of public schools. During the course of implementation, significant challenges arose as the Ministry of Education and Higher Education was endeavoring to respond to, collaborate with, and support the D-RASATI II objectives. The Ministry is composed of four entities, each responsible for different areas of public education governance, and the capacity to effectively support the implementation of D-RASATI II needed to be adapted and strengthened in order for project activities to be implemented smoothly. Particular challenges were related to organizational overlap between the entities, efficient utilization of resources, and efforts to promote sustainability for system-level project interventions. World Learning's D-RASATI II team took it on themselves to engage collaboratively with the Ministry throughout all planning activities so that there would be mutual understanding of Ministry entity mandates and capacity, as well as of project support needs. The team took every opportunity to establish openness through reliable and participatory decision-making and communication mechanisms, and worked together regularly with Ministry unit representatives to develop an Activity Implementation Process. Through this external collaboration and adaptive management, concerns that may have created serious barriers for the project's success and Ministry engagement could be anticipated and mitigated, and the relationship grew through the project period to be one of productivity, collective goals, and mutual respect.
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	Impact: A major impact was the enhancement of team members’ professional maturity. Although it was beyond the scope of the project to measure this rigorously, the project final evaluation states that, “(the project) approach to working with MEHE and CERD resulted in successfully implemented activities during a short project timeframe and a strong relationship with stakeholders.”Realizing that we will need to work closely with MEHE to come up with “implementable” plans was the driving force that made each one of us ready to be as open as possible both to understand the needs of our partners, and to try to work with them on redesigning our implementation plans in a way that would result in a win-win situation. The discussions were no longer personalized but rather professional; disagreements became less about egos and more about how we can work together to arrive to a common goal. The team learnt to respect the MEHE staff perspectives, including their concerns and needs, and to understand that these perspectives were the result of their experiences in their work context. We all learnt to become less judgmental and to resort to facts rather than to our emotions and instincts. Maybe one of the most important growth areas for us all was that we learnt to work as a team in terms of support and collaboration. The challenges of dealing with a complex public sector was beyond being handled by one person but needed consorted efforts. We learnt to listen to each other, to support, and to coach one another during the most difficult and frustrating times. 
	CLA Approach: The first milestone was to meet with the leaders of the MEHE units (Directorate General, CERD, and ESDS, Education Inspectorate) to present the project strategies for activity implementation and to understand from each of them their needs and their concerns in relation to the project. The importance of this step was to set the stage for an open relationship that will contribute towards the project and MEHE teams’ learning for improving project implementation and impact.These initial meetings provided a framework for areas where we needed to collect more information, either from by-laws, or from other members of the different ministry units. The project team then devised a plan that included a series of meetings and mini-workshops with the different units; this was guided by a set of questions that helped us to better understand the context and to identify barriers and opportunities (on-going Learning for improvement). The team was at the same time advised to “listen, listen and then listen” in these meetings and workshops; this was to ensure that all our key stakeholders “voices” were well heard to be later reflected in our implementation plans (openness).  The data collected was then analyzed and major themes emerged; these can be summarized as follows:- The different units’ mandates tend to overlap; this is due to the “organic” development of the ministry as opposed to a structured and predesigned development with clear roles and responsibilities for the units. The result is “territorial” problems that are instigated by a lack of trust among and lack of authentic coordination among the stakeholders. - There is widespread apprehension towards the increase in the ministry staff’s workload that will result from project activity implementation.- There is minimal ownership for the project at all levels of the ministry. Accordingly, the project team worked with designated persons from the MEHE units to devise an Activity Implementation Process which could mitigate for the above needs and concerns, which, if not addressed and alleviated, could create serious barriers for the project success (external collaboration & adaptive management). The overall objective of the process was to ensure that all units are represented during the activity design process (participatory decision-making), and that all units are updated and well informed during the process of implementation. Hence, activities would be designed to include roles and responsibilities for each of the MEHE units and to make sure that each unit is well aware of what the other is engaged in, and that its role is protected and acknowledged (adaptive management). The common forums (committees and workshops) where the different units’ representatives coordinate and collaborate, with the facilitation of the project team, were opportunities for building trust among the key stakeholders; this was through open discussions that were at time heated but that resulted in acceptable levels of consensus (encouraging openness). Moreover, including all key stakeholders in the design process increased the level of ownership and improved active engagement of ministry staff. Although one could argue that the levels of engagement and ownership never reached the desired levels, they got to a stage where they were no longer grave barriers for implementation.
	Why: The context posed a major challenge for project implementation, mainly in relation to efficient utilization of resources and to the enhancement of sustainability of the interventions introduced. There was a critical need to better understand the context with its complexities in order to formally encourage collaboration and coordination among the Ministry units, and to eventually enhance effective communications among key stakeholders, in order to effect the desired impact. The team categorized the challenges that needed to be addressed as follows: 1) Securing buy-in from all key stakeholders for a common vision for the project. 2) Supporting the Ministry with technical and administrative assistance to reduce tension and alleviate concerns related to the burden of project implementation. 3) Devising implementation plans that create opportunities for sharing of data and information among the ministry units. This is to reduce redundancy and overlap of activities. 4) Devising implementation plans that are “Ministry micro-politics proof”; at least to the extent possible. This is to enhance communication processes among the Ministry personnel to increase levels of trust and transparency. The first step was to engage collaboratively with MEHE on planning activities; this was to create opportunities for the project team to learn about the different mandates of the Ministry’s units, how they function, how they communicate, coordinate, and collaborate. The team used the information generated to define opportunities for the development of communication mechanisms among the different key stakeholders. This understanding/learning was critical for the informing implementation plans for project activities that were adapted to ensure Ministry buy-in and engagement.
	Context: At the time of D-RASATI 2 implementation, the Lebanese public school system was  governed by four entities:1. Directorate General (DG): responsible for regulating schools; it includes six regional education bureaus that monitor public schools and serve as liaisons between the schools and the central directorates of education; and the Direction d’Orientation Pedagogique et Scolaire (DOPS) who provide technical guidance and mentoring services to teachers.2. Center for Educational Research and Development (CERD): CERD is an autonomous body under the trusteeship of the MEHE. CERD drafts and revises curricula, writes textbooks, conducts research and assessments, and provides in-service teacher training.3. Education Sector Development Secretariat (ESDS): was responsible for coordinating all education development projects and running technical working groups as per the activities of the sector development projects.4. Inspectorate General (IG): monitors teachers’ progress in the curriculum, theInspectorate operates independently from MEHE and reports to the Prime Minister’sOffice.The MEHE units (listed above) lacked support and feedback mechanisms with one another, preventing the communication of critical information that could help inform decision-making and improve the education system. For example, CERD is responsible for teacher training, yet they do not operate in the schools and, hence, do not observe teachers teaching in the classroom. Classroom observation is the role of DOPS who in turn provide feedback to teachers but do not report out or share their observations with CERD. The Inspectorate collects school-based data but with no mandate to assess teacher quality. Similarly, between the schools and the Ministry communication is one-way, top down. School leadership has no formal mechanism to share what is happening at their schools with policy makers at the central level. This break in communications created a very challenging context to implement a development project. Each unit perceived the project from within its needs and concerns and this led to lack of a common vision that was critical for successful implementation.
	Lessons Learned: The major lesson learned from our experience is that the CLA approach needs to be part of any project design from its inception. As mentioned in the previous section, the CLA needs to be a purposeful endeavor that is strategically integrated at each level of a development project. Collaboration needs to start before the project framework and main goals and objectives are set. Stakeholders need to be engaged from the onset and to feel that their “voice” is heard and reflected in the final design of the project. Project designers and implementers need to accept that they do not have the answers and that there is a dire need to learn from the beneficiaries; “nothing about them without them” is a motto that should be a guiding principle from day one. Engaging with the stakeholders and genuinely understanding their priorities and needs will lead to adaptive management. Another recommendation would be integrating structured and monitored training on the CLA approach both for project designers, project implementers and key stakeholders. This again needs to be intentional and to result in a clear framework that can be monitored and evaluated. 
	Factors: One of the main factors that contributed to the success of the CLA approach is that most of the project team had some prior experience with working with the public sector and many of us had experience in working with the Ministry of education on other projects. The team members came to the project each with their set of lessons learnt; these were utilized to construct the approach, and more importantly were the driving force behind the team’s buy-in for investing time and effort in the approach. As for the barriers, these were mainly in terms of time and resources, both within the project and the ministry and its units. The CLA approach, although highly effective when embraced, is also time consuming. This is especially challenging in ambitious projects that span over short periods. For example, it took the team around 3 months to set initial meetings with the Ministry, and 3 months is over 10% of the original project life. Similarly, it was challenging to get consensus from the different units at the Ministry on the implementation plan. Again this required that the team members engage in a continuous process of “data collection and analysis” to ensure that any proposition made responds to the project stakeholders’ needs and concerns. 
	Impact 2: The main indication that the CLA approach had an impact on our development outcome is that the project met its intended objectives despite overwhelming challenges. Again as per the project final report: “Overall, D-RASATI 2 was able to achieve—and in some cases overachieved—its intended results during a short project timeframe to meet its objectives.”  Had the project used a “definitive” implementation approach that did not take into consideration the needs of our counterparts at the Ministry, there would have been a high probability that the activities either did not get implemented due to lack of resources, or did not receive the required attention and prioritization due to lack of engagement and ownership.  This would have resulted in extensive delays with minimum opportunities for institutionalization of interventions. Moreover, if the project implementation plans were “prescriptive” rather than “adaptive”, the project team would have lost valuable opportunities of leveraging already developed structures and processes in the ministry, which the team was not aware of and the ministry team was willing to share with us. Ministry personnel became “allies” for the project and were generous with their ideas and suggestions for smooth implementation. Another areas where the CLA was useful was enhancing the team’s understanding of the internal “micro-politics” at the Ministry and other issues related to “territorialism”. The team was spared from engaging in discourse and actions that could have led to inadvertently augmenting ministry personnel’s fears and concerns rather than mitigating for them, and the result would have most likely been complete lack of engagement that could have severally sabotaged project progress. 


