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Introduction 
 
Counterpart-STEP seeks to encourage political and civic engagement in Afghanistan through 
Civic Education Program (CEP) sessions, in which participants learn the principles of 
democracy, civil rights, the rule of law and the structure of government. As a central part of its 
efforts in Afghanistan, Counterpart-STEP has convened more than 127,900 face-to-face civic 
education sessions in all 34 Afghan provinces since May 2009, with more than 3.3 million 
Afghans participating. STEP CEP sessions have been supported by a large-scale media 
campaign, focused mainly on original radio programming, to extend discussion and awareness of 
civil society issues.1  
 
CEP sessions are carried out by local partners working under the supervision of Counterpart-
STEP program managers based in Kabul. The current curriculum, with associated teaching 
materials, was implemented in July 2010 and has been used in approximately 61,900 sessions 
with 1.56 million participants. In 2011, STEP was active in 12 of Afghanistan’s provinces.2 The 
curriculum includes presentation and discussion of factual and conceptual information on six 
core topics: 1) Islam and Democracy, 2) National Assembly (Parliament), 3) The Executive 
Power (The Government), 4) The Judiciary Power, 5) Elections and 6) Women and Civil 
Society.  
 
While STEP has been found to have achieved its target outputs,3 this study was commissioned to 
evaluate the effectiveness of that programming. Among the issues addressed are those identified 
in the civic engagement literature as critical elements of citizens’ relationship with government 
and civil society. These include engagement with political and civic institutions; values that 
reflect norms of civil society; political efficacy, meaning a sense that one’s personal involvement 
with politics, e.g. by voting, is worthwhile and can produce a desired effect; and knowledge or 
familiarity with government structures and processes. Related key outcomes are support for 
democracy and recognition of the rights of others, e.g., women and the disabled. 
 
Based on these concepts, this study sought to answer the following central questions: 
 

• Has participation in STEP CEP sessions measurably increased Afghan citizens’ 
awareness and/or knowledge of politics and government?  

 
• Has it impacted their interest and involvement in civic affairs?  

 
• Has it affected their evaluation of the role of democracy in Afghan society, their trust in 

government and their understanding of civic values?  

                                                           
1 See Appendix A and C for details of the STEP program and the evaluation design. 
2 Farah, Ghor, Jawzjan, Kandahar, Laghman, Logar, Nangarhar, Paktia, Parwan, Samangan, Takhar and Zabul. 
3 The Audit of USAID/Afghanistan’s Support to the Electoral Process and Support for Increased Electoral 
Participation in Afghanistan Programs. Kabul, Afghanistan. Office of the Inspector General. 
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• Has it impacted attitudes regarding the role and rights of women and the disabled in 

Afghan society? 
 
To the extent that impacts were found, this study examined these effects among population 
groups, with a special focus on women and the disabled. It also tested potential contributing or 
limiting factors, including the frequency and quality of sessions; and contextual issues including 
security and development levels in the locales in which CEP sessions were held. Based on these 
findings this report includes recommendations on how best to enhance the implementation of 
future STEP programming and civic education programs in general in order to achieve the 
maximum positive impact. 
 
To accomplish these goals this evaluation began with an extensive review of existing academic 
literature on the effectiveness of civic education programs; more than 50 individual studies were 
assessed.4 Conclusions from this literature review informed sample and questionnaire design 
decisions as well as approaches to data analysis. 
 
This study covers the 12 provinces in which STEP sessions have been held using the current 
program curriculum, introduced in July 2010. The study was carried out via three main   
samples: a sample of 700 Afghans who participated in a STEP session from July 2010 to May 
2011, a sample of 687 individuals residing in communities in which such CEP sessions were 
held during that period and a sample of 681 individuals residing in communities in which no 
STEP sessions were held. To evaluate the effect of the program on disabled individuals in 
particular, interviews were conducted among approximately 130-160 disabled individuals in 
each of these same three groups – STEP participants, STEP community members and non-STEP 
community members.5 
 
These samples were designed for maximum comparability across groups. For the STEP 
community sample, communities and respondents within those communities were randomly 
selected from the full list of STEP communities. For the non-STEP community sample, 
communities were randomly selected in the same districts as the STEP community sample, 
followed by random selection of respondents. For CEP participants, given the lack of a 
respondent-level sampling frame, communities were randomly sampled, after which community-
level program organizers were asked for the names of participants, who were contacted and 
interviewed by trained survey research professionals.6   
 
Interviews with STEP participants and disabled respondents were accomplished via convenience 
sampling rather than random selection. As such the results within these groups cannot be 
generalized to all STEP participants or to all disabled Afghans. Despite this limitation, the 
samples are appropriate for the key purpose of the study, to compare attitudinal and behavioral 
differences across the participant, STEP community and non-STEP community groups.  
                                                           
4 See Appendix C for the literature review. 
5 See Appendix D for details of the sampling methodology.  
6 See Appendix D for details of the sampling methodology. 
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These comparisons have been produced using extensive statistical modeling called analysis of 
covariance, or ANCOVA, a form of general linear modeling in which respondent characteristics 
– for example, age, sex, education, ethnicity, region, economic status and living conditions such 
as security – are held constant in evaluating the effect of STEP exposure on civic interest, 
awareness and involvement across the three sample types.7 
 
The report is organized as follows: an Executive Summary; Section I, with a detailed assessment 
of the role of program quality; Section II, on women and civic engagement in Afghanistan; 
Sections III-VI on the key facets of democracy, such as compatibility with Islam, support for 
democracy and confidence it can work, and values, knowledge, efficacy and engagement; 
Section VII on community-level effects; Section VIII on disabled Afghans; and Section IX 
offering conclusions and recommendations. Tables and appendices follow, detailing STEP 
methodology, statistical analyses, the literature review produced for this study, the survey’s 
methodology, a demographic comparison of the samples, topline data reports for the main 
samples and the disabled samples, the full questionnaire and reference sources.  
 
  

                                                           
7 See Appendix B for details of the ANCOVA modeling. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Background 
 
Civic education seeks to encourage political and civic participation by enhancing familiarity with 
democracy, elections, civic values and the structure and role of government in society. This 
study began with an extensive review of the existing research literature on civic education, 
identifying several key conditions that enhance the success of civic education programs.8  
 
The literature suggests that civic education has a measurable effect on civic outcomes such as 
values, knowledge, efficacy (e.g., a sense of empowerment) and engagement when participants 
attend multiple sessions that use participatory methods and are led by high-quality teachers. The 
literature notes the particular difficulty in affecting ingrained values, especially tolerance. It also 
highlights the importance of contextual factors such as economic conditions, living conditions 
and security in effective civic education. 
 
Key Findings 
 
This study was conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the civic education efforts of the 
Support to the Electoral Process (STEP) program in Afghanistan, a voter and civic education 
program funded by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and 
carried out by Counterpart International in partnership with the International Foundation for 
Electoral Systems (IFES). The key conclusion of this study is that civic education works. 
Specifically, the Counterpart-STEP Civic Education Program in Afghanistan has produced 
measurable, positive outcomes in terms of the civic orientation and political and community 
involvement of its participants. Key findings include: 
 

• The Counterpart-STEP program has produced measurable, positive effects on the 
political and civic engagement of its participants. 

 
• Some impacts are substantial. For example, compared with individuals in communities 

where STEP sessions have not been held, STEP participants are much more likely to be 
interested in politics and government, to have worked to solve a local problem and to be 
registered to vote.  

 
• Effects of STEP participation remain statistically significant even when controlled for 

other possible explanations, including sex, age, education, employment, metro status 
(urban or rural), ethnicity, region, living conditions and household economic status.9  

                                                           
8 See Appendix C for the full literature review. 
9 Statistical significance indicates a high probability (typically more than 95 percent) that the observed differences 
between two or more samples could not have occurred by chance alone. The use of the word “significant” in this 
report refers to statistical significance at the 95 or (where noted) 90 percent confidence levels. All differences that 
are characterized as meaningful have been tested for significance. 
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• The two strongest predictors of civic engagement are local living conditions and 

participants’ ratings of the quality of the STEP session or sessions they attended, 
including the teaching materials, topics, instructors and teaching strategies.  

 
• There are few carry-over impacts of STEP programming on the broader community, but 

some are significant. Among them, residents of communities in which STEP sessions 
have been held are more likely than those in non-STEP communities to express trust in 
government leaders, to say the government is doing all it can to provide basic services 
and to see voting as an individual responsibility. 

 
• STEP exposure has a major impact on Afghan women’s civic and political engagement. 

Women who’ve attended STEP sessions are more likely to be interested in politics and 
government, to be registered to vote and to feel politically empowered. 

 
• Similarly, several measures of engagement are significantly higher among disabled 

Afghans who attended STEP sessions. Among other differences, they are more likely to 
express interest in politics, to want to influence how government works and to intend to 
vote in future elections. 

 
Detailed Overview 
 
As noted, this evaluation finds statistically significant positive effects of the STEP Civic 
Education Program across a variety of key desired outcomes. For example, 72 percent of 
participants express an interest in politics and government, compared with 55 percent of 
individuals in STEP communities more broadly, and 53 percent in non-STEP communities. 
 
Sixty-five percent of STEP participants also report having a great deal or good amount of 
information about the national government; this compares with 56 percent of individuals in 
STEP communities and 53 percent in non-STEP communities. Compared (for simplicity) with 
individuals in non-STEP communities alone, STEP participants are 16 percentage points more 
apt to have participated in efforts to solve a local problem, 14 points10 more likely to see voting 
as an individual responsibility and 13 points more likely to be registered to vote. 
  
More important is whether these and other apparent impacts of the STEP program hold true in a 
form of statistical modeling called analysis of covariance, or ANCOVA, which controls for 
demographic and situational differences among the samples (see Table 1). They do; including 
controls,11 these results are statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level: 
 

                                                           
10 Throughout this report, “point” differences refer to percentage point differences between the groups. 
11 All results described in this report have been tested for statistical significance using ANCOVA or regression 
models that control for respondent’s sex, age, education, employment, metro status, ethnicity, region, living 
conditions and household economic status. See Appendix B and Table 1 for statistical modeling details. 
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• STEP session attendees score significantly higher in their recognition of the importance 
of compromise and respect for the rule of law, two key civic values. They also are more 
likely than residents of non-STEP communities to prefer democracy as Afghanistan’s 
form of government, to say they believe a democratic system can work in the country and 
to express trust in government over traditional leaders to make the right decisions for 
their community.12  
 

• While overall STEP participation had a limited impact on factual knowledge, STEP 
participants are more likely to feel informed about national government and more likely 
to know the name of the current president.  

 
• STEP participants are more likely than individuals in non-STEP communities to say it’s 

easy for them to understand how government works, to desire to influence the activities 
of the national government and to say other people come to them for information, all 
indicators of personal efficacy. . They also are more likely than non-STEP community 
members to feel they safely can express their opinions on national politics.  

 
• Finally, in addition to being more likely to express interest in politics and government 

and to express an interest in continuing their civic education, STEP participants are more 
likely than non-STEP community members to view voting as important and to intend to 
vote in the future, as well, as noted, to see voting as an independent responsibility.  

 
The directionality of these relationships is open to interpretation. Just as civic engagement 
programming can enhance the attitudes described above, so it is possible that individuals who are 
predisposed to such attitudes may seek out civic engagement programs. Nonetheless, in addition 
to controlling for individual differences that may impact civic orientation, other data, detailed 
below, support the conclusion that STEP indeed has had a positive impact. 
 
Demographic Differences 
 
One key aspect of STEP’s curriculum is a focus on inclusiveness. STEP educators try to improve 
attitudes toward women and the disabled overall, as well as to encourage individuals within these 
populations to participate in politics and civil society. Results indicate that STEP has been 
particularly successful at the latter of these goals. For example: 
 

• Compared with women in non-STEP communities, women who have participated in 
STEP interventions are more interested in politics, feel more informed about government, 
report greater personal efficacy, are more likely to be registered to vote and are more 
likely to say they’ll vote in the next presidential election.  
 

• Similarly, disabled STEP participants report greater interest in politics, greater personal 
efficacy, greater willingness to learn more about civic education and greater likelihood of 

                                                           
12 The result on trust in government leaders is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
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voting in the future than do disabled Afghans in non-STEP communities. They also 
report greater civic engagement more generally and are more likely to be members of 
volunteer organizations. 

• Disabled STEP participants report greater community support than disabled Afghans in 
communities where STEP programming has not been held, suggesting at least some 
progress on improving the rights of the disabled in these communities. However, STEP 
participants in general are no more likely to think the disabled should have more rights 
than they currently have, suggesting room for continued improvement.  

 
• In addition, while overall STEP participants do not indicate greater support for women’s 

rights, there is one key exception - female STEP participants are 9 points more apt to say 
they support women voting than are non-STEP women. 

 
• However, STEP participants in general – including women themselves – are no more 

likely than non-STEP community members to recognize that women currently have 
fewer rights than men in Afghan society and are no more likely to think women should 
have more rights than they currently have.   

 
Local Conditions 
 
Living conditions, including participants’ ratings of their security, jobs and basic services, are a 
critical predictor of civic engagement. In particular, trust in government institutions and a sense 
of personal empowerment are higher among STEP participants who rate their living conditions 
more positively than others. Reflecting the precepts of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs,13 this 
result indicates that positive views of living conditions can be seen, to some degree, as a 
precursor to civic and democratic orientation. 
 
Education also is an independent predictor of civic-mindedness, suggesting that efforts to 
improve educational opportunities in general can support civic education specifically. Separately, 
the data indicate that school-based STEP sessions are more apt to be rated as high-quality, 
another way in which civic education and education more broadly are linked.  
 
Session Quality 
 
Participants were asked to rate the quality of the session or sessions they attended on measures 
including the effectiveness of the teaching materials and teaching techniques, teacher 
performance, how interesting they found their sessions and how much they feel they learned. As 
detailed in Section I, a crucial finding is that participants who give higher quality ratings to their 
learning experience are far more likely to report civically engaged attitudes and behaviors than 
are those who rate their sessions less positively. Indeed, one of the two most influential factors 

                                                           
13 In work he developed in the 1940s and 1950s, psychologist Abraham Maslow proposed that an individual’s most 
basic physical and emotional needs must be met before he or she will focus on higher-level concerns. 
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by far in predicting positive civic education outcomes is how STEP participants rate the overall 
quality of the session or sessions they attended.  
 
The differentiation of outcomes within the STEP participant population (far better among those 
who rate their session highly) suggests that the quality of the session has a directional influence 
on engagement outcomes. This in turn indicates that differences between STEP participants and 
non-participants reflect more than simple predispositions to participate.14 
 
Additionally, some degree of higher civic engagement also is evident among individuals who 
live in STEP communities but who have not themselves attended CEP sessions (see Section VII) 
– in these cases ruling out the possibility that the results simply reflect self-selection effects. 
Controlling for other factors, residents of STEP communities are significantly more likely than 
residents of non-STEP communities to trust the government over traditional leaders, to say that 
the government is doing as well as it can to provide services, to feel personally impacted by 
decisions taken by the country’s president and to describe voting as an individual responsibility. 
 
Relationships between STEP participation and civic engagement also stand up to additional 
modeling. STEP participants are 22 points more likely than non-STEP community respondents 
to have participated in a shura; this fits with the program design, in which shura participants are 
among those sought out as CEP enrollees. Regardless, when participation in a shura is included 
as a control variable, most of the differences between STEP participants vs. others remain 
statistically significant.15 Similarly, when voting in 2009 (which cannot have been influenced by 
CEP sessions from mid-2010 on) is included as a control variable, most other relationships with 
voting outcomes again remain statistically significant. 
 
The effects we see are robust, standing up to rigorous statistical modeling. And the modeling 
itself demonstrates the critical role of key elements – prominently, the quality of the learning 
experience provided to participants – in successful civic education programming. 
 
These results make clear that the STEP Civic Education Program has accomplished its 
fundamental goals – and by extension, that civic education more broadly can produce positive, 
measurable improvements in the way citizens interact with their political structures and 
participate in civil society. 
 
  

                                                           
14 Underscoring the difficulties in establishing causality, it also is possible that greater predispositions to 
engagement predict higher session quality ratings. Again, however, controlling for sample differences in education, 
living conditions, economic status, and other variables helps to mitigate this possibility. 
15 At either the 90 or 95 percent confidence levels. 
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Section I: STEP Session Quality 
 
Previous research has found civic education to be measurably effective only when sessions are 
frequent, use participatory methods and are led by good teachers.16 This study therefore asked 
STEP participants to assess the quality of the sessions they attended, for use as a variable in 
evaluating CEP effectiveness. Questions included how interesting participants found the 
sessions, how useful the materials were, the effectiveness of the teaching techniques, ratings of 
instructors and self-assessments of how much participants felt they had learned.17  
 
In general, STEP participants are quite positive about the session or sessions they attended. Eight 
out of 10 found the meeting topics interesting. Similarly high numbers say the materials used by 
the instructor were useful and the teaching techniques were effective. Instructor ratings range 
from 77 percent excellent or very good (on knowledge of the topics covered) to 85 percent (on 
ability to explain the topics covered). And three-quarters of STEP participants say they learned a 
good amount or great deal. For analytical purposes all of these questions were combined into a 
single index of overall session quality.18 
 
The study also measured the number of civic education meetings participants attended, elapsed 
time since their last session, whether or not the STEP session was part of a school program and 
whether the Qu’ran was used as a teaching aid. Each of these items was included in statistical 
models to determine what contextual factors most enhance or limit the effectiveness of CEP 
interventions. Additional elements of the model were the average grade Counterpart-STEP 
assigned its implementing partner (local non-governmental organizations in charge of sessions) 
and the number of STEP sessions held in the community (as recorded by Counterpart-STEP). 
 
All models controlled for region, respondent’s sex, age, education, unemployment, ethnicity, 
metro status, living conditions and economic status, an important step in determining predictors 
of desired CEP outcomes after accounting for demographic or situational differences. 
 
The models show a strikingly consistent pattern: In addition to living conditions, STEP 
participants’ overall ratings of the quality of their sessions are by far the most influential factor in 
predicting positive civic education outcomes (see Table 2 for a summary of these models). 
Indeed regardless of how often they attended civic education meetings, the elapsed time since 
their last session or the number of meetings held in their community, participants who rated their 
session quality more positively scored higher than those who rated their sessions lower on nearly 
every key civic outcome measured. 
                                                           
16 For example, see Finkel, S. E., & Stumbras, S. (2000). Civic Education in South Africa: The Impact of Adult and 
School Programs on Democratic Attitudes and Participation. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for 
International Development; U.S. Agency for International Development. (2002). Approaches to Civic Education. 
Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development; Finkel, S. E. (2003). The Impact of the 
Kenya National Civic Education Programme on Democratic Attitudes, Knowledge, Values, and Behavior. 
Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development. 
17 Topic importance was left out of the index given that it correlated very highly with topic interest. 
18 See Appendix B for a full description of indices. 
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Frequency of attendance rarely is significant above and beyond the effect of program quality, 
although it does predict program ratings. This may indicate that quality is more of a precursor to 
effectiveness than is frequency. Given the focus in the literature on frequency, further study of 
the interaction between these two variables is warranted.  
 
Simply comparing participants who rate their session quality above the median (i.e., in the 50th 
percentile and up) to those who rate it below the median clearly illustrates the importance of 
session quality in effectively impacting participants’ civic orientation (see Table 3 and 4).19 
 
On the most basic measure of learning, the civic knowledge index,20 participants who rate their 
sessions positively (“higher-rating participants”) score significantly higher on average than 
lower-rating participants (74 percent vs. 62 percent correct, respectively), suggesting greater 
retention of information presented at the STEP session among those who were most satisfied 
with the session’s quality. Two-thirds of higher-rating participants also say it’s easy for them to 
understand the way the Afghan government works (18 points higher than among participants 
who rate the CEP less positively), and higher-raters score significantly higher on an index 
assessing how informed they feel they are about government. 

 

                                                           
19 While overall marginal results are presented for readability, each of the results presented below has been tested for 
statistical significance using ANCOVA models that control for region, sex, age, education, unemployment, 
ethnicity, metro status, living conditions and economic status. For marginal results by participated-rated session 
quality, see Table 3; for a list of the ANCOVA results, see Table 4. 
20 See Appendix B for details on this and other indices. 
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Beyond showing greater knowledge, participants who rate their STEP sessions more highly also 
score higher on interest in politics, efficacy, attitudes toward government and – critically – civic 
values and behavior. 
 
Nearly all (97 percent) of those who rate their STEP session more positively report interest in 
learning more about civic topics such as elections and the government, compared with just over 
two-thirds of those who say their session was lower in quality. Strong interest in continued 
learning, moreover, is a remarkable 40 points higher among higher-quality session raters, and 
interest in politics more generally is 18 points higher.  
 
Participants who rate their session more highly also report greater trust in government 
institutions (i.e., courts, provincial councils and the National Assembly) than do less-satisfied 
participants; are more likely to trust the government over traditional leaders to make the right 
decisions for their community; and are more apt to feel the government is doing as well as it can 
to provide basic services. 
 
Well-satisfied STEP participants also are more interested in and enthusiastic about democracy 
generally. Nine out of 10 are confident democracy can work in Afghanistan, with 55 percent 
“very confident,” compared with 70 and 27 percent of less-satisfied participants, respectively. 
Higher-rating participants also are 10 points more likely to think democracy is the best political 
system for their country, and 6 points more likely to think democracy is compatible with Islam. 
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Enhancing values that reflect the norms of civil society is an important goal of STEP 
interventions, and participants who rate their sessions highly are more likely to agree with the 
democratic values of compromise and obeying the rule of law. They’re more likely to see voting 
as an individual rather than a community decision, and more likely to recognize qualities such as 
free and fair elections, freedom of the press and equal rights for minority groups as necessary 
components of democracy, as indicated by their higher score, compared with lower-rating 
participants, on the essentials of democracy index.21  
 
STEP’s focus on improving attitudes toward the roles and rights of women and the disabled also 
resounds more with participants who are satisfied with the quality of the session. For example: 
 

• Half of the higher-rating participants believe women should have more rights than they 
currently have, compared with fewer than a third of less-satisfied participants.  
 

• There’s a 15-point gap in the belief that disabled Afghans should have more rights, 72 to 
57 percent, with satisfied participants more in favor. 
 

                                                           
21 See Appendix B for a description of the indices. 
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• Higher-rating participants score significantly higher than lower-rating participants on an 
index assessing support for women’s rights, including the right to vote, to hold a job 
outside the home, to hold political office and to attend school. 

 
There also is evidence that higher-rating STEP participants are more likely to participate in 
elections – a central measure of democratic engagement – and to participate actively in Afghan 
civic society in broader ways. 
 
Compared with less-satisfied participants, higher-rating STEP attendees are 21 points more 
likely to believe it is important for citizens to vote in elections and 31 points more likely to say 
it’s “very” important. They’re also 27 points more apt to say they’re very likely to vote in the 
next election, 15 points more likely to have voted in 2010 and 14 points more likely to be 
registered to vote. Each of these differences remains statistically significant after controlling for 
whether or not the participant reports having voted in 2009 (which could not have been affected 
by STEP civic education sessions). 
 
Well-satisfied participants are 16 points more likely to have taken part in a shura and 14 points 
more apt to be a member of a volunteer organization than others. Higher-rating STEP 
participants also score significantly higher on an index of civic engagement, which includes 
items such as participating in a community effort to solve a problem and taking part in a peaceful 
protest on an issue of concern. 
 
Higher-Rating STEP Participants vs. Non-STEP Community Members 
 
When STEP participants who rate their program more highly are separated from other 
participants and compared with non-STEP community residents, nearly all the significant effects 
of STEP exposure on civic engagement become more pronounced. More important, additional 
significant effects on civic outcomes emerge for these higher-rating participants. 
 
For example, while STEP participants overall score no differently than non-STEP community 
members on an index assessing trust in government institutions, there is a significant effect when 
the participant sample is limited to those who rate their experience positively. Other significant 
differences, which are described in greater detail in topic-specific sections of this report, include 
the following: 
 

• Higher-rating STEP participants indicate significantly greater personal efficacy (i.e., the 
feeling they have the understanding and ability to contribute meaningfully to society) 
than do non-STEP community members. They’re also more likely to feel that 
government decisions impact them personally and to feel safer expressing their opinions 
on national matters.  
 

• Higher-rating STEP participants also are more likely than non-STEP community 
members to recognize key elements of democracy, such as free and fair elections, 
separation of powers and equal rights for minority groups.  
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• Participating in a more highly rated STEP session also increases knowledge; that is, 
more-satisfied STEP participants score higher than non-STEP community members on 
the civic knowledge index and are more likely to feel informed about the government, 
controlling for other factors (including, for example, education).22 
 

• Finally, while STEP participants as a whole do not score higher than non-STEP 
community members on an index of support for women’s rights, STEP participants who 
rate their session more highly do show significantly greater support for women’s rights.  

 
In summary, the quality of the civic education intervention has a profound effect on how much 
STEP participants retain from their session and whether or not they internalize and act on the 
civic messages they learn. Overall differences between STEP participants and non-STEP 
community members suggest that STEP interventions can have an impact on some key aspects of 
civic orientation regardless of quality – but the impact is far greater and far deeper when the 

                                                           
22 In addition to education, all models controlled for respondent’s sex, age, employment, ethnicity, metro status, 
living conditions, economic status and region. 
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topics are made interesting for participants, and when the instructor, teaching methods and 
materials are all perceived to be effective. 
 
Other Quality-Related Factors 
 
Participant-assessed quality of programming is the critical element in increasing effective civic 
education in these results. Frequency of sessions, identified in the literature as another key 
element, is a less dominant factor in this study, although it does independently predict some 
important outcomes – political interest, civic engagement and voting behavior. As noted, it also 
significantly predicts ratings of program quality. 
 
One element of program quality, active teaching – in which teachers make use of techniques that 
encourage participation, such as discussion and question-and-answer sessions – is not a 
significant independent predictor of civic outcomes in this study, while it has been in others. 
However, it is a significant predictor of overall teaching quality, which in turn, greatly affects 
civic outcomes. In addition, nearly all STEP educators, 85 percent, are reported to have utilized 
some form of active teaching (i.e., discussion and/or question and answer) – which may help to 
explain why it did not differentiate between effective and ineffective STEP interventions.  
 
Finally, STEP’s independent ratings of its program providers do not correlate positively with 
STEP participants’ own ratings of the sessions they attended (r = -.11). These STEP-produced 
ratings also rarely correlate positively with key civic education outcomes. The grades were 
assigned using criteria such as successful monitoring and evaluation, coordination and 
implementation at the subcontractor level, which may have little to do with how effective the 
individual educators that the subcontractors hire are at teaching an interesting and engaging 
course. Moreover, there is little variability in the grades assigned to partner organizations, which 
limits the grades’ ability to explain differences in civic outcomes.  
 
Predicting Quality 
 
A natural question is what elements of programming best predict participants’ assessments of 
program quality. This was evaluated with a regression model23 including general controls plus 
these: active teaching, STEP’s partner assessment grade, frequency of civic education meetings 
in the community (as recalled by the respondent), whether visual materials were used, whether 
handouts were used, whether the Qu’ran was used, total number of STEP sessions in the 
community (as recorded by Counterpart-STEP), the lag since participants’ last civic education 
exposure, the frequency of their civic education exposure and whether the STEP meeting was or 
was not part of a school program. 
 
These variables explain a substantial 55 percent of the variance in overall quality ratings. The use 
                                                           
23 A regression model assesses the independent strength of the relationship between each predictor with an outcome 
or dependent variable. In this case, it assesses how much unique variance each element of the session can explain in 
participants’ overall quality ratings while holding all other predictors in the model constant.  See Appendix B for 
details. 
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of posters and handouts are the largest significant positive predictors of program quality (and 
indeed, improving the quality of printed materials was a key focus of Counterpart-STEP’s 
redesign of the CEP curriculum). The use of the Qu’ran is not a significant predictor. As 
mentioned, active teaching techniques are a significant positive predictor, as are frequency of 
personal civic exposure and whether or not the meeting was part of a school program.24  
 
Overall, these results demonstrate the centrality of participant ratings of program quality in 
achieving positive civic education outcomes. Ratings of session quality are consistently one of 
the best predictors of civic education outcomes for STEP participants. Further, when high-rating 
participants are separated from the rest, existing differences between STEP participants and non-
STEP community members are enhanced and others emerge that are not apparent in full sample. 
Interesting topics, effective teaching techniques and highly rated teachers are essential in 
achieving desired results in civic education.  
 
  

                                                           
24 A number of demographic controls also predict program quality, including region, education, metro status, living 
conditions and household economic situation. 
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Section II: Women and Civic Engagement 
 
A key component of the Counterpart-STEP program is its focus on inclusiveness. Afghanistan is 
a male-centric society, and in many regions of the country women face severe restrictions on 
their right to an education, to hold a job and to move freely without a male escort. Despite these 
barriers, to date more than 1.13 million Afghan women have participated in a STEP program, 
representing approximately 34% percent of all STEP participants.  
 
STEP programming seeks not only to encourage women’s participation in Afghan civil society, 
but also to improve attitudes toward women’s rights among men and women alike. This section 
provides an overview of differences between the sexes in civic knowledge, engagement and 
participation across sample types; evaluates the impact of STEP programming on Afghan 
women; and assesses whether STEP programming has influenced Afghans’ support for women’s 
rights. 
 
Women’s Civic and Political Participation 
 
Women’s civic and political participation lags behind that of men. Controlling for differences in 
living conditions, education and other demographic factors, women express significantly less 
interest in politics, less knowledge about government, lower efficacy and reduced engagement in 
the political process compared with men. For example: 
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• Collapsing across samples, just more than half of women overall indicate an interest in 
politics and government, compared with two-thirds of the men. 
 

• Afghan women in these samples score significantly lower on the index assessing civic 
knowledge, such as the roles and responsibilities of each branch of government and the 
function of the constitution. They also score lower than men on an index assessing how 
informed they feel they are about government. 

 
• Women score significantly lower than men on the personal efficacy index; they’re less 

likely to say others come to them for information, less likely to feel they can influence 
government decisions and less likely to feel that government is easy to understand.  

 
• Women are significantly less likely than men to be registered to vote or to have voted in 

the 2009 presidential election or the 2010 parliamentary election. They score lower than 
men on the civic engagement index, and they’re significantly less likely than men to have 
participated in a shura or to be a member of a voluntary organization. 

 
But there also are encouraging signs. Despite currently having less knowledge and understanding 
of civic topics, women overall are as willing as men to learn more about these topics. While they 
report having less of an influence on government, women are no less likely to want to influence 
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the national government. And even though in the past they’ve been less likely to vote in 
elections, women are as likely as men to think voting in elections is important and to say they 
intend to vote in the next presidential election.  
 
The Impact of STEP Participation on Women 
 
Of critical importance is whether the Counterpart-STEP civic education program has been 
effective at encouraging women’s participation in Afghan civil society. As such, the key 
question is whether women who have participated in STEP programs show any differences in 
civic understanding, efficacy, participation and engagement relative to women in non-STEP 
communities. 
 
This question is assessed through ANCOVA models computed among women to determine 
whether female STEP participants differed from female non-STEP community members (the 
control group) on any key outcomes, after controlling for age, education, unemployment, metro 
status, ethnicity, living conditions and current economic status. Among the results of this 
modeling: 
 

• Nearly seven in 10 women who have participated in STEP sessions report being 
interested in matters of politics and government, compared with fewer than half (49 
percent) of women in non-STEP communities, a statistically significant difference. 

 
• There is no significant difference between women who took part in a STEP intervention 

and those in non-STEP communities on the civic knowledge index, with both groups 
scoring significantly lower than men. However, female STEP participants are more likely 
to report feeling informed about government than are women in non-STEP communities. 

 
• While female STEP participants do not score higher than women in non-STEP 

communities on an index of civic engagement, they do score significantly higher on the 
overall personal efficacy index, which includes indicating a greater desire to influence 
government decisions and a greater feeling that government is easy to understand. 

 
• Even after controlling for whether or not they voted in 2009, female STEP participants 

are significantly more likely to be registered to vote than non-participants, to have voted 
in 2010 and to say they’re somewhat or very likely to vote in the next presidential 
election. Moreover, STEP women are significantly more likely to be a member of a 
volunteer organization, an effect that holds true even after adjusting for STEP women’s 
greater likelihood of having participated in a women’s shura. 
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In sum, while female STEP participants are not significantly different than non-STEP women on 
every key civic outcome assessed, substantial evidence suggests that STEP interventions have 
had a positive effect on women’s civic orientation and efficacy.  
 
Attitudes Toward Women’s Rights and Political Participation 
 
In addition to encouraging women to take an active role in Afghan society, STEP has sought to 
persuade men and women alike that women have a right and a responsibility to participate in 
civic and political activities. To test whether this goal was achieved, a battery of items assessed 
support for women’s right to an education, to work outside the house, to hold political office and 
to vote. Two other items asked respondents whether they feel women currently have more, fewer 
or the same rights as men in Afghan society; and whether they feel women ought to have more, 
fewer or the same amount of rights as they currently have. 
 
Overall, ANCOVA results reveal no differences by STEP exposure on the index measuring 
support for women’s rights. Controlling for key demographics, such as education and ethnicity,25 
STEP participants also are no more likely than non-STEP community members to recognize that 
women currently have fewer rights than men in Afghan society, and actually are significantly 
                                                           
25 Additional controls include respondent’s sex, age, employment, metro status, living conditions, economic status 
and region. 
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less likely to think women should have more rights and significantly more likely to think women 
should have fewer rights than they currently have. 
 
While overall these results are somewhat discouraging, there are still hopeful signs. While there 
are no effects of STEP exposure on the overall women’s rights index, support for women’s rights 
is fairly substantial across all samples, ranging from 72 percent support for women holding jobs 
outside of the home to 87 percent support for women voting and girls’ education. Not 
surprisingly, support for these rights is higher overall among women than men.  
 
In addition, there is a significant interaction between STEP exposure and sex on one key 
component of the index – support for women’s right to vote. Follow-up analyses show that while 
STEP exposure had no impact on men’s support for women’s right to vote, it did significantly 
increase female participants’ support for this right. Specifically, female STEP participants are 9 
points more apt to say they support women voting than are non-STEP women. 

 
Finally, as with so many of the key civic outcomes, the quality of the STEP session makes a 
large difference in the impact of the STEP intervention on attitudes toward women’s rights. As 
mentioned in Section I, participants who rate their program highly score significantly higher than 
non-STEP community members on the support for women’s rights index, and this is true of both 
male and female high-rating participants.  

 
Specifically, 96 percent of high-rating STEP participants support girls’ right to an education 
compared with 87 percent of non-STEP participants; 95 percent support women voting, 
compared with 87 percent of non-STEP participants; 87 percent support women’s right to hold a 
seat on the National Assembly, compared with 72 percent of non-STEP participants; and 80 
percent support women holding a job outside of the home, compared with 74 percent of non-
STEP participants. 
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While establishing the recognition of women’s rights is a work in progress in Afghanistan, these 
results indicate that high-quality civic education can help to move this effort forward.  Simply 
participating in a STEP session is not enough to improve attitudes towards women’s rights. But 
there is an effect among participants who rate their sessions highly; compared with non-STEP 
community members, higher-rating participants are more apt to support women’s rights to an 
education, to vote, to have a job and to hold political office.  
 
Moreover, regardless of the quality of the session, STEP interventions are effective at improving 
women’s personal efficacy and increasing their civic and political participation. Female STEP 
participants report greater interest in politics, feel more informed about national politics and say 
it’s easy to understand how government works, compared with women in non-STEP 
communities. Likely in part because of this greater empowerment, female STEP participants are 
also more likely to contribute to their community, by joining a volunteer organization; and to 
take an active role in Afghan politics more generally, by registering to vote and intending to vote 
in the next election. 
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Section III: Democracy and Values 
 
STEP aims to increase Afghans’ understanding of democracy as a political system and to 
encourage identification with critical democratic values. The task is challenging: Value systems 
are made up of deeply held beliefs and principles, based on an individual’s ethics, morality and 
social mores. As such, they can be difficult to influence.26  
 
Based on the literature on democratic theory, this study included questions on democratic values 
such as willingness to compromise, belief in the rule of law and tolerance for diversity of 
opinions. Although not strictly a “democratic” value, a related question asked whether Afghans 
think voting is an individual decision or whether voters should take into account the will of the 
greater community. 
 
In addition to democratic values, this section also covers general democratic orientation such as 
preference for and confidence in democracy, preference for democratic institutions over 
traditional ones and knowledge about conditions considered essential to a democracy, a main 
element of the STEP curriculum. 
 
Democratic Values 
 
ANCOVA modeling with appropriate controls shows that STEP participants are more likely to 
identify with democratic values compared with non-STEP community members in two out of the 
three cases. STEP participants are significantly more apt to say that compromise is necessary (67 
percent, vs. 59 percent among non-STEP community members) and that obeying the rule of law 
is necessary (74 percent, vs. 66 percent among non-STEP community members).  
 
There’s no such gap between STEP participants and non-STEP community members on 
tolerance of differing opinions, a value that previous research has shown can be particularly 
difficult to change.27 The belief that tolerance of differing opinions makes groups stronger is 
favored by similar slight majorities of STEP participants, individuals in STEP communities and 
those in non-STEP communities alike. 
 
However, STEP participants are more apt than both STEP community and non-STEP community 
members to see voting as a personal, individual responsibility, 83 percent vs. 75 and 69 percent, 
respectively. While STEP community members are significantly less likely to view voting as an 
individual responsibility than are STEP participants, they’re significantly more likely to espouse 
this view than non-STEP community members – evidence of a possible carry-over effect from 
participants in the civic education program to the wider community.28 

                                                           
26 Finkel, S. E., & Ernst, H. R. (2005). Civic education in post-apartheid South Africa: Alternative paths to the 
development of political knowledge and democratic values. Political Psychology, 26 , 333-364. 
27 U.S. Agency for International Development. (2002). Approaches to Civic Education. Washington, D.C.: United 
States Agency for International Development. 
28 See Section VII for a summary of community-level effects. 
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Some notable group differences in values cut across the samples. Men are more likely than 
women to believe compromise is necessary to achieve peaceful coexistence,29 as are Pashtuns 
and Tajiks compared with others. Those in better economic circumstances also tend to show 
greater adherence to democratic values. 
 

 
 
Democratic Orientation 
 
STEP participants show a greater affinity for democracy above and beyond adherence to specific 
democratic values. In the most direct question on the subject, when asked to choose the best 
political system for Afghanistan – an Islamic state, a strong leader or a democracy – STEP 
participants are more apt to choose democracy than are residents of non-STEP communities, 42 
percent vs. 36 percent. 
 
STEP participants also are more apt than non-participants to express confidence that democracy 
can work in Afghanistan. Eight in 10 say they are somewhat or very confident that a system of 
freely voting for leaders can work successfully, compared with 72 and 73 percent of STEP and 
non-STEP community members, respectively. 
 

                                                           
29 See Section II for a discussion of differences between Afghan men and women in civic engagement. 
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There are few results in which both STEP participants and STEP community members who did 
not participate in the program surpass non-STEP community residents. Trust in government 
leaders is one such case: STEP participants and STEP community members both are 10 points 
more likely than residents of non-STEP communities to say they trust government leaders and 
officials over tribal and community leaders to make the right decisions for their communities. 
 
Tribal and community leaders are trusted to a greater extent in all three samples, but the gap in 
trust between community and government leaders is much smaller for STEP participants and 
STEP community members. This finding provides further evidence of a carry-over effect on 
STEP community members’ democratic orientation.  
 

 
 
 
However, on a battery of items assessing trust in government institutions (the courts, the 
National Assembly and provincial councils), and a separate index assessing preference for 
government courts over the traditional shura system, STEP participants are no more likely to 
express trust than non-STEP participants, and even somewhat less likely to prefer the 
government courts, even when controlled for shura participation. 
 
Group differences, notably socioeconomic and metro status, matter to general democratic 
orientation and trust in government leaders. Afghans with higher levels of education are more 



2011 Counterpart-STEP Evaluation Report 

 

33 

 

oriented toward democracy as the best form of government for country; those who have better 
living conditions are more confident democracy can work in Afghanistan and more likely to trust 
elected leaders over community elders to make decisions for their community. 
 
Another important area shows no differences: Similar majorities across all three samples, 54 to 
58 percent, think democracy is compatible with Islam. 
 
Program Quality and Democratic Orientation 
 
There also is little difference between STEP participants and non-STEP community members on 
the battery of questions assessing whether or not certain conditions, such as freedom of the news 
media and freedom to set up political parties, are necessary for a political system to be called 
“democratic.” However, when STEP program quality is taken into account, considerable gaps on 
these views emerge (see Table 4). 
 

 
 
Participants who rate their program quality above the median (i.e., above the 50th percentile) are 
more apt to recognize free and fair elections, the freedom to set up political parties,30 freedom of 
the news media, separation of powers and equal rights for women and the disabled as necessary 
                                                           
30 The result on freedom to set up political parties is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. All other results 
are significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
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components of democracy. The gaps, compared with non-STEP community members, are 15 
points on equal rights for the disabled (86 vs. 71 percent); 11 points on separation of powers (75 
vs. 64 percent); 10 points on free media (80 vs. 70 percent) and equal rights for women (77 vs. 
67 percent); and 9 points on free and fair elections (93 vs. 84 percent) and freedom to set up 
political parties (69 vs. 60 percent).  High-raters also score higher than non-STEP community 
members on the index of trust in government institutions. 
 
While STEP participants overall express greater confidence than non-STEP participants that 
democracy can work in Afghanistan, the gap becomes notably large when high-rating 
participants are used as a comparison. Ninety-one percent of high-rating participants are 
confident democracy can work in Afghanistan, 18 points higher than confidence among non-
STEP participants. Fifty-five percent of high-raters are “very confident,” 14 points ahead of non-
STEP community members. 
 
In sum, considerable differences in democratic values and orientation are evident between STEP 
participants and non-STEP community members overall, and they become even more broad 
when comparing the control group with just those participants who rated their STEP program 
highly. These findings are notable given the difficulties associated with affecting norms that are 
generally longstanding and deeply ingrained. 
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Section IV: Knowledge 
 
A well-informed public is a cornerstone of democratic theory. As such, civic education programs 
teach about the structure and workings of the political system in the belief this information will 
make citizens more willing and better able to participate in political and community affairs.  
 
Knowledge, however, is not an end unto itself. Familiarity with information about democratic 
principles should lead in turn to increased efficacy, identification with democratic values and 
citizen engagement. As such, retention of factual knowledge is unnecessary, so long as enough 
of the gist is retained to produce enhanced civic values and behavior.31 
 
The STEP curriculum includes lessons on the rights and responsibilities of citizens; the structure 
of political institutions; the responsibilities of the executive, legislative and judicial branches; 
and the Afghan constitution. To measure retention of factual knowledge on these subjects, this 
study asked respondents to recognize responsibilities of the three branches of government, to 
identify the constitution and to name the current president. Respondents also were asked to 
assess how much information they feel they have about the district, provincial, and national 
government (arguably a measure of efficacy or confidence more than knowledge). 
 
The findings show only limited evidence of higher levels of knowledge across all STEP 
participants compared with non-STEP participants. STEP participants are no better at identifying 
the constitution or which branches of government are responsible for creating new laws, 
conducting foreign policy or settling legal disputes. STEP participants’ self-assessed level of 
information about the government at the district and provincial levels also is no different from 
those of STEP and non-STEP community members.  
 
Across the ANCOVA models predicting knowledge, there are just two significant differences. 
Ability to identify the president is high among all samples (between 88 and 95 percent), but both 
STEP participants and STEP community members significantly exceed non-STEP community 
members on this fact (by 5 and 7 points, respectively). STEP participants also are more likely to 
say they have a great deal or good amount of information about the national government, 65 
percent compared with 56 and 53 percent of STEP and non-STEP community members, 
respectively.  
 
Clearer differences in civic knowledge emerge among those participants who gave higher ratings 
to the quality of the STEP session or sessions they attended. Higher-rating STEP participants 
score significantly higher on a combined index of the knowledge questions (averaging a score of 
74 percent accurate compared with non-STEP community members’ 66 percent correct) and also 
report feeling more informed about government, both of which contribute to efficacy.  
 

                                                           
31 For example, see Graber, D. A. (2001). Processing Politics: Learning from Television in the Internet Age. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press; Lau, R. R., & Redlawsk, D. P. (2006). How Voters Decide: Information 
Processing during Election Campaigns. New Haven, CT: Cambridge University Press. 
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Among other results, knowledge is higher among men, better-educated Afghans, those with 
better living conditions and urban rather than rural residents. Increasing age relates specifically 
to increased confidence among Afghans that they are well-informed about government. 
 
One conclusion from these results is that retention of factual information is not a necessary 
precursor to enhanced civic engagement. There is substantial evidence in this report that despite 
limited increases in civic knowledge, STEP participants carried forward the gist of the program 
curriculum as indicated by their greater affinity for democracy, and increased efficacy and 
engagement. Another conclusion is that, while factual knowledge is difficult to impart in civic 
education programs, high-quality methods and teaching help make it possible. 
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Section V: Efficacy 
 
Political efficacy refers to an individual’s recognition that he or she is able to contribute 
meaningfully to society, possesses sufficient knowledge and skills to participate effectively and 
that engagement and political participation, e.g. through voting, “matter.” It also reflects an 
understanding that the government in turn is competent, trustworthy and can positively impact an 
individual’s situation, for example through its provision of desirable policies or services. Civic 
education seeks to increase citizens’ sense of political efficacy in both senses. 
 
In ANCOVA models controlling for demographics, economic conditions and living conditions, 
including security, there are several measures in which this study finds statistically significant 
relationships between STEP participation and efficacy, including the following: 
 

• A greater desire among CEP participants to influence decisions of the national 
government (61 percent, vs. 55 percent among individuals in non-STEP communities); 

 
• A greater sense that it’s easy to understand how government works (58 percent among 

participants vs. 45 percent among individuals in non-STEP communities); 
 

 
 
 



2011 Counterpart-STEP Evaluation Report 

 

38 

 

• A higher level of self-reporting that individuals from outside the respondent’s household 
come to the respondent for information (43 percent among participants vs. 35 percent in 
non-STEP communities); 

 
• A greater sense of safety in expressing opinions about national politics (63 percent 

among participants vs. 52 percent among non-STEP community members). This effect 
remains significant independent of the strong positive relationship between better 
conditions (including security) and perceptions of safety in expressing opinions on 
national topics; 

 
• More trust in government over traditional leaders to make the right decisions for their 

community, expressed by 34 percent of CEP participants vs. 24 percent of residents in 
non-STEP communities. (Trust in traditional leaders is higher overall among all the 
samples, but the gap between trust in traditional leaders and government leaders is much 
smaller – 7 vs. 22 points – for STEP participants compared with non-STEP community 
members); and 

 
• An increased belief that the government is doing as well as it can to provide services, 

expressed by 35 percent of participants vs. 29 percent in non-STEP communities. 
 
Some of these views carry through in STEP communities more broadly, indicating the possibility 
of carry-over effects of STEP programming.32 Individuals who live in STEP communities are 
significantly more likely than residents of non-STEP communities to trust government over 
traditional leaders and to say they believe government is doing as well as it can.  These effects 
are significant above and beyond the influence of general living conditions, including security. 
 
As with other topics, efficacy is significantly boosted among STEP participants who highly rate 
their session’s quality (see Table 4). This is evident on a composite index of personal efficacy,33 
on which satisfied STEP participants score significantly higher than non-STEP community 
members. 
 
Sixty-seven percent of high-raters say understanding government is easy, 22 points higher than 
this view among residents of non-STEP communities. Compared with non-STEP community 
members, participants who rate their program quality positively also are 22 points more apt to 
say they feel safe expressing their political opinions about national political matters, 15 points 
more apt to trust government over traditional leaders and 12 points more likely to say 
government is doing as well as it can to provide services. 
  
There are other differences in efficacy: Among the more common elements, it’s generally higher 
among men, older Afghans, and people with better living conditions and household finances. 
However, among those with worse-than-average living conditions, there is evidence that STEP 

                                                           
32 See Section VII for a discussion of community-level effects. 
33 See Appendix B for a description of indices. 
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programming is more successful at enhancing efficacy: A significant interaction between STEP 
exposure and living conditions shows that while STEP and non-STEP participants whose living 
conditions are good scored similarly (high), among those living in bad conditions, STEP 
participants significantly outscore non-STEP participants.  
 
In an area related to efficacy, the survey finds a substantial sense across groups (59 to 67 
percent) that corruption is widespread, with an additional 25 to 31 percent who say it is 
occasional but not widespread. Civic education appears not to impact these perceptions.  
 
There is considerable evidence that higher efficacy is related to STEP participation, particularly 
among those who feel their session was high-quality. Efficacy is a starting point for engagement, 
and STEP participants are more prepared than others to participate actively in Afghan society. 
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Section VI: Engagement 
 
One of the main goals of civic education is to promote increased citizen involvement in politics 
and society. Other aims – increasing knowledge and efficacy and promoting democratic values – 
are in many ways a means to an end. That end is higher engagement and participation. 
 
Voting is the quintessential example of democratic engagement. As such, a great deal of STEP 
education has focused on elections and voting. This study tested for impacts of that programming 
on past voting, voter registration, likelihood of voting and the perceived importance of voting.  
Non-voting engagement also was tested, including joining in efforts to solve local problems; 
contacting local government officials, community elders or the police; taking part in protests or 
demonstrations; joining voluntary organizations; and participating in shuras and jirgas. 
 
The results find statistically greater levels of engagement among STEP program participants, 
whether compared to community members in STEP communities who did not participate in the 
program, or to non-STEP community members (see Table 1). Using the latter group for 
comparison, these include the following: 
 

• Greater willingness to learn more about civic education topics (83 percent among STEP 
participants, 11 points higher than among non-STEP community members); 

 
• Broader interest in politics and government (72 percent among STEP participants, 19 

points higher than among non-STEP community members); 
 

• Higher levels of participation in organized efforts to solve neighborhood or community 
problems (58 percent among STEP participants, 16 points higher than among non-STEP 
community members); 

 
• Higher rates of current voter registration (82 percent among STEP participants, 13 points 

higher than among non-STEP community members), a difference that remains significant 
after controlling for whether or not the respondent voted in the 2009 election; and 

 
• A greater stated likelihood of voting in the next presidential elections (85 percent among 

STEP participants, 9 points higher than among non-STEP community members). This 
difference remains significant when past voting behavior is taken into account. 

 
STEP participants overall do not show a greater tendency than non-STEP community members 
to exhibit some other forms of engagement, such as participating in protests or contacting a 
government official, police or an elder. A stronger relationship particularly with election-related 
activities is not unexpected, given the STEP program’s focus on this area. 
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Although self-selection of already-engaged citizens into the STEP program cannot be completely 
ruled out, the use of modeling attenuates this possibility by testing for differences between the 
three samples while controlling for, or holding constant, key demographics, such as respondents’ 
sex, education and age, as well as their living and economic conditions. As outlined below, 
additional modeling controlling for the greater level of shura participation among STEP 
participants further suggests that the differences reported above are not merely a function of self-
selection effects.  
 
Shura Participation  
 
Sixty-five percent of STEP participants have been called upon to take part in local shuras, 22 
points higher than among non-STEP community members. This likely is an artifact of STEP 
participation; as reported in the 2010 STEP assessment, "The program seeks to use existing 
social infrastructure to engage with Community Development Councils, jirgas and shuras, 
women shuras and councils, and partner CSOs in discussions about the elections in 
Afghanistan."34  
 

                                                           
34 Counterpart International. (2011). Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral 
Process in Afghanistan: Counterpart International Support to the Electoral Process (STEP) Program. Arlington, 
VA: Counterpart International. 
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The question of whether higher levels of political and civic engagement among participants are 
explained by shura participation, rather than by participation in the STEP program, was 
examined by running additional ANCOVA models including shura participation as a competing 
predictor of engagement. Nearly all of the results remain significant: Controlling for shura 
participation, STEP participants remain more interested in politics, more willing to continue their 
civic education, more likely to be registered to vote, more likely to intend to vote in the future 
and more likely to have engaged in an effort to solve a local problem. 
 
Demographics and Conditions 
 
Other factors also consistently predict engagement across the three samples. With some slight 
variation depending on the question, engagement is positively related to higher education, better 
overall living conditions, a better household economic situation, being older, being male and 
living in an urban center as opposed to a rural area. Several of these factors are known to 
correlate with greater opportunity, motivation and participation in advanced democracies.35   
 
High-Quality STEP Sessions  
 
Consistent with the literature on civic education, the impact of STEP programming is highly 
dependent on participant-rated session quality.36 STEP participants who rate their program more 
highly far outpace non-STEP community members in engagement, including: 
 

• Heightened interest in politics (80 percent among high-rating STEP participants, 27 
points higher than non-STEP community members); 

 

 
                                                           
35 Niemi, R. G., & Weisberg, H. F. (2001). What Determines the Vote? In Niemi, R. G., & Weisberg, H. F. (Eds.), 
Controversies in Voting Behavior, p. 183. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press. 
36 See Section I for details on the effect of program quality. 
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• Greater willingness to learn more about civic education topics (97 percent among high-

rating STEP participants, 25 points higher than non-STEP community residents). This 
difference extends to those who say they are “very willing” to learn more – two-thirds of 
high-raters, 28 points higher than among non-STEP community members; 

 
• Greater participation in organized efforts to solve local problems (62 percent among 

high-raters, 20 points higher than among members of non-STEP communities); 
 

• Broader levels of voter registration (88 percent among high-rating STEP participants, 19 
points higher than among residents of non-STEP communities), a difference that remains 
significant after controlling for past voting behavior; 

 
• Greater participation in volunteer organizations (42 percent among high-rating STEP 

participants, 17 points higher than among non-STEP community members), a difference 
that remains even after controlling for high-quality STEP participants’ greater likelihood 
of participating in a local shura; 
 

• Greater feeling that voting is important (95 percent among high-raters, 15 points higher 
than among non-STEP community members). This difference increases to 19 points 
among those who say voting is “very important;” and 
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• Higher rates of intention to vote in the next election (92 percent among high-rating STEP 
participants, 16 points higher than among non-STEP community members). This 
difference expands to 20 points among those who say they are “very likely” to vote, and 
remains statistically significant after controlling for whether or not the respondent voted 
in 2009 (which STEP sessions could not have influenced, and which is a strong predictor 
of intention to vote). 

 
The ultimate goal of civic education is to develop an interested and involved citizenry. The 
results described in this section show STEP has made considerable progress in achieving this aim 
in Afghanistan. Compared with individuals in non-STEP communities, STEP participants are 
more interested in politics and government, better attuned to learning more about these 
topics and likelier to participate in civic activities such as voting and solving community 
problems. 
 
At the same time, education and better living conditions also independently contribute to these 
outcomes, indicating that civic education succeeds not in a vacuum, but in concert with broader 
development efforts. 
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Section VII: Community Effects 
 
A key question for civic educators is whether the material taught in classes filters out through the 
community in a carry-over effect that multiplies the impact of the intervention beyond those who 
participated individually. The answer from our data: minimally so. Community-level impacts, 
while present, are few and far between, and weaker than the direct impacts among participants, 
especially those who rate their sessions as high-quality. 
 
ANCOVA modeling identifies three key variables in which attitudes expressed by residents of 
STEP communities are similar to those expressed by actual STEP participants, and in all three 
cases are significantly different than views among residents of non-STEP communities. These 
are trust in government over traditional leaders, the sense government is doing all it can to 
provide basic services and the belief that one is personally affected by decisions taken at the 
presidential level (see Table 1). 
 
STEP community members also are more apt than residents of non-STEP communities to see 
voting as an individual responsibility, but on this STEP participants score even higher than both 
other groups. 
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Communication about Civic Education within Communities 
 
Civic education does enter into the social discourse. Fifty-five percent of STEP community 
members recall that a civic education meeting of some sort occurred in their community in the 
last year; among those who did not attend, three-quarters say they heard about what was 
discussed from others. Residents of non-STEP communities display similarly high levels of 
secondary contact with civic education events. 
 
One likely reason for these levels of second-hand information concerning civic education topics 
is that Counterpart-STEP and their program partners were not the only civic education providers 
active in Afghanistan. Some residents in all the three samples were no doubt exposed to other 
civic education efforts. Indeed two in 10 STEP and non-STEP community members alike recall a 
non-STEP organization holding a civic education meeting in their community. 
 
Among STEP participants themselves, 71 percent recall talking to others in their family or 
community about the topics discussed in the meetings; two-thirds say they’ve recommended 
attending to others. 
 
Still, despite some exposure to civic education meetings and significant secondary 
communication about the topics discussed at these meetings, there is little evidence that 
substantive transfer of knowledge, efficacy, values and engagement occurred. 
 
Counterpart’s 2010 Assessment 
 
The 2010 Counterpart-STEP assessment focused chiefly on national attitudes in Afghanistan 
toward voting and elections.37 Lacking a sample of actual participants, it also reported on 
community-level impacts, and found some that are not replicated in this study; the largest were 
higher participation in elections and higher interest in politics and government in STEP vs. non-
STEP communities. Different approaches to sampling and modeling may be at play; assessing 
community-level effects depends to a great extent on the comparability of the communities 
sampled.38 
 
The 2010 report also found higher willingness to learn about politics and elections among people 
who recalled a civic education event occurring in their community (regardless of whether this 
was a STEP or non-STEP community); we likewise find a small, but statistically significant 
difference between those who recall a meeting and those who don’t in terms of their interest in 
learning more about civic education topics. Those who recall a meeting also score higher on the 
civic knowledge index, and report more engagement on the civic engagement index.39  
 

                                                           
37 Counterpart International. (2011). Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral 
Process in Afghanistan: Counterpart International Support to the Electoral Process (STEP) Program. Arlington, 
VA: Counterpart International. 
38 See Appendix D for further details of sampling methodology. 
39 See Appendix B for a description of the indices. 
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While this might suggest a positive impact of holding civic education meetings within Afghan 
communities, it may also be that those who are interested and engaged in politics are more likely 
to be attuned to such meetings being held, while those who are less interested in civic education 
also are less likely to become aware of such events. 
 
As noted, while this study shows considerable communication within communities regarding 
civic education, and finds some significant community-level differences, they are far fewer in 
number than the differences observed between STEP participants, especially high-rating 
participants, and all others. While further study is warranted, this suggests that measurable 
secondhand effects of civic education are challenging to achieve.  
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Section VIII: Disabled Afghans 
 
STEP has aimed to increase the knowledge, efficacy, democratic values and engagement of 
disabled Afghans, a significant population in this war-torn country. Twelve years ago the United 
Nations Comprehensive Disabled Afghans Programme estimated that 800,000 Afghans, about 4 
percent of the population, were disabled, one quarter due to land mines alone.40 The number can 
only have risen in the ensuing decade of conflict. 
 
In addition to seeking to raise the civic engagement of disabled Afghans themselves, STEP has 
sought more generally to enhance recognition of the rights of the disabled. This study finds 
ample evidence of progress in the former goal, and more limited advances in the latter.41 
 
ANCOVA models reveal several key differences between disabled STEP participants and 
disabled non-STEP community members. Many more disabled STEP participants express 
interest in politics – 63 percent, compared with 45 percent of disabled non-STEP residents. (See 
Appendix F for the topline results among disabled Afghans and Table 6 for ANCOVA results.) 
 

 
                                                           
40 Human Rights Watch. (2000). Landmine Monitor Report: Toward a Mine-Free World, p. 466. 
41 Projectability of results is not possible given the use of convenience sampling of disabled respondents. 
Nonetheless, the relationships across groups described in this section all have been modeled and tested for statistical 
significance. 
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Self-confidence also is generally greater among disabled STEP participants than disabled non-
STEP community residents. They score significantly higher on the index of personal efficacy, 
particularly on items such as ease of understanding how government works (49 vs. 34 percent) 
and desired influence on government at all levels: district (69 vs. 60 percent), provincial (66 vs. 
52 percent) and national (62 vs. 48 percent). 
 
Greater interest and efficacy are prerequisites of engagement, and disabled STEP participants 
outpace disabled residents of non-STEP communities in this regard. They are more likely to 
participate in a volunteer organization (38 vs. 20 percent), a statistically significant result even 
after controlling for the greater level of shura participation among disabled STEP participants. 
 
Among disabled Afghans, STEP participants are 12 points more likely than non-STEP 
community members to say they’ll vote in the next presidential election (72 vs. 60 percent), a 
significant difference even after controlling for voting in the 2009 election. And there is room for 
more influence on the civic orientation of disabled Afghans, given their greater willingness to 
learn more about civic education topics (80 percent, 16 points higher than its level among 
disabled residents of non-STEP communities).  
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The impact of STEP programming extends to broader forms of participation in Afghan society. 
Disabled STEP participants score higher than disabled non-STEP community residents on the 
overall index of civic engagement, with higher levels of participation in solving community 
problems (48 vs. 38 percent), contact with police (31 vs. 22 percent) and contact with an elder or 
imam about community problems (57 vs. 50 percent). 
 
Although there are minimal differences between STEP and non-STEP disabled Afghans on two 
aspects that are especially difficult to influence – factual knowledge and values – disabled STEP 
participants are more likely to believe compromise is necessary to achieve peaceful coexistence, 
a key democratic value, 66 vs. 56 percent. 
 
There is even a differential appreciation among disabled Afghans of their own circumstances 
within society. Participation in STEP is strongly positively related to greater perceived 
community support for the disabled among disabled Afghans themselves. Nearly two-thirds of 
disabled STEP participants say local services and support for disabled people are very or 
somewhat good, 19 points higher than among disabled residents of non-STEP communities.  
 
STEP Participation and Views of the Disabled 
 
STEP participants overall are no more apt to express support for increasing the rights of the 
disabled than are non-participants.42 However, support for expanding disabled Afghans’ rights is 
relatively high across the board, with approximately two-thirds in each sample saying the 
disabled should have more rights than they have now and fewer than two in 10 thinking they 
should have fewer rights.  
 
Similar to other outcomes in this study, better living conditions are positively related to 
perceived community support for disabled Afghans. Also, Afghans who live in urban areas are 
more supportive of greater rights for disabled citizens when controlling for all other factors.  
 
While there is room for improvement in terms of support for increased rights for disabled 
Afghans, the results indicate that the STEP program is related to greater awareness of the rights 
of the disabled and greater interest, efficacy and engagement on the part of disabled Afghans 
themselves – an accomplishment in particular given the frequent marginalization of disabled 
populations.  
 

  

                                                           
42 In addition to standard controls, ANCOVA models assessing support for disabled Afghans rights controlled for 
whether or not the respondent self-identified as disabled. 
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Section IX: Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
The key conclusion of this study is that civic education works. Specifically, the Counterpart-
STEP Civic Education Program in Afghanistan has produced measurable, positive outcomes in 
terms of the civic orientation and political and community involvement of its participants.  
 
Equally important is that the quality of the programming, as rated by its participants, (including 
interest in the topics covered, the effectiveness of teaching methods, the quality of the teacher, 
and how much participants feel they learn) is a central component of that positive impact.  
 
A critical element of these findings is that they were obtained using appropriate statistical 
modeling (analysis of covariance, or ANCOVA), which tests for statistical significance across 
sample types while holding control variables constant, including, in this case, age, sex, 
education, employment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, household economic situation 
and region. Additional models added controls for participation in a shura and for past voting, and 
continued to find significant positive effects of STEP participation. 
 
Further modeling only among STEP participants establishes that the two strongest predictors of 
civic engagement, by far, are a composite index of local conditions and an index of session 
quality.43 These two predictors consistently account for a much greater amount of variability in 
STEP participants’ democratic orientation, efficacy, knowledge, values and engagement above 
and beyond what is already accounted for by other variables. 
 
The local conditions index is based on Afghans’ ratings of their living conditions overall; local 
security; the availability of jobs and economic opportunities; and the availability of services such 
as drinking water, electricity and medical supplies. Its significance in the models suggests that 
meeting a population’s basic needs is a precursor to effective civic engagement efforts. 
 
The importance of the quality index means, further, that not just any program will do. The use of 
educational materials such as posters and handouts, active teaching techniques, frequency of 
programming and use of a school setting all predict ratings of program quality, which in turn is 
crucial for enhancing civic education outcomes. 
 
Beyond measureable impacts on STEP participants this study reveals limited impacts on 
residents of STEP communities more broadly. It also finds positive impacts of STEP 
interventions specifically on women’s civic orientation and participation in Afghan society, 
albeit with continued challenges in this area.  
 
With respect to disabled Afghans, the STEP program is related to greater interest, efficacy and 
engagement on the part of disabled Afghans themselves, but has not had the desired impact on 
Afghans’ support for disabled rights overall. 
 
                                                           
43 See Appendix B for a description of indices. 
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This study has limitations. Under ideal circumstances STEP participants would have completed 
pre- and post-exposure tests. A sampling frame from which to draw a probability sample of 
STEP participants would make results among that group projectable to the full population. 
Establishing directionality, as noted, is difficult without random assignment to conditions, an 
approach not possible in this study. However, the use of statistical modeling with appropriate 
controls, in tandem with the strong effects of program quality, suggests that, despite these 
limitations, the STEP program did indeed have measurable effects on the civic orientation of 
participants. 
 
Recommendations  
 
Recommendations to STEP and other civic education programs, based on the literature review 
included with this report, issues encountered in sample design and the findings summarized 
above, include the following:   
 

1. Living conditions are an important predictor of many of the key civic outcomes assessed 
in this report, suggesting that basic economic and security needs must be met before 
concentrating on higher-order concerns. As such, the success of civic education programs 
may be aided by a pre-deployment assessment of the readiness of target communities to 
focus beyond more basic concerns. 

 
2. Education often is another positive predictor of pro-democratic views and greater 

political engagement, regardless of STEP exposure; additionally, participants in school-
based STEP sessions tend to rate their sessions more highly. Promoting education in 
general, and linking civic education to school curricula, could further help to improve 
civic-mindedness.  

 
3. Measurement of the impact of civic education programs would be enhanced by 

incorporating assessment and evaluation protocols into the design and implementation 
stages of such programs. Pre/post exposure tests of knowledge and other outcomes are 
highly desirable. Recordkeeping to produce a usable sampling frame of program 
participations for follow-up research likewise is recommended. 

 
4. Programs should be designed to include the elements shown to impact program quality 

positively, including visual teaching materials such as hand-outs and posters and active 
teaching styles.  

 
5. Given the importance of quality in programming, rigorous and ongoing evaluation 

measures should be developed and deployed to assess the program quality, as should 
efforts to hire and train high-quality civic educators. The results of this report clearly 
indicate that quality in the administration of a contract (as indicated by Counterpart’s 
assessment grades) cannot be used as a proxy for quality programming – instead 
participants’ evaluations of their sessions are critical. 
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6. STEP participants surpass non-participants in political engagement, but not in other 
aspects of civic engagement more generally, specifically in terms of contacting 
government officials, contacting the police, contacting elders/imams and participating in 
peaceful demonstrations. Moving STEP’s focus beyond political and voting engagement 
to encourage broader forms of civic participation, such as solving community problems 
and contacting government officials, would extend the program’s contribution to 
Afghanistan’s broader social capital. 

 
7. While community-level effects merit further study, their relative weakness in this study 

suggests a greater focus on personal interventions rather than reliance on secondhand 
effects, and/or additional efforts to encourage second-hand impacts.  

 
8. A focus on comprehension rather than rote knowledge is advised, in that engagement is 

enhanced among attendees irrespective of increased knowledge. 
 

9. Mixed results on support for increased rights of women and the disabled suggest an 
opening for progress, but also the need for enhanced efforts in both areas.  

 
These recommendations should not diminish Counterpart-STEP’s remarkable achievements. 
Operating in a conflict-zone environment, among a poverty-stricken and largely uneducated 
populace, in a nation with deep economic and infrastructure challenges, this study finds that the 
STEP Civic Engagement Program has overcome daunting odds to produce measurable, positive 
effects on the civic awareness, attitudes and behavior of Afghan citizens. 
 
Challenges remain, including creating an economic and security environment that facilitates 
civic motivation and learning. Yet even in the current difficult conditions, this study finds broad 
and positive impacts of the STEP program. Its focus on inclusiveness clearly has empowered 
women and the disabled to take a more active role in Afghan society. And among all Afghans 
who have participated in a STEP session – and especially those who rated their session-quality 
highly – we find greater appreciation for democratic values, more orientation toward democracy, 
greater confidence and political efficacy and more engagement in community and political 
affairs alike. 
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Tables 1-6 
 
Table 1: ANCOVA Results Among the Full Sample  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities communities  Model 

 (n = 700) (n = 687) (n = 700) F-test R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Trust in government institutions index (Q4) 2.78 2.69 2.72 .20 .35 
Interest in politics (Q5) 2.94a 2.64b 2.59b 18.59*** .22 
Voting importance (Q8) 3.36a 3.20b 3.23b 3.82* .23 
Personal impact of government index (Q9) 3.05 2.97 2.94 1.72 .29 
 Personal impact of Karzai (Q9a) 3.34a 3.27a 3.15b 7.63*** .23 
Informed about government index (Q10) 2.90a 2.80ab 2.78b 2.47+ .29 
 Informed about district government (Q10a) 3.07 3.03 3.00 .30 .22 
 Informed about provincial government (Q10b) 2.86 2.79 2.76 1.09 .21 
 Informed about national government (Q10c) 2.77a 2.60b 2.58b 5.01** .22 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, Q11-13) .06 -.05 -.03 1.64 .34 
 People come to you for information (Q7) 3.07a 2.67c 2.86b 12.85*** .16 
 Influence on government index (Q11) 2.60 2.52 2.53 .03 .35 
 Desired influence on government index (Q12) 2.73 2.72 2.72 .14 .16 
  Desired influence on national government (Q12c) 2.71a 2.57b 2.57b 3.15* .13 
 Ease of understanding government (Q13) 2.62a 2.41b 2.35b 11.28*** .19 
Trust in government over traditional leaders (Q14) .49a .47a .43b 2.78+ .06 
Trust government courts over shuras index (Q15)1 .47b .51ab .52a 3.36* .08 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16) .43a .37ab .36b 3.08* .03 
Confident democracy can work in Afghanistan (Q17) 3.16a 3.00b 3.03b 3.30* .22 
Knowledge index (Q18-21) .68ab .69a .66b 2.74+ .19 

(table continued on next page) 
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Table 1: ANCOVA Results Among the Full Sample (continued)  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities communities  Model 

 (n = 700) (n = 687) (n = 700) F-test R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Know Karzai is president (Q18) .93b .96a .88c 18.91*** .24 
Know executive branch is president and ministers (Q19) .68ab .69a .63b 2.31+ .12 
Know National Assembly creates laws (Q20a) .51 .53 .50 1.17 .06 
Know executive branch conducts foreign policy (Q20b) .58 .57 .57 .01 .06 
Know court settles legal disputes (Q20c) .61 .62 .66 1.23 .06 
Know constitutions lays out powers (Q21) .78 .77 .73 1.98 .19 
Essentials of democracy index (Q22) .73 .72 .70 1.58 .19 
Government doing as well as it can to provide services (Q23) .36a .37a .30b 5.15** .13 
Government corruption is widespread (Q24) .62b .69a .59b 8.87*** .11 
Voting is an individual responsibility (Q25) .83a .78b .69c 20.05*** .10 
Democratic values index (Q26-28) 1.95a 1.76b 1.78b 8.47*** .11 
 Democratic value: compromise is necessary (Q26) .68a .59b .60b 7.05** .08 
 Democratic value: tolerance makes groups stronger (Q27) .55 .57 .55 .20 .07 
 Democratic value: obeying the rule of law is necessary (Q28) .75a .69b .67b 6.17** .06 
Democracy and Islam are compatible (Q29) 2.40 2.36 2.39 .79 .13 
Participated in local shura (Q30) .66a .36c .44b 64.25*** .14 
Member of a volunteer organization (Q31)1 .35 .22 .26 .54 .18  
Safety of opinion expression index (Q32) 2.89 2.81 2.88 1.66 .37  
 Safety of opinion expression, national politics (Q32c) 2.74a 2.53b 2.59b 6.36** .30  
Civic engagement index (Q33) .39a .28b .36a 14.65*** .30 
 Participated to solve a local problem (Q33a) .58a .38b .42b 20.09*** .18 
Voted in 2009 (Q34) .80a .66b .68b 16.27*** .24 

 (table continued on next page) 
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Table 1: ANCOVA Results Among the Full Sample (continued) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities communities  Model 

 (n = 700) (n = 687) (n = 700) F-test R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Voted in 2010 (Q35)2 .77a .64b .73a 7.99*** .27 
 
Registered to vote (Q36)2 .82a .70b .69b 6.79** .36 
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37)2 3.37a 3.08b 3.14b 11.69*** .39 
Willing to learn more about civic topics (Q66) 3.25a 2.99b 3.03b 11.04*** .16 
Support for women’s rights index (Q67) 3.26 3.22 3.25 .38 .27 
Women have fewer rights than men (Q68) .63 .62 .62 .64 .12 
Women should have more rights (Q69) .42b .46ab .50a 3.52* .09 
Perceived community support for the disabled (Q70)3 2.53ab 2.59a 2.42b 4.16* .21 
Disabled people have fewer rights than able people (Q71)3 .55b .56b .61a 4.31* .17 
Disabled people should have more rights (Q72)3 .66b .74a .69b 7.17** .09 
Handicap access to buildings in community (Q73)3 .60a .54b .47c 10.78*** .09  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. The means presented in this table are unadjusted, weighted means. Means with differing subscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p < .10. 
All models controlled for sex, age, education, unemployment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, household economic status and region. 
1These models also controlled for shura participation, which was significantly higher among STEP participants than STEP and non-STEP community members. 
2These models controlled for whether or not the respondent had voted in the 2009 presidential election, a variable STEP participation could not have influenced. 
3These models controlled for whether or not the respondent self-identifies as disabled. 
+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 2. Linear Regression Results Among STEP Participants 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Quality Conditions Economic  Attendance  Model 

 index index status frequency F-test R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Trust in government institutions index (Q4) .23*** .45***  15.93*** .40 
Interest in politics (Q5) .31*** .20*** .06+ 10.79*** .31 
Voting importance (Q8) .50*** .12**  16.34*** .41 
Personal impact of government index (Q9) .35*** .33***  16.03*** .40 
Informed about government index (Q10) .27*** .33*** . 11.48*** .33 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, Q11-13) .15*** .47*** .11** -.06+ 15.67*** .40 
 People come to you for information (Q7)  .22** .13** 4.53*** .16 
 Ease of understanding government (Q13) .27*** .26*** .09* 8.26*** .26 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16) .24***   5.03*** .18 
Confident democracy can work in Afghanistan (Q17) .34*** .23***  11.63*** .33 
Knowledge index (Q18-21) .24*** .08+  8.88*** .27 
Essentials of democracy index (Q22) .43*** .14*** . 11.44*** .33 
Government doing its best to provide services (Q23)  .11* .16***  4.97*** .17 
Democratic values index (Q26-28) .21***   4.30*** .15 
Democracy and Islam are compatible (Q29) .10* -.10*  5.21*** .18 
Civic engagement index (Q33) .16*** .13** .11** .11** 12.56*** .35 
Registered to vote (Q36)1 .16*** .11*  .08* 12.66*** .36  
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37)1 .35*** .13**  20.40*** .47 
Talked to others about meeting(s) (Q64) .46***   10.14*** .30 
Recommended the meeting(s) to others (Q65) .43*** 8.60*** .27 
Willing to learn more about civic topics (Q66) .62***   21.34*** .47 
Support for women’s rights index (Q67) .44*** .11**  19.62*** .45 
Women should have more rights (Q69) .22***   4.54*** .16 
Disabled people should have more rights (Q72)2 .08+  -.08+ 4.25*** .16 
 
Note. All models controlled for sex, age, education, unemployment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, household economic status, region, total number of 
STEP sessions held in the community, time elapsed since the participant had attended a session and whether or not the STEP session was part of a school 
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program or not. All results presented for predictors are standardized betas. Other predictors are significant in various models but they are excluded from the table 
for ease of interpretation. 
1This model controlled for whether or not the respondent voted in 2009 
2This model controlled for whether or not the respondent self-identifies as disabled. 
+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Non-significant results are left blank for ease of interpretation. 
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Table 3. Marginal Results Among STEP Participants in High- and Low-Rated Programs 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  
 High raters Low raters 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Trust government courts NET (Q4a) 76% 64% 
Trust village elders/tribal leaders NET (Q4b) 87% 77% 
Trust mullahs and other religious leaders NET (Q4c) 81% 72% 
Trust provincial councils (Q4d) 72% 59% 
Trust the National Assembly (Q4e) 72% 53% 
Trust community shuras or jirgas (Q4f) 81% 64% 
Interested in politics NET (Q5) 80% 62% 
 Very interested in politics 42% 21% 
People come to you for information NET (Q7) 46% 40% 
 People come to you for information a great deal 18% 7% 
Voting is important NET (Q8) 95% 74% 
 Voting is very important 69% 38% 
Karzai’s decisions impact me personally NET (Q9a) 92% 78% 
National Assembly’s decisions impact me personally NET (Q9b) 81% 58% 
Government court’s decisions impact me personally NET (Q9c) 79% 61% 
District government’s decisions impact me personally NET (Q9d) 81% 65% 
Feel informed about the district government NET (Q10a) 85% 71% 
Feel informed about the provincial government NET (Q10b) 72% 62% 
Feel informed about the national government NET (Q10c) 72% 57% 
Can influence district government decisions NET (Q11a) 67% 60% 
Can influence provincial government decisions NET (Q11b) 61% 53% 
Can influence national government decisions NET (Q11c) 58% 51% 
Would like to influence district government NET (Q12a) 72% 60% 
Would like to influence provincial government NET (Q12b) 68% 56% 
Would like to influence national government NET (Q12c) 65% 56% 
Understanding government is easy NET (Q13) 67% 49% 
 Understanding government is very easy 23% 10% 
Trust government (or both) over traditional leaders to  
 make the right decisions for my community (Q14) 55% 43% 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16) 46% 36% 
Confident democracy can work in Afghanistan NET (Q17) 91% 70% 
 Very confident democracy can work in Afghanistan 55% 27% 
Knows Karzai is president (Q18) 97% 89% 
Knows executive branch = president and ministers (Q19) 79% 57% 
Knows creating laws = national assembly’s responsibility (Q20a) 54% 47% 
Knows foreign policy = executive branch’s responsibility (Q20b) 64% 50% 
Knows settling disputes = court’s responsibility (Q20c) 62% 59% 
Knows constitution = written document outlining roles (Q21) 87% 68% 

(table continued on next page) 
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Table 3. Marginal Results Among STEP Participants in High- and Low-Rated Programs 
(continued) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  
 High raters Low raters 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Free and fair elections are necessary for democracy (Q22a) 93% 79% 
Freedom to set up political parties is necessary  
 for democracy (Q22b) 69% 50% 
Freedom of the news media is necessary for democracy (Q22c) 80% 62% 
Separation of powers is necessary for democracy (Q22d) 75% 56% 
Equal rights for women is necessary for democracy (Q22e) 77% 55% 
Equal rights for the disabled is necessary for democracy (Q22f) 86% 61%  
Government is doing as well as it can to provide services (Q23) 41% 29% 
Corruption is widespread in Afghanistan (Q24) 58% 62% 
Voting is a personal responsibility (Q25) 87% 78% 
Compromise is necessary (Q26) 69% 63% 
Tolerance makes groups stronger (Q27) 55% 52% 
Obeying the rule of law is necessary (Q28) 79% 68% 
Democracy is compatible with Islam (Q29) 62% 56% 
Have participated in local shura (Q30) 73% 57% 
Member of volunteer organization (Q31) 42% 28% 
Expressing opinions on community matters is safe NET (Q32a) 88% 72% 
Expressing opinions on local politics is safe NET (Q32b) 72% 57% 
Expressing opinions on national politics is safe NET (Q32c) 74% 50% 
Have participated in an effort to solve a neighborhood or 
 community problem in the past year (Q33a) 62% 53%  
Have contacted a local government official about a neighborhood 
 or community problem in the past year (Q33b) 37% 23%  
Have contacted the police about a neighborhood or community 
 problem in the past year (Q33c) 35% 29% 
Have contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood 
 or community problem in the past year (Q33d) 53% 41% 
Have taken part in a peaceful protest in the past year (Q33e) 28% 26% 
Voted in 2009 presidential election (Q34) 86% 72% 
Voted in 2010 parliamentary election (Q35) 84% 69% 
Registered to vote (Q36) 88% 74% 
Likely to vote in next presidential election NET (Q37) 92% 76% 
 Very likely to vote in next presidential election 67% 40% 
Willing to learn more about civic topics NET (Q66) 97% 68% 
 Very willing to learn more about civic topics 66% 26% 
Support women voting NET (Q67a) 95% 80% 
 Strongly support women voting 75% 52% 

 (table continued on next page) 
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Table 3. Marginal Results Among STEP Participants in High- and Low-Rated Programs 
(continued) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  
 High raters Low raters 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Support women holding jobs outside of the home NET (Q67b) 80% 57% 
 Strongly support women holding jobs outside of the home 49% 22% 
Support women holding a seat in National Assembly NET (Q27c) 87% 67% 
 Strongly support women holding a set in National Assembly 55% 29% 
Support girls education NET (Q27d) 96% 77% 
 Strongly support girls education 75% 45% 
Women presently have fewer rights than men (Q68) 57% 64% 
Women should have more rights than they have now (Q69) 50% 32% 
Support for disabled people in this community is good NET (Q70) 57% 55% 
Disabled people have fewer rights than abled people (Q71) 53% 52% 
Disabled people should have more rights than they have now (Q72) 72% 57% 
Government buildings in this area are handicap accessible (Q73) 61% 54%  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. STEP participants were separated into high and low raters using a median split on the session quality index 
(see Appendix B for a description of the index). 
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Table 4. ANCOVA Results Comparing STEP Participants in High- vs. Low-Rated Programs and vs. non-STEP Community Members  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Higher Lower High vs. Low High vs. Non-STEP 
 raters raters _______________ ________________ 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) F-test  R2 F-test  R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Trust in government institutions index (Q4) 2.96 2.60 17.94*** .35 9.53** .33 
Interest in politics (Q5) 3.17 2.67 23.70*** .26 49.90*** .25 
Voting importance (Q8) 3.64 3.04 54.81*** .28 43.57*** .26 
Personal impact of government index (Q9) 3.25 2.82 34.81*** .33 20.26*** .25 
Informed about government index (Q10) 3.04 2.74 10.97** .29 11.42** .29 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, Q11-13) .15 -.06 3.00+ .39 4.38* .35 
 People come to you for information (Q7) 3.15 2.97 .15 .14 4.00* .15 
 Influence on government index (Q11) 2.67 2.51 1.60 .39 1.58 .38 
 Desired influence on government index (Q12) 2.84 2.60 .69 .25 .12 .21 
 Ease of understanding government (Q13) 2.81 2.40 13.10*** .22 36.17*** .21 
Trust in government over traditional leaders (Q14) .56 .43 6.11* .08 10.26** .05 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16) .46 .38 6.98** .11 7.86** .04 
Confident democracy can work in Afghanistan (Q17) 3.45 2.88 36.25*** .25 28.70*** .25 
Knowledge index (Q18-21) .74 .62 21.84*** .25 13.58*** .21 
 Knows Karzai is president (Q18) .97 .90 .78 .24 18.61*** .30 
 Knows executive branch is president and ministers (Q19) .79 .57 15.00*** .19 15.87*** .16 
 Knows National Assembly creates laws (Q20a) .55 .47 2.08 .12 .82 .08 
 Knows executive branch conducts foreign policy (Q20b) .65 .50 7.40** .14 2.10 .08 
 Knows court settles legal disputes (Q20c) .63 .60 1.73 .14 .21 .09 
 Knows constitution lays out powers (Q21) .87 .68 21.69*** .18 16.49*** .23 
Essentials of democracy index (Q22) .81 .63 61.01*** .22 29.09*** .23  
 Free and fair elections are necessary (Q22a) .93 .80 14.23*** .22 10.17** .23 
 Freedom to set up political parties is necessary (Q22b) .71 .52 12.85*** .13 3.36+ .12 
 Freedom of the news media is necessary (Q22c) .82 .65 16.66*** .14 10.13** .11 

 (table continued on next page) 
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Table 4. ANCOVA Results Comparing STEP Participants in High- vs. Low-Rated Programs and vs. non-STEP community members 
(continued) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Higher Lower High vs. Low High vs. Non-STEP 
 raters raters _______________ ________________ 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) F-test  R2 F-test  R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Separation of powers is necessary (Q22d) .78 .60 14.78*** .09 9.56** .11 
 Equal rights for women is necessary (Q22e) .78 .58 32.57*** .12 8.37** .09 
 Equal rights for the disabled (Q22f) .87 .64 33.28*** .13 18.42*** .07 
Government doing as well as it can to provide services (Q23) .41 .30 4.90* .16 11.08** .16  
Voting is an individual responsibility (Q25) .87 .79 4.83* .08 38.56*** .13 
Democratic values index (Q26-28) 2.03 1.85 7.67** .11 11.69** .12 
 Democratic value: compromise is necessary (Q26) .69 .65 3.24+ .13 4.88* .06 
 Democratic value: tolerance makes groups stronger (Q27) .56 .54 .27 .09 .22 .10 
 Democratic value: obeying the rule of law is necessary (Q28) .79 .70 7.67** .05 8.48** .09 
Democracy and Islam are compatible (Q29) 2.47 2.32 6.92** .15 1.81 .15 
Participated in a local shura (Q30) .74 .57 13.89*** .10 79.31*** .14 
Member of a volunteer organization (Q31)1 .42 .28 7.51** .09 3.56+ .12 
Safety of opinion expression index (Q32) 3.09 2.69 15.52*** .39 3.80* .38 
 Safety of opinion expression, national politics (Q32c) 2.97 2.47 12.33*** .30 16.52*** .33 
Civic engagement index (Q33) .43 .35 7.32** .28 2.06 .30 
 Participated to solve a local problem (Q33a) .61 .54 .87 .19 18.45*** .19 
Voted in 2010 (Q35)2 .84 .69 5.57* .27 2.54 .21 
Registered to vote (Q36)2 .88 .75 3.26+ .32 19.00*** .38 
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37)1 3.61 3.10 31.36*** .39 33.95*** .41 
Willing to learn more about civic topics (Q66) 3.62 2.85 120.35*** .32 81.51*** .26 
Support for women’s rights index (Q67) 3.50 2.99 70.25*** .38 27.20*** .27 
Women have fewer rights than men (Q68) .58 .68 5.23* .18 .12 .17 
Women should have more rights (Q69) .50 .33 15.48*** .14 .33 .12 
Perceived community support for disabled (Q70)3 2.57 2.50 .89 .25 3.63+ .23 
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Table 4. ANCOVA Results Comparing STEP Participants in High- vs. Low-Rated Programs and vs. non-STEP community members 
(continued) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Higher Lower High vs. Low High vs. Non-STEP 
 raters raters _______________ ________________ 
 (n = 319) (n = 375) F-test  R2 F-test  R2 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Disabled people have fewer rights than able people (Q71)3 .54 .55 .00 .17 4.34* .20 
Disabled people should have more rights (Q72)3 .72 .59 6.15* .13 2.20 .12 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  STEP participants were separated into high and low raters using a median split on the session quality index (see Appendix A for a description of the 
index). The means presented in this table are unadjusted, weighted means. Means for the Non-STEP community sample can be seen in Table 1. All models 
controlled for sex, age, education, unemployment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, household economic status and region. 
1The model comparing high-rating STEP participants to non-STEP community members controlled for shura participation. 
2These models controlled for whether or not the respondent had voted in the 2009 presidential election, a variable STEP participation could not have influenced. 
3These models controlled for whether or not the respondent self-identifies as disabled. 
+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 5. ANCOVA Results Comparing STEP vs. Non-STEP Women 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities  Model 

 (n = 132) (n = 157) F-test R2 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Interest in politics (Q5) 2.85 2.53 17.19*** .26 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, Q11-13) .05 -.10 4.91* .41 
 Desired influence on government index (Q12) 2.81 2.64 4.23* .31 
 Ease of understanding government (Q13) 2.60 2.31 13.02*** .26 
Informed about government index (Q10) 2.88 2.74 8.46** .36 
Knowledge index (Q18-21) .67 .66 .82 .27 
Member of a volunteer organization (Q31)1 .30 .22 4.99* .17 
Civic engagement index (Q33) .25 .25 .96 .20 
Voted in 2010 parliamentary election (Q35)2 .80 .69 5.39* .35 
Registered to vote (Q36)2 .83 .67 12.35*** .41 
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37)2 3.48 3.14 6.98** .44 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. The means presented in this table are unadjusted means. All models controlled for age, education, unemployment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, 
household economic status and region. 
1This model also controlled for shura participation, which was significantly higher among STEP participants than STEP and non-STEP community members. 
2These models controlled for whether or not the respondent had voted in the 2009 presidential election, a variable STEP participation could not have influenced. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 6. ANCOVA Results Among Disabled Afghans  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities communities  Model 

 (n = 132) (n = 160) (n = 157) F-test R2 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Trust in government institutions index (Q4) 2.75 2.65 2.63 .40 .46 
Interest in politics (Q5)  2.76a    2.63ab     2.39b        4.24***     .28 
Voting importance (Q8)                          3.24 3.10 3.02 1.46 .28 
Personal impact of government index (Q9) 2.89 2.86 2.89 .57 .39 
Informed about government index (Q10) 2.86 2.78 2.64 2.09 .27 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, 11-13) .10a -.05b -.05b 3.73* .42 
 People come to you for information (Q7) 2.76 2.57 2.63 1.07 .25 
 Influence on government index (Q11) 2.60a 2.40b 2.51ab 2.46+ .35 
 Desired influence on government index (Q12) 2.78a 2.62ab 2.55b 2.65+ .28 
  Desired influence on district government (Q12a) 2.81 2.65 2.68 .94 .20  
  Desired influence on provincial government (Q12b) 2.83s 2.66ab 2.54b 2.46+ .23 
  Desired influence on national government (Q12c) 2.76a 2.52b 2.39b 4.55* .28 
 Ease of understanding how government works (Q13) 2.52a 2.31ab 2.16b 4.05* .30 
Trust in government over traditional leaders (Q14) .53ab .57a .41b 3.28* .13 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16) .37 .34 .39 .67 .05 
Confident democracy can work in Afghanistan (Q17) 3.10 2.94 2.82 1.27 .35 
Civic knowledge index (Q18-21) .65 .66 .61 .91 .32 
Essentials of democracy index (Q22) .73 .70 .67 .40 .33 
Voting is individual responsibility (Q25) .80 .75 .68 1.74 .14 
Democratic value: compromise is necessary (Q26) .66a .56b .57b 3.22* .07 
Democratic value: tolerance makes groups stronger (Q27) .44 .52 .58 1.96 .06 
Democratic value: obeying the rule of law is necessary (Q28) .72 .69 .68 .27 .09 
Member of a volunteer organization (Q31)1 .38a .31ab .20b 2.45+ .21 
Civic engagement index (Q33) .39a .32b .34b 3.50 .36 

 (table continued on next page) 
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Table 6. ANCOVA Results Among Disabled Afghans (continued) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 STEP STEP Non-STEP   

 participants communities communities  Model 

 (n = 132) (n = 160) (n = 157) F-test R2 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Participated to solve a local problem (Q33a) .49a .41b .38b 2.49+ .25 
 Contacted police about a local problem (Q33c) .32a .26ab .22b 2.40+ .17 
 Contacted elder or imam about a local problem (Q33d) .57a .42c .51b 7.02** .21 
Voted in 2010 parliamentary election (Q35)2 .65 .62 .66 .68 .27 
Registered to vote (Q36)2 .70 .65 .63 .89 .46 
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37)2 3.12a 2.82b 2.72b 5.45** .57 
Willing to learn more about civic topics (Q66) 3.19a 2.88b 2.87b 3.23* .17 
Support for women’s rights index (Q67) 3.19 3.25 3.11 1.64 .38 
Women should have more rights (Q69) .48 .58 .53 1.89 .13 
Perceived community support for disabled (Q70) 2.60a 2.47ab 2.31b 2.44+ .28 
Disabled people should have more rights (Q72) .65a .82b .77b 7.11** .15 
Handicap access to buildings in community (Q73) .52 .47 .42 .59 .21 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. The means presented in this table are unadjusted means. Means with differing subscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p < .10. All models 
controlled for sex, age, education, unemployment, metro status, ethnicity, living conditions, household economic status and region. 
1This model also controlled for shura participation, which was significantly higher among STEP participants than STEP and non-STEP community members. 
2These models controlled for whether or not the respondent had voted in the 2009 presidential election, a variable STEP participation could not have influenced. 
+p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Appendix A: STEP Methodology  
 
The STEP program utilized an innovative approach that built off best practices in civic education 
and customized them to the unique situation in Afghanistan. In particular, STEP considered the 
lack of security, the high rates of illiteracy, and the difficulty in engaging women when 
developing an approach that used face-to-face sessions, radio outreach, and youth and women 
civic engagement groups to promote civic education. Of these efforts, the face-to-face sessions, 
referred to in this report as the Civic Education Program (CEP), was the most intensive and the 
primary intervention that this report evaluated. A detailed description of the civic education 
program follows.  
 
STEP’s current methodological approach, and the approach that is being evaluated in this report, 
began in July 2010. It took lessons learned from the 2009 campaign and enhanced the curriculum 
and frequency of civic education sessions. The approach involved hosting a series of 4 to 6 civic 
education sessions in local communities over the course of approximately five months. Each 
session was approximately one hour in length, and focused on one of the six key messages 
(Islam and democracy, Parliament, the executive branch, the judiciary, elections, and women in 
civil society).  
 
Civic education sessions were carried out by subcontractors – local civil society organizations 
(CSOs) and their provincial community-based partners – that were competitively selected and 
whose mission is civic education-oriented. Selection criteria included: experience with public 
outreach, gender, and elections; and project history in the selected provinces to ensure 
implementers were well aware of the field conditions and had contacts to reach all districts and 
villages of the region.  
 
The provincial civic educators who led the sessions were hired and trained by one of 
Counterpart’s subcontractors. Counterpart utilized cascade training1 in the six key messages and 
in community participation and mobilization techniques in order to prepare the civic educators to 
answer questions from the community and provided support documents – including a flipchart to 
use as a visual aid and the STEP Civic Education Handbook to provide in-depth reference – to 
assist in these sessions. Civic educators also had access to lesson plans and guides developed by 
Counterpart; however, they were encouraged to use participatory methods as much as possible. 
 
The six STEP key messages and accompanying Civic Education Handbook and flipcharts were 
developed by local Afghan experts. It included presentation and discussion of factual and 
conceptual information. Specifically, the information focused on: 
 
Islam and Democracy: This section defines democracy, explains its compatibility with Islam and 

outlines basic human rights. It touches upon fundamental principles including freedom of 
thought and expression, free media, the ability to form political parties, public 
participation in decision-making and monitoring (e.g., elections and public opinion), 
majority rule, separation of powers, equal rights and the rule of law. 

                                                 
1 Counterpart STEP staff trained subcontractor staff in Kabul, who in turn held trainings in the 
provinces for community-based partner staff.  
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National Assembly:  The curriculum covers the responsibilities of parliament and its scope of 
powers in relation to the other branches (e.g., proposing and passing legislation, 
supervising the executive branch) and the role of the legislative branch as representing 
the will of the people. 

Executive Power (The Government): This section explains the powers and responsibilities of the 
president and his ministers, including administering the bureaucracy, conducting foreign 
policy, defending the nation, executing laws and final court judgments and reporting to 
the National Assembly. This section also covers the principles of “good governance,” 
ranging from obtaining public approval to accountability and obeying the law. The 
Judiciary Power curriculum, for its part, explains the necessity of a separate judicial 
branch and the structure of the government court system. 

Elections and voting: One of the focal areas of the STEP program, this topic is covered in terms 
of the importance of voting and participation, history of elections in Afghanistan and the 
necessary conditions for a democratic election. 

Women and Civil Society: the curriculum on covers the importance of women in Afghan society, 
the fundamental equality of men and women as outlined in the Qu’ran, difficulties 
women face and the rights of women, such as the right to work, own property, vote, run 
for political office and receive an education. 

 
As part of their activities, STEP civic educators also reached out to community leaders and 
respected individuals to promote the six key messages. This included mullahs, school teachers, 
midwives, and other professional, educated community members. The belief was that these 
community members can carry the messages as a natural extension of their work and thus create 
an informal network of community leaders who could promote STEP’s civic concepts and ensure 
participation in STEP face-to-face sessions. . This approach, which combined elements of a 
traditional community mobilization effort with civic education, was meant to ensure the breadth 
and depth of knowledge stayed in the community.   
 
Complementing the civic education sessions, STEP’s media campaign commissioned locally 
produced public service announcements, radio drama episodes, and radio roundtable discussions 
that were broadcast across Afghanistan in 2010 and 2011. The campaign carried STEP messages, 
via national radio stations, to participating communities as well as communities that were too 
remote or too insecure to reach with face-to-face civic education campaign. 
 
STEP’s gender component was designed to support the strategic integration of gender issues into 
the STEP program and to mainstream gender in all STEP public outreach activities. Counterpart 
worked with local public outreach partners to ensure that partners incorporated gender into their 
sessions. STEP also created a gender manual and workbook for its partners. In Kabul, 
Counterpart established a Women and Politics Action Group (WPAG) with which held meetings 
and trainings for active women in politics, education and other spheres. With youth, STEP 
focused its efforts on supporting the strategic integration of youth into the STEP program and the 
mainstream civic dialogue. This included youth roundtables in the provinces as well as the 
creation of the Youth Civic Network (YCN) in Kabul, approximately 30 active youth selected 
for training and community outreach activities. 
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Appendix B: Statistical Analyses 
 
Several sections of this study refer to analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) or regression models 
used to measure the relationships among various attitudes, demographic variables and predicted 
outcomes such as knowledge, participation, efficacy and values. 
 
An ANCOVA is a form of statistical modeling that measures whether there are differences 
among groups – in our case STEP participants, STEP community non-participants and non-
STEP community members – on a posited outcome, known as the dependent or outcome variable 
(e.g., confidence in democracy measured on a 4-point scale), while holding constant other factors 
believed to affect the outcome (e.g., demographics and living conditions). The ANCOVA 
determines whether these groups differ while controlling for, or holding constant, the effects of 
these other variables. Specifically, ANCOVA models were used to: 
 

• Test for significant differences among STEP participants, STEP community members 
and non-STEP community members on each of the key civic outcomes measured (see 
Table 1 of the report); 
 

• Test for significant differences between STEP participants who rated their session quality 
above the median vs. those who rated their session quality below the median (see Table 
4);  

 
• Test for significant differences between STEP participants who rated their session quality 

above the median vs. non-STEP participants (see Table 4);  
 

• Test for significant effects of STEP participation among women (see Table 5); and 
 

• Test for significant differences among disabled STEP participants, disabled STEP 
community members and disabled non-STEP community members on key civic 
outcomes (see Table 6). 

 
This study also used regression models, which measure the independent strength of the 
relationship between each predictor with a dependent or outcome variable. While it does not 
establish causality, a regression reveals the strength of the relationship between a predictor (e.g., 
participant quality rating) and the dependent variable (e.g., willingness to learn more about civic 
education topics measured on a 4-point scale), with all other possible predictors in the model 
held constant.  
 
Many variables may be related to a given outcome. A regression identifies which of them explain 
the most unique variance in the dependent variable, after adjusting for these other relationships. 
In this report, regression models were used to: 
 

• Examine what contextual factors enhance or limit the effectiveness of STEP sessions (see 
Table 2); and 
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• Determine what aspects of a STEP session best predict participants’ overall quality 
ratings (see results described in Section 1). 

 
The variables used in the ANCOVA and regression analyses reported in this study are described 
below. Separate analyses were conducted for the full and disabled samples. 
 
Key Variables 
 
STEP exposure (M23a): A 3-group categorical variable indicating group membership with 
respect to STEP exposure, where 1 = non-STEP community, 2 = STEP community non-
participant, and 3 = STEP participant. 
 
Living conditions index (Q3a-d): A composite measure of general living conditions was 
computed by recoding respondents’ ratings of living conditions, security, the availability of jobs 
and economic opportunities, and basic services on a 4-point scale from 1 = very bad to 4 = very 
good. Responses on these 4 items were averaged to form an overall conditions index (α = .70). 
 
Trust in government institutions index (Q4a,d,e): A composite measure of trust in 
government institutions including government courts, provincial councils, and the National 
Assembly, measured on a 4-point scale from 1 = no trust at all to 4 = a great deal of trust. 
Responses on these 3 items were averaged to form the index (α = .72). 
 
Interest in politics (Q5): A continuous variable reflecting respondents’ interest in politics and 
government, on a scale from 1 = not at all interested to 4 = very interested. 
 
People come to you for advice (Q7): A 5-point continuous measure of how often other people 
come to the respondent for information on a scale from 1 = never to 5 = a great deal. 
 
Voting importance (Q8): A 4-point continuous measure of how important respondents’ think it 
is to vote, on a scale from 1 = not important at all to 4 = very important. 
 
Personal impact of government index (Q9a-d): A composite measure of respondents’ 
perceptions of how much decisions taken by the government impact them and their family, 
including the impact of presidential, National Assembly, government court, and district 
government decisions. The scale ranges from 1 = not at all to 4 = a great deal. Responses to these 
4 items were averaged to form the index (α = .82). 
 
Informed about government index (Q10a-c): A composite measure of respondents’ own 
judgment of their level of information about the district, provincial, and national government. 
The scale ranges from 1 = none at all to 4 = a great deal. Responses to these 3 items were 
averaged to form the index (α = .77). 
 
Influence on government decisions index (Q11a-c): A composite measure of respondents’ 
perceived influence on government decisions at the district, provincial and national level, all 
measured on a scale from 1 = not at all to 4 = a great deal. Responses to these 3 items were 
averaged to form an overall index (α = .87). 
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Desired influence on government decisions index (Q12a-c): A composite measure of 
respondents’ desired level of influence on government decisions at the district, provincial and 
national level, all measured on a scale from 1 = not at all to 4 = a great deal. Responses to these 3 
items were averaged to form an overall index (α = .85). 
 
Ease of understanding government (Q13): A 4-point continuous measure of how easy the 
respondent finds it to understand politics and government on a scale from 1 = very difficult to 4 
= very easy. 
 
Personal efficacy index (Q7, Q11a-c, Q12a-c, Q13): A composite measure of respondents’ 
perceptions of their own personal efficacy, including the extent to which people come to them 
for information (measured on a 5-point scale from 1 = never to 5 = a great deal), their actual and 
desired influence of government decisions (measured on 4-point scales from 1 = not at all to 4 = 
a great deal), and the ease with which they understand politics (measured on a 4 point scale from 
1 = very difficult to 4 = very easy). Since the first item was measured on a 5-point scale, whereas 
the other items were measured on 4-point scales, responses to each item was standardized (using 
z-scores) and then averaged to form an overall personal efficacy index (α = .81). 
 
Trust in government over traditional leaders (Q14): A binary measure of trust in government 
vs. traditional (tribal and community) leaders to make the right decisions for the respondent’s 
community, 0 = traditional institutions or neither (vol.) and 1 = government institutions or both 
equally (vol.). 
 
Preference for government courts index (Q15a-e): A composite measure of respondents’ 
preference for the government judicial system over traditional courts (shuras), on a variety of 
legal issues including nonviolent crime, violent crime, property disputes, disputes over questions 
of honor, and inheritance matters. These are binary measures with 0 = shura court or neither 
(vol.) and 1 = government courts or both equally (vol.). Responses on these 5 items were 
averaged together to form an overall preference for government courts index that ranges from 0 
(shuras preferred for all 5 items) to 1 (government courts preferred for all 5 items). While the 
Cronbach’s alpha was lower than is typically desirable (α = .57), this is likely due to the fact that 
the items are binary and therefore have limited variability. A factor analysis confirms that all 
items load onto the same factor, with factor loadings of at least .58). 
 
Prefer democracy for Afghanistan (Q16): A binary variable indicating preference for 
democracy over 2 other possible systems (0 = strong leader or Islamic state, 1 = democracy). 
 
Confidence democracy can work in Afghanistan (Q17): A continuous measure of confidence 
that democracy can work in Afghanistan, on a scale from 1 = not confident at all to 4 = very 
confident. 
 
Knowledge index (Q18, Q19, Q20a-c, Q21): A composite measure of respondents’ knowledge 
of the current president, the executive branch, and the Constitution, as well as their conceptual 
understanding of the responsibilities of each branch of government (executive, National 
Assembly, courts), including who is responsible for creating new laws, conducting foreign 
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policy, and settling legal disputes. Each of the 6 items were coded as 0 = wrong or refused/don’t 
know and 1 = correct. Responses on these 6 items were averaged (α = .60) to form a knowledge 
index that ranges from 0 (none correct) to 1 (all correct).  
 
Essentials of democracy index (Q22a-f): A composite measure of respondents’ feelings that 
certain criteria are necessary for a political system to be democratic, including free and fair 
elections, freedom to set up political parties, freedom of the media, separation of powers, equal 
rights for women, and equal rights for the disabled. Each binary item was coded as 0 = not 
necessary or 1 = necessary. Responses on the 6 items were averaged together to form an 
essentials of democracy index ranging from 0 = none are essential to 1 = all are essential (α = 
.62).  
 
Government doing as well as it can to provide services (Q23): A binary variable measuring 
respondents’ satisfaction with government’s provision of services in their community (0 = 
should be doing more, 1 = doing as well as it can). 
 
Government corruption is widespread (Q24): A binary variable measuring respondents’ 
perceptions of the extent of government corruption (0 = occasional or none (vol.), 1 = 
widespread). 
 
Voting is an individual responsibility (Q25): A binary variable indicating that respondents 
believe voting is an individual responsibility rather than a communal decision (0 = collective 
responsibility, 1 = individual responsibility). 
 
Democratic values: compromise is necessary (Q26): A binary variable indicating the belief 
that compromise is necessary rather than an indication of weakness (0 = sign of weakness, 1 = 
necessary). 
 
Democratic values: tolerance makes groups stronger (Q27): A binary variable indicating the 
belief that being tolerant of differences of opinions makes groups stronger rather than weaker (0 
= weaker, 1 = stronger). 
 
Democratic values: obeying rule of law is necessary (Q28): A binary variable indicating the 
belief that the rule of law is necessary to achieve stability and prosperity rather than believing 
that breaking the law may be necessary at times (0 = rule of law can be violated, 1 = rule of law 
is necessary). 
 
Democratic values index (Q26-28): A count of the number of democratic values (compromise, 
tolerance, and rule of law) that the respondent believes in from 0 = none to 3 = all three. 
 
Democracy and Islam are compatible (Q29): A 3-point continuous variable indicating how 
compatible respondents think democracy is with Islam, on a scale with 1 = not compatible, 2 = 
sometimes compatible (vol.), and 3 = compatible. 
 
Participated in local shura (Q30): A binary variable indicating whether respondents have taken 
part in a local shura or not (0 = no, 1 = yes). 
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Member of a volunteer organization (Q31): A binary variable indicating whether respondents 
are members of any voluntary organizations (0 = no, 1 = yes). 
 
Safety of opinion expression index (Q32a-c): A composite measure of respondents’ perceived 
safety in expressing opinions on community, local, and national political matters. Each item was 
coded on a 4-point scale from 1 = very unsafe to 4 = very safe. Responses on these 3 items were 
averaged to form an overall safety of opinion expression index (α = .76). 
 
Civic engagement index (Q33a-e): A composite measure of participation in civic behaviors 
such as solving community problems, contacting government officials, contacting the police, 
contacting elders/imams and peaceful demonstration. Each item was coded as 0 = no, did not 
participate or 1 = yes, participated. Responses to the 5 items were averaged together to form an 
engagement index ranging from 0 = participated in none to 1 = participated in all (α = .64). 
 
Voted in 2009 (Q34): A binary variable indicating whether or not the respondent voted in the 
2009 presidential election (0 = did not vote, 1 = voted). 
 
Voted in 2010 (Q35): A binary variable indicating whether or not the respondent voted in the 
2010 parliamentary election (0 = did not vote, 1 = voted). 
 
Registered to vote (Q36): A binary variable indicating whether or not the respondent is 
registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes). 
 
Likely to vote in next presidential election (Q37): A 4-point continuous measure of likelihood 
of voting in the next presidential election, on a scale of 1 = not likely at all to 4 = very likely. 
 
Willing to learn more about civic topics (Q66): A continuous measure of willingness to learn 
more about civic topics, on a scale of 1 = very unwilling to 4 = very willing. 
 
Support for women’s rights index (Q67a-d): A composite measure of support for women’s 
rights on issues such as voting, employment outside the home, holding elected office, and 
education. Each item was coded on a 4-point scale from 1 = oppose strongly, to 4 = support 
strongly. Responses on these 4 items were averaged to form an overall support for women’s 
rights index (α = .81). 
 
Women have fewer rights than men (Q68): A binary variable indicating whether the 
respondent thinks women currently have fewer rights than men or have the same number or more 
rights than men, where 0 = same or more rights and 1 = fewer rights. 
 
Women should have more rights than men (Q69): A binary variable indicating whether the 
respondent thinks women should have more rights than they have now or whether they should 
have the same number or fewer rights than they have now, where 0 = same or fewer rights and 1 
= more rights. 
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Perceived community support for disabled (Q70): A 4-point continuous measure rating the 
services and support for disabled people in their village on a scale from 1 = very bad/none, to 4 = 
very good. 
 
Disabled people have fewer rights than able people (Q71): A binary variable indicating 
whether the respondent thinks disabled Afghans currently have fewer rights than Afghans 
without disabilities or have the same number or more rights than those without disabilities, 
where 0 = same or more rights and 1 = fewer rights. 
 
Disabled people should have more rights (Q72): A binary variable indicating whether the 
respondent thinks disabled Afghans should have more rights than they have now or whether they 
should have the same number or fewer rights than they have now, where 0 = same or fewer 
rights and 1 = more rights. 
 
Handicap access to buildings in community (Q73): A binary variable indicating whether 
buildings in the community are perceived as accessible to people with disabilities or not, 0 = not 
accessible, 1 = accessible. 
 
Disabled (Q74): A binary variable indicating whether the respondent is disabled or not, where 0 
= not disabled, 1 = disabled. 
 
HH economic situation (D10): A 4-point continuous variable reflecting the respondent’s 
evaluation of the current economic situation in their household on a scale from 1 = very bad to 4 
= very good. 
 
Total # of STEP sessions in community (TotSessions): A continuous variable reflecting the 
total number of sessions held in the community. *STEP community and STEP participant 
samples only. 
 
STEP partner total grade (Overall_2010, Overall_2011): A continuous variable reflecting the 
overall grade of the implementing partner(s) in the community on a scale from 1 = F to 5 = A. In 
communities where there was more than one implementing partner, the overall grade of the 
implementing partners was averaged. *STEP community and STEP participant samples only. 
 
Variables for STEP participants and models only: 
 
Topic importance (Q54): A 4-point continuous variable reflecting the perceived importance of 
the topics discussed at the STEP meeting(s), on a scale of 1 = not important at all to 4 = very 
important.  
 
Topic interest (Q55): A 4-point continuous variable reflecting the participant’s interest in the 
topics discussed at the STEP meeting(s), on a scale of 1 = not interesting at all to 4 = very 
interesting.  
 
Handout use (Q56a): A binary variable indicating whether handouts or brochures were used 
during the STEP session with 0 = not used and 1 = used. 
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Poster use (Q56b): A binary variable indicating whether posters or other visual materials were 
used during the STEP session with 0 = not used and 1 = used. 
 
Qu’ran use (Q56c, Q57): A continuous measure indicating the usage of the Qu’ran during the 
STEP session, with 0 = no Qu’ran used, 1 = Qu’ran used only for prayer at the beginning of the 
session and 2 = Qu’ran used throughout the session as a reference. 
 
Teaching material usefulness (Q59): A 5-point continuous measure of the perceived usefulness 
of the teaching materials used by STEP instructors, on a scale from 0 = no materials used, 1 = 
materials used not useful at all, and 4 = materials used very useful. 
 
Active teaching techniques index (Q60a-c): A binary measure of the use of participatory 
teaching techniques by STEP instructors. Responses were coded as 0 = lecture or nothing, or 1 = 
Q&A or discussion.  
 
Teaching technique effectiveness (Q61): A 4-point continuous measure of the perceived 
effectiveness of the teaching techniques used by STEP instructors, on a scale of 1 = not effective 
at all to 4 = very effective.  
 
Instructor rating index (Q62a-d): A composite measure of ratings of the STEP instructors on 4 
different criteria, including explanatory skills, knowledge, approachability, and respect for 
participants. Each item was coded on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = poor to 4 = excellent. 
Responses to these 4 items were averaged to form an overall instructor rating index (α = .79).  
 
Amount learned (Q63): A continuous variable indicating how much respondents thought they 
learned from the STEP meeting(s), on a scale from 1 = nothing at all to 4 = a great deal.  
 
Participant-rated quality index (Q55, Q59, Q61, Q62a-d, Q63): A composite measure of 
overall participant ratings of the quality of their STEP session experience. This index includes: 
ratings of interestingness of the meeting topics, usefulness of the materials used in the session, 
effectiveness of the teaching techniques used, instructor ratings and self-assessments of how 
much they learned. Each item was coded on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 to 4 from negative to 
positive. Responses to the 5 items were averaged to form an overall participant-rated quality 
index (α = .84). 
 
Talked to others about meeting (Q64): A binary variable indicating whether or not the STEP 
participant talked to anyone about the STEP topics post-meeting (0 = no, did not talk to anyone, 
1 = yes, did talk to others).  
 
Recommend STEP (Q65): A binary variable indicating whether or not a STEP participant has 
recommended STEP meetings to others (0 = no, has not recommended, 1 = yes, has 
recommended).  
 
Demographic variables: In addition to the variables listed above, the following demographic 
variables were included as controls in all models, unless otherwise specified:  
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• Gender (0 = female, 1 = male) 
• Age (continuous) 
• Employment status (0 = employed, housewife, student, retired or disabled, 1 = 

temporarily unemployed) 
• Education (1 = no formal education, 2 = primary school, 3 = some secondary school, 4 = 

completed secondary school, 5 = technical or trade institution, 6 = some university, 7 = 
completed university degree) 

• Ethnicity – constructed with four binary variables - Pashtun (0 = not Pashtun, 1 = 
Pashtun), Tajik (0 = not Tajik, 1 = Tajik), Hazara (0 = not Hazara, 1 = Hazara), and Other 
(0 = Pashtun, Tajik or Hazara, 1 = other ethnicities) 

• Region – Central East, Eastern, South Central, Southwest, West, North, Central/Hazarjat 
• Metro status (0 = rural, 1 = urban) 
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Appendix C: Literature Review 
 
The following review of the existing literature on assessment of civic education programs was 
conducted to support and inform the survey research project commissioned by Counterpart 
International to measure and evaluate the effectiveness of its STEP programs in Afghanistan.  
 
We identified and evaluated more than 50 studies conducted to measure civic orientation or 
determine the effect of civic education programs on democratic values, knowledge, political 
efficacy and relevant skills or behaviors.2 We draw from these and other studies to underscore 
the most promising approaches as well as to identify pitfalls encountered by previous 
researchers. 
 
This review is presented in five sections: 
 
I. Main findings      
II.       Components of civic orientation   
III.     Evaluation of existing studies    
IV.  Key measurement issues    
V.  Research questions and evaluation plan  
 
I.  Main Findings 
 

1. The main goal of civic education is to increase democratic values, knowledge, 
political efficacy and related skills or behaviors. 

2. Most existing studies are based on qualitative or subjective evaluations rather than 
quantitative research; as such they lack the advantage of statistically valid and reliable 
projectability to a broader population. 

3. It is very difficult to show statistically significant effects of civic education programs. 
The challenges are twofold: first, the inherent difficultly of instilling civic knowledge, 
values and behaviors; second, obstacles in delivering the quality and frequency of 
instruction required for measurable impact. 

4. USAID has conducted some of the most rigorous studies of civic education to date,3 
albeit infrequently. Their key findings are that civic education is only measurably 
effective when sessions are frequent, use participatory methods and are led by high-
quality teachers. Proxies for these will be required in the present study. 

5. If the above conditions are met, civic education programs generally increase 
knowledge, efficacy and democratic behaviors. Values such as tolerance are harder to 
change. Civic education can actually decrease institutional trust depending on the 
framing of teachers and the political context. 

6. As noted in Counterpart’s first STEP assessment, Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ 
Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral Process in Afghanistan (2011), it is easier to 

                                                 
2 Please see Appendix H for a full list of references. 
3 See Appendix H for a comprehensive listing of USAID studies. 
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use civic education to foster tolerance in individuals with stronger educational 
backgrounds.4  

7. The positive effects of civic education often are concentrated at the local rather than 
national levels. Many studies are locally focused. 

8. Most civic education programs are school-based. 
9. Bias in favor of finding program effectiveness due to pressures to justify funding is a 

problem inherent in many studies on externally funded civic education. 
10. Specific contextual factors must be taken into account. These may include religion, 

civic conflict, the role of women, security and economic conditions, among others. 
11. We have identified relevant survey questions on civic values, beliefs and behavior in 

the reviewed studies that will be of use in our own questionnaire design. 
 
 
II. Components of Civic Orientation 
 
Based on our reading of the literature, the aims of civic education include four basic components: 
(A) values, (B) knowledge, (C) political efficacy and (D) skills and behaviors. The goal of civic 
education programs is to instill and promote these components, which include: 
 

A. Values: 
 Tolerance (political rights for minorities and political adversaries) 
 Compromise (peacefully losing elections, willingness to negotiate) 
 Belief in the rule of law (settling problems without violence) 
 Social capital/trust 
 Human rights 
 Rights of women (a major focus of Counterpart-STEP programming) 
 Rights of the disabled (a major focus of Counterpart-STEP programming) 

 
B. Knowledge: 
 Institutions/rules/practices 
 History 
 Rights/powers/obligations 
 Government officials 
 Current policy 

 
C. Political efficacy: 
 Belief that you can have an effect as an individual 
 Belief you have the skills/knowledge to participate 
 Trust in the system/institutions  
 Trust in officials 

 
D. Skills/Behaviors: 
 Voting 

                                                 
4 Counterpart International. (2011). Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral 
Process in Afghanistan: Counterpart International Support to the Electoral Process (STEP) Program. Arlington, 
VA: Counterpart International. 
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 Volunteering/working for campaign 
 Contacting government officials 
 Lodging complaints to government officials 
 Donating money to parties/individuals/campaigns 
 Attending political meetings/gatherings 
 Protesting/participating in public displays of political opinions 

 
Knowledge is most easily acquired through education. However, the other three components, 
values, beliefs and behaviors, are notoriously difficult to instill in citizens even in the most 
advanced democracies, let alone in countries that are transitioning to democracy under difficult 
social, economic and security conditions. These components are not simply memorized, but 
rather acquired through practice over time. Most scholars agree that civic skills are best acquired 
though a lifetime of practice. Even in advanced and long-established democracies, knowledge, 
motivation and efficacy often are low. 
 
Increases in civic knowledge certainly are related to increased political efficacy and democratic 
behaviors such as voting and community participation. But this is not the only driver of efficacy 
and behavior, and there is danger in attempting to measure recitation of facts as the sole or even 
prime indicator both. People may forget facts but retain the general sense, feeling or summary of 
what they have learned. While factual knowledge is of value, the gist can be sufficient to affect 
efficacy and behavior. Exposure to civic education therefore is likely of value regardless of a 
participant’s ability able to recite specific elements of the curriculum. 
 
Beyond the state of democratic development, the literature suggests that a range of social factors 
are important to take into account in assessing civic education programs. They include: 
 

 Religion 
 Security 
 Family (parents, siblings, extended family) 
 Friends/peers 
 Neighbors 
 Television and other media 
 Politics (especially the current political climate) 
 Economics 
 Education 
 Country’s history/symbols/narratives/heroes 
 Socio-economic stratification and opportunity structure by gender, ethnic, or 

language group 
 Social participation norms 
 Individualism/collectivism norms 

 
These are important contextual and situational factors that can affect whether civic education 
efforts are successful. They vary across countries, communities and levels of socioeconomic 
status. We need to keep these factors in mind and measure most of them in order to analyze 
civic-mindedness and behavior comparatively across these groups, and use them as controls in 
our modeling. 
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The goal of civic education is to produce significant improvement not only in civic and political 
knowledge, but in motivation, values, efficacy, skills and behaviors. Does civic education make a 
significant and measurable difference? The relevant literature suggests a very qualified yes. 
 
 
III.  Evaluation of Existing Studies5 
 

A. Civic Education Effectiveness 
 
Evaluations of school-based civic education programs tend to measure political knowledge as the 
primary indicator of success. These programs may be found effective because they significantly 
increased individuals’ knowledge of their country’s history, political processes and key political 
figures. Critics suggest this approach obscures the higher aim of education, to teach individuals 
underlying values, beliefs and behaviors that are the basis of a functioning civil society. Studies 
of adult civic education programs (which we chiefly focus on here) tend more to assess behavior, 
particularly on effects on voting propensity and the process of voting. 
 
As noted, most evaluations of civic education programs are qualitative, often based on subjective 
evaluations by teachers, administrators, students and adult citizens. For example, USAID’s 
program evaluation of civic education efforts in Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic and Tajikistan 
was based on a two-person observation-based “expert evaluation.”6 Similarly, some of the 
USAID evaluations of its programs in Latin America and the Caribbean, Russia, the West Bank 
and Gaza and Central and Eastern Europe are primarily anecdotal, lacking systematic evaluation 
and analysis.7 Expert evaluations, whatever their value, are limited to the perceptions, 
preferences and potential biases of the experts doing the evaluating. 
 
Sampling appears to be particularly problematic. In many cases the treatment population is not 
adequately represented – a particular problem in multi-ethnic societies if not all ethnic groups are 
represented in the sample (e.g., Bosnia).  
 
Despite the shortcomings of many evaluation efforts, there are some systematic evaluations of 
programs that provide guidance. USAID is the recognized leader in civic education programs 
and evaluation; its studies are the most comprehensive in the field, and its approaches, while not 
without shortcomings, are the most systematic and reliable produced to date.  
 

                                                 
5 This literature review focuses more on principles and best practices in assessing civic engagement than specifically 
on evaluations of conditions in Afghanistan. The latter will be addressed in questionnaire development, which, in 
addition to studies cited here, will include evaluation of surveys in Afghanistan (and additionally in Iraq and 
Yemen) by organizations including the Asia Foundation, the United Nations Development Programme, ABC News 
and media partners and the U.S. Broadcasting Board of Governors. These questionnaires will help inform our 
approach to contextual and behavioral questions in the present study. 
6 Holdar, G. G., & Ogle, D. B. (2003). Evaluation of IFES Civic Education Programs in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz 
Republic, and Tajikistan. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development. 
7 Brilliant, F. (2000). Civic Education Programming Since 1990: A Case Study Based Analysis.  Washington, D.C.: 
United States Agency for International Development. 
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Five studies most relevant to our purposes, including Counterpart’s 2011 Nationwide Assessment 
of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of the Electoral Process in Afghanistan, are presented in 
some detail below. 
 
Counterpart 20118 
 
Counterpart’s 2011 report accomplishes a methodologically sound assessment of civic 
orientation and the effects of civic education in Afghanistan, including an evaluation of the 
impact of STEP’s civic education activities there since May, 2009. These activities include 
92,600 face-to-face civic educational activities in 33 provinces and 17,500 communities 
comprising 2.5 million eligible and future voters, as well as 50 radio programs as part of a larger 
media campaign. The survey includes two independent subsamples: a general population survey 
(n = 1,180) and a booster subsample (n = 440) of respondents from STEP communities. 
 
While the 2011 study also measured general civic orientation, the main focus was on voting 
participation and behavior in the 2009 presidential and the then-upcoming 2010 parliamentary 
elections. Main findings include the following: 
 

• Propensity to vote is higher with prior electoral participation and community-level 
exposure to civic education. 

• Voting is seen as a “civic duty” and a demonstration of their right to vote rather than as 
support for a particular candidate or a way to bring about change. 

• Family and friends are most important in obtaining information and guiding voting 
decisions. 

• Economic and security interests often trump politics. 
• Interest in politics and knowledge is higher in STEP communities. 
• Mixed results on attitudes of women participating in politics. 
• Only marginal effects of STEP programs on attitudes and participation of women. 
• Satisfaction with political information is related to interest. 
• Recall of interventions is related to increased engagement (note, causal direction is 

worthy of consideration). 
• No relationship between education, ethnicity, and interest in politics. 
• Only marginal effects of STEP programs on attitudes and participation of women 
• Illiteracy is a major impediment to information and interest. 

 
Much of the analysis consists of comparisons of STEP and non-STEP communities in terms of 
attitudes and behaviors using propensity score matching to arrive at a controlled comparison. 
This approach reflects recognized best practices in comparing non-experimentally controlled 
treatment groups and will be carried forward to the present study. 
 
The first STEP study offers a variety of areas for further exploration. Among them: 1) include 
frequency and quality of STEP programming as control variables in the analysis; (2) inform 

                                                 
8 Counterpart International. (2011). Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral 
Process in Afghanistan: Counterpart International Support to the Electoral Process (STEP) Program. Arlington, 
VA: Counterpart International. 
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questionnaire design with this literature review; 3) seek to assess the prevalence of other, non-
STEP programming that may independently have impacted civic education; (4) repeat key 
measures from this and other studies to allow for time-trend analysis of changes in attitudes and 
behaviors; and 5) extend focus beyond elections to impacts of civic education more broadly.  
Overall, Counterpart’s first study of the impact of their STEP programs provides valuable 
guidance and a solid launching point for the present study. 
 
USAID 20029 
 
The most extensive available report is a 2002 USAID study of civic education in the Dominican 
Republic, Poland and South Africa, entitled Approaches to Civic Education. Frequency and 
quality of programming were identified as key metrics, and the report suggests that without 
them, its conclusion – that these programs had a statistically significant positive impact on 
participation, knowledge and political efficacy – would not stand up. The quality and frequency 
of the programs are their single biggest predictors of success. 
  
The main report describes a “threshold effect where one or two sessions have little to no impact.” 
It also says instructors need to be of high quality. In South Africa, it notes that fewer than half of 
participants were adequately served, and one in four received “totally ineffective” programming. 
  
The analysis finding a positive effect includes only programs deemed effective. Quoting the 
study, “rates of variation are only for those programs that meet the criteria for high quality 
instruction.” (Note, this study was conducted at the participant-level, not the community-level.)  
 
The report frequently restates this point: Impacts are demonstrated only for participants in 
"effective" programs. In South Africa this appears to exclude six in 10 program participants. A 
comparable report on Kenya, detailed below, excludes nearly 70 percent of participants.10  
 
The main 2002 USAID report offers few details on the criteria for “effective” vs. “ineffective” 
programs. The detailed report on South Africa is more forthcoming.11 Criteria are frequency, use 
of participatory methods and perceived instructor quality. These are dichotomized: Frequency is 
defined as one to two sessions vs. three or more. Use of participatory methods – essentially a 
curriculum list including “breakout” groups, dramatizations, role-plays, problem solving 
activities, simulations, and mock political or judicial activities – as three or fewer vs. four or 
more. Perceived quality of the instructor is given as “not the highest quality” vs. “highest 
quality.” For each, the former is considered “ineffective,” the latter, “effective.”  
  
Only 29 percent of the program participants received three or more sessions; 41 percent were 
trained with four or more participatory methods and 56 percent rated their instructor as the 
“highest quality.” Twenty-six percent attended programs with none of these quality criteria, 33 

                                                 
9 U.S. Agency for International Development. (2002). Approaches to Civic Education. Washington, D.C.: United 
States Agency for International Development. 
10 Finkel, S. E. (2003). The Impact of the Kenya National Civic Education Programme on Democratic Attitudes, 
Knowledge, Values, and Behavior. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development. 
11 Finkel, S. E., & Stumbras, S. (2000). Civic Education in South Africa: The Impact of Adult and School Programs 
on Democratic Attitudes and Participation. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development. 
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percent got one of the three, 28 percent got two of the three criteria and only 13 percent met all 
three. 
  
The South Africa study includes separate multivariate analyses comparing effects on knowledge, 
participation and efficacy for “effective” vs. “ineffective” methods. These were conducted 
separately for each criterion of effectiveness due to problems of multicollinearity. Generally, 
there were few effects for people who received “ineffective” methods and a wide range of effects 
for the “effective” group. It appears that the zero- or one-criteria groups – 59 percent of the 
sample – were excluded from the “effective” definition. 
 
The overall report concludes that the mere absence or presence of civic education is not the 
decisive factor: “[…] the analysis clearly shows that the effects of civic education are almost 
wholly dependent on whether a course is well designed and well taught […] It is now enough for 
individuals to be exposed to any type of civic education program for democratic attitudes to 
change. What matters are the frequency and quality of the education received.”12 
 
USAID 200313 
 
The best-constructed and most sophisticated analysis encountered in our review was conducted 
by Finkel (2003), on behalf of USAID, evaluating program effectiveness in Kenya.  
 
The study examined the effectiveness of 181 workshops conducted by 26 civil society 
organizations. Program effectiveness was assessed using structured pre- and post-test surveys, 
including matched treatment and control groups. The study followed acceptable sampling 
techniques and included multivariate analyses of effectiveness with appropriate controls so as to 
isolate the effects of civic education. The study also included a general representative national 
survey assessing country-wide democratic orientations and exposure to civic education. 
 
The findings in Kenya mirror those of the 2002 USAID evaluation in South Africa, Poland, and 
the Dominican Republic. Positive effects of civic education were demonstrated, but these effects 
were limited due to infrequency and lack of participatory methods. Quality teachers, frequent 
sessions and use of participatory methods were integral to showing significant effects. As was 
the case in the 2002 study, these criteria rarely were met. Sixty-eight percent of participants 
attended two or fewer workshops and only half were trained with participatory techniques. This 
2003 report echoes the sentiment from 2002: “We found consistent evidence that workshop 
conditions, that is the frequency, duration, content, and, in some instances, perceived teaching 
quality, were important determinants of individual change. These conditions, however, were not 
‘met’ for significant numbers of NCEP participants; thus […] the potential impacts of NCEP 
civic education were often not fully realized.”14 
 

                                                 
12 U.S. Agency for International Development. (2002). Approaches to Civic Education. Washington, D.C.: United 
States Agency for International Development, 29. 
13 Finkel, S. E. (2003). The Impact of the Kenya National Civic Education Programme on Democratic Attitudes, 
Knowledge, Values, and Behavior. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development. 
14Finkel, S. E. (2003). The Impact of the Kenya National Civic Education Programme on Democratic Attitudes, 
Knowledge, Values, and Behavior. Washington, D.C.: United States Agency for International Development,  92. 
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USAID 2005 
 
Another strong study (Finkel & Ernst, 2005) examined Democracy for All, a USAID-sponsored 
civic education program in post-apartheid South Africa.15 Democracy for All, implemented in 
1998, was intended to improve the civic skills of high school students. A team conducted surveys 
among 600 high school students from eight provinces across the country, including a treatment 
and two control groups. One control group received some general, non-USAID-sponsored civic 
education; the other one did not receive any civic instruction.  
 
The study again finds that, in general, civics education can significantly increase political 
knowledge.  However, more factors are at play in the higher aim of enhancing civic values. 
Finkel and Ernst (2005) find that classroom dynamics and teaching methods can make or break 
civic education success; they say that civics training in a classroom using participatory and 
interactive methods simulating real-life situations is the only significantly effective way to foster 
democratic values and attitudes. As noted in the report, “These results point to the difference 
between the potential for civic education effects and the actual magnitude of the effects in 
practice […] If students could be trained in the ways we have demonstrated are effective, then 
democratic orientations would exhibit greater change.”16 
 
CIDA 200917 
 
The Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) funded a study of civic education 
efforts in Afghanistan (CIDA, 2009). Like many others, this evaluation was based on expert 
analysis of the program, not a systematic survey of its effects. 
 
The author identifies some of the key components of successful civic education programs that we 
should attempt to measure. These include: 
 

 Participation by all groups (across ethnicities, gender, age, etc.) 
 Acceptance of mullahs and religious leaders 
 Acceptance of elders and tribal leaders 
 Focus on civic activities relevant to the local community 
 Involvement of community leaders 
 Links with different community groups 
 Links with other communities with similar civic education efforts 
 Robust community discussion of issues 
 Involvement of NGOs and CSOs 
 Regular meetings 
 Sustainable efforts and institutions left behind 

 

                                                 
15 Finkel, S. E., & Ernst, H. R. (2005). Civic education in post-apartheid South Africa: Alternative paths to the 
development of political knowledge and democratic values. Political Psychology, 26(3), 333-364. 
16 Finkel, S. E., & Ernst, H. R. (2005). Civic education in post-apartheid South Africa: Alternative paths to the 
development of political knowledge and democratic values. Political Psychology, 26(3), 359. 
17 Canadian International Development Agency. (2009). Assessment of Electoral Assistance in Support of Civic 
Education – Afghanistan 2009. Ottawa, Canada: Canadian International Development Agency. 
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IV. Key Measurement Issues 

 
A. Situational Barriers to Civic Education 

 
The literature suggests a need to keep in mind the situational barriers to civic education, 
especially in the context of Afghanistan’s infrastructure and security deficits. These factors can 
range from a simple lack of transportation to the program site to more fundamental issues of 
security, as well as sociocultural biases. Such situational barriers may include: 
 

 Civil conflict 
 Lack of security 
 Presence of occupying forces 
 Illiteracy 
 Corruption/lack of effective governance/no rule of law 
 Lack of food/clear water 
 Lack of transportation 
 Gender bias 
 Religious strictures 
 Regionalism 
 Ethnic or tribal tension  
 Xenophobia, anti-Western or anti-American sentiment 
 History of authoritarianism  
 History of invasion and occupation 
 Employment-related issues 

 
B. Factors in program effectiveness 

 
The literature suggests that it’s essential that to include metrics of program quality. Measures of 
teacher quality, session frequency and program quality or methods are critical to assessing 
program effectiveness. Counterpart’s previous program assessment reports include information 
on the frequency of sessions, type of methods used in sessions (e.g., posters, flipcharts), quality 
of the NGO that carried out the sessions and assessments of teacher quality and training. It would 
be highly useful to have these measures of quality at the community level, including a quality 
code for each provider agency (preferably based on empirical data, but if necessary, an expert 
rating). A list of possible useful quality metrics includes: 
 

• Session location 
• Session date 
• Session time 
• Session length 
• Session topic 
• Session attendance (# of people) 
• Session partner 
• Rating of partner quality, with explanation of basis for the rating   
• Techniques used in sessions (e.g., charts, pamphlets, role play, lecture, Q&A, discussion) 
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• Budget or money spent on sessions 
• Ratings of teacher quality by participants or by Counterpart 
• If known, presence of other civic education efforts in same locale 
• If known, estimate of economic status in locale 
• If known, estimate of security situation in locale 

 
C. Questionnaire Design 

 
Despite the paucity of systematic evaluations, many existing questionnaires – including 
Counterpart’s 2011 Nationwide Assessment of Citizens’ Perceptions and Knowledge of Electoral 
Process in Afghanistan – offer insights into questionnaire design. Evaluation of civic/democratic 
orientation and the effectiveness of the civic education programs should attempt to measure the 
factors identified as key components of civic education – values, knowledge, political efficacy, 
and skills/behaviors.  
 
While some of these studies suffer from suboptimal questionnaire design (e.g., biasing 
agree/disagree questions), the aim of their measurements can inform our judgment. 
 
Questions collected include selections from: 
 

• Counterpart Afghanistan Elections Survey (conducted August, 2010; released, February, 
2011) (Included in full given its direct relevance) 

• USAID (from Finkel, 2000) 
• USAID – South African Civic Education 
• Civic Education in South Africa (from Finkel & Ernst, 2005) 
• USAID – Kenyan Civic Education (from Finkel, 2003) 
• World Values Survey (2005) 
• IEA Civic and Citizenship Education Study (2008-09, Classroom/Student-based) 
• International Studies Institute Civic Engagement Quiz 
• Asia Foundation Afghanistan Surveys (2004, 2006-10) 
• ASCOR/Langer Afghan Futures Survey (2010) 
• ABC News Afghanistan Where Things Stand Surveys (2005-07, 2009-10) 
• ABC News Iraq Where Things Stand Surveys (2004-09) 
• BBG Media Yemen Survey (2010) 
• United Nations Development Programme Police Perception Survey (2010) 

 
 

V. Research Questions and Evaluation 
 
The main goal of this study will be to evaluate the impact of Counterpart’s STEP programs on 
civic engagement in Afghanistan. The main research questions include: 
 

• Does exposure to civic engagement interventions at the community level increase 
citizens’ civic knowledge – their understanding of the six core STEP topics – as well as 
affect their values, beliefs and behaviors? 
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• What level of program frequency and quality is necessary in order to see significant 

effects for civic education programs? 
 

• What contextual factors enhance and limit the effectiveness of civic education 
interventions? 

 
• Based on the findings, what specific recommendations can be made to improve the 

implementation of STEP programs in Afghanistan? 
 
The goal of civic education programs is to increase civic-mindedness and behavior among 
citizens. It is these attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that will comprise the primary dependent 
variables (variables thought to be moderated by civic interventions and other contextual factors) 
of interest in the analyses. The expectation is that, given programming that is both adequately 
frequent and effectively presented, STEP program participants and intervention communities 
will surpass non-STEP communities in the following specific civic engagement measures: 
 

1. Conceptual understanding: institutions/rules/practices, rights/powers/obligations, 
government officials, current policy. 
 

2. Values: tolerance, compromise, belief in the rule of law, human rights, the rights of 
women and the disabled. 

 
3. Political efficacy: belief you can have an effect on the system, belief you have the 

skills/knowledge to participate, trust in the system/institutions, trust in officials. 
 

4. Skills/behaviors: participation such as voting, contacting government officials, attending 
community or political meetings, working on civic issues, protesting or participating in 
public displays of political opinions 

 
5. Interest in politics and views of democracy. 
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Appendix D: Evaluation Methodology 
 
The Counterpart STEP evaluation study was conducted in the 12 provinces of Afghanistan 
listed below from Aug. 19 through Sept. 9, 2011, via in-person interviews with individuals in 
three main samples: STEP community, non-STEP community and STEP participant. Separate 
sub-samples were produced of disabled individuals in each sample type. 
 
Interviews averaged 33 minutes, ranging from 20 to 55 minutes. Field work was carried out by 
118 female interviewers (for female respondents) and 127 male interviewers (for male 
respondents). For the two probability samples used, the survey had response rates of 70 
percent for the STEP community sample and 73 percent for the non-STEP community sample, 
and margins of sampling error for both samples of plus or minus 4.5 percentage points. Fifteen 
percent of all interviews were subject to quality control procedures, via in-person monitoring 
by supervisors or subsequent back-checks, either in person or by telephone. 
 

I . Sampling 
 

A. STEP Community Sample 
 
STEP provided D3 Systems with lists of communities in which STEP programs have been held 
in 2010 and 2011. D3 combined the lists and de-duplicated communities that appeared more than 
once. The list then was restricted to the 12 provinces in which STEP has operated with its current 
curriculum since mid-2010. This base sample frame included more than 6,500 communities.  
 
D3 set a target sample size of 740 respondents, plus 118 disabled Afghans, in 74 communities.18  
 

a. Seventy-four sampling points were randomly assigned proportional to population size 
(PPS) at the provincial level, where population size is the total number of STEP 
participants in each province as recorded in the cleaned sampling frame.  

 

Province 
STEP Population 

Distribution within 12 
Provinces (%) 

# of Communities to be 
Sampled based on PPS  

Farah 6.2% 5 
Ghor 8.9% 7 
Jawzjan 4.4% 3 
Kandahar 8.8% 6 
Laghman 5.3% 4 
Logar 3.2% 2 
Nangarhar 13.7% 10 
Paktia 13.4% 10 
Parwan 8.8.% 6 

                                                 
18 Target sample sizes greater than 700 respondents and 100 disabled respondents were used in 
all three sampling frames to account for potential removal of cases resulting from the 
implementation of quality control procedures.    
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Samangan 3.4% 3 
Takhar 13.0% 10 
Zabul 11.0% 8 

 
b. A simple random sample (SRS) of the allocated number of STEP communities was 

drawn in each province. These communities served as the primary sampling units (PSUs).  
 

1) Replacements: Certain districts are entirely accessible, partially accessible (males 
only) and completely inaccessible.  

 
i. When a community in a partially accessible (male only) district was 

randomly drawn, a new (entirely accessible) community was randomly 
drawn from the same province. Male interviews were completed in the 
originally drawn (male-only) district while female interviews were done in 
the (entirely accessible) redrawn district.  

 
ii. When a community in a completely inaccessible district was drawn, it was 

replaced with a randomly drawn community from the same province.  
 
c. A total of 10 interviews were completed in each community, five male and five female. 

Male respondents were interviewed only by male interviewers, female respondents only 
by female interviewers. 

 
d. Interviewers were assigned recognizable locations as starting points, such as mosques, 

schools, bazaars, roundabouts or crossroads within each of the selected settlements, with 
random-walk procedures (detailed below) to select households. 

 
e. After selecting households, interviewers followed a Kish grid procedure to select respondents 

randomly from within the household.  
 

f. In addition to the 740 randomly selected interviews, a convenience sample of 118 
disabled respondents was obtained by interviewing one to two disabled adults in the 74 
randomly selected communities. Two disabled respondents (one male and one female), 
were interviewed in the 34 largest communities (in terms of STEP participant size) and 
one disabled respondent was interviewed in all other communities (alternating between 
male and female). To find disabled adults, interviewers used a screener questionnaire (as 
detailed below). 

 
 

B. Non-STEP Community Sample 
 
The non-STEP community sample mirrored the STEP community sample, with random selection 
of a non-STEP community in each district in which a STEP community had been sampled. If a 
selection community was listed as having had a STEP program, it was randomly replaced.  
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Inaccessible and male-only districts were replaced using the same method as described in the 
STEP community sample, and the same respondent selection procedures were followed. Target 
sample sizes were the same. 
 

 
C. STEP Participant Sample 
 

For the STEP participant sample D3 first randomly selected communities PPS to STEP 
participation, again with the same target sample sizes. Two complete replicate samples were 
additionally drawn to use as random replacement communities.  

 
a. STEP verified the availability of community coordinators in the selected communities. 

For communities in which coordinators were unavailable, STEP moved on to a 
community in the secondary draw, and if necessary the third draw, until the desired 
number of coordinators in each province was obtained. 

 
1) Replacements: Inaccessible and male-only districts were replaced using the same 

method as described in the STEP community sample.  
 
b. A total of 10 interviews were targeted in each community. 

 
1) The target number of male and female interviews in each community was based 

on the gender breakdown of STEP participation within that community. For 
example, in Kushak/Aztala (Ghor Province) the 10 allocated interviews were 
distributed 6 male and 4 female because roughly 60 percent of the total STEP 
program participants were male.  

 
2) The proportional gender distribution was set as soft targets, with the 

understanding that focal coordinators may or may not be able to reach the targeted 
number of participants per gender.  

 
3) In cases where a male-only district was drawn, and the sampling point was split 

into male-interviews (in the originally drawn community) and female-interviews 
(in a redrawn community), the gender-breakdown in the original community was 
used to set the target number of male and female interviews. In other words, if the 
originally drawn, male-only community had total STEP participation rates of 70 
percent male, 30 percent female, then 7 male interviews would be conducted in 
the originally drawn community and 3 female interviews would be conducted in 
the redrawn community. 

 
c. Respondents were selected with the help of the civic educator coordinator within each 

community. Additional details about respondent selection are given below. 
 

d. A convenience sample of 114 disabled STEP participants was obtained using the same 
methods in the STEP community sample. However, there are 4 less disabled respondents in 
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this sample because in some of the communities, only one gender participated in the STEP 
sessions, thus leading to the removal of the opposite gender’s sampling point. 

 
 
II. Interviewer Instructions for STEP Community and Non-STEP Community 

Samples 
 
1. Locate and identify the sampling point you are given by the ACSOR Office. 

 
2. Start at the point on the right hand side and go to the second house, if the interview in the second 

household is conducted successfully then proceed leaving two houses in between and choose the 
third.  Follow these criteria with the same instructions until you have completed the required 
number of the households at that sampling point. 
 

3. If an interview is not successful, you must record this on the CONTACT SHEET. You must then 
follow the same pattern of leaving two houses in between and choosing the third house. 
 

4. BEFORE you go to the next house after an unsuccessful attempt, you must record that the first 
try was unsuccessful on your contact sheet.  You will then continue your random walk leaving 
two houses between and selecting the third house.  Remember, you should return to the house 
where you had an unsuccessful contact a second, and third time in order to try to find a 
respondent.  DO NOT continue the walk for more than the number of interviews you have to 
complete at that location until you have tried to make three visits to an unsuccessful house, then 
you can continue further.  
 

5. The report for each household (whether or not the interview was conducted successfully) must be 
written in the contact sheet. 
 

6. Please DO NOT draw the map after you have already finished the interviews. The map MUST 
be drawn while doing the field work in the field. The map is very important because those who 
will go for back check will use that map. If incorrect, all the work done by the interviewer will 
be lost. If ACSOR cannot locate the place where you worked, then you might not get paid for the 
interviews.   
 

7. Please note that the interviewer does not have the choice to change the process of random 
selection. It is a system to be followed correctly in order to get high quality information. If you 
do not follow the rules, the work is incomplete and unacceptable.  
 

8. For compounds where multiple families live, please count the number of families and apply the 
Kish grid in randomly selecting the family to administer the interview.19 Then, select the 
respondent randomly using a Kish grid for a second time. In order to do this an extra sheet of 
Kish Grid will be added into the interviewer’s packet.  
 

                                                 
19 The Kish grid is a method for selecting among units (in this case, families within a household and subsequently, a 
respondent within a family) that avoids the bias of simply selecting and interviewing the first family and/or person 
the interviewer meets in a household. It allows for random selection within the household and family.  
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KISH GRID FOR SELECTING A RESPONDENT 
 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  
6 1 5 1 4 1 3 1 2 1 1 
5 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 1 1 2 
4 3 3 3 2 3 1 3 2 1 3 
3 4 2 4 1 4 4 1 1 1 4 
2 5 1 5 6 5 3 2 2 1 5 
1 6 8 6 5 1 2 3 1 1 6 
10 7 7 7 4 2 1 1 2 1 7 
9 8 6 1 3 3 4 2 1 1 8 
8 9 5 2 2 4 3 3 2 1 9 
7 1 4 3 1 5 2 1 1 1 10 

 
 
9. Keep in mind that shops, mosques, or schools are not to be counted in the process of random 

selection; however it is helpful to have them in the map so that employees conducting back 
checks can easily find the location.  Please see the below example for a visual explanation of 
how to draw a map and how to choose the households: 

 
2- Right hand direction through the random walk. 
 
 

 
 

a) Roundabout (The starting point) 
b) Right hand direction 
c) First lane 
d) Second Household is the first to contact on your route 
e) Thereafter, each third HH (Count only inhabited households)  

 
Male or female respondents will be selected using the Kish method. 

Starting point 

a b 

  c 
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III. Interviewer Instructions for STEP Participant Sample 

 
1. In order to complete the participant interviews, each interviewer (whether male or 

female) is responsible for contacting the STEP civic educator for the community they 
will work in.  The ACSOR Project Manager will provide the name and contact 
information for the STEP civic educators.  The STEP civic educator is the local 
community coordinator for the STEP program.  They know who participated in the STEP 
meetings and they will help the interviewer find the participants to interview. 
 

2. Most villages/communities have 2 sampling points (1 male and 1 female).  Therefore, we 
will need 1 male interviewer and 1 female interviewer for each community.  There are a 
couple communities that are male or female only.  In these cases only 1 interviewer is 
needed to complete the interviews. 

 

 
 

 
3. Each sampling point has a target number of interviews that we want to complete for each 

gender (column J in the sampling plan).  We understand that we may not reach these 
targets.  For example, in Karez Khudai (SP 1&2) we may not find 5 male and 5 female 
participants.  But we need to try our best to complete the target interviews.   

 
4. The STEP civic educator may provide a lot of people that participated in the program or 

they may not, this will vary by community.  We have set up “snowball” questions in the 
questionnaire so that the interviewer can ask participants that they are interviewing if 
they know of other people that participated in the programs.  If other participants are 
mentioned by respondents, interviewers are supposed to attempt to interview them that 
same day, if feasible. 

 
 

IV. Interviewer Instructions for Disabled Sample 
 

1. In each sample of the STEP project (n=740) we will need to complete at least n=100 
additional interviews with disabled respondents.  Each sample is outlined below. 

 
(1) STEP community = 740 + 118 disabled respondents 
(2) Non-STEP community = 740 + 118 disabled respondents 
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(3) Participant sample = 740 + 118 disabled respondents 
 
2. For the purposes of this study, the definition of an individual with a disability is as 

follows: Being disabled means having a physical condition or permanent injury that 
limits a person’s movements, senses, or activities. 
 

3. In each sampling plan that we created, we have inserted a column to outline how the 
disabled respondents will be distributed (blue column). Some sampling points have been 
allotted 1 disabled respondent, others 2, and others have none.  

 
4. In communities that have been assigned 1 disabled respondent interview, we have chosen 

whether that interview should be male or female.  In the example below, 1 disabled 
respondent interview should be conducted in Kariz Karte.  We have assigned it to a 
female respondent. For example, the interviewer for sampling point #10 will conduct a 
total of 6 interviews (5 regular interviews and 1 with a disabled respondent). 

 

 
 

However, some communities that are larger have been assigned 2 disabled respondent 
interviews.  In communities where there are 2 disabled respondent interviews, we should 
try to interview 1 male and 1 female.  In the example below, 2 disabled respondent 
interviews should be conducted in 1st District (1 male and 1 female). 
 

 
 
 
 

 
5. In order to locate disabled respondents, interviewers will use the disabled sample 

screener. This screener also asks whether respondents know of other people who are 
disabled who may potentially participate in the survey. If other people are mentioned in 
this “snowball” technique they are to be looked for that same day, if feasible, and 
interviewed. 

 
 
V. Interviewer Instructions: Disposition Sheets (Contact Sheets) 

 
1. Since there are two different types of interviews that need to be completed in each 

sample point (general interviews and interviews with disabled people) we need to 
keep track of dispositions separately.  In other words, there will be two disposition 
reports the interviewers need to complete. 
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2. We will provide all interviewers with two separate disposition sheets with each 
packet of surveys. One will be the standard disposition sheet and the second will be 
labeled as “Disabled Surveys.” 

 
3. As the interviewer is working on their regular surveys, they will complete the 

standard disposition sheet as they normally do. 
 

4. However, when the interviewer tries to interview a disabled person, they will need to 
fill out the “Disabled Surveys” disposition sheet to reflect their attempts at 
completing that survey. For Example: 

 
a. If the interviewer is completing a general survey and they find out from the 

respondent that there is a disabled person living nearby, the interviewer should 
go directly to the disabled person’s home after completing the general survey.  

b. If the disabled respondent is not home or refuses to complete the survey, that 
attempt should be documented only on the “Disabled Survey” disposition 
sheet.  

c. After that attempt, they should resume their attempts to complete their 
remaining general surveys. 

d. Each time the interviewer learns he or she might be able to complete a survey 
with a disabled person, they should go back to the “Disabled Survey” 
disposition sheet to document the results of their effort. 

 
5. Since there are three types of samples (STEP communities, Non-STEP communities 

and STEP participants) and each type of sample has two different types of interviews 
(general interviews and interviews with disabled people), there will be a total of 6 
types of disposition sheets for this project: 

a. STEP Communities General Disposition sheets 
b. STEP Communities Disabled Survey Disposition sheets 
c. Non-STEP Communities General Disposition sheets 
d. Non-STEP Communities Disabled Survey Disposition sheets 
e. STEP Participants General Disposition sheets 
f. STEP Participants Disabled Survey Disposition sheets 

 
VI. Weighting 

 
Post-stratification weights were created for each of the three samples to adjust for province and 
gender. The two community-level samples (STEP and non-STEP) had similar weighting design 
factors while the participant sample has a slightly different weighting scheme.  
 

1. Community Samples: Rim weight with marginal targets of 1) STEP province, 2) 
Population gender  

 
2. Participant Sample: Interlocking cells with STEP province by STEP gender.  
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VII. Data Processing and Data Quality 
 
1. Step 1: Typically interviewers are required to make two call-backs before replacing the 

designated respondent. In Afghanistan, about 90 percent of interviews occur on the first visit, 
10 percent on the second visit, and usually fewer than 2 percent on the third visit. While this 
is high for completion on first contact in general, it is not so uncommon in Afghanistan. High 
unemployment and the tendency for women to be in the home increase the likelihood of 
completion on first contact.  
 

2. Step 2: D3/ACSOR require that at least 15 percent of the interviews in any given study be 
subject to some form of back-check. The back-checks consist either of direct observation 
during the interview, a return visit to the residence where an interview took place, and to a 
far lesser extent some telephone checks from the central office.  

 
3. Step 3: When the questionnaires have returned to the office they are sorted and open-end 

questions are coded by trained staff members familiar with international standards for 
creating typologies for codes.  The questionnaires are then sent for data entry.  ACSOR key-
punches all questionnaires on-site to protect the data and closely control the quality of the 
data entry process. Our standard operating procedure for assuring the quality of key punching 
is to randomly select 15 percent of the entered questionnaires for double entry and then to 
compare the results with the original punching. The data cleaning process is also conducted 
on-site and if there are any questions or discrepancies original questionnaires can 
immediately be compared to information in the raw data file.  The final data are output in 
SPSS format. 

 
4. Step 4: The SPSS data file is then reviewed by D3 staff. Questions or issues are worked 

through with ACSOR until all issues are resolved and the result is a fully clean data file.  
 
5. Step 5: D3 uses its own proprietary software, the "Hunter" program, that searches for patterns 

and duplicates that may indicate that an interview was not properly conducted by an 
interviewer.  

 
The Hunter program includes three tests: 

a) Equality test – compares interviews for similarities, grouped by interviewer, within 
sampling point, province, or any other variable. Typically, interviews with an interviewer 
average of 90 percent or higher are flagged for further investigation. 

b) “Don’t Know” test – determines the percentage of Don’t Knows for each interviewer’s 
cases. Typically, interviews with 40 percent or higher DK responses are flagged for 
further investigation. 

c) Duplicates test – compares cases across all interviewers and respondents to check for 
similarity rates. This test will flag any pair of interviews that are similar to each other. 
Typically, any cases that have a similarity of 90 percent or higher are flagged for further 
investigation. 
 

Any interview that does not pass Hunter is pulled out for additional screening. If the interview 
does not pass screening, it is removed from the final database before delivery. Interviewers who 
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are flagged for any quality control issue are brought in for retraining. If the issues are serious, for 
example if an interviewer were caught deliberately cheating, there is no retraining, that 
interviewer is fired from the ACSOR field force. 
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Appendix E: Demographics by Sample Type 
 
                        STEP    STEP    Non- 
                        part.   comm.   STEP 
Male                     61%     51%     51% 
Female                   39      49      49 
 
<25                      21      25      26 
25-34                    29      32      31 
35-49                    35      29      30 
50+                      15      15      13 
 
Urban                    16       7      11 
Rural                    84      93      89 
 
Literate                 43      37      43 
Illiterate               57      63      57 
 
None/primary NET         77      76      69 
 None                    72      70      60 
 Primary                  6       6       9 
Some/completed 
secondary NET            18      20      28 
 Some secondary           6      10      13 
 Comp. secondary         13      10      15 
Some/completed 
University NET            2       3       1 
Madrassa/mosque           1       1       2 
Home-based                1       1       * 
Other                     *       0       * 
 
Ethnicity: 
Pashtun                  58      61      58 
Tajik                    23      22      26 
Hazara                    2       4       2 
Other                    17      12      13 
 
Working NET              51      40      38 
 Full-time               26      18      19 
 Part-time               25      21      19 
Not employed NET         49      60      63  
 Housewife               37      45      45  
 Unemp, looking           7       7      10 
 Unemp. not looking       1       2       2 
 Student                  3       5       5 
 Retired                  *       *       * 
 Disabled                 *       *       * 
 
Head of HH               40      30      33  
Not head of HH           60      70      67 
 
Member HH govt. worker   32      27      30 
No govt. workers in HH   67      72      70 
 
HH language: 
Pashto                   51      54      51 
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Dari                     31      32      34 
Uzbek                    18       7       8 
Turkmen                   0       3       4 
Pashayi                   *       4       4 
Other                     0       *       0 
 
 * = <.05. Data weighted to sex and province. 
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Appendix F: Topline Data Report 
 
This appendix provides complete question wording and topline results of the 2011 Counterpart-
STEP evaluation survey in Afghanistan. 
 
*= less than 0.5 percent 
 
1. Generally speaking, do you think things in Afghanistan today are going in 
the right direction, or do you think they are going in the wrong direction? 
 
                       Right   Wrong   Mixed (vol.)   No opinion 
STEP participants       52      28          19             *      
STEP communities        49      27          18             5 
Non-STEP communities    46      31          20             3 
 
 
2. What is your expectation for things overall in your life a year from now? Will they 
be much better, somewhat better, about the same, somewhat worse, or much worse?  
 
                       --------Better-------          --------Worse--------     No 
                       NET   Much   Somewhat   Same   NET   Somewhat   Much   opinion 
STEP participants      59     25       33       22    15       11        3       5 
STEP communities       53     22       31       24    19       13        7       3 
Non-STEP communities   49     19       30       26    20       12        8       5 
 
 
3. I would like to ask you about today's conditions in the village/neighborhood where 
you live. How would you rate the following using very good, somewhat good, somewhat 
bad or very bad? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    80     28      53     20      14       5     * 
b. Security from violence            62     27      35     38      30       8     * 
c. Availability of jobs/  
   economic opportunities            49     15      34     51      32      19     * 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              48     17      31     52      28      24     * 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    74     27      47     25      21       4     * 
b. Security from violence            59     22      37     41      27      14     * 
c. Availability of jobs/  
   economic opportunities            41     11      30     58      30      28     * 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              49     14      35     50      26      24     * 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    72     28      43     28      21       7     * 
b. Security from violence            64     28      36     36      26      11     * 
c. Availability of jobs/  
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   economic opportunities            42     18      25     58      33      24     * 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              42     15      27     58      29      29     * 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Your living conditions overall                           
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      80     28      53     20      14       5       * 
STEP communities       74     27      47     25      21       4       * 
Non-STEP communities   72     28      43     28      21       7       * 
 
 
b. Security from violence 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      62     27      35     38      30       8       * 
STEP communities       59     22      37     41      27      14       * 
Non-STEP communities   64     28      36     36      26      11       * 
 
 
c. Availability of jobs and economic opportunities 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      49     15      34     51      32      19       * 
STEP communities       41     11      30     58      30      28       * 
Non-STEP communities   42     18      25     58      33      24       * 
 
 
d. Basic services such as drinking water, electricity and medical care 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      48     17      31     52      28      24       * 
STEP communities       49     14      35     50      26      24       * 
Non-STEP communities   42     15      27     58      29      29       * 
  
 
4. I would like to ask you about some groups and institutions in our country. As I 
read each one out, please tell me how much you trust them to carry out their 
responsibilities. Do you have a great deal of trust, a good amount, just some or no 
trust in them at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               70     28       42     30     17     13     * 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   83     44       39     17     14      3     * 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         76     42       34     24     17      6     0 
d. Provincial councils             65     26       39     34     23     11     * 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      62     20       42     37     22     15     1 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      72     31       42     27     19      8     * 
 
STEP communities summary table 
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                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               71     29       41     29     16     13     * 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   86     46       40     13     11      2     1 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         77     45       33     22     19      4     * 
d. Provincial councils             60     23       37     39     26     13     1 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      53     17       36     44     21     23     3 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      75     28       47     22     16      6     2 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               63     29       34     36     19     18     * 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   83     49       34     17     12      4     * 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         73     42       31     27     19      7     * 
d. Provincial councils             64     27       36     35     22     13     1 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      57     23       33     41     24     17     2 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      70     30       40     29     19     10     1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Government courts          
                  
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      70        28           42      30       17        13     * 
STEP communities       71        29           41      29       16        13     * 
Non-STEP communities   63        29           34      36       19        18     * 
 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      83        44           39      17       14         3     * 
STEP communities       86        46           40      13       11         2     1 
Non-STEP communities   83        49           34      17       12         4     * 
 
c. Mullahs and other religious leaders 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      76        42           34      24       17         7     0 
STEP communities       77        45           33      22       19         4     * 
Non-STEP communities   73        42           31      27       19         7     * 
 
d. Provincial councils 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      65        26           40      34       23        12     * 
STEP communities       60        23           37      39       26        13     1 
Non-STEP communities   64        28           36      35       22        13     1 
 
e. The National Assembly, or parliament 
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                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      62        20           42      37       22        15     1 
STEP communities       53        17           36      44       21        23     3 
Non-STEP communities   57        23           34      41       24        17     2 
 
f. Community shuras or jirgas 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      73        31           42      27       19         8     * 
STEP communities       75        28           47      22       16         6     2 
Non-STEP communities   70        30           40      29       19        10     1 
 
 
5. How interested are you in the matters of politics and government? Are you very 
interested, somewhat interested, not so interested, or not at all interested? 
 
                       ---- Interested -----   ----- Not interested ----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      72     33       39      28      17         11        * 
STEP communities       55     25       29      44      27         17        1 
Non-STEP communities   53     25       28      46      27         19        1 
 
 
6. Please tell me how much you rely on each of the following sources for information 
about politics and current events – is this a very important source of information to 
you, somewhat important, not so important, or not important at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     79     49     30     21      15          6        * 
b. Political leaders            69     23     46     29      19         10        1 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      82     44     38     18      15          3        * 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   77     36     40     22      19          4        1 
e. Members of your household    83     50     33     17      14          3        * 
f. Your friends and neighbors   81     41     41     18      16          1        1 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        75     40     35     25      19          6        1 
h. International news media     71     34     37     28      18         10        1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     79     45     34     21      15          6        * 
b. Political leaders            66     30     36     30      21          9        4 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      80     45     34     19      14          5        1 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   75     34     40     22      17          5        4 
e. Members of your household    83     47     35     17      13          4        1 
f. Your friends and neighbors   77     39     39     22      17          5        1 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        68     36     32     31      22          9        1 
h. International news media     63     34     30     35      22         13        2 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
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                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     77     47     30     22      16          7        1 
b. Political leaders            66     26     39     33      25          8        1 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      78     43     35     21      17          5        1 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   71     31     40     29      21          7        1 
e. Members of your household    80     48     32     19      15          4        1 
f. Your friends and neighbors   76     40     36     23      18          5        1 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        69     41     28     30      21          9        1 
h. International news media     67     33     34     32      21         10        1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Mosque/imam/religious scholars          
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      79     49       30      21      15          6        * 
STEP communities       79     45       34      21      15          6        * 
Non-STEP communities   77     47       30      22      16          7        1 
 
b. Political leaders 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      69     23       46      29      19         10        1 
STEP communities       66     30       36      30      21          9        4 
Non-STEP communities   66     26       39      33      25          8        1 
 
c. Village elders/tribal leaders 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      82     44       38      18      15          3        * 
STEP communities       80     45       34      19      14          5        1 
Non-STEP communities   78     43       35      21      17          5        1 
 
d. Community shuras or jirgas 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      77     36       40      22      19          4        1 
STEP communities       75     34       40      22      17          5        4 
Non-STEP communities   71     31       40      29      21          7        1 
 
e. Members of your household 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      83     50      33       17      14          3        * 
STEP communities       83     47      35       17      13          4        1 
Non-STEP communities   80     48      32       19      15          4        1 
 
f. Your friends and neighbors 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      81     41      41       18      16          1        1 
STEP communities       77     39      39       22      17          5        1 
Non-STEP communities   76     40      36       23      18          5        1 
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g. The domestic Afghan news media 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      75     40       35      25      19          6        1 
STEP communities       68     36       32      31      22          9        1 
Non-STEP communities   69     41       28      30      21          9        1 
 
h. International news media 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      71     34       37      28      18         10        1 
STEP communities       63     34       30      35      22         13        2 
Non-STEP communities   67     33       34      32      21         10        1 
 
 
7. In your experience, to what extent do people outside of your household come to you 
for information – does that happen a great deal, a good amount, just occasionally or 
rarely if at all? 
 
                       ---------- Often ----------   -------- Not often --------   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt  NET   Occasionally   Rarely   op. 
STEP participants      43        13          30      41         24          17      1 
STEP communities       29         8          22      45         26          19      1 
Non-STEP communities   35        10          25      46         25          22      * 
 
 
8. How important do you think it is for citizens to vote in elections – very 
important, somewhat important, not so important or not important at all? 
 
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      85     54       31      14       9          5        * 
STEP communities       78     50       28      20      11         10        2 
Non-STEP communities   80     50       30      20      12          7        0 
 
 
9. How much do you feel that decisions taken by [ITEM] impact you and your family – a 
great deal, a good amount, just some or not at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          85     54       31     14      8       6        * 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              70     28       41     30     22       8        1 
c. The government courts     71     32       39     28     19      10        1 
d. The district government   74     34       39     26     16      10        1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          81     51       30     18     11       7        1 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              65     27       38     34     22      12        1 
c. The government courts     66     28       38     32     18      14        2 
d. The district government   73     34       39     26     16      10        1 
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Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          76     49       26     24     12      11        1 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              66     33       33     33     19      14        1 
c. The government courts     66     33       33     33     19      14        1 
d. The district government   68     34       34     31     21      10        1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. President Karzai 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      85       54         31       14       8           6        1 
STEP communities       81       51         30       18      11           7        1 
Non-STEP communities   76       49         26       24      12          11        1 
 
b. The National Assembly (parliament) 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      70       28         41       30      22           8        1 
STEP communities       65       27         38       34      22          12        1 
Non-STEP communities   66       33         33       33      19          14        1 
  
c. The government courts 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      71       32         39       29      19          10        1 
STEP communities       66       28         38       32      18          14        2 
Non-STEP communities   66       33         33       33      19          14        1 
 
d. The district government 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      74       34         39       26      16          10        1 
STEP communities       73       34         39       26      16          10        1 
Non-STEP communities   68       34         34       31      21          10        1 
 
 
10. How much information do you feel you have about (ITEM) – a great deal, a good 
amount, not much or none at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ----    
                                 Great    Good           Not   None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much     all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          78     33       45     22     16       5         0 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        67     26       41     33     25       8         * 
c. The government at the  
   national level          65     25       40     35     21      14         * 
 
STEP communities summary table 
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                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ---- 
                                 Great    Good           Not    None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much      all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          76     33       43     24     16        7         * 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        63     24       39     36     27        9         * 
c. The government at the  
   national level          56     21       35     43     25       18         1 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ----  
                                 Great    Good           Not    None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much      all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          74     36       38     26     17        9         * 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        62     25       37     37     26       12         * 
c. The government at the  
   national level          53     21       32     46     29       17         1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      78       33         45       22      16          5         0 
STEP communities       76       33         43       24      16          7         * 
Non-STEP communities   74       36         38       26      17          9         * 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No 
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      67       26         41       33      25          8         * 
STEP communities       64       24         39       36      27          9         * 
Non-STEP communities   62       25         37       37      26         12         * 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No 
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      65       25         40       35      21         14         * 
STEP communities       56       21         35       43      25         18         1 
Non-STEP communities   53       21         32       46      29         17         1 
 
 
11. How much do you think you can personally influence the decisions taken by [ITEM] – 
a great deal, a good amount, just some or not at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          64     26       38     35     15      20        * 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        57     19       37     43     21      22        * 
c. The government at the  
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   national level          54     23       31     44     21      24        1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          61     23       38     38     18      20        1 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        52     20       31     47     22      25        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          51     20       30     47     19      28        2 
  
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          58     28       31     39     17      22        2 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        54     23       31     44     17      27        2 
c. The government at the  
   national level          50     23       28     48     19      29        2 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      64       26         38       35      15          20        * 
STEP communities       61       23         38       38      18          20        1 
Non-STEP communities   58       28         31       39      17          22        2 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      57       19         37       43      21          22        * 
STEP communities       52       20         31       47      22          25        1 
Non-STEP communities   54       23         31       44      17          27        2 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      54       23         31       44      21          24        1 
STEP communities       51       20         30       47      19          28        2 
Non-STEP communities   50       23         28       48      19          29        2 
 
 
12. How much would you like to be able to influence decisions taken by [ITEM] – a 
great deal, a good amount, just some, or not at all?  
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          66     26       40     33     17      16        1 
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b. The government at the 
   provincial level        63     25       38     36     20      17        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          61     27       34     38     20      18        1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          69     29       40     28     16      12        3 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        61     24       37     38     20      18        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          53     23       30     44     22      22        3 
  
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          71     36       36     28     13      15        1 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        59     29       30     40     18      22        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          55     27       28     43     17      26        1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      66       26         40       33      17          16        1 
STEP communities       69       29         40       28      16          12        3 
Non-STEP communities   71       36         36       28      13          15        1 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      63       25         38       37      20          17        1 
STEP communities       61       24         37       38      20          18        1 
Non-STEP communities   59       29         30       40      18          22        1 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      61       27         34       38      20          18        1 
STEP communities       53       23         30       44      22          22        3 
Non-STEP communities   55       27         28       43      17          26        1 
 
 
13. In general, how easy or difficult is it for you to understand the way the 
government in our country works? Is it very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult or 
very difficult? 
 
                       ------- Easy --------   ----- Difficult -----     No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      58     17       42      41       26       14       1 
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STEP communities       48     13       35      50       29       21       2 
Non-STEP communities   45     13       32      54       31       24       1 
 
 
14. Which do you trust more to make the right decisions for your community: government 
leaders and officials in this area, or tribal and community leaders in this area? 
 
                       Government   Tribal    Neither   Both equally     No 
                        leaders     leaders   (vol.)       (vol.)      opinion 
STEP participants          34         41         9          15            1        
STEP communities           34         44         8          12            2        
Non-STEP communities       24         46        10          18            2    
 
 
15. Thinking about legal matters, for each type of dispute I name, do you think this 
is better handled in the (government courts) or in a (shura court)? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      42       39        8           11         * 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            42       32       17            9         0 
c. Property disputes                    32       43       12           13         1 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     29       42       16           12         1 
e. Inheritance matters                  36       39       12           12         1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      42       35        9           12         1 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            44       30       15           10         1 
c. Property disputes                    35       39       10           15         2 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     32       40       13           14         2 
e. Inheritance matters                  35       36       13           14         2 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      46       36        7           11         1 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            45       30       12           13         1 
c. Property disputes                    29       38       14           17         2 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     30       41       12           15         2 
e. Inheritance matters                  39       33       12           15         1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        42       39        8           11         * 
STEP communities         42       35        9           12         1 
Non-STEP communities     46       36        7           11         1 
 
b. Violent crime, such as assault or murder 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
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                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        42       32       17            9         0 
STEP communities         44       30       15           10         1 
Non-STEP communities     45       30       12           13         1 
 
c. Property disputes 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        32       43       12           13         1 
STEP communities         35       39       10           15         2 
Non-STEP communities     29       38       14           17         2 
 
d. Disputes over questions of honor 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        29       42       16           12         1 
STEP communities         32       40       13           14         2 
Non-STEP communities     30       41       12           15         2 
 
 
e. Inheritance matters 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        36       39       12           12         1 
STEP communities         35       36       13           14         2 
Non-STEP communities     39       33       12           15         1 
 
 
16. There can be differences between the ways government is set up in a country, 
called the political system. From the three options I am going to read to you, which 
one do you think is best for Afghanistan - strong leader, where one man rules for life 
and has final say in all political matters; Islamic state, where religious authorities 
have final say in all political matters; or Democracy, where the people can vote in 
elections to choose political leaders who then direct political matters? Do you feel 
that way strongly, or somewhat? 
 
                       Strong leader   Islamic state   Democracy   No op. 
STEP participants           19              38            42         1 
STEP communities            22              40            36         2 
Non-STEP communities        17              46            36         1 
 
 
17. Regardless of the type of system of government you prefer, how confident are you 
that a system of freely voting for leaders can work successfully in Afghanistan? Are 
you very confident, somewhat confident, not so confident, or not confident at all? 
 
                       ----- Confident -----   ----- Not confident -----     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   opinion 
STEP participants      81     41       39      18      11          7          1 
STEP communities       72     36       36      26      15         11          2 
Non-STEP communities   73     41       32      26      14         12          1 
 
 
The next few questions are general knowledge questions. Some of them may be difficult 
to answer correctly and some may be easy. Please just do the best you can. 
 
 
18. Could you please tell me who is currently the president of Afghanistan? 
 
                                -------------- Incorrect -------------- 
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                       Karzai   NET   Someone else   No opinion/refused 
STEP participants        93      7          7                0 
STEP communities         95      5          4                1   
Non-STEP communities     88     12         12                1 
 
 
19. As far as you know, which branch of the government is made up of the president and 
government ministers? Is it the (executive branch), the (National Assembly), or the 
(court system)? 
 
                                   ------------ Incorrect -------------- 
                       Executive         National   Court    No opinion/ 
                        branch     NET   Assembly   system     refused 
STEP participants         68       32       20         5          7 
STEP communities          69       31       14         6         11 
Non-STEP communities      63       37       18        13          6 
 
 
20. As far as you know, whose responsibility is it to [ITEM]? Is it the (president and 
government ministers), the (National Assembly), or the (court system)? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
          
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             42          51         3          4 
b. Conduct foreign policy      57          34         3          6 
c. Settle legal disputes       19          15        61          5 
 
STEP communities summary table 
          
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             42          53         3          2 
b. Conduct foreign policy      57          30         4          9 
c. Settle legal disputes       17          18        62          3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
                   
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             42          49         4          5 
b. Conduct foreign policy      57          30         6          7 
c. Settle legal disputes       14          18        65          4 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Create new laws 
                                  ------------ Incorrect --------------- 
                       National                     Court    No opinion/ 
                       Assembly   NET   President   system     refused 
STEP participants         51      50       42          3          4 
STEP communities          53      47       42          3          2 
Non-STEP communities      49      51       42          4          5 
 
b. Conduct foreign policy 
 
                                   ------------- Incorrect ------------- 
                                         National   Court    No opinion/ 
                       President   NET   Assembly   system     refused 
STEP participants         57       43       34         3          6 
STEP communities          57       44       30         4          9 
Non-STEP communities      57       43       30         6          7 
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c. Settle legal disputes 
 
                                -------------- Incorrect --------------- 
                       Court                      National   No opinion/ 
                       System   NET   President   Assembly     refused 
STEP participants        61     39       19          15           4         
STEP communities         62     38       17          18           3 
Non-STEP communities     65     35       14          18           4 
 
 
20a,b,c NET table: 
                       --------- Correct ---------- 
                       All three   Two   One   None 
STEP participants         30       23    30     14        
STEP communities          30       25    29     13 
Non-STEP communities      28       29    29     12 
 
 
21. As far as you know, what is the name of the written document in which the roles of 
the president, the National Assembly, and the courts are defined? 
 
                                      --------------- Incorrect --------------- 
                       Constitution   NET   Something else   No opinion/refused 
STEP participants           78        22          10                12 
STEP communities            77        23          10                13 
Non-STEP communities        74        26          15                11 
 
 
22. For each item I name, please tell me if you feel this is something that is 
absolutely necessary for a political system to be called “democratic,” or if a system 
can be called democratic without that occurring. 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  86            13              1 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      59            38              3 
c. Freedom of the news media                72            25              3 
d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             66            30              4 
e. Equal rights for women                   67            30              3 
f. Equal rights for the disabled            74            23              3 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  88            10              2 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      56            39              5 
c. Freedom of the news media                67            28              5 
d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             63            34              3 
e. Equal rights for women                   68            28              4 
f. Equal rights for the disabled            76            21              3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  84            15              1 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      60            39              2 
c. Freedom of the news media                70            29              1 
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d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             64            34              2 
e. Equal rights for women                   67            32              2 
f. Equal rights for the disabled            71            27              2 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Free and fair elections 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         86            13              1 
STEP communities          88            10              2 
Non-STEP communities      84            15              1 
 
b. Freedom to set up political parties 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         59            38              3 
STEP communities          56            39              5 
Non-STEP communities      60            39              2 
 
c. Freedom of the news media 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         72            25              3 
STEP communities          67            28              5 
Non-STEP communities      70            29              1 
 
d. A system where the president, the parliament and the courts have separate powers of 
their own 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         66            30              4 
STEP communities          63            34              3 
Non-STEP communities      64            34              2 
 
e. Equal rights for women 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         67            30              3 
STEP communities          68            28              4 
Non-STEP communities      67            32              2 
 
f. Equal rights for the disabled 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         74            23              3 
STEP communities          76            21              3 
Non-STEP communities      71            27              2 
 
 
23. On another subject, do you think the government is doing as well as it can to 
provide basic services (such as water, electricity and medical care) and assistance to 
the people in this community, or should it be doing more? 
       
                       Doing as well as it can   Should be doing more   No opinion 
STEP participants                35                       63                 1  
STEP communities                 36                       60                 4 
Non-STEP communities             29                       68                 3 
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24. Corruption can be defined as a government representative demanding money or other 
payment in exchange for favorable treatment in his official capacity. Using this 
definition, do you think government corruption is widespread in Afghanistan, or 
occasional but not widespread? 
 
                       Widespread   Occasional   Non-existent (vol.)   No opinion  
STEP participants          60           31               6                  3 
STEP communities           67           25               6                  3 
Non-STEP communities       59           29              10                  1 
 
 
I will read some pairs of statements. There may be some truth in both, but please tell 
me which you agree with more. First is this pair of statements: [READ FIRST 
STATEMENTS]. Which do you agree with more? Next is this pair of statements: [READ NEXT 
STATEMENT]. Which do you agree with more? 
 
25. STATEMENT A: Voting is a personal, individual responsibility. Each person should 
vote for oneself regardless of what his/her community thinks. 
STATEMENT B: One cannot vote for oneself. We are all members of community and one 
should vote the way his or her community votes. 
 
                       Voting is personal   Vote with community   No opinion 
STEP participants             83                   17                  * 
STEP communities              75                   22                  2 
Non-STEP communities          69                   31                  * 
 
 
26. STATEMENT A: If you compromise with your enemies it shows weakness and they will 
come to dominate you. 
STATEMENT B: As long as both parties cooperate, compromise is necessary as the only 
way to achieve peaceful coexistence. 
 
                       Compromise is   Compromise is 
                         weakness        necessary     No opinion 
STEP participants          32               67              1 
STEP communities           40               57              3 
Non-STEP communities       39               59              1 
 
 
27. STATEMENT A: Groups that tolerate differences of opinion tend not to survive long. 
STATEMENT B: Open discussion of new ideas makes a group stronger. 
 
                       Tolerance is   Tolerance makes 
                           weak       groups stronger   No opinion 
STEP participants           44              53               3 
STEP communities            42              54               4 
Non-STEP communities        45              54               2 
 
 
28. STATEMENT A: Obeying the laws of the Afghan government is necessary to achive 
stability and prosperity. 
STATEMENT B: There may be times when it is necessary to take matters into your own 
hands, even if this means breaking the law. 
 
                       Obeying rule of   Sometimes need to 
                        law necessary      break the law     No opinion 
STEP participants            74                 25                1 
STEP communities             67                 31                2 
Non-STEP communities         66                 32                2 
 
 
26-28 NET values table: 
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                      -------- Democratic -------- 
                      All three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants        33       35    25      7         *      
STEP communities         26       32    31     10         * 
Non-STEP communities     26       36    29      9         0 
 
 
29. In your opinion, do you think that democracy is or is not compatible with Islam? 
 
                       Is compatible   Is not compatible   Depends   No opinion 
STEP participants            58               20              20          2 
STEP communities             55               21              19          4 
Non-STEP communities         54               16              29          2 
 
 
30. Have you ever been called upon to take part in a local [WOMEN: women’s] shura, or 
not? 
      
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      65    34        1 
STEP communities       36    62        2 
Non-STEP communities   43    56        1 
 
 
31. Apart from that, do you happen to be a member of any voluntary organizations in 
this community, or not? This could include any youth, women’s, culture or sports 
organizations, or any community associations or committees. 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      35    64        1 
STEP communities       21    76        2 
Non-STEP communities   25    74        1 
 
 
32. When it comes to expressing your opinions on [ITEM], do you feel it is very safe 
to do that, somewhat safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            80     40       40      20       15        5      1 
b. Local political matters      65     23       42      34       25        9      1 
c. National political matters   63     23       40      35       22       14      2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            81     38       43      17       12        5      1 
b. Local political matters      61     24       37      37       25       11      2 
c. National political matters   52     18       34      45       26       18      3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            84     43       40      16       10        6      0 
b. Local political matters      63     29       35      36       25       10      1 
c. National political matters   52     24       28      45       27       18      2 
 
Sample comparison: 
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a. Community matters 
 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      80     40       40      20       15        5      1 
STEP communities       81     38       43      17       12        5      1 
Non-STEP communities   84     43       40      16       10        6      0 
 
b. Local political matters 
 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      65     23       42      34       25        9      1 
STEP communities       61     24       37      37       25       11      2 
Non-STEP communities   63     29       35      36       25       10      1 
 
c. National political matters 
 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      63     23       40      35       22       14      2 
STEP communities       52     18       34      45       26       18      3 
Non-STEP communities   52     24       28      45       27       18      2 
 
 
33. In the past year, have you [ITEM], or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                                                   Yes   No   No opin. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                            58    42       * 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem               30    69       1 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem  32    67       1 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                               48    51       2 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                27    70       2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                                   Yes   No   No opin. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                            37    60       3 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem               23    76       * 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem  23    77       1 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                               40    60       * 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                18    79       3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                                   Yes   No   No opin. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                            42    58       * 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem               32    67       * 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem  26    73       1 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                               49    50       * 
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e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                27    72       1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      58    42       * 
STEP communities       37    60       3 
Non-STEP communities   42    58       * 
 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the police) about a 
neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      30    69       1 
STEP communities       23    76       * 
Non-STEP communities   32    67       * 
 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      32    67       1 
STEP communities       23    77       1 
Non-STEP communities   26    73       1 
 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      48    51       2 
STEP communities       40    60       * 
Non-STEP communities   49    50       * 
 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some issue of concern 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      27    70       2 
STEP communities       18    79       3 
Non-STEP communities   27    72       1 
 
 
33a-e NET engagement table: 
 
                       ------------- Participated in ------------  
                       All five   Four   Three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants          6       12     20     21    17     24         * 
STEP communities           2        8     15     18    19     39         * 
Non-STEP communities       4       11     20     18    18     29         * 
 
 
34. As you may know, many people did not vote in the presidential election in 2009. 
Did you yourself happen to vote in that election, or not? 
 
                       Voted   Did not vote   No opinion 
STEP participants       79          21             0 
STEP communities        65          32             3 
Non-STEP communities    68          32             1 
 
 
35. And did you yourself happen to vote in the parliamentary election in 2010, or like 
many people did you not vote in that election? 
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                       Voted   Did not vote   No opinion 
STEP participants       77          23             * 
STEP communities        64          36             * 
Non-STEP communities    72          28             * 
 
 
36. As far as you are aware, are you currently registered to vote, or not? 
 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      82    18        1 
STEP communities       70    29        1 
Non-STEP communities   69    30        1 
 
 
37. How likely are you to vote in the next presidential election that is held – very 
likely, somewhat likely, not so likely or not likely at all? 
 
                       ------ Likely -------   ------ Not likely -------     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   opinion 
STEP participants      85     54       31      13       8          5          2 
STEP communities       73     41       32      23      11         11          4 
Non-STEP communities   76     47       28      23      11         12          1 
 
 
38. If you were voting, what would be most important in deciding on a candidate – 
someone who is from the same clan as yours, someone who wants to do things you agree 
with, or someone who is recommended to you by people you respect? 
 
                       Same clan   Agree with   Recommended   No opinion 
STEP participants         16           50           21             4 
STEP communities          22           43           20             6 
Non-STEP communities      13           50           20             7 
 
 
39a. Have you attended school in the past, do you currently attend school, or have you 
never attended school? 
 
                       Have attended   Currently attend   Never attended   No opinion 
STEP participants           28                 3                68              * 
STEP communities            26                 8                66              * 
Non-STEP communities        35                 9                56              0 
 
 
39b. (IF ATTENDED OR CURRENTLY ATTEND) Have you had any lessons at school that covered 
[ITEM], or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,     
   such as voting and respect for the law        54    29       17 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 56    29       14 
c. Democracy                                     46    38       16 
d. The role of elected representatives           38    45       17 
e. Elections and the elections process           37    44       18 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                62    22       15 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,     
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   such as voting and respect for the law        60    34        6 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 64    32        5 
c. Democracy                                     54    41        5 
d. The role of elected representatives           33    61        6 
e. Elections and the elections process           36    58        5 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                58    35        7 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,     
   such as voting and respect for the law        65    31        4 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 66    30        4 
c. Democracy                                     61    37        3 
d. The role of elected representatives           51    47        3 
e. Elections and the elections process           49    48        4 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                62    35        3 
        
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, such as voting and respect for the law 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      54    29       17 
STEP communities       60    34        6 
Non-STEP communities   65    31        4 
 
b. The government of Afghanistan 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      56    29       14 
STEP communities       64    32        5 
Non-STEP communities   66    30        4 
 
c. Democracy 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      46    38       16 
STEP communities       54    41        5 
Non-STEP communities   61    37        3 
 
d. The role of elected representatives 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      38    45       17 
STEP communities       33    61        6 
Non-STEP communities   51    47        3 
 
e. Elections and the elections process 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      37    44       18 
STEP communities       36    58        5 
Non-STEP communities   49    48        4 
 
f. The rights of individuals and groups in our society 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      62    22       15 
STEP communities       58    35        7 



2011 Counterpart-STEP Evaluation – Appendices to Report  
 

123 
 

Non-STEP communities   62    35        3 
 
 
Questions 40-48 were asked only of those who did not participate in STEP meetings 
(i.e., respondents in the STEP community sample or the non-STEP community sample). 
 
 
40. As far as you are aware, have any organizations held one or more community 
meetings here in the past twelve months to talk about things such as elections, the 
government, citizenship and democracy, or not?* 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       55    39        6 
Non-STEP communities   43    54        3 
 
 
41. (IF MEETINGS HELD) As far as you recall, have there been one or two community 
meetings of this type, three to five, or more than five community meetings of this 
type? 
  
                       1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   6+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP communities            60             30             3             7 
Non-STEP communities        62             31             5             2 
 
 
40/41 NET table. 
 
                       None   1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   6+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP communities        39        33             16             1            10 
Non-STEP communities    54        27             13             2             4 
 
 
42. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Can you recall the organization(s) that were responsible for 
community meetings of this type? [First Mention] 
 
                             STEP         Someone      No 
                       district partner    else      opinion 
STEP communities              46            40         14 
Non-STEP communities          48            48          4 
 
 
40/42 NET table: 
                       ------ Recall CE meeting ------   Don’t      No 
                       NET   STEP   Not-STEP   DK Name   recall   opinion 
STEP communities       55     25       22         8        39        6 
Non-STEP communities   43     20       20         2        54        3 
 
 
43a. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have you yourself participated community meetings of this 
type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       46    54        1 
Non-STEP communities   63    36        2 
 
 
40/42/43a NET table: 
                       ------------- Recall CE meeting ---------------  Don’t 
                             ---------- Attended -----------   Did not  recall    No 
                       NET   NET   STEP   Not-STEP   DK Name   attend   meeting   op 
STEP communities       55    25     11       12         2        29       39       6 
Non-STEP communities   43    27     11       15         1        15       54       3 
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43b. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have any members of your household participated in community 
meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       51    48        1 
Non-STEP communities   57    41        2 
 
43c. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have any friends or relatives of yours participated in 
community meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       68    29        2 
Non-STEP communities   73    25        2 
 
 
44. (IF MEETINGS HELD, AND DID NOT PERSONALLY PARTICIPATE) Have you heard from others 
about what was discussed at community meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       74    22        4 
Non-STEP communities   70    29        1 
 
 
45. (IF YES, HEARD WHAT WAS DISCUSSED) As far as you heard, what topics were discussed 
at community meetings of this type? 
 
STEP communities 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   14     2      3      19  
Government of Afghanistan                22    11      2      35     
Democracy                                21    19     10      49 
Role of elected representatives           3     8      6      17 
Elections and election process           18    13      9      40 
Rights of individuals and groups          5     5      3      13 
Power and water issues                    7    13      3      23 
Governmental issues                       4     5     15      23 
Killing of civilians                      2     7      8      16 
Environment                               3     8      6      16 
Other                                     1     1      0       1 
Don’t Know                                1     7     35      41 
 
Non-STEP communities 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   17     1      6      24 
Government of Afghanistan                29    14      7      49     
Democracy                                20    11      3      33  
Role of elected representatives           4    17      8      28 
Elections and election process           13    22     15      49 
Rights of individuals and groups          6     3      4      13 
Power and water issues                    4    15     16      33 
Governmental issues                       5    15     11      20  
Killing of civilians                      0     1      7       8 
Environment                               1     5      9      15 
Other                                     0     0      0       0 
Don’t Know                                0     7     15      21 
 
 
46. (IF ATTENDED) When was the last time in the past 12 months that you attended a 
community meeting of this type? 
 
               STEP communities   Non-Step communities 
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< 1-3 months         13                   20 
4-6 months           11                   16 
7-9 months           15                   17 
10+ months           45                   40 
Don’t Know           15                    7  
 
 
47. (IF ATTENDED) How many community meetings of this type did you attend in the last 
12 months? 
 
             STEP communities   Non-STEP communities 
1                  21                   22 
2                  32                   30  
3-5                26                   36    
6+                  2                    1 
Don’t Know         19                   11  
 
 
48. (IF ATTENDED) As far as you recall, what topics were discussed at community 
meetings of this type? 
 
STEP communities 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   29     3      6      37  
Government of Afghanistan                24    18      7      45     
Democracy                                11    28     13      47 
Role of elected representatives           7    13      9      26 
Elections and election process           11    24     27      55 
Rights of individuals and groups          7     7     19      29 
Other                                     0     0      1       1 
Don’t Know                               12     7     16      31 
 
Non-STEP communities 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   29     4      8      40 
Government of Afghanistan                28    14      7      47     
Democracy                                16    41     13      67  
Role of elected representatives           7     8     11      25 
Elections and election process            9    22     34      61 
Rights of individuals and groups          5     5      9      18 
Other                                     1     1      0       1 
Don’t Know                                6     5     18      27 
 
 
Questions 49-65 were asked only of those who participated in STEP meetings. 
 
 
49. As far as you are aware, how many community meetings have been held here in the 
past twelve months to talk about things such as elections, the government, citizenship 
and democracy? This can include meetings you attended, as well as any you did not 
attend. Have there been one to two such meetings, three to five, or more than five 
meetings of this type in the past twelve months?* 
 
                    1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   6+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP participants       61             28             8             3 
 
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about your personal experiences at the civic 
education meeting(s) sponsored by [name of Counterpart’s local partner] you yourself 
have attended. 
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50. When was the last time in the past 12 months that you attended such a meeting? 
 
               STEP participants 
< 1-3 months         29 
4-6 months           18 
7-9 months            8 
10+ months           37 
Don’t Know            9   
 
 
51. How many such meetings did you attend? 
 
             STEP participants 
1                  29 
2                  34 
3-5                24 
6+                 4 
Don’t Know         9   
 
 
52. [IF ATTENDED OR ATTEND SCHOOL, Q44, OR APPEARS SCHOOL AGE] Was the [name of 
Counterpart’s local partner] meeting you attended part of a school program for the 
students there, or not part of a school program? 
 
                    School   Not school   NA   No opinion 
STEP participants     25         35       30      10 
 
 
53. As far as you recall, what topics were discussed? 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   21     6      9      35 
Government of Afghanistan                28    14      8      48     
Democracy                                20    28     11      57 
Role of elected officials                 6    12     10      26 
Elections and election process           15    19     20      51 
Rights of individuals and groups          5     8     20      30 
Other                                     1     1      0       2 
Don’t Know (vol.)                         4    12     22      33 
 
 
54. Overall, how important to you are the subjects that were discussed in the 
meeting(s): very important, somewhat important, not so important or not important at 
all? 
   
                    ----- Important -----   ----- Not important ----- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   82     48       35      16      11         5            2 
 
 
55. And overall did you find the meeting(s) very interesting, somewhat interesting, 
not so interesting, or not interesting at all? 
 
                    ---- Interesting ----   ---- Not interesting ---- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   80     45       35      18      14          4            2 
 
 
56. For each item I name, please tell me if this was used by the instructor during the 
meeting(s), or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
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                                                          Used   Not used   No opinion 
a. Hand-outs or brochures, which would be any document   
   that you could take with you at the end of the  
   meeting                                                 69       29           2 
b. Posters or any visual materials (excluding hand-outs)    
   that were used by the instructor during the class       72       26           3 
c. The holy Qu’ran                                         84       13           3 
 
 
56 NET materials table: 
 
                      ------- Materials used ------ 
                      All three   Two   One    None   No opinion 
STEP participants        13       48    23      13        2 
 
 
57. (IF QU’RAN USED) Was the holy Qu’ran cited only in a prayer or invocation at the 
start of the session, or was it used as a reference during the session itself? 
 
                         Only in         Reference during 
                    prayer/invocation        session           No opinion 
STEP participants          76                   24                  * 
 
 
58. (IF NONE OF THE ABOVE MATERIALS WERE USED) Were any other teaching materials used, 
or none? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants   4     69       27 
 
 
59. (IF ANY TEACHING MATERIALS WERE USED) Did you find the materials used by the 
instructor in the meeting(s) very useful, somewhat useful, not so useful or not useful 
at all? 
 
                    ------ Useful -------   ------ Not useful ------- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   79     41       39      14      12          2            6 
 
 
60. For each item I name, please tell me if the instructor in the meeting(s) did or 
did not use this teaching technique. 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           Used   Not used   No opinion 
a. Lecture                  82       16           2 
b. Questions and answers    71       26           2 
c. Discussion               71       27           3 
 
 
60a-c NET techniques table: 
 
                    ------ Techniques used ----- 
                    All three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants      53       24    16      5         2 
 
 
61. Overall, were the teaching techniques used by the instructor in the meeting(s) 
very effective, somewhat effective, not so effective or not effective at all? 
 
                    ----- Effective -----   ----- Not effective ----- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
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STEP participants   78     39       38      20      15          5            2 
 
 
62. How would you rate the instructor’s [ITEM]: excellent, very good, not so good or 
poor? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                        -- Excellent/very good --   -- Not so good/poor -- 
                        NET  Excellent  Very good   NET  Not so good  Poor   No op. 
a. Ability to explain 
   the topics covered   85      45         40       14       11         3       2 
b. Knowledge of the 
   topics covered       77      30         47       21       19         2       2 
c. Approachability      81      40         41       17       13         4       2 
d. Respect for  
   participants         79      40         39       19       15         5       2 
 
 
62a-d NET instructor table: 
 
                     --------- Instructor Ex/VG -------- 
                     All four   Three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants       62        17     10     2     7         1 
 
 
63. How much, if anything, would you say you learned from [these/this] meeting(s): a 
great deal, a good amount, just some or nothing at all? 
                  
                    ---------- Learned ---------   ---- Didn’t learn ----   No  
                    NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants   76        31           46      23       18         5     1 
 
 
64. Have you ever talked to anyone else in your family or community about the topics 
discussed at the meeting(s), or not? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants   71    28        1 
 
 
65. Have you ever recommended attending these meetings to anyone else in your 
community, or not? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants   66    32        2 
 
 
66. How willing are you to learn more about elections and other topics like the 
government, citizenship, democracy and the role of elected representatives: very 
willing, somewhat willing, somewhat unwilling or very unwilling? 
 
                       ------ Willing ------   ----- Unwilling -----     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      83     46       37      17       11        5       * 
STEP communities       68     34       34      26       17        9       6 
Non-STEP communities   72     38       34      26       17        9       2 
 
 
67. On another subject, please tell me if each of the following is something you 
support strongly, support somewhat, oppose somewhat or oppose strongly? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
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                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               88      64      24     12      9        3       0 
b. Women holding jobs         
   outside the home           68      36      32     31     21       11       * 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   77      43      34     23     17        6       * 
d. Girls education            87      61      26     13      9        4       0 
 
STEP communities summary table 
          
                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               85      58      27     15     10        5       * 
b. Women holding jobs         
   outside the home           74      39      35     26     15       10       1 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   70      39      30     29     19       10       1 
d. Girls education            88      64      24     11      7        4       1 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
          
                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               87      65      22     12      7        5       1 
b. Women holding jobs         
   outside the home           74      37      36     25     16        9       1 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   72      40      32     26     18        8       2 
d. Girls education            87      61      26     13      8        5       1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Women voting 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      88       64         24      12        9          3         0 
STEP communities       85       58         27      15       10          5         * 
Non-STEP communities   87       65         22      12        7          5         1 
 
 
b. Women holding jobs outside the home 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      68       36         32      31       21         11         * 
STEP communities       74       39         35      26       15         10         1 
Non-STEP communities   74       37         36      25       16          9         1 
 
 
c. Women holding a seat in the National Assembly 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      77       43         34      23       17          6         * 
STEP communities       70       39         30      29       19         10         1 
Non-STEP communities   72       40         32      26       18          8         2 
 
d. Girls education 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
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STEP participants      87       61         26      13        9          4         0 
STEP communities       88       64         24      11        7          4         1 
Non-STEP communities   87       61         26      13        8          5         1 
 
 
68. Do you think that women presently have more rights, fewer rights or about the same 
rights as men in our society? 
 
                       More   Same   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       15     22     61          3 
STEP communities        14     24     59          4 
Non-STEP communities    14     24     61          1 
 
 
69. Do you think women should have more rights in our society than they have now, 
fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should 
have? 
 
                       More   No change   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       41       31        26          2 
STEP communities        44       32        20          4 
Non-STEP communities    49       29        20          2 
 
 
70. Being disabled means having a physical condition or permanent injury that limits a 
person’s movements, senses, or activities. Beyond what a disabled person’s family may 
do, how would you rate services and support for disabled people in this 
village/neighborhood, using very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad or very bad? 
 
                       ------- Good --------   ------- Bad ---------   None   No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very  (vol.)  op. 
STEP participants      56     21       34      37       17       20      6     2 
STEP communities       55     25       30      40       18       22      3     2 
Non-STEP communities   49     17       32      44       23       21      6     1 
 
 
71. Do you think that disabled people presently have more rights, fewer rights or 
about the same rights as those in our society who are not disabled? 
 
                       More   Same   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       21     23     53          3 
STEP communities        23     19     56          2 
Non-STEP communities    15     23     59          3 
 
 
72. Do you think disabled people should have more rights in our society than they have 
now, fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should 
have? 
 
                       More   No change   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       65       18        15          2 
STEP communities        73       13        11          2 
Non-STEP communities    67       20        10          2 
 
 
73. In your opinion are government buildings and other buildings that are open to the 
public in this area accessible to people with disabilities, or not? 
 
                       Accessible   Not accessible   No opinion 
STEP participants          57             38              5 
STEP communities           50             44              7 
Non-STEP communities       44             52              4 
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74. Do you regard yourself as disabled in the way I have described? 
 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants          3          96              1 
STEP communities           7          92              1 
Non-STEP communities       6          93              1 
 
 
75. (IF DISABLED) Please describe your disability. 
 
                       STEP participants   STEP communities   Non-STEP communities 
Hand amputee                    4                5                    7 
Abdominal problem               0                2                    2 
Leg amputee                    11                7                   10 
Blind                           0                2                    0 
Wounded leg                     0                0                    2 
Paralyzed leg                   8                0                    0 
Injured waist                   9                0                    0 
Don’t Know (vol.)              68               84                   78 
 
 
76. Is there anyone living in this household whom you regard as disabled in the way I 
have described, or are there no disabled people living here? 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants         11          88              1 
STEP communities          12          87              1 
Non-STEP communities      16          83              1 
 
 
77. Outside this household, do you have any friends or relatives whom you regard as 
disabled in the way I have described, or no friends or relatives who are disabled? 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants         48          50              2 
STEP communities          39          59              2 
Non-STEP communities      38          61              1 
 
 
D7. Do you think of yourself as Afghan first, or as [INSERT RESPONDENT’S ETHNIC GROUP] 
first? 
 
                       Afghan first   Own ethnicity first   Other (vol.)   No op. 
STEP participants          78                 13                 9            * 
STEP communities           80                 16                 3            1 
Non-STEP communities       79                 17                 4            * 
 
 
D10. How would you describe the current economic situation in your household? Is it 
very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad, or very bad? 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      71     15      57     28      21       7       1 
STEP communities       68     19      49     31      22       9       1 
Non-STEP communities   68     13      55     30      24       7       2 
 
 
D11. How often in the last year did you have problems satisfying the food needs of the 
household (having no or little food to eat)? Did this happen rarely (1 to 3 times a 
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year), sometimes (3 to 6 times a year), often (a few times every month), mostly (this 
happens a lot) or did you have no problems meeting food needs in the last year? 
 
                       --- None/rarely ---               --- Often/mostly ---   No 
                       NET   None   Rarely   Sometimes   NET   Often   Mostly   op. 
STEP participants      77     47      30        14        7      6        1      2 
STEP communities       75     45      30        14        9      7        2      2 
Non-STEP communities   75     44      30        15        9      6        3      1 
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Appendix G: Topline Data Report – Disabled Sample 
 
This appendix provides complete question wording and topline results for disabled participants 
of the 2011 Counterpart-STEP evaluation survey in Afghanistan. 
 
*= less than 0.5 percent 
 
1. Generally speaking, do you think things in Afghanistan today are going in 
the right direction, or do you think they are going in the wrong direction? 
 
                       Right   Wrong   Mixed (vol.)   No opinion 
STEP participants       50      29          18             3      
STEP communities        48      36          15             1 
Non-STEP communities    38      32          29             1 
 
 
2. What is your expectation for things overall in your life a year from now? Will they 
be much better, somewhat better, about the same, somewhat worse, or much worse?  
 
                       --------Better-------          --------Worse--------     No 
                       NET   Much   Somewhat   Same   NET   Somewhat   Much   opinion 
STEP participants      60     22       38       21    12        6        5       8 
STEP communities       48     16       32       30    20       15        6       2 
Non-STEP communities   44     19       25       30    23       10       13       4 
 
 
3. I would like to ask you about today's conditions in the village/neighborhood where 
you live. How would you rate the following using very good, somewhat good, somewhat 
bad or very bad? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    75     26      49     25      16       9     0 
b. Security from violence            63     30      33     36      27      10     1 
c. Availability of jobs/  
   economic opportunities            43     15      28     57      33      24     0 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              42     17      25     58      35      23     1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    66     32      34     34      27       7     0 
b. Security from violence            54     21      33     46      32      14     0 
c. Availability of jobs/  
   economic opportunities            43     11      32     56      33      23     1 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              53     19      34     46      23      24     1 
 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
                                     ------ Good -------   ------- Bad -------   No 
                                     NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   op. 
a. Your living conditions overall    62     27      35     39      28      11     0 
b. Security from violence            62     29      33     38      23      15     0 
c. Availability of jobs/  
   economic opportunities            40     15      25     60      31      29     0 
d. Basic services such as drinking 
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   water, electricity and medical 
   care                              40     12      27     61      29      31     0 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Your living conditions overall                           
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      75     26      49     25      16       9       0 
STEP communities       66     32      34     34      27       7       0 
Non-STEP communities   62     27      35     39      28      11       0 
 
 
b. Security from violence 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      63     30      33     36      27      10       1 
STEP communities       54     21      33     46      32      14       0 
Non-STEP communities   62     29      33     38      23      15       0 
 
 
c. Availability of jobs and economic opportunities 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      43     15      28     57      33      24       0 
STEP communities       43     11      32     56      33      23       1 
Non-STEP communities   40     15      25     60      31      29       0 
 
 
d. Basic services such as drinking water, electricity and medical care 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      42     17      25     58      35      23       1 
STEP communities       53     19      34     46      23      24       1 
Non-STEP communities   40     12      27     61      29      31       0 
  
 
4. I would like to ask you about some groups and institutions in our country. As I 
read each one out, please tell me how much you trust them to carry out their 
responsibilities. Do you have a great deal of trust, a good amount, just some or no 
trust in them at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               70     27       42     29     19     10     2 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   71     36       35     27     19      8     2 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         75     41       34     22     15      7     3 
d. Provincial councils             58     26       33     38     23     15     4 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      63     17       46     35     17     17     2 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      64     25       39     33     22     11     2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
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                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               68     33       35     32     14     18     1 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   84     42       42     16     13      3     0 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         79     36       43     21     15      6     0 
d. Provincial councils             61     26       34     39     26     14     0 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      53     16       36     46     21     25     2 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      76     27       49     24     20      5     0 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                   ------ Trust ------    -- Don’t trust --    
                                         Great    Good          Just          No 
                                   NET   deal    amount   NET   some   None   op. 
a. Government courts               62     29       34     37     18     19     1 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders   74     31       43     26     17     10     0 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
   leaders                         64     33       31     36     21     15     0 
d. Provincial councils             52     22       31     48     29     19     0 
e. The National Assembly, or 
   parliament                      58     20       38     41     20     21     1 
f. Community shuras or jirgas      68     31       36     32     19     13     1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Government courts          
                  
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      70        27           42      29       19        10     2 
STEP communities       68        33           35      32       14        18     1 
Non-STEP communities   62        29           34      37       18        19     1 
 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      71        36           35      27       19         8     2 
STEP communities       84        42           42      16       13         3     0 
Non-STEP communities   74        31           43      26       17        10     0 
 
c. Mullahs and other religious leaders 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      75        41           34      22       15         7     3 
STEP communities       79        36           43      21       15         6     0 
Non-STEP communities   64        33           31      36       21        15     0 
 
d. Provincial councils 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      58        26           33      38       23        15     4 
STEP communities       61        26           34      39       26        14     0 
Non-STEP communities   52        22           31      48       29        19     0 
 
e. The National Assembly, or parliament 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
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STEP participants      63        17           46      35       17        17     2 
STEP communities       53        16           36      46       21        25     2 
Non-STEP communities   58        20           38      41       20        21     1 
 
f. Community shuras or jirgas 
                           
                       ----------- Trust ----------   ----- Don’t trust ----   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants      64        25           39      33       22        11     2 
STEP communities       76        27           49      24       20         5     0 
Non-STEP communities   68        31           36      32       19        13     1 
 
 
5. How interested are you in the matters of politics and government? Are you very 
interested, somewhat interested, not so interested, or not at all interested? 
 
                       ---- Interested -----   ----- Not interested ----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      63     24       39      37      25         12        0 
STEP communities       55     26       30      44      25         19        1 
Non-STEP communities   45     18       27      55      30         25        1 
 
 
6. Please tell me how much you rely on each of the following sources for information 
about politics and current events – is this a very important source of information to 
you, somewhat important, not so important, or not important at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     78     53     25     21      12          9        1 
b. Political leaders            68     32     36     30      22          8        2 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      75     37     38     24      19          5        2 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   69     36     33     27      21          7        4 
e. Members of your household    87     54     33      9       8          2        4 
f. Your friends and neighbors   77     39     38     22      20          2        1 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        71     41     30     27      19          8        2 
h. International news media     75     38     37     22      17          5        4 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     81     56     26     18      11          6        1 
b. Political leaders            64     23     41     34      19         15        3 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      75     36     39     24      21          3        1 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   74     25     49     24      18          6        2 
e. Members of your household    78     49     28     22      15          7        1 
f. Your friends and neighbors   72     41     31     23      16          7        6 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        65     36     29     34      21         13        1 
h. International news media     62     29     33     33      21         12        6 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ---- Important ---   ----- Not important -----   No 
                                NET   Very   Smwht   NET   Not so   Not at all   op.    
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a. Mosque/imam/religious 
   scholars                     78     48     30     22      15          8        0 
b. Political leaders            74     31     44     25      18          7        1 
c. Village elders/tribal  
   leaders                      72     32     40     28      21          6        1 
d. Community shuras or jirgas   68     29     39     31      24          8        1 
e. Members of your household    73     46     27     26      21          5        1 
f. Your friends and neighbors   79     42     37     21      14          7        1 
g. The domestic Afghan news  
   media                        65     41     24     35      23         12        0 
h. International news media     65     33     32     35      19         16        0 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Mosque/imam/religious scholars          
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      78     53       25      21      12          9        1 
STEP communities       81     56       26      18      11          6        1 
Non-STEP communities   78     48       30      22      15          8        0 
 
b. Political leaders 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      68     32       36      30      22          8        2 
STEP communities       64     23       41      34      19         15        3 
Non-STEP communities   74     31       44      25      18          7        1 
 
c. Village elders/tribal leaders 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      75     37       38      24      19          5        2 
STEP communities       75     36       39      24      21          3        1 
Non-STEP communities   72     32       40      28      21          6        1 
 
d. Community shuras or jirgas 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      69     36       33      27      21          7        4 
STEP communities       74     25       49      24      18          6        2 
Non-STEP communities   68     29       39      31      24          8        1 
 
e. Members of your household 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      87     54       33       9       8          2        4 
STEP communities       78     49       28      22      15          7        1 
Non-STEP communities   73     46       27      26      21          5        1 
 
f. Your friends and neighbors 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      77     39       38      22      20          2        1 
STEP communities       72     41       31      23      16          7        6 
Non-STEP communities   79     42       37      21      14          7        1 
 
g. The domestic Afghan news media 
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                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      71     41       30      27      19          8        2 
STEP communities       65     36       29      34      21         13        1 
Non-STEP communities   65     41       24      35      23         12        0 
 
h. International news media 
                  
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      75     38       37      22      17          5        4 
STEP communities       62     29       33      33      21         12        6 
Non-STEP communities   65     33       32      35      19         16        0 
 
 
7. In your experience, to what extent do people outside of your household come to you 
for information – does that happen a great deal, a good amount, just occasionally or 
rarely if at all? 
 
                       ---------- Often ----------   -------- Not often --------   No  
                       NET   Great deal   Good amnt  NET   Occasionally   Rarely   op. 
STEP participants      36         9          27      37         23          14      0 
STEP communities       31         9          22      35         17          18      0 
Non-STEP communities   26         8          18      52         22          29      0 
 
 
8. How important do you think it is for citizens to vote in elections – very 
important, somewhat important, not so important or not important at all? 
 
                       ----- Important -----   ----- Not important -----   No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      79     50       30      20      13          7        1 
STEP communities       76     46       30      24      12         12        1 
Non-STEP communities   73     39       34      26      17          9        1 
 
 
9. How much do you feel that decisions taken by [ITEM] impact you and your family – a 
great deal, a good amount, just some or not at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          81     53       28     16      2      14        3 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              62     24       37     35     20      15        3 
c. The government courts     65     29       36     33     14      19        2 
d. The district government   66     29       37     32     17      15        2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          77     49       28     23      9      13        1 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              59     25       34     38     21      17        3 
c. The government courts     63     29       34     34     19      16        3 
d. The district government   66     31       35     33     19      14        2 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
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                             ----- Impacts -----    - Doesn’t impact --    
                                   Great    Good          Just   Not at     No 
                             NET   deal    amount   NET   some    all     opinion 
a. President Karzai          72     51       21     28     16      12        0 
b. The National Assembly  
   (parliament)              65     32       33     35     16      19        1 
c. The government courts     66     32       34     32     17      15        2 
d. The district government   68     32       36     31     18      14        1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. President Karzai 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      81       53         28       16       2          14        3 
STEP communities       77       49         28       23       9          13        1 
Non-STEP communities   72       51         21       28      16          12        0 
 
b. The National Assembly (parliament) 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      62       24         37       35      20          15        3 
STEP communities       59       25         34       38      21          17        3 
Non-STEP communities   65       32         33       35      16          19        1 
  
c. The government courts 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      65       29         36       33      14          19        2 
STEP communities       63       29         34       34      19          16        3 
Non-STEP communities   66       32         34       32      17          15        2 
 
d. The district government 
                  
                       -------- Impacts ---------   ----- Doesn’t impact -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      66       29         37       32      17          15        2 
STEP communities       66       31         35       33      19          14        2 
Non-STEP communities   68       32         36       31      18          14        1 
 
 
10. How much information do you feel you have about (ITEM) – a great deal, a good 
amount, not much or none at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ----    
                                 Great    Good           Not    None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much      all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          75     35       40     25     17        8         0 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        71     26       45     29     19       10         1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          56     25       31     43     27       16         1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ---- 
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                                 Great    Good           Not    None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much      all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          73     33       41     26     21        4         1 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        63     24       39     37     24       13         1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          53     18       36     44     30       14         3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ----- Informed -----   --- Not informed ----  
                                 Great    Good           Not    None at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   much      all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          64     28       36     36     21       15         0 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        59     23       36     41     25       16         1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          52     16       36     47     28       19         1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      75       35         40       25      17          8         0 
STEP communities       73       33         41       26      21          4         1 
Non-STEP communities   64       28         36       36      21         15         0 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No 
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      71       26         45       29      19         10         1 
STEP communities       63       24         39       37      24         13         1 
Non-STEP communities   59       23         36       41      25         16         1 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       -------- Informed --------   ------ Not informed ------   No 
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Not much  None at all   op. 
STEP participants      56       25         31       43      27         16         1 
STEP communities       53       18         36       44      30         14         3 
Non-STEP communities   52       16         36       47      28         19         1 
 
 
11. How much do you think you can personally influence the decisions taken by [ITEM] – 
a great deal, a good amount, just some or not at all? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          60     28       32     38     14       24        2 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        57     24       32     41     17       24        3 
c. The government at the  
   national level          53     22       31     43     18       25        4 
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STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          51     20       31     49     25       24        0 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        50     20       30     49     20       30        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          48     21       28     50     20       30        2 
  
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           ---- Influence -----   - Don’t influence --    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          57     22       35     41     23       19        2 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        51     23       28     47     24       23        2 
c. The government at the  
   national level          49     17       33     48     22       26        3 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      60       28         32       38      14          24        2 
STEP communities       51       20         31       49      25          24        0 
Non-STEP communities   57       22         35       41      23          19        2 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      57       24         32       41      17          24        3 
STEP communities       50       20         30       49      20          30        1 
Non-STEP communities   51       23         28       47      24          23        2 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       ------- Influence --------   ---- Don’t influence -----   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      53       22         31       43      18          25        4 
STEP communities       48       21         28       50      20          30        2 
Non-STEP communities   49       17         33       48      22          26        3 
 
 
12. How much would you like to be able to influence decisions taken by [ITEM] – a 
great deal, a good amount, just some, or not at all?  
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the  
   district level          69     25       44     28     10       18        3 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        66     29       38     31     15       16        3 
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c. The government at the  
   national level          62     30       33     36     16       19        2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          59     24       36     40     23       18        1 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        62     24       38     38     18       20        1 
c. The government at the  
   national level          53     22       31     45     23       23        2 
  
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                           -- Would like to ---   -- Don’t want to ---    
                                 Great    Good          Just    Not at     No 
                           NET   deal    amount   NET   some     all     opinion 
a. The government at the 
   district level          60     30       30     39     18       21        1 
b. The government at the 
   provincial level        52     26       26     47     24       22        2 
c. The government at the  
   national level          48     19       29     50     21       29        2 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The government at the district level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      69       25         44       28      10          18        3 
STEP communities       59       24         36       40      23          18        1 
Non-STEP communities   60       30         30       39      18          21        1 
 
b. The government at the provincial level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      66       29         38       31      15          16        3 
STEP communities       62       24         38       38      18          20        1 
Non-STEP communities   52       26         26       47      24          22        2 
 
c. The government at the national level 
                  
                       ----- Would like to ------   ----- Don’t want to ------   No  
                       NET  Great deal  Good amnt   NET  Just some  Not at all   op. 
STEP participants      62       30         33       36      16          19        2 
STEP communities       53       22         31       45      23          23        2 
Non-STEP communities   48       19         29       50      21          29        2 
 
 
13. In general, how easy or difficult is it for you to understand the way the 
government in our country works? Is it very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult or 
very difficult? 
                       ------- Easy --------   ----- Difficult -----     No  
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      49     21       28      51       33       18       1 
STEP communities       43     16       28      55       25       30       1 
Non-STEP communities   34     10       24      65       37       29       1 
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14. Which do you trust more to make the right decisions for your community: government 
leaders and officials in this area, or tribal and community leaders in this area? 
 
                       Government   Tribal    Neither   Both equally     No 
                        leaders     leaders   (vol.)       (vol.)      opinion 
STEP participants          33         30        17          20            1        
STEP communities           39         35         8          16            1        
Non-STEP communities       21         44        13          20            3    
 
 
15. Thinking about legal matters, for each type of dispute I name, do you think this 
is better handled in the (government courts) or in a (shura court)? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      36       39       11           13         1 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            34       32       19           14         1 
c. Property disputes                    18       46       23           13         1 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     26       37       18           17         2 
e. Inheritance matters                  29       33       16           20         2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      48       33       10            9         0 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            49       27       17            7         0 
c. Property disputes                    31       35       15           18         1 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     33       34       19           12         2 
e. Inheritance matters                  38       28       15           17         3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                      Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                                      courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft      45       30       12           12         1 
b. Violent crime, such as assault        
   or murder                            48       27       14           10         1 
c. Property disputes                    40       23       17           19         2 
d. Disputes over questions of honor     28       38       12           20         3 
e. Inheritance matters                  33       31       17           17         2 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Nonviolent crime, such as theft 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        36       39       11           13         1 
STEP communities         48       33       10            9         0 
Non-STEP communities     45       30       12           12         1 
 
b. Violent crime, such as assault or murder 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        34       32       19           14         1 
STEP communities         49       27       17            7         0 
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Non-STEP communities     48       27       14           10         1 
 
c. Property disputes 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        18       46       23           13         1 
STEP communities         31       35       15           18         1 
Non-STEP communities     40       23       17           19         2 
 
d. Disputes over questions of honor 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        26       37       18           17         2 
STEP communities         33       34       19           12         2 
Non-STEP communities     28       38       12           20         3 
 
e. Inheritance matters 
 
                       Gov’t    Shura    Neither   Both equally   No 
                       courts   courts   (vol.)       (vol.)      op. 
STEP participants        29       33       16           20         2 
STEP communities         38       28       15           17         3 
Non-STEP communities     33       31       17           17         2 
 
 
16. There can be differences between the ways government is set up in a country, 
called the political system. From the three options I am going to read to you, which 
one do you think is best for Afghanistan - strong leader, where one man rules for life 
and has final say in all political matters; Islamic state, where religious authorities 
have final say in all political matters; or Democracy, where the people can vote in 
elections to choose political leaders who then direct political matters? Do you feel 
that way strongly, or somewhat? 
 
                       Strong leader   Islamic state   Democracy   No op. 
STEP participants           17              45            36         2 
STEP communities            24              41            34         1 
Non-STEP communities        16              43            38         3 
 
 
17. Regardless of the type of system of government you prefer, how confident are you 
that a system of freely voting for leaders can work successfully in Afghanistan? Are 
you very confident, somewhat confident, not so confident, or not confident at all? 
 
                       ----- Confident -----   ----- Not confident -----     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   opinion 
STEP participants      78     41       37      21       9         11          2 
STEP communities       73     34       39      24      11         14          3 
Non-STEP communities   66     31       35      32      15         17          2 
 
 
The next few questions are general knowledge questions. Some of them may be difficult 
to answer correctly and some may be easy. Please just do the best you can. 
 
 
18. Could you please tell me who is currently the president of Afghanistan? 
 
                                -------------- Incorrect -------------- 
                       Karzai   NET   Someone else   No opinion/refused 
STEP participants        92      8          6                2 
STEP communities         90     10          9                1   
Non-STEP communities     82     19         15                3 
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19. As far as you know, which branch of the government is made up of the president and 
government ministers? Is it the (executive branch), the (National Assembly), or the 
(court system)? 
 
                                   ------------ Incorrect -------------- 
                       Executive         National   Court    No opinion/ 
                        branch     NET   Assembly   system     refused 
STEP participants         61       39       21         7         11 
STEP communities          66       34       14        12          8 
Non-STEP communities      54       47       19        17         11 
 
 
20. As far as you know, whose responsibility is it to [ITEM]? Is it the (president and 
government ministers), the (National Assembly), or the (court system)? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
          
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             41          49         5          5 
b. Conduct foreign policy      53          31         6         10 
c. Settle legal disputes       21          10        62          7 
 
STEP communities summary table 
          
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             33          53         5          9 
b. Conduct foreign policy      53          31         4         13 
c. Settle legal disputes       14          21        59          6 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
                   
                                        National   Court    No opinion/ 
                            President   Assembly   system     refused 
a. Create new laws             37          48         6          9 
b. Conduct foreign policy      58          26         7         10 
c. Settle legal disputes       15          19        58          8 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Create new laws 
                                  ------------ Incorrect --------------- 
                       National                     Court    No opinion/ 
                       Assembly   NET   President   system     refused 
STEP participants         49      52       41          5          5 
STEP communities          53      47       33          5          9 
Non-STEP communities      48      52       37          6          9 
 
b. Conduct foreign policy 
 
                                   ------------- Incorrect ------------- 
                                         National   Court    No opinion/ 
                       President   NET   Assembly   system     refused 
STEP participants         53       47       31         6         10 
STEP communities          53       48       31         4         13 
Non-STEP communities      58       42       26         7         10 
 
c. Settle legal disputes 
 
                                -------------- Incorrect --------------- 
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                       Court                      National   No opinion/ 
                       System   NET   President   Assembly     refused 
STEP participants        62     38       21          10           7         
STEP communities         59     41       14          21           6 
Non-STEP communities     58     42       15          19           8 
 
 
20a,b,c NET table: 
                       --------- Correct ---------- 
                       All three   Two   One   None 
STEP participants         29       19    39     11        
STEP communities          32       21    27     18 
Non-STEP communities      26       27    31     12 
 
 
21. As far as you know, what is the name of the written document in which the roles of 
the president, the National Assembly, and the courts are defined? 
 
                                      --------------- Incorrect --------------- 
                       Constitution   NET   Something else   No opinion/refused 
STEP participants           71        29          15                14 
STEP communities            73        28          18                10 
Non-STEP communities        66        34          18                17 
  
 
22. For each item I name, please tell me if you feel this is something that is 
absolutely necessary for a political system to be called “democratic,” or if a system 
can be called democratic without that occurring. 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  84            16              0 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      60            37              3 
c. Freedom of the news media                70            25              5 
d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             72            25              2 
e. Equal rights for women                   72            22              6 
f. Equal rights for the disabled            77            21              3 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  82            15              4 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      57            38              5 
c. Freedom of the news media                65            31              5 
d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             55            36              9 
e. Equal rights for women                   65            29              6 
f. Equal rights for the disabled            80            16              4 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                         Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
a. Free and fair elections                  77            21              3 
b. Freedom to set up political parties      59            37              4 
c. Freedom of the news media                67            31              3 
d. A system where the president, the 
   parliament and the courts have  
   separate powers of their own             64            34              2 
e. Equal rights for women                   67            27              6 
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f. Equal rights for the disabled            64            33              3 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Free and fair elections 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         84            16              0 
STEP communities          82            15              4 
Non-STEP communities      77            21              3 
 
b. Freedom to set up political parties 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         60            37              3 
STEP communities          57            38              5 
Non-STEP communities      59            37              4 
 
c. Freedom of the news media 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         70            25              5 
STEP communities          65            31              5 
Non-STEP communities      67            31              3 
 
d. A system where the president, the parliament and the courts have separate powers of 
their own 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         72            25              2 
STEP communities          55            36              9 
Non-STEP communities      64            34              2 
 
e. Equal rights for women 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         72            22              6 
STEP communities          65            29              6 
Non-STEP communities      67            27              6 
 
f. Equal rights for the disabled 
 
                       Necessary   Not necessary   No opinion 
STEP participants         77            21              3 
STEP communities          80            16              4 
Non-STEP communities      64            33              3 
 
 
23. On another subject, do you think the government is doing as well as it can to 
provide basic services (such as water, electricity and medical care) and assistance to 
the people in this community, or should it be doing more? 
       
                       Doing as well as it can   Should be doing more   No opinion 
STEP participants                40                       58                 2  
STEP communities                 34                       59                 7 
Non-STEP communities             28                       66                 6 
 
 
24. Corruption can be defined as a government representative demanding money or other 
payment in exchange for favorable treatment in his official capacity. Using this 
definition, do you think government corruption is widespread in Afghanistan, or 
occasional but not widespread? 
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                       Widespread   Occasional   Non-existent (vol.)   No opinion  
STEP participants          58           36               4                  3 
STEP communities           63           26               8                  3 
Non-STEP communities       59           30              10                  1 
 
 
I will read some pairs of statements. There may be some truth in both, but please tell 
me which you agree with more. First is this pair of statements: [READ FIRST 
STATEMENTS]. Which do you agree with more? Next is this pair of statements: [READ NEXT 
STATEMENT]. Which do you agree with more? 
 
25. STATEMENT A: Voting is a personal, individual responsibility. Each person should 
vote for oneself regardless of what his/her community thinks. 
STATEMENT B: One cannot vote for oneself. We are all members of community and one 
should vote the way his or her community votes. 
 
                       Voting is personal   Vote with community   No opinion 
STEP participants             80                   20                  1 
STEP communities              71                   26                  3  
Non-STEP communities          68                   31                  1 
 
 
26. STATEMENT A: If you compromise with your enemies it shows weakness and they will 
come to dominate you. 
STATEMENT B: As long as both parties cooperate, compromise is necessary as the only 
way to achieve peaceful coexistence. 
 
                       Compromise is   Compromise is 
                         weakness        necessary     No opinion 
STEP participants          33               66              1 
STEP communities           42               53              5  
Non-STEP communities       41               56              3 
 
 
27. STATEMENT A: Groups that tolerate differences of opinion tend not to survive long. 
STATEMENT B: Open discussion of new ideas makes a group stronger. 
 
                       Tolerance is   Tolerance makes 
                           weak       groups stronger   No opinion 
STEP participants           54              44               2 
STEP communities            44              48               8  
Non-STEP communities        42              55               3 
 
 
28. STATEMENT A: Obeying the laws of the Afghan government is necessary to achive 
stability and prosperity. 
STATEMENT B: There may be times when it is necessary to take matters into your own 
hands, even if this means breaking the law. 
 
                       Obeying rule of   Sometimes need to 
                        law necessary      break the law     No opinion 
STEP participants            72                 28                0 
STEP communities             67                 32                1  
Non-STEP communities         66                 31                3 
 
 
26-28 NET values table: 
 
                       -------- Democratic -------- 
                       All three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants         27       36    30      8         0      
STEP communities          22       30    39      9         0 
Non-STEP communities      20       45    26      9         0 
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29. In your opinion, do you think that democracy is or is not compatible with Islam? 
 
                       Is compatible   Is not compatible   No opinion 
STEP participants            58               24                4 
STEP communities             51               21                3 
Non-STEP communities         51               15                3 
 
 
30. Have you ever been called upon to take part in a local [WOMEN: women’s] shura, or 
not? 
      
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      64    36        0 
STEP communities       47    53        0 
Non-STEP communities   36    64        1 
 
 
31. Apart from that, do you happen to be a member of any voluntary organizations in 
this community, or not? This could include any youth, women’s, culture or sports 
organizations, or any community associations or committees. 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      38    61        1 
STEP communities       31    69        0 
Non-STEP communities   20    79        1 
 
 
32. When it comes to expressing your opinions on [ITEM], do you feel it is very safe 
to do that, somewhat safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            74     33       41      24       11       13      2 
b. Local political matters      60     31       29      38       29        9      2 
c. National political matters   62     27       35      37       18       19      2 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            76     36       40      22       17        5      2 
b. Local political matters      59     22       37      40       25       15      1 
c. National political matters   52     16       36      44       30       14      4 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                                NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
a. Community matters            74     39       35      25       13       12      1 
b. Local political matters      59     27       32      40       24       16      1 
c. National political matters   48     19       29      48       28       20      4 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Community matters 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      74     33       41      24       11       13      2 
STEP communities       76     36       40      22       17        5      2 
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Non-STEP communities   74     39       35      25       13       12      1 
 
b. Local political matters 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      60     31       29      38       29        9      2 
STEP communities       59     22       37      40       25       15      1 
Non-STEP communities   59     27       32      40       24       16      1 
 
c. National political matters 
                       ------- Safe --------   ------ Unsafe -------    No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opin. 
STEP participants      62     27       35      37       18       19      2 
STEP communities       52     16       36      44       30       14      4 
Non-STEP communities   48     19       29      48       28       20      4 
 
 
33. In the past year, have you [ITEM], or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                                                    Yes   No   No op. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                             48    51     2 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem                30    70     1 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem   31    67     2 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                                57    42     1 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                 27    72     1 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                                    Yes   No   No op. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                             41    58     1 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem                29    71     1 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem   26    74     1 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                                41    59     1 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                 22    76     3 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                                    Yes   No   No op. 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood 
   or community problem                                             38    62     0 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the    
   police) about a neighborhood or community problem                30    69     1 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem   22    76     2 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or 
   community problem                                                50    50     1 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some  
   issue of concern                                                 28    69     3 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
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STEP participants      48    51       2 
STEP communities       41    58       1 
Non-STEP communities   38    62       0 
 
b. Contacted a local government official (not including the police) about a 
neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      30    70       1 
STEP communities       29    71       1 
Non-STEP communities   30    69       1 
 
c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      31    67       2 
STEP communities       26    74       1 
Non-STEP communities   22    76       2 
 
d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a neighborhood or community problem 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      57    42       1 
STEP communities       41    59       1 
Non-STEP communities   50    50       1 
 
e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on some issue of concern 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      27    72       1 
STEP communities       22    76       3 
Non-STEP communities   28    69       3 
 
 
33a-e NET engagement table: 
 
                      ------------- Participated in ------------  
                      All five   Four   Three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants         6       10     20     22    20     23         0 
STEP communities          2       13     20     13    13     40         1 
Non-STEP communities      2       13     22     12    15     36         0 
 
 
34. As you may know, many people did not vote in the presidential election in 2009. 
Did you yourself happen to vote in that election, or not? 
 
                       Voted   Did not vote   No opinion 
STEP participants       60          40             0 
STEP communities        57          42             1 
Non-STEP communities    55          45             1 
 
 
35. And did you yourself happen to vote in the parliamentary election in 2010, or like 
many people did you not vote in that election? 
 
                       Voted   Did not vote   No opinion 
STEP participants       64          36             0 
STEP communities        61          38             1 
Non-STEP communities    66          33             1 
 
 
36. As far as you are aware, are you currently registered to vote, or not? 
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                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      70    29        2 
STEP communities       63    35        2 
Non-STEP communities   63    37        0 
 
 
37. How likely are you to vote in the next presidential election that is held – very 
likely, somewhat likely, not so likely or not likely at all? 
 
                       ------ Likely -------   ------ Not likely -------     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   opinion 
STEP participants      72     50       22      27      15         12          2 
STEP communities       62     38       24      34      13         21          4 
Non-STEP communities   60     34       26      39      17         21          1 
 
 
38. If you were voting, what would be most important in deciding on a candidate – 
someone who is from the same clan as yours, someone who wants to do things you agree 
with, or someone who is recommended to you by people you respect? 
 
                       Same clan   Agree with   Recommended   No opinion 
STEP participants         12           48           28             3 
STEP communities          19           42           23             4 
Non-STEP communities      14           47           21             7 
 
 
39a. Have you attended school in the past, do you currently attend school, or have you 
never attended school? 
 
                       Have attended   Currently attend   Never attended   No opinion 
STEP participants           24                10                65              1 
STEP communities            33                14                53              0 
Non-STEP communities        31                 5                64              0 
 
 
39b. (IF ATTENDED OR CURRENTLY ATTEND) Have you had any lessons at school that covered 
[ITEM], or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,    
   such as voting and respect for the law        36    11       53 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 27    20       53 
c. Democracy                                     29    18       53 
d. The role of elected representatives           22    24       53 
e. Elections and the elections process           16    31       53 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                22    24       53 
 
STEP communities summary table 
 
                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,    
   such as voting and respect for the law        68    21       11 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 60    31        9 
c. Democracy                                     53    37        9 
d. The role of elected representatives           32    56       12 
e. Elections and the elections process           43    45       12 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                51    36       13 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
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                                                 Yes   No   No opinion 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens,     
   such as voting and respect for the law        65    33        2 
b. The government of Afghanistan                 70    28        2 
c. Democracy                                     63    37        0 
d. The role of elected representatives           67    33        0 
e. Elections and the elections process           53    47        0 
f. The rights of individuals and groups 
   in our society                                68    32        0 
        
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, such as voting and respect for the law 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      36    11       53 
STEP communities       68    21       11 
Non-STEP communities   65    33        2 
 
b. The government of Afghanistan 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      27    20       53 
STEP communities       60    31        9 
Non-STEP communities   70    28        2 
 
c. Democracy 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      29    18       53 
STEP communities       53    37        9 
Non-STEP communities   63    37        0 
 
d. The role of elected representatives 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      22    24       53 
STEP communities       32    56       12 
Non-STEP communities   67    33        0 
 
e. Elections and the elections process 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      16    31       53 
STEP communities       43    45       12 
Non-STEP communities   53    47        0 
 
f. The rights of individuals and groups in our society 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants      22    24       53 
STEP communities       51    36       13 
Non-STEP communities   68    32        0 
 
 
Questions 40-48 were asked only of those who did not participate in STEP meetings 
(i.e., respondents in the STEP community sample or the non-STEP community sample). 
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40. As far as you are aware, have any organizations held one or more community 
meetings here in the past twelve months to talk about things such as elections, the 
government, citizenship and democracy, or not?* 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       53    41       6  
Non-STEP communities   28    66       6  
 
 
41. (IF MEETINGS HELD) As far as you recall, have there been one or two community 
meetings of this type, three to five, or more than five community meetings of this 
type? 
  
                       1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   5+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP communities            67             25            4              4  
Non-STEP communities        69             22            7              2  
 
 
40/41 NET table: 
 
                       None   1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   6+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP communities        41        35             13             2             8 
Non-STEP communities    66        20              6             2             6 
 
 
42. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Can you recall the organization(s) that were responsible for 
community meetings of this type? 
               
                            STEP 
                       district partner   Someone else   No opinion 
STEP communities              43               44            13  
Non-STEP communities          51               44             4  
 
 
40/42 NET table: 
                       ------ Recall CE meeting ------     No        No 
                       NET   STEP   Not-STEP   DK Name   meeting   opinion 
STEP communities       53     23       23         7        41         6 
Non-STEP communities   28     15       13         1        66         6 
 
 
43a. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have you yourself participated community meetings of this 
type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       51    49        0 
Non-STEP communities   53    44        2 
 
 
40/42/43a NET table: 
                       ------------- Recall CE meeting ---------------   Don’t 
                             ------ Participated --------    Did not     recall    No 
                       NET   NET  STEP  Not-STEP  DK Name  participate   meeting   op. 
STEP communities       53    27     9      16        3         26          41       6 
Non-STEP communities   28    15     8       7        0         13          66       6 
 
 
43b. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have any members of your household participated in community 
meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       41    60        0 
Non-STEP communities   49    49        2 
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43c. (IF MEETINGS HELD) Have any friends or relatives of yours participated in 
community meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       58    42        0 
Non-STEP communities   82    16        2 
 
 
44. (IF MEETINGS HELD, AND DID NOT PERSONALLY PARTICIPATE) Have you heard from others 
about what was discussed at community meetings of this type, or not? 
 
                       Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP communities       63    37        0 
Non-STEP communities   70    25        5 
 
 
45. (IF YES, HEARD WHAT WAS DISCUSSED) As far as you heard, what topics were discussed 
at community meetings of this type? 
 
STEP communities 
                                           1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens      4     4      5      12  
Government of Afghanistan                  27     8      0      35     
Democracy                                  19    12      5      35 
Role of elected representatives            15     8      0      23 
Elections and election process             15     8      5      27 
Rights of individuals and groups           12     8      0      19 
Power and water issues                      0    24     11      31 
Governmental issues                         0     4     21      19 
Killing of civilians                        0     0      5       4 
Environment                                 4     0     21      19 
Don’t Know                                  4    24     26      46 
 
Non-STEP communities 
                                           1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens     21     0      0      21 
Government of Afghanistan                  36    21      0      57     
Democracy                                  21     7     14      43  
Role of elected representatives             7     0     29      36 
Elections and election process              7    29      7      43 
Rights of individuals and groups            7     7      0      14 
Power and water issues                      0     7     14      21 
Governmental issues                         0     7     14      21  
Environment                                 0    21      0      21 
Don’t Know                                  0     0     21      21 
 
 
46. (IF ATTENDED) When was the last time in the past 12 months that you attended a 
community meeting of this type? 
 
               STEP communities   Non-Step communities 
< 1-3 months          7                   29 
4-6 months            9                    4 
7-9 months           19                   17 
10+ months           49                   50 
Don’t Know           16                    0  
 
 
47. (IF ATTENDED) How many community meetings of this type did you attend in the last 
12 months? 
 
             STEP communities   Non-STEP communities 
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1                  24                   13 
2                  24                   46  
3-5                32                   29    
6+                  5                    0 
Don’t Know         15                   13  
 
 
48. (IF ATTENDED) As far as you recall, what topics were discussed at community 
meetings of this type? 
 
STEP communities 
                                           1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens     26     0     10      35  
Government of Afghanistan                  28    12      8      47     
Democracy                                  14    39      3      54 
Role of elected representatives             7    10     15      30 
Elections and election process             14    32     31      72 
Rights of individuals and groups            7     7     10      23 
Don’t Know                                  5     0     23      26 
 
Non-STEP communities 
                                           1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens     21     0      4      25 
Government of Afghanistan                  50    13      9      71     
Democracy                                  13    52     22      83  
Role of elected representatives             4     9      9      21 
Elections and election process              4    22     39      63 
Rights of individuals and groups            4     4     13      21 
Don’t Know                                  4     0      4       8 
 
 
Questions 49-65 were asked only of those who participated in STEP meetings. 
 
 
49. As far as you are aware, how many community meetings have been held here in the 
past twelve months to talk about things such as elections, the government, citizenship 
and democracy? This can include meetings you attended, as well as any you did not 
attend. Have there been one to two such meetings, three to five, or more than five 
meetings of this type in the past twelve months?* 
 
                    1-2 meetings   3-5 meetings   6+ meetings   No opinion 
STEP participants         67             23            6            5 
 
 
Now I’m going to ask you some questions about your personal experiences at the civic 
education meeting(s) sponsored by [name of Counterpart’s local partner] you yourself 
have attended. 
 
 
50. When was the last time in the past 12 months that you attended such a meeting? 
 
               STEP participants 
< 1-3 months         31 
4-6 months           15 
7-9 months            6 
10+ months           41 
Don’t Know            7   
 
 
51. How many such meetings did you attend? 
 
             STEP participants 
1                  39 
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2                  25 
3-5                25 
6+                  3 
Don’t Know         11   
 
 
52. [IF ATTENDED OR ATTEND SCHOOL, Q44, OR APPEARS SCHOOL AGE] Was the [name of 
Counterpart’s local partner] meeting you attended part of a school program for the 
students there, or not part of a school program? 
 
                    School   Not school   NA   No opinion 
STEP participants     38         31       27       4 
 
 
53. As far as you recall, what topics were discussed? 
 
                                         1st    2nd    3rd    Total 
Roles and responsibilities of citizens   24     5      7      34 
Government of Afghanistan                24    17     14      50     
Democracy                                15    25     15      50 
Role of elected officials                 6     8      9      20 
Elections and election process           18    23     18      53 
Rights of individuals and groups          5     9      9      21 
Don’t Know (vol.)                         8    13     28      43 
 
 
54. Overall, how important to you are the subjects that were discussed in the 
meeting(s): very important, somewhat important, not so important or not important at 
all? 
   
                    ----- Important -----   ----- Not important ----- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   77     37       41      21      14          7            2 
 
 
55. And overall did you find the meeting(s) very interesting, somewhat interesting, 
not so interesting, or not interesting at all? 
 
                    ---- Interesting ----   ---- Not interesting ---- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   77     34       44      21      15          7            2 
 
 
56. For each item I name, please tell me if this was used by the instructor during the 
meeting(s), or not? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
                                                          Used   Not used   No opinion 
a. Hand-outs or brochures, which would be any document   
   that you could take with you at the end of the  
   meeting                                                 62       34           5 
b. Posters or any visual materials (excluding hand-outs)    
   that were used by the instructor during the class       73       21           5 
c. The holy Qu’ran                                         84       12           4 
 
 
56 NET materials table: 
 
                     ------ Materials used ------ 
                     All three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants       13       44    24     15        4 
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57. (IF QU’RAN USED) Was the holy Qu’ran cited only in a prayer or invocation at the 
start of the session, or was it used as a reference during the session itself? 
 
                         Only in        Reference during 
                    prayer/invocation       session        No opinion 
STEP participants          80                  18               2 
 
 
58. (IF NONE OF THE ABOVE MATERIALS WERE USED) Were any other teaching materials used, 
or none? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants    0    100        0 
 
 
59. (IF ANY TEACHING MATERIALS WERE USED) Did you find the materials used by the 
instructor in the meeting(s) very useful, somewhat useful, not so useful or not useful 
at all? 
 
                    ------ Useful -------   ------ Not useful ------- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   87     45       42      12      11          1            1 
 
 
60. For each item I name, please tell me if the instructor in the meeting(s) did or 
did not use this teaching technique. 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                           Used   Not used   No opinion 
a. Lecture                  84       13           3 
b. Questions and answers    70       27           3 
c. Discussion               70       25           5 
 
 
60a-c NET techniques table: 
 
                    ------ Techniques used ----- 
                    All three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants      57       21    13      7         3 
 
 
61. Overall, were the teaching techniques used by the instructor in the meeting(s) 
very effective, somewhat effective, not so effective or not effective at all? 
 
                    ----- Effective -----   ----- Not effective ----- 
                    NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Not so   Not at all   No opinion 
STEP participants   71     33       38      24      18          5            5 
 
 
62. How would you rate the instructor’s [ITEM]: excellent, very good, not so good or 
poor? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
 
                        -- Excellent/very good ---   -- Not so good/poor --- 
                        NET  Excellent   Very good   NET  Not so good   Poor   No op. 
a. Ability to explain 
   the topics covered   84      47           37      14        8         6        2 
b. Knowledge of the 
   topics covered       75      27           49      22       18         5        2 
c. Approachability      76      39           37      21       18         4        2 
d. Respect for  
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   participants         76      37           39      21       17         5        2 
 
 
62a-d NET instructor table: 
 
                    --------- Instructor Ex/VG -------- 
                    All four   Three   Two   One   None   No opinion 
STEP participants      60        18      5     7     8         2 
 
 
63. How much, if anything, would you say you learned from [these/this] meeting(s): a 
great deal, a good amount, just some or nothing at all? 
                  
                    ---------- Learned ---------   ---- Didn’t learn ----   No  
                    NET   Great deal   Good amnt   NET   Just some   None   op. 
STEP participants   69        26           43      30       22         8     2 
 
 
64. Have you ever talked to anyone else in your family or community about the topics 
discussed at the meeting(s), or not? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants   66    32        2 
 
 
65. Have you ever recommended attending these meetings to anyone else in your 
community, or not? 
 
                    Yes   No   No opinion 
STEP participants   64    33        3 
 
 
66. How willing are you to learn more about elections and other topics like the 
government, citizenship, democracy and the role of elected representatives: very 
willing, somewhat willing, somewhat unwilling or very unwilling? 
 
                       ------ Willing ------   ----- Unwilling -----     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      80     46       34      20       11        9       0 
STEP communities       66     34       33      31       16       15       3 
Non-STEP communities   64     34       29      34       20       14       2 
 
 
67. On another subject, please tell me if each of the following is something you 
support strongly, support somewhat, oppose somewhat or oppose strongly? 
 
STEP participants summary table 
          
                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               90      57      33     10      5        5       0 
b. Women holding jobs         
   outside the home           67      36      31     33     21       12       0 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   74      36      39     26     18        8       0 
d. Girls education            83      58      25     17      9        8       0 
 
STEP communities summary table 
          
                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               86      64      22     14     11        3       1 
b. Women holding jobs         
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   outside the home           74      37      38     25     18        7       1 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   74      41      33     25     17        8       1 
d. Girls education            89      54      35      9      8        2       1 
 
Non-STEP communities summary table 
          
                              ----- Support ------   ------ Oppose ------    No 
                              NET   Strgly   Smwht   NET   Smwht   Strgly   opin. 
a. Women voting               81      57      24     19     10        9       1 
b. Women holding jobs         
   outside the home           68      34      34     31     22        9       1 
c. Women holding a seat 
   in the National Assembly   70      36      34     28     17       12       2 
d. Girls education            83      52      31     16      7        9       1 
 
Sample comparison: 
 
a. Women voting 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      90       57         33      10        5          5         0 
STEP communities       86       64         22      14       11          3         1 
Non-STEP communities   81       57         24      19       10          9         1 
 
 
b. Women holding jobs outside the home 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      67       36         31      33       21         12         0 
STEP communities       74       37         38      25       18          7         1 
Non-STEP communities   68       34         34      31       22          9         1 
 
 
c. Women holding a seat in the National Assembly 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      74       36         39      26       18          8         0 
STEP communities       74       41         33      25       17          8         1 
Non-STEP communities   70       36         34      28       17         12         2 
 
 
d. Girls education 
 
                       -------- Support --------   -------- Oppose ---------     No 
                       NET   Strongly   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Strongly   opinion 
STEP participants      83       58         25      17        9          8         0 
STEP communities       89       54         35       9        8          2         1 
Non-STEP communities   83       52         31      16        7          9         1 
 
 
68. Do you think that women presently have more rights, fewer rights or about the same 
rights as men in our society? 
 
                       More     Same     Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       11       23       66          1 
STEP communities        11       23       64          2 
Non-STEP communities    14       26       59          1 
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69. Do you think women should have more rights in our society than they have now, 
fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should 
have? 
 
                       More   No change   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       47       25        27          2 
STEP communities        57       21        18          3 
Non-STEP communities    51       22        25          2 
 
 
70. Being disabled means having a physical condition or permanent injury that limits a 
person’s movements, senses, or activities. Beyond what a disabled person’s family may 
do, how would you rate services and support for disabled people in this 
village/neighborhood, using very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad or very bad? 
 
                       ------- Good --------   ------- Bad ---------     No 
                       NET   Very   Somewhat   NET   Somewhat   Very     op. 
STEP participants      64     20       44      36       11       24       1 
STEP communities       49     21       28      50       26       24       1 
Non-STEP communities   45     17       28      55       24       32       0 
 
 
71. Do you think that disabled people presently have more rights, fewer rights or 
about the same rights as those in our society who are not disabled? 
 
                       More     Same     Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       21       23       57          0 
STEP communities        21       13       66          1 
Non-STEP communities    19       15       65          1 
 
 
72. Do you think disabled people should have more rights in our society than they have 
now, fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should 
have? 
 
                       More   No change   Fewer   No opinion 
STEP participants       65       20        15          0 
STEP communities        81        7        11          1 
Non-STEP communities    76        8        14          1 
 
 
73. In your opinion are government buildings and other buildings that are open to the 
public in this area accessible to people with disabilities, or not? 
 
                       Accessible   Not accessible   No opinion 
STEP participants          51             48              2 
STEP communities           45             52              3 
Non-STEP communities       41             58              1 
 
 
74. Do you regard yourself as disabled in the way I have described? 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants         98           2              0 
STEP communities          98           3              0 
Non-STEP communities      97           3              0 
 
 
75. (IF DISABLED) Please describe your disability. 
 
                    STEP participants   STEP communities   Non-STEP communities 
Hand amputee                20               23                   20 
Abdominal problem            0                2                    2 
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Leg amputee                 38               13                   28 
Blind                       20               13                    6 
Wounded leg                  2                4                    3 
Paralyzed leg                3                8                   13 
Paralyzed hand               0                6                    0 
Ear problems                 0                1                    0 
Injured waist                2                0                    0 
Paralyzed waist              3                5                    2 
Other                        2                3                    3 
Don’t Know (vol.)           11               23                   24 
 
 
76. Is there anyone living in this household whom you regard as disabled in the way I 
have described, or are there no disabled people living here? 
 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants         43          56              1 
STEP communities          41          58              1 
Non-STEP communities      53          46              1 
 
 
77. Outside this household, do you have any friends or relatives whom you regard as 
disabled in the way I have described, or no friends or relatives who are disabled? 
 
 
                       Disabled   Not disabled   No opinion 
STEP participants         53          46              2 
STEP communities          36          61              3 
Non-STEP communities      52          46              2 
 
 
D7. Do you think of yourself as Afghan first, or as [INSERT RESPONDENT’S ETHNIC GROUP] 
first? 
 
                       Afghan first   Own ethnicity first   Other (vol.)   No op. 
STEP participants          74                 19                 5            3 
STEP communities           83                  9                 5            3 
Non-STEP communities       81                 14                 3            2 
 
 
D10. How would you describe the current economic situation in your household? Is it 
very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad, or very bad? 
 
                       ------- Good ------   -------- Bad ------     No 
                       NET   Very   Smwhat   NET   Smwhat   Very   opinion 
STEP participants      57     11      46     42      30      13       1 
STEP communities       59     16      44     39      26      13       2 
Non-STEP communities   58     12      46     40      24      16       2 
 
 
D11. How often in the last year did you have problems satisfying the food needs of the 
household (having no or little food to eat)? Did this happen rarely (1 to 3 times a 
year), sometimes (3 to 6 times a year), often (a few times every month), mostly (this 
happens a lot) or did you have no problems meeting food needs in the last year? 
 
                       --- None/rarely ---               --- Often/mostly ---   No 
                       NET   None   Rarely   Sometimes   NET   Often   Mostly   op. 
STEP participants      70     40      30        17       14      8        5      0 
STEP communities       67     31      36        22       11      7        4      0 
Non-STEP communities   72     32      40        15       12      7        5      1 
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Appendix H: Full Questionnaire 
 
This appendix reproduces the full, formatted questionnaire for the 2011 Counterpart-STEP 
evaluation survey in Afghanistan. 
 
SURVEY MANAGEMENT SECTION 
 
M-1. Respondent Identification Number  
 
M-2. Intentional Blank 
 
M-3.    Wave Number 2 
 
M-4. Region  
 
 1. Central/Kabul  4.  South Western 7. Central/Hazarjat 
 2.  Eastern  5.  Western 
 3. South Central 6.  Northern 
 
M-5. Geographic Code  
  
 1.  Villages 2.  Towns 3.  City  4.  Metros (Kabul) 
 
M-6.  Province  
 
 1.  Kabul  9.    Khost  17.  Kunduz     25.  Farah    
 2.  Kapisa 10.  Ningarhar  18.  Balkh     26.  Nimroz 
 3.  Parwan 11.  Laghman  19.  Samangan     27.  Helmand 
 4.  Wardak 12.  Kunar  20.  Juzjan     28.  Kandhar 
 5.  Logar 13.  Nooristan  21.  Sar-I-Pul     29.  Zabul 
 6. Ghazni 14.  Badakhshan   22.  Faryab     30.  Uruzgan 
 7.  Paktia 15.  Takhar  23.  Badghis     31.  Ghor 
 8.  Paktika 16.  Baghlan  24.  Herat     32.  Bamyan 
            33.  Panjshir 
            34.  Dehkondi 
 
M-7. District Where the Interview Was Completed: ___ ___ ___ 
 
M-8   Sampling Point/Village Where the Interview Was Completed:  ___ ___ ___  
 
M-9. Year of Interview: 2011  
 
M-10. Month of Interview  
 
 1. January 4. April 7. July  10. October 
 2. February 5. May  8. August 11. November 
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 3. March 6. June  9. September 12. December 
 
M-11. Date of Interview:  __ __  
 
M-12. Day of Week of Interview  
 
 1.  Friday  4.  Monday  7.  Thursday 
 2.  Saturday  5.  Tuesday 
 3.  Sunday  6.  Wednesday 
 
M-13. Interviewer Code: __ __ __ __ __ __  
 
M-14.  Interview Completed on the …  
 
 1.  First Contact 
 2.  Second Contact 
 3.  Third Contact 
 
M-15. Supervisor Code:  ___  ___ ___   
 
M-16.  Record Time (using 24 hour clock) Interview Began: __ __: __ __  
 (Record Time Began Starting With Q-1) 
 
M-17.  Record Time (using 24 hour clock) Interview Ended: __ __:__ __  
 (Fill in all four data positions) 
 
M-18.  Record Length of Interview in Minutes:  ___ ___  
 
M-19.  Date Formatted Field:  JUL 2011  
 
M-20. Keypuncher Code __ __ 
 
M-21. Language of Interview  
 

1. Pashto 
2. Dari   
3. Other  
 

M-22. Coder Code __ __ 
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M-23a. Type of Interview 
 

1.  STEP Community Interview         
2.  STEP Participant Interview          
3.  Non-STEP Community Interview  

 
 

RECORD THE TIME THE ACTUAL INTERVIEW BEGUN (M-16) AND USE A 24 
HOUR CLOCK (14:24, for 2:24 pm) 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
“Asalaam Valeikum, I am from ACSOR-Surveys, an independent research organization. We 
regularly conduct surveys among people like you to find out what you feel about issues of public 
interest. ACSOR-Surveys has no relation to the government. I just want to ask you some 
questions about “matters of interest to Afghans”. I am interested in your opinion. Your answers 
will be kept confidential and your name will not be given to anyone and your views will be 
analyzed along with those of thousands of others.” 
 
Add for participants only, code 2 at M-23a: “We are interested in speaking with individuals 
who participated in a community information session sponsored by (name of Counterpart’s local 
partner) in the past year. May I confirm that you participated in one of these meetings?” [IF 
YES, PROCEED TO Q-1] 
 
General Conditions 
 
Q-1. Generally speaking, do you think things in Afghanistan today are going in the right  

direction, or do you think they are going in the wrong direction?  
 

1. Right direction    
2. Wrong direction   
_________ 
3.  Neither right nor wrong direction (vol.) 
8.  Refused (vol.)    
9.  Don’t know (vol.) 

 
Q-2. What is your expectation for things overall in your life a year from now? Will they be  

much better, somewhat better, about the same, somewhat worse, or much worse? 
 
1.  Much better 
2.  Somewhat better 
3.  About the same 
4.  Somewhat worse 
5.  Much worse 
___________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
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9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-3. I would like to ask you about today's conditions in the village/neighborhood where you  

live. How would you rate the following using very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad 
or very bad? 

 
 Very 

Good 
Somewhat 

Good 
Somewhat 

Bad 
Very 
Bad 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Your living conditions overall 1 2 3 4 8 9 
b. Security from violence 1 2 3 4 8 9 
c. Availability of jobs and 
economic opportunities 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

d. Basic services such as 
drinking water, electricity, and 
medical care 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

 
Trust in Institutions 
 
Q-4. I would like to ask you about some groups and institutions in our country. As I read each  

one out, please tell me how much you trust them to carry out their responsibilities. Do 
you have a great deal of trust, a good amount, just some or no trust in them at all?  

 
 Great 

Deal of 
Trust 

Good 
Amount of 

Trust 

Just 
Some 
Trust 

No 
Trust 
At All 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Government courts 1 2 3 4 8 9 
b. Village elders/tribal leaders 1 2 3 4 8 9 
c. Mullahs and other religious 
leaders 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

d. Provincial councils 1 2 3 4 8 9 
e. The National Assembly, or 
Parliament 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

f. Community shuras or jirgas 1 2 3 4 8 9 
 

Information: Interest and Sources 
 
Q-5. How interested are you in the matters of politics and government? Are you very  

interested, somewhat interested, not so interested, or not at all interested? 
 
1. Very interested 
2. Somewhat interested 
3. Not so interested 
4. Not at all interested 
_________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 
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Q-6. Please tell me how much you rely on each of the following sources for information about  

politics and current events – is this a very important source of information to you, 
somewhat important, not so important or not important at all?  
 

 Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Not So 
Important 

Not 
Important 

at all 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Mosque/ imam/ religious 
scholars 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

b. Political leaders 1 2 3 4 8 9 
c. Village elders/tribal leaders 1 2 3 4 8 9 
d. Community shuras or jirgas 1 2 3 4 8 9 
e. Members of your household 1 2 3 4 8 9 
f. Your friends and neighbors 1 2 3 4 8 9 
g. The domestic Afghan news 
media 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

h. International news media 1 2 3 4 8 9 
 
Q-7. In your experience, to what extent do people outside of your household come to you for  

information – does that happen a great deal, a good amount, just occasionally or rarely if 
at all? 
 
1. A great deal 
2. A good amount 
3. Just occasionally 
4. Rarely, if at all 
___________ 
7.   Never (vol.) 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Political Efficacy 
 
Q-8. How important do you think it is for citizens to vote in elections – very important,  

somewhat important, not so important or not important at all? 
 
1.  Very important 
2.  Somewhat important 
3.  Not so important 
4.  Not important at all 
____________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-9. How much do you feel that decisions taken by [ITEM] impact you and your family - a  
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great deal, a good amount, just some, or not at all? 
 

 A Great 
Deal 

A Good 
Amount 

Just 
Some 

Not 
At All 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. President Karzai 1 2 3 4 8 9 
b. The National Assembly 
(Parliament) 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. The government courts 1 2 3 4 8 9 
d. The district government 1 2 3 4 8 9 

 
Q-10. How much information do you feel you have about (ITEM) – a great deal, a good  

amount, not much or none at all?  
 

 A Great 
Deal 

A Good 
Amount 

Not 
much 

None 
At All 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. the government at the 
district level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

b. the government at the 
provincial level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. the government at the 
national level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

 
Q-11. How much do you think you can personally influence the decisions taken by [ITEM]  

– a great deal, a good amount, just some, or not at all?  
 

 A Great 
Deal 

A Good 
Amount 

Just 
Some 

Not 
At All 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. the government at the 
district level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

b. the government at the 
provincial level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. the government at the 
national level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

 
Q-12. How much would you like to be able to influence decisions taken by [ITEM] – a great  

deal, a good amount, just some, or not at all?  
 

 A Great 
Deal 

A Good 
Amount 

Just 
Some 

Not 
At All 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. the government at the 
district level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

b. the government at the 
provincial level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. the government at the 
national level 

1 2 3 4 8 9 
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Q-13. In general, how easy or difficult is it for you to understand the way the government in our  
country works? Is it very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult or very difficult? 
 
1. Very easy 
2. Somewhat easy 
3. Somewhat difficult 
4. Very difficult 
__________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Democracy, Islam, Courts 

 
Q-14. Which do you trust more to make the right decisions for your community: government  

leaders and officials in this area, or tribal and community leaders in this area?   
 

1.  Government leaders and officials in this area  
2.  Tribal and community leaders in the area 
__________ 
3.  Neither (vol.) 
4.  Both equally (vol.) 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-15. Thinking about legal matters, for each type of dispute I name, do you think this is better  

handled in the government courts or in a shura court?  
 
 Government 

Court 
Shura 
Court 

Neither 
(vol.) 

Both Equally 
(vol.) 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Nonviolent crime, 
such as theft 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

b. Violent crime, such as 
assault or murder 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. Property disputes 1 2 3 4 8 9 
d. Disputes over 
questions of honor 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

e. Inheritance matters 1 2 3 4 8 9 
 
Q-16. There can be differences between the ways government is set up in a country, called the  

political system. From the three options I am going to read to you, which one do you 
think is best for Afghanistan?  
 
1. Strong leader, where one man rules for life and has final say in all political matters 
2. Islamic state, where religious authorities have final say in all political matters 
3. Democracy, where the people can vote in elections to choose political leaders who 

then direct political matters 
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 _________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-17. Regardless of the type of system of government you prefer, how confident are you that a  

system of freely voting for leaders can work successfully in Afghanistan? Are you very 
confident, somewhat confident, not so confident, or not confident at all? 
 
1. Very confident 
2. Somewhat confident 
3. Not so confident 
4. Not confident at all 
___________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Knowledge and Conceptual Understanding 
 
READ: “The next few questions are general knowledge questions. Some of them may be difficult 
to answer correctly and some may be easy. Please just do the best you can.” 
 
Q-18. Could you please tell me who is currently the president of Afghanistan? (Open-ended.  

Do not read codes. If respondent mentions another name code as 2 “Someone else”.) 
 
1.  Hamid Karzai   
2.  Someone else  
____________ 
8.  Refused (vol.)  
9.  Don’t Know (vol.)  

  
Q-19. As far as you know, which branch of the government is made up of the president and  

government ministers? Is it the (executive branch), the (National Assembly), or the (court 
system)?  
 
1.  Executive branch 
2.  National Assembly 
3.  Court System 
____________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-20. As far as you know, whose responsibility it is to [ITEM]; is it the responsibility of the  

president and  government ministers, the National Assembly, or the court system? 
 

 President and 
Gov Ministers 

National 
Assembly 

Court 
System 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 
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a. Create new laws 1 2 3 8 9 
b. Conduct foreign policy 1 2 3 8 9 
d. Settle legal disputes 1 2 3 8 9 

 
Q-21. As far as you know, what is the name of the written document in which the roles  

of the president, the National Assembly, and the courts are defined?  
 
1. Constitution 
2. Other answer 
___________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-22. For each item I name, please tell me if you feel this is something that is absolutely  

necessary for a political system to be called “democratic,” or if a system can be called 
democratic without that occurring.  

 
 Absolutely 

Necessary for 
Democracy 

Doesn’t Need 
to Occur for 
Democracy 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Free and fair elections 1 2 8 9 
b. Freedom to set up political parties  1 2 8 9 
c. Freedom of the news media 1 2 8 9 
d. A system where the president, the 
parliament and the courts have 
separate powers of their own 

1 2 8 9 

e. Equal rights for women 1 2 8 9 
f. Equal rights for the disabled  1 2 8 9 

 
Government Performance/Corruption 
 
Q-23. On another subject, do you think the government is doing as well as it can to provide  

basic services (such as water, electricity and medical care), and assistance to the people in 
this community, or should it be doing more? 
 
1.  The government is doing as well as it can to provide basic services 
2.  The government should be doing more 
_________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-24. Corruption can be defined as a government representative demanding money or other  

payment in exchange for favorable treatment in his official capacity. Using this 
definition, do you think government corruption is widespread in Afghanistan, or 
occasional but not widespread?  
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1. Widespread in Afghanistan 
2. Occasional, but not widespread 
___________ 
3. None (vol.) 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Values 
 
READ: “I will read some pairs of statements. There may be some truth in both, but please tell 
me which you agree with more.” 
 
Q-25. First is this pair of statements. (READ STATEMENTS) Please tell me which statement  

you agree with more. 
 
Statement A: Voting is a personal, individual responsibility. Each person should vote for oneself 
regardless of what his/her community thinks. 
Statement B: One cannot vote for oneself. We are all members of a community and one should 
vote the way his or her community votes.  
 
 1.  Statement A 
 2.  Statement B 
 ____________ 
 8.  Refused (vol.) 
 9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-26. Next is this pair of statements… (READ STATEMENTS) Please tell me which statement  

you agree with more. 
 
Statement A: If you compromise with your enemies it shows weakness and they will come to 
dominate you.  
Statement B: As long as both parties co-operate, compromise is necessary as the only way to 
achieve peaceful co-existence. 
 
 1.  Statement A 
 2.  Statement B 
 ____________ 
 8.  Refused (vol.) 
 9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-27. Next is this pair of statements… (READ STATEMENTS) Please tell me which statement 

you agree with more. 
 
Statement A: Groups that tolerate differences of opinion tend not to survive long. 
Statement B: Open discussion of new ideas makes a group stronger. 
 



2011 Counterpart-STEP Evaluation – Appendices to Report  
 

173 
 

 1.  Statement A 
 2.  Statement B 
 ____________ 
 8.  Refused (vol.) 
 9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-28. Last is this pair of statements… (READ STATEMENTS) Please tell me which statement  

you agree with more. 
 
Statement A: Obeying the laws of the Afghan government is necessary to achieve stability and 
prosperity. 
Statement B: There may be times when it is necessary to take matters into your own hands, even 
if this means breaking the law. 
 
 1.  Statement A 
 2.  Statement B 
 ____________ 
 8.  Refused (vol.) 
 9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-29. In your opinion, do you think that democracy is or is not compatible with Islam? 
 [Interviewer: DO NOT READ CODES.] 
 

1. Democracy is compatible with Islam 
2. Democracy is NOT compatible with Islam 
________ 
3. It depends - sometimes yes, sometimes no (vol.) 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Engagement/Participation/Behaviors 
 
Q-30. Have you ever been called upon to take part in a local shura, or not? [Interviewer: If  

respondent is female say “local women’s shura”.] 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________  

            8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-31. Apart from that, do you happen to be a member of any voluntary organizations in this  

community, or not? This could include any youth, women’s, culture or sports 
organizations, or any community associations or committees.  
 
1.  Yes 
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2.  No 
________  
8. Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-32. When it comes to expressing your opinions to others outside your home on (ITEM), do  

you feel it is very safe to do that, somewhat safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe?  
 

 Very 
Safe 

Somewhat 
Safe 

Somewhat 
Unsafe 

Very 
Unsafe 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. community matters 1 2 3 4 8 9 
b. local political matters 1 2 3 4 8 9 
c. national political matters 1 2 3 4 8 9 

 
Q-33. In the past year, have you (ITEM) or not? 
 
 Yes No Ref 

(vol.) 
DK 

(vol.) 
a. Participated in an organized effort to solve a 
neighborhood or community problem 

1 2 8 9 

b. Contacted a local government official about a 
neighborhood or community problem. This does not 
include contacting the police. 

1 2 8 9 

c. Contacted the police about a neighborhood or 
community problem  

1 2 8 9 

d. Contacted a community elder or imam about a 
neighborhood or community problem 

1 2 8 9 

e. Taken part in a peaceful protest or demonstration on 
some issue of concern 

1 2 8 9 

 
Q-34. As you may know, many people did not vote in the presidential election in 2009. Did you  

yourself happen to vote in that election, or not? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________  
8. Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-35. And did you yourself happen to vote in the parliamentary election in 2010, or like many  

people did you not vote in that election? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________  
8. Refused (vol.) 
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9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-36. As far as you are aware, are you currently registered to vote, or not?  
 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________  
8. Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-37. How likely are you to vote in the next presidential election that is held– very likely,  

somewhat likely, not so likely or not likely at all? 
 
 1.  Very likely 
 2.  Somewhat likely 
 3.  Not so likely 
 4.  Not likely at all 
 ________ 
 8.  Refused (vol.) 
 9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-38. If you were voting, what would be most important in deciding on a candidate – someone  

who is from the same clan as yours, someone who wants to do things you agree with, or 
someone who is recommended to you by people you respect? 
 
1. Someone who is from the same clan 
2. Someone who wants to do thing you agree with 
3. Someone who is recommended to you by people you respect 
________ 
4. Other (vol.) 
5. Mix of these (vol.) 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Exposure to/Evaluation of Civic Education 
Section A. Non-participant Exposure 
 
Q-39a. Have you attended school in the past, do you currently attend school, or have you never  

attended school? 
 
1. Attended school in the past 
2. Currently attend school 
3. Never attended school 
____________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 
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Q-39b. (ASK IF ATTENDED IN PAST OR NOW, CODES 1 OR 2 IN Q-39A) Have you had  

any lessons at school that covered (ITEM), or not? 
 

 Yes No Not 
Asked 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, 
such as voting and respect for the law  

1 2 7 8 9 

b. The government of Afghanistan 1 2 7 8 9 
c. Democracy  1 2 7 8 9 
d. The role of elected representatives  1 2 7 8 9 
e. Elections and the elections process 1 2 7 8 9 
f. The rights of individuals and groups in our 
society 

1 2 7 8 9 

 
 
[Q40-Q48 should only be asked of the STEP community sample and the non-
STEP community sample – Codes 1 or 3 at M-23a, otherwise SKIP to Q49] 

 
Q-40. (ASK IF CODES 1 OR 3 AT M-23A) As far as you are aware, have any organizations 

held one or more community meetings here in the past twelve months to talk about things 
such as elections, the government, citizenship and democracy, or not? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________  
7.  Not Asked 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-41. (ASK IF MEETINGS HELD, CODE 1 AT Q-40) As far as you recall have there been  

one to two community meetings of this type, three to five, or more than five community 
meetings of this type in the past twelve months? 
 
1.  1-2 community meetings 
2.  3-5 community meetings 
3.  More than 5 community meetings 
_________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-42. (ASK IF MEETINGS HELD, CODE 1 AT Q-40) Can you recall the name of the  

organization(s) that were responsible for community meetings of this type? (Open-
ended; with precodes. Record up to three responses in order of mention.) 
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Q-42a: ________________________________ 
Q-42b: ________________________________ 
Q-42c: ________________________________ 

  
Precodes: 
 1. Afghan Amputee Bicyclists for Rehabilitation and Recreation (AABRAR) 
 2. Assistance to Defense for Women Rights Organization (ADWRO) 
 3. Afghan Woman Education Center (AWEC) 
 4. Educational and Training Center for Poor Women and Girls of Afghanistan (ECW) 
 5. Welfare Association for the Development of Afghanistan (WADAN) 
 6. Women Activities and Social Service Organization (WASSA) 
 7. Afghan Civil Society Forum Organization (ACSF) 
 8. Afghanistan Center for Training and Development (ACTD) 
 9. Basic Education and Employable Skill Training (BEST) 
 10. Afghan Women’s Resource Centre (AWRC) 
 11. Other (please specify) _____________________________________________ 

____________ 
 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-43. (ASK IF MEETINGS HELD, CODE 1 AT Q-40) Please tell me… 
 

 Yes No Not 
Asked 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Have you yourself participated in 
community meetings of this type; yes or no? 

1 2 7 8 9 

b. Have any members of your household 
participated in community meetings of this 
type; yes or no? 

1 2 7 8 9 

c. Have any friends or relatives of yours 
participated in community meetings of this 
type; yes or no? 

1 2 7 8 9 

 
Q-44. (IF DID NOT PERSONALLY PARTICIPATE, CODE 2 AT Q-43A) Have you heard  

from others about what was discussed at community meetings of this type, or not? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 

Q-45. (IF HEARD FROM OTHERS, CODE 1 AT Q-44) As far as you heard, what topics  
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were discussed at community meetings of this type? (Open-ended. Do not read pre-
codes. Record up to three responses in order of mention.) 
 
Q-45a: ________________________________ 
Q-45b: ________________________________ 
Q-45c: ________________________________ 
 
1. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, such as voting and respect for the law  
2. The government of Afghanistan 
3. Democracy  
4. The role of elected representatives  
5. Elections and the elections process 
6. The rights of individuals and groups in our society 
7. Power and water issues 
8. Governmental issues 
9. Killing of civilians 
10. The environment 
 

 _____________ 
 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-46. (IF PERSONALLY PARTICIPATED, CODE 1 AT Q-43A) When was the last time  

in the past 12 months that you attended a community meeting of this type? (Interviewer: 
Record month and year; if respondent does not recall, have them give their best 
guess.) 
 

1. July 2010 
2. August 2010 
3. September 2010 
4. October 2010 
5. November 2010 
6. December 2010 
7. January 2011 
8. February 2011 
9. March 2011 
10. April 2011 
11. May 2011 
12. June 2011 
13. July 2011 
14. August 2011 
_______________ 
96. Over a year ago (vol.) 
97. Not Asked 
98. Refused (vol.) 



2011 Counterpart-STEP Evaluation – Appendices to Report  
 

179 
 

99. Don’t know (vol.) 
 
Q-47. (IF PERSONALLY PARTICIPATED, CODE 1 AT Q-43A) How many  

community meetings of this type did you attend in the past 12 months? 
 
Record Actual Number: ___ ___ 
_____________ 

 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-48. (IF PERSONALLY PARTICIPATED, CODE 1 AT Q-43A) As far as you recall, what  

topics were discussed at community meetings of this type? (Open-ended. Do not read 
pre-codes. Record up to three responses in order of mention.) 
 
Q-48a: ________________________________ 
Q-48b: ________________________________ 
Q-48c: ________________________________ 
 
1. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, such as voting and respect for the law  
2. The government of Afghanistan 
3. Democracy  
4. The role of elected representatives  
5. Elections and the elections process 
6. The rights of individuals and groups in our society 
 

 _____________ 
 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Section B. Participant Evaluation 
 
 

[Q49-Q65 should only be asked of the STEP participant sample,  
Code 2 at M-23a, otherwise SKIP to Q66] 

 
Q-49. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) As far as you are aware, how many community meetings 

have been held here in the past twelve months to talk about things such as elections, the 
government, citizenship and democracy? This can include any meetings you attended, as 
well as any you did not attend.  Have there been one to two such meetings, three to five, 
or more than five meetings of this type in the past twelve months? 
 
1.  1-2 meetings 
2.  3-5 meetings 
3.  More than 5 meetings 
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_________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
READ: “Now I’m going to ask you some questions about your personal experiences at the civic 
education meeting(s) sponsored by (name of Counterpart’s local partner) you yourself have 
attended.” 
 
Q-50. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) When was the last time in the past 12 months that you  

attended such a meeting? (Interviewer: Record month and year, if respondent does 
not recall, have them give their best guess) 
1. July 2010 
2. August 2010 
3. September 2010 
4. October 2010 
5. November 2010 
6. December 2010 
7. January 2011 
8. February 2011 
9. March 2011 
10. April 2011 
11. May 2011 
12. June 2011 
13. July 2011 
14. August 2011 
_______________ 
96. Over a year ago (vol.) 
97. Not Asked 
98. Refused (vol.) 
99. Don’t know (vol.) 

 
Q-51. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) How many such meetings did you attend? 
 

Record Actual Number: ___ ___ 
_____________ 

 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-52. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A AND RESPONDENT APPEARS SCHOOL AGE)  

Was the (name of Counterpart’s local partner) meeting you attended part of a school 
program for the students there, or not part of a school program? 
 
1. Part of a school program 
2. Not part of a school program 
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__________ 
6.  Not Applicable – Has never been a student or is not of school-age 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-53. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) As far as you recall what topics were discussed at the  

meeting(s) you attended? (Open-ended. Do not read pre-codes. Record up to three 
responses in order of mention.) 
 
Q-53a: ________________________________ 
Q-53b: ________________________________ 
Q-53c: ________________________________ 
 
1. The roles and responsibilities of citizens, such as voting and respect for the law  
2. The government of Afghanistan 
3. Democracy  
4. The role of elected representatives  
5. Elections and the elections process 
6. The rights of individuals and groups in our society 
 

 _____________ 
 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-54. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) Overall, how important to you are the subjects that were  

discussed in the meeting(s): very important, somewhat important, not so important, or not 
important at all? 
 
1.  Very important 
2.  Somewhat important 
3.  Not so important 
4.  Not important at all 
__________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-55. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) And overall did you find the meeting(s) very interesting,  

somewhat interesting, not so interesting or not interesting at all? 
 
1.  Very interesting 
2.  Somewhat interesting 
3.  Not so interesting 
4.  Not interesting at all 
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___________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 

Q-56. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) For each item I name, please tell me if this was used by  
the instructor at the meeting(s), or not? 
 

 Yes No Not 
Asked 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Hand-outs or brochures, which would be 
any document that you could take with you at 
the end of the meeting 

1 2 7 8 9 

b. Posters or any visual materials (excluding 
hand-outs) that were used by the instructor 
during the class  

1 2 7 8 9 

c. The holy Qu’ran 1 2 7 8 9 
 

Q-57. (ASK IF CODE 1 AT Q-56C) Was the holy Qu’ran cited only in a prayer or invocation  
at the start of the session, or was it used as a reference during the session itself? 
 
1.  Cited only in a prayer or invocation at the start of the session 
2.  Used as a reference during the session itself 
__________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 

Q-58. (IF NO MATERIALS USED, CODE 2 IN Q56A-C) Were any other teaching materials  
used, or none? (Open-ended. Do not read pre-codes. Record up to three responses in 
order of mention. If ‘None” use code 96) 
 
Q-58a: ________________________________ 
Q-58b: ________________________________ 
Q-58c: ________________________________ 

 _____________ 
 96.  No other materials were used 

97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
Q-59. (IF MATERIALS USED, CODE 1 IN Q-56A, Q-56B, OR Q-56C; OR RESPONSE  

GIVEN IN Q-58) Did you find the materials used by the instructor in the meeting(s) 
very useful, somewhat useful, not so useful or not useful at all? 
 
1.  Very useful 
2.  Somewhat useful 
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3.  Not so useful 
4.  Not useful at all 
__________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-60. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) For each item I name, please tell me if the instructor in  

the meeting(s) did or did not use this teaching technique? 
 

 Yes No Not 
Asked 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Lecture 1 2 7 8 9 
b. Questions and answers 1 2 7 8 9 
c. Discussion 1 2 7 8 9 

 
Q-61. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) Overall, were the teaching techniques used by the  

instructor in the meeting(s) very effective, somewhat effective, not so effective or not 
effective at all? 
 
1.  Very effective 
2.  Somewhat effective 
3.  Not so effective 
4.  Not effective at all 
__________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-62. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) How would you rate the instructor’s [ITEM]: excellent,  

very good, not so good or poor? 
 

 Excellent Very 
Good 

Not So 
Good 

Poor Not 
Asked 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. ability to explain the topics 
covered 

1 2 3 4 7 8 9 

b. knowledge of the topic covered 1 2 3 4 7 8 9 
c. approachability 1 2 3 4 7 8 9 
d. respect for participants 1 2 3 4 7 8 9 

 
Q-63. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) How much, if anything, would you say you learned from  

this (these) meeting(s): a great deal, a good amount, just some or nothing at all? 
 

1.  A great deal 
2.  A good amount 
3.  Just some 
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4.  Nothing at all 
__________ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-64. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) Have you ever talked to anyone else in your family or  

community about the topics discussed at the (these) meeting(s), or not?  
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 

Q-65. (ASK IF CODE 2 AT M-23A) Have you ever recommended attending these meetings to  
anyone else in your community, or not? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-66. (ASK ALL) How willing are you to learn more about elections and other topics like the  

government, citizenship, democracy, and the role of elected representatives: very willing, 
somewhat willing, somewhat unwilling, or very unwilling? 
 
1. Very willing 
2. Somewhat willing 
3. Somewhat unwilling 
4. Very unwilling 
__________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Rights of Women 
 
Q-67. On another subject, please tell me if each of the following is something you support  

strongly, support somewhat, oppose somewhat or oppose strongly? 
 

 Support 
Strongly 

Support 
Somewhat 

Oppose 
Somewhat 

Oppose 
Strongly 

Ref 
(vol.) 

DK 
(vol.) 

a. Women voting 1 2 3 4 8 9 
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b. Women holding jobs 
outside the home 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

c. Women holding a seat in 
the National Assembly 

1 2 3 4 8 9 

d. Girls education 1 2 3 4 8 9 
 
Q-68. Do you think that women presently have more rights, fewer rights or about the same  

rights as men in our society?  
 

1. More rights than men 
2. Fewer rights than men 
3. Same rights as men 
________ 
8.   Refused (vol.) 
9.   Don’t Know (vol.) 
 

Q-69. Do you think women should have more rights in our society than they have now,  
fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should have? 
 
1. More rights than they have now 
2. Fewer rights than they have now 
3. Have the rights they should have 
________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Rights of the Disabled 
 
Q-70. Being disabled means having a physical condition or permanent injury that limits a  

person’s movements, senses, or activities. Beyond what a disabled person’s family may 
do, how would you rate services and support for disabled people in this 
village/neighborhood, using very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad or very bad? 
(Interviewer: If no services and support for the disabled, code very bad) 
 
1.  Very good 
2.  Somewhat good 
3.  Somewhat bad 
4.  Very bad 
_________ 
5.  No disabled people here (vol.) 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-71. Do you think that disabled people presently have more rights, fewer rights or about the  

same rights as those in our society who are not disabled?  
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1. More rights than the non-disabled 
2. Fewer rights than the non-disabled 
3. Same rights as the non-disabled 
_________ 
8.   Refused (vol.) 
9.   Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-72. Do you think disabled people should have more rights in our society than they have now,  

fewer rights than they have now, or do they currently have the rights they should have? 
 

1. More rights than they have now 
2. Fewer right than they have now 
3. Have the rights they should have 
________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-73. In your opinion are government buildings and other buildings that are open to the public  

in this area accessible to people with disabilities, or not? 
 
1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-74. Do you regard yourself as disabled in the way I have described?  [INTERVIEWER: If  

respondent does not recall, read the text again: Being disabled means having a 
physical condition or permanent injury that limits a person’s movements, senses, or 
activities.] 
 
1.  Yes    
2.  No    
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-75. (Ask if ‘Yes’ at Q-71) Please describe your disability. (Code 98 for “Refused”) 

 
Record Disability: _____________________________ 

 
            ________ 

97. Not Asked 
98. Refused (vol.) 
99. Don’t Know (vol.) 
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Q-76. Is there anyone living in this household whom you regard as disabled in the way I have  
described, or are there no disabled people living here?   

 
1.  Yes    
2.  No    
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Q-77. Outside this household, do you have any friends or relatives whom you regard  

as disabled in the way I have described, or no friends or relatives who are disabled? 
 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
Demographics 
 
D-1. Gender (Do Not Ask)   
 
 1.  Male 
 2.  Female  
 
D-2. Could you please tell me your age? (Record actual age; if respondent refuses, please 

estimate)     
___ ___ 

 
D-3. What is the main language spoken in this household? (Single code only) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-4a. Can you read? 
 

1.  Yes 

Dari 1 
Pashto 2 
Uzbek 3 
Turkmen 4 
Balochi 5 
Pashayi 6 
Other (Specify) 
_____________________________ 

7 

Refused (vol.) 98 
Don’t know (vol.) 99 
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2.  No 
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-4b. Do you feel comfortable reading [INSERT]…? 
 

 
Yes No Ref 

(vol.) 
DK 

(vol.) 
1 Street signs 1 2 98 99 
2 Posters 1 2 98 99 
3 Billboards/advertisements 1 2 98 99 
4 Magazines/newspapers 1 2 98 99 
5 Books  1 2 98 99 

 
D-5. What is the highest level of schooling you have completed? 
 

1. No formal education  
2. Primary school  
3. Some secondary school  
4. Completed secondary school  
5. Technical or Trade Institute  
6. Some university  
7. Completed university degree  
8. Madrassa or Mosque  
9. Home-based 
_____________  
96. Other (Specify) ___________________ 
98. Refused (vol.)  
99. Don't know (vol.)  

 
D-6. What is your ethnic group? 
 

1. Pashtun           
2. Tajik             
3. Hazara            
4. Turkmen           
5. Qizilbash         
6. Mixed         
7. Bayat     
___________ 
96. Other (Specify) _____________________ 
98. Refused (vol.)    
99. Don't know (vol.) 

 
D-7. Do you think of yourself as Afghan first, or as (INSERT respondent’s ethnic group) first? 
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1. Afghan first 
2. (INSERT respondent’s ethnic group) first 
____________ 
3.  Other (vol.) 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-8. What is your job status now, are you…? 
 

1.  Working full-time 
 2.  Working part-time 
 3.  Unemployed-Looking For Work 
 4.  Unemployed-Not Looking For Work  

5.  Housewife (not working outside of the home) 
 6.  Student/Apprentice 
 7.  Retired 

8.  Disabled 
            _______ 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
 D-9. (ASK IF RESPONDENT IS WORKING, UNEMPLOYED, OR RETIRED) What  

is/was your primary occupation? (INTERVIEWER: FOR THOSE WHO 
ANSWERED UNEMPLOYED OR RETIRED/DISABLED, ASK THE 
RESPONDENT WHAT THEIR OCCUPATION WAS WHEN THEY WERE 
WORKING. RECORD BELOW AND CODE).    

 
  INTERVIEWER WRITE OCCUPATION:_______________________  
            

1.  Government Employee Support Staff 
2.  Government Employee Mid Level (Supervisory) 
3.  Government Employee Senior Level Officer 
4.  Agricultural Laborer 
5.  Farming On Own Farm 
6.  Farm Owner Employing Laborers 
7.  Unskilled Worker 
8.  Semi Skilled Worker 
9.  Skilled Worker 
10.  Private Employee Support Staff 
11.  Private Employee Mid Level (Supervisory) 
12.  Private Employee Senior Officer 
13.  Private Business Sole Proprietor 
14.  Private Business Employing 1-5 Workers 
15.  Private Business Employing More Than 5 Workers 
16.  Military/Police 
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96.  Other  
97.  Not Asked 
98.  Refused (vol.) 
99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-10. (ASK ALL) How would you describe the current economic situation in your household? 

Is it very good, somewhat good, somewhat bad, or very bad? 
 

1. Very good 
2. Somewhat good 
3. Somewhat bad 
4. Very bad 
________ 
8. Refused (vol.) 
9. Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-11. How often in the last year did you have problems satisfying the food needs of the  

household (having no or little food to eat)? Did this happen rarely (1 to 3 times a year), 
sometimes (3 to 6 times a year), often (a few times every month), mostly (meaning it 
happens a lot), or did you have no problems meeting food needs in the last year? 
 
1. No problems meeting food needs 
2. Rarely (1 to 3 times a year) 
3. Sometimes (3 to 6 times a year) 
4. Often  (a few times every month) 
5. Mostly (this happens a lot) 
 
__________ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-12. Are you the head of this family (household)? 
 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-13. (ASK IF NO, CODE 2 AT D-12) Is the head of household a female or male? 
 

1.  Female 
2.  Male 
_______ 
7.  Not Asked 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
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9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
D-14. (ASK IF NO, CODE 2 AT D-13) What is his/her job status? 
 

1.  Working full-time 
 2.  Working part-time 
 3.  Unemployed-Looking For Work 
 4.  Unemployed-Not Looking For Work  

5.  Housewife (not working outside of the home) 
 6.  Student/Apprentice 
 7.  Retired 

8.  Disabled 
            _______ 
 97.  Not Asked 
 98.  Refused (vol.) 
 99.  Don’t Know (vol.) 
 
 D-15. (ASK ALL) Does any member of your household work for the district, provincial, or  

national government or the government courts? 
 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
_______ 
8.  Refused (vol.) 
9.  Don’t Know (vol.) 

 
D-16. How many people live in this household in total? 
[Interviewer: Ensure disabled people are counted as household members (Having a 
disability means having a physical condition that limits a person’s movements, senses, or 
activities.)] 
 
 WRITE NUMBER: _____________ 
 

98. Refused (vol.)  
99. Don’t know (vol.) 
 

D-17. How many people ages 18 and over live in this household in total? 
 
 WRITE NUMBER: _____________ 
 

98. Refused (vol.)  
99. Don’t know (vol.) 

 
STEP Participant Snowball  
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S1. (IF STEP PARTICIPANT, code 2 at M-23a) We’d like to interview more people who 
have also participated in civic education programs provided by [STEP partner’s name] any time 
after July 1, 2010. Do you know anyone else who has participated in any of these meetings?  
 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 
S2. (IF YES, code 1 at S1) Would you be comfortable giving us their names and contact 
information so that we could see if they would be willing to be interviewed as well? (MAKE 
SURE TO GET AS MANY NAMES AS POSSIBLE) This will be kept strictly confidential. 
[Space below is provided for 5 contacts, record additional names if provided.] 
 

1. Name: _______________________________________ 
 
  Contact information: ____________________________ 
 

 
2. Name: _______________________________________ 

 
  Contact information: ____________________________ 
 

 
3. Name: _______________________________________ 

 
  Contact information: ____________________________ 
  
 

4. Name: _______________________________________ 
 
  Contact information: ____________________________ 
  
 

5. Name: _______________________________________ 
 
  Contact information: ____________________________ 
 

RECORD THE TIME (USING 24 HOUR CLOCK) INTERVIEW WAS COMPLETED 
AND THE LENGTH OF THE INTERVIEW (M-17 AND M-18) 

 
Read Closing Statement to the Respondent:  
 
“Thank you for participating in our survey.  Do you have any questions?  In the next few days 
my supervisor may contact you to evaluate the quality of my work and answer any other 
questions you may have.  To help him do that, could I have your telephone number?” 
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Respondent Information: Name:    ____________________ 
    Address: ____________________ 
      ____________________ 
    Telephone: ____________________ 
 
Interviewer Certification: “I certify that I have completed this interview according to the 

instructions provided me by the Afghan Center for Socio-economic 
and Opinion Research. 

 
    ___________________ _______________ 
    Signed    Date  
 
INTERVIEWER CODE – DO NOT ASK  
 
D-18. (Interviewer Code) How would you assess the economic status of the household: Very  

prosperous, prosperous, average, poor, very poor? 
 
1. Very prosperous 
2. Prosperous 
3. Average 
4. Poor 
5. Very poor 

 
D-19. (Interviewer Code) How would you assess the economic status of the broader  

community: Very prosperous, prosperous, average, poor, very poor? 
 

1. Very prosperous 
2. Prosperous 
3. Average 
4. Poor 
5. Very poor 

 
D-20.  (Interviewer Code) How many people were present for the interview?   ____ ____   
 
D-21.  (Interviewer Code) Which of the following statements do you think best describes the  

level of comprehension of the survey questionnaire by the respondent?   
 
1. The respondent understood all of the questions 
2. The respondent understood most of the questions 
3. The respondent understood most of the questions but with some help. 
4. The respondent had difficulty understanding most of the questions, even with help 

from me   
 

D-22. (Interviewer Code) Which of the following statements best describes the level of 
comfort or unease that the respondent had with the survey questionnaire?   
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1. The respondent was comfortable (at ease) with the entire questionnaire 
2. The respondent was comfortable with most of the questions 
3. The respondent was comfortable with only some of the questions 
4. The respondent was generally uncomfortable with the survey questionnaire  

 
D-23. (Interviewer Code) Please indicate which, if any, of the questions caused this respondent 

any uneasiness or decreased cooperation during the interview. (Write down no more 
than three question numbers, in order of mention.)  

  
a.  First Mention ____________________     
b.  Second Mention ____________________     
c.  Third Mention ____________________  

 
To Be Completed By The Supervisor: 
 
D-24.  (Supervisor Code) Was the interview subject to quality control/back-check? 
 
 1.  Yes   
 2.  No  
 
D-25. (Supervisor Code) Method of quality control/back-check 
 
 1.  Direct supervision during interview 
 2.  Back-check in person by supervisor 
 3.  Back-check from the central office 

4.  Not applicable  
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