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Comments on the National Early Grade literacy
and Numeracy Intervention Pilot Report

The Ministry of Education would like to thank the National Survey team for the
tremendous efforts made during all the national survey stages. The following are
the key comments on the first draft of the report the DCU received from MOE
directorates and NCHRD.

National Center for Human Resources Development

The report has addressed comprehensive key issues of education in Jordan, in addition to
attempting to measure the impact using the pilot design. The following comments aim to

improve future quality of the study.

1. The study sample should cover all schools in the country, as well as all authorities
(the UNRWA, military schools and private schools). The study included the MoE
schools; however, it did not take into account the school location variable (urban

and rural areas).
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Response: This is an important and interesting observation. The study sample did not include
schools other than MoE schools because the study evolved from the 2012 National Survey,
and in the 2012 National Survey, it was decided to target MoE schools only and not to use

urban and rural characteristics as a sampling criteria.
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2. The study design needs a higher control level, as the treatment group was purposively
selected, whereas it should be randomly distributed to the treatment and control

groups.
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Response: Purposive sampling is a valid sampling technique for a research activity of this
nature. With purposive sampling, subjects (schools) are selected because of some
characteristic. In the case of this intervention research activity, purposive sampling allowed
for particular subgroups and facilitated comparisons between these subgroups. The subgroups
in this case were intervention districts with a single supervisor and intervention districts with

two or more supervisors, and in all cases at least two schools per supervisor.

3. It would be better if both groups (treatment and control) are equal, as the current

distribution lacks this feature
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Response: While typically this is correct, in this study we only had the resources to include,
at most, 45 schools in the treatment group. In the 2014 National Survey and Endline Study,
the decision was made to retain all the schools of the 2012 National Survey, to enable more
effective comparison. For this reason, the number of control schools was uncharacteristically
high.
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4. It is suggested that the Project/Intervention is reconsidered to be dependent from the
measurement tool in order to be rolled out in the school when it succeeds, especially
that the findings of the study showed that the Project/Intervention was successful in the

girls' schools, while it had no positive impact in the boys schools.
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Response: The purpose of the intervention was to research whether or not “daily practice of
foundational skills through deliberate, structured, and developmentally appropriate activities
support children to be able to read with comprehension and do mathematics with
understanding.” That is, the research activity wanted to investigate whether it was possible to
target the reading and mathematics skills that the 2012 National Survey had identified as
underdeveloped. For this reason, it was appropriate to use the same measurement tools in the
2014 National Survey and Endline Study. That said, the researchers also explored the
performance characteristics of the treatment and control schools on the MoE National
Assessment, conducted at the end of the 2013/2014 school year. The analysis of the
performance on the MoE National Assessment indicated that: the average passing rate for the
Arabic language test was 75% for the schools included in the National Survey. Treatment
schools showed a 7% higher passing rate than control schools (79% treatment schools versus
72% control schools). For the mathematics assessment, the average passing rate was 65%.
Treatment schools outperformed control schools by approximately 10.5% (71% treatment

schools versus 60.6% control schools). The differences both for Arabic language and for
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mathematics are statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level. These results are encouraging,
as they indicate that the impact of the intervention was seen not only on the survey tools

(EdData) but also on an unrelated assessment (MoE).

5. The training program accompanying the Intervention was not similarly implemented in

terms of the time allocated for supervisors and teachers.
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Response: It is correct to say that the intervention was not similarly implemented in all
schools, with some supervisors providing more support than others. This was anticipated, and
allowed the researchers to explore the second research question: “What are the conditions
that help teachers to implement the daily routine and the associated activities with fidelity and
confidence?” as it relates to the frequency of supervisor support. The results clearly showed
that “Being visited as frequently as 16 or more times over the period of the intervention was
associated with a 27% increase in the percentage of readers and a 15% increase in the

percentage of mathematicians in the classrooms of those teachers.”
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Development Coordination Unit

1. How can the improvement in students’ performance be attributed to the interventions
activities rather than to other factors such as the close follow up that were undertaken
by the supervisors for the targeted groups, in addition to that the school management
was not included in the study so how we can be assured that the improvement is not

resulted from school management factors.
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Response: It is quite correct to indicate that there were a range of factors that contributed to
the performance of the treatment schools on the 2014 National Survey and Endline Study.
For the role of supervisors, the research activity was able to quantify the extent of their
involvement (see previous response above). For school management, the research activity did
not explore either the extent or the impact of school management’s involvement. That said,
there is no doubt that the school management must have played a role, and a greater role in
some schools than in others. In fairness, it is unlikely that the full extent of the intervention
impact can be attributed to the role of the school management and supervisors only. There is
very real evidence that the materials and methodology of the intervention also contributed to
the improved results in the treatment schools.
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2. The findings of the 2014 National Survey indicated that there is a statistically
significant difference of gender for the favor of females, while this difference was not
statistically significant in the National Survey/2012. Moreover, this finding was not
analyzed in the 2014 report to highlight the reasons behind the differences between
2012 results and 2014.
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Response: This is a question that, in general, needs more research because the issue is
complex. However, the 2014 report does not indicate a difference in performance by gender
in general, but rather the difference by gender in response to the intervention. In the case of
the intervention, the observation is that girls appear to have benefited more from the
intervention than boys did. The results also suggest that children in all-girls schools benefited
more from the intervention than children in mixed schools and that children in all-boys

schools appear to have benefited the least.

3. Regarding the assessment of students’ skills in Math (EGMA), it is noted that some of
the sub skills in the 2012 National Survey 2012 were time-limited, while they were not
time limited in the 2014 National Survey. This raises several questions regarding
attributing the effect of the intervention considering the difference related to the time

factor, so this requires further articulation.
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Response: This is an important observation. It is expressly for this reason, as well as to limit
the effect of selection bias, that the intervention impact was determined using difference-in-
differences (DID) methodology. By comparing (1) the average change over time in the
outcome variable for the treatment group with (2) the average change over time in the
outcome for the control group, the role of changes in the assessment task and or unintended

selection bias are accounted for.

4. The executive summary should be more focused on the results and findings of the

study giving that the details are already explained in the related sections.
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Response: An executive summary has been added to the report since the first draft on which

these comments are based.

5. We assume that the second draft will include the recommendations as discussed in the

workshop so as to be considered by the Ministry.
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Response: The recommendations developed as a part of the dissemination workshop
activities have been added to the report since the first draft on which these comments are
based.
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6. It would be much helpful to indicate in a summary the key indicators resulted from
2014 study, and identify which indicators could be considered baseline indicators so as
to measure the improvement resulted from the future investment and initiatives, the
MOE has already started using new curriculum for instance, and will also start a new
initiative supported by USAID (RAMP).
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Response: The benchmarks and five-year targets developed as a part of the dissemination
workshop activities have been added to the report since the first draft on which these
comments are based. We believe that these benchmarks and targets address the issue raised in

the question.

7. The study assumed that this intervention is the only one which will achieve the best
results in a short period, how this could be justified and clarified without giving solid

examples on other interventions results or at least experiences from other countries.
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Response: Although the report does make the claim that the intervention achieved the
objectives of the research activity, no claim is made about whether or not another form of the
intervention would have been more or less effective. Neither the research activity nor the data

would allow us to make such claims.
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Managing Directorate of Educational Planning and Research
(DEP&R).

1. The Interventions were implemented on a sample of student different from the one that
was surveyed in 2012, for example, 2" grade students who are now in grade 4, and 3"

grade students are now in grade 5, which might affect the study reliability.
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Response: The observation about students is completely correct. It would, in general, be
difficult to conduct a longitudinal study with students as described above. In the case of this
study and the associated timeframe, this was impossible. It is for this reason that the

classroom was the focus of analysis in the study and not the students themselves.

2. On (Pagel4d & 21) there is contradiction between the figures; as it was noted on page
14 that the intervention was implemented on (12000) students, while on page 21 it was

noted that the intervention was implemented on (2935) students.
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Response: The 12,000 refers to the number of students who were in classes where the

intervention was implemented. The 2,935 refers to the number of students in the sample of

students that were assessed as part of the 2014 National Survey and Endline Study
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3. Editing the translation using educational terminologies.
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Response: The first draft has been edited as requested. It is hoped that the second draft will

be better with regard to this criterion.

4. Clarifying the type of the sample and methodology used in the selecting the sample.
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Response: The sampling methodology for the 2012 National Survey is described in section
2.2.1. The sampling criteria for choosing the intervention schools is described in section
2.2.2. The sample for the 2014 National Survey, being an endline study, consisted of the

schools selected for the 2012 National Survey.

5. There are some queries regarding the abilities of grade 2 and 3 students to orally

respond to the questionnaire.
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Response: The standard methodology for the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and
the Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA) that was used in both the 2012 and 2014 National
Surveys is to administer these tests orally. This is deliberately done to ensure that the ability
(or inability) of students to either read instructions or to write answers does not confound
their ability to participate in the assessment, and in so doing, to mask the findings. For
example, did students not respond correctly because they could not read the instructions or
could not write the answers, or because they could not answer the question? Because the
same methodology was used both in the 2012 and 2014 National Surveys, the manner in

which it is administered does not interfere with determining the impact of the intervention.

Educational Training Center

1. The material presented to the students do not commensurate with the time allocated to
implementing the tasks, which affects students’ performance and character.
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Response The: report acknowledges that teachers struggled (especially at first) to complete

the intervention activities in the allocated 15 minutes.

2. The material presented to the students are enriching activities rather than remedial,
which affected the realization of the project’s objective, which is addressing the weak
acquisition of skills at students revealed through the National Survey 2012.
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Response: This is an interesting observation. For the most part, the activities were intended to

be more foundational than enriching, and certainly the evidence is that the activities
supported the development of foundational skills that were identified as underdeveloped in
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the 2012 National Survey. That said, teachers did experience the word problems in the
mathematics activities to be beyond the scope of the curriculum. This was a

misunderstanding of the project’s intent and is discussed at length in section 1.4 of the report.

3. The material included learning outcomes that are higher than the outcomes identified

to be acquired by students in those grades.
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Response: This comment applies mostly to the word problems in the mathematics activities

and represents a misunderstanding of the project’s intent and one of the implementation

challenges. It is discussed at length in section 1.4 of the report.

4. Individual differences were not taken into account when preparing the material that
was limited to enriching activities that measure higher levels, which negatively

affected the students’ performance.
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Response: It is correct to say that these materials did not support differentiated teaching. The
materials were the same for all the students. The research interest of the intervention was to
develop a program that would support teachers in providing deliberate, structured, and
developmentally appropriate daily practice in foundational skills for reading and mathematics
and to see if that would address the gaps in foundational skills that were identified in the
2012 National Survey. The current remedial research activity addresses differentiated
teaching. The comment that the materials were experienced as enriching has already been
addressed in the response to question 2.
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5. The material did not include varied reading activities; despite that reading is one of the
key elements of the project. In addition, reading the invented words subtask was
measured, which does not commensurate with the students’ development

characteristics.
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Response: In the reading program, reading materials were introduced in the second semester.
The invented word subtask assesses the ability of students to decode text. Decoding text is a
foundational skill and critical if students are to improve in their ability to read fluently. The
invented word task assesses whether students are applying their knowledge of the
relationships between sounds and symbols, rather than reading words from memory. The

pronounceable invented words in the subtask all follow legal spelling patterns in Arabic.

6. Lack of alignment between the material content presented to the students with the
content of the textbooks.
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Response: Given that the purpose of the intervention materials was to develop skills in
reading and mathematics that the 2012 National Survey had found to be underdeveloped and
that the curriculum analysis of the 2012 curriculum had revealed that many of these skills

were not addressed in grades 2 and 3, the intervention materials had to address these skills.
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Therefore, a predictable mismatch resulted between the intervention materials and the

contents of the textbook. This issue is also discussed in section 1.4 of the report.

7. The teachers had an impression that the routine activities are additional burdens rather

than activities contributing to improving students’ performance.
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Response: It is true, and it has been discussed extensively in the report, that teachers
experienced the intervention as a burden. This experience has implications for future
intervention studies that work with only a sample of schools, because teachers in one school
will be implementing the activities of the intervention, and teachers in the neighboring school
will not. This upsets teachers. The research does not support the claim that teachers did not
experience the materials as contributing to improving students’ performance. On the contrary,
the vast majority of interviewed teachers agreed that the performance of their students

improved as a result of the intervention.

8. The findings of the project showed that there was some improvement in the students’
performance after implementing the intervention activities. Despite that such
improvement is statistically significant, it was not equivalent to the efforts, time and

cost, and some skills were not affected at all.

ol O MRS 5 8 5 agal) Jaley (0K oI il I elea¥) e Ay camall e Dla Y
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Response: It is difficult to respond to the claim that “it was not equivalent to the efforts, time,
and cost,” because the basis for making this claim is not clear. It is interesting to notice that
the Curriculum Department has incorporated many of the methodologies of the intervention
into the revised curriculum and textbooks that are used in schools for the 20142015 school

year.

9. The project’s findings showed that some variables were controlled, most important of
which is the economic status, whereas some other variables, which are more important,

were not controlled.

al Maaal ST A il gAY @l psadl” oY celea¥) 1 e L) Saadll (e Gl 1 Dla Y
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Response: It is not possible to respond to this claim because the “other variables, which are

more important” are not identified.

10. The report did not include the recommendations.

83 gusall (A 8 58 Jee A5 Adadil (e o a8 Wy skt o ) il sl d8la) i 1 ila Y
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Response: The recommendations that were developed as a part of the dissemination
workshop activities have been added to the report since the first draft on which these

comments are based.

Managing Directorate of Curricula and Textbooks (DCT).

1. The report did not consider the effective role of the Managing Directorate of Curricula
and Textbooks at all stage of the project.

zaliall 30 & ey Gl yie W) oy ol ¢y ) (e (AW 83 sasall (8 4l G il sall Gl S8 s Dla Y
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Response: The authors realize that in the first draft of the report, the Managing Directorate of
Curricula and Textbooks was not appropriately recognized for their important and critical
role throughout the activities associated with the intervention. This has been corrected, and
the authors apologize without reservation for this omission.

2. Regarding the Math skills (EGMA), there are no technical comments on the

implementation procedures, training materials and the results.

e el o g3y (Say Al ey sl o dale dadd 8l M aah (Ll Y)
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Response: The report provides an overview of the materials and their design, etc. More detail
on the philosophy and implementation procedures can be found in the teachers’ notes.

3. The routine activities will be repeated for students in the control and experimental

groups when these activities are rolled out in the upcoming years.

Hapni Y 5aY) oo 138 1 la )

Response: This is most encouraging!

4. The study did not differentiate between the students’ ability to read and the timed oral
reading fluency. This means that the study has limited the students’ ability to read and

comprehend in a limited time with no more than one minute.
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Response: Oral reading fluency (ORF) and comprehension are linked.2 Even allowing poor
readers to read for longer will not necessarily improve the comprehension scores. Until
accuracy is high, ORF will not improve. And until ORF has improved, comprehension will

not improve.

5. On page 4 of the report, it was noted that the curricula are not capable of developing
the students’ basic reading skills, knowing that the implementation of the intervention
activities coincided with the new curricula that focused on those basic skills.

2014 plad sl #leiall Y Gl 5 2012 alad maliall Jilas ) 4 dadiall (8 Galadll ol 1 la )
) (810 e 5 5 N

Response: The comment on page 4 referred to the analysis of the 2012 curriculum and not to

the new 2014 curriculum. This has been clarified in the report.

6. On page (7) of the report, it was noted that “it was decided in designing this
intervention that teachers would not be provided with scripted lessons”. This does not
apply to most of the activities implemented in the second semester that consisted of

scripted lessons followed by questions and activities.

e dai @l Gagoall O (s LS o5 o1 G g pall el ) A slaa Jla) ) 8l Coagy 1 Lla Y
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Response: The report intended to convey that the lessons were not scripted in the sense that
the lessons did not dictate to teachers exactly what to say. That said, it is fair to say that the
activities of the routines were “highly structured.” The report has been revised to convey this

more clearly.

2 Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., Hosp, M. K., & Jenkins, J. (2001). Oral reading fluency as an indicator of reading
competence: A theoretical, empirical, and historical analysis. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5(3), 239-256.
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7. The report did not consider the real reasons behind the low results of students in the
reading skills according to the National Survey results, most important of which are:

a. Despite being trained, the staff implementing the National Survey test was not
competent enough, as most of them had no experience in education, particularity in
the listening texts and comprehension questions.

b. Selecting staff whom the students were not familiar with has negatively affected
the students’ results.

c. During the National Survey 2012, students were taught following the
comprehensive way for teaching reading according to the old curricula. During the
intervention stage / 2014, the curricula were reviewed and started using the
syllables way for teaching reading /verbal method which has positively affected the

study’s results.

Ly
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Response:

a. With regard to the comment that “staff implementing the National Survey test was not
competent enough, as most of them had no experience in education, particularity in
the listening texts and comprehension questions.” The training procedures for
assessors involved rigorous inter-rater reliability (IRR) testing to ensure that all
assessors were competent to administer the assessment properly. Each assessor, who
conducted the assessments, scored a minimum of 90% agreement with the Gold
Standard on the IRR assessments. Furthermore, at least one half of the assessors in
both surveys were MoE staff.

b. All students were interviewed by assessors who were not their teachers, to ensure that
all students would have the same experience. That said, it could be argued that
students feel intimidated when they are interviewed by assessors who are unfamiliar.
However, that has not been our experience.

c. Itis for this reason that the difference-in-differences (DID) approach was used to
interpret the results of the survey. The DID approach compares (1) the average change
over time in the outcome variable for the treatment group with (2) the average change
over time in the outcome for the control group. The role of changes in the curriculum
in general, changes in the assessment task, or unintended selection bias are accounted

for.
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8. There is no need to roll out the routine activities materials (EGRA) for all schools, for
the following reasons:

a. The new Arabic Language textbook follows the syllables way for teaching reading/
verbal method in teaching Arabic language skills, which the intervention activities
depend on.

b. The content of the routine activities are not compatible with the content of the
textbooks in terms of timeline. It is known that the warming up part that includes
the intervention activities at the beginning of the lessons should be linked with the
learning objectives of the lesson.

c. Giving more attention to the in-service training of teachers.

d. Making intensive field visits by supervisors to activate their role.

e. Limiting the transfer of the first three grades teachers in order to retain trained and

experienced teachers.

) da o daadia g3 e DlaYl o ) 1 Dl Y

Response: This response is both exciting and encouraging.

Managing Directorate of Examinations and Tests (DET).

1. Amending the title by adding “the First Three Grades”.

JSiy 23 " ) Cagiall" o (e e I et il Al Auilal) dilia) caad a8 AglaY)
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Response: The following footnote has been added to the report “* Although “early grades” is
used generally in this report to refer to the first three school years (grades 1-3), in the case of
the 2012 National Survey, and later the 2014 National Survey, only grade 2 and grade 3

students were assessed. In the intervention activity, all three grades (1-3) were involved.”
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2. The study questions are not independently well articulated in the report and should be

included in a separate section.

1.2.1 a8 sl ALl 3 jus o3 la Y

Response: The research questions are listed in section 1.2.1.

3. Clarifying Figure 1 on allocating time for three skills within the classroom daily

activities.

Adail) 53 Aadlaal ) Jysms o5 1 4ula Y

Response: The report has been adjusted to address this point.

4. Clarifying the map on page 12.

Al o3 Allaad i paes 51 2l

Response: The report has been adjusted to address this point.

5. Separating Table 1 into two tables; one for reading and the other for Math, as the skills
are different for both subjects.

Adail) 53 Aadlaal 1 Jyses o5 1 Lula Y

Response: The report has been adjusted to address this point.

6. Including all study tools in the report.

) ) e 2 adall 8 A all il ol aes e g LY Sy 1 ula Y

e ez

Response: All study tool will appear in Annex 2 of the final report.
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