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INTRODUCTION 

The Improved Efficiency of Learning (IEL) Project is a joint effort 

by USAID/Liberia and the Liberian Ministry of Education to improve the 

quality of primary education in Liberia. IEL has been producing programmed 

instruction materials over the past five years. The materials. which consist 

of programmed teaching for the first 2 1/2 years of primary school and 

programmed learning for the last 3 1/2 years. are being produced in the 

project office in Gbarnga. Technical assistance and administration of the 

USAID component are being provided by the Institute for International Research 

of Bethesda, Maryland. 

From the experimental point of view the project has chosen 3 types 

of schools. The first type consists of schools using the IEL ~aterials and 

receiving IEL teacher training and supervision. The second type consists of 

optimum conventional schools (OC), which are to receive a full complement of 

regular school textbooks and equivalent teacher training and supervision. 

We have had great difficulties in buying the textbooks. however. and as of 

~ the end of 1982 there were no textbooks in the OC schools. Five OC schools 
JJ should have had textbooks at the beginning of 1981; we have finally distributed 

\~
\~ textbooks for the 1983 school year. For the purposes of the present 

report the only difference between OC schools and other Liberian schools is 

that the OC teachers received a 2-3 week training course at the beginning of 

1981. The third type of school is the status quo (SQ) school. which receives 

no treatment at all except for the achievement tests given at the beginning 

and end of the school year. 

The IEL project chose 15 schools for participation in the first 

phase of the experiment,S schools in each of the 3 groups. Beginning in 
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1983 there are 30 additional schools, 10 in each group, for a total of 45 

schools. The schools were chosen in the following way. All of the schools 

in the experimental region, Bong County plus parts of Lofa and Nimba Counties. 

were divided into c~lls according to criteria of school size and achievement 

based on the results of a sixth-grade examination. Each cell contained 

3 matched schools, which were then selected at random so that one school from 

each cell would be included in each of the IEL, OC. and SQ groups. Pretests 

have been administered in 1981 for grades 1-3. and 1982 for grades 1-4. in 

the areas of lan~uage (English) and mathematics. The posttests. results of 

which will be described in this report, were given in grades 1-4 in 1982. 

Posttests were administered in English and mathematics in all four grades. 

and in social studies and science in grades 3-4 only. 

TEST DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

Planning for the posttests began in September 1981. In order to 

cake an impartial evaluation AID asked that the posttests be designed. 

administered, and analyzed by independent parties. These parties are the 

West African Examinations Council (WAEC. Monrovia office) and the present 

consultant. Also involved in the planning and design of the tests is Chris 

Agbenyega, an IEL staff member who has worked on teacher taining at the 

Ministry of Education and has not been involved in the development of IEL 

materials. During September 1981 we formed a committee of about 10 Liherian 

primary school teachers to determine the content of the tests, which are 

based on the official Ministry of Education curriculum. and to help write 

a large pool of test items for all of ~he tests. which was to contain about 

2-3 times as many items as would finally be used. The writing a~d editing 
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of the initnl items was carried out between September 1981 and January 1982. 

In May 1982 the items were tried out in a number of Liberian schools outside 

the experimental reR1on. The results were scored by WAEC. and I made the 

item sel~ction based on the results. In September 1982 the WAEC. TIr. A~benyega 

~ 
and I ~repared the final version of the tests. which ~subsequently given 

in November 1982, about two weeks before the end of the school year. 

The tests consist of about 30-60 items each. most of which are 

multiple choice except for some items in mathematics and English for which 

there is a unique short answer. In grades 1-3 the tests are given by 

cassette tape, with a minimum of written material, because of the limited 

reading skills of the students. Beginning in grade 4 the instructions are 

written, on the (not always justified) assumption that students are able to 

read simple instructions. All student answers are written in the test booklet 

as we felt that machine scored answer sheets would be too co,nplicated for the 

students. 

In order to minimize the effect of a probable advantige in test 

taking skills by the students in the IEL ochools we decided to give a series 

of 3-4 sets of practice tests in all school. at intervals of about 2 weeks 

just before the administration of posttests. These tests ~ere to be designed 

and distributed by the evaluation section of the IEL project. However. 

because of time and resource problems in 1982 only one set of practice tests 

was given. There was an additional problem in that WAEC would not release any 

information about the posttests so that the IEL staff had no idea of what 

format to use on the practice tests. I recommend that for 1983. ~lAEC give 

IEL information about the various formats on the posttests. although not 

any particular items. 
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The actual administration of the posttests in November 1982 was 

carried out by a group of 15 teachers, mostly from the Monrovia area. trained 

and supervised by WAEC. Each of these teachers was responsible for the entire 

set of 12 posttests to be given at one of the 15 schools in the experiment in 

1982. There were a number of problems, especially in the use of tape 

recorders and taped instructions, but also in wrong packaging of materials. 

Most of these problems could have been prevented by more careful planning 

and perhaps more extensive training for the test administrators. A detailed 

discussion of the implications of these pLoblems and recommendations for 1983 

testing will be presented in the conclusion of this report, after examinin~ 

the test results. In some of the schools there were also complaints that 

the instructions should be repeated again. even though the important part of 

each instruction was repeated once. Many of the comprehension problems. 

including the problems in listening to taped instructions. are in large part 

due to the generally low level of English comprehension of the students. 

whose native language is not English. 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

In the following sections the results of each of the 12 posttests 

will be described. After that there will be a short discussion of the overall 

results. Each section will include tables and figures for that test. The 

relatively small number of schools (5) in ea~h group presents a problem for 

the analysis of the results. This is because there is such great variation 

in school size and perfornance among tne various schools. On the one hand. 

if the results are analyzed using the individual student as the unit of 

analysis then a single large school can almost determine the outcome for the 

group. Thus, one school in each group, if that school is unusually good or 
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unusually bad can dramatically raise of lower the outcome of that group- On 

the other hand, if we use the school as the unit of analysis then a few 

students in a' small school (some of the tests hav~ only 3 or 4 students from 

particular schools) can carry a disproportionate amount of weight in determining 

the outcome. This latter method also has the feature that for this small 

sample it is very difficult to have statistically significant results unless 

the differences in mean scores between two groups are enormous (or if the 

variations among schools within a group are very small). Since each 0' the 

two methods has drawbacks, I have opted to present the results from both 

types of analysis. In the interest of uniformity all scores are reported 

as percentages, rather than raw scores. as different tests had different 

numbers of items. 

Another problem with the analysid is that background data on students 

and teachers is not generally available. The test administrators were not 

very conscientious about collecting data or else the teachers do not have 

these data at hand. In many cases teacher names are missing and I am not 

even sure if the results from a particular school are from one class or 

several. In the case of student data we tried to obtain information about 

the student's sex and age. and also whether that student attended preschool 

and whether he has repeated the grade, as well as the student's attendance 

record for the year. However. except for the case of sex. which was recon

structed in most cases from the student's name. the data are insufficient 

to permit reliable futher analysis. The problem of large numbers of missing 

cases is aggravated by the fact that these usually include all of the students 

from particular schools, and do not constitute a random sample of students 

from all schools. Thus. I have limited reporting of results to a few results 
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in which student age 1s taken into consideration. Even these results are not 

reliable and are meant only to attempt to indicate general trends. 

GRADE 1 ENGLISH POSTTEST 

As we can see from Table El-l the test vas given to 579 students from 

15 schools. About 60% of the students were boys; the average age was 11.5 

years. Although there were the same number of schools 1n each group the IEL 

group had the greatest number of students. This same phenomenon holds in all 

of the tests and is mainly due to the disproportionately large number of 

students in the Dorothy Cooper school. The number of students 1n each school 

1s shown in Table El-5. Table E1-1 also shows that the IEL and OC groups 

were evenly matched for sex and age. but the SQ schools had more boys and 

their students were older on the average. Once again. it must be emphasized 

that information about student age is very incomplete and may be unreliable. 

Very little information was available on students taking this test with 

respect to repetition, preschool and attendance and is not reported here. 

In Table El-2 we see the results. divided according to sex as well 

as the total results. of the Grade 1 English posttest. The OC group scored 

much higher than the IEL and SQ groups as we can see in the third part of 

the table. There was virtually no difference between IEL and SQ on this test. 

Table E1-2 statistics are calculated with the student as the unit of analysis. 

that 1s, e.g •• the 46.2% reported as the mean score for IEL is the simple 

average of all 242 student scores. We notice that 1n all 3 groups the boys 

scored somewhat higher than gi.:J !.:, Table E1-3 shows results for 3 age groups. 

In general. the older students scored higher than the younger students up to 

the age of 12 and after that there was a slight drop. 
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Table El-4 presents results by usin~ the school as the U1Jit of 

analysis. In other wo~ds, the mean score of 43.3% reported for the lEL group 

in this table is the average of the 5 school average scores, with equal 

weight given to each school regardless of the size of the school. Once 

again the OC group scoLes highest, but the difference is much smaller than 

in Table El-1. 

Table E1-S shows the results for each school. As we can see. there 

is indeed a large variation among the different schools. As will be the case 

on almost all of the tests the David Fejue (OC) school scored much higher 

than any other school. which accounts for much of the advantage that the OC 

group has in most of the tests. Results are given in order of score from 

highest to lowest. 

Figures E1-1 to El-4 sh~w the distribution of individual student 

scores for the total set of schools aa well as for each group of schools. 

Scores are grouped so that the code 0 represents the scores less than 10%. 

10 represents the scores from 10-19%, and so on with 90 representing those 

scores from 90-100. The numbers in parenth6=~s are the numbers of students 

scoring in that range. The scores for the Grade 1 English test approximate 

a normal distribution with most students scoring from 30-70~. The mean 

score on the entire test was 51.2%. This was the objective in designing all 

of the tests, as a medium level of difficulty generally permits the maximum 

amount of discrimination in scores among groups. The distribution for IEL 

and SQ are very similar, whereas the OC scores have an nnusually lar~e number 

of scores in the 90-100 range, largely due to scores from David Fejuc school. 

In conclusion, it is clear that the OC group performed best on the 

Grade 1 English posttest re~ardless of how the results are analyz~d. There 

was essentially no difference between IEL and SQ results. 
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Table El-l 

Grade 1 English Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys(l) Mean(2) 
schools studs. age 

IEL 5 242 60.4 11.3 

OC 5 187 59.0 11.3 

SQ 5 150 68.5 12.1 

Overall 15 579 62.1 11.5 

Notes: (1) 12 missing cases 
(2) 215 missing cases 

Table EI-2 

Results of Grade 1 English Posttest 

Boys 
Mean % SD 
correct 

Girls 
Mean% SD 
correct 

Total 
Mean% SD 
correct 

IEL 48.5 19.3 44.4 17.6 46.2 19.0 

OC 67.6 27.6 56.1 25.1 63.0 27.0 

SQ 45.9 14.9 39.5 19.6 44.0 16.8 

Overall 53.6 23.1 47.4 21.8 51.2 22.8 

Notes: The range of st.udent scores is from 0 to 100. 
Difference between OC and lEL is significant at p<.OOI 

with t=7.~5. 

Difference between DC and SQ is Eignificant at p<.OOI 
with t=-7.S3. 
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Table EI-3 

Grade 1 English Results by Age Group 

Age 7-9 Age 10-12 Age 13-,18 

No. of Mean% SO No. of Mean% SD No. of Mean% SO 
studs. correct studs. correct studs. correct 

lEL 15 37.5 16.9 125 50.6 19.8 34 46.3 13.4 

OC 13 42.9 21.7 48 48.4 18.2 21 48.0 19.2 

SQ 18 29.4 15.0 43 39.3 15.0 47 43.0 15.0 

Overall 46 35.8 18.2 216 47.9 19.0 102 45.1 15.4 

Table El-'~ 

Grade 1 English Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SO 
schools correct 

lEL 5 43.3 5.7 

OC 5 50.6 25.6 

SQ 5 45.0 9.6 

Overall 15 46.3 15.3 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the p<.05 level. 
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Table E1-5 

Grade 1 English Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean% SD 
students correct 

Oavid Fejue DC 70 91.6 10.7 

!fartha Tubman SQ 41 56.4 13.3 

EJ Yancy DC 66 53.7 12.4 

Mamadee 5Q 9 53.1 13.1 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 118 52.6 21.2 

55 Collins lEL 17 43.9 12.6 

Gbelenah 5Q 33 43.64 19.1 

Yanniquelle DC 15 43.56 17.5 

Ganglota DC 19 41.~ 11·6 

J5 Milton IEL 19 41.5 14·1) 

Frelela lEL 42 40.8 13.7 

Gorlu 5Q 26 37.6 9.3 

Gorpu Dolo Boi lEL 46 37.4 15.3 

Nyofarkollie SQ 41 34.0 13.6 

Corporal Woah OC 17 22.1 18.6 
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Figure El-l 

Grade 1 En~lish Posttest Distribution of Scores 
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Figure El-2 

Grade 1 Engltsh Po~ttest Distribution of IEL Score~ 
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Figure El-3 

Grad~ 1 English PORttest Distrioution of 00 Scores 
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Figure El-4 

Grade 1 English Po~tt~st Distribution of SQ Scores 
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GRADE 1 MATHEMATlCSPOSTTEST 

The first-grade mathematics posttest was given to 601 students in 

15 schools. Since the testa for the same grade are generally given on 

separate days we do not expect the student population to be exactly the 

same for each test, so we describe each population separately although there 

is presumably a large overlap among tests in the same ~rade. lie see once 

again that there are more lEL students and that the SQ schools have propor

tionately more boys in first gLade. IEL students are a little younger than 

OC students who are slightly younger than SQ students. The average age for 

all students, 11.4 years. is almost the same as for the students taking the 

English posttest. On this test we have more data on students. We see that 

(based on 214 students) about one fourth are repeaters. with fewer repeaters 

in the OC group. More than 90% of the students have attended preschool. The 

average number of days missed is 6.6 with IEL and OC students missing fewer 

days than SQ student~· 

Results of t~· ~est by student are summarized in Table Ml-2. The 

OC and SQ groups sco~~. about the same with the IEL group scoring som~mat 

lower. In all 3 groups boys scored ouch higher than girls. Table Ml··3 

shows that. in general, older students scored higher than younger students. 

If we look at Table Ml-4 we see that using the second type of analysis 

narrows the gaps among the mean scores of the 3 groups. With this type of 

analysis the SQ group scores higher than the IEL and OC groups which score 

about the same. Table Ml-5 shows results for each school. There is a ~radual 

transition down to the last two schools. Dorothy Cooper (IEL) and Corporal 

~loah (OC). which score considerably lower. 
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Figures Ml-1 to Ml-4 give student score distributions. It is clear 

that this test, which covers the curriculum, is too easy from the point of 

view of group discrimination. There are too many scores in the 90's in all 

3 groups, producing a ceiling effect. 

It is not clear as to whether the OC or SQ group performed the best 

on the first-grade mathematics test, but there is little doubt that the IEL 

group performed worse than the other two groups. 
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Table Ml-l 

Grade 1 Mathematics Poattest Population 

No. of 
schools 

No. 
stu

of 
ds. 

% boys(l) Mean(2) 
age 

%Repeat 
(3) 

% Presch. Mean(5) 
(4) absent 

lEL 5 268 58.5 11.0 27.8 94.9 6.3 

OC 5 184 58.4 11.8 14.0 94.7 5.6 

SQ 5 149 70.8 12.1 28.4 90.0 9.4 

Overall 15 601 61.5 11.4 24.3 94.1 6.6 

Notes: (1) 38 missin~ cases 
(2) 272	 missing cases 
(3) 387	 missing cases 
(4) 348	 missing cases 
(5) 375	 missing cases 

Table MI-2 

Grade 1	 Mathematics Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correci: correct 

lEL	 74.8 23.5 59.5 27.7 68.4 26.1 

OC	 82.3 20.0 75.3 22.0 79.1 21.2 

SQ	 84.5 14.3 66.6 23.3 78.5 19.7 

Overall 79.7 20.6	 66.0 26.0 74.2 23.7 

Notes:	 Student scores range from a to 100. 
The difference between OC and lEL is significant at the 
p<.OOl level with t~4.64. 

The difference between SQ and lEL is significant at the 
p<.OOl level with t=4.12. 
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Table MI-3 

Grade 1 Mathematics Results by Age Group 

Age 7-10 Age 11-12 Age 13-20 
No. of Mean % No. of Mean % No. of Mean% 
studs. correct studs. correct studs. corr. 

lEL 93 59.2 73 66.9 36 79.4 

OC 28 83.5 22 85.8 36 80.8 

SQ 6 75.8 19 80.6 16 81.5 

Overall 127 65.3 114 72.8 88 80.4 

. Table MI-4 

Grade 1 Mathematics Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

IEL 5 72.8 6.0 

OC 5 73.3 15.1 

SQ 5 78.1 5.4 

Overall 15 74.7 9.5 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table MI-5 

Grade 1 Mathematics Results by School 

School 

David Fejue 

Martha Tubman 

Gbelenah 

EJ Yancy 

Ganglota 

Mamadee 

S5 Collins 

Gorpu Dolo Boi 

Gorlu 

Frelela 

JS Milton 

Yanniquelle 

Nyofarkollie 

Dorothy Cooper 

Corporal Woah 

Group 

OC 

SQ 

SQ 

OC 

OC 

SQ 

IEL 

IEL 

SQ 

IEL 

IEL 

OC 

SQ 

IEL 

DC 

No. of 
students 

67 

41 

35 

66 

19 

9 

18 

46 

24 

40 

19 

15 

40 

145 

17 

Mean % SO 
correct 

88.9 10.9 

85.0 15.1 

81.8 17.7 

79.1 16.7 

77 .08 24.6 

77 .06 20.7 

76.5 18.2 

76.0 25.9 

75.94 16.6 

75.88 17.7 

73.3 21.8 

73.1 23.4 

70.9 J,".. S' 

62.2 28.1 

48.4 30.0 
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~igure Ml-l 
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Figure Ml-2 

Grade .1 Mathematics ~Eos.ttest Distribution. of lEL. Scores .... __ ..._ 
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Figure Ml-4
 
code Distribution of S~ Scores on Grade 1 Math Po-ttest 
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GRADE 2 ENGLISH POSTTEST 

Table E2-1 describes the population of students taking the second

grade English posttest. There were 484 students taking this test and 450 

taking the second-grade mathematics test. which represents about a 20% drop 

from the numbers of first-grade students. The wrong test booklets were used 

at Martha Tubm~n (SQ) school, so we only have results from 14 schools. 

The percentage of boys is up to about 66% from about 62% in first grade. 

The IEt and SQ groups had about the same percentage of boys with OC having 

a larger proportion. The mean age is 13 years. or about 1 1/2 years higher 

than in first grade. IEL students were the oldest on the aveL~ge and SQ the 

youngest. Not enough repeater. preschool and attendance data are available 

to bother reporting. 

It Table E2-2 we see that there were large differences in scores 

among all 3 groups ranging from OC to IEL to SQ. In general. boys scored 

somewhat higher than girls in all groups. Table E2-3 shows in general that 

older students did better than younger students. 

Table E2-4 gives results with the school as the unit of analysis. 

The order of the results is still the same. but the IEt group has moved 

closer to the OC group. The school results show the very high results at 

the David F~jue school (86%). For the other schools there is a relatively 

gradual transition from 60% to 30%. 

In Figures E2-1 to E2-4 we can see the distribution of scores for 

the second-grade English test. The general distribution is fairly normal 

with the greatest number scoring in the 40's (mean score is 49.3). The IEL 
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distribution is similar, while the OC distribution is similar excapt for a 

larger number in the 80's and 90's. The SQ distribution is normal looking 

but peaks in the 30's, which is somewhat lower. 

In general. it appears on this test that the OC group scored highe~t 

with IEL not too much lower and the SQ group doing considerably worse than 

the other two groups. 
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Table E2-1 

Grade 2 English Posttest Population 

No. of No. of %boys(2) Mean(3) 
schools students age 

lEL 5 254 64.7 13.3 

oc 5 138 70.6 12.9 

SQ 4(1) 92 63.7 12.4 

Overall 14 484 66.2 13.0 

Notes: (1) The wrong test booklets were used at Martha Tubman. 
(2)	 8 missing cases 
(3)	 188 missing cases 

Table E2-2 

Grade 2 English Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

IEL 50.5 15.0 45.2 14.4 48.9 14.9 

OC 58.2 24.3 57.7 27.9 58.2 25.3 

SQ 40.3 13.2 32.4 19.2 37.3 15.9 

Overall 51.0 19.0 45.7 21.2 49.3 19.9 

Notes: (1) The student scores range from 2.2 to 97.8. 
(2)	 All 3 differences in means in the total column 

are significant at the .001 level. 
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Table E2-3 

Grade 2 English Results by Age Groups 

Age 7-11 
No. of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 12-14 
No. of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 15-20 
rIo. of MeaD % 
studs. correct 

lEL 22 43.0 89 49.5 37 52.9 

OC 17 1,8.0 42 55.0 14 51.9 

SQ 29 38.9 32 35.3 14 38.3 

Overall 68 42.5 163 48.1 65 49.5 

Table E2-4 

Grade 2 EngH.sh Resultn with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean r. SD 
schools correct 

lEL 5 50.8 8.6 

OC 5 52.4 21.5 

SQ 4 37.2 2.8 

Overall 14	 47.5 14.6 

Note:	 The difference between lEL and SQ is significant at the .05 
level with t=3.00. 
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Table E2-5 

Grade 2 English Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue OC 49 86.3 11.0 

Gorpu Dolo Boi IEL 46 59.2 13.7 

JS Milton IEL 27 58.4 14.8 

Yanniquelle OC 10 54.0 11.5 

EJ Yancy DC 29 53.9 7.9 

5S Collins IEL 25 52.3 15.3 

Dorothy C0~per lEL t29 44.4 12.1 

Gorlu SQ 21 40.8 10.4 

Frelela rEL 27 39.8 14.3 

Gbelenah SQ 17 37.6 10-7 

Corporal ~~oah DC 24 37.1 16.9 

Nyofarkollie SQ 44 36.3 19.7 

Uamadee SQ 10 34.2 15.0 

Ganglota OC 26 30.9 11.2 
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Fi~ure E2-l 

Grade 2 English Posttest Distribution of ScoreR 
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Fit!,ure E2-2 

Graae 2 En~lish Poqttest Distribution of IEL Scores 
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Figure E2-3
 

Grade 2 English Posttest Distribution of OC Scor~s
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FitSure 1£2-4 

Grade 2 English ?osttest Distribution of S~ Scores 
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GRADE 2 MATHEMATICS POSTTEST 

This test was taken by 450 students in 15 schools. About 64% of the 

students were boys. as shown in Table H2-1. IEL had a smaller proportion of 

boys than SQ TJhich had a smaller proportion than DC. The average age was 

12.9 years with IEL students somewhat younger than the DC and SQ students. 

The results in Tahle M2-2 i~dicate that once again the DC group 

scored highest with IEL second and SQ lowest. However. a glance at Table ~2-4 

shows that if we use the school as the unit of analysis then IEL is first and 

OC second, leading us to classify the results of this test as inconclusive. 

Once again, as seems generally to be the case in mathematics. the boys 

outperformed the ~irls in every group. Table M2-3 indicates that older 

students generally score higher than younger students at this level of 

mathematics. Table M2-5 shows a gradual transition of school average scores 

frum about 72% to 35%. 

Figures M2-1 to M2-4 show that the distribution of scores 1s generally 

bimodal on this test with peaks in the 40's and 60's. The exception is the OC 

group which shows no really low scores and has a normal distribution from 

20-100 with a peak in the 60's. 

The results of this test do not permit us to conclude whether lEL 

or DC students did best, but definitely indicate that the SQ group scored 

lower than the other two groups. 
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Table M2-1 

Grade 2 Mathematics Posttest Population 

No. of No. of· % boys(l) Mean(2) 
school studs. age 

lEL 5 217 60.5 12.6 

OC 5 128 68.8 13.3 

SQ 5 105 64.6 13.4 

Overall 15 450 63.8 12.9 

Notes: (1) 19 missing cases 
(2) 267	 ~issing cases 

Table M2-2 

Grade 2 Mathematics Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

lEL 60.4 16.7 48.6 15.5 55.9 17.2 

OC 61.4 18.7 59.4 19.1 60.5 18.7 

SQ 57.0 17.3 44.4 18.4 51.6 19.3 

Overall 59.9 17.5 50.4 17.9 56.2 18.4 

Notes:	 Student scores range from 4.4 to 95.6. 
The difference between OC and lEL is significant at the 
.05 level with t=2.32. 
The difference betw~en OC and SQ is significant at the . 
•001 level with t=3.57.
 
The difference between lEL and SQ is significant at the
 
.05 level with t a 2.04.
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Table M2-3 

Grade 2 Mathematics Results by Age Groups 

Age 7-11 Age 12-14 Age 15-22 
No. of Mean % No. of Mean % No. of Mean % 
studs. correct studs. correct studs. corr. 

lEL 33 48.1 69 52.8 14 56.5 

OC 11 48.7 33 60.0 13 57.1 

SQ 3 59.3 3 43.0 4 58.9 

Overall 47 49.0 105 54.8 31 57.1 

Table U2-4 

Grade 2 Mathematics Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

lEL 5 59.2 10.9 

OC 5 55.6 12.6 

SQ 5 51.2 11.2 

Overall 15 55.3 11.2 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table M2-5 

Grade 2 Mathematics Results by School 

School 

David Fejue 

JS Milton 

Gorpu Dolo Boi 

EJ Yancy 

Martha Tubman 

S5 Collins 

Gbelenah 

Mamadee 

Corporal tol Jh 

Dorothy COlJp~r 

Frelela 

Nyofarkollie 

~.; m~lota 

Yanniquelle 

Gorlu 

Group 

OC 

lEt 

lEt 

OC 

SQ 

lEL 

SQ 

SQ 

OC 

l£1 

IEL 

SQ 

OC 

OC 

SQ 

No. of
 
students
 

48
 

27
 

30
 

29
 

24
 

24
 

16
 

10
 

14
 

110
 

27
 

44
 

27
 

10
 

10
 

Mean % 
correct 

71.9 

70.4 

69.5 

65.7 

65.4 

59.3 

55.0 

54.2 

51.6 

50.3 

46.3 

46.0 

45.7 

43.3 

35.3 

SO 

16.1 

12.4 

14.6 

13.2 

11.3 

14.4 

16.5 

17.4 

17.4 

15.3 

15.5 

20.9 

13.5 

12.9 

10.2 
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Figure M2-1 

Grade 2 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of Scores 
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Fi 15ure M2-2 

Grade 2 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of lEL Scores 
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Figure M2-3 

Grade 2 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of 00 ScoreR 
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Figure M2-4 

Grade 2 Math~m.tics Posttest Distribution of SQ Scor~s 
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GRADE 3 ENGLISH POSTTEST 

Table E3-1 d~scribes the population of 382 students taking the Grade 3 

English posttest. This number again represents a drop of about 20% from the 

number of students present in the second grade. There is a large jump in 

the proportion of boys from about 65% in the second grade to about 75% in the 

third grade. The proportion of boys (68%) in the lEL group is much lower than 

in the other two groups, in which more than 80% of the students are boys. 

The m=~n age of all students in third grade is about 14. which is about a 

year older than the age in second grade. The repetition rate in third grade. 

at least for about 210 students. seems to be only about 7%. ~lhich is much 

lower than the 24% reported in our only available first-grade data. The 

75% of students with ~reschool seems to be lower than the 90+ percent in 

the first grade. However. the large variation indicates that these figures 

may not be reliable. The number of days absent is slightly higher than in 

first grade with relatively small differences among the 3 groups. 

Table E3-2 shows the results by student. The IEL group scored 

highest with OC second and SQ third. On the average there is little difference 

between boys and girls on this test. There is also not much difference, on 

the average, among the 3 age groups. as seen in Table E3-3. 

If we look at the analysis with school as the unit in Table E3-4 we 

see that these results a~ree with the results of Table E3-2 with IEL scoring 

highest and OC next. In the third-grade English test the IEL students 

definitely performed best. School results vary gradually from 70% to 40%. 

Figure E3-1 shows the general distribution of student scores on the 

third-grade English test. The result is approximately normal with a peak in 

the 50's (mean score of 57%). The JC cur.ve is similar to the general curve· 

The IEL curve has a larger number of scores in the 70's and 80's. whereas the 

SQ curve shows more scores in the 30's and 40's. 
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Table E3-1 

Grade 3	 English Posttest Population 

No. of No~ of % boys{l) Mean(2) % Repeater % Presch. Mean(5) 
school studs. age (3) (4) absent 

IEI.. 5 155 68.3 13.4 4.9 95.7 9.4 

OC 5 129 81.0 13.3 14·.0 35.7 8.8 

SQ 5 98 83.5 15.8 3.8 81.1 7.6 

Overall 15 382 76.5 14.1 7.1 75.2 8.5 

Notes:	 (l) 25 missing cases 
(2) 205 missing cases 
(3) 170 missing cases 
(4 ) 180 missing cases 
(5) 243 missing cases 

Table E3-2 

Grade 3 English Posttest Res'llts 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

IEL 62.7 17.2 57.2 15.6 60.5 17.1 

OC 55.6 18.7 60.2 14.7 55.9 17.9 

SQ 53.4 18.1 47.2 13.6 53.0 17.4 

Overall 57.6 18.4 56.2 15.5 57.0 17.7 

Notes:	 Student scores rang~ from 12 to 98. 
The difference between IEL and OC is significant at the 
.05 level with t=2.22. 
The difference between IEL and SQ is significant at the 
.001 level with t=3.40. 



-43-

Table E3-3 

Grade 3 English Results by Age Groups 

Age 8-12 
No. of Mean % 
students correct 

IEL 19 61.3 

OC 19 64.2 

SQ 5 47.6 

Overall 43 61.0 

Age 13-14 Age 15-20 
No. of Mean % No. of Mean % 
students correct students corr. 

28 

30 

14 

72 

Table E3-4 

65.0 18 70.0 

64.0 10 54.6 

49.6 34 48.4 

61.6 62 55.7 

Grade 3 English Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

IEL 5 63.5 6.4 

OC 5 53.9 6.4 

SQ 5 49.9 9.2 

Overall 15 55.8 9.1 

Uotes: The difference between IEL and OC is significant at the 
.05 level with t=2.38. 
The difference between IEL and SQ is significant at the 
•05 level with t a 2.72 • 
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Table E3-5 

Grade 3 English Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

Gorpu Dolo Boi IEL 18 70.7 13.5 

JS Milton lEL 13 68.8 16.1 

EJ Yancy OC 47 64.8 14.0 

Frelela lEL 29 63.9 17.0 

Martha Tubman SQ 25 62.7 16.3 

SS Collins lEL 16 58.1 18.2 

DOl'othy Cooper lEL 79 56.1 16.4 

Corporal Woah OC 12 53.5 17.6 

Yanniquelle OC 18 52.9 11.8 

Nyofarkollie SQ 37 52.4 16.4 

Gorlu SQ 20 52.3 12.0 

David Fejue OC 36 50.1 22.2 

Ganglota OC 16 48.3 13.8 

Mamadee SQ 3 42.7 9.0 

Gbelenah SQ 13 39.4 .l/,a 0 
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Figure E3-1
 

Grade 3 English Posttest Distribution of Scores
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Figure E.3-2 

Grade .3 Enelish Post'test Distribution of IEI. Scores 
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Figure E3-3 

Grade 3 English Posttest Distribution of OC Scores 
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Figure E3-4 

Grade 3 Enelish Posttest Distribution of S~ Scoree 
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GRADE 3 MATHEMATICS POSTTEST 

Table M3-1 describes the population for this test. Of the 381 students 

in 15 schools taking this test about 3/4 were boys. In the I~L group the 

percentage of boys was slightly less than 70%. with about 80% boys in the OC 

and SQ groups. The average age was about 14 with the OC students apparently 

slightly older. However. this information is based on a samply of only about 

40 students. 

The results in Table M3-2 show that the lEL students scored highest 

and there was no difference between the OC and SQ schools. Table M3-4 

confirms these results. Scores by school show that school mean scores range 

from about 70% to about 30%. 

Figure M3-1 indicates that the distribution of scores is fairly normal 

~i th ., twin peaks" in the 50'sand 60' s • The lEL scores. shown in Figure t ;-2 

are shifted sli~htly to higher ranges while the OC curve is shifted to lower 

ranges with a peak in the 40's. The SQ curve is normal with a peak in the 

50's. 
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Table M3-1 

Grade 3 Mathe.'I8tics Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys(l) Mean(2) 
school studs. age 

lEL 5 151 68.8 13.0 

OC 5 131 79.7 14.0 

SQ 5 99 80.9 13.3 

Overall 15 381 ;5.6 13.9 

Notes: (1) 20 missing cases 
(2) 340	 missing cases 

Table M3-2 

Grade 3	 ~athematics Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

lEL 61.9 17.4 50.3 15.9 58.0 17.7 

OC 53.6 17.3 48.8 16.1 51.9 17 .5 

SQ 53.2 16.1 48.1 13.6 52.3 15.5 

Overall 56.5 17.5 49.4 15.4 54.4 17.3 

Notes:	 Student scores range from 12 to 92. 
The difference between lEL and DC is significant at the 
.01 level with t=2.90. 
The difference between lEL and SQ is significant at the 
.01 level with t=2.64. 
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Table M3-3 

Results of Grade 3 Mathematics by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

JS Milton lEL 13 69.1 13.9 

Martha Tubman 5Q 25 61.8 12.4 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 75 59.3 16.4 

David Fejue DC 36 58.8 17 .5 

Gorpu Dolo Boi lEL 18 56.0 18.5 

Frelela lEL 29 55.7 21.1 

Hamadee 5Q 3 55.3 8.1 

EJ Yancy DC 51 54.9 16.8 

Corporal {loah DC 11 52.2 13.5 

55 Collins lEL 16 50.0 16.0 

Nyofarkollie SQ 38 49.7 16.1 

Gorlu 5Q 20 48.3 11.5 

Yanniquelle DC 17 47.8 12.2 

Gbelenah SQ 13 46.8 18.9 

Ganglota DC 16 31.3 9.9 



Table M3-4 

Grade 3 Mathematics Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

lEL 5 58.0 ].0 

OC 5 49.0 10.7 

SQ 5 52.4 6.2 

Overall 15 53.1 8.5 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Grade 3 M.thematics Posttest Distribution of Scores
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Fi~ure M3-2 

Grade 3 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of IEL Scores 

. . . . - _. _._ ..__.------ _----.._
code 

I
 
10. *** ( 2) 

I
 
I
 
r
 

20. ******~*~ ( 8) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

30. *****~******** ( 13i 
I
 
I
 
I
 

40. ******~~**************** ( 23) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

~O. *******.~********************** ( 
I
 
I
 
I
 

60. *~*****~****************~*********( 
I
 
I
 
1
 

70. **~*****.************** ( 22) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

80. *****~********** ( 15) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

90. oIfo*>*** ( 5) 
I
 
I
 
I I I I
 
o 10 20 30
 
freq,uency
 

30) 

33) 

I I
 
40 50
 



-55

Fie;ure M3-3 

Grade 3 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of 00 Scores 
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Fibure M3...!+ 

Grade 3 Mathematics Posttest Distribution of SQ Scores 

.-- .. -.....__...__. --_._--- .-.. --- . ---_._-_..._--_ ..... _----_._-----

I 
10.	 *** ( 2) 

I 
I 
I 

20.	 *~~**~~~ ( 7) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

30.	 *****~~••*** 11)
 
I
 
I
 
I
 

40.	 ~~*****~***~****** ( 17) 
I
 
r
 
I
 

'50. *~~*~**~***~******~*********( 27) 
I 
I 
I 

60.	 *******~~**K***********( 22) 
1 
I
 
I
 

70.	 **~******** ( 10) 
I
 
I
 
1 

80.	 ..** 2) 
I
 
I
 
I
 

90.	 iloilo ( 1 )
 
I
 
I
 
r l	 1 I 1 1 
o 10 20 30 40 50 
freq,e"er:cy 



-57-


GRADE 3 SCIENCE POSTTEST 

Table SC3-1 shows that there were 370 students from 14 schools taking 

the Grade 3 science posttest. WAEC was unable to locate the results from the 

Mamadee (SQ) school. No student data are available for the student~ on this 

test except sex. which shows that about 75% were boys with once again the IEL 

schools having proportionately fewer boys. 

In Table SC3-2 we see the results of the test by student. IEL and 

OC score virtually the same, with SQ scoring much lower. In all groups the 

girls scored lower than the boys. Table SC3-4 of results with the school as 

the unit confirms the results of Table SC3-2. The David Fejue school scored 

much higher (76%) than any other school. with the rest ranging from 60% to 37%. 

Figures SC3-1 to SC3-4 give student scora distributions. The overall 

distribution has a slightly shifted normal looking distribution with a peak 

in the 40's. The IEL distributi.on peaks in the 50's and 60's, the OC 

distribution in the 40's but with more students at the higher end. and the 

SQ distribution has a low double peak in the 30's and 40's. 

On this test, although IEL scored a fraction of a percentage point 

higher there is virtually no difference between IEL and OC schools. The SQ 

group scored much lower. 
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Table SC3-1 

Grade 3 Science Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys(2) 
schools I'ltudents 

lEL 5 146 68.8 

OC 5 132 80.0 

SQ 4(1) 92 78.3 

Overall 14 370 75.1 

Notes: (1) No results are available from the Mamadee school. 
(2) 13 missing cases 

Table SC3-2 

Grade 3 Science Posttest Results 

Boys 
~fean : SD 
correct 

Girls 
Hean % SD 
correct 

Total 
Mean % SD 
correct 

lEL 57.3 12.3 50.9 12.2 55.2 12.5 

OC 55.4 16.0 52.4 17 0 54.8 16.0 

SQ 45.2 11.5 36.7 10.3 42.9 11.6 

Overall 53.6 14.4 48.5 14.6 52.0 14.6 

Notes:	 Student scores range from 17.5 to 90. 
The difference between lEL and SQ is significant at the 
.001 level with t=7.63. 
The difference between OC and SQ is significant at the 
.001 level with t=6.09. 
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Table SC3-3 

Grade 3 Science Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean r. SD 
students co:orect 

David Fejue OC 36 75.6 7.9 

Dorothy Cooper lEt 73 59.8 1 i . =t 

JS Milton lEL 14 55.0 13.0 

Gorpu Dolo Boi IEL 18 53.2 9.2 

Corporal t-Toah DC 10 50.0 10.6 

liartha Tubman SQ 26 49.9 11.3 

Frelela IEL 25 49.2 11.9 

EJ Yancy DC 53 48.2 10.8 

SS Collins IEL 16 46.3 13.6 

Ganglota DC 16 45.3 10.3 

Gorlu SQ 20 43.3 10.8 

Yanniquelle DC 17 43.1 7.8 

Nyofarkollie SQ 38 39.1 10.3 

Gbelenah SQ 8 37.2 1l.1 
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Table SC3-4 

Grade 3 Science Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

tEL 5 52.7 5.2 

OC 5 52.4 13.2 

sq 4 42.4 5.6 

Overall 14 49.6 9.6 

Note: The difference between lEL and SQ is significant at the 
.05 level with t~2.85. 
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Figure' 303-1
 

Grade 3 Science Posttest Distribution of Scores
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Figure. 603-2 

Grade 3 Science Postte~t Distribution of IEL Scores 
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Fi~ure 803-3 

Grade 3 Science Posttest Distribution of 00 Sco~es 
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Figure SC3-4 

Grade 3 Science Fosttest Distribution of SQ Scores 
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GRADE 3 SOCIAL STUDIES POSTTEST 

Table SS3-1 shows that there were 379 students taking the third-grade 

social studies posttest. Sex and age distributions are similar to the English 

and mathematics students for this grade, with fewer boys in thp. lEL ~roup. 

In Table 8S3-2 we can see that the OC ~roup scored highest with lEL 

second on this test, and this result is confirmed. with a smaller gap between 

the two groups, by Table SS3-4. In/both tables the SQ group scored lowest. 

There was little difference among the various age groups (Table 553-3). 

Table S53-5 gives the results for each school. Although David Fejue is the 

highest there is not the usual large gap between this school and the others 

characteristIc of many of the other tests. There is a gradual transition of 

scores from 73% to 40%. 

Figures SS3-1 to 553-4 give the distribution of student scores on the 

Grade 3 social studies test. The general distribution in Fi~ure 5S3-1 as well 

as the lEL distribution in 5S3-2 and the OC distribution in 5S3-3 show normal 

distributions with a peak in the 50's, although the OC group has more students 

in the 70's and 80's. The SQ distribution is very flat with about the same 

number of students in the 30's. 40's and 50's. 
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Table SS3-1 

Grade 3 Social Studies Post test Population 

No. of No. of % boys(l) Mean(2) 
school studs. age 

IEL 5 155 66.4 14.3 

OC 5 129 81.0 14.2 

SQ 5 95 83.7 15.0 

Overall 15 379 75.6 14.4 

Notes: (1) 18 missing cases 
(2) 272	 missing cases 

Table SS3-2 

Grade 3 Social Studies Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % so Mean% SD 
correct correct correct 

IEL 51.7 13.4 47.0 13.5 50.3 13.9 

OC 58.4 14.2 52.3 11.8 57.5 13.9 

SQ 48.6 12.5 43.3 8.6 47.7 12.7 

Overall 53.4 14.0 47.8 12.6 52.1 14.1 

Notes:	 The difference between DC and IEL is significant at the 
.001 level with t=4.36. 
The difference between DC and SQ is significant at the 
.001 level with t=5.42. 
Student scores range from 10.4 to 95.8. 



-67-


Table 553-3 

Grade 3 Social Studies Results by Age Groups 

Age 11-13 
No. of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 14-15 
No~ of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 16-20 
No. of Mean% 
studs. corr. 

IEL 18 45.9 16 43.4 11 43.2 

OC 17 47.2 14 51.2 7 49.4 

SQ 4 43.2 12 50.0 8 40.6 

Overall 39 46.2 42 47.9 26 44.1 

Table SS3-4 

Grade 3 Social Studies Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

IEL 5 51.5 10.8 

OC 5 54.0 11.0 

SQ 5 46.5 3.3 

Overall 15 50.7 9.0 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table SS3-5 

Grade 3 Social Studies Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue DC 36 72.7 11.2 

JS Milton IEL 14 69.0 12.8 

EJ Yancy OC 48 55.7 8.S 

Martha Tubman SQ 25 51.7 12.3 

Gorpu Dolo Bo! IEL 19 Sl.6 14.0 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 77 49.9 11.4 

Corporal lloah DC 12 47.9 9.l 

Yanniquelle DC 17 47.2 8.2 

Frelela IEL 29 46.8 14.4 

Ganglota DC 16 46.745 1().4 

Nyofarkollie SQ 39 46.741 14.7 

Gorlu SQ 20 46.4 8.8 

Gbelenah SQ 7 45.2 11.4 

Hamadee SQ 4 42.7 11.0 

5S Collins IEL 16 40.0 9.5 
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Figure 583-1 

Grade; Social Studies Posttest Distribution of Scores
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Figure 8S3-2 

Grade 3 Social Studies Postte~t Distribution of IEL Scores 
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Figure RS3-3 

Grade 3 Social Studies Postte~t Distribution of OC Scores 
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Figure S83-4
 

Grade 3 Social Studies Post~est Dist~ibution of SQ Scores 
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GRADE 4 ENGLISH POSTTEST 

By fourth grade our student population has shrunk to under 300 students 

in the 15 schools, a drop of about 25% from the third-grade population. The 

percentage of boys has remained constant, about 75%, relative to third grade. 

As usual IEL has proportionately fewer boys, but the sample taking the 

English test for which we have age data is a little older (Table E4-1) than 

the SQ and OC groups. The average age is about 15.5 or a little more than 

a year older than the avarage third-grade student. 

Table E4-2 gives the results by student. The OC ~roup scored hiqhest 

with SQ second and lEt lowest. In general there was little difference between 

the sexes on this test. Table E4-4 of results with school as unit shows no 

difference between the OC and lEt group. but the SQ group scored somewhat 

lower. We would have to say that the results of this test are not very 

conclusive. The~s a wide range of school mean scores (Table E4-3) with 

David Fejue again scoring much higher (88%) than the other schools which 

varied from 65% to 29%. 
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Table E4-1 

Grade 4 English Post test Population 

No. of No. of % boys(l) Mean(Z) 
school studs. age 

lEL 5 125 72.0 15.6 

OC 5 90 77 .5 14.7 

SQ 5 71 78.1 15.3 

Overall 15 286 75.2	 15.5 

Notes:	 (1) 24 missing cases 
(2) 194	 missing cases 

Table E4-2 

Grade 4 English Post test Results 

Boys Girls Total 
!-lean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

IEL 47.2 19.0 47.8 17 .6 48.3 19.0 

OC 56.5 25.4 52.0 25.1 56.6 25.3 

SQ 50.7 19.1 54.0 16.1 51.2 18.4 

Overall 51.0 21.5	 50.3 19 •.5 50.8 21.0 

Notes:	 Student scores range from 8.3 to 98.3 
The difference between OC and lEL is significant at the 
.01 level with t=2.76. 
~issing cases broueht u? the total scor~s ht~her 
than the ecores for either sex. 
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Table E4-3 

Grade 4 English Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue DC 28 87.7 8.1 

'Martha Tubman SQ 26 65.4 10.9 

JS Milton IEI.. 13 62.8 16.5 

Mamadee SQ 4 62.1 9.6 

Frelela IEt 23 58.2 14.8 

Yanniquelle DC 6 53.9 12.9 

Gorpu Dolo Boi IEt 14 53.0 14.1 

S5 Collins IEt 20 47.3 18.8 

Corporal Woah DC 4 46.3 16.9 

Gorlu SQ 12 45.3 13.3 

EJ Yancy DC 39 44.7 1.5.8 

Nyofarkollie SQ 22 42.7 16.4 

Dorothy Cooper Ih'L 55 39.9 18.5 

Ganglota DC 13 30.0 12.3 

Gbelenah SQ 7 29.0 16.7 
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Table E4-4 

Grade 4 Engltsh Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

lEL 5 52.2 9.0 

OC 5 52.5 21.5 

SQ 5 48.9 14.9 

Overall 15 51.2 14.9
 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level.
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Figure E4--l 

Grade 4 English Posttest Distribution of Scores 
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Figure E4-2 

Grade 4 English Posttest Distribution of lEi Scores 
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Figure E4-3 

Grade 4 English Postt~st Distribution of DC Scores 
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Figure E4-4 

Grade 4 English Posttest Distributio~ of S~ Scores 
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GRADE 4 MATHEMATICS POSTTEST 

Table M4-1 describes the population for the fourth-grade mathematics 

posttest. There were 287 students from 14 schools. WAEC could not locate the 

results for the Ganglota (DC) school. As usual there were proportionately 

fewer boys in the IEL group. Age data from only about 1/3 of the students show 

that the average SQ student is 18 years old, but a quick check show that this 

is not in agreement with results of the other fourth-grade tests and is 

probably due to a biased small sample. 

Table M4-2 shows that the OC group scored somewhat higher than the 

SQ group and both scored much higher than the lEL group. The results are 

confirmed by Table M4-4 in ~hich the advantage of the DC group is even larger. 

TaL~e M4-2 also shows that boys scored much higher than girls on this test. 

The results by age group in Table M4-3 are erratic. which may be due to the 

size of the sample. Table M4-S shows that again the David Fejue school scored 

much higher (84%), with other schools ranging from 68% to 33%. 
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Table M4-1 

Grade 4 Mathematics Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys(2) Mean(3) 
schools studs. age 

tEL 5 125 73.6 15./r. 

OC 4(1) 90 77 .0 14.9 

SQ 5 72 77.5 18.4 

Overall 14 287 75.6 15.9 

Notes: (1) No results are available from the Ganglota school. 
(2) 4 missing cases 
(3) 173	 missing cases 

Table M4-2 

Grade 4 Mathematics Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

tEL 41.7 16.7 36.7 11.8 40.4 15.7 

OC 61.0 22.2 54.0 21.6 59.4 21.9 

SQ 58.7 19.3 45.6 17.5 55.4 19.5 

Overall 52.1 21.2	 43.8 17.9 50.1 20.6 

Notes:	 Student scores range from 10 to 94. 
The difference between OC and tEL is significant at the 
.001 level with t=7.43. 
The difference between SQ and lEL is s ignifi cant at the 
.001 level with t=5.92. 
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Table M4-3 

Grade 4 Mathematics Results by Age Groups 

Age 10-13 
No. of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 14-16 
No. of Mean % 
studs. correct 

Age 17-24 
No. of Mean% 
s~;udB • corr. 

lEI. 13 27.4 24 35.1 18 32.7 

OC 9 85.3 18 79.1 7 75.4 

SQ 4 53.5 1 42.0 20 44.1 

Overall 26 51.5 43 53.7 45 44.4 

Table M4-4 

Grade 4 Mathematics Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

lEI. 5 44.1 6.7 

OC 4 61.8 16.1 

SQ 5 52.5 13.0 

Overall 14 52.2 13.4 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table M4-5 

Grade 4 Mathematics Results by School 

Sr.hool Group N". of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue OC 28 84.2 6.0 

Martha 'T'uoiUan 5Q 27 68.0 11.7 

Yanniquelle OC 6 60.3 20.3 

Gorlu SQ 12 58.3 20.6 

Mamadee SQ 4 57.0 18.5 

Corporal tvoah DC 4 56.5 18.4 

JS Milton lEL 13 48.5 12.4 

Gorpu Dolo Boi IEL 14 48.3 18.7 

55 Collins lEL 20 46.3 12.8 

EJ Yancy DC 52 46.2 15.5 

Frelela lEt 23 44.9 16.1 

Nyofarkollie 5Q 22 44.8 18.3 

Gbelenah SQ 7 34.6 12.5 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 55 32.5 12.8 
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Fi6ure M4-1
 

Grade 4 Mathem2tics ?osttest Distribution of Scores
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Figure M4-2 

Grade 4 Mathematics Posttest 'Districutioa of IEL Scores 
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Figure M4-3 

Grade 4 Mathematics Postt"At Distribution of 00 Scores 
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Figure M4-4 

Grade 4 Mat~ematics Posttest Distribution of SQ Scores 
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GRADE 4 SCIENCE .POSTTES'r 

Table SC4-1 shows that there were 288 students in 15 schools taking 

the fourth-grade science posttest. The lEL schools had relatively fewer 

boys, and their students were older on the average. Other data are scarce 

and results are somewhat irregular. 

The results of this test in both Tables SC4-2 and SC4-4 show that the 

OC group performed the best on this test. There is no clear difference between 

lEL and SQ. There is essentially no difference between boys and girls on 

this test. Our limited data indicate (Table SC4···3) that younger students 

scored higher than older students on this test. 

The general distribution of student scores in Figure SC4-1 indicates 

that there is a very high concentration of students spread out evenly all 

through the middle range from 30-80. The group distributions in the next 

3 figures show dramatic differences among the groups. The lEL distribution 

peaks in the 30's whereas the OC distribution peaks in the 70's with most 

scores between 60 and 90. The SQ distribution is rather nondescript normal 

with a peak in the 50's. 
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Table SC4-1 

Grade 4 Science Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys (1 ) Mean(2) % Repeater % Preschool Mean(S) 
schools studs. age (3) (4) absent 

lEL S 118 71.2 16.9 16.7 98.1 10.9 

OC 5 96 75.3 14.1 2.2 24.4 5.5 

SQ 5 74 75.0 16.0 29.2 20.8 8.3 

Overall	 15 288 73.4 16.0 12.0 55.4 8.7 

Notes: (1) 17 missing cases 
(2) 127	 missing cases 
(3) 213	 missing cases 
(4) 167	 missing cases 
(5 )	 146 I!lissing cases 

Table SC4-2 

Grade 4 Science Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
Mean % SO Mean % SO Mean % SO 
correct correct correct 

lEL 45.0 16.2 41.4 18.1 44.0 16.8 

OC 64.0 17.3 64.8 14.0 62.5(1)18.2 

SQ 49.7 15.9 51.8 15.6 49.6(1)16.1 

Overall 52.3 18.4	 50.6 19.0 51.6 18.5 

Notes: (1)	 The results for the total group are lower than the 
separate results for boys and girls because the missing 
cases bring the scores down. 

(2) Student	 scores range from 3.3 to 90.0 
(3)	 The difference between OC and lEL is significant at the 

.001 level ~ith t=7.75. 
(4)	 The difference between OC and SQ is significant at the 

.001 level with t=4.81. 
(5)	 The difference between SQ and IEt is significant at the 

.05 level with t=2.31. 
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Table SC4-3 

Grade 4 Science Results by Age Groups 

Age 9-14 Age 15-17 Age 18-25 
No. of Mean % No. of Mean % No. of Mean% 
studs. correct studs. correct studs. corr. 

lEL 27 50.2 l3 42.0 42 33~5 

OC 29 63.3 12 64.7 3 52.2 

SQ 5 38.7 13 38.7 7 40.5 

Overall 61 55.5 48 46.8 52 35.5 

Table SC4···4 

Grade 4 Science Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean % SD 
schools correct 

lEL 5 49.2 13.8 

OC 5 55.2 18.9 

SQ 5 46.8 12.3 

Overall 15 50.4 14.6 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table SC4-5 

Grade 4 Science Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue OC 27 80.7 5.5 

JS Milton lEt 11 71.2 5.6 

EJ Yancy OC 45 62.9 11.9 

Martha Tubman SQ 27 62.0 11.1 

Yanniquelle OC 6 58.9 11.5 

Mamadee SQ 5 56.0 8.0 

Frelela lEL 23 51.6 12.6 

Nyofarkollie 5Q 22 46.4 11.5 

Gorpu Dolo Boi lEL 14 46.2 12.8 

55 Collins lEL 20 42.7 15.4 

Corporal lvoah OC 5 3!: . J 9.8 

Gorlu SQ 12 35.6 15.7 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 50 34.4 13.0 

Gbelenah SQ 8 34.2 12.7 

Ganglota OC 13 34.1 10.1 
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Figure 8C4-1
 

Grade 4 Sci~nce Posttest Distr.ibution of Sc~res
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Figure S04-2 

Grade 4 Science Postte~t Distribution of IEL Scores 
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Figure SC4-3 

Grade 4 Science Posttest Distribution of 0C Scores 
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Figure RC4-4 

Grade 4 Science Posttest Distribution of SQ Scores 

codt

o. .* ( 1) 
I
 

10. ** ( 1) 

I
I
I 

I
I
I
 

20. **~**. ( 5) 
I
I
I
 

40.
 

30. ****~.~~** ( 9) 

*""'***,.." .,10******** ( 

***********.************ ( 

I
I
I 

I
I
I 

I
I
I
 

15 )
 

50.
 23)
 

60. ********•• ( 9) 
I
I
 
I
 

70. ******~••** 10)
 
I
I
I 

I
I
 

80. *. ( 1) 

I
!!I
 !

o 10 20 30 40 50
 
fl'equency
 



-97-

GRADE 4 SOCIAL STUDIES POSTTEST 

The grade 4 social studies results are available from 278 students 

in 14 schools. WAEC was unable to locate the results from the Gbelenah (SQ) 

school. About 75% of the students were boys with thp. smallest percentage in 

IEL schools. The average age of a small sample of 71 students was 15.5 years 

and there were no differences among the 3 groups of schools. 

Table 554-2 shows the results of the test. The differences among all 

3 experimental groups are very large. with OC scoring highest and rEL lowest. 

These results are confirmed by Table 854-4 although the differences in the 

latter table are not quite as large. The results by school are similar to 

other tests with David Fejue scoring about 83% and other schools ranging from 

56% to 30%. 
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Table SS4-1 

Grade 4 Social Studies Posttest Population 

No. of No. of % boys(2) Mean(3) 
schools studs. age 

lEL 5 126 72.0 15.5 

OC 5 88 76.9 15.5 

SQ 4(1) 64 79.4 15.3 

Overall 14 278 75.2 15.5 

Notes: (1) No results are available from the Gbelenah school. 
(2) 12 missing cases 
(3) 207 missing cases 

Table SS4-2 

Grade 4 Social Studies Posttest Results 

Boys Girls Total 
~ean % SD Mean % SD Mean % SD 
correct correct correct 

lEL 38.2 14.0 35.2 10.9 37.3 13.2 

OC 58.6 20.3 52.1 12.4 58.7(1) 19.9 

SQ 46.5 11.2 45.4 12.3 45.9 11.7 

Overall 46.4 17.8 41.8 15.2 46.1 17.9 

Notes: (1) The missing cases raised th~ score fer the total group. 
(2) Student scores range from 11.6 to 88.4. 
(3) All 3 differences between groups in the "total" column 
are significant at the .001 level. 
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Table SS4-3 

Grade 4 Social Studies Results by School 

School Group No. of Mean % SD 
students correct 

David Fejue OC 28 82.7 5.2 

Ganglota OC 13 55.8 12.3 

Martha Tubman SQ 26 55.2 8.5 

Yanniquelle OC 6 48.8 8.6 

JS Milton lEL 13 47.4 7.6 

Frelela IEL 24 47.0 12.5 

EJ Yancy OC 36 45.9 12.4 

Gorpu Dolo Boi lEL 14 44.7 7.6 

Mamadee SQ 4 43.0 12.1 

Nyofarkollie SQ 22 40.0 9.0 

Gorlu SQ 12 37.6 8.6 

SS Collins IEL 20 34.9 11.9 

Corporal Woah oe 5 34.9 10.9 

Dorothy Cooper lEL 55 29.8 10.9 
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Table SS4-4 

Grade 4 Social Studies Results with School as Unit 

Group No. of Mean 1- SD 
schools correct 

IEL 5 40.7 8.0 

OC 5 53.6 17.9 

SQ 4 43.9 7.8 

Overall 14 46.3 12.9
 

Note: None of these differences is significant at the .05 level.
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Figure SS4-1 

Grade 4 Socifi1 Stuaies Posttest Distribution of Scores 
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Figure 884-2
 

Gr~de 4 Social Studies Posttest Distribution of lEL Scores
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FiBur~ 554-3 

Grade 4 Sooial Studies Posttest Distribution of OC Scores 
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Fi~ure 3S4-4
 

Grade II. Social Studies Posttest Distribution of SQ. Scores 
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OVERALL POS~TEST RESULfS 

In "his section '..~e "pill oive a brief summary, from 

a ,ualit.~ive point of vie~, of the T~sults of th~ ~et of 

12 postte~ts. 'rabl~ A sho":s the oT'der in which the mean 

scor~~ 0:- eiilch experimental gro:.~ p is ranked. on each 0'" the 

12 tests, ~hen tne ~nalysis is done Nith the individual 

stuaent as the unit of analysis. 'r~e oc 5rou? con~isten~ly 

scores nicheat in br.a.es 1, 2, anei. 4. rhe I.6L bro" P scor~.:3 

hi~he2t in ~r~de 3 ~ith trie e~ce, ~ion of trie third-~r~~e 

soci~l st~ci~- t~·t. If we look .t Tqbl~ E, ~e see th~ 

results wne~ the ~:h801 is t_ken dB tn~ unit of .nalysis. 

~itn o~ly two exceptions, toe hi~he2t grou~ in e~ch t-st 

confirllis toe results of ~atle A. The excenticns are the 

first-brade m~th~matics te3~ in ~ni:h the S~ ~?oUP now 

scores hi~he~t ~na tne qecond-grade m~themiiltics :est in 

hich the lEL ~rou~ now scores hibh~st. 

An overall conclu~ion""o he drahn from the -esults 

of the os~tests, taken in iS0la~io~, is th~t ~n ~ell~~al 

the OC 6rouP :?erfcT'rr.ed best, :.i th the I~L i;:lroup second. and 

the S~ Brou? lONest. The on:y si~nificant exce-ticn is in 

third 6r..de ,';nere the IEL ~ro·""9 scorea hic..hest. I t must 

be re~eLbe~ed, however, tnat thi~ conclusion is c~seQ only 

on posttes~ scoreq Nithout ti~i~b into oJDsideraticn the 

inco~ino levels vf t~e st~u~nts. ~c~:Q1S, or evperix~ntal 

~rou?s. ~n tie follohi~b s~Cti0~S ~e ~ill ~ttex~~ to se~, 

in e..c._ =.r'.. \:e 1~"".e2., how th~ res'll-:s of ~n~se posttests 
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relQte t.o e~rli~r measure$ of st1ident ability, at. le_st 

in the are~3 of l~nouage Qnu m~themQtics. (No other tests 

h.ve b~en 6iven in scienc~ ~na social stud~es.) 
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Table A 

Overall Results of Posttests by Ranking 

Test Highest Middle Lowest 

English 1 OC lEL SQ 

Math 1 OC SQ lEL 

English 2 OC lEL SQ 

Math 2 OC lEL SQ 

English 3 lEL oc SQ 

Math 3 lEL SQ OC 

Science 3 lEL OC SQ 

Soc. Studies 3 OC lEL SQ 

English 4 oc SQ lEL 

Math 4 OC SQ lEL 

Science 4 OC SQ lEL 

Soc. Studies 4 OC SQ lEL 
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Table B 

Overall Posttest Results by Ranking with School as Unit 

Test 

English 1 

Math 1 

English 2 

Hath 2 

English 3 

Hath 3 

Science 3 

Soc. Studies 3 

English 4 

Hath 4 

Science 4 

Soc. Studies 4 

Highest 

oc 

SQ 

OC 

lEL 

rEL 

rEL 

lEL 

OC 

OC 

oc 

oc 

OC 

Middle 

SQ 

oc 

lEL 

OC 

oc 

SQ 

oc 

lEL 

lEL 

SQ 

rEL 

SQ 

Lowest 

lEL 

lEL 

SQ 

S~ 

SQ 

OC 

SQ 

SQ 

SQ 

lEL 

SQ 

lEL 
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LONGI~UDINAL h£3ULTS l~ ENGL~~H dND ~~TH~~~11CS 

In Febru.ry 1981 th~ IEL project st.ff gave nretests 

in En61ish ana mathematics to the students of grades 1-3 

in the sa~e 15 schools. In Febru.ry 1922 they e~ve exten

19b1 pretests serveu to chec~ ~h~ extent to '~ich the 3 

e~~.li·I·:.11ence of incon:.ir..~ first-orG..i~rs d:lu. in the c·:.se of 

"""...' .~-

vne I~L ~~t~rials in 1~61. 

~~tics in order to d~e no~ t:le ~res~ct ~o3ttest resul~s 

fr~~end to ~&ve the A9~~ croup of ~t~~e~ts ~~o took, for 

~i1l only be _ cert~in percer.tase (pe~ha~s not oVer 5~o) 

of the student3 w~c ar~ tne s~~e, bec~us&Qf orctle~s of 

Cnfcrtuna~ely ~e do not ~.ve ~xtensive ~nou~h st~aer..t 

records to en~tle us to iet~r~ine ~~ich 5t~~~n~s voo~ 

3 t~~ts. 
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Because of the form in hnich pretest resul~s ~re av~ilable 

to me, it is necessary to restrict this ?res~nt ~n~lysis to a 

fairly ~imple l~~~l. The analysis ha! to be done ~ith the 

scnool as the unit of analysis since fo~ the 1982 pretests 

I h~ve no results by stuaent. Nor ~re ;ndividu~l s~hool scores 

av~ilable on all of th~ tests, so that a com~lete st~ti~ti:al 

anslysis cannot b~ do~e. In the 19E2 pret~sts, for g~ades 

rn... the:r.:~tics sCO'""~S ':lisa not. 

av~il~hl~, so t.~at only one ov~r~ll ~roun sco~e is ~i~~n for 

eich brcuP. In vie~ af these li~it~ticns on ~v~ilab1e Qat~ 

on cra~r of ra~in~s of me.n scores (N:~h scnool as tue unit 

of an~lysis). rhere is little reason t~ nrese'""t actu.L scores 

since al4. of the tests .re ...:.ifferent. Fo:' ~ .. ch 6r<i:le t,ie ~an 

fo"low ~he sa~e 't o.+';" t f t ~e ... . . ....1'· ~~I v conor Su~Qen S ro~ ~ei~n~~r.b v l,;c'l 

lor 1962 i~ th~ C~5e of first ~rade) ana cc~par~ ~he 3 ~xperi-

men~al ~roups .t jifierent st~6es, alt~it on cifferent tests, 

in the ~.me sUD~ect a~ea. 

In Table C ~e se~ the re~ult~ of the 1962 pretests ~nd 

po~tt~sts for the 1982 first-6rsde ~tudents. At tr.e tecinnine 

of the year the S~ 6roup st~rted sliehtly hibher on the comtined 

test ',vi th lEL next a"d OC lowest. By the end of' the year IEL 

stuce~ts had aroppea to la~t place. This se~ms to incicate 

that tne low IEL scores on first-grade posttests we~e not Que 

to their havinb ~t.rted OUt lowe~. ~h·-her it is due to the 

ir.effectiv~ness of tn~ 13L ~a~eria1s, or the s~hoo1s usin6 
I

the m~teriR:s ~n~f~~~tively, ~r 2o~ept~~~ 
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If we compare the first-6rade 9retest re!u1ts from 1961 with 

the s~cond-~rade pretest results f~om 1982, in Table D, then 

this seems to sU~beet that the lEi materials were relatively 

effective in ]981 in first gra~e. 

Table D gives ~ history of the ~tudents ~ho took the 1982 

second-grgae posttests, from the bebinnin~ of first ~rade in 

early 1961. At t:l-L e t~~inning of first e;r~de tilese IEL and OC 

that the iirst-~raQ~ I~L materi~ls ~3Y hav~ teen ~uite effective 

i~ l~El for ~~es~ stuae~ts. ~t the ena of 3ecocd ~r~~~, no~ev~r, 

the IEL en~ 00 broups ~er~ more ev~n a~~in, with IEL co~ing 

tha~ ap;ar3~tly tee I~l ~roup scored much hi~h~r at the be~inn1nb 

of 1982, it a~pears tn~t the use of th' Re~on~-gra~e materials 

in :962 w~s not ~~rticu1~r1y effe:tive. 

E sho~s the d~721np~ent of third-~r~Ge students 

Qurin~ the years 1931-82. Once a~~iL the S; 3cnoo1s C3ve 

consis-cectly co:ne out low~st in ~.oth subjects. In Enolish 

this ;roup of IEL stuc.Ants has done ... ell OTTer t ..,o years, 

up by scorin~ ~uch hi~~!r than either 6rou9. In mat~~~3ttcs 

tne re3..llts ~r~ les5 :onclu3ive since the lEI stucients tegan 
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In Table F we see re!u1ts for the 1982 fourth-~rade 

students. In En6lish the IEL students started out sli6htly 

hi6her at the be5iLnin~ of third oraae, ffiaint~ined the sli~ht 

aav.nta~e at the be~inninb of fOI~rtn ~raQe but then finisned 

the end o~ four~h grade lo~er than the CO students, which 

~ou1d ~r6~e for the in·ff~ctiveness Jf the fourth-~rade 

Enblish lEL materials. In ~athec~tics the si~uation is 

even worse for the lEL scnools. They startea out much hi~ner 

~r~~~ but ta~n drOD?~d araffi~ticylly ty the ~nd of fourth 

~ratie. In this c~se it dee1S quite clear tt~,t use of fourt~ 

gr~de I~L matll~~~tic3 ~~~'ri~ls resu~ted i~ 1 drop of ~c~ieve

mer.t le~~l. 
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Table 0 

Longitudinal Results for 1982 Grade 1 Gro'~ps 

Test Highest Middle Lowest 

Overall grade 1 pretest 1982 SQ lEL 00 

English grade 1 posttes~ 1982 00 • SQ IEL 

M.th gr~de 1 postte~t 1982 SQ oc lEL 

Note:	 • indicates that ~he difler~nc~ hetween this group
and the next lo·~.. e:;.· group is a~v least 5 percent.be po':.nts. 
This convention ~s used in Tables O-F. 

Table D 

Lon~ituQinal Results for 1982 Grade 2 GrQups 

'I'~st Highest Midale Lowest 

Enr:-lish grade 1 -oretest 1981 IEL 00 ,..."
.;:).~ 

Ma~h e;raje 1 pretest 1981 OC lEL S:q, 

Overall pretest ~rade 2 1982 IEL* oc S't. 

En~lish (brade 2 postte~t 1982 OC lEL* SQ. 

liath grade 2 po ...,ttest 1982 IEL OC SQ 
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Table E 

Longitudin~l Results for 1982 Gracie 3 Groups 

Test Hie,nest Middle Lowest 

Grii.de 2 Ene;lish pretest 1961 OC IEL" SQ 

Griide 3 Enelish pretecit 1962 IEL" 00 SQ. 

Gr~de 3 En61ish posttest 1982 lEL" OC SQ, 

Grade 2 M~th pret~st 1981 IEL" GC SQ 

Griil.Q~ 3 math pr~test 1982 lEL" 00· SQ 

Graae 3 math po~ttest , ~ J 1 lEL· SQ OC 

Lon6itadinal Results for 19A2 Grade 4 Groups 

T~st Highest Middle Loweet 

Gr3.C~ 3 2.n:;lish pr~t~st 19E1 lEL s~ 00 

Gracie L+ Sngli3h pret~st 1932 lEI S -,
<f. OC 

Gr",.:.~ 4 - l' . 
~n~ l.S=l posttest 1982 OC lEL S~ 

Graue 3 oath. f)I'etest 1961 lEL" S~ OC 

Grade 4 m&-vh pretest 1902 rEL 00 S~ 

Grade 4 :liil.'t!l posttest 19c2 OC· S~· lEL 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Summing up, the dat~ in the prec~ding sections su~oest 

the fo1lo~in~ conc1usio~s acout the effectiv~ne~s of IEL 

materials in EnSlish and mathem9tics: 

(1) We are left in doubt ab~·t the first-~rade m~terials. 

The !982 prete~t scores for seco~a ~~ace i~Qicqte that the 

materials ~ere relatively effectiv~ in 1961, Rith the lEt 

~n~ uc ~roups st~rtin~ out eve~ly at the be~innin~ of the 

that f~r the n-xt coh~~t in 1962 the IEL first-orade ~3terials 

eff~c-;:;iV'e, ... iuh 

~ia~le and finishinb last of 

(2) Similarly, th~ results fo~ grade 2 are some~h6t 

mixeG. T~e lS52 third-6r~de pre~~st resul~s SUbc~st that 

the seco~d-br~Qe En:lish m3terials were effective i~ 1951 for 

that ~~oup of students. Ie 1962 -1-0._w ... 

results ~ere sli ch1y neo~tive in E~~1i2~, ~i~h the ~=oup 

st~rtin~ h:oh but finishin~ se~o~a. No ~o~clusi~na can be 

drawn about mathematics zaterials in second ~rade. sin~e 

(3) No stronb conclusio~s c~n ce arawn from these data 

abo~t tn.e use of tnird-i:;r;;'.:le I:2;L ill':lterials SiIlC~ in both years 

(4) The fourth-srade mate~igls ~ere defin~tely not 

eff~ctive in 1922, the only ye~~ in hich t~ey ~~ve ceen 

use~ o~tside th~ l~b sch~ol. Ie t~~h E=6:isn ~~d oatiematics 
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the IEL group began the yel'r ahead of tb:e other two groups. 

At the end of 1982 the IEL fourth-grade ~roup was second in 

English and last in mathematics. 

(5) No pre~est scores are ~v~ilable in ~ocial studies 

or science. Posttest results fo~ 1982 indic~te ~hat of the 

I~L materi~ls in the third 3nd fourth 6rade in ~hese subjects 

o~ly the third-~raue scien~e materials were effective. The 

taird-braie social st~dies materials were not effective nor 

~"a rourt~.L. ~-r"a-._ mat~~:-l~:;:, ~n eit~A~_ ~u ...:. _. - =l .. J.:J ••• ... _-4wer~ 

As was mentioned at the ce6inning of t~is ~eport, tne 

textbooks fer the GC scnucls cid not arrive ir. time to affe~t 

th~ r.:utco:r.e of tnes~ :o2-1;:;tests. The onlY:1iffa=-~r;.ce t:~,,:ween 

the treatoents for tne 00 and S~ schools w~s ~ short te~c~er 

trainino course for CC teachers ~t the besiL.lino:: of 1981. I'C 

is very un'ikely that tiis course ~ould raise scores siS~ifi-

cantly in the CC scho~ls. Thus the only ex~l3n1tiJn for the 

acvantabe in OC 90stte~t results ser~s to be the fact t~at 

they st:artec. hic~eT' in 1<::21, 1r.-a t~H~ "luCA: of t~e ur:.;w" ir.. 

havino the David Feiue schoJl in the CC ~ro~~, ~nich scored 

much hicher th~n ~ny other scho01 on ~ost tests. Althou6n 

D~via F~;ue sco~ed relatively hi;n in the 1951 ?re~ests its 

gerfor~8nce ~as not outstanain6 as was the c~se in these 

posttests. I ao nor. know to ~hat on~ can attricute the 

present exceptional performance. 



-117-


In ~his section we ~ill outline briefly 9 few proolems 

possioly affectin~ the v~li~ity of the present evaluation 

and, wnere po~;,si"cle, ma~e recoa:oen,;atiGno to improve the 

situgtiJn for the 1983 evaluation of brac~s 1-5 involvin~ 

45 scncols. fhe main ~roblems seem to be: 

(1) Small numc~r of schools in the sample 

Th~re were ~el~tively 1~r.5~ nuxc~rs of stuuents, ~ener311y 

over lon in e~cn experimental ~rou9 on each test exce9~ for 

fourth ~r8ti~. Ecwever, it id well ~no~n jn e~ucgti~n&l 

ac~ievement results that tne scnool Jnu cl::.c:sroom c.av~ a bi~ 

auti JUS th:i t ana.lys is 0 f score:3 of in::iividual stucl~cts is 

a r.eli~ble i~Qic1tor in a s~udy of ~his type. Manv exp~rts 

believ:~ t:J.3~ :... n:alysis :,vith tne scn.ool, or clfissrouJi, as uni~ 

is ~or~ reliJcle. rhe 5 sc~ools in e~cn experimer.tal brou9 

is not enou6~ for reli3cle resul~s. One exce~~] Jn~lly tan 

influence on ~~e outcoze for t~~t ~rou~. As an exa~;le, 

~e na7e ~:re~dy cit~d tne case of the D~~id Fejue ~cnool 

in ~he CC 6ro~p. If ne ta~e t~e individu Q l stude~t ~~ unit, 

on the other hand, then a 1~r6e sccool will ~ete~mi~~ the 

outcome ~f i~s brou~, as hangened with Dorothy Coo~e~ ~chool 

in the IEL group. The solu~i:n co t~is problem is a coo~ 

r~~acm selec~ion ?rccedure wi~h 3 relatively lorbe r.~ffiber 

of scnoo1s. rae ir.~re,seQ s.~~le size, ~ro~ 15 to 45 schools 
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(2) Student compr~hensio~ of the English lsngua~e 

It is obvious th3t ~he s~~dents' ~bility to und~rst~nd instruc

tions ~nd ite~s is ~s i~~ort~nt ~~ their kno~lea~e of tne ~~ill 

or concept o~in6 test~~. In ceneral, Enclish cJm~reh~nsion is 

at a v~ry ION l~vel in rur~l Lit~rian scho~ls, since En6lish 

is no+: 

of t~e stuj~nts. Clearly the lsc~ of comprehenqion of the lan

gu.~e of th~ in.structions is coni'ouno~d ""ith in::icility to under-

There sr~ t~ree ~3in solu~iJns ~o the 9rotl~m. The ~irst Noula 

~s it c:..1n ~he seoon~ 8olutio~ ~ould te ci 'Ie ins~ruc-

tions ~~a ~s ~sny of th~ iteLs 33 ~os5itl~, ~x:e~t in ~~=ts of 

...... 
Ic::Jla:m, ........
 

- t· .pro·cl~;:;s • .::n~ n~r~ 

~3tic5 )OStt~5tS, ~~j =ost Q~f~i:ult in En~lisn. Som~ iurth~r 

effor~s in t~i3 ~ir~cti0n, 

_. .~.

of ~r.=.~13.:l 
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intuitively plausible th~t the protlem affects :11 3 brou~s 

about e~ually, and altnou6h it ~ay gffect th~ qtility of the 

tests to uiscri~inate ~mJng the oroups, it will 9rob~bly not 

rever8e the uirecticn of the outco~es. 

(3) Use of taoed instructions 

This se~z~ to be the issue th.t r.ises the mo~t coctroversy. 

In reqjin' the re90~ts of the test aaministr~tors as well as 

comm~n~s of scaoo' princi9~ls ~n~ te3chers, the co~~~~ts span 

..,., ... .,.."""0·.· ......., h ' "".,,_ .. ., f' ...
 
......1 ... !~_ '-' ... ,.:- ... :).-::l .. =:,_ l''':~ScIJ.e fu:'l f , 

v_ 1"" ... ~ 

tion. I~ ~cryl ~i:holq' trip rep~~t of 11 Oct:t~r tc ~ De:ember 

1982 he su~oests tnat tne use c~ t~~es -~s th~ bi~~est ?rctlem 

t: i- ..," to (.., '-I .:; _ ~. ~ ) , 
u L"-..J ::Jf"l' ''::'_ ~_ 

"Th~ tap~ recoraine of in~tructions an~ its 3d~inist~ation 

~ithout sdequat~ tryout ann revision is not ~rofe3sional -

tne recoriers, .:inci. tne -ro":ess." In 'tnis 1 abree; \jh~v snoula. 

have tee~ t=i~d out in ~he tryout tests. Nichols elso exp~esses 

beli~ve t~3t t~is co~cern hgS not t~coce -anifest. As 

evicenre fc~ this belief I rely en the fo~lowinq: 

a) Over~ll item re~ults we~e ~i~il~r to results obt3in-d in 

tryouts, ,;;~~ r~ i .:lstructi (Jl"IS '.'~e re not t:::. :Jed. 

b) Di .. " '" c" ~ _ .. j. ~~ >oJ __ __ ..... 

c) Stud. '~ ~ t; t (,' ::; t s C :J I' ~ S ;:) r. ~ l.w0 S t ~ 11 t ~ ~ t s, .~ .: S G.O W:l in the 

".: . .",
•• .J., .e: •• , 
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In ~en·ra1 I believe that manv of the co~?reh~n~i~n. proclems 

attributea to ~h~ ~apes ere i~ fact uue to the En~lish com

pr~h~nsion nroblems referrea to ~arlier. In s~it~ of what I 

feel ~r~ reasonable results, I r~co~nize the 8hortcooin~s 

inherent in rhe u.se of tagea in·~tructio~~s. M:.jny of these 

coul~ be ov~!'come ty impro1T~d traln.i..n~ ~:'oC"~cure.::3 fo:' test 

adminis-crato!'s Hn~j im"9r'ov'ed ?l::j,nninb. ·rne 8.1tern'~ ti ve ~.s 

to use oral instructions read cy eith~r the t~st ~dmi~~st~ator 

or the studenrs' classro~m teacner. In ~his c~se I feel th~t 

'JOe 'l'ill have lost contrul of th~ ~tt~l:l~t to st;-lnQ8.rc.ize test 

aaxinistration. I~structi~ns ~ill te :'~ad at cifferent s~e~d~ 

~ith uifferent degrees of com?rehensibility, pauses ~ill be 

reaain~ the instructions. Perso~ally, I feel tn~t the snort

co~inas of this metno~ will t~ ~re~ter t~an thoqe ~rising 

from the use of the ta~e5. However, ce~a~5~ of the critici80S 

maae fro~:. se'leral dir~c~i~ns, I recommen·1 tr: it in 198, the 

tapes not ce used. Ii. 'lie :ire 6oin5 fof' in.:-rea.::ea. cornprehen,2iion 

of instructions C~ th~ part of the stude· t, trr~n it is prob~bly 

better to haT~ the cl~ssroom teacher, ~hose ~~y of speakin6 is 

fa=iliar to the stuuen~s, read the instructions rather th~n 

~ne test administrato~. 

(4) Data gathe~in~ 

Ee~ause of the inpdequacy o~ data this year, it hRS ~e~n 

impossibl~ to .r:etJo.T't a wvre 5pphisticated analysis, "..hic:J. 

mieht hav· given h~tter insichts i~to the eff~cts c~ I~L 

materials. In warC"h 19c3 I alscus3ed ~ith lEI st3ff, 95 
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well as Dr. A~benY~6a, n~w formats an~ techntques for u8ta 

colle~ticn in 1983. It is most importan· thst IEL and ~AEC 

cooperate fully on this issue. ~ec~ase of tne prohle~s of 

tr;'Il..::portatiol'\ arisinl2: fro': WAEC ha.·"i:J.c its office in ilionro· ia, 

it 12 probably ~ore reasc!:~tle to ~av~ lEL in rnar~e of collecting 

.. ,...
QRt~ to which ~t~y 3hJul~ 6ive ~ull access vV WAF-C • 

(5) lrre~ul.ritie~ in the testin5 process 

tc ~c .i~h malf~nctionin6 t~pes ace r~co·d~rs, ~nile others 

tests ~t c~e ~cn~ol on ~~ch t~at. it is aifficult to assess 

in .;nv 

serious ~ense i~'aliQated by the irreeul~~itie·, lamentable 


