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PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) - PART II

13. Summary

The UWI/USAID primary curriculum Subproject is one component of the

Caribbean Education Development Project (538-0029). The other

components are the Primary School Construction/Rehabilitation

subproject implemented by the Caribbean Development Bank and the

Secondary curriculum Development SUbproject implemented by the

Caribbean Examinations Council. The Grant Agreement for the

Primary Curriculum subproject was signed in June 1979 with a PACD

of May'31, 1984. That PACD was first extended to October 31, 1985

and following this evaluation to February 29, 1986.

The anticipated outcomes of this subproject were the development of

new or revised curriculum materials in Language Arts, 'Mathemati~s,

Social Studies and Science for primary school education in the

English-speaking Caribbean territories, and the provision of

inservice training to Principals and Teachers in the pilot schools

to use the new curriculum materials. This evaluation found that·

these outcomes had been achieved - in some cases with distinction.

One exception was that some work was yet to be done to disseminate

the materials to participating territories for use in all primary

schools. Dissemination was unnecessarily delayed as a result of

lack of appropriate hardware early in the Project, and a six-month

delay in receiving paper and ink ordered from the U.S. during the

extension period.
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14. Evaluation Methodology

As required by the project Design, a continuous internal evaluation

was conducted during the life of the project and two mid-project
~

external evaluations were held, one in 1981 and the other in 1982.

The terminal evaluation required by the Project Design was

conducted by Drs. Karl Massanari (team leader), Paul Masoner and

Errol Miller. The evaluation began with a one week planning

session in December 1984 in which all three evaluators were

involved. Data collection from the countries participating in the

project was undertaken by Drs. Karl Massanari and Errol Miller

between May 20 and June 20, 1985. The evaluation report was

subsequently developed by the two evaluators. The total cost of

the evaluation was approximately US$34,000.

The external terminal evaluation covered the following areas:

1. An assessment of the principal outcomes of the Project:

a. The development and use of curriculum materials in four

subject areas (Language Arts, Social Studies, Science, and

Mathematics) at four age levels (7-8, 8-9, 9-10, and 10-11)

in primary schools of the countries participating in the

project.

• •
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b. The dissemination of curriculum materials developed by the

Project to the participating countries.

c. The effectiveness and appropriateness of curriculum

development and teacher training~workshops held at the

regional, territorial, and local levels.

d. The impact of the curriculum and teacher training component

of the Project on teacher behavior and pupil performance.

2. An assessment of other project outcomes: .

a. The training of education administrators in Jamaica and in,

the other nine participating countries.

b. The training of educational planners.

c. Unplanned developments and outcomes either at the level of

the central. project staff or in the participating countries.

3. An assessment of project Management.

4. An analysis of indicators of Project institutionalization

within the University and in the participating countries.

5. An assessment of project impact in the region generally.
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6. A compendium of lessons learned from the implementation of this

Project.

In conducting the terminal external evaluation, the Evaluation Team

did the following: examined Project files~ documents, and reports;

examined the curriculum materials produced by the Project;

critically appraised the internal'evaluation reports and their

findings; made site visits in all of the participating territories

and collected first-hand information by means of questionnaires and

interviews with CEOs, PIOs, Subject Matter Leaders, principals and

Teachers of pilot schools, Ministry of Education personnel and, in

some cases, Teacher Training College staff; summarized and analyzed

findings from questionnaire responses and the interviews; held

discussions with Project staff; compared the separate sources ·of

information for consistency and congruence; drafted a pr~liminary

evaluation report; reviewed the major findings of that report with

Project staff and USAID personnel to correct any inaccuracies in

the Team's findings; and revised the preliminary evaluation report

accordingly.

15. External Factors

It was anticipated that ten countries would participate in the

curriculum development and the inservice teacher training

components of the project (Antigua, Barbados, Belize, BVI,

Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St. Kitts/Nevis, St. Lucia, and

St. Vincent and the Grenadines). Grenada withdrew from

•
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participating in the Project during the first year, but towards the

end (i.e. following the intervention by the U.S. marines) expressed

interest in becoming involved. In addition to the nine countries

which participated fully in the Project, Jamaica was involved in

the training of primary school principals specifically for its own

primary schools.

There were no major changes in Project setting for the host

governments of the nine participating countries or for Jamaica

during the life of the Project and the improvement of primary

education continued to be a strong priority. In fact, motivation

for pa~ticipating increased over time and this has created a demand

within the countries for continued efforts to improve primary

education, a demand which many of them will find it difficu~t, if

not impossible, to meet beyond this Project considering the

unavailability of financial resources to support such efforts.

16. Inputs

Major problems with respect to inputs related to dissemination

activities. During the extension period, there was a six-month

delay in getting paper and ink ordered from the USA. This

seriously hampered timely production and distribution of curriculum

products. A related problem was caused by the fact that there was

originally no provision in this Project for the purchase of

hardware. The availability of such hardware, especially for the

central Project office, at the beginning of the Project would have

increased the efficiency of the dissemination
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effort. Eventually USAID approved the purchase of approximately

US$35,000 hardware not only for the central office but also for

each participating country as well. This helped considerably in

speeding up the dissemination process.

17. Outputs

Outputs as anticipated in the Project Paper, Appendix J-2 are

listed below in column #1 with comments regarding their achievement

in column #2.

• •

Outputs

1. New curricula consisting

of revised syllabi,

teachers' manuals and

pupils' workbooks in

Language Arts, Social

Studies, Science, and

Mathematics.

2. Additional teaching aids

and materials related to

the revised curriculum

materials.

comments

Completed. Achievements are

commendable. Low-cost

production, however, means

that the materials will have

a restricted shelf life.

Such aids and materials were

produced by the Project; in

some cases individual terri­

tories produced their own

materials.
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Outputs

3. A modified, refined model

of curriculum development

process.

4. Teachers and supervisors

with experience and skill

in use of new instructional

materials, new methods,

content, testing, and

curticulum.

5. Headteachers and

·principals trained.

Comments

Produced. Excellent. And it

worked.

Level of achievement of out­

come was high in all areas

with the exception of testing.

Time restraints resulted in

less emphasis.on testing in

the training workshops, but

even so teachers reported

gains in this area.

Four year-long training

sessions in Jamaica trained

72 primary and all-age

principals. Twenty-two

workshops were conducted ~o

train principals in the other

nine territories. Effective

results.
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6. Project Advisory Group

(PAG).

7. Project Implementation

Unit (PIU).

18. Purpose

- 8 -

Comments

Functioned effectively

throughout the life of the

project.

All participating territories

had PIUs and they functioned

satisfactorily for the first

two years or so. Later, in

some territories they ceased

to function •.

According to the Project Paper "The basic purpose of this

subproject is to improve the learning environment for the primary

school age group (7-11 years of age) throughout the region."

This basic purpose was to be accomplished through the development

of new or revised syllabi for Language Arts, Mathematics, Science,

and Social Studies; through the development of teachers' manuals

and instructional aids for teachers and pupils; through the

dissemination of these curriculum materials to the pilot schools in

the participating territories; through inservice training of

teachers in the pilot schools of the participating territories

using the regional, territorial, and local workshops as the means
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for such training; through training workshops for head

teachers/principals in the participating territories.

In addition to these expected principal and secondary outcomes

which were achieved, a number of unplanned developments and

outcomes also resulted from Project implementation.

The anticipated outcomes were achieved. The major problem, as

mentioned before was in the area of dissemination of curriculum

materials.

19. Goal

The goal of the Project was "to enable the human resources of the

Caribbean to achieve their full potential." Measures of goal

achievement identified in the Project Paper, Appendix J-l, are: the

reduction of unemployment levels, increase in productivity, and

lowering birth rate. Annual reports and statistics of governments

were to be the means of verification of goal achievement.

It is obvious that it is premature to make any judgements relative

to achievement of the anticipated long-range goal. Nevertheless,

one can assume, as was done in the Project Paper itself, that

improvements in pupil performance will ultimately contribute

positively to that goal. Such improvements did take place and are

mentioned in section 17 above.
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20. Beneficiaries

Direct beneficiaries of the implementation of the Primary Education

Project were:

1. The pupils of the 5 pilot schools in each of the nine

participating countries.

2. The teachers and principals of those pilot schools.

3. The 72 Principals in Jamaica who were trained under the

auspices of the Project.

4. The Ministries of Education of Jamaica and the nine

participating countries which were involved in the curriculum

development and teacher training component of the Project.

5. The Project Implementation Officers in the nine participating

countries.

6. The Project Staff at the mvI project Office and the School of

Education of UWI, Cave Hill.

Indirect beneficiaries were:

1. The Subject Matter Leaders in each of the nine participating

countries.
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2. The pupils in non-project classes in the pilot schools who

benefitted from the multiplier effect.

3. The pupils in the non-pilot schools in the participating

countries through the materials diss~mination exercise.

4. The seven Teacher Training Colleges in the participating

countries which now use the materials produced by the project.

21. Unplanned Effects

There were several positive unplanned effects. A few of the most

significant ones are listed below:

1. Teacher Training Colleges were not slated to benefie from this

project. However, these Colleges demonstrated an interest in

the project and steps were taken to ensure that they received

copies of all materials produced. ~any of these colleges have

utilized the materials in their regular programs.

2. In one country, the materials, though intended for primary

schools, were used as the basis for developing a program for

junior secondary schools ~hile in other countries the materials

were used on a regular basis in the lower secondary schools.
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3. Stimulated by participation in the Project, Antigua

strengthened its reading centre and Belize and St. Kitts each

established such a centre.

4. Belize developed a national selectioQ examination with the

assistance of the UWI Project Office.

5. pupil attendance and punctuality in pilot schools improved as a

result of the level of interest which pupils had in the pilot

programs.

No major negative unplanned effects have been identified.

22. Lessons Learned

Several important lessons were learned from this project. Some of

the ~ost significant ones are listed below:

(i) Use Full Time Local project Coordinators: In this project,

unlike the Secondary Curriculum Project, Project

Implementation Officers/Local Coordinators were employed on a

full-time basis. Experience showed that this led to more

effficient project implementation.

•
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(ii) Use Local Expertise Wherever Possible: The extensive

involvement of West Indian educators in every major aspect of

project design, implementation and evaluation is perhaps the

single most important factor which contributed to its success.

(iii) Consider Local Travel Costs: Travel expenses provided for

Project Implementation Officers proved inadequate. The.rates

for mileage were prescribed on the basis of u.s. standards

which do not appear to be relevant to the Caribbean where the

cost of gasoline, motor oil and repairs are muc~ higher than

in the u.s. and the condition of roads vastly different from

those in the u.s.

(iv) Expect a High Rate of Turnover of Education Personnel: THere

was a high rate of turnover among personnel at almost every

level of project implementation. In many instances, this

created serioui difficulties for continuity of project

activities.

(v) Provide Adequate Resources for Any Materials Dissemination

Expected: The main problem in this project revolved around

materials dissemination. Inadequate funds seemed to have

been provided initially and the hardware and software

requirements were not anticipated.
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23. Special Comments or Remarks

There were many advantages in locating the project in a strong

Regional educational institution such as the University of the West

Indies. The project was able to benefit'from the knowledge,

experience and insight of the staff of the institution. Project

implementation benefitted, too, from the existing links between the

Unjversity and participating countries.

Attachment

Report of the External Terminal Evaluation of the UWI/USAID Primary

Education Project - submitted by Dr. Karl Massanari and Professor

Errol Miller, pp. 260.

•
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PREFACE

The external terminal evaluation of the Primary Education

Project. funded by the United States Agency for International
. : ~: ",

Development (USAID) and implemented through the University
. . ~:

of the West Indies" Cave Hill (UWI). was coordinated by ,the

International Council on Education for Teaching headquartered

at One Dupont Circ1e{ Suite 616. Washington, D. C. 20036

The Council i under the dir'ectorship of Dr. Frank Klassen.

has a distinguished record of involvement in the evaluation

of international education projects around the world.

The evaluation process began with a Planning Committee

meeting in December 1984 in Barbados. Drs. Karl Massariari;

Team Chairman, Paul Masoner; and Professor Errol Miller met

personnel to develop the evaluation plan and

The three External Evaluators have had wide

with Project

procedures.

experience in evaluating international education projects.

Dr. Karl Massanari's professional experience has included

serving as a director of teacher education and academic

dean; participating 1n international education assignments

in Poland, France; East and West Africa; and conducting

evaluations of international education projects in South

America, Central America, and in the West Indies. In

addition, he was Associate Director of the American

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education for 15 years;
. .

and Director of the national ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher

Education for 7 years.

Dr. Paul Masoner is currently a University Professor of

Education at the University of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and

Senior Research Associate at the University's Center for

International Studies. Dr. Masoner is also Dean Emeritus
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of the School of Education at the University of Pittsburgh,

and a former Presiden~ of the Am~rican Association of

Colleg~s for Teacher Education. His career has included

numerous assignments as an evaluator of international

education projects 1n South America and Asia. In addition,

he is the current President of the International Council on

Education for Teaching.

Professor Errol Miller is a Professor of Education at the

University of the ~vest Indies, Mona Campus, Jamaica. An

experienced evaluator of educational proj~cts in the

Caribbean region, Dr. Miller formerly h~ld positions as

Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Education, Kingston,..
Jamaica, and Principal of Mico Teacher Training College in

Jamaica. Currently he is also serving as a memb~r of the

Jamaican Senate.

The external evaluation on-sice visit tcck place from ~dY 20

~o June 20, 1985. Unfortunately, D~. Masoner was unabl~ to

~articipa~e ~n the v~sits and w~iting cf the repor~ due co

serious illness. Dr. Massanari and Professor Miller visited

the ten terriLories which par~icipat~d in the Primary

Educa~ion Project and wrote this report.

Mrs. Christine Massanari assisted ·the Team in summarizing

and analyzing the data collec~ed from 337 questionnair~s

developed ~y the Team for Chief' Education Officers, Project

Implementation Officers, Subject Matter Leaders, and

Principals and Teachers of the 45 pilot Project schools in

the participating territories.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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The in.formation which the above named persons provided in
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the Team developed and wrote this Terminal Evaluation Report ..
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L~oss~le. to conduct the evaluation exercise.
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Dr. Karl Massanari
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I"- L~
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GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS

The follow1ng is a list of abbreviations which are. used

occasionally in this Report. They are included her~ to
~

assis~ readers in understanding the narrative, char~s: and

~ables. In some cases. explanations of the terms are giv~n.

BDD

BVI

CARNEID

CDB'

CEO

CXC

OCOD

PAG

Britlsh Development Divisiop

British Virgin Islands , one of the participating

territorles

Caribbean Network for Educational Innovarion and

Developmen:

Caribbean D~velopment Bank under whose auspices

,h? Primary School Construc.... ion/R~habilitat-ion/

5ubprcjp.ct was conducted

Chief Education Officer. the chief technical/

professional Officer in each Ministry of

Education; ten CEOs participa~ed

Caribbean Examinations Council, under whose

auspices the Secondary Curriculum Developmen~

subproject was conducted

Organization for Cooperation· in Overseas

Development (Canada)

Project Advisory' Group composed of the Chief

Education Offic~r~ of th~ participating

territories and which gave general direction to

Project implementation



PAHO

PEP

PIa

PIU

R&D

SMLs

SMS

SOE

TESOL

USAi.D

OW!

Pan American Health Organization

Primary Education Project.

Project Implementat~on Officer, one in each

territory

Project Implementat~on Unit. which gave

direction to Project implementation in its

territory

Research and Vevelopment Section of the School

of Education, Un~versity of the West Indies
Ib

Cave Hill

Subject Matter Leaders - curriculum specialists

in the participating territories

SUbjecc Matter Special~sts - ,ur~~culum

speicalists ~;hc served on ~he Proj~~~ S~aff

School of Education; University of the West

Indies

Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages

Uniced S~ate5 Agency fo= Interna~ional

Development

University of the West Indies - the Cave Hill

Campus in Barbados, and the Mona Campus in

'Jamaica participated in the Project

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Chapter 1

INTTICDUCTIOH

This chapterprov.ides the c;onte~~t for the ~.eport of ·the

Ext-ernal·Zvalua.tors. It incluQes sec,tions on the

educ~tional setting in the Caribbean; the Primary E&uca··

tion Project; and :l.nternal and e~~ternal evaluation,

The Educational Setting

Education in the Caribbean is in a period of transition ..

a transition focused on expanding educational opportnni··

ty and on improving the relevance and quality of the

educational program. Evidence of the change is clear~

increasec enrollments in both primary and secondary schools,

an emphasis on More effective teaching methods, modifica·

t~on of subject matter content to relate more directly to

the ethnic and cultural backg~ound of children and youth

and to Caribbean life, and a recosniticn of the importance

of providing quality education to all youth through the'

seconcary school. These as well as other positive actions

contemplatec are to a very considerable extent the outcone'

of the efforts of dedicated and motivated Education

Hinistries of the region~ higher education institutions v

especially the University of the Pest Indies~ professional

teacher educators, and; in the case of secondary education;

the leadership of the Caribbean 1:xaminations Council.

Together these resources con3titute a major and effective force

in the movement to bring about educational improvement ..

At the same time it is clear that there are a number of

factors ~~at present major difficulties in the successful

achievement of ~oals that have been established. &~ong

these arc increased numbers of pupils at all levels of

the educational system; arising both from increased birth
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r~tes and from the expansion of educational opportunities to

all children and youth. Together these increases place real

burdens on both the educational facilities and the teaching

s~aff, a present teaching staff that in most countries of the

region includes a significant nt:mber of individualsuntrainec

or inadequately trained for their roles. There is; as ~ell;

a severe shortage of teaching-l~arninqmaterials availab~e

to both teachers and pupils and a nee~ for an eXFanded

inservice education program for teachers anQ other school

personnel. Added to these constraints are the limited

financial resources available to the governments of the

region for the massive task of expanding and improving

education in all the territories. In some cases; the

limitations are severe. •

It was in this setting in 1979 that the Univer~ity of the ~est

Indies (mH). -the Caribbean Examinations Council (CXC) / the

Caritbea~ Development Eank (CDB) _ and the ~nitec S~ates ~~ency

for I:lterne.tional Develo~rnen!.: (USAID) entered into" an

agreement to ~~dertake a regiona: project entitled C~ri~bean

::ducacion De\"'eloprnent (?roject ~~u.'itber 533-0029). This

?roject included three components: Primary School Curriculum

Develop~ent; Primary School Construction/Rehabilitation; and

Seconcary Curriculum Development.

BEST AVA/LADLE COpy
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This report is concerned with only that portion of the

overall Project which deals with primary school curriculum

development. Entitled the Pr~ary education Project*r this

effort has been underway since December 1979 and terminates

in 1985. A no-cost extension was approved for the Project

by the funding agency, USAID! Fiay ~984 to October 1985.

The P~~roary Education Project

Purpose

The basic purpose of the Primary Education Project according

to the 1979 Project Paper was to improve the learning

environment for the pr~ary school age group (7-llyears of

age) throughout the region. A related sub-purpose was to
strengthen the School of Education of the University of the

West Indies, a regionally supported institution, so as to

enable that institution to extend and expand its ongo~ng

assistance program to the territories in their efforts to
improve their educational programs,

With regard to qualitative improvement to be addressed by

the Primary Education Project, the major needs identified

in the Proj ect Paper ",ere as follows'

*While the Pr~ary School Curriculum Development Project
was technically a sub-project of the Caribbean Education
Dey-elopment Project, in practical terms,· it functioned on
an ..ind~perident· basis and has been commonly kno\m as the

primary Education Proj'ect. It is this term, or its

abbr~~iation, PEP: which is used in this Report.
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:' 1. To pJT.ov.i.de. te.a.c.heJt..~ wi;th lLev-iAed .6y.u.a.b.i. ~d .u.a.~ I

gui.du .60 :they bec.ome aLUVte. 06 c.onte.YLt lLequ..Ut.emena

and 06 the w.i.de vaJUetlj 06 :te.a.dUng a.pPJtOa.che..6
a.vtLU.a,ble to .unp.tement the ~tju..a.bL

~

Z. To 'P/tCvJ.d.e .tnobt.u.c.tiOltal ma:te./r.,i.a.!o (c.h.a.Jr.:a I PO-6:tV'~ I

gJT.a.ph6 1 ftea.cUng mcU:e.JUa1.,~ 1 e-tc..) 60lt te.a.c.heJt.6 and
e.Lthvr. plLovi..d.e. : Olr.. ,5tu.de.nt6 OIL help -te.a.c.he.M ptlepMe

60ft .6:tu.den.t~ wcfthbook..s, pJtc j e.d exVtwe.....s, and othvr..

ma:tvu.ai...6 1:.0 ,~u.pp.teme.tU: Md/ c,'t .5ttb,~.t{;tu..:te. noJt the mOlLe

buuLUumaL tex.:tb 00 k..

3. To .!J.tJte.ngthen the. pftue.nt te.a.c.heJt 6oJtc.e. thJtoUBh an
i.noeJtv.i.c.e tea.c.heJt bta.i.rthtg pltoglLam tfuLt enc.ompM.6U

c.ontent I!nowtedge., me-thocL6 06 te.a.cJUng and tu.ti.ng 1 a.nd

a.bili;ty to undeMtaYtd and Me. ne.w£.y devei.oped, molte.

1Le..te.vant oJuL be.:t:teJt qu.aLU:.y ~yUa.b.i., gui.cl.e6 and
<'t'1.,.,~.t'tu.ct.i.OI'1.a..e ma:te.Jt,i.a,.U;' •

It was also envisaged that training would be provided

for school principals, heacmasters/headmistresses and

supervisors; as well as for t2rritorial educational planners.

Tarqet Group.

The Project Paper envisaged that the principal beneficiaries

of the Primary Education Project Hould be the estimated

18,000 pilot ~i::_mc..Ll ::;(.. ••001 students and their 450 teachers

and 50 headmasters (plus 270 other headmasters receiving

administrative training).· The Plan called for each of the

ten participating territories to identify 5 pilot prL~ry. .
schools to participate in the Project. Only nine territories

actually participated in the mainstream of the Primary

Education Project; Jamaica participated only in the

administrators training component.
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Anticipated Outcomes

The achievement of Project outcomes was to be accomplished

through a series of regional, territorial, and local work··

shops. The Project Paper identified the following

anticipated outputs:

:11 • New c..uJtJt1.c.ulum gui..du, .i.tt :the language aJtt.6, .odenc.e,

mathematic..o and .6 0c...ia1. .6:tu.cU.e.6 $ con.6-Wtlng 0 6
.6/jtta.b.i, :tea.c.heJt mrotuaL6 and pupil woJtflbook.6 wlUc.h

have been :te.6:ted .in :the :teJr.JU:to1l1..o.J. .6c.hool.6 and 60und

:to be :teac.hable and lLele.vant :to :the CaJUbbea.n lLeg..i.on.

2. Addl.:UoMi· .teac.hbtg a-id.6 ctYl.d ma.teiUa.U Jtela-ted :to .the

new .0 y-Uab.i.. and c.uJtlt.i..c.ue.um unLt6 a.n.d wlUc.h wil.l aA.6-W.t

:the .<.mptemeYLt.a-t1.on 06 modeJt.n methoM.

3. A mocU.6.i..ed, Jte6.i..ned model 60Jt :the c.uM..i.c.ulum develop­

ment pIlOc.eM, htceucung manuaLs 60Jt admht.i...o:tJt.atoM

wh.i..c.h pJtov.i..de. gui..da.nc.e. 60lL oJtgan.i..u.ng and a.rJmin..i..o:t~u.ng

c.Wt/uc.ulum deveiopnent p,'tojee.:t.o.

4. A gJtOLtp 06 teac.he.Jt..6 and .6UpeJt.v.i...6 oM w..i..th expeJL.ienc.e

a.n.d .o/Uli. .in cwvUc.u1.um deveiopne.n:t, .te.6.tUtg and

fu.oemhtati.on who w,U£. be able :to col'Lt..Ur.lle .ouc.h

ac.U.on a6.teJt. the c..e.o.oe 06 .the pJtojecL

5. Teac.heM .t'tc:,,{_r:~d .to w!deJt,~:tand, .ouec.:t and Me
.teac.h.i..ng .otJta.,te.g.i..e.6 app1topJt.i..a.:te .to the neL,/) c.uJtJt..i.c.u£.a

bic.fucU.1t9 a.ppJtoptUa.te ma.,teJt..i..a.£.,~ and me:thod.o.

6. A gJtoup 06 teac.he.Jt..6 :tJt.a..i..ned to deve.tap, e.va1ua.te,

U.6e ctYl.d cU.Mem.i.na.te modeJt.n .i..n.tJt.u.mOfla.£. ma,tvUa.£..6.
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7• Te.a.e.he/t.6 ca.pa.ble 06 u.6,(ng plt.O j ec.:t woJtk, e.o rLti.nu.Ou.6

e.va£ua..ti.on, a.nd e.hi.i.d.-e.e.nteAe.d a.ct<..vUy ,(n :the. cta..6.o­

Iteam i.n a.pptr.opJUa.te, le.aluung .6-U:u.a,ti.on.o.

8. He.a.d.:te.a.c.he-w, pJUrtcA.pa.t6 and ~u.pe/tV.w o:t.6 wJ.,th ,unpltove.d,.
a.dmJ.jUl,;tJu;"ti.ve. ¢ :z.il...<A •

9. Tmpltave.d .e.e.aJU1.-i.Yl.g by .6.tude..n.t.6 Ite.ou.i...ti.ng Q!tom rtew

.te..a.c.h-~ng mcz.,t2/u.o'£"~ QJ1d me.-thod/:, bung ~r-Jp£..<..e.d by te.ac.hVtl):I.

Project Evaluation

Formative and summative evaluation ""ere to be carried on in

accord vTith an overall evaluation plan which was to be

developed during the first year of the Project. The Evalua­

tion Plan which was' completed in June 1981 became the basis

for both inter~al and external evaluation activities.

Internal Evaluation

There is evidence in quarterly reports, ann<:.al reports a!1G.

evaluation reports that a continuing process of internal

evaluation was underway during the life of the Project.

There also is evidence that the findings of internal evalua··

tion, particularly with respect to the conduct of workshops

and integration of curriculum materials across subject areas:

helped to ~cdify ~roje~t implementation.

Several problems, however, limited the effectiveness of the

internal evaluation process.
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1.. The untimely and tragic death of Mr. Frank Vincent,

Evaluation Specialist, early in the life of the Project,

meant that there was lack of continuity in internal

evaluation activities. In addcition, the Project T,01as

without an Evaluation Specialist for about a year during

which~~. Vincent;s replacement was secured.

2. The collection of needed baseline data was delayed

because circumstances prevented the immediate beginning

of Project implementation. The Evaluation Plan was not

comp~eted untill98l and that was nearly two years after

the official beginning of the Project. This delay

created some problems in the collection of baseline data

needed for making comparisons.

3. The third problem was related to the Evaluation Plan

itself. As not.ed by the External Evaluation Team in

its June 1981 report

::rhe. wotz.k 06 the. EvC!£ua..ti.on Te.am dwu.ng the. tlvte.e.-week viAll haA g..i.ven U6
an oppotz.-turU..tyto c/"J..-Uc.a..U!f Iteview th.e EVtt£.u.a;Uon Plan mel6,
paJt.t.i.C.U£OMlj {,IJUh tz.e.-~pe.c-t to the. tiea6.i.b-il);ty On ;~t~hnp.teme.n.ta;ti..on give.n
the It.ubc.ai..n:t.J., 06 pe/t.6ormet and bu.dg et. Tn do,tng .5 0 {~,'(?, aILe. ~trt a. -6e.~ e.
rnafUrtg ob-6e.Jz.vatiof1..6 abcJld: how tz.e.ai.AAtic. the. e.xpec..:tlLt<.on6 we.Jz.e ,tn the bcwic..
Ptz.oject Pape.Jz.. The.tz.e. J..6 no qu.u-ti.on about the. c.omptz.e.he.n¢,[ve.ne..6.6 06 the.
EvcW.t.a.t-[0n P£.an in /te£a..Uo n .:to .:tite. e.xpe.e.:ta,t<.oM ~ e.:t 60uh .in :the. Ptz.o j e.d
PapeJr.. The. Team J..,~ c..onv.inc.e.d th..a..t .:the. tz.equ..<.tz.emenU 06 .the Eva1..u.a.t<.on P.ta.n;
pa.tz.:t.ic.u£alU.y :th06e. .tha;t de.a.U with Se.c.onda.tz.y tta,thetz. than PJU.mMy oLLtc.omU
On the Ptz.oj ect. nee.d to be. mocUn.i.e.d to c.on60Jun to whltt .i..6 Ite.a..U.J.,UcaU.y
pO.6.6.i.bie. wUlUn the. -UmUati..OM 06 avcU..ea.bie. peJW anne.£. and budg ex . Ue v,tew
the PJt...ima.tz.y outc.cme-6 aS the. P,'toje.c...t a.6. .:th~ deve..f..opne.n.t 06 -i.mp,tove.d
C.U/VU.C.ui.wn mate"Ua..t6 mld ;t/utuun.g 0 & teac.he-'t.6 intheht UI.>e., and u.t:t{ma,te.f.y
the.·· e.nha.J1c.e.meJvt 06 pupU' .teaJt.rUng. o.thetz. ou.:tc.ome.-6 we. I.> e.e. aA Se.c.o ndaJtlj .•.
G.i.v-ing ina.]oJ[. a,tte.n-tton to the PlUmMy ou..tc.ome-6 0nthe PJ[.O j e.c.t a..e.one w.Ul. be.
an oveJtWhtU.mi..n.g .ta."sR.. The rna.jotz. tJVt.U6:t 06 :the Ptz.ojec...t .&hou1..d no.:t be. .
fu.tJta.c.ted by JteqtUtz.eme.n.t.6 -i.n the. Eva.£umon Pian whic.h deal. wUh
.6ec.oYl.da!uj c.oM'{'deJta.ti.o~ Ii •
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T~ternal evaluation during the life of the Project included

the following activities"

1. . Formative evaluation of each workshop and training

activity ~

2. ~eporting on teacher behavior by Subject Specialists

and by teachers themselves

3. Conductiu("'l' t~:o 1"33 regional ~,'orkshop in La.nguage ~"rts

4. General testing of ~uDil achievement in 1983 and lSG4

5. ExperL~ental testir.g of thei~portance of readin~ in

gerformance on subject areas.

6. Cnnductin~ a study on teacher attitudes in Froject anc

parallel schools

7. Survey of all PIOs and SHLs to assess ,their judgment

of the success of the ~roject

3. Survey of pilot schoel teachers' views of t~e relative

im~ortance of various co~nonents of ~rcject i~ple~~ntation

l\nalysis of t!1e 11+ COr.Don Sntr2.ncl2 ?xanir'.atic:r: r~5'_11::s

of the r-articipatinc territories

10. Analysis of rates of absenteeis~ in ~roject ~n0 ~Jarall~l

schools

Overall, the internal evaluation aspect of the rroject was

not as stronq as were the curric~lUI'" ce,relopment and

trainin~ activities. A considerable amount of data was

collected ~nd analyzed by the Evaluation S~ecialist durin~

the later phases of the Froject. Ec~ever, in a few instances

the interpretation of the data reflected a lack of under··

standing and familiarity with contextual factors in the

BEST AV.;.~/:...t,[]LECOpy
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participating territories. Consequently, evaluation reports

to the territories were not as useful as they might have been.

In at least one case, they provided misleading information.

It must be recognized, however, that the second Evaluation

Specialist came aboard the Project'midstrearn, and he had

little opportuntiy to travel ·to the territories during his

term of office.

External Evaluation

Two mid-·project external evaluations ylere held during the life

of the Project*. The report of the first evaluation was

submitted in June 1981 and the second in June 1982. The

Project Coordinator notes that :·the. lLe.pom on plte.v,[oL.l.C e.vctfua,t.tOn6

Welle. Me.oul bl hel..pbtg PIl.Oje.d stann :to .6e.e. mOILe. c.R..e.aJt1.y wheJte. glLe.ateJt

e.mphCf:O-w nught be. Me.oul and :t~e. unci!> 06 ..6:tw.c;tWtU that mi.gh:t weU.

enhance :the. cUJr.JUcu£.wn mcttvU.ai-6 de.lIel..opme.n-t. r.

The terminal external evaluation ':Tas conducted Nay 21 to

June 15, 1985 by Dr. Karl Hassanari, Chairman, Gainesville ..

Florida, and Professor Errol r~iller: University of the

Hest .Indies I r·Iona, Jamaica.

*Membership on both of the mid-Project external evaluation

teams ·"ras composed of Dr. Karl Hassanari, Chairman,

Dr. Joanne v7hitmore, and Dr. Cordell Wynn. Both external

evaluations included on-site visits in the participating

territories and interviews vlith key Project personnel.
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Planning meeting

A planning meeting for the terminal evaluation ~as held in

Bridgeto~m, Barbados~ at the Project' Central Office on the

Cave Hill C~~pus of the University of the West Indies and

~t ~oodville Apartments, Barbados; December 11-14, 1934.

Present ':Jere the abo've-named members of the External !:vall:a-

tion Team together with Project Staf=. P~esent also ~1as

Dr. Paul Masoner, University of Pittsburgh, also a member of

the Te~~, vmose subsequent illness prevented his partici?atio~

in the Hay/June 1985 exercise.

The purpose of the meeting was to receive orientation to the

Project; review selected documents and reports; revievl

interna~ evaluation activities in progress, develcp a

design for the terminal evaluation; develop a schedule of

activities for conducting the field visits and for ,·n:i.ting

the evaluation report; develcp a schedule of activities for

the team and Project Staff for the interim ceriod between

Januar~' and ::ay 1985; develop ques~icn~~ires fc~ the

P~oject Staff; Chief Education Officers; Project I~plernen~a'

tion Officers, Subject ~atter Leaders, ~rincipals and

Teachers of tte pilot sc~ools participating in the P~oje~t,

and for the head of the Jamaican component of the ~roject.

Plan for the Te~inal External Evaluation

The design' of t:.•• ;;: ,-" •• ,-c: ... ~.d.l terr:-.inal. evalua ticn of the E=rinary

Education Project is based on the requirements specified

in the Project Paper No. 538-0029 , and as these are

reflected in the approved Project evaluation plan of 1980.

In addition, account was taken of the requests of USAID

in the following documents"

(a) nFinal Evaluation in 1934: and

(b) "Projec~ I:valuatic:1 Sl.:r:'l,:\~.ry. I'art 11.;'
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At the planning meeting, it was determined that the content

of the external evaluation would cover the following

areas

1. An assessment of the principal outcomes of the Proj ect ..

a. The development and use of curriculum materials in four

subject areas - language arts, social studies, science,

and mathematics - and at four age levels, 7-8, 8-9 1 9-10

and 10-11: at the primary level in the participating

territories

b. The dissemination of curriculum materials developed

in the Project with respect to the scope and coverage

of such materials in each of the four subject areas and

in ea.ch of the four age levels in the participating

territories

c. The effectiveness and appropriateness of curriculum

development and teacher training workshops held at the

regional, territorial and local levels during the

Project period

d. The impact of the curriculum and teacher training

components of the Project on teacher behavior and pupil

performance.

,2. An. assessment of other Project outcomes:

a. The training of educational administratiors in Jamaica

and in other territories

b. The training of educational planners
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c. The development of health education curriculum materials

in collacoration with the Pan lrerican Eealth Organiza-·

tion (P])..EC).

d. Unolannec developments ana outcomes either at the level

of the central r-roject Staff or in the territories.

3. An assessment of rroject manage~ent.

4. An analysis of indicators of Project institutionaliza·

tion within the University and in the territories.

5. An assessment of the impact of the Project on ?rirnary

education in the region generally, and on the eleven-'

plus examinations in each territory in particular ..

~. A corependium of lessons lear!lec. fro~ the ~~?lementati(JT1

of. the rroj2.ct.

In conducting the' external tel:7\inal evaluation of the ?=cjec~

it was agreec that the Team would do the following'

1. Examine Froject files, documents, and reports.

2. Examine the curriculum materials (syllabuses, teachers;

manuals, and instructional aids) ~roduced by the Frcject.

3. Criticall;! arrraise the intarnal evaluation re~orts 2nc

their findings.

4. Make site visits in the ~articipating territories and

collect first-hand information by means of questionnaires
and in terviet·,7s .
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5. Hold discussions with Project Staff

6. Compare the separate sources of information for

consistency and congruence

7. Draft a preliminary evaluation report

8. Review the major findings with Project Staff and. USAID

personnel to correct any inaccuracies in the Team:s

findings .

I)
~ . Revise the preliminary evaluation report accordingly.

For the record, the terminal external evaluation plan was

approved orally by USAID personnel at the conclusion of a

meeting between the Team and USAID on December 13, 1984.

The Plan was approved in writing by the Project Coordinator

in a letter dated December 14, 1984.

The External Evaluators followed the agreed-upon procedures in

the approved plan. During the period I\larch to Hay, 1985,

questionnaires constructed by the Team were disseminated to~

9 Chief Education Officers (CEOs)

1 Coordinator of the Jamaica subcomponent

9 Project Implementation Officers (PIOs)

6 Project Staff members

Subject Hatter Leaders in the 9 participating territories

Principals of the 45 pilot schools

Teachers of the 45 pilot schools

A summary of the responses to these questionnaires is

included in Appendix A of this Report.
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During the ten site visits, the Team interviewed the CEOs:

the PIOs; Subject !~tter Leaders; Principals and Teachers of

three of the five pilot schools 'in each territory (question­

naires ",ere received from all five Pra.ject School Principals

and Teachers in each participating territory) .1 11inistry of

Education personnel: and in some cases Teacher Training

College 5-':.2.f2.

The main body of the Report follows; it consists of chapters

on organization and administration of the Project, principal

Project Ol.:::,:omes 1 secondary Project outcomes and unplanned

jevelopnen~2; generalized impact of Prcject outcomes on

Primaryecucation' spread effect, lessons learned from

implementation of the Project, a Project evaluation summary,

~nd a'leok into the futurew
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Chapt.er II

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROJECT

The Caribbean Education Development Project with its three

sub-Projects has pioneered new dimensions in development

cooperation. The Project involves one large Aid Agency, the

United States Agency for International Development: three

regional intermediaries: the Caribbean Development Bank; the

Caribbean Examinations Council and the University of the

West Indies (UWI): and fourteen Caribbean countries. The

unique aspect of this Project is the linkage of Caribbean

countri·es to an agenoy of development cooperation through

regional intermediaries created by Caribbean governments to

serve various needs.

The very nature of the Caribbean poses logistical problems

for development cooperation. The challenge is to find an

effective and efficient mechanism for the delivery of

assistance which minimizes the administrative costs per

dollar loaned or granted. The bilateral model of dealing

with each country separately cannot be cost effective. Yet

dealing with Caribbean countries as a collective could cause

problems for an international agency.not versed in the

nuances of the r~siu~. Although shar~ng the same language;

a similar culture and a common history the English speaking

Caribbea~ countries are widely dispersed geographically,

politically pluralistic, racially mixed, and .different in

size and population with each country treasuring its own

identity and sovereignty.

The Caribbean Ed~cation Development Project combines the

financial resources of a large donor agency with the

BEST AVA/LAaLE COpy
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expertise and network contacts of three regional service

organ~zations in attempting to meet the needs of fourte~~

Governments seeking ~o improve the quality of their primary

education systems

The experience gained through the use of this model should

be of interest to all development cooperation agencies

working in the Caribbean. It could be that this method of

delivery of assistance has appllcabili~y beyond the field cf

~ducation and could be a pattern for many r~gional projects

expecially those involving the smaller Caribbean ccun~ries

Organizat~onal 3truct~re

;he overall structure of ~he Pr~mary E~uca:icn Projec~ as

prescri~ed ~y rhe Project Paper ves~ea responslbility for

~he Prlmary Education Project in tte Univ~rsl~Y of the West

lndles (U~I) operatlng through l~5 Scnool of 2duca~io~

(SOE). The Dean of the School of E~ucation was the Project

Director. Direct management of :h~ Projec~ was 7he

responsibility of the P=oject Coordina~cr named by uw~ who

reported directly to ~he Project Director/Dean The Project

Coordinator was responsible for recruiting. assigr.ing;

di~ecting and monitoring ~he ~£fec~iveness of the Central

Project Staff which consisted of four Subject Speciallsts,

one each ~n Mathematics; Language Arts Science ~nd Social

Studies, an Evaluation Officer together with secretarlal and

support staff The Central Project Office was located on

the Cave Hill Campus of the UWl.

~he prescribed link between the cen~ral Project

administration and the participating coun~ries was through
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the Project Advisory Group (PAG) comprising the Chief

Education Officers of each participating country. The

function of the PAG was to advise the Project Director on

all aspects of the implementation of the Project.

At the territorial level the Project Paper prescribed a

Project Implementation Unit (PIU) which was responsible for

ensuring proper planning, implementation and evaluation of

the Project within the territory. In each territory the PIU

was appointed and chaired by the Chief Education Officer and

its membership consisted of the Teacher Training College

Pr1ncipal and tutors of relevant subjects, the Principals

and Teachers of the pilot schools, teachers with relevant

subject expertise, the Curriculum Coordinator of the

Ministry and an evaluation expert where available. SOE

staff in Teacher Education were expected to participate as

resource persons in PIU meeting$"

Executive responsibility for ensuring the implementation of

the Project in each territory was assigned to a full-time

Project Implementati.on Officer, (PIO), who reported to the

Chief Education Officer and the PIU. Each PIO would work

with the six Subject Matter Leaders appointed in each

territory for the" mounting of territorial and local

workshops.

At the level of the five pilot schools in each territory

participating in the Project efforts were expected to be

coordina4ed by the Principal or Head Teacher who, together

with the Teachers, would implement the Project activities at

each school.

The organizational structure of the Primary Education

Project can be sh~wn diagrammatically as follows.
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The Project organization was implemented as planned and

prescribed in the Project Paper. There were no structural

changes but all elements of the structure did not function
.~; "",

as planned. (This will be discussed below in detail under

Project Management.)

In the light of the implementation experience the strength

of the Project structure seems to lie in the overlap between

the organization of the central Project staff and the

territorial Project staff. They were almost mirror images

of each oth,er. The Project Coordinator and the PIO.had

similar responsibilities but at different levels - one

regional i the other territorial. The SUbject Specialists

and the Subject Leaders mirrored a similar relationship. So

did the Project Advisory Group and the Project

Implementation Unit.

This organizational arrangement gave the Project a regional
:--

and territorial back-up system; a kind of double assurance

mechanism. If Subject Leaders were not functioning in a

particular country the regional Subject Speci~list could

conduct territorial and local work.shops at the request of .

the Project. Implementation Officer. If on the othe~ hand a
... : .

SUbject Specialist was n.ot available for a regional workshop

the Subject Lea~ers could.provide some continuity until the

situation was rectified. The structure of thePro~ect

minimized .to so~e extent the disruptive effect of cpanges of
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personnel and breakdown at either the regional or

territorial level

The fact that the Project was implemented as planned and

achieved the prescribed object~ves ~ffip~ies ~hat the

organizatior.alstructare was both sound and appropriate. I~

is also important to note that alt~ough the seccndary

sub-Project managed by CXC was orginally conceived with a

different structure. that sUb-Proj~ct changed during its

life to a structure closely resembling that of the Primary

sub-Project. This seems to add further confirmation that.
"the latter model of organization has the capacity to

successfully deliver educational development designed on a

regional prcject basis.

Overall responsibility for the Project was vested in the UW:

cperating through its School of Education. For almost two

decades the Research and Development Section of the School

of Education at Cave Hill had given technical and

develcpmental assistance to Eas~ern Caribbean territories in

var±ous areas and with respect to different aspects of their

educational systems. The original identification of the

needs and how they could be addressed through the Project

came in part from this Section. H9wever~ the major·

responsibilities of the Research and Development Section

were teacher craining and teaching University' courses.-
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Although the Section had given assistance to governments in

primary and secondary education this was. ancillary to its

major mandate. The main thrust and focus of the Primary

Project was within the scope of work ~he Section had done

but it was tangential to its major mission.

After careful consideration the University decided that the

mission of the Project was sufficiently different from that

of the R&D Section to warrant it being given an

organizational status equivalent to that of the R&D

Section instead of being an additional responsibility within

that Section. The central Project staff headed by the

Project Coordinator was given what was the equivalent of

departmental status within the SOE similar to that of the

Inservice Programme and t~e R&D Section. The' Project

therefore had membership on the Campus Committee of SOE Cave

Hill and the same reporting relationship to the Vice Dean

and Dean as any other department within the SOE. As such

the Project was fully integrated into the organizational

structure of the UWI and its School of Education although

its funding was from the USAID.

In retrospect and in the light of the implementation

experience the decision of the University to incorporate the

Project in the way it did, was basically sound. It ensured

the integrity of the Project with respect to its mission and

gave it the freedom to develop its own strategies and

approaches without being hamstrung by any preconceived

notions or traditions.

The University recognized that although it had, through the

R&D Section, given some assistance to governments in .
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primary education it had never been required to address the

needs of th1s sector of education directly and substan~ively

as a major responsibility. Strategies~develeped in dealing

with other secters: say teache= training, might not have

been appropria~e fer primary education. The successful

implementation of the Project woule seem to have vindicated

1:!l1.S decision.

The decis10n of the University to give the Project

departmental status equivalent to that of the R&D and

In~ervice Sections meant that the anticipated objectiv~s fc~

mil capacity to service the region were accomplished by a

di!ferent route than the one described. in the Project

Paper. The decision affected the initial =esponse of the

R&D Section to the project. They interpretep the decision

to mean that the Project had been taken away from the

Sec~ion after 1C had laid cne ground work for iden1:ifying

the needs and conceptualizing how these could be met through

a ?roject. At the same t1~e the University did DOC

:.mrnediately rar.ionalize all the details concerning 1:he

change in the conceptualization of how the Project tvould be

integrated in the SOE. Hence while members of the Inservi=e

Section were paid honoraria for Hork done in ccnnect10n tvi th

the Project, membe·rs of the R & D Section were not. Had the

Project: been integrated into the R & D Section then this

differential treatment ',.;culd be jusr.ified but in the light

of the change; to :~:l :~~partmental status fer the Central

Project Staff, it was not. After recommendations made oy

the External Evaluation Team in 1981 this problem was

resolved so that members of the R&D Section were also paid

honoraria for work done. In some instances members of the

Section adopted a cordial but "arms length tl approach to the

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Project. After these initial difficulties were sorted out,

almost all members of the R&D Section contributed to

Project implementation either directly in running workshops

or indirectly through (advice to or) consultation with. . ~

Project central staff.

From the beginning the Inservice Section contributed

generously to Pr6ject implementation. The Head of Section

who was also Vice Dean at that time - currently

Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Office of University Services - was

very instrumental in assisting the Project to overcome the

inevitable'start-up problems which confront every.project in

its initial stages. Members of this Section also

contributed directly and indirectly to the implementation of

the Project.

One 'of the great values of having the Project located in the

University was that it was able to benefit from the

knowledge; experience and insight of virtually all the

talent that the institution had at disposal on the three

campUses. This accounts for the sound theoretical bases of

most of th~ strategies employed in the Project. In

addition, the Project enjoyed· strong support from UWIls

Finance Offic~.' The Project certainly assisted the

University to increase and expand· its service to Caribbean

countries~It allowed the SOE to address the needs of.

primary education directly and substantively in a way it had

not been "able to do previously.



24.

Th~ des~gnaticn cf thp. Dp.an of th~ SOE a~ the Project

D~ r:oc'tcr pre-emp+:~d t:Jny conf lict. ·:;f 'a'~r~hol:i t'. y tha t: mig!... ·::

~~VP ari5~n Dy vir~ue of the autho~1ty confprred by the

Prcj~c~, as aga~ns~ ~hose conferred by rhe ~ta~utes of rh~

Ur.iv~r~ity en ~hA H~ad of th~ SOE.

The merging and amalgama~ion of ~hss~ ~wo rolps m2d~ ~h~

r~portlng relationships of ~h~ Proje~L p4£sonnel sirnpl~ a~d

cl?ar. They also guarantA~d smoo~h i!'~~gratien of thp

Pr.o j-::-ct int.o "the m'l! s~ruct:ure and ~/1~ul"~d ~. hd t per:;or.r."? 1 at.

~hp..high@.st l~vp.l of thp. SOE struc~ur~ w~re involv~d in

resolving probl~ms of implem~ntai~~~ and in repres~nting the

Project .interoally and exr~rnally.

Both D¥ani of cha SOE during th~ lifo of the Project gavo

close personal attention to ProjPct ma~·.~rs and provided ~h~

kind of decisiv~ l~adership which ~~hanc~d thp ~ffe~tive

impl~rnpnta~icn of f.h~ Prcj~Gt. T~~ P~oj~ct Cocrdi"a~or was

g"i.. vc:.r. d free hcmd in t:h ... da.i.ly adlUtl1J.'"1:ratj.on of th;? Pl:'oj~ct,

but at th~ sam~ t2me c~e Project D~r~c~ox was k~pt in touch

with ~he progress of implementatJcn and attended to any

ma~~er referred co ~im by th~ Coord1nator. ~her~ is

absolutely no evid~nce or indication ~hat during the life of

the Project there was any conflict of loyalty, confusion in

.ceportlng relationst'ips, breakdown. 1"~~ communicarion or

ur.cp.rtain~y about aU~hority which r?~ul~~d in any un~oward

or. n~gative ccnsequenc~ in the ~xecution ~f th~ ProJect.

Sppcial ment~cn mus~ b~ mad~ of the lar.~

Pr~fessor Aubrey 'Phillips who was the first Project Dir~ctor.

H~ played a pivotal role in th~ varicus d~cisions related to

thE: concep-c.ualizat"ion: st:.r.uctur~ ar.d impl~mt=-ntat:ion of th'!

Primary Education Project. R~ alse played ~ significant
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~ole in ~roviding th~ rationale and informacion on which the

decision~o ~xtend the Proj?ct wasbas~d. The second

Prcj~ct Dir2ctor, Professor Dennis Craig, not only had

ov~rall responsibility for ~h~ Project hu~ al~o contTibut~d

signifi6an~ly to th~ d@velopment of the Language Arts

P ·re''';·o: .~,.
~k ',.! -\",; , ...

The role and function of the Proj~c~ Cocldinaror were

clearly and reali~tically conc~ived from the ou~s~t. This

clear definition of function assist~d th~ Projec~ Director

tc identify and appoint to th~ po~t of P~oject Coordinator

Romeone with the required capabilitios 1 ~xp~rtise and

skills. The 'successful implemencacion of the Project is in

nc small measur2 due to the effectiven~ss and pfficiency of

rhe Coordinator, Dr. Leonard ·Shorey, hi~ choice of pprsonnel

dnd th~ fact t'.hat he remained with th~ Project for. it.s

duration.

Th~ Prcjf-:ct was compl~x. It involved prcfpssionals in

diff~r~nt subject areas working a~ both th~ r@gional and

~~rii~orial lev~ls. It requirpd th~ pB~ticipation of senior

~ducational adminis~rators in ten different ~ountries. It

includEd ccllaboraciv~ Afforts with num~rous r~gional and

international ag~ncies. It was located in an academic

s~tt1ng while being fund~d by a development oriented

agency. The Proj~ct COQrdinator had ro crpativ@ly balance

~he interpsts and demands of th~se disparatP entities and

mould them into a meaningful whole •

. Th~ ProfEssional staff were given thafr~edom to ~xecute

th~ir responsibilities in a manner that was meaningful in

their t~~pective areas while at ~he same time being

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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monitored by the Coordinator to ensure that the job was

done. An effective wo~king relationship was established

with the ten participating governments. The Project Office

was well-managed and it developed usef~l linkages with

several o~her educational agencies. The Coordinator

developed and maintained good relationships within the

University structure and with ~he funding agency.

In summary ir. is fair to say that the Project Coordinator

executed his tasks with competence and efficiency and in

S0me areas there was evidence of brilliance. His leadershi9

set the tone and example fer o~her Project s~aff and ensured

the success of a properly conceived Project.

In addition to ~he Coord~na~or: t~e cen~ral Project s~aff

Central Project St~!f

~1a t hema~ics

Science

consisted of the follcwing~

-. f.. Curri~ulum Specialis~,- .
2. A Cur:ciculu.'TI Specialist.

3 • A Curriculum SpecialJ.st,

4. A Curriculum Specialist, SocJ.al Studies

5. &~ EvaluatJ.on Officer

6. Senior Sec=etary

7. J~nior Secretary

8. Office Ass~stanc

9. Office Maid

10. Seasonal secretarial help .as requested (needed)

It was envisaged that given a choice of three of four

SUbjects; except for BVI which could only choose two.

countries would have so chosen subjects that, the work load

would have been evenly divided among Subject Specialists in

terms of. the number of countries involved 'in developing and
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test1ng the materials. That expectation was not realized.

The breakdown of the choice of subject areas by countries

was as follows:

Language Arts - 9

Mathematics - 8

Social Studies - 5

Science - 4

This choice of subjects by the countries posed initial

problems for the Subject Specialists in Language Arts and

Mathematics in terms of the number of countries they had to

visit and assist in mounting territorial and local

workshops. This problem was partially resolved by employing

consultants to assist these Subject Specialists with some of

their responsibilities. During the late~ stages of the

Project, an assistant to the Mathemat~cs Spe~ialist was made

available through funding from UWl/Cave Hill.

The Sub.ject Specialists appointed in Mathematics, Science and

Social Studies have continued in the job for the life of the

Project. This has contributed stability and continuity to

the development of the Project products in their areas. The

Subject Specialists in Language Arts have undergone change~

hence there have been two persons pe~forming this role

substantively •. The Language Arts Project proces~and

products did not benefit from the same continuity as the

others ..

The Subject Specialists all executed their responsibilities

as required by their job descriptions. They approached their

tasks·creatively but at the same time did no~ impose ,their

expertise on their territorial colleagues. They managed to

create the working climate in which participants were able

to contribute their own ideas and participate as equals in
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:h~ decision-making process. The ccn~r1bution of ~hp

Sp~~ialistE ~o ~h~ curriculum proc~~~ pioneered in th~

Th~ internal evaluation suffered frc~ the untim~ly 2ed~h of

~h~ first evaluation officer~ M~. Fr~nk Vinc~nt. In ~h~

fir~t instance th~re was a gap in ~~~ r~placem~nt

princ~pally becaus~ of tn~ sudd~n28~ ~f his death. T~~

currenc evaluation officer Cdm~ i~~o ~~.~ Prcject m~r? :~~~

hdlf ~ay through without ~h~ b~o~fj· cf a smooth :ransi~ion

~hac wculd have faciI1~a~~d adju5tm~n~. The fact rhac he

was not a res1d~nt of the Caribbeac ~nd had no previous

l':'xpE"rif-r.ce in ~hf' region did not: ~csF: t"li.-:o ci r.cumst.anc'7's.
N~i~her was it possible for him to visi~ all th~ countrip-s

i11VC,1v~d. Th,:; net re·sul1: of these ci!"cums~ance'S was that

the evaluation compon~nt ''''as not as s:':c::mg as ':..h;;- oth~r

components. Much data and infcrma~ico w~r? ga:h~r~d ar.d

~nalv=~d. SOID2 prcv~d u~~ful ~c ~~~ Su~jp~~ Sp~ci31is~s and

~~Iritcri~s ~9p~cially d~ the b?girnLng of :h~ Pr0j?C~.

Hcw:"v2.r t.h-2. fcrma'- ar.d i:n:€=-rpr~ta':.i';'·, ·:.f ":h,'? s'Cudo?:'1t
""~:~'. ro"'""c;":'i"'\-"'d :::("\m,:. ',;,,' ,.·.··;·11:>::: .....'l·r:'. '~l·J.;:_f.~I-_ul-:- _ ._ ~ ~ .. >••••• l- .. .... _.. . ' _. _ ,_ ..... _ ._ ...- ..., __

~i~s 1n using th~m ~o enhance ~h~ work of th~ ptloc schools.

BCi.h Evaluation Offic~rs gav~ t~c~nicalassis~3nc~ tc

~~1~itorle5 ln dlffererit araas of t~~tlng and evaluation.

BElize received a grea~ dEal of ?s~ista~ce in ~he

d~vslopment of diff@rpnt Na~~onal ~x3minationi.

Tte supp~rt staff of the Proj~ct OfflC~ wp.r~ particularly

efficient and c~nsci~~tiou£. Ma~~ri~ls warE produced in

accordance with deadlines, 'Cravel arrang~m~nts wp.re handled

~ffec~ively, and irformation was r~gularly and consist~ntly

~ransmitted ro all the various regicnal and territorial

participants.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Proj~~t Advisory Group

The Project Advisory Group met annually as planned. In

addition to the Project Director 1 Project Coordinator and

the CEOs of the ten participating countries the meetings

were attended by the Dean, Vice Dean of the SOE Cave Hill,

representatives of USAID, and the Registrar CXC who was also

the Project Director of the Secondary sub-Project. From all

accounts it would seem that the PAG functioned as planned.

More, the PAG (with PIOs meeting) proved a very important

forum for identifying problems and seeking/finding

solutions. Two examples can readily be given:

1. It was at one of these m~etings, that (with the help of

USAID personnel) a "formula" was at last found to meet

travelling costs for PIOs.

2. It was the PAG/PIO meeting in 1984 that gave the backing

needed to seek extension of the Project.

The Project Paper required that the link between the

implementation of the Project at the ter~itorial lev~l and

the central regional Project administration should be the

CEO working through the PAG. The CEO would be briefed by

the PIO and PIU for each PAG meeting. The Project Office

proposed and USAID approved an annual PIO meeting which

would coincide with and immediately precede the PAG

meeting. Followi~g the PIO meeting and before the formal

PAG meeting there was a one-day joint PIO/PAG meeting. This

in fact meant that the PIO who had executive responsibility

for implementation was pr~sent with his CEO to report and

reflect upon the progress of the Project and also could have

an input in the resolution of problems.
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This considerably strengthened the advisory functions of the

PAG and also the links between the central Project Office,

Project Coordinator and the work in the different countries.

The PIO and PAG meetings 'took place OVer a four-day period.

These meetings became the focal point of decision making for

~he Project. They brought together the critical personnel

implementing the Project, namely the Project Director,

Project Coordinator, Central Projec~ Staff and PIOs.

Associaced with them were the Vice Dean; SOE, Cave Hill, the

CEOs; and representatives from USAID. All relevant issues

could be discussed and decisions could be taken because all

of the important persons with authority to act accordingly,

were present. These meetings became the focal point of

decision makingi planning and problem resolution.

,t

Proiect Impleme~ta~icn Snit
-,-- ..•_ ........._- ..... - . -----_... BEST AVAILAGLE COpy

Although each territo=~ established a Proje~t !mplemen~aticn

Unit w~th ~he cornposit~on s?ecifiec in t~e Project P~per: l~

does not appear that t~e PIUs functioned effectively in most

instances or that they performed ~he role envisaged in the

Project Document. The ?IU was charged with Lhe responsibi­

lity for ensuring the proper planning; implementation and

evaluation of the Project within each territory. Its

c:hairman was the CEO. The Fir; '.'las expect ed to resolve

problems ~elating to curriculum and materials revision and

to advise the CEO in order fer Dim to represent the

territorial position to the PAG and Project Director. SOE

personnel on their regular visits to the territories were

expected to act as resource perscns at PIU meetings. There

is no evidence that ~his took place on a regular basis.

While some PIOs functioned more effectively than others it

would appear that by and large the PIU functioned to
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disseminate information concerning the Project especially
. those decisions· taken at PAG/PIO meetings and at best it
functioned as an advisory body, but its role in some
territories, e.g. Belize, was none-the-Iess significant .

...

There is little' evidence that any PlU functioned as the
territorial management committee for the Project. Executive
decision making was typically done by the CEO acting on
advice from the PIO. In several instances the PIO carried
the brunt of the management function concerning all aspects.
of. the project in the territorial setting. This appeared to
be, .by mutual consent since in several instances the Project
was seen. as the ,"baby" of tlle PIO.

The concept of a full-time. Project Implementation Officer
charged with the overall management of the Project in each
territory was one of the innovative aspects of the Project
structure. It.can also be identified as one of the key
reasons for the success of the Project. In the light of the

" .

experience of this Project any large or comple~ regional
Project whi~h ignores this element of project organization
would be doing so at its own peril.

All of the Ministries concerned made good choices of PIOs.
By and ~arge they were Principals of Primary or Secondary
Schools, or recently retired E~ucation Officers•. Obviously
the Ministries examined the job description of the PIO .

carefully and selected persons who, in their judgm~nt, were
capable of executing those functions. The persons chosen
vindicated the decision of their respective Ministries.
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Certainly every PIO whom the External Evaluation Team found

in place in each territory had performed his or her job

competently and efficiently. In some instances the level of

efficiency achieved was exemplary. T~e degree of commitment

and dedication displayed was commendable.

Even in instances where an individual had reason to be

disgruntled over a salary issue there was abundant evidence

that this had in no way affected his commitment or level of

performance as the PIO. In s~me instances the PIU became

redundant because of the smooth and efficient manner in

which the Project was implemented and the frequency and

regularity with which the PIO met the Project Principals,

SUbject Leaders and CEO. In numerous instances PIOs went

beyond the call of duty in ensuring that tasks were

satisfactorily performed. In some cases PIOs doubled as

Subject 'Leaders.

The most serious conscrain,- placed on th2 ~lork cf the P~Os

was the provison for travelling. The remuneration ini~ially

prescribed by the P=oject was ~otally inadeq~ate even after

USAID had made all the concessions that were permitted cy
its mandate. Criteria and lim1ts set for reimbursing

travelling in the USA are not applicable to the Caribbean.

The condition of roads, cost of fuel and oil and repair are

totally different. It may be that USAID needs to review and

revise its policy in th1S area. Ministr~es of Education

attempted to pick up some of the slack by paying m~leage to

the PIO Qver and beyond the allowance paid by the Project.

However, most governments have regulations imposing limits

on mileage payable per month. Because PIOs were not

designated travelling officers: as Education Officers are,

they could not be allowed the limits permitted.to such

officers. The net result was a ,limit to PIO travelling.

This was particularly inhibiting where Project schools were

far flung.
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All territories 'chose "two ~ubject leaders in each subject

area as required. Subject Matter Leaders were drawn from

among Curriculum Officers in Ministries of Education,

principals of primary Schools, Teacher Trainin~ College

tutors and class teachers ~n the primary schools. In most

territories one of the Subject Leade~s ,vas from the Ministry

or T~acher Training College and the other from the primary

school system, either principal or class teacher. From the

reports of the Subject Specialists it would appear that in

most instances the ~inistries chose reasonably capable

persons. In some teriitories there was no turnover of

Subject Leaders over the life of the Project, e.g.

St~ Vincent. In other territories there was almost a

complete turn over of Subject Leaders, e.g. St. Kitts-Nevis.

All SUbject Leaders functioned as participants in regional

workshops, as resource persons and organizers in territorial

and local workshops. This aspect of the Subject Leaders'

responsibility was uniformly executed as conceived by the

Project planners.

The visits of Subject Leaders to schools to assist classroom

teachers in interpreting the Project occurred regularly and

systemmatically in some countries and irregularly and

infrequently in others. This largely depended on the

arrangements made by the Ministry to replace the Subject

Leader, and on the availability'of remuneration for

travelling. Some countries did not make use of the provsion

to repl~ce Subject Leaders. Where this happened the quality

of Project implementation was adversely affected.
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Pilot Schools

The entire super-structure of the Project was predicated on

the assumption that at the level of the pilot schools th~

Principals and the Teache~s could be successfully mobilized

to par~icipate in the Project. It would appear that overall

thi~ assumption proved to be correct. Some Principals it

would appear were more enthusiastic than others, some more

cooperative than others, bu~ by and large the l~vel of

participation was sufficiently high to ensure success. In

some instances the Teachers were more cooperative than their

Principals .. Notwithstanding all the variations within and

between schools in each territory the degree of

participation, the sense of ownership and the level of

1dentification with.what has been p~oduced are particularly

strong among those Principals and Teachers who remained in

~hei~ posts for the duration of the Project.

In t~e visits to the pilot schools in all the countries

members of the Evaluation Team found evidence ~hat ~ea~her5

w~re using the Prcjec~ materials in ~heir classes i~ the

suojects pilot-tesced in cheir territory. By and large the

Teachers and Principals of the pilot schools were good

ambassadors of the Project in their coun~ries.

The Projecc was implemented almosc compl~cely as planned.

The prescribed regional, territorial and local workshops

were held. In some cases: the number exceeded what was

pr~scribed 1n the Project Paper. There were some variations

in the timing of workshops and the particular dates on which

these were held. These variations and changes enhanced

Project implementation since they were the result of the
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experience the Project staff had in conforming to the

projections of the Project Paper

The Subject Specialists visited the ter~itories as requirod

by the Project Paper. They made school visits and assist~d

with local workshops. The Project C~ordinator visited the

terri~ories periodically and also at special request -to

resolve some urgent problem. There can be no question that

the central Project staff managed and implemented the

Project in an effective manner.

The baseline data that were required to be coll~ct~d in th~

first year were collec~ed. It formed the basis of the

curriculum development activities in each subject area. The

Project more or less kept to its dates in terms of start up

and completion.' The only serious problem that interrupted

Project implementation was that of the delivery of paper

during the dissemination phase. (This will be discussed in

Chrpter 3).

In analyzing all the information available concerning

~mplementation in ~he territories it would appear that the

Project was implemented as planned in six of the ten

territories. These are Barbados, Belize! British Virgin

Islands, Jamaica; Montserrat and St. Lucia. In these

territories all elements of the Project designfunction~d as

planned. SUbject Leaders attended regional workshops,

pdrticipated in territorial workshops, helped with local

workshops, visited schools regularly and related the content

of local workshops to their observations on the visits.

Subject Leaders were replaced in their schools and some

arrangements were made where teachers attended workshops.. .

The PIOs monitored the progress of'the Project regionally,

initiated actions locally and kept the Ministry informed of

all developments.
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In the other four coun~ries some aspects of rhe Project

design did net work or were undermined by local conditions.

In Antigua the Project schools were wary to use the Project

ma~er~als fully instead of the Antiguannational cur~iculum

because they fea.red -chat common ~ntrance and other

assessments would not make allowances for the fact that the

P=oject material was different in many r~sp~cts. The net

lRsult was that they used the materials mainly as

supplemen~ary material and taught the Proj~c~ material as

demonstration lessons at the request of visiting Prcjec:

p~rsonnel.

In Dom~nica, St. Vincent and St. Ki~~s-Nevis most Subjec~

Leaders visited infrequ~ntly and wer~ not replaced in the

substantive duties when they visited schools. The

exceptions would be Subject Leaders who were Education

Officers in Dominica or St. Vincent or Teache= T=aining
r~~'ll""cr'e "'ucors ';n Ct- v;t:ts-NQ~lJ'~ ,-;., .... so:> .,..::>c: .... ,...,nc:i'"'iji .. ;"'~__ """" _.." '- .. .;:) __ ;\,_~ "''-.';:' 1~~.V .... t-'>o..;4 __ ...., ' _

included school supervision. In addi~ion the geographic

location of some P=aj~ct Schools in Do~inica and St. ~;ince~~

cont=ibuted sign1fican~ly to the infrequency of ViSl~S.

In St. Ki~ts-Nevis although geographic location was no~

problematic the turnover of teachers in the school system,

including Project classes, meant that teachers had to bA

constantly trained or; conversely, chat Project classes wer~

taught by ~eache£s not c=i~n:ed to ~he material

The ·three major weaknesses of the Proj~ct implementat~on

design can be identified as follows:

BEST AVAILABLE copy
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l'~ , The times when workshops were held invariably disrupted

the schools. In systems like Barbados and B.V.I. where

~sy~tem of supply t~achers exists the Minis~ry b~

Ed~cation mini~iied :~he effect of the di~ruptiori' b~

providing t'eachers and picking .,up' the cost.':, co'uhtries

having no such system had to either close schools, send

home the Project class studen~sr double up classes or

have the headteachers man some of the classes of the

absent teachers. St. Kitts used ~heir Principals to man

classes. This meant that the Principals did not attend

the workshops with their class Teachers. These Project

schools therefore lost an important source of

supervision and support.

2. The development of and introduction of the materials

were introduced on a phased basis over four years ­

Year 1, 1~80, Year 2, 19~1t Ye~r 3, 1982, and Year 4,

1983. Th~ major~~roj~ct ~esources were focti~ed each

year on the grade level being introduced, attention was

only paid to previous grade levels when revised

materials were produced.

This approach assumed a certain stability'of staffing

that did not obtain in several countries and schools.

Because the Project had little resources available for

consolidation of work done and introduced at prpvious'

g~ade'levels the turnover of teachers had a significant

effect on continui~y in Project classes experiencing a

rathei heavy turnover of teachers.

'3. The printed Project materials especially those for

pup~ls were only provided during the year of

introduct{on. This posed problems for Teachers wishing

to use them in the succeeding year especially because

some Teachers ihoughtfresh supplies wo~ld hav~ been
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forthcoming each year. Project material was therefore

always. in short supply after the year of introduction.

Some schools used diverse means t-o secure ad~itional

supplies including fund raising for paper, ink and

duplicating equipment. Nevertheless this was a

constraint on Project implemen~ation at the Project

class level.

Any future curriculum project using this Project as its

model would need to devise means and strategies for

overcoming these weaknesses.

Financial Management

The Project was well-managed. The University1s Finance

Office, Cave Hill: created a special projects section which

took responsibility for all special projects with the

Prirnar~ Project being the rna~n one. On the whole salaries

were paid to territorie~ - for PIOs - promptly .3nd regularly.

Three problems arose in the financial adminis~ration which

had implications for Project implementation. These were as

£ollows~

1. Travelling expenses provided for PI Os were totally

inadequate. The r~tes for mileage were prescribed on

the basis of US standards which are totally irrelevant

in the Caribbean where the cost of gasoline, motor oil

repairs and the condition of roads are vastly different

from the US~ .. Although a compromise was found it was not

entirely satisfactory. In some territories the Ministry

of Education tried to make up the difference between

what was provided by the Project and the actual cost to

the PIO. However ~his supplement was subject to
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Government regulations which classify officers for

travelling purposes and place limits on the number of

miles that can be travelled each month. Because the

PIOs' posts were not perm~nent they could not travel as

much as, say, Education Officers~ It is a tribute to

several PIOs that they travelled on Project business at

times when they \Vere not, compensated. For future

projects in the Caribbean involving local travel USAID

may wish to develop some variation of its general policy

which would be more appropriate to the Caribbean.

Surely it is inconsistent for the Agency to have Project

policies which are counter productive to the acheivement of

Project goals.

2. Inter-island travel for central Project staff was also

an area of contention. Given 'the structure of the

Project the central Project staff were employees of the

University. Hence their terms and conditions of service

should be the same as for all other staff of the

University. Nevertheless in travelling to the

territories it was the USAID per diem rates and not the

UWI rates that applied. In other words they were being

treated as if they were directly contracted to USAID.

It would appear that this problem arose because all

elements of the relationship between donor agency and

the regional intermediary had not been fully thought out

and rationalized. It is clearly undesirable for

employees of the same institution belonging to the same

category and executing similar tasks unde~ similar

conditions to be compensated differently. This ~s

certainly an area to be resolved in the development of

the strategy of regional institutions implementing

projects funded by international agencies.
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3. One territory in the beginning did not support its

claims for reimbursement with the required vouchers.

When the need fo= th~se supporting vouchers was pointed

out they were not supplied immediately. The Finance

Office.pressured the Ministry 'of ~Education to secure

compliance. The territory supplied the vouchers, the

matter was resolv~d and as far as the External Team was

able to probe it did not appear that this had any

untoward ~ffect on P=O~2~t implementation in that

terrltory.

This incident raises ;n ~~portant point in financial

administration of prcject~ in this new regional model of

project management. In a n~~ber of projects involving

direct bilateral agreement between governments and

funding agencies, governments are.required to include

the funding for the project in its national budget for

the particular Minis~ry charged with the implementation

of the p~ojec~. That M:nis~ry proceeds to implement the

project according to the budg~~ provided and in

accordance ~i~h ~he ~i~a~~i31 arrangements of ~he

particular country. ~~ ~~~ end of the fi~ancial year,

upon the submiss~~n of a sta~ement of funds disbursed by

tr-e Governm~nt Treas~~y, the funding agency reimburses

the Government to the limic of ~he amoun~ agreed for the

Project. In this si~uatlon government is not required

to submi~ vouchers.

In se~eral p~ojec~s wtere f~nding .agenci~s make advances

to institutions those advances must be accounted for

with supporting vouchers. The question, in this new

project model involving regional institutiqns and

national governments is, what system· of financial

accountability is appropriat£1 desirable and

consistent. it would appear that this is another area

/?EST AVAILABLE COpy
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that needs to be reexamined and discussed by all the

partners conc~rned: USAID, regional institutions and

Governments.

The position taken by the Ministry of Education in the

particular incident cited abov~ is not without merit.

The Ministry stated that the Project expenses were

included in the Government Budget for that Ministry. In

expending th~ funds they had to submit all the vouchers

to their Treasury and comply with all the relevant

financial regulations. Having satisfied these

requirements they thought that reimbursement to their

country would be on the basis of a financial statement

from the Treasury certifying that the funds had been•
expended for the purposes for which they had been

provided.

The position taken by th~ Finance Office, UWI; in

requiring vouchers was totally consistent with the

Project requirements. That office could not be faulted

in requiring compliance. The point being made here is

that in any future projects employing the same strategy

of a regional intermediary as the link to native

government some further thought should b~ given to the

basis on whic~ funds will be disbursed and reimbursed.

From the outset the Project funds werE carefully and

conservatively managed. This accounts for the fact that

the extension could be financed by a reorganization of

the original budget without the provision of any

additional funds. Provisions for inflation i

contingencies and consultants. to a lesser extent, were

sparingly used.
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Ancillary but important to ~he overall Project objectives

was the training of educational administrators. In Jamaica

thls took a differ~nt focus and app~oach than in the

countries participating fully in the other P=oj~ct

components. Not only was this componen~ ~ffectively

imp16m~nt~d during th8 life cf the Proj:ct ~ut other

ancillary compon8nts as w~ll. Th&s~ can b~ list~d as

follows:

~. Training of education planners in collaboration with

CARNElD, Educational Policy and Planning Division of

UNESCO: and UWl. School of Education ..

2. Development of primary readers on health topics in

conjunction wi~h PAHO.

"1.. . Dissemina~ion of Scisnce matsYlals jn non-Proj~c~

countri~s by the British DEvelopment Division.

Th;s~ ancillary components helped to spread the i~flu2~c~~ of

the Project whil~ at th~ sam~ time forging linkages with

other regional agenci~·s. That educational planners in the

Ministries of Education should know of ~hc Project and i~s

obj€ctives may have some long tsrm implications for th~ use

of the materials ~ft~r the. cessation of t~e Project. In

addi~ion linkages between CARNElD and aWl could also have

long term implications.

Taking into account th~ success of the Project it would

app~ar worthwhil~ to r~pr~sent th~ Project structure in a

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



generalized required format which could bp of use to donor

agencies, governments or institutions contemplating regional

ventures. The Regional Project Model is shown in Chart 2

below

The major difference between this G~neralized Regional

Project Model and the one developed slmilarly out of th~

secondary sub-Project is whether the Project will be

administered by the Regional Institution directly or through

a Management Committee. Where the Project is administer2d

directly then there is need for an Adv1sory Group composed

~f representatives from rhe participating countries. Where

it is done indirectly through a ManagementCommitte~

comprised of the territorial participants then both the

management and adv~sory functions are combined.

Apart from that difference the models are remarkably similar.
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Chapter III

This chapter deals with the principal outcomes of the
Project. Secondary outcomes and unplanned developments are
dealt with in Chapter IV. Principal outcomes are related to
the major objectives which inspired the formulation of the,
Project in the first place.

The long-term goal of the Project as described in the·

Project Paper is ":tIJ enable. the. human 1r.e60UILCe.o 06 .the CaJti.bbea.n

:tIJ ac.hie.ve. i:h.UIc. 6uU. po.t.mti.ai. lI
• Verifiable indicators of goal

achievement are reduced unemployment levels, increased
productivity and lower birth rates. Noting that the target
group of the.Project was 7 to 11 year old children, the'
Team is of the opinion that any jUdgment concerning the

long-term goals would be entirely premature.

The immediate purpos~ of the Project was to improve the

quality of the learning environment for primary school age
children. The Project planners.envisaged that at the end of
the Project the following conditions would exist (Project
Paper, Appendix J):

2. Implioved .&yl.ta.b.i., zeJ1C.heJt.6' ma.YU.Lal6 a.nd o:theJr. w:tJtu.c.ti.Dnai.

m~ ~ ed fo,y :teac.helL6.

3. Te4ehe'L4 a.ppty..Lng new .i.nlJ:tJtu.c.:Uona.i me:t1tod..6 .i.. e• .i.nCJL~ed LL4e.

06 c.hi..e.d-c.en:teJLeD. a.c.Uv.i..ti.e.o.
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4. Tea.c.helL4 c.ovvU,ng a. bltOadeJt, mOJLe e.wU.c.he.d. con.ten.t.

5. Te4c.h.~ u..ti.U.zhlg mM.q,. 6/te.que.n.t c.i..cu.&Jr.oom w.ti.¥tB a.o paJt..t 06

.:the. e.va.hJ..a;ti.on pItOc.e.6.&.

7. He.a.dtea.che;u" ptUr~ a.rai ~LLpe-tV.iAO!Ul ·~U.Ppoit.til'19 :the c.~7!

de.vei.opn~ pIt.OC.CU'& a.l1.d. ~LL.ppo,'t.:ti..i1g the. 6a.c.~ti.eA ,{,'71pILoveme.n.t

ptWc.eA.& • "

If these conditions were translated into a simple check list
requ~ring a Wyes· or nno" response to each item then i~

would have to be recorded that the Project succeeded in

creatinq these conditions in the Project schools. Two much

more difficult questions to answer would be to what extent
each condition exists in each Project school and to what

"degree each has been institutionalized.

The anticipated Project out?uts are as follows (P=oject

Paper, Appendix J):

"1. .!.Jew cwr.Jr.i..c.u1.o. COn4-<Ail.ng o~ )te.v.(;~ed ~1J.f!A-bi.., .tea.c.h/llt.&'

ma.nu.a.lA and pupili I woJtk.boo~ -i.n. 60Uit .&LLbjec:t alte.a.o.

2• Ad.dU1.c'fJ.tl.i. :tea.du.Ylg ~ and ma,tz.,u:a..u )te.la.:ted :to tAe

,'r.e.v.ue.d. c.u,'Vuc.u.lum wu:.tQ -Ul ~c.h ~u.oj2..~ aitM.

3." A mccU.d.te.d, 1te.6hted model. 06 :the e.wvrJ.c.u1.um de.vdopnent
pltOC.U4.
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Tea.c:.heJrA and ~U.pellVUOM' wUhexpeJrJ.enc:.e cmd .6k..Ut -Ut:
- U6e 06 new -lMtltu.c..t<.onal. ma.:teJUa.l
- New me;thod6 ',' .

- Content

r "·-oJr: .... ".~~l.::J ':--'!~', •.

ClWt-<.c.utwn de.vehrpneftt.. ' ,....

.~ ',: .~..

6• Plto jed' AdlJ);J,olttjGItO(Lp.

Ta~in9 into account the above, the principal Project out­
comes ,- wnich:~i11 be discussed ihdetaiL.in thi~· chapter. ­
are defined as fol~ows:~: ,

1. The m90,ifi.ed, refined- modelo.f: curriculwn deve'loJ?~ent

process produced by the Project.

t . ,'. ::.- . -:,.:

~: ;'.

2. ,The curriculum products in Mathematics, .. Lap911age Arts,
Science and Social Studies.

. .

these3. ::-Th~ dissemination' of products;.,

4. The impact on teacher behavior.

5. The impact .on student performance.
. .1. '. . .~. -'. r i :' ...: ,"

• '" r ."

,
··t:.=·!: .' ;::..~ ;



Prescr~bed Guidelines and Supportino Mechanisms--_ .. _-_ _.. ..._ ~.- _..- .. __ ~ ~_ _ -_ _- .

The Project Paper prescrib~d the guidelines which th~

curriculum development process should follow. The

prescrib~d guid~lincs could be seT ou~ as follows:

1. Delibsrate and systematic collec~lcn by each subject

specialist of the syllabi, teachers; manuals and

teachers' and pupils 1 mar~rials used in participating

~erritories at the time of ~h7. commencement of the

Project.

... ...
2. In-depth study of thF-se base-line materials by Subj€c~

Specialists and territorial officials.

3. Draf~ing revised syllabi r8sultirg from stucy.

4. Testing th~ revised syllabi i~ r~=r1tcrial and local

workshops to ~2cei~~ feedtack ~~d ~o oriEnt ~each~rs In

new approaches.

5. Testing the revised syllabi in pilot schools in each

country to reczive feedback.

6. Revision of draft svllabi bas~d ~n f2~dback from

workshops and pilot schools.

7. Core syllabi produced used as the basis for devising

teacher and pupil mar.erials in support of new contenL

and methodology.

8. Testing of materials in workshops.

BEST AVAILABLE copy
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9. Testing materials in pilot sch~ols.

10. Revision of materials based on feedback.

11. Final p~oducts produced after 'revision.

The Project Paper not only established the guidelines for

the curriculum development process, it also prescribed the

mechanisms which would undergird and support it. They were:

1. Subject Matter Specialists collecting and studying

base-line data from which they prepared working papers

for regional workshops. These Subject Specialists also

participated in territorial and local workshops an~ made

regular visits to pilot schools .

. 2. Regional workshops involving Subject~ Specialists,

territorial Subject Leaders and Caribbean consultants

had the responsibility to produce .the syllabi and

materials.

3. Territorial and local workshops served the dual purpose

of orientation of teachers as well as providing feedback

on the products of the regional group.

4! Tha pilot schools were the principal sit~s of field­

testing._

Both th~.guidelines.and.the mechanism p~escribed by the,

Project Paper made a number ofassurnptions·implicitly which

need to be stated explicitly. These are:
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1. That all territories had syllabuses, teachers' manuals

and teaching/learning materials in the schools in the

four subject areas.

2. That countries were at different stages of development.

of their primary systems.

3. That subject l~ad~rs and Project teachers w~rp

sufficiently knowledgeable and trained that while they

would learn through participa~ion in Project activities

they could also contribute significantly to the desired

Project products.

4. That there ~ould be a high level of stability of Project

participants at regional, ter~itorial and school levels.

5. That territories would choose three of the four SUbj9cts

in ·such a way that the resulting workload for subj~ct

speciialists would be rnor~ or less equal.

6. That the s~ructure of th& p~imary systems in the

different territories was more or less the same.

In addition to these implicit assumptions the Project Paper

was silent on a number of issues. Th~re is no way of

telling whether this was deliberate or not. Notwithstanding

~his, however, h~~~~; ;~~~n the r~gional workshop the

responsinility to produce the curriculum materials that

would be tested, the Project Paper was silent on how

decisions would be made. It had nothing to say on the role

and authority of the SUbject Specialist as a decision

maker. It was silent on how th~ curriculum development and

inservice training functions would be separated.
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The general impression is that while the Project Paper'
deliberately provided'some guide1ines for the curriculum

process to follow, it left certain areas open for
interpretation with the hope that some modified or new,"
variant for a' curriculum model would emerge •. To understand
the dynamics of what emerged during the life of the Project

::. t is necessary to comment on each of tbe assumptions, ,is

well as on areas of silence.

§fiP;=11n==9atAn snm§yl1;R;. The observations of the mid-te~~

1981 External Evaluation Team concerning the syllabi,
manuals and materials.in use in the territories which were

collected as base~line data by the subject specialists
should serve as :sufficient commentary on ~h~,val~dity of the

assumption of the Project planners. "Some. ~1Li.e.h .submLtte.d

no .syUabl., .some. teNWtolLi.aL .sy£..e.alU c.omplti..6~ orri.y d bJU~6 .f..iAt 06
.:top.i.cA; .some x:/wr.i;tc!Liu had :weU de.vdoped ~y.e.e.a.bi.. GeneIta.Uy, ba.6e.­

.unC!..sy.uabiw~'r.e. 60urtd .ea.c.lUng .in .sCope 06 con.ten.t, .sequenc01g o£

.te.cvr.n.Uig expett.Lenc.u, pJtovlAion 06 0 bje.c.ti.veA , clYld gui.deli¥tu nOlt

.u16.t7W.c-tW~ • nU:di veJty 6ew e.xc.e.p:tion6 te.sto a.nd .i.n6t1tuc..tUma! ai..cU>
Welte. not i.n.c1uded; a vaJr.i.e.ty 06 .tea.c1Ung me.dtocU, WCt6 not .<.nce.uded.

AU1t.cugh time cUd not petunU CUt ex..ten6.tve /)tj<st0rra.ti.c. eva.iu.a:ti.c.n 06

~yu..a.b.i. agahtot <speci.6.i.c eAUeJUa., .subject ma.tteIL .spe.ci.aU.o.t6 cUd

engage .i.n a deubeJUtte, meA1torUc.al c.oUec.t.um a.rtd a.rt.ai.y~iA 06 .sy?f.a.b.i..
.:to deteJUn.i.ne a. c.ommon c.olLe 06 c.on.ten.t among tWt-UoJt.i.eA and I:dJteng:t}ud

we.a.kne6.s e6 in exiA.ti.ng c.onten.t and pltLtc..ticeA."

§tag;S=pf,Q;x;lPprnant. From the comments of the 1981

External Evaluation Report it is clear that the assumption
of stages of development was valid. 'At the commencement of

the Project some territories had .. no national syllabi, while
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nat~onal syllabi, whil~ others had well developp.d syllabi

an~ y~t othtrs fell at some point on the continuum betw~~~

~hese two extrem~s. The variation was not only among

ti::lrritories but among the four subject. ar~as. Syllab~ wh~r,;

thEy exist~d tended to be fer Maths and Languag~ Arts, and

in Science to a lesser extent. Syllabi in Social Studi2s

were either non-existent or littl~ mcr~ than a l~st of

topics. This va~ia~ion in syllabus d~velcpment was toc.?lly

consistent with the fact that primary sducation has been

focused tradi~ionally on literacy and num~racy. In rscent

y~ars; with growing emphasis on scienc~ and t~chnology, some

at~6ntien was given to Sci2nce at thG p~imary lEvel. Social

Studies on the other hand ~s a r?lativ~ly n€w sUbject for

the primary level and has not been the focus of special

attention.

Lsvel .._o;,. .~r:~ining. The assumption about t.:h~· hy€::l of

comp~tsnc2 and training of Subject L~aders was more or l~ss

valid. Som~ Subj~c~ Leaders had not only th~ basic acad~mic

and pro£~ssional training but previous training; ~xpos~r~

and cxp~r~enc~ in curriculum dcv~lopment. Most w~r2

in~xperi€nced in curriculum d~velopm~nt but had ~hc basic

acad~mic and professional training allowing them to

contribute as they wer~ l~arning th~ process by doing.

Generally Ministries of Education chose SubjEc~ L~aders

carefully t. only a VI.:: ry small numb~r w~rc unsui tabl.::. On the

oth~r hand; the assumption about thE level of training of

teachers was no~ valid. Sev~ral coun~ries had ~caching

forces of which nearly two-thirds were unqualifi~d. Some

t~achers not only lacked professional ~raining but also

basic academic comp2tence - displaying s~rious gaps in

knowledge of content.
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S~~b.~.~itL~~~Eoj.~.£.LP§!£~()~~'?J... The Project, planners

assumed that Project personnel would remain more or less

stable throughout the life of the Project. While this was

mainly true of the Central Project staff it was less true of

PIOs and Subject Lead€rs and almost invalid for Principals

and Teachers. In some territorie~ the rat~ of turnover at

all levels was a major constraint on Project implementation .

.~ho..~S:~_o~ __~,:!~je,c~ __ !:>y' __t~~~ i_~_o..r!E¥~_. The assumption t.hat

territories would choose three of the four subjects in such

a way that the work load of Subj~ct Specialists would be

roughly ~qualdid n~t prove to be correct. The choice,of

subjects' by territories was as follows:
-'." -"

_. 9': ~ .'

., ....

L1lngua;ge 'Art s

Mathematics; .

SociaT St'udies '-

Scle:r1ce

'8

5

4 *

...
'r

The Language Arts and Mathematics specialists had much
~ .

greater workloads by virtue of their commi~ments, to

territories than those i~Social Studies and'Science.
I '

Alth9ughas early as :1981 the E'xternal Evaluation Team

warnepof burn out by personnel in those areas, full-time

assis,tanc~was not forthcoming until much later in the life
. ", .

of the' Project •.

f~~~E_'p'ri!fl.a}Y,.sys.~,?~~.. The ~sfsumption that the primary. . .

,systems would have common structures was not enti'rely
I. '. •

vaiid. Some systems ended pr:iniary education atage·ll,

. r ...

* Please note that Grenada sent teachers to the first

Regi0tlal Workshop ih' 19 t3'O and haddpted for Language -Arts r
..

Hathematics and Scienc'ii.'

I : . \' '. ~ . ,.



ci:hers at age 12. Some sys"tcm;3 t,,==m~d ~he successive

cohorts - "grades" others "s~andards": others "classes", and

ethers "Juniors " . In some systems promotion was automa~ic

whi12 in oth~rs it was strictly bas~d on merit. These

diff~renc~s made it difficul~ to either age reference or

grade "reference the mat~rial produced so that ambiguous

situ·ations would not b~ created in sorn~:: t.·::rri tories.

D6cision-makinq in reqional workshcos._._._ . .. __ .._. ~~_.... _ _~.a. ,.. . 0.. . ••
In kb~ping with th~

prescribed guidelin~s the r~gional workshops in all fOUL

. sUbjec~ arbas b2came th~ d~c1sion-making bodiss in th~

production of r~vised syllabi, t~achers; manuals and

teaching and l~arning mate~ials. In ch~ absence of any

clear dir~cticns on how d~ci5ions should be made each

workshop adopted the conv~ntion tha~ decisions would be

r2ached on consensus based on the pragmatic criterion of

what worked in the classroom. This conv~ntion was mora th~

"logi c that was used" than the 'N!:" i t-t::n aq::-2~m2r.t. I, S2f:::1':1t:::G

~o haVe ~volv€d OUt cf practice. Thcr~ is no 2vid2nce thac

~c was a n~gotiatEd compromiss which ~as th~n carafully

articulat8d and wr~tt~n down as law.

~o}-...:._o~ ?ubj~~t Soe.c;i.al-J:~i:s. Ths status of the Subj8ct

Specialist:. emergec as "primus int8r "par"2s II • Th~: E:XpE rt is.=:'

and the experience of ~hE\ Subject Specialist c~rtainly mad~

h1S or her op1nion something to be listEned to by workshop

participants. Hcwev~~, this opinion did no~ prove decisiv~

if it could net oV2rcometh~ anecdotal v~to of ~hs

practicing t~acher who said "I tri~d it and it did no~ worK

in the classroom". The colleagu~~ of the Subject

Sp2cialists at the regional workshop We~E practicing class­

room T;ach0rs, Principals, Teach~r College tutors and

Curriculum Officers in Ministries of Education. Each had a

different p~rspHctive to contribut2.
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;~~~~Y~£~-Era~~~~g. While regional workshops formulated the

strategies and literally produced the materialsr" they became

the major focus of criticism and revision. Local workshops

on the other hand were used mainly for orientation oe

teachers and inservice training.

~E..:t:~E:sis. The curriculum development process that emerged

during the Project.was a function of three factors.

1. The guidelines and mechanism prescribed by the Project

Paper.

2. The realities that existed in the schools and terri­

torie~ despite what the Project planners had assumed.

3. The strategies and procedures adopted by Project

personnel in the absence of any pres~ribed directions.

The dynamic syn:hesis of these three factors produced a new.
model for curriculum development in the Caribbean.

The general curriculum development model pioneered worldwide

in th~ late 1950's and 1960 i s was the development of

materials by an "expert or group of experts or, conversely:

based on some body of empirical research. The materials ar~

then field tested ~n classrooms on a pilot b~sis with

feedback from teachers. They are then revised on the basis

of the field experience before being put in their final form.

The typical products of this process are teachers' manuals:

pupils l textbooks andpupilsi workbooks in addition to a



syllabus whether identified explici~ly or included implicl~ly

in the organization of the material. The Primary Project

had all of thp. charac~eris~ics of a tY9icai curriculum

development exercise.

Th~ point of departure was the decision-making function and

'ch~ author~ty structur€ that det.ermin€d what th~ cont3nt and

m~thodclogy would be. Although University research~rs did

contribute ide~s and insights drawn E=om a body of th~ory

and empirical findings, thei.r word '.vas not f inal. i.~e i th~r

was the decisive word of exp~rts from ~hc curriculum un~~s

of Ministri~s of Education suitably suppor~ed by Ministerial

·authority. Both University rpsearchers and Ministry exp~rrs

were equal partners in the decisi::n-making precess wit.h thE:

coll~agues from the schools - principals and teach~rs. ·This

model accorded the practitioners from tha schools ­

?~incipals and t:::achers - an .:qual voice \~ith that of t:-t=;

cr the expdrL~. As such th~ prac~ition~rs ~r2 rncli~ly

advisors. In chis model ~h~ p=ac:ition~=s were also

d~c'ision makers.

I~ is fair to say that th~ Project has d2vGlop~c a

participa~ory madel ~f curri~ulum ~~v~locmpnt whicb has

dernonstrat;:=d a number of positiv-=: f.:::at:ur;;;.s. ThesF. can be

summarizti::d as follo\-!s:

1. A sense of ownership of ·th2 materials =y Subj~ct

'Leaders, Principals and T~achers.

2. A comrnitm~nt ~o ~he mat~rials as d~mcnstrated by

concinuous daily us~ in ~he Project class~s.
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3. A"di~pl~y" of initiative by Teach~rs anq Principals to

fund raise. in order to be able to overcome shortfalls in

supply.

4. Internalization of the process~s and strategies as

demonstrated by Teachers producin~:their own ext~ns~on

to the materials provided in order tomest particular

situation needs.

5. Pride'and satisfac~ion in having participated.

ThE'; Team "is of the opinion that th~ c€:ntral Project: staff

under the direction of the Project Coordinator did not

deliberately set out to create a new approach to the

development of curriculum materials. Rather it seems to

have evolved out of the situation. The Project Coordinator

gave each specialist a free hand to deterrnin~ what should be

done. The Project Paper was silent on the decision-making

structure. The Subject Specialists had no legal basis on

which to impose their will. In any caS2 given the diversity

of the countries this would have been inappropriate and out

of place. On the other hand the voluntary participation of

each territory was important since th~ territories could not

be forced to do what they Vle:re convinced was irrelevant or

meaningless in their resp~ctiv~ sltua~ions. The result of

all of" these int2ractl.ons was th8 Par-.:icipatory Model". It

is ari excellent approach with much,' to' r8commend it.. . It

certainly satisfies the expectation that at the end of the

Project ~ modified, refined model of the curriculum

development process should have been deVeloped.
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Curriculum Products'

The curriculum products produced by the e:nd of the Project included

revised syllabi,- teachers' manuals, teachers' resource materials and

pupils' matarials as required by the Project Paper. These materials

were produced through the regional, territorial and local workshops

prescribed. The number of regional and territorial workshops held

complied with the requirements of tr.·~ .froj~ct. The number of local

workshops exceeded- the Project target. All Project specialists

performed the duties and responsibiliti~s stated in their

contracts. Using the strictest criteria the Projec~ achieved the

targets for curriculum products usin; thd prescribed workshop

mechanism. Tab18 1 below shows the n~~ber of workshops specified by

th~ Project Paper as against the numbers that were actually held.

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF WORKSHOPS

182

360

35

60

28

4896

5663

108

I .. _-----:-._._--~- ----,---.·----T·· -----:1
1:-._. .. ES_\l~.[)~r: __~_~_1:.ci ----L 1--. .1

iType of \ NumbE:r ! Language - ',social ! 'l
I I I; I

~"lurkshop !Pr~scribed ! Arts ' Haths ,Science, Studies i Tote 11
I· • --- ---~---r-...'-'--------~!'----"--'. ------.----.-.- ..... - L --.... - .---. ~ t -_.-.....

!R8gional I 8 '_, 5 5: 5 - 16
I !

F~rritoria~ 72
[Local j 252
: ! ,--_.>.

Note:: Regional Workshops: Held similtanuously in one territory

each year, 1980; held in different tsrritories in 1984.

Territorial Workshops: 7 such workshops in each territory

taking"the subject

Local Workshops: 12 Workshops p~r subject in each territory

taking the SUbject

Is it necessary to comment on the curriculum products in each

subject area, the opinions of Ministry officials, teachers, PIOs,

SUbject leaders and teachers about thE:se materials as well as the

judgments of the two mid-term external evaluation

t~ams and ourselves.



Language learning is one of the principal foci of primary

~ducation. Mosc territories had existing syllabi when the

Project commenced. The task of the Project was not to

create something where nothing ~xis~~d but rather to

evaluate what existed and chart a new coursF. if this was

warrantad.

To appreciats the task that was set for thE Language Arts

group onE needs to take into consideration the wide variety

of language situations pres~nted by th~ participating

countries. At one end of th~ language continuum is Belize

which has a multilingual situation. Th~re are Maya, Ketchi,

Garifuna and Spanish sp~aking groups in the society. All

speak an English-based creole. All are required to learn

standard English at school. Along the continuum are

countries like Antigua~ Montserrat, St. Kitts and Barbados

with English-based cr~oles. At the opposite end are

Domin1ca and St. Lucia with a French-based cr~ole. While

all countries speak a creole dial~ct; and all requlr~

Standard English in schools there is a rich diversity of

language situations which by definition would focus on

different problems.

It is not surprising, therefore, that from all reports the

Language Arts workshops at both the regional and territorial

levels had a lot of arguments and found it difficult to make

decisi~:ms. _ Arrival at consensus would of n2cessity be a

slow process given this w~de variety of language situations.

To further appreciate the situatIon the traditional approach

to the teaching of English in th~ Caribb~an ignored the fact.

that the majority of primary school children spoke some

variant of the creole. That approach taught English to the



primary child as if his natural language was Standard

English. The illogic of this approach was rooted in the

r~lationship between language and social strati.fication in

Caribbean soci~ty. The creole was always regarded as

illi~era~e and improper and theref6re~never permitted in

school

Although second langua~e approaches to the teaching of

E~glish ~n th~ Caribbean have been discuss~d sinc2 the earl:;

·~950:s and a dialect to dialect languag~-tea~hing rnod~l foT.

:aribbean schools has been developed. tested and used in

some schools since 1967. many schools in sEveral Caribbean

countries have persisted with the t~aditicnal approac~=s_

'I'he dilemma faced by the Project from the outset '.vas wheth'sr

it should develop the materials on the traditional lines

with which ~eachers were familiar or on s2cond language

approaches which were more appropriate but with which

teach~rs were unfamiliar. It adopted the lat~2r approach.

While these approaches have been used in Jamaica: Guyana arid

Trinidad and Tobago for some t~me: through ~his Project t~2

3,lS~:2rn Car ibbea!'l .r3t::2. i::'2 and i3ar~.)ados hav~ nO'd adoot::-j

similar language t2achi~g strategi~s.

To further compound ~~e problem of the Language Arts group

all tcrri~ories chos2 this subject. This meant that the

work load was beyond the capacity of a single specialist.

He was not able to give all the attention required by all

~he coun~ri~s at the commencement of the Project.

::n the jt:.dgment of th.:: External Evalt:.ation Team th::

combination of the fundamentally new approach taken by ths

Language Arts material: the unmanageable work load of the

Subject Specialist and the diversity of the language

situations in which these new materials had to be tested

created the dissatisfaction that greeted the first versions
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of the cur~iculum products in this subject. It is a tribute

to the fltxibility of the decision-making process that was

established by the Project that the wide variety of

criticisms that were made of the original versions could

have been systematically integrated into the revision so

that the final product could have widespread acceptance.

The format for the revised materials was based Qn Kerr1s

curriculum model under the leadership of the new Language

Arts Specialist.

The Language Arts materials finally produced consist of the

following:

1. Core Curriculum Outlines for each of the four year

groups 7-11+ years.

2. Integrated Language. Arts Schemes for each of the four

year groups.

3. Teaching/Learning Experiences - Teachers· Manuals - for

each of the four yea~ groups.

4. Teacher·s Resource Booklet (Reading) for 6-11 year olds.

5. Pupils· Materials for 7-9, 9-10 and 10-11 year olds.

The format in which the teachers' materials are put out does

not make them "user friendly". Teachers have to consult the

Core Curriculum Outline for syllabus topic, the Teaching/

Learning Experiences for teaching strategies and the

integrated Scheme for teaching sequence. Notwithstanding

this difficulty"the curriculum products in Language ·Arts

may ·yet make the' most far reaching and fundamental

contribution to primary education of all the curriculum

products.



The elements of the approach used by the Language Arts

materials which are new to many schools are the emphasi~ on

listening and oral expression, the acceptance of the dialect

in classes-as the starting point of instruction in Standard

English,' and its insistence on the mastery of struc'Cures

familiar to the children before new structures are taught.

The Mathematics grcup 'faced only on2 problem of note at ~he

beginning of the Project, namely, that a ~erritories chos~

chat subject. This put a tremendous strain on the Subject

Specialist to cope with the resultant workload. Mathematics

at the primary level fQcuses o~ numeracy which is one of the

principal goals of this level of education. Most countries

.had well dEveloped syllabuses. Som8 countriEs, namely

Barbados and St. Lucia, had well developed curricula.

~~~ Preject did net br~a~ n~w ground ~~ Mathsmatics. whac

it did was to produce:

1. a better organized syllabus in t~rms of the s~quential

arrangement of topics and conc~pts~

2. a more dGtailed content in areas where teachers and

pupils have £r~quently.experi~ncedprobl8ms, and

3. pupils' worksheets.

From the very outset the Mathematics materials that were

produced received wide acceptance and were judged to be of

excellent quality~
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The curriculum products in Mathematics consist of the

following :'

1. Core Curriculum Outline and Teaching/Learning

Experiences for each of the fopr·age groups, 7-11 years.

2. Pupils' Materials (worksheets) on the following topics:

Area: 9-10, 10-11

Capacity: 9-10, 10-11

Count~ng Odd and Even Numbers:. 7-8

Fractions: 8-9, 9-10, 10-11

Geometry: 9-10, 10-11

Graphs: 7-8, 8-9,' 9-10, 10-11

Length: 9-10, 10-11

Mass: 9-10, 10-11

Money: 7-8, 8-9, 9-10, iO-l1

Number Concepts: 9-10, 10-11

Operations: 8-9, 9-10, 10-11

Percentages, Ratio and Proportion: 10-11

Sets: 8-9, 9-10, 10-11

Shapes: 7-8

Time: 7-8, 8-9, 9-10, 10-11

3. Tests on different topics related to the work booklets

produced.

Science

The countries choosing Science were Barbados, Belize,

St. Kitts/Nevis and St. Lucia. There were wide differences

in the state of development "of primary Science curricula

among the four countries. There were even greater physical

environmental differences between Belize and Barbados than
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~n curricula. The Science group ~ook a decision almost from

~he outset not to try to develop a cornman primary syllabus.

They justified this approach by the following reasoning:

1. Some of the more fundamental aims of primary education

e.g. developing children's ability to raise questions,

plan, then conduct investigations - could not b~ met if

teachers were constantly told what to teach and how to

teach it.

2. Ideas develop and change: what is ~mportant today may

not be so important tommorrow. As more technology

reaches the ~slandsl pupils will ueed to be equipped

with the skills to handle an increasingly science-bound

,environment.

3. A syllabus devis~d centrally could not cater to regional

and local environmental differences.

4. Determining'che con~~nt of the Science curriculum

regionally would pose problems for i~2 'inter=el~tior.sni~s

with other subject areas nacionally.

5. For younger children the motivation ~o learn is

strongest when they are working on what inter~sts them.

Over-prescrip~ion of content can lead teachers to the

notion that certain topics have to be covered ?ven if

pupils find these dry and boring.

What the group did was to examine national primary Science

syllabi and curricula and identify the cornmon topics and

themes. Then t.hey identified topics and themes that in

their opinion were fundamental to primary science education

but which teachers and pupils found difficult to teach and

learn•. These included Energy, Porca .. Electricity, and

•
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Weather, among others. These topic~ and themes in fact

comprehensively covered all th'= topics that one normally

would expect to find in a primary curriculum. They then

developed teaching gUidelines, pupils; materials .a~d tests

for each topic independently.

Despite their protestations to the contrary the Science

group did produce a common regional science curriculum.

What they .did not do was to prescribe the year or grade in

which each topic should be taught. But the complete set of

topics constitutes a comprehensive primary curriculum,

grades 1-6.

The original contribution of the Project to regional primary

education is that it has Caribbeanized it. The curriculum

ma~erials have translated the universal concept~ and

pLinciples of Science into· the everyday events and familiar

objects of material culture of the Caribbean.

The. curriculum products in Science produced by the Project

are as follows:

1. llScience Education: A Background to the UWI/USAID

Primary Education Project Science Units".

2. il Improvi~ations in Science: A Handboo.k for Teachers".

3. Teaching/Learning Experiences and Pupils' materials on

the following topics:

Weather

Water

Sound - Early Experiences

Plants

Animals

Time - Early Experiences

Matter & Air

Energy & Forces

Machines

Heat
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Matter - Early Exp~riences

Magnets

Light - Early Exper1cnces

Light 2

Sound - Second Experiences

Rocks and Soils

Electricity

More About Weather

Plastics

Making Things Move

Chemistry in the Home

Measurement

Tim~ - Time Spquenc~ Pictures

Matter: Solids & Liquids

Movement in Li"ling Things

You

Keeping Clean

Three Investigacicns

Soils and Living Things

Materials Around Us 1

Energy, Begin~i~g ~nd End

Animals ~Vi th ihngs

The Sky Above

Weather/Wa~2r/A~i~als

Materials ~rou~d Us 2

4. Objective test items and work cards related to each

topic~

The Science materials are jUdged to be of excellent quality.

The Teaching/Learning Experiences have b~~n pactlcularly

h2lpful to ~eachers. Many qualified teache~s have poor

backgrounds 1n Science, are unsure of co~t?~~. a~~ i~ ne~d

of guidance in th~ use of teaching s~racegle3.

The accomplishment of the Teachers; Manuals with well

organized pupils; materials is an added bonus. Nos~ Project

schools have reported that the Science ma~erials for pupils

have g~nera~ed c~nsiderable enthusiasm among ?upils and have

:.aised inter2st in Science. Taache~~ ~ave r~po~ted that

:hey ~ ::::el m.ore conf ident and ar2 more wi 11inS- \-.0 teach

Science than before.
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Social Studies

Social, Studies was the least developed of ~he four subject

areas at the commencement of the Project. It was in this

area that the Project had the greatest scope to make an

original contribution to Caribbean primary education. Where

syllabi existed they were little· more than a list of

topics. It is not an overs~atement to say that the Social

Studies group grasped the opportunity presented to them with

both hands.

The curriculum products produced are grounded in sound

theory as well as being rooted in Caribbean experience. The

Social Studies group succeeded in achieving a novel

in~egration and reconciliation of two theoretical positions
•

normally perceived as being diametrically opposed.

Je~ome Bruner's spiral approach to learning advocating

movement from the specific to the general through ever

widening concentric spirals of in~errelationships goes in

almost the opposite direction from David Ausubel's approach

to school learning which postulates commencement with the

most general and inclusive idea. and proceeding then to

greater and greater derails. Th~ Social Studies group used

Bruner's approach to give the curriculum an overall

structure from year 1 to. year 4. Hence in year 1 students

would commence by studying their cornmunitYi followed in year

2 by studying their councry, succeeded in year 3 by study of

the Caribbean and culminating in y~ar 4 with a study of the

world. The simple elegance of this structure could easily

lead one to ,underestimate its significance. By organizing

"~he work in each year in a logical sequence both teaching

and learning give to Social Studies an integrated ~holeness

~hat removes the tendency to approach it as a hodge podge of

loosely related disciplines.



~vithir. each year topics are" approached from Ausubel's SGhool

learning theory which employs the use of Advance Organizers.

Th~ movement is from the most g~n2ral and inclusive concepts

to specific details.

In addition to having an ~ntriguing theoretical struct~r~

the material is rich in its approach and ~reatment of

Caribbean life. It requ~res inv'2stigation into the common

~varyday experiences and that which is thought to be kp-o~'n

by everybody. The discoveries made are ~hen even the mor2

fascinating.

From the beginning ~he format of tha Sccial Studies

curriculum was most "user fri::ndly". All relevant..
information except student materials was included in a

~ingle volume.

The products of th~ Social Studies Curriculum Developm2n~

are as follows:

1. Core Curriculum Ou~lin~

2. Teach~ngiLearning Experi2nces

3. Suggestions for Evaluation Procedures

4. Teacher Resource Materials

These are prodbced in four volumes; ona for each year group

7-11 years wi~h ~achvolume consisting of the four

componen~s identified abcve.

In addition to the above I pupils' materials have been

producp-d in work booklets to accompany each teachpr's

manual." Each booklet has been organized to covpr a term's

work.
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F~om the outset the quality of the Social Studies materials

was judged to be excellent. Teachers have been very

enthusiastic about them.

The major problem mentioned is the unavailability in some

settings of certain pictures that are required for some

lessons. Some schools may not have maps or globes. This

also places a limitation on the teaching of some topics.

The External Evaluation Team tried to obtain data on the

opinions of educational leaders and teachers in the various

countries as to the quality of the curriculum products.

This was done through questionnaires as well as interviews.

The responses of Chief Education Officers, Project

Implementation Officers and Principals tended to be almost

identical while those of teachers were similar but somewhat

.different.

When asked to rate the materials on a five point scale

ranging from poor to very high the educational leaders rated

the Language Arts as average to high - that is between the

3rd and 4th intervals - and the Social Studies, Science and

Mathematics as high to very high - that is between the

fourth and fifth points. Teachers on the other hand rated

the Language Arts as high, the Science and Mathematics as

high to, very high and the Social Studies as very high.

Principals, Teachers, PIOs and Subject Matter Leaders were

asked about the impact of the curriculum products on the

work of the pilot schools. They were asked to rate the

impact on a five point scale. Table 2 below shows the

responses.
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None Slight ~ledi1.1m High ~je-=y High Total

PIOs 1
,.

'" 90 L.

Su;;:ject
LaQders :2 20 14 .... -

;) "J

-:-r~:.nci-

'::;.0:':'5 5 19 9 ,'"- ~

-=-c-- .. _.,. ....J .,_ =' :P __. _.2.3... ._ _2.8..__ .., _..L7.~

3 55 138 52

Fr~~ ~he questionnair-e responses and th~ interviews t~e

~~ports were that the curriculum products ~ere considered to

beef good quality and the impact on the schools was ontne

~::cle posi~i"~e.

C~~arally speaking the La~guage A=ts materials we=e

~csitively perceived but net as much as the other three

-~~jects, although almost all respondents reported tta~

·.::e::~ '....asgreat improvemen-:. in the :'a~guage ,;l.rt3 materia:s

jetween the original testing and their final production. On

the whole it would appear that Soci~l Studiss was most

?csitively perceived.

7he assessment of the content of the curriculum materials

~2de by the mid-te~ External Evaluation Tsam =emains val~d

and accur~tely represents the opinion of this .Team. It is
::~':1.cugh simply to restate tJleir judgement. rlTite 6CLI/:...t1L di.l:d;..'/L-:.~~· ..'e.

c.h~.:lactvU6ti.c. 06 :thu e. exc.ell.e.n.t ma...ter~ .w theLt a...tte;U:£.on A:,o .the.

d~vuopne.nl: On .the. /ughe!i. .leveU 01 .t.h..lnlUng upe.~Y,(;1 Sue.nee. a.H.d

~~::'tci..a.i. StucUu. rhe CWt/UC.u£.wn mo..tV....i..ai..6 Me ou-t6.:ta.ncUng .i.n :th.u'r. u::' ~

') ') ~tc..t.1.v.i.:ti...u -Utvo.tv.t.Ylg 6olt.e.~.ting I e.otima...ti.ng, e.va..e.u.a.tUtg, a.na.ty.6.i.ng I
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{) y; t.rheo1.zing 1 .thi.niUng C/lJ.;ti.c.a.U..y a.nd CJtea..ti.ve1..Cj a.nd expeJU'Tie.;tf"...a.t

rYWblem ~o.tv.<.ng. We. wou...id a.£Ao no.te. the. e..x,c.e.p.tion.aLe.!j 6.<.ne. devetor-men-t

a.c...ttville..6 htc.O!l..paJta..ted. ,{.J1 .the Sde.nc.e a.nd Sac.1.a.l S:tud.1.u CLlJ!J'vi.c.u..ta."

The curriculum products in all four areas are of high quality

and if used as intended should contribute significantly to
'>

student learning.

Th6 Project Paper left open the issue of the dissemination

of the curriculum products. This was a reasonable stance

since'the quality and demand for what the Project hoped to

produce would determine the size and scope of any

dissemination that would follow. Having assessed the

quality of the first products th~ mid~Project .External

Evaluation Teams of 1981 and 1982 raised the issue of

dissemination.

At that time the three partners to the Project - USAID, UWI

and the Governments - were in a much better position to

address the issue than at the beginning of the Prcject. In

June 1983 two consultants - Professor A. Phillips and

Mr. E. Rawlins - were assigned the task of determining the

requirements for the dissemination of the curriculum

products. They reported in August 1983.

On, the basis of that Report agreement was reached to extend

"::he P~oject for a further year to ensure the dissemination

of the curriculum products on a system-wide basis in each

participating country.

USAID approved a no-cost extension for this dissemination

phase and changed its policy on the provision of hardware.

Originally the provision of equipment to territories was

BEST AVA/LADLE COpy
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excluded from the terms of operation of the Project.

However, realizing that production of the materials had to

be decentralized USAID displayed commendable flexibility in

modifying its position

The essential elements of the disseminaLion phase can be

summarized as follows~

1. All governments and Hinistries of Education would be

assisted in disseminating the Project materials to all

schools in their primary sys~ems.

·2. Assistance would be g~ven for one year.

3. Producticn \vould be decentralized by providing each

participating Ministry with ei~her hardware cr software

or both in order to allow Ministries to manage the

produc~icn a~d distri~ution in th8~r own countries.

4. Workshops would be funded to allow Principals and

Teach~~s from non-Project sc~ocls to be ori~nted to t~e

materials and to be given some training in ~heir use.

5. Assistance in dissemination would be giv~n in each

territory for the subject areas in which the territory

participated during the developmental phase. Where

territories wished to disseminat8 the fourth subject

they ~ould have to me~t this out of ~heir own rzsources.

5. Financial assistance would be given to the territories

for the purchase of textbooks

7. The central Project Staff; PIOs and Subject Leaders

would manage the operations of the dissemination year

and contribute in such professional ways as was required.

•
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The major problem that has faced the dissemination has been

the considerable delay in the delivery of paper by the u.s.
supplier. This has significantly delayed the actual

distribution of the materials·to schools •. Some territories

are also' ,j,ust now beginning to commence that process. In

some instances· there has also been a delay in the acquisition

of equipment. This seemed to be rooted in the procedures

required and the slow na~ure of movement of correspondence

from a territory to Barbados.

The net result of these delays has been a loss of momentum.

Having not received the eq~ipment and paper so tha~

rnater.ials ,could reach the schools for the commencement of

1984-85 school year, territories have rescheduled the

dissemination for the 1985-86 school year. Notwithstanding

these problems Principals, Teachers? PIOs, Subject Leaders

and Ministry officials i~ the various territories have

retained· enthusiasm for the Project outcomes and commitment

to use the materials in their schools.

All Ministries h~ve adopted the curriculum products .for use

in their systems. In some territories the core syllabus.for

each subject has become the national syllabus as a result of

the policy decisions taken~ In others national syllabi have

been revised incorporating the Project materials. Where the

national curriculum was very similar to the Project

curriculum the Project materials have been adopted as

resource materials for the schools •.

The only concern of the External Evaluation Team is the

length of time these materials will last under constant use

by teachers and pupils. This issue will be addressed in a

subsequent chapter. Details of dissemination activity are

presented in Appendix B.
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Another of the principal outcomes an~icipated as a result cf

Project implementation was that there would bea positive

impact on improving teacher behavior. The designers of ~he

Project anticipat~d that Teache~s of the pilot schools after

participa~ing in the Project would rely less on lecturing/

teacher talk as their main methodolcgy, and that they would

make mora frequent use of child-ce~~er8d approaches ~c

teaching. Without going into detail at this point in ~he

Report, the external evaluators found that some evidence

exists to show that such changes in teacher behavior did

indeed occur~ The evidence is discussed later in this

se.ction.
...

Collec~ion of data to provide hard evidence to demor-strate

positive changes in teacher behayior r~quires that trained

oDservers observe classroom teaching over time. Tha~ is, a

trained observer must observe a ~eachar fc~ more than a

short p~riod of time and fer more t.han once. Research shows

that whAn this approach ~s used rellable resul"$ can be

obtained.

For obvious reasons it was no·t possible for the Externa 1

Evaluators to use this approach. Rather, other approaches

for data collection were used and yielded what we prefer to

call soft evidence. They were:

1. Analyzing the responses of 236 Teachers, 43 Subject

Matter Leaders; 42 Principals, and of the Project staff

who· responded to: questionnaires designed by the

evaluators ..
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2. Analyzing the results of on-site interviews in the 9

paiticipating territories with Principals and Teachers

of the pilot schools, and with Teacher Training College

staff members.

3. Reviewing the findings of the 1981 and 1982 mid-Project

External Evaluation Reports.

4. Reviewing the findings of internal evaluation.

However, before reviewing the findings from each of these

sources it is important to comment on the critical problem

of teacher turnover ~nd the high incidence of unqualified

teachers in a number of territorial schools. Both of these

factors had a bearing on the outcomes relating to changes in

teacher behaviqr.

The high rate of turnover of teachers in some territories

created problems for Project implementation. This was

especially critical in the case of the pilot schools.

Whenever a Project Teacher left his/her position it meant

that Project implementation for that particular situation

was back to square one. It meant that the orientation

process had to be repeated and that whatever positive

results on teacher behavior had accrued" from training before

were n?t reflected in the data"collected by the Evaluators.

Furtherm~~e, pr~ject 'implementation was delayed in' each

situat{o~ wh~r~ t~er~ w~s~~~nover. ~urnov~r amon~'pi16t
'. : r,.; . !_,. . ' : . ." . . . ". ;";' .;: .... '

school Principals was also a problem, but not as'serious as

among Teachers. Again, whenever the Principal of a'pil~t

school left his/her position, Project implementation was

~ela~ed in the piiot school~ ~o affec~ed.· ., '
..'; .
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The sEcond factor, the high inci?ence of unqua~ifi€d

:~achers among some of the ~erritories, had a more posi~ive

effect on the results. The Evaluators found that

unqualified ceachers considered par~icipation in the

viorkshops: using ~he curriculum mate~ials, and the

supervision provided by the Subject Mattpr Leaders

~specially helpful. Many probably were exposed for the

first time to a concentrated period of teacher train~ng.

Principals and Teachers of pilo~ schools and the Subject

Matter Leaders in the participating territori~s were

iequested to ~cmpleta questionnaires ~h~ch had been

.ccnstructed by th~ Evaluation T~am. Subject Matter Lead~rs

and Principals in'the territories overwhelmingly rated the

degree of positive impact of the Project as "ve.ry high" or

":J.igh" with r~garj to posi"\:ivE: impacc: on teacher b~::avior.

R~sponses from TE:ach~rs themselves wer~ similarly high,

~~cugh w~e~ ask~d in anoth2r question to what extent they

fe=l that they are no~ bett~r t~achersl the number who said

"significa.,ntly" cr "ccnsid-2rably" y·:as only sligh71y' more

"than "Chose who said "somewhat".

Principals were asked to rate the degree of teacher

improvement by subject area. Greatest improvem8nt was noted

for Soc~al S~udi~s, Scienc2, and Machs. For Language Arts,

the number of P.rincipals who said H significant" or

"consid<-=rable." was only slightly higher than those who said

"some".

Teachers were requ~sted to indicate to what extent thera was

an increase in their knOWledge of subject matter resulting

frcm partic~pa~ion in the Project. Fer Language Arts, 53%
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of those who responded said "significantly" or

"considerably"; for Social Studies - 78%; fOr Science ­

73%; and for Mathematics - 59%.

Teachers in the pilot schools were ask~d \1hich teaching
~

methods they used frequen~ly ~~~~r~ and ~f~~~ participating

in the Project.

Sixteen diff8rent strategiss were identified. The

anticipated outcome was that TEachers would depend less on

lecturing and more on the use of child-centered approaches

to teaching. The respons~s indicated that that is exactly

what happened. There was a 26% decrease in the number who

frequently used lecturing as a teaching method after

participating in the Project. There were increases in the

frequency of using th~ other 15. strategies, many of which

are child-centered in nature. Gr~atest increases w~re in

. th~ frequency of using small group work, project work, role

play,' laboratory work, AV aids, pupil worksheets, and

specially prepared learning aids. Th~ shifts on all items

reflect desirable changes in accord 'with the anticipat~d

Project outcomes ranging from +11% to +48%. Table 3 below

shows the degree of shift for Each item.
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Table 3

+ J 3 ~~

31

51

75

75

145

26

79204

146

.. --- - .. -_._-- .--r---- --_.~~-;~~~ .__.-'--'- .- -- ...-- ---.--_. __.~F;ER ._..-

- ~-e~~Od:' .- [..- ~ .. _- ~:~:~~t:~ .-~. ,- .~--l~ _. ~~:~~~~f~~ % -

... _._ .. .. _._ ... a.~;t'~9'u~t:lt~y.~' ~ ._"(~e_O.~<-:t:l~~y..'·

_, .:...,~ctUrt:, i 204 116 57 I 185 58
'alking to, ~
-:'<:.lling I

39 I 194

18 I 146

b. Small group
;"iork

c. ProjGct work

d. Garnes 188 68 36 193 102 53

6. Discussion 212 15~ 75 183 158 .86 + ' '"..!.. .1.. # ~

f:.. Lab 'Nark

..;. - -

+ 25%

+ 31%

+ 43%78

21

50

56

79

68

90

85

43

III

104

151

119

150

77

158

171

190

179

192

125

150

I
i 169
I,

I
i
I

I

I
I

37

30

53

36

41

61

IE

25

10

43

Ii

55

43

41

12

94

100

110

75

66

153

179

183

145

177

III

170

m. Pupil work­
Sb;.E;ts

j. Problem
solving

k. Charts and I
maps I

I, Otnt:r AV aids !
j

I

I

I
n. Specially pre-I

parsd learning
aids

f. Role play

g. ?i 1d ~.:rips

..... Oral r.aports

+ 22.;;;

+ 15%

30

2743

268897

17

I 75

1142
!

p. Community
:c~source

people

o. Debates

12' I 159I
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On-site Interviews

Interviews were held by the External Evaluators with

Principals and Teachers in 26,of the 45 pilot schools and

with staff members of Teacher Training Colleges in several

territories. Principals and T~acher~ both reported that

there were positiv2 changes in teacher behavior. Many

Teachers said that they are now more confident in their

roles; are better planners, are more anthusiastic about the

material they teach, and appreciate having the new

curriculum materials available. Principals reported that

Teachers are better planners and morE willing to try new

teaching methods. TheSe findings corroborate what was

reported in the questionnaires.

In several schools the Evaluators saw evidence that Teachers

had created stimulating l~arning environments for the .

pupils, particularly in th~ areas of Social 'Studies and

Science. Worthy of mention are large visual charts in two

classrooms teaching particular topics in Social Studies.

These were constructed by the Teachers on their own time and

consisted of well chosen, attractive pictures taken from old

issues of the National Geoqraohic which were obtained from. -·.-.--.-- ._----.... --- - - ._..__.. -

the local library. Appropriate, informative commentary

accompanied each picture. In another school, students had

constructed a prize-winning Scienc~ exhibit which consisted

of two houses, a ~tr~et, light fole~i wiring, and ligh~ing

switches. Lights could be turned on and off inside'and

outside each of the two houses, as well as the street lights

out front. Power was obtained by using C-cell batteries and

the 6 separate switches were made from safety pins and thumb

tacks. And it worked!

Teacher Training College staff reported that unqualified

teachers who had participated in the Project and who were



of many t:;aching skills 'Hhi·::h apoarc.nc ly ·.....e~·E: the resl.ll t of

taught in pilot:
hE.lpful'to them
both theory and

Rcvi~w of the 1981 and ':':':·~t·a ."L UCL I': ."L":;1!"1. .' - .. _. -.

The External Evaluators ~~ ,1981'ind 1.9J~ :i::1de scm? ob:s.:?nr~-

t.ions of classroom teachir.g ir: '::h: ':'",!-"'::- i, ':0= i.F::.

occurr~d only one ~irne.

promisin'g practice:.:. .. c __ , J;:,Br7E:C4.

o~eJr.ve.d melLe. OJr,e.que.:U: :Lj~ ".~ '.J ..../t.:,~d .te.:J,:,.!r..:,l? rtu...t)l:ciotC'~{.c,~ cmd

ma..t~ u.~c.h (.ce./letc~ie.I)".z< ·c· :":";~'! .l,;d~·,){.d.;..;.~-::' !tee.:..> :;,(<j :UL':'..':;lc'.z.~

..in ,,~t.UdentA-. 0o·ten JI ,te.ctc. ·'tf\·".: LVe.~.... ~ t..~ e/: '! : ..~: ~-~. i~;~g .~'. ':'':~~C.~:2/t ..:n::.iL ~:-:~;:2..~ia.:"..)

to de.al. mOke. a.dequa.tu-y Y.tU:;~ the. '!'".Jrlcm-L:., z.du.c.;:,t.L~:~~f. ·::u:...tUI':a..t.,

Jtwg.<'OtL6 a.nd JOcJ..a1. cU ')~"...j.i.t£' ::c.r..' ...?,~ VH\:'~

.in .:the. .e.a,~g e c.omtnwl.A~Y. Ad('~L"::i:~;!Ci. U. '1 ,;::.~

..<.n .:tea.c.he.Jt-pupi.t il'!-teJt.act.t(l;1., a. cU.!J P-Utq :;'~

bo.:th tea.c.luYlg a.nd .e.e.aJt.:Urtg (J);'vi..dr c.'.f-:.a.v... .;.z...i - ..... ;­
··'-t..:t\.~~ ~

The Evaluation Tenm for the final ev·a:!.uati·... ·n 0:: the Project

concludes that as early as :932 eviaence al~eady was
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beginning to surface suppor~1ng ~h~ conclusion that the

Project had a positive eff~ct on teach~r behavior, an effect

~nvisioned by th~ Proj~ct Paper.

In the spring of 1985, the Evaluation Specialist of the

Project staff conducted a survey of Subject Matter L~aders

and Project Implementation Officers. A total of 42 responses

was received. Th~y were·asked how their education syst~ms

in their respective territories would be diff~rent as a

result of participating in the Project. Of the 42, 22 (52%)

indicated in response to open-ended questions that th2

quality of teaching will be upgraded. In r~sponse to what

they thought were the most valuable aspects of Project

participation, 24 [57%) identified teach2r training. In

response to the question regarding the extent to which the

Project will l8ad to increased. knowledge of the teaching

cont~nt among all primary teachers, 24 (57%) said that it

would be "greatly increased", 21 (50%) sai.:l " some increas;::ll.

Also in the Spring cf 1985, the Int8rnal Evaluation

Specialist administered an attitude inventory to teach~rs in

Project and parallel schools in the participating

territories to det~rmine whether or not there were more

positive attitudes toward teaching, learning, and pupils

among ~roj2ct teachers than among their counterparts in thE

pararlel schools. The results obtained indicated that there

were statistically significant differ~nces at both the

regional and territorial levels.
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A~ the regional lev?l: ~he main dtffer~ncps wnro:

:. . great~.:: awarene.ss of .the impo::-1.a~ce of a good g~r'.Q?~·a1

Rducat~onc and habt~s of thought and work

2 a mora favcrabl~ image of pupils _. a greater b~lipf ir

~he willingness of pupils to work in rheic polL!enpss

and in their makIng a sa~isfactary amount of p~cgros5 _.

and mer? Ln~~r?S~ in ~h~ pupil as an lndivldual

3. more us~ r~por,Pd cf r~sourc~ ma~erials and r?acher-mad~

:. eaching aids ~ mere sa ti :fac Lien \'ii'th the numbpr of

trips OUr tak~n by thE responden~·s class

... recognition of a more ac,.ive· role played by t:"he

pr~nc~pal in clas~toom affair~

,

whera, for ~h2 Barbados·Projec~ scheol g~cup. )~ was fourd

2. be~t~r pupil mO~lvaticn r~port~d ~n responden~ 5 scheel

3. bet~~r collabora~lon reported w-~h I~SpOnd?n~ 5

colleague?

4. more confidence repor~~d Ln ~espcndent s knowledge of

content and better self confid~nc?

5. more eagerness rep~rted for the prJncipal to be lnvolv~d

in curriculum matte::·,.
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and in St. Lucia, where for the Project school group, it was
found that:

1. respondents reported more likely to receive ideas from
colleagues, and more consensus in objectives in
respondents' schools

2. respondents reported more frequent visits to class by
people from the co~~unity, and more field trips

3. more confidence reported in respondents' knowledge of
content

The Team agrees with the Internal Evaluator's conclusion:
"ThVle60lte, :the ev.i.denc.e 6Jtom the. Te.a.c.heIL A.t:tLtu..d.eli1uen;tolty ..i.J., .6:tJtong.e.y

~u.gguUue .tha..t ,'lepOlL~ 06 a 6auo!La.b.le change. ht a.:tt.Ltude among.o.t the.

PJtoje.c.tte.a.cheJL6 alLe weU. 6oc.uuied; and .that U woui..d be poM:.i..b.le wi...th

du.Jt:theJt·lLe6hteme.nt and deue1opne.n..t 06 :tlte i..n.o.tJr.umen.t, .to Ob.:ta.i.Jl a. mu.ch

Oe..UeIL e6.t<ma..te. 06 :the na..tlVte a..nd ex:te.n..t 00 th..u. c.hange.. II

Based on the evidence presented above, the External
Evaluators conclude that some positive changes in teacher
behavior have resulted from participation in ~he project.
While there have been these changes already, it must be said

..

that it 'is still too early to judge the full' measure of the
impact at this time.
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The major expectation of the Project was that it would

improve studenc performan~~ at the p=imary level in the four

3ubject areas. This could justifiably be r~garded as th~

bottom-line of the Prcject. I~ is nec~ssary therefore ~o

~epor~ and r~view carefully such evidence - hard ~nd scft ­

as exis~s which indica~e5 the outcome of the Prcj~ct in ~~is

area.

Both ~h~ Project Paper and the 'Evaluation Plan dealt with

~h; design that would be employed in measuring improvement

in 5~ud~n~ p~rformance. It is necessary to identify and

discuss ~he basic alemencs ot the dEsign.

Bas=-line data. It was expecte5 that base-line da:a en

s~udent a~h~2vement would ba ccll~c~ed just prior to and

~uring th~ early ye~rs of rhA ?roject. T~~se da~a would

chen be used ~c judge and csc~rmin~ studen~ gai~si if

any, at the t:rmination of ~he Project.

P;-~,-:-:,t:.~s~{P~~·c-t~s~,.~PEr<?-a_,C::~. It, was envisaged that th,=

standa=d pre-test/post-test approacr would be used to

determine gain sccre~ in the four sub;ect areas.

Pi..~~,~--':, _~~:;-_a~!.~l ~~l:.2<?~..~_~_;at~.Y. The most critical

element of the design was ~h~ use ~£ the experimental

strategy of having ~reatment and control groups in order

to determine effect. This meant the choice of five

pilot schools in each territory in which the curriculum

developmen~, inservice training of Teachers, inserv~ce

craining of Principals and supervision would take
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place. Correspondingly five parallel schools would be

selected in which the only activity that would take

place vis-a-vis the Project would be the testing of the

students at the same intervals as in the pilot schools.

Instruct10ns were given for Ministries of Education to match

the pilot and parallel schools closely on all dimensions

that might be correlated with achievement.

The overall internal evaluation strategy for assessing

student performance over the life of the Project was to

gather baseline data on levels of student achievement at the

commencement of the Project and to use those data in a

pre-test/post-tes~ comparison at the end of the Project to

determine gain scores.

These data would be assessed in the pilot - parallel schools

paradigm to determine whether the gains were as a result of

·the Project "treatment". There can be no question that the

overall evaluation design is sound. What is important is to

identify the .assumptions on which this design is based and

the extent to which these assumptions were valid in the

actual implementation of the Project. The assumptions on

which ~he Evaluation Design was based could be summarized

and commented on as follows:

1. That it was feasible to collect baseline data at che

Oeginning·of the project concerning student achievement

which could be used in a pre-test/post-test design.

Until the core syllabi were determined explicitly or

implicitly it was not feasible to collect baseline

student achievement data since the tests had to be based
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on a Project curriculum if i~ w~re going to have any

valiaity. It was not possible r.o· develop tests before

the curricula were in place. Again there are no

standardi~ed tests for Caribbean primary schools that

could be used as impartial indep~dent mE>asures for both

Project and parallel schools. It was not until 1583

~hat appropriate tests were ~eveloped. This might

probably have happened earlier ~f the untimely dea~h of

the f1rs~ Internal Evalua~or ~at not occurr~d.

2. That the pre- and post-tests would be identical

instrlli~l~n~5. Tests were develop~d in all four SUbject

areas to be used 1n pre-tests - pos~-tests in 1983 and

1984.

However, a~ter.administrationa~d analysis of the test

results in 1983, substantial revisions had to be done to

the tes~s in Language Art~ and Science. This means tha~·

only the ~es~s In Mathematics and Social Studies can be

meaningfully in~erpreted within the framework of the

origlnal Evaluation Design.

"

3. Thac c~e schools could be matched O~ all the different

dimensions that are correlated with achievement and that

the selection done by the M1nis~ries of Education would

be preci~ely according to the instruc~ions. The

strategy of matching usually assumes a wide choice of

pairs. In the smallest territories like BVI and

Montserra~ (his is difficult to achiave since the total

number of public primary school~ is only 14" a~d 12

r~spectively. While all territories tried to achieve

this comparability, at best this could only be regarded

as a rough approximation.
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4. That there was/would be no spread of the treatment from

pilot to parallel schools. In the smallest territories

- BVI and Montserrat - this isolation of parallel and

pilot schools could not be sustained. There was

considerable spread of treatment to parallel schools as..
a result of transfers of principals and teachers;

inclusion of both in workshops, and in the use of

Projeci ~aterials. Due to factors such as geographic

proximity, common church ownership and interest there

was a fair amount of spread betwEen pilot schools and

three of the parallel schools in St. Lucia •. To a lesser

extent this happened in other. countries. The net result

of this process would be to increase the chances of a

null result in the comparison of student performance in

pilot and parallel schools.

5. That the pilot schools would actually'apply the

treatment. The overall evidence is that in most of the

territories Teachers and Primaly Principals participated

in all the training and orientatian provided by the

Project and then used the materials and strategies in

the classroom. In Ant1gua, however, there are

indications that while TeacheLs and Principals. did

participate in all of the orientation and training

exercises there was some reluctance to use the Project

materials and strategies totally. In the main these

were used as resource materials and not the main focus

of teaching. This was done out of their fear that the

students might not be able to compete successfully in

national examinations which were not based on the

Project ma~erials. While the overall Project design

might not be affected, comparison of pilo~ and parallel

schools in Antigua may be affected;
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i.f ·..:h...: EX·:-t=-ri1c:.l Evall.l,.. .... ion 're-am 'N?r!<' :0 insist only on da .... c

and analyses consistent: wi th the 'ori.ginal Evaluat .lon Desigr

~hen only pre-test and post-rest da~a fer 19B3 and 1984 fer

Matherna~ics and Social S~udies would be 2xarn~npd. Howpv~~

~he ga~n scora approach is nor ~he only way ir wh.lc~

ev~denc~ can ~e gath~red on s~uden,- performance. I, ~~,

reasonable and valid to ~xarnlne the 1934 studAnt ac~i~vpm~n~

scores of pupils in all participating rerrJtories and In all

4 Subjec~ areas and make reasonably valId ~nferences about

performance as related to P~oj~c~ ~r?a""ment.. Reasonable

faith can be put .ln ~hp 1984 ~esting since by tha .... pirne th~...
in3truments -.:hemselves had beAn sUbjeci:. to r~f1 nement· based

en ~he 1983 eXper.lEnce.

Consequently ch-= Externa I Evaluad.on TFarn dec lded to examin~

~he studenr p~rformance da:a g~ne~a~~d by ~he In~ernal

2valuaricn Offic~r, from ~hree perspec~ives:

and Social Studies:

2. the 1984 achipvement test~ in all four sUbjec~ areas _.

pilc~ versus parallel schools in the nine t~rrJtories

rind

3. the rela~iv~ ach1evemenc of 5~udan~s in the dlffer~n~

territories in ~he four subj~ct C.rea~

Th~ Team took the position tha~ consistent findings from

different perspectives are mor~ l~kely to be valid than any

single set of findings regardless of rhe m~~hodological

purity BEST AVA/!...A8LE COpy
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Pre-test/Post tests: 1983 and 1984. The Internal Evaluation

.Officer reported that. "An a.:ttemp:t cuu made :tIl c.oUec:t a tiOItm 00

.f.ongLW.d..£n.a.t da.:ta. by a.dm<.n.iA:teJUng eac.h :te.o:t i.n 1983 to p.Lpili who had

c.ompte:ted :the WOIi.h. c.oVelLed i.n. .t1te. -tu.t .and :to pupw who had lto-t, -i... e.,... .
(..V.p-<l..6 a;t .the. end 06 .the)./r. plr.ec.ed.<.i18 fjeaJr. .£n ~c.hoo.e.. nUA h eJt.ved .two

p.!j:,pO.6U. F-iJL6.t, by adm-i.rU6teJU.ng a. :teh:t on. whi.ch neU:he/i. gJr.ou.p had

'''...e.c.uved .opec.-i.6-i.c. i.YI-6.t'w.c..tf...on6, i..;t ga.ve LL6 a.n OPfXlft_tun.Lty 1'...0 a.M M.6

Wh{!;the/l .the g:wuptJ we.tz.e. in 6a.c..t c.on1pa,'Ulb£.2.. Ser:..ondttj,.u:' ga.ve. UA :twa

oppoJt..:tu.nLtieo (Whe./Le. the tetd1.l ~Ulr.v-i.ve.d Ui1C.ha.ngcd &'Lom 1983 to 19841 :t:J

C~:H'.M the. .6.tze 06 the ga..{..H.6 in "..a.c.h gll-I]up". Before reporting the

results it is important to c~~ent on the strategy used in the

tests themselves.

It is necessary to make a distinction between pre-test and

post-test and pre-instruction and post-instruction testing.

The two need not ·be the same. The pre-~est/post-teststategy

assumes not only that there be pre-instruction testing and

post-instruction testing but that the same students are

tested on both occasions, unless every precaution is taken to

e3tablish a completely homogeneous group in t~e first

instance so that any subset chosen for testing is identical

with other possible subsets.·

vIhile the comparison of the performance of children at the

end of grade 2, for example, with those at the end of grade 3

on the same test is useful and may yield some useful

indication, one should not treat that as a pre~test/post-test

situati-on.

The strategy used by the Evaluation Officer·todevelop the

·tests was sound.: Hc;~ever, as he and the Projec"l: staff
; ~ .

recognized, by only choosing content that was common to' pilot

and parallel schoOls-significant areas ofv.ariance between

the two might well be omitted. This may indeed eliminate
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areas in which the wider scope and grEater detail of the

P~oject materials may have had their greatest impact.

The content -cf the tests would tend ~c produce a null resul~

since what is actually being tested is the qualitative

impact of the Projec~ and not its quantitative aspects.

The most serious methodological weakness of the internal

evaluation data o~ student performance g~ins betw~~n :983

and 1984 is that the performance of the same studen~s is not

~valuated over the two testing periods. The progress of

each individual student in each subject arp.a examined was

not followed from 1983 to 1904. This constitutes a

substantial defect. The External Team was therefore.

reluc~ant to accept these data as showing greater

improvement in student performance ~n Project versus

parallel schools.

Despite the fact· chat the defect was consistent in that i~

was evident fer both Project and Parallel sc~ool studant

performance evaluation, the Team was very cautious acout

drawing any inference from these da~a.

Tables 4 and 5 below show some of the data reported by ~~e

Internal Evaluation.

TABLE 4.......__.-

MATHEHATICS GAINS 1983 TO 1984

Pilot Schools Parallel Schools

Pre-test Post-test GaJr.

Year 2-3

Pre-test Post-test Gain-_ .....- _._ ... - -__0_-_- _ _.
Mean 9.43 12.59 3.16

S.D. 5.27 6.25

N. 390 885

9.12

5.28

361

11.32

6.10

647

2.2(-
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Pilot Schools

Pre-test Post-test Gain

Parallel Schools. -_ ....__ .,..-..--.__.. "-- - '

Year 3-4 Mean

S.D.

N.

9.63

5.02

441

11.30

5.74

796

1.67 10.04

5.07

326

9.68

5.62

675

- .36

TABLE 5

SOCIAL STUDIES GAIN SCORES 1983-1984

Pilot Schools Parallel Schools---"--- ...--.- ...---. , .- .......... - . _4_ .... _._-_ .. - .

Pre-test Post-tes·t Gain Pre-test Post-t:est Gain
---_~-..-.- _._. _..-.. --- -'~ .._---_. -----_.-. -....-..._-

Year 2-3 Mean 10.36 11.93 1.57 9.39 10.67 1.28

S.D. 4.09 5.49 3.55 5.34

N. 252 517 267 547

Year 3-4 Mean 10.05

S.D. 4.38

N. 280

'15.88

6.50

553

5.83 10.27

4.27

267

13.05

5'.7"5 ..

553

2.78

§~moli.~.. Before commenting on the data in the table it is

necessary to make some reference to the sampling strategy

used by the Internal Evaluator. In 1983 a sample of 1:4

students was used. In every Project and parallel 'school one

out of every four children in each class was randomly

selected to sit one of the three subjects being done in the

Project. Every child in each class was only tested in one

subject area. In the 1984 testing the sample size was

doubled to 1:2 children. "This was done in order to 'increase

the size of N for analyses within territories and within

year groups. In the opinion of the Evaluation Team a more

appropriate strategy would have been to use a 1: 3 samp'le in

both years. That is, every third child in each class would

have been tested in one of the three subjects being taught
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in the Project schools. This would have followed th~

natural pattern of the Project, provided adequat~ numbers;

and would have been more easily administered in the. testing

situation.

In r.he data reported by the Internal Evaluator, children in

1984 who did not sit the pre-test in 1983 where included in

the post-test results, henc~ the incr.ease in the size of N. ~

between tests.

While the data in Tables 4 and 5 show that in each instance

Project school children recorded greater improvements than

their parallel school peers in both Mathematics and Social

Studies in ~heir movement from Years 2 to 3 and 3 to 4

respectively, because of the methodological and sampling

defects the T~am cannot accept any positive inferences

. unless these are strongly corroborated by othe~ modes of

analysis.

~~_~~.. !=5:.stiE~. In examining t.he internal evaluation data on

student performance in 1984 the Exte~nal Evaluation ~~am

looked at the performance of pilot versus parallel scheel

children in each country in the light of the background

factors which the Team found to be operative in each

~erritory. The T~am felt that this would be a more

ins~ructive approach than a Project versus non-Project

comparison with no reference to territory. Given the size

of N which would be close to 7000 all differences would

likely be' significan~. Mor~over, a territory by te~ri~ory

approach should be instructive to all partners to the

Project.
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The central_ Project staff produced and administered the

following-tests in 1984 in each year group of the::roject:

~angu2.9.~_A.r_~~

English Test 1 in Listening

English Test 2 in Reading

Writing Test

Hathematics

One test
. -".)

Social Studies---- -_._.__ .

One test

Science-- -----~.-.
Science Test 1

Science Test 2

For each territory the performance of Project versus

parallel school pupils will be shown in a Table reporting

the result~ on each test, followed by comments by the

Evaluation Team.



1. ANTIGUA

Table 6 shows the performance of Project and parallel

school pupils in Ant~gua in Language Arts; Mathematics

and Social Studies. ,.

.:-

It can be seen in Tabla 6 th~t ~n ~~nguage Arts, except

for students in year 1 on the Writing tests, there are

no significant differences ~etw~~n the pupils in Project

and parallel scho01~. I~ Mathematics, Project school

students performed significantly ~Gtter in years 2 and 3

than their peers in th€ pa=allel schools. In Social

Studies, p~pils in the Proj~ct schools in each y~ar

except ~'e~= !. t"'~!"':"':-:med significantly better than t.heir

peers in the parallel schools •.
•

It would appear that in Antigua the Social Studies

curricalum anc ~ate=i~ls s~em to have made the greatest

impact and the Lar-gucge Arts littl~ if any at all.

Given tht" fact t.i~-:it t~e Language Arts materials would be

at great~~t olds with the national curriculum a~d its

relationship co co~~~n ~ntranc~ the r~sults r~ported

there ar~ no~ su;rising

BESTAVA~AnLECOPY



TJ\DLE 6

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT r,CIlOOLS

MrtIGUl\

1. . English Test 1 b. Letter Writing

Project Non-project Uiff. Sig. project Non-Project . Ditf. 5ig.
Year ]- MeAn 3.58 2.93 -0.65 n.s

S.D. 2.38 2.27
Year 1 Hean 13.40 13.39 0.01 n.s N 16 83

S.D. 4.29 4.94
N ·89 80 Year 4 Hean ~.62 3.91 0.71 n.s

S.D~ 2.40 2.38
Year 2 Meall 15.15 15.95 -0.80. n.s N 64 '82

S.D. 4.au LS1
N .87 78 4. Mathematics

¥ear 3 Meall 24.97 25.04 -0.07 n.s Year 1 Mean 11.11 10.40 0.11 n.s
S.D. 6.78 il.59 S.D. 4.14 4.18
N n ;J) N 07 83

Year 4 Mean ."29 .19 ;: -J. 41 0.1!! n.s Vear 2 Hean 1·1.99 . 12.39 2.61 0.01

O:l S.D. 3.71 ''l. 50i S.D. 6.19 5.30

III N tiS ! 1 If 98 79
(I)

9.05 1.74 11.05""'4 2j. -'~ngl1llh 'r"'ul;=~ Year 3 Hean 10.79
h s. [). 5.36 4.75

§
year 1 Mean 16.47 17. ':;1 -L04. n.B N 82 1J6

S.D. "J .13 8.33-- N tl3 79 .ir' Year Mean 1.34 7.55 -0.21 n.s
h S.D. 3.91 4.48

1..1:,

t'J Year 2 Ho,.11 23.06 21. '5·0 1.56 1TIn.6 tl 76 65
f' S.D. 8.35 '1.1l-l·no,

tl 86 Jil
() 5. Soc1~1 Stu,Hes
() Year 3 Mellll n.22 , . iJl -0.19 n.s';) Year 1 Mf".an 13 .2(; 14 .t.~ -1.19 n.3
"< S.J.). ':.14 ;..7.? s.o. 5.45 5.71

N Ii, ~ :s n EHi 64

'lear 4 Mean 15.90 11.)~ -l.U n.1; Yellr 2 ~lelln . 13.65 1l.6£i 1.97 0.01
S.D G.52 ~J ~ 7~

~.D .. 4.26 4.28
tf f;( I~ :. N <ll! 78

. J. ~t of \1r.i.tin;x Year 3 ~1"l1n 12.52 9.30 .3.22 0.001
S.D. 5.36 4.23

a. Writing Teats N 82 84

Year 1 Mean 0."7 0.24 0.23 O.. D2 Year .. Mean 12.13 10.65 LoiS P .05
S.O~· 0.71 0.51 S.D. 5.12 3.73
N 88 79 N 77 as

YeAr 2 Mean 0.67 0.44 0.23 n .. s"
S.D. 0.86 0.74
N 86 60

Year 3 Hean 0.15 0.90 -0.15 n.s.
S.P. 1.32 1.21
N 76 83

Year 4 Mean 1.26 l.02 0.24. U.f;..
S.D. 1.46 1.35
N 34 <12



2. BARBADOS

Table 7 shows the p3rformance of Pr~jEct and parallel

schools pupils in Barbados in LanguagE Arts, Mathematics

~nd Scienc~. ~

It can b~ s~en from Table 7 that in Langu~g~ Ar~s pupils

in Projt·;ct ·schocls p,;:·rform~.d significantly b';tter than

thgir p~€rs in parall-l schocl~ in Li5ccning skills in

y~ar 2, REading in Y~drs 2 and ~. and Writing in year

4. In y~ar 2 parall~l school childr~n pcrformsd

significantly bEt~qr than Projt"c~ childrFn in Writing.

In Math(-"mat~cs, only in y=.::ar 1 was th ... pl':=formanc.::; of

Projec~ childr~n significantly b~tt~r ~han parallel

school childr~n. In SC1ence Project children in year 2

p<:rformf'd signif ican,- ly br't't.02·~ on bo'th t~s t.s and

significantl~'bett~ron T~st 2 in Y~ar 4, than did

pupils in p~rall~l schools

From thes~ results it. would ,1ppr,;.ar- '::h.,:l": in B.1.rb~dos th··

Sc~!:nc,: cta:riculum rTI.:lQ<-; the;. gr-::=a.1': ,"::1' .impact on sr..:ud""n":

p~rfOrma"C2t LanguagG Arts next and Math~ma~ics ths

least. Giv~n th~ fact that B~rb~dos from th~

comml::ncr:-:m<=.nt:. had well d€,v~"?lcp~;;d cur:~:icul.:l :i nell 't.hrpo

subj;~ct areas ~J"d +:h:l'!: th(; ~~,..,:;. cu::-ri:::ulE! ~p.vi"·lOpt"'d by

~he ProjGc~ mor~ clossly r~s~mbl~d tha~ of ~h~ a~rbados

curr~cula ~han thcs~ of or.h~r ~~'rritori~s it is not

surprising ~h~t ~hf diffcr2nc~s shown ar~ not

ov~rwh~lming ~nd th~t i~ is Sci~nc~ tha~ had ~

significant imp~ct.

BE5T AVAILABLE COpy



DIFFERENCES m:TI~EEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

llARBADOS

·1. English Test 1 b. Letter Wdting

Project Non-Project £!!!.:. ~ Year 3 Mean 4.32 4.72 , ~O.40 n.s.
S.D. 2.62 2.33
N 170 " 156

1iear 1 Mean 17.01. 16.45 0.56 n.R,
S.D, 4.26 4.92 Year 4 Mean 5.31 5.45 -0.14 ,n.s.
H 149 134 S~O. 2.33 2.08

N 174 163
Year 2 Mean 19.93 18.55 1.30 O~Ol

S.D. 4.57 4.36 3. Mathematics
U 165 163

Year 1 "ean 17.76 16.09 1.67 0.05
Year 3 Mcan 32.10 :n.79 0 • .31 n.s. 5.0. 6.24 ' 6.69

S""O. 9.36 9.87 N 148 14.1
N 169 156

YI511r 2 Hean 18.52 1&.63 -0.11 ,n.s
Year 4 Hean 311.89 35.23 1.66 n.5. S. P. 6.37 6.48

~ S.D. 7.85 8.26 U 147 157
r:, N 169 I'll
Ct:l Ye.''lz ) tWlln 15.36 15.18 ·-0.42 n.5.
~ 2. Engl1!ll} Test 2 s.o; '7,68 6.77h. N 185 142
$ Year 1 Mcan 31.29 29.13 2.16 n.l'.-- S.D. 10.46 ll.n Yt!llr .. 'Hean 14.52 13.74 0.76 n.8.r- (CJ
h. N 149 In S.D. 6.86 6.23 ....\
~ 'tl 159 172
r-- Year 2 Hean 37.27 31.96 5.31. 0.OU1rr, S.D, 7.601 10.39 6. 'Sc:1Nief! Tf!r<t' l(') N 157 .1.62a Yt!ar 1 Me~m 2•• 86 24.50 6.06'"'V n.s.
""( 'lear 3 Mean 18.33 n.M 0:73 U,,8. S.D. 5.14 L(JE;

S.D. 6.82 u.3'? N 145 'US
N 1'10 156

, Year .2 Moan 2'J.65 26.23 1,62 0.02
Year 4 Mean 21. 76 1!).'~6 1.30 (j.OS S.D. 5.53' 5.82

S~O. 1.00 7.64 H 171 151
I' 174 163,.

Year 3 M.ean 28.39 29.14 -0.75 A.S.
a. Writing Tests S.D. 5.53 S. J7

N 178 126
Year 1 Mean 1.00 0,83 0.11 n.B.

S.D. 1.26 1.04 7. Science' 'te!1t ,\:!.
N 149 131

Year 2, Hean 18.10 16.1l6 1.24 0.01
Year 2 Hean 1.07 1.35 -0.28 0.05 S.D. 4.:0 4.27

S.D. 1:23 1.27 N 169 154
N 157 162

Year 3 Mean lll.S3 19.45 0.08 a.8.
Yellr 3 Mean 1.26 1.36 -0.10 n.lI. S.D. 4.22 4.33

S.D. 1.61 1.72 tl 179 128
N 170 156

Year 4 Hean 22.':1 20.57 1.90 0.00'1
Year 4 Melin 2.48 1. 79 0.69 0.001 S.D. 4.48 4.33

S.D. 1. 76 1.84 N 160 177
N 1701 163
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3. BELIZE

Tabl~ 8 shows the pRrformanc3 of Proj~ct and parall~l

school pupils in Languag0 ~r~s, Ma~h~matics and Sci~nc~

l.n Beliz€· •
...

It can b~ S~Gn from Tabl~ 8 that in Language Ar~s,

~xc~pt for y~~r I, Listpn1ngl Y~ar 3 Qnd 4 R~ading. and

Y~'ar 2 Writing, and Yr.:ar .4 L~ 'tt:?r Wri10 ing t stud:...nts in

Proj~~ct schools p __rform,',d signific~~"ntly b;>tt ..:.;.r than did

stud8nts in parnll~l schools. In Mathematics stud~nts

in Proj~ct schools performed significantly bett~r than

~h~ir parall~l 3chool pE~rs in all fcur years.' In

Sci~nc~, ~xc~pt Ln Y~ar 3 on t~St 1 end Y~ar 2 0" ~rst 2

studi-;ni:s in Prc:h:·ct schools p;:.:rf;:,rm",·d signifl.can+-Iy

bett~r than did ~hcs~ in th~ parallel schoolS.

From the results in Table 8 it is ~vidEn~ thAt thp

Proj ..:c't curriculum uI".d ma~:>:·=L~ls m.?d. ~ sign:lfi C,Jn~

i.mpact: on stud~1"'.t p~l'form,3.nc·, 1:1 ~ll ::hr6·- subj,::,cc.s.

Th~ great~st impact seems tc h~v; b~~n mad~ by

Mat:h~matics. I~,~ ~c b~ ~c~~d rt ~ 3~llz~ is on~ of

th~ coun~ri~5 in ~hich th~ EX~0rn21 Ev~lu~tio" T~2m

found li~tl,::: 'C.vl.dt:~nc',: of "ccn:.~mincFion" b•.'t·.... <;;""n Proj'c<:

~nd p~r~lltl schools

BEST AVAILABLE copy
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01E?ElU-;IICI:S IJ ETI-If.SN !'HOJECT AND t;ot; -1'110..1 ECT SCHOOLS

IlELIZl;;

l. Enol1sh Test_ 1 t.. I,et ter Writtnq

~jcct Non-Proiect Diff ~_!_2.~
Project Non-Prcicct 0If{. S1.1'..:.

Year 1 Mean 15.07 15.68 -o.r.i n.s. Year 3 Mean 4.46 3.10 1. 3 11 .- 0.001

S.D. 3. B" 3.78 S.D. 2:38 2.36

N 139 i09 N 153

Year 2 Mean 16.5] 15.10 1. 43 0.01 Year: 4 Mean 4.62 4.10 0.52- n.;3.

S.Il. 3.94 3.88 S.D. 2.33 _2.50

N lJ4 154 N 133 liS

Year 3 Mean 27.15 24.21 2.66 0.001 3. ~1tJth~tic5

S.D. 6.65 7.02
N 155 131 •Year 1 Mt:iln 15.3·1 11.61 3.65 . G.001

S .. D. . 6 .. 25 .~ _ ;: 2

Year 4 Hean 3U.14 27.-13 3.31 0.001 N 1-13 122
S .. O. 7.91 7.35

ttJ N 136 117 Year 2 Mean 16,93 12,98 3.95 C.OCl
rr, S.D ... !'-.05 5.29
CI) 2. Enqlish Test 2 N 13':, 1-16
""'1
h Year 1 l~ean 22 .28 -.1'8, )5 3,93 0.001 Yea:- 3 MU3n 13.45 12,08 1.37 Cl,OS
~

,
A S.D. 6.42 6.7i S .. O.. 6.02 ;} .. 11

-- N IJ8 117 N tel 1:'8r, -' .
h

1..0

~ Ycar 2 Hean 28.(\) 2;~ .. 68 5.41 D,OOl Year M'.,an 12 .. J~') 10. BJ i.~2 0.01
1..0

r-
~. D. 6.31 7.50 S .. D. .1. 9) :;.20

rr,
(~

N . US 155 N Ufo 110

a Year 3 Mean 14.46 1:;.75 0,71 ". Selenee T,,,·t. 1
'"l) rJ .. s,. -----_.-_.-....-
-.:; S. D. ~) <16 5.25

N . l~j] 134 Year 1. Mean 2(1.89 1 ~J ~ li.J 1 .88 C.V i.
S. D. ~ ~ f):l ·i _J 1

Year 4 Mean 16.60 15~6~ 0,95 n,~.
N 1 Jf, .1 J B

5~D. 4.53 ~" 44
N LJJ 115 Year 2 ,,"'eCl)) 2::.88 2J.~02 1. 86 C ,01

5.D. ~ • ~ 2 .: .. 7CJ

/I • t~r~ t:!.nq T'=~ts N ) J I ]ti6

Year 1 Mean 0.46 0.21 f' ,I.:' 0.01 Y(~nr 3 Ml'7ln ~~5 ~f}3 23 .. £if, .1.1'1 r•. ~,. J .. _;.}

S.D. .o.1l6 0.(,1 :J ..' tJ .. ~. ~ U6 ~~ • C6

N 138 117 N 1:' 1 132

Year 2 Hean 0.59 0.54 0.05 ft .. S, 5. .r;Gl(~nc(' Ij'e:-'t "

S.D. 1.01 O.B5 ----------
N 135 1~5 Ycar 2 H~~.:lll it. (,7 17.19 -0.52 n .. s.

'l. O. 3 ,~Hl J. nil

Year 3 t1ean 1.61 0.'15 O.U6 0.001 N IJ2 1:i1
S.O. 2.11 1.])
N 1. 53 134 Ye,'1~' J r"'i<~;!n It.07 111';. ~ 1 1.25 0,01

s. D. t .. 05 1. ,;3

Year 4 Bean 1.60 LO? O.SH e .01 N is 3 U"
S,D. L66 1 .. :'0
N 133 115 'tCi... r 4 f1C'f,n .62 I A• J.-1 2 ... 8 G I !JCl

A.D .. . ~f.) ".. :) ~

rl S \ .1 /
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4. BRITISH VIRGIN ISLANDS

TablG 9 shows the p~rformancc of Proj~ct and par3llel

school childr~.n in British Virgin I::lands in Langu,:lg ,.

Arts and M~thcmarics. ~

Table 9 shows that ~tud~n~s in Project schools p~rform~d

bett~r than their parall~l ochool p~~rs in four of th~

fourteen Languag~ Arts tests and in two of th~ four

Maths t~sts. BVI is onr of th~ t2rritories in WhlCh

ther~ was a lot of ~vid~nc~ to lndjcat~ th~t th~ Proj0c~

materials (~nd tra in ing spr""ad t:~ p2.:Cilll.:;1 schools

sufficiGntly to narrow any diff~rcnc~ b~tw2en th~m.

Probably of gredt1:i.'r e:ignific:nc, IS th... fact: that th~'

m~thod of sGlccting schools as pilot ~nd p~rsll~l was

likely to mak.: a diffflr~ncc to thH comparison.

BVI chos~ the lurge schools as Pr~j~ct schools or

pI1r~ll·;l schools. In ~-?rms of t·..." l-!in~st'ry's rop:i"g of

examination. ~hr~c top schools ~"d two schools normally

.:i: th,- bottom of ~~h': rang·; con~::.:::ut: th .. oar,lll:-l

schools while schools in th~ middl~ of th~ rang~

consti~u~2 th~ Prcj2cr schools.

Thl:'· r.:sults, showing only mod;'·:it impdc~. s~"m to bs :"'.

r<:>flc:ction of both ~l"""' spr ....:,ld '. ff.~ co...~nd th~ method of

s,,"l~ction of ?rcj!-'ct' schools:, "tl1d 3,::",,'m to r~~fl;=c+:: ~,n

und~~e5tim~tion of Proj~c~ imp3ct. This matter will b~

discuss::od ,3g.?in in ~h<:: nl~Kt S':.;Ct ion.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



·TABLE 9

DIFFERENCES DETWEEN PROJECT AN!) NON-PROJECT SCllooLS

1ll{TfISII VIRGIN ISLANIlS

1. . English Test 1 b. Letter Writing

Project Non-Pro1ect ~ ~
Pro1ect Non-Projetlt D_~H. ~

Year 1 Hean 14.28 14.53 -0.25 n.s. Year 3 Mean 4.51 3.00 1.51 0.02
S.D. 3.38 3.72 S.D. 2.46 2.51
N 99 N 81 21

Year 2 Mean ).7.17 16.92 0.26 1'.11. Year 4 Helin 4.85 5.44 -0.59 n.s.
S.D. 4.23 3.50 S. O. 2.24 2.15
N 115 13 tl 82 16

Year 3 Hean 26.66 22.80 5.86 O.Ol 3. Mathematics
S.D. 6.96 8.20
N 80 15 Year 1 Ml;'!an 15.43 12.00 3.43 0.02

S.D. 4.37 5.13
Year 4 Mean 32.19 30.25 1.94 n.s. N 98 15

S.D. 7.10 7.33
11 99 16 Year 2 l'Iean 16.21 12.67 3.6.4 0.05

S.P. 4.87 6.30

2. English Test 2 N 85 15

Yaar 1 Melin 21.56 :23.37 -2.:n n.s. Y.ear 3 Me,,-n 14.43 11.93 2.50 n.s.
S.D. 7.70 9.02 ·S.D. 5.60 4.99 .....
11 99 15 tl 104 14 0.....

Year 2 MelUl 29.33 32.23 -2.90 n.ll. Yellr 4 Mean-, "12.78 13.33 -0.55 n,li.
S.D. 8.78 10.,:z4 S.D. LJl ·L-17
l~ 75 l3 N 69 15

Year J Mean 17.60 14 .90 2.70 0.05
S.D. 5.00 -t.7!)
N 81 2l

Year ~ Me:ln 1!1.93 18.44 1.4'1 n.u.
S.D. 5.59 4.6.L
N 82 Iii

ll. tirJtlnq'1'ei5t9

Year 1 Mean 0.54 0.73 -0.19 n.s.
S.D• . 0.90 0.77
N 99 15

Yellr 2 Mean 0.84 1.23 -0.39 n.s.
S.D. 1.10 1.23
N 7$ 13

Year 3 MeAn 1.86 1.05 0.B1 0.05
S.D .. 1.62 1.43
N Bl 21

Year 4 Mean 2.44 2. ]3 0.31 n.lI.
S.D. 1. 76 1.73
N 82 16
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5. DOMINICA

Tabl~ 10 shows the p~rformanc~ of g~ud~n~s in Dominic~

in Proj~ct ~nd parall~l schools in English, Mathema~ics

and Soci~l Studies.

It can be sc~n from Tabl~ 10 that in Languag~ Ar~s

Project: 3chool childr::~n p(2rfcrm'2d !;igni f iC.:lnt ly bl::. t: t.":''r

~hon their par~llpl school p~~rs on 9 of th~ 14 t2Sts,

on all four Mathem~tics t~sts: a~d on thrEe of th~~ four

Social Studi~~ ~~sts.

It would b~ fair to ~onclud~ th2t in Dominic~ the

Project SE:tJI\S to have madE- subst~ntial .lmpact on sl:ud~nt

~chi~v~m~ntin all SUbject ar~as, wi~h th~ gr~atest

impact being mad~ in Math":~ffi.:itics.

I~ should be nor~d ~h~t Dominic~ us~d thE Proj~ct to

improv~ rur3l 9rirn3ry E~ucatiGn th~~ country. In its

s~l..,.ction of P-~Oj("C7 schools 1:h,_ Ministry of Education

.~ id not :.::.:-lud -" (:'I"Iy school~ in t.:h;- c:"pi':::.l, Ros-,,-.:lu.

schoolE continu~lly rc·· ~ v:.;- -'::1,- b~~t of wha t~v('r 1.S

av~ilwbl~ in th~ norm01 running of thlng~, h8nc~ through

~h":: Pro jsct' eli:. t'~n t ior, would b. p:: j.d to rUr''ll schools.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



~~~

DIFFERENCES Bt:THEDl PIl.OOECT AND NON~PROJEcr SCIIOOLS

DOM.INICA

1- English Test: 1 Ka t.he1ll!lt1c:s

Project: Non-Project Diff. ~
..

Pro1ect Non-pro1eet Dilt. gs..:,

Ye~r 1 "ean 11.78 11.95 -0.17 n.s. Ye~r 1 Mean :. 11.44 . 9.32 2.12 0.01
S.D. 3.29 3.86 S.D •.. 4.50 3.68
N 74 5B N 79 60

Year 2 Mean 13.90 13.93 -0.03 n.s. Year 2" Hean 12.28 9.29 3.6l 0.001
S.D. 3.0B 4.09 S.D. S'.69 3.61

N 68 67 N 85 76

Year 3 Mean 22.88 19.00 3.88 0.001 Year 3 Mean 8.51 6.57 1.94 0.01
S.D. 6.54 5.62 S.D. 5.07 3.66
N 93 66 N 100 70

Year 4 Mean 26.88 19.00 7.88 Cl.OOl Year .. Mean 8.30 5.53 ·2.11 0.001
S.D. 7.4:! 6.56 S.D. 3.96 . 2.87
N 102 68 N 84 89

2. English Test 2 SocJ.al Studies ......

Year 1 Mean 19.24 15.14 4.10 0.01 Yellr 1 Mean 13 .46 12 .23
0

1.23 n.B. W
S. D. 8.10 7.67 s.n. 6.32 5.38
tI 83 59 N 68 60

Year 2 Hean 24 .00 19.67 4.33 0.001 Year 2 Mean 12.27 8.64 3.63 0.001
S.D. 7.17 8.03 S.D. 4,;28 3. !)1

~

N 95 56 N 86 75

Year J Mel\n 13 .55 10.57 2.9ti 0.001 Yellor 3 Mean 10.35 7.39 .2.96 0.001
S.D. S.13 4.48 S.D. G.14 5.02
N 69 53 N 96 72..

Ye~r .. Hean 15.75 10.97 4.88 0.001 Year .( Helin 14.48 9.26 '5.22 0.001
S.D. 5.43 5.13 S.D. 5.07 2.74

N 102 aB
a. Writing Teste

Year 1 Hean 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.D.
S.D. 0.00 0.00
N 83 5~

Year 2 Mean 0.06 0.00 0.0& n.B.
S. o. 0.35 0.00
N 95 58

Year 3 Mean 0.21 0.04 0.17 0.05
S. D. 0.73 0.27
N 89 53

Year .( MClin 0.70 0.01 0.69 0.001
S.D. 1.51 0.11
N 97 78
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6. MONTSERRAT

T~bl~ 11 shows ~he p~rformanc~ of Project 3nd parnll£l

school studs.nts in Monts€~rr.,~ in L~ngui.Jg':. Arts.

Hathcmc.ltics and Socia 1 Studi·;:s".

Tab12 11 ind~cat~s that p~r~11El school ~hi1dr~n

p;.;rformed significClntly bE-t".t;..~;t' in Y·.,.i1r 2 R,_oading th~n

?rojt.:ct childr,~n and 1"h<.lt in Y·~L~r .~ Social Studies thG

situation was r~vcrsed. Thes~ ~r~ the only twc

differences that w~r~ significanr. Thp Ext~rnal

Ev~luation TLam is of the viGW ~h~~ 1t would b~ an ~rror

to int~rprEt ~hesp ~~sults to me~n·that th0 Proj~ct had

no impact on stud~nt ~chiev~ment ir. Mon~s~rrat. On the

contrary, it. would ?pp~ar that th2 impact w~s very
. .

significant, and th~t ~hcs~ mat~ri~ls. syllabuses ~nd

training w~re in fact g~neraliz~d to th~ ~Ptira system

befor2 ~h~ conclusion of ~h~ Prcj~ctr h~nce ths null

r~;;su1t .

BEST AVAILABLE Copy
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DIFFERENCES Bt.'TWEEN I'ROOECT AND NON.,PROJECT SCHOOLS

HONTSERRr,T
"

1. English Tes~ 1 b, Letter Writing

Project tlon~Pro:lect Ditf. 51g. pro~ect Non-Project: Oiff. 519.
Yea.r 3 Moan 4.91 4.06 0.85 n.B.

S.D. 1.93 2.52 .

Year '1 Mean 13.42 14.58 -1; 1(; n.8 ... . , N :l3 35,
S.D. 4.30 4.07
N 38 40 Year 4 Mean 5.88 5.69 0.19 n.B.

S.D: 1.90 1.86
Year 2 Meon 15.49 35.76 -0.27 n .s.! N - 32 32

S.D. 3.27 3.90
3. ';'athlllll4ticlIXl 45 41

\rear 3 Mean 25.90 27 .30 ..1.40 n.lS. Year 1 Mean 14.34 15.58 ..1.24 D....

S.D. 7.33 6.67 S.D. 5.80 6.03
N 42 40 N 35 45

Yellr 4 Mean 30.77 31.65 ~0.88 n.es. Year 2 Mean 17.08 16.34 0,74 n.l.
S.D. 7.06 6.96 S.D. 5.18 6.19 .
N 39 43 N . 40 38

2. . En2lieh 'relit 2 rear 3 Mean 141.30 14.72 ..0.42 B.a.
S.D. 5.25 6.10

YeAr 1 Mea.n 24.71 25.78 ~l,D7 nt's. H 43 43
S.D. 7.33 7.45 ; !-'
R 34 U Year .. Mean iJ./iO 11.50 ..0.50 D..IS. 0'-,

S.D. 4.85 4;99 I..1l
Year 2 HeAn 29.67 32.59 ..2.92 0.05 H 46 44

S.D. 5.61 6.61
R 39 39 4. ~~ St:tld~ ~

Year, 3 MeAn 16 ,!l~ 15.03 1.91 n.s. YeaX' 1 Mean 18.16 17.50 0.66 n.s.
S.D. 4.66 5.60 . S.D. 4.10 5.70
N 33 35 N 37 46 ..

Year .. Hean 18,09 18.66 -0,57 Year 2 Mean 15,58 15.95 " ..0.37n.s. .0..15.

S.D. - 4.57 5,43 S.D. 4.07 4.31
N 32 32 N 40 37

Il, ' writing' 'l'ens \'ell.J: 3 Mean 13. 3~. 12.56 0.76 n.s.
S.D. •• 50' 3,87

Year 1 Mean 0.71 0.32 0.39 n.a. N U :',4J
S.D. 0,99 0.75 Yellr 4 ';'14.05if 34 H Mean 16,H 2.41 O.O:Z

S.D. 4.82 4.05
Year 2 Melin 1.05 0,92 0.13 n.s, N 46 44

S.D. 0,99.' 0.97
N 39 3:)

YeAr 3 Hel:ln 0.55 0.77 ..0.22 n. a.
S ,D, . 1.37 1.35
r~ 33 3S

Yeu .. Helln 1.50 2.09 -0.59 n.s.
S.D. 1.58 2,10
N :32 32
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7. ST. KITTS/NEVIS- ....._.~ ._-.- ....... -- -...-

T:;:ble 12 shews tht:" po:'rformancr: of pupils in Proj,,-,ct and

parallel schools in St. Kitts/Nevis on tests in Languag~
.,.

Arts, M~~hcm3tics and Sci~ncs.

As is ~vid~nt from T~bl2 12, Proj~c~ school pupils

p~.. rform(-;d significantly br--tf:s,: :-h.-n t'h~i r par:; 11-.:l1

school p2dr3 in Y~~rs I, 3. ~nd ~ ryf Enqlish Tcst 1.

YEars 1 and 3 of English Tcsc 2: on all M~thpm~tics

tssts; and on Y~ar 1 of Sci~ncc T~3~ 1 and Years 2 and 3

on Scie:ncc Test 2. It would "~pp" ~£ th,'1 t -::h\~ gr<::3 test

impact by th~ Proj~ct in St. K]~~s!N~vis is in r25p0c~

to ~athsmat1cs perform~nc~.

While t.he: impact of thE Proj"ct se2ms subs"';\ntLll it,
should b~ not0d that in St. Kit~s/N~vis th~r~ was ~

significant ~urnov~r of p~rscnn~l ~c all l~v~Is except

~hC'· PIO. This turnovo;!' had .-"\ a.... at,1bi Ii zing imp:1cr en

the Project impl~m~n~~tion in rh~t country.

BEST AVAILABLE copy
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OTFFF.Rl::NCES DE'I'h'I~F.t1 PROJEt:r AND NOtl-PRO.J ~;CT 5CllO'11.5
--.--__ -------"--___0. _____------------

S·J'. KI'I'l's·-rmv (;,

IJ. l,etter Wr itini
1- enqlish Test 1

~-Project Offf. ~1~
!:~ojec£ .'Non~Project: .~ S19,Project

Y~ar 3 Medn-j 3.24 2.85 0.39 n.s.Year 1 Mean 11.84' 10.00 1. 84 0.01 .' 5,0. 1. 91 2.30S.D. 3.66 5.00 N 106 78N 87 89
'[;:'i:Jr 4 Mean 4.21 3.87 O.H n.B.Year 2 Hean 1l.76 12.37 0,66 n.s. S.D. 2.36 2.35S.D. 4.:'3 4.47 N 103 76N 124 84
J. 11.:1 thp.matlcs

26.12 21.79 4.93 0.001 -------Year 3 Mean
S.D. G.85 8.01 -ic.:lr 1 ~:~an 10.93. 7.73 ···3.20 0.001N 148 76 S.D. 5,69 .5.CO

N lCH 86
Year 4 Mean 26.~8 23.04 5.94 0.001

Y~,=r 2 1-I',an 11.58 9.41 2. J7 0.05fi.D. ~ .19 a.11 S,O. G.OJ 6.52II 114 114 II 111 14
2. En'!lbh TE:.E~ ~, 'oil: 3 Henn 11 • Ir; 9.U5 2.:11 0.01

ttlS.D. 4. 24 ~ •.3. 0 rt,YEar 1 "'pan 15.49 12.07 2.62 O.(l~ N .. 101 76 CI)S .. I>. 8 •• 8 7.29
"'--tIf 81 li7 ¥,-"". 4 .f.~ed.1l 10.02 6.54 :1.38 0.001 A-S.D. 4.81 4.25 $ ....2 lie"n 20.44 111.51 1.93 n.~· . 'N J08 78

Year - 0
s.n. 10.n 10.4-1

r-
A ...:J

IJ 115 78 4. ~,ci"nce 1'(!st 1 "

t::J
--_._-----

1 2 • ~.'(3 2'.00 0.1)2 r-Y~i.lr 3 t-12dH 14. ,,8
~f!:.a 1 NCilli 21.69 15. G1 S.U2 0.001 rt,::. iJ. 4. '!1 I.) ~ 98

S.D. 6.18 7.04 \JlJ I (; ~) 78
N 65 70 a

'l)y",,,.[ -1 fle":1 i 6. -10 11 . ~:; 1.54 n.s .. Yed'!' 2 l-Iean 21.10 20. '13 0 .. (';5 n.s. '<:S.D. 0.68 7.01
5.D .- 6.37 : 6. (1N 1'» 76
11 PI) 116

a. \1r!Ung 'I\~Ets Yc<il: 3 Mean 23.41 22.52 {) .8:9 n.s.
-O.CS-· S.D. en 7.41'if"'l: 1 lie an O.n2 'J. 07· r& .. 5.

!'I 109· 79S.D. 0.15 0,30. ..
N 81 a:f 5 •. :'·.:,_c_!E2!.~.!:-~~.

¥e"r 2 '·Iedn 0.18 0.22 -0.04 n..~. "''',11: 2 1,lean 16.J3 1'l.41 1. 84 Q.ocnS.D. 0.65 0.51
S.D. 3. 52 4.42N 115 7!l
N 98 .,6

'i(Jar 3 ,.tean O. ~;9 0.54 0.05 n.s. Year 3 Mean 17.32 15.67 1.68 0.01S.D. 1. III 1. 21
S.D. 3.66 1.311N 1\)6 78
H 109 76

Year 4 M.:li.1n 1.27 0.91 0.36 n.9.
Y~.:lr 4 Hcan 19.8tl 19.21 0.67 n.s.s.n. 1. 81 1.71 S.P. 4.P 3.92N 103 76

N 103 86
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8. ST. LUCI),~

Table 13 shows th8 performance of pupils in St. Luci~ on

thp Language Arts, SciRnce and Soc]~l S~udiAS ~ests.

It C3n b~ ~~en from Tabl8 13 that only in Ye~r 1 on

English Test 1, and in Year 2 on EngliRh Test ~ did

Project school pupils pc;;rforrn sl.gnificant1y b8ttc,i- than

their p~rn1lc1 schcol pe~rs on ~ny L~ngu~g~ Arts ~ests.

On th~ oth~r h~nd par~ll~1 scheol stud~nts pcrform2d

bett~r on th~ Yecr 2 R~ading t~st.. In Soci~l Studies

?roj~c~ schoel stud~nrs in thru~ of th~ four Y8ars

performed s ignific~nt1y b·:.:tt'~r 't.h..~;n· t.hE: i·r p-a r~ II!"! 1

school p~~rs. In Scienc~ on TAS~ I in y~ar 1 ~nd on

TRSt 2 in years 3 ~nd 4 Proj~c~ school stud~nts

p~r~ormed si9nific~ntly b~tt~r~

The abov~ sugg~sts th0t in St. Luci2 thE Proj~ct h~d i~s

gr<::a.~.~st: impacT" C)n st:ud~nt p';;rfonncnC'...· .l.I1 Socl·::;l St:udi.,.s

~nd the 112~s't impact in L:mgu,ig~:: i-.r--I;:.s. It w·:!s r<-port<-d

did not us,: th~~ L~nguagt·.; i\rrs rna-=. ,_·c~ ';ls or only b.g~r. t:c

US:2 th.:::m ,~ftor ~hei:r. revi s ion. :"\g-::in t:h,;.;.r'-' (t1.~s • viC..:. nco

of spr~~d of Pr"j-:,ct rn::l~-; ric:: 1 ~rid tr ..~ining to thn~s of

thu fl.v~ pdrall~l schools durlng t~~ 1if~ of the

Proj~c~. Th~t ths P~oj~c~ S~0ms ~o h3VC mnd~ only

mod~st imp~c~ in St. Luci= must th~r~for~ b~ int-rpr~tEd

c."luticus1y.

BEST AVAILABLE copy



TMLE 13

DIFFl:':n£NCE~ DF:l'WEEN I'RCl.1£CT /\NO NON-pnOOECT ~CIlOOI.s

ST. LUelh
~.~

1. English Test 1 b~ Letter Writing

Project Non--Project, .Q!.!L. Siq• Project Non-Project PUt. 619.
Year 3 Mean 3.50 3.70 -0.20 n.s.

0..001
B.D. 2.48 2.42..

Year 1 MeAn 16.02 13.n 2.23 ·N 200 240
S.D. S.04 4.74
N IRS 262 Year 4 Mean 4.44 4.45 ..0.01 n.s.

5.0 • 2.73 2.35
Year 2 Helin 15.1'1 15.56 ..0.39 n.s. It 231 247

S.D, 5.33 6.32
N 190 249 .3, Socf.Rl 5tndies

. Year J Mean 24.Bl 24.61 0.::0 n.s. Ye~r Nean 19.51 16.81 2.70 0.001
S"D. 8.41 11.21 . S.P. 5.46 5.97
N 199 219 l~ 148 261

...
Year .. Moan 28.37 26.95 1.42 11.5. Year 2 Mean 15.03 12.87 2.16 0.001

S.D. 9.49 11.26 S.D. 5.77' 5.70
N 235 244 N 178 248

.2. Enalish Test 2 Yell.r J HelSn 12.28 11.59 0.69 n.a."
S.D. 5.38 6.06

Year 1 Mean 23,79 23,49 0,30 n ..s. N 176 ,. 259
S.D. 11.09 10.11 .....
N 159 243 . Year .. Mean 3.7.58 15;47 2.11 0.001 ," 0

S.D. Ii .9~ 6.55 ..; \0
Year 2 Mean 24.55 28.27 ...3,72 0.1)1 .N 230 260

S.D. 11.74 10.68 "
~

N 158 229 ... Science· 'I'est 1

Yellr 3 MoM 14.55 15.57 ...1.02 n.s. yeAr 1 Hean 23.26 21.05 2~'h 0.001
S.D. 6.56 6.3~ S.O. 5.36 6.• 21
N 200 240 N 179 244

YeAr .. Mean 18.72 18.36 0.35 n.n. YeAr 2 Helin 25.06 24.29 0,77 11.4.
S.D •. 6.97 1~46 S.D. 5.67 G.10
N 223 251 N 194 235.

a, tlr1t1ng" 'l'c II ts Yeilr 3 Mean 24.78 24.60 0;18 '11.8.

0.25 0.01 S.D. 6.09. S.48
Year 1 Mean 0.53 0.33 .Ii 165 ..

·272
S.D. 0.91 0.75
N 159 243 5. " lje1enee '1"e~

Year :z Mean 0.48 0.61 ..0.19 0.5. Year 2 MeIU1 18.15 17.38 0.77 A.S,
S.D. 0,96 1.07 S.D. 4.71 4.34
N 158 229 N 183 223

Year") Mean 1.08 0.99 0.09 n.s. YeAr 3 Melln 1').18 18.70 1.08 0.02
S,D. 1.44 1.42 S.D. 4.46 4.57
N 200 240 N la6 266

Year 4 Moan 1.46 l.38 0,00 n.e .. Yellr " }lean 2::'.83 19.02 2,81 0.001
S.D. 1.82 1.53 S.O, 4.71. -1.40
N 231 247 Ii 235 255

•
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9. ST. VINCENT

T'3bl~ 14 shows th('~ pcrformancz· of pupi 1s in Pro j"'ct :J.nd

par3llcl schools in St. Vinc~nt in L~nguage Arts,

Hath=:mdtics ,J.nd Social Studi.;s-.

As can bs seen from T~blG 14, Proj0ct school childr~n

p~rformed signi£ic~ntly bett~r th~n par~ll~l school

children in ~ll three subj~c~ ~r~~s. Thl' gr~~t~st

impact of thE:.: Proj,~ct ~ppe.:lrs ·to h,-v~' b~'sn in RE,ding,

English T~st 2, Writing and M~thLmutics.

It would ~ppE~r tha~ ch~ Proj~ct mad8 subs~~n~i~l imp~ct

on student: p~;rformancR in :111 ::hreE:: subj~.ct ·::lr;'2 s.

±t should b~. r2cdll ...:d th,it St. Vinc·,nt., like:;. Dominica,

uspd th~ Prcj~ct to improve rural p~im~ry ~duc~tion.

Th: t-tinis!'::-y d1.d not ~nclud. .in th2 FT"cj~::c't schools in

Kingstown, 'th,' capit,~l, \'lhich nOTm~lly h.3,v.;: b·,;.·tt;.~r

qualifi~d ts~chers snd s~ud~nts w~c gsn~r~11y p0r:orm

b(:t':~r or: n,;.t.ion~l ~cti.,:,v.=m",nt 1:,·.;S·,:S.

Hhat th02 diff~n:nc'.~ b~+-w;';+'n Proj .. "·-I" ::nd p.::r~ll:l school

pupils in St. Vi~c0nt indic~t~~ 15 cn~~ the Proj~c·

mut2rials and process c·~n b-ring ,:.-;bou"::: sign~£icG~n:. 2.nd

subst~ntid.l irnprovr.:mGnt: in th::: pE-: rform:=.nc2 of 5t'ud.?n':E

in rur.J, 1 ~ t":'.:' s .

BEST AVAILABLE copy
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TABLE 14

DIFFERENCES BET',iEEN PROJECT AND NON-I'HOJECT SCIIOOLS

ST. VINCENT

1. ErrgUgh T~~t 1 b. ,r.etter Writ!n,! .

P!'oject Non-Project
.",

DHf. ~ Project Non-Project OU!, S19'.
Year 3 flean 3.14 2.32 0.82 . 0.01

.. S.D. 2.40 1.90
, , Year i~:' ,~et.n 11,67 10.89 0:78

N 130 98
n.s.

"0

5.0, 4.11 3,42 ..
N 97 87

Yellr Melln 4,41 1.57 2.84 ,0 .001
SoD, 2.16 1.91

Year 2 Mean 14 .53 12.11 2.42 0,001
N 87 ' 70

·:io S.D. 4.05 3.55
N 117 110

3. !'lathematic5

Year 3. Moan 21.44 21.10 ". 0,34 n;s.
Year 1 Hean 11.58 8.96 2.62 0.001

S.D. 6.28 5.48
S.D. 4.10 3.87

N 119 98
tI 89 70

Year 4 Mean 27.95 22.44 5.51 0.001
Year 2 Melln 12.22 9.16 3.04 0.001

S.D. 7.96 6.11
S.O, 5,79 4.37

N 88 71
tI' 115 107 •

2. f:rVi11.ah 1~~.),
Year 3 Melin 10,66 9.2!': 1,41 0.0t.

S.O, 4.33 ) .45

Year 1 Mean 16.::'6 13 .30 2.36 0.01
N 119 88

S.D. 7.46 6.22
li 96 86

Year 4 Mean 10.45 7.32 3.53 0,001
S,D. 6.03 3.53

Year 2 Mean 25.52 19.27 6.25 0,001
N 98 76 I-'

S.D~ 7.29 7.13
I-'

N 116 113
4. . ~ocla1 Studlell I-'

Year j M~",n '11.74 10.02 1.72 0.01
Year 1 Mean' . 14 .92 9.74 5.18 a .O~l

5"'.0. 4.24 3.84
S.D. 4.65 3.40

tl 130 98
N 90 6'.)

Year 4· Mean .15.10 11.44 3.66 0.001
Year 2 Mean 14,08 8.62 5.46 0.001

S.D. 4,97 4.00
5,0. 5.18 2.8"1

N 87 70
N 114 102

8. wr~'::irig 'r~:Jt~
Y~ln: '3 Melm 11.75 11,06 0.69 n.&.

i-'
-S.D. 5.20 3.011

Year 1 Menn 0.24 0.16 0.08
N 110} 89

n.13 •
., S.D. 0.57 0.50 4 . Mell\'l

N 96 86
Year ..•. 16,02 11.32 4,70 0.001

.-. :- s.6~' 6.73 3,72

Yellr 2 ."!ean 0.21 0.42 ..0.2], 0.05
tl ~8 76

~.~ is.D. 0,52 0.85 •
" .

N 116 113
!!' ", ..

Yetlr :L Halln 0.27 0,.04 0.23 0.01,.. S.D. 0.61 (}.2·1.
tf . 130 98.

Year 4 Haan 1.44 0.10 1. 34 0.001
S.D. 1.63 0.38

87 70
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Overall comment. In looking at th~ results in the different

territories it is clear that in all four subj~ct areas the

Project has made positive iI.::/act on student performance,

though the greatest impact by sUbject area varies from

territory to territory. This variaticn do~s not seem to be

a feature of the materials or processes used but rather of

local factors and situations.

On~ should be very careful in interpreting the data solely

in terms of significant differences b~twcen pupils in

Project and parallel schools. If one did so then the

conclrision would bE that thE Proj~ct had substantial impact

in St. Vincent, Dominica, Belize and to a lesser €xtent in

Antigua, St. Lucia and St. Kitts/N~vis1 but had Ii t'tl€::
.' , . .

impac~, in Montserrat, BVI and Barbados. Such a v~ew would
. -,'

be in..error since one would be ignoring such factors as the

spread effect and national impact that the Project may have

already had in some countri~s.

It should be sufficient to !lo'Ce that -:.h~ c:vidence from the

Project-parall~l school comparison sup~orts the data from

the gain scores ~hat the Project has positively influenced. " ,"

student performance in all territories.

R~lat±ve Performance of Puoils in Different Territories

The analysis of the student performance data would not be

complete ,without some analysis of the relative performance

of students in the various territories. The Evaluation Team
"wishes to point out that thEse data ha~le to be.. interpreted

with the greatest care and caution.
, ..':

No evidence exists to suggest that the performance ,0F..
children in tho;. :?4:)~(;Ct and parallel schools of any
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particular country is automatically representative of the

entire school system in that country~ By the very method of

selection it is quite definite that this is not the case in

Dominica and St. Vincent where schools from the capitals,
have been excluded from the selection as either Project or

parallel schools. The schools of Montserrat and BVI are

more likely to be representative because of the sizes of

those systems.

This analysis is in~luded because it adds a dimension which

highlights factors which might otherwisE be ignored.

~~p.~E~_~f SE!~~9.__~f.!~~~. The point has been made pr~viously

that the absence of significant differences in the

performance of Project vcr~us' parallel school'pupils is not

oi itselfin~icativ€ that the Project did not'hav~ a

positive impact on student performance .. Attention was drawn

to the fact that in MontGerrat, BVI, and, to ~ lesser

extent, in St. Lucia there was evidence of a spread effect

from Project to parallel schools which could "contaminate"

the results. These points ~re clearly demonstrated when the

p€rformancesofstudents in rroject and parallel schools in

each country that participated in curriculum d8velopment in

Social Studies arecoi~ared. Table 15 below shows the rank

order of the student performance" among the territories and

the mean performance overall.

BESTAVA~ABLECOPY
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TABLE 15- ..•.- .__.-

RANK ORDER OF TERRITORIES BY STUDENT PERFO~~NCE_. u._.. ._..._ .. .__ . ...... " ._

IN SOCIAL STUDIES

TE:rritory Year 1 Year 2 Y6:a.r 3 Year 4 Overall

Mean ... _._.__.-._-------_ .. _..- -- .__._--~ - ---_._- - ..,._ ..-_... __ .

1. Montserrat 1 1 1 1

2. St Lucia 2 2 2 1

3 • Antigua 3 3 4 5

4. St Vinc~nt 5 4 3 3

5. Dominica 4 5 I: 4oJ

46.75

45.06

37.10

37.05

33.68

It will be r~called that th~ comparison between Proj~ct and

parallel schooolsinMonts~rratg~ndratedone negative and,

one pOSitive" significan~ diff~r~nce ~ach. On the oth~r hand

similar comparisons for th~ o~her ccun~ri~s all showed ~ha~

~h~ Proj~ct had had sig~ificant impact on stud~nt performance

in thosd countri~s. Y~t·wh~n the p~rformance. of students

b~~ween countri~s is examin~d, st~d2n~s ~n Mon~S2rrat

p~rformed bEst in terms of the scc~~s obtain~d. In the

opinion of the Ext~rnal Eval~a~ion Team this is indicat~~?

of the spread effbct of th~ ?roj2ct in Monts~rrat and to a

lesser ext~nt in St. Lucia. Special not2 should th~refore

be taken of the diffsr~nce i~ the maan scores betw~~n th~S6

two countries and the oth~r thr~~.

In th6 opinion of th~ .Evaluation Team, th~se data should not

be interpreted to mean any superior or inferior achievement

by any ~€rr~tory. What the data seem to indicat~ is the

·g~n~ral potential that the Proj~ct process and products

possess to improve Social Studi2s p~rformanc2 by students

wh~n they have been g~neraliz2d across the primary system.
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St::;-.u_~~u.r:~.~._.~c3.~~~;s. In orde'r to appreciate the effect that

s~ructural factors outside the scope of the Project may' have

on student achievement it is also ins~ructive to look at the

relative performance of students in Language Arts across the

different territories. Appendix C,shows the rank position

of each territory on all of the different tasks. Their rank"

position on Language Arts is indicative and representa~ive

of the general pattern. Table 16 below shows the relativp.

position and overall mean scores of all Language Arts tests

across the four years in each territory. This is a crude

index but it is representative of th~ general pattern.

Hence for ease of illustration it is used here. Further

details can be examined in Appendix C

TABLE 16

RANK ORDER BY OVERALL MEAN SCORE IN LANGUAGE ARTS TESTS

Tez;~~~~ry

Barbados

British Virgin Islands

r'!9~;'at

St. Lucia

Belize

Antigua

Dominica

St. Kitts/Nevis

St:. Vincent

Regional Average .

Mean Scar"::

60.43

52.13

51.86

48.42

47.10

44.22

39.76

39.59

38.64

47.56

Rank Position

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

., :

The data should not be generalized outside of ~he cont~kt in

which they were7g~rierated ".'
. : .'
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Th~ signif~can~~ of ~hes~ data rasides in'their consist~ncy

with various factors previously identified. The core

curriculum in Languag,;; Arts is very similar to the

curriculum that has been .used in Barbadian ~chools for

sev~ral years, and Barbados started·th~ program with a w~ll

dsv~loped curriculum. In other words parallel schools in

Barbados would b~ following a curriculum not far r~mov~d

from thE: Project curriculum.' tVhat thE:; Proj.:-c-c did in

Barbados was to provide 8nrichment. Given th~ cont~nc of

~~5ts which eliminated areas of diff8r2nc~ it is totally

und~rstandabl~ that not many significant diff2r8nc~s were

obtained in Barbados. HowGv3.r, tha performance of Barbadian

pupils heads the list. Apart from th~ similarity of the

curriculum the quality and s~ability of the t~aching fcrc~

s~~ms to be a factor. Th~ Barbadian teaching force is

almost .fully train~d professionally and applican~s must

satisfy certain acad~mic rGquircm~nts before admission to

c:h.~ t.E·aching s€rvice.

Th0 spraad ~ff(ct in the smallest countries, BVI and

Moncs~rrat, has already be~n not~d. The relative diffsr~nc~

b~~w~cn them and Barbados may w~ll b~ the quality and

stability of th2 teaching force in th~ir Proj~c~ and

parall~l schools ccmpar~d to what ob~ains in Barbados.

More-over BVI and Monts~rrat have no Training College and

have to s~nd their tp-achers abroad for t~aining, and Staff

in both Project and parallel schools in th~s~ countri~s

i:lcluded a fair nurnbl:i.r of llntrainsd t2achers.

It is int~r~sting to note that these three countries in

which ther~ w~r~ not many significant diffarences b~tween

the performanc€s of pupils in Project and parallel schools

actually h~ad the .list inr~lative achi~vement. The impact

of th~ Project is definite in both BVI and Monts~rrat, but

that impact was spread to th~ paralh::l schools, rEsul ti'1g in
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what may very well be an overall improvement in t~e standard
'ofedlicatiori in both Project and' parallel schoolS. :

In the judgment of the External Evaluation Team the
difference in performance between St. Lucia and Belize'.. ,

students and Barbados, BVI and Moritserrat can also be'

explained in terms of the quality and stability of the
'teaching force in those countries. Only about 35 per cent
of 'the teachers in the Project and parallel schools were
qualified. The academic knowledge of some unqualified
teachers was weak.

The general point to be noted here is that 'some attention

needs to be paid both to teacher selection and to teacher
training in some Car~bbean countries. If this is' not done
then the maximum results may not be achieved even'from
excellent c~rricula and materials. i •

The point has already been made that in Language Arts and
Mathematics Antigua did not use the curricula in a

substantive way but only as supplemental mat~rial. But it
is well known that "time on' task " (or content) correlates

~ith student achie~ement. If'pupils did not cover the
material they could not be expected to do as well as those
who had studied it., However it is to be noted that because

Antigua has a fairly well trained teaching force, even
though the content was not fully covered, pupils'
performance is not far below the average for the region.

The point has already been made that St~'Vincerit and "
Dominica'coilcentrated'on rural schools and that in those
territorl.es~the'Projectmaterial had significant: 'impact on

student performance. Their "position' at the bottom of the

list is riotindfcative of poor performance'but rather'of a
different"focus from that of the other countries.

.: .
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In the case of St. Kitts/Nevis high teacher turnover seems

to have had a negative effect on performance in both Project

and parallel schools. ,This may be a system-wide problem

that the Ministry of' Education of that cou~try needs to

address since all sectors of the country, including the

Ministry'of Education, seem to be recruiting personnel for

various positions from the ranks of the primary teachers.

The performance of the pupils may thus be indicative of a

serious problem.

The Evaluation Team examined the Reports on Student

Achievement that were sent out by the Evaluation Officer.

While' a lot of ·data were generalized, these" reports

concentrated'on statistical analysis and to a large extent

ignored the contextual factors which ~ere needed for

interpretation. As a consequence the 1nterpretation of

these data was weak and as a result not very helpful to the

territories. It could be that the Evaluation Office= needed

to have visited the territories in order to get a better

unders~anding of th~ circumstances which surrounded student

performance in the Project and parallel schools.

In addition to exam1ning the design, ~ethodology, and

results of internal evaluation activities during the life of

the Project, the External Evaluation Team collected some

hard evidence'in Barbados which indicates that there were

marked increases in the performance of pupils in the pilot

schools on Common Entrancp. Examinati~ns when compared to the

performance of pupils in the parallel schools.
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In some territories the. pupils who started in September 1980

in the first year of the Project sat the sec~ndary selection

examination in 1984, in others the pupils sat the examina­

tions in 1985. While recognizing that the first group of

pupils had the materials deve10pe~ "on them" so to speak and

that both teachers and pupils were part of a new 1ear?ing

experience, it is instructive to see if there are any

indications of improved pupil performance in Project

schools. It is well known that the impact of curriculum

reform and inservice training on improved pupil performance

is not as great during the initial implementation stages as

after the change has been consolidated. Hence while it may

still be early to make any firm infer~nce about the

Project's impact .on pupil performance on common entrance

examinations, it is instructive to ident1fy any indication

of possible impact.

In the time available the External Evaluation Team did not

have the opportunity to gather secondary school selection

da~a from all the countries in which Project schools pupils

sat the 11+ examinations in 1984. The Team was only able to

obtain such data from Barbados.

The data gathered included the following:

a) number of students entered by their respective primary

schools,

b) number of secondary places obtained,

c) performance of the 'students in English,

d) p~rfQrm~nC?:e..of the ,students. ~n 'Mathematics, ~ and ...
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"') rQ.nk~ng of thE:! school in terms of the achievement of its

s't.udents vis-a-vis that of students in all other primary

s~ho~is participar.irig in the examinations.

These data wer~ obtained for Project and parallpl schools

for 1980 when the Project sta~ted and for 1984 when the

first group of children from Project classes sat the

examination. Th~ resul:s are p~esen~ed in Tabl~s 17-20

below

TABLE 17

11+ PERFORMANCE OF PROJECT SCHOOL PUPILS'.' • O'... ~. .. ~ -

1980 - 1984 (BARBADOS)

1980

Rank

Schools .;:1191ish.
1 49.2

2 59.2

3 61.0

4 54.5

5 46.8

Schools English
~ 42.6.I.

2 45.3

3 53.6

4 45.7

5 38.0...- ..•.... - -.

Maths

30.2

33.2

34.1

27.0

29.7

1984

r-1aths

39.1

40.1

42.3

37.5

43.6

p~sitio~.
54

21

13

47

58

Rank

po~.~t ion

18

13

4

17

20

_ .~~ t:egC?:;-y _
M

T

.~a't.egory

T

T

T

Table 17 shows that in 1980 only Proj~c~ school 3 was among

7he top .20 primary schools in Barbados in ~erms of the 11+
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achievement of its students. In terms of category,. t-wo were

i~ the Top Third, (T), .of. schools and three were ~n th~

Middle. Third r (M). By 1984 all five Project schools were in

the Top Thir~. In fact all five were in the top twenty

schools in the cquntry as judged by their pupils' performance." .'

In the Common Entrance Examination. EVery Project school had

lmproved its rank position between 1980 &nd 1984. School 3

was ranked 13th in 1980 and is ranked 4th in 1984. The

movement of schools 1 and 5 from 54th and 58th respectively

to 17th and 20th respectively is dramatic

It should be noted that because the actual tests in English

and Mathematics are different each year and may have changed

content and difficulty it 1S not possible to compare

achievement scores between 1980 and 1984.

TABLE 18

11+ PERFORMANCE OF PARALLEL SCHOOL PUPILS IN BARBADOS.. - --' - ---_ ---_. - _ - - .. - _.- '._ .. _. .- ..-.-.. '"

1980 - 1984. .. . .

1980

Rank

P.<?s~t~<?r:!_ ....Ca~~9~ry.._.

S2 l-1

7 T

24 T

15 T

.._..... .. . .1 1.. - ._.~....... - .. ...

28.2

39.2

28.1

34.7

31. 2

_ .~.I!9.li~~._._. ~ath~ ..

51.3

59.3

64.8

59.4

54.2

1

2

3

4

5

Schools

1984

Rank

_"'.' Eg~~t_~~~ ..__...5=~~~_q.9ry ..
33 M

41 M

73 B

45 M

8 T

_" .§c~oC?!_~._._o_ .._ .._~~<i-~~~!!... ..... __~~th~... _

1 40.3 33.8

2 45.3 35.3

3 36.4 18.8

4 39.9 29.4

.., .__ ?-_ .0'_,, .•• ~.6. ~.~ . 42 . ~ .
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Table 18 shows that in 1980 three of the five parallel schoels

were in the Top Third category of primary schools in Barbados

in terms of student achievement in the 11+ examina- ~ions.

Two were in the M~ddle Third category. In 1984 only one was

stiil in the Top Third. Three were in the Middl~ Third and..
one in ~he Bottom Third category. In· locking at their ranking

3 had lost position compared ~o 1980 while 1 remained a~ ~he

same position. Only one school improved its position: School

5 moved from 41st to 8~h in rank.

\~hile the performance of Project and porall~l schoel pupils in

English and Ma~hs in 1980 shows no great or consistent

differences in 1984 Project school children are clearly

pe~formingbetter in both English and Mathematics. This can

be seen by comparing the results of Tables 17 and 18. While..
It would appear that Project and parallel school pupil

performance i~ quite evenly matched; probably with a slight

advantage to the parallel sch601s: in 1984 the performance of

the Project schools students ~s clearly bett~r.

We now turn our attention to the numbe.r of secondary places

ob~ained by pup~ls ~n the Project and para11?1 school$ in

Barbados in 1980 and in 1984 ..

TABLE 19. ._-

SECONDARY PLACES OBTAINED IN 1980 IN BARBADOS

.__._.~~q~~~.. S_ch_90~ ..~ 0_ •• •

Schools . Number Plac~s'

Parallel

Schools Number Places

Ent~r2d Obtained Entered Obtained

N % N %

1 74 66 89.2 1 85 76 89.4

2 33 30 90.9 2 39 38 97.4

3 49 47 95.9 3 30 28 93.3

4 143 136 95.1 4 85 73 85.9

5 76 64 '84.2 5 92 77 83.7- _._- -- ..... _..... - .~R_ .__.... _h •..... ._._- .. _._..... - o _

TOTAL 375 343 91.5 321 292 88.4.....-..- .- _.....-..._... -_._._..'._............. _. ... - ....- .' _....... ' ... ...... _. .. . . _.. .. -.- . - ..
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Table 20

__._. p_r_o_i~.~~.__S_c~~o_ls .. ._.__-,- ~~£~~lel_.__.__"._.. __.

Schools Number Places Schools Number Places

N % N %

1 61 58 95.1 1 89 81 91.0

2 38 35 92.1 2 35 30 85.7
: ,",

3 35 35 100.0 3 23 20 ?7.0

4 138 124 89.9 4 106 99 94.3

5 76 70 92.1 5 97 89 91.8- . ~._ ... -. -_.-------.__.-.-_-..... -... --,_ ..--.._.. -...--•..._.- ---- _.......- --'~'- -._. .'_4 __ .•,_____•_________

TOTAL 348 322 92.5 350 319 91.1
---.---~.._--_..- --'-'--'_.' -------._-_. ---- ._._._~------_._~-_._----_._.._-_.-.-

Tables 19 and 20 show the number of students entered by

Project and parallel schools.and the number of secon~ary

places obtained. It can be seen from the number and

percentage of secondary places obtained that while the

Project and parallel schools have improved their positions

between 1980 and 1984 the differences are not dramatic.

What the ~~am did not have the time to ~xamine was the

schools to which the pupils obtained places. Knowing .~he

keenness of the competition for secondary places in Barbados

and the fact that places in certain schools are more highly

prized than in others it would have been intetesting to

examine this aspect. However, time d~d not permit it. What

is clear from the data in Tables 17 to 20 above is that the
;"f'

Project school pupils I. performance in th,e Barbados 11 +

exami~a~i~rl~ 'shO\~eq impr~vem€nt whe'n comp~red 1with that of
. .. . ;. ~. " ~. . ' . :

parallel school pupils from whatever perspectiv~ the data
. . • '.•- :". i :,,'-1'. .

were examined. The greater impact of the ~roject seems to

have been on the quality of ~he performance of the students

rather than on the number and percentage of places

obtained. It would be interesting for the Ministry of
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Education or the Faculty of Education: Cave Hill to continue

this lin~of investigation to find out ~hether Project

school pupils are not obtaining more places than before in

pres~igious schools. Whil~ this was the op~nion of at least

on.: Project· school Principal, such a ... conclusion is not

possible from the data available.

From the data available feom the 1980 and 1984 11 +

examinations in Barbados it does seem fair and valid to

infe~ that the Primary Education Project did have a posi~ive

impact en improv~ng the performance of project school

ch~ldren in these examinations. The Project did impact

pcsit~vely on student achievement in tha 11+ examination, a~

least ~n Barbados. It would be in~~r~s~ing to find out if

su~h results are replicated in the other countries.

?1ndings from a study conducted by the Internal Evaluator

give some indication of results in other terr~tories. These

are discussed ~n the next sub-section.

As was said wi~h respect to student achievement generally

~hese are still the early days. Usually positive gains in

scudent achievem~nt as d result of curriculum and ma~erial

development and ~n teacher training.take a longer time to

mainifest themselves than imm~d~ataly after implementation.

Findinqsfrom Internal Evaluation. A study of pupil- .~. ... .- - '--=-,. _. _.. - .._ ....._ .. - ~ .~ .. - .-

perfor!tlance on the Common Entrance Examinations in 6

cerritorie$ was conducted by the Int~rnal Evaluation

Specialist. The study.compared the ga~ns of performanc~ of

Project school pupils with those of parallel schocl pupils

in An~~gua (1981-1984); Barbados, BVI, and St. Lucia

(1979-1984); Dominica (1979-1983); and Montserrat

(1980-1984) .

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Statistically significant differences in gains made were

noted in favor of Project schools in Dominica, Montserrat,

and St. Lucia. That'is, the gains made by Project school

pupils wef~'higher than those!or pupils from the parallel

schools. For the other :~hree territorles, the gains favored

t.he parallel' schoolpupi 1'5'. The Evaluat ion Team belip.ves

that the following 'comments will help to explain 'the fact

that Project school pupils performed lower than their

couterparts in the parallel schools.

1. ~~!~gu.~. It has been already noted in this Report that

pilot school teach~rs in Antigua we.re reluctant to use

Project materi'als and processes because of fear that

doing so would have negative eff~~ts on the performance

of their pupils on the Common Entrance Examination~

Actually, ln this case, it can be argued that the

opposite effect resulted.

2. Barbados. The comparison made in Barbados was for

p~rformance in 1979 against that of 1984, and no

significant differences were found. However, the

previous subsection provides hard evidence collected by

the Team which shows clearly tha~ by 1984 the Project

schools wer~ performing decidedly better than ~he

comparison group of non-Project Schools.

3. Montserrat. It has been already mentioned in this

Report that Montserrat is typical with respect to

comparing performance of Project school pupils with that

of parallel school pupils. This is so because of che

considerable amounc of spread effect of Project outcomes

to non-Project schools in the territory which occurred

because of the small size of the island and the small

number of primary schools (12).



126.

In th~ visits to territcrias Ministry Off~cials, PIOs,

~cachers and Principals w~re of the cp~nion that;b~cause of

~he Projec~ pupils in t~~ Project, schools we~e better

mo~ivated, par~icipa~~d more in classwork, were more s~lf­

confident, had more posi~ive attitudes to school and we=e

achieving bettar. While this is impressionistic it

L~pr~sented th@ consensus.

Conclusion

The data from all sourCGS all seem to point in the same

direction: namely; that the Project has had a positive

impact on sr.ud~nt performance.

G~naral ~xperience with such projects is that their impac~

on student achievement is noe always s~en in t.he short

t~rm. It would appear th2r~fore that thesE may still be

;Ci.rly days for m'easuring Project impact on st.ud"".nt

perfermancs. What these data may hav~ .~s~ablishedis that

,_~",:: potentlal for improva:men'::. is c<:>r-:,ainly ~:her2 and tha: ir.

particular instanc~s that pot:ntial h~s begun ~o b~

realiz~d. Wh~th~r this is susta~ned and dev~lopEdwill

c2rtainly depend on how ~vell the precess and products of the

Project become institutional~zed in th~ rsgular systems in

the several countries.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Chapter IV

SECONDARY PROJECT OUTCOMES AND UNPL&~NED DEVELOPtffiNTS

The previous chapter dealt with the principal outcomes of

the PrimaryEd~cationProject. But there were other outcomes.

Some vlere. anticipated in the original Project Plan and

deliberately planned fori others, hOvlever, vfere unplanned

and emerged as spinoffs from the mainstream of the

implementation of the Project. This chapter treats the

training of head teachers/school administrators and the

training of educational planners, both of which were part

of the design of the Project. It also discusses a number of

unplanned developments and outcomes many of which were

significant in nature.

Before discussing the training of head teachers through

the Project, it is important to note that this component

was implemented in two vlays" (l) by the Faculty of Education {

UWI/Mona, which carried direct responsibility for training of

primary school administrators in Jamaica, and (2) by fill/Cave

Hill, through the Project Office, which planned for and

implemented training activities for primary principals in the

nine other participating territories.

When the Project was first conceived, Jamaica opted not to

participate in the curriculum development and inservice train­

ing component for primary schools but requested to participate
. -'

actively in training its primary head teachers through the

Faculty of Education, Mona Campus. The sub-components are

discussed separately below •

.. : :

• .i .•
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Training of Principals in Jamaica

During the life of the Project, seventy-two Principals of

Primary and all-age school~ were trained in Jamaica, Thev

were selected each year by the I~ni3try of Education an~
.~ .

the development of the training program and the instr~ction

~lere done by highly qualifieci members of the: ~aculty of

Educati.on; U:U/Hcna. It should be noted that the nu..r:1ber of

head-teachers trained involved only about 10 percent of the

total populati.on of primary and all-~ge school principnls in

the ter!:'itory.

Before the beginning of this Project: the Faculty of Educat~on

had started an experimental project for the training of hea~

.teachers under the sponsorship of the Caribbean Society of

Educational Administrators. In that project, the following

were ident~fied as major a~~inistrative problems which ivere

then treated in the USAID/UWI Project-

1. Planning for curricula effectiveness

:. Inter-pers~nal relationships

3. School-community relationships

4. Leadership style of principals

5. Staff development

Nature of Training

The training began with a =our-week residential SQ~er session

based at the University of the ~'Test Indies/Hona in ~'lhich

Principals attended seminars in educational a~~inistration,

sociology of education, and curriculum development. The
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summer session was followed by visits to schools in

September to November by members of the teaching team. These

visits were intended to ascertain administrative probleMs

faced by the participating Principals; to acquaint the tGachcrs

of the schools with experimental ac~ivities devised by their

Principals; to solicit classroom teachers' participation

in these activities~ to encourage teachers to bG innovative

and experirr.Gnt~'. t~~mselves, and to collect data on the

demographics and operations of the schools. The inforroation

gathered from the visits to the schools was used in seminars

for the Principals in subsequent training sessions. The

Principals continued their training during the year in one

day seminars that were held at convenient centers. Towards

the end of the school year? the schools were again visited

to determine how well the Principals had done on experiments

or projects that they had started during the year, and to

examine the effects of the -training on the management of the

school. The training was conducted over a four-year period

with eighteen Principals participating in each of the one­

year training periods for a total of 72 in all.

Problems Encountered

Two problems were encountered in implernentating this sub~

component of the Project. One was related to the part-time

nature of the wcrk of the tutors when it became evident that

a full-time director/tutor was needed to ensure smooth

operation of the program and to provide an adequate number
of visit~ to the schools. A second problem dealt with

inadequate funding to pay for travel costs for tutors.
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Evaluation

Formative evaluation was done during the course of the Project

and the results were used to modify project implementation,

e.g., evaluation results at the end of-the first year revealed

the need for visits to the schools by the tutors.

The External Evaluation Team devised an instrument fer securing

opinions of 40 of the Principals who were trained; and the

questionnaires were disseminated by mail.

However, because of two extended postal strikes in Jamaica:

many questionnaires did not reach the field in time to be

rasponded to at the time of the on-site visit. Some \'1ere

mailed to the Team a month after the visit. In all, 16 of

the 40 questionnaires were available for examination and

analysis by the Team.

A su~~ary of the analysis of responses to these questionnaires

follm-Ts ~

1. There was almost unanL~ous agreement that the topics

included in the training uere relevant, related to the

tasks and problems of principals of primary and all­

age schools.

2. Similarly, there was almost unanimous agreement that the

topics ~ere taught effectively and that a variety of

strategies were used for instruction.

3. In response to the question, 1I0verall, how much.do you

believe your performance as a school a~~inistrator has

improved as a result of training received in Project work­

shops? I: .. most all responded I!very much" ,: the others said
l'much" .
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4. All respondents indicated the urgent need for the trainins

of principals.

5. Almost all believed that training should be mandatory for

ne~l principals, and that opportunities for continued

training and refresher courses should be made available by

m1I/Mona. More than half said that the training should

result in receiving a professional certificate.

In addition to these responses, copies of five unsolicited

letters from trainees were made available to the Evaluation

Team for analysis. All expressed high praise and appreciation

for the training received.

The external evaluation also included interviews in the field

with two trainees, 15 education officers who ~lere acquainted

with the training program and vlho are responsible for visiting

schools and evaluating principals; examination of six reports

prepared by the director of the subcomponent; and a report

prepared by the Coordinator for the Evaluation Team vlhich

addressed questions and topics identified by the Team. On

the basis of information received from all of the above

sources, the Evaluation Team concludes the following:

1. The training addressed identified needs.

2. The fact that Principals recognized their need for train­

ing provided a high degree of motivation on their part for

study and learning.

3. The training was provided by highly qualified professionals

in educational administration, curriculum t and foundations

of edUcation.
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4, The training vias effective and was prov5..ded through a

variety of instructional strategies: lectures, group

d~scussions, case studies; problem solving; on-site

follow up consultation to provide assistance.

­.... There is evidence thut the performance of Principals has

i:r.1proved as a result of the training received, especially

in the areas of management: record keeping, working ~!ith

teachers in curriculu."11. development .. interpersonal

relations, and school cC~uunity relations.

6. There is evidence that the results of training have had

a positive impact over tims, at least as much as three

years.

7. The Ministry of Education working cooperatively wit~

the Faculty of Education, UWI/Mona is now· implementing ~

program under a grant from the Inte~-A~er~can Development

Bank to continue the provision of craining £0r those

Principals who were not involved in the lTSAIDjt.J1n

Project.

8. The Ministry cf Education was sufficiently impressed with

the quality of training provided for ?rimary he~d

teachers that it reques~ed t:1n/Hcnato provide trJ.ining

for its education officers. This activity is desc~ibed

in greater detail in a later section of this chapter

treating unplanned outcc~e3.

Participants who completed the training were presented Hith

a ::Certificate of Completion of a Progra.'lune in Educational

Administration" noting that it -:;"las sponsored by the USAID.­

Ministry of Education; Jamaica, and the School of Education,

University of the West Indies: Mona.
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Training Of Primary School Principals in Participating

Territories Outside Jamaica

Training of Principals of the primary schools of participating

territories outside Jamaica was provided by the School of

Education: m1I, Cave Hill, under the auspices of the Project.

The Project Coordinator reported that twenty··tHo such training

workshops were held during the life of the Project. Slli~mary

reports of ten of these workshops were examined by the

Evaluation Team. An analysis of these ten reports shows

the information condensed in Chart 3 below.

Chart 3

Analysis of Training Norkshops for Principals

Date Nurr.ber of
Participants

P.esource persons Venue

28 4 officers fran the r·-1jnistry

of :c.c1ucation f and i\!r. Fobert

i:-licholson

lIntigua

~arch lS8l r·!r. Frank Vincent .. Project

Staff BVI
Nov. 23· 27, 1981

r"Ey 24··28" 1982

32

20

Hinistry of Ec1ucaticn Staff

and !'Ir. nicholson

Dr. Nicholas Frederick

1 1m personnel

1 PIO

St. Lucia

St. i'itts/

Nevis

3 Ec~ucation Officers

___an_d_!_,1r...;..;;...._r:_J~_'ch..--:o_l...::s...::on ~Antigua

27

. 541982

3 Fdnistl:y of Education Staff

1 .. UoffiSCO CQ-ninica

3 Teachers Colleqe Staff

!.jr. Nicholson--_._._----------.-;;..,;;;".,:.......;..;=.;.;..;;:..;;.;.;;;;.,,;;;,;:,.:..------------

June 14· '18 , 1982

JlIDe 28-·

July 2,



Date Number of
Participants..

Fesource persons Venue

~·;ov. 22-26; 1982 29

plus 7

observ-ers

7 Eeucaticn Officers

Hr. Nicholson St. Lucia

28 4 Einist-ry of Education

1 Project Staff

i!r. Hicholsc..'1 MtiC7'..3------ ._----------------- .-----------"---

I'flr. 21· 25 i :983

A-:Jr. 19· -23; 1984 17 2 3:iucaticn Cfficcrs

1 PIO

!-~. Nicholson
]!.pr. 25-27,. 1983 23 Dr. Nicholas Fr'eCeric..1< St. I<itts/

1 PIO Nevis

1 L·1.i.ni5trl of ~ucation
._--------------~'--

Contents of Training

Training included selected topics and units frc~ t~e ~!I cc~rse

in Foundation of Supervisory Practice an,1 ~·'t3.nar--e~lent S~~i.lls ~

Topics were selected in accord with the needs of the ?=icarv

Schoel Principals and were such as one would expect to £in~

in standard training programs for educational administrators.

Included in the training T,<iorkshops "dare such topics as the
fjllov,ing

1. ~'lorking ,·,ith teachers in curriculUl'il planning

2. Implementing scheol curricullli'il

3. Working with teachers in other social activities

4. Staff development

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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?u School adrninistration~ recorc keeping: communication,

management

6.

-:
I ,

8.

9.

Working with parents

Supervising instruction

School management problems;' lack of equipment, absence

of teachers, inadequate' staff g turnover of staff., groupings

of pupils

Staff evaluation

10. School and community

11. The school as a social system

Resource Persons

Hr. Robert Nicholson from the m'lI Cave Hill's School of

Educaton, carried the major responsibilty for organizing and

implementing the training workshops, and for providing the

major portion of the instruction. He is a qualified

professional in the field of educational administration

as is true of Hr. Earle Newton and Dr. Fenty Scott, also of

the School of Education, and Dr. Nicholas Frederick 1 then of

USAID: who also ran administration workshops under Project

aegis. Additional resource persons were drawn from the

Ministry of Education of the territory in ',.rhich a particular

workshop was heldo This provided a dimension of localization

of the traihing and of closer relationships between the

Principals and the Education Officers who visited them in

the field and evaluated their performance ..



Evaluation

Formative evaluation was an aspect of each of the training

workshops, and was. based on a uniform evaluation instrur..ent

which consisted of twelve items which ~articipants were

asked to rate on a scale of one to five where five equals

':?ery strongly positive" and one equals "very strongly
negative;: .

':'l':e twelve items were as follows::

., 1. The relevance of the Horkshop in general

2. The relevance of the topics considered

3. The extent to which topics considered were of major

concern to you.

4. 7he usefulness of handouts

:J. The i-,ays in Hhieh T..;orkshop sessions were handlec.

6. The opportunity given you to make an input

7. The length of the workshop

8. The timing of the workshop

9. The. workshop \'las a learning experience fer you

10. Lecturers at workshops

11.The overall usefulness of the workshop to you

12. The extent to \-lhich your overall interests T.-lere met"
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The mean ratings for all items for workshops analyzed were

four or ~b0ve with the exception of those for items numbers

seven and eight. For these two items the mean ratings were

lower, three or above but no fours. These two items denlt

with the length of the workshop and the timing of the wnrk-·

shop. These·ratings were consistent jor all of the work-

shops analyzed. In view of the fact that the evaluations were

formative in nature, that is, what was learned from early

evaluations would have so~e effect on modifying subsequent

workshops, the question arises why these lower ratings

persisted during the life of the Project. The over-riding

consideration, however, is the fact that participants

expressed a high degree of satisfaction for the content and

nature of the training offered for all of the wcrkshcps
analyzed. One can conclude from the internal evaluaticnthat
the workshops were successful, if not highly successful. This

conclusion is supported by findings of the External Evaluatcrs.

Questionnaires were administered to CEOs, PIOs, Project Staff r

Subject Matter Leaders in the territories, the Principals

themselves and the Teachers in the Project schools. These

persons were asked to give their opinions regarding the extent

to which training improved Principals' performance. Of the

one hundred and thirty-six Teachers responding seventy-seven

(57%) rated the extent of improvement as very high or hiqh;

forty-five· (33%) said medium i and twelve (90%) said sli0ht.

0= the forty Principals who responded, twenty-eight (70%)

said very high or high i seven (18%) said medium, two said

slight and thr8e gdve no response. Of the thirty Subject

Matter Leaders who respondec.,twenty-two (73%) said very hidi

or hi~h; ten (33%) said medium; three saie slight i and tw~ gnve
no opinion. One of the nine PIOs said the trainins- was very
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effective: five said effective; and three said somewhat. The

Project Staff was less sure about the effectiveness of train­

ing in terms of upgrading the pe~formance of Principals. ~vl0

said it was high: three gave no opinion. Several general

comments about the training 1ilorkshcps are in order-.

l~ It is commendable that considerable emphasis was placed

on the administ:.rato.: ~ s role in curriculum dev~lc?ment.

This provided a support base for the '/lork in curric'.ll '..ll-:-~

development underway by the Teachers of the pilot schools.

2. The fact that Ministry of Education personnel vler~ he2vily

involved in the -;vorkshops Vias a strategic move to help to

ensure that there would be coordination and follow-up

within the respective te~ritcries.

3. Instruction provided in the workshops was varied and

included lectures, small group discussions l caS2 study

work, group task assignments, and consideration of rcal­

life problems encountered by primary scheol principals.

This added a dinension of =calism and relev2nce ~o the

training. Participants were appreciative of the fact

that the training dealt with their interests and problems.

4. Formative evaluation was always a component of the train­

ing workshops.

Training of Education Planners

Another of the anticipated outcomes of the: Project VIas the

training of education planners. in the Caribbean. Fhile this

subcomponent was not a major thrust of the Project, it did

nevertheless make an important contribution to the achievement
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of Project outcomes. Four such training workshops were

conducted during the life of the Project, one each in 1981:

1982, 1983, and 1984. The chart below indicates the number

of participants and territories represented for each.

1981 1982 1983 1984

Number of participants 18 16 15 18

Number of territories 11 16 15 16
represented

Territories served - in addition to the nine which participated

in the curriculum development component - included Grenada;
Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago; the Bahamas; Guyana, Haiti;

Netherlands Antilles and Suriname. The workshops' ran for one

week each \'Jith the exception of .the first one which covered

approximately one and a half vleeks.

Resource Persons

Qualified resource persons provided instruction in the four work­

shops. They were from the Project office; the University of

the West Indies, th~ Caribbean Network of Educational

Innovation Development (CARNEID), Ministries of Education in

Barbados and the Bahamas, the College of the Bahamas, UNESCO;

the Inter&~erican Development Bank (IADB) and the Caribbean

Cetre for Development Administration (CARICAD). CARNEID

provided ,major assistance in the organization and running of

the training workshops. The implementation of this subcomponent

was, in fact, a cooperative effort between CARNEID and the

Project. The Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), the InterAmerican

Development Bank, and UNESCO also provided some assistance for
the \olorkshops.
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Content of Training

The instruction included lectures on and discussions about such

topics as:

. 1. What planning is and why it is important

2. Allocation of teacher resources to the school svstcm

3. Pupil to teacher ratios in different types of schools

4. Forecasting of population¥ enrolment: pupil costs;

teacher supply and de~and

5. Principles and problems of management

6. Improving planning and management

7. Education statistics ccllection and use

8. Evaluation and mcnitcrinq of the sys~em

9. Roles and functions of education management personnel

10. Budgeting

11. Evaluation of an education project
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Evaluation

Formative evaluation w~s conducted at each of the workshops to

determine' the extent to which the training had achieved the

objectives and to provide direction for designing subsequent

workshops. Overall, the degree of "satisfaction by participants

was high. Concrete evidence of the quality of training provided

is shoym by the fact that twelve of the fifteen participants

who were trained in the 1983 workshop returned for more training

in the 1984 workshop.

Corps of Trained Education Leaders

Another of the anticipated outcomes of. the Project was that as a

result of its implementation during the five years, a corps of

trained education leaders would emerge within the participating

territories. It is evident that this happened. Some' of the

leaders who.emerged are new, others already were leaders but

are now more qualified.

Key Project staff members and Implementation Officers in the

territories were requested to identify the names of persons

Ylhoni they would include in such a corps of. trained leaders.

These names will be transmitted to the appropriate Ministries

of Education, the University of West Indies, Cave Hill, and

also to the Project central office.

The Evaluators wish to observe that there is, as is to be

expected, a wide' .range of qualifications ~nd expertise among

those persons identified. While we:do not wish to rate persons

according to their potential for l~adership in .the future, we

do note that those who have developed the most professionally
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~ppear to be those who have been most active in Project

implementation. We also vlish to call the attention of

Ministries of Education to this list of resource persons as

the Hi.nistries plan for further improvements in Primary

education in their respective territories.

Unplanned Outcomes

It is not surprising that unanticiFated outcomes emerqe fro~

the conduct of education projects. One expects ~~at ~o ~a~pen.

In the case of the Pri..onary Education Proj e,::t, hc,".'e?e::-: the

number and quality of such unplanned deve10prne~t5 ~nd outco~es

is significant, far beyond what one might have expected at the

outset. In evaluating the overall impact of the Project on

primary education in the region, one must also take i~to

·~ccount the nature of these unplanned outcomes and the effect

they have had on improving education in the territories.

The unplanned outcomes 'l1er,= searched for by the Evalua~icn

'I'ea..rnthrough intervie....;s ·.... i th Proj act pers::m::e::" L::~'":c: .E is ld

~nd at the central office, and through analyzinq r2i~0~ses

to the questionnaires which key personnel comcleted for the

Evaluation Team.

~nteragency Cooperative Activities.

1. PAHO~· The Pan Arr.erican Health OrganizaU.,~r.. t:nder

the 'leadership of Mr. Seymour Barnes, He::l~~p'c,viserI

developed several health readers to sripplem~~t the

l~nguage arts materials produced by the Project.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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2. CARNEID: Mention already has been made of CARNEID's

important cont~~bution in co-sponsoring training

workshops for education planners. UNESCO r IADB 1 &~D CDB

also provided some assistance for these workshops.

3. Mr. Michael Ratcliffe of the British Development Division

contributed in developing and disseminating Science education

materials.

T~aining of Education Officers in Jamaica'

1>.s noted above, one of, ·the unplanned outcomes of the?roject

was the. provision of: training for Education Off'lcers of the

·Ministry training which was requested by Jainai'ca's :r1inistry

of Education itself. Sixteen'"Educntion Offic'e'rsresp'onsible

.. for primary education were· selecte:d'to particlpate in a three­

week program at the Mona Campus during the sUmmer of 1983.

The program was designed' to enhance the supervisory

capabilities of the Education Officers, to increase the

. confidence of those who had recently'joined the staff, to

attempt to develop a manual of operations for the Officers,

and to develop evaluative instruments to'assist them in their

evaluation of principals, teachers; and :school plants. The

program was run largely as a workshop in which the Education

Officers identified supervisory problems relating to t~eir

role definition and helped to develop some of the evaluative

instruments. The major themes treated in the three-week

workshop Here:

1. The law as it affects the role of Education Officers

2. Supervision of school records and school plants

3. Supervisory relationships between Education Officers r

principals, teachers and school boards
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11 . Improvement of school-cornmunii:y relationships

5. Production of a manual of procedure (this was done)

6. Evaluation of teacher classroom~anagement

7. -Evaluation of teacher behavior beyond the classrooI7\

8. Evaluation of the rnaintenancG of school plant _' ::q'.lipment

and records

9. Evaluation of principal behavior and leadership

In addition to lectures: instruc~ion was provided through

·small group work and discussions, problem-solving activities

• related to the 'role of the EClucation Officer, and meeting/
working' with principals ~lho were present duriflg part of the

trainingOpericd~ This latter fe~ture provided an opport~~ity

for inte~chang~ between head teachers and tducation Officers

concerning the topics under consideration.

Internal evalu~tion shewed that th~ participants denonstrat2rl

a high level of Gnthusi.::1S:n fC1: thE:'t:.raining· pro9rarn. They

expressed a strong ncledofcr· such help in'defining their roles

more clearly ~nd in providing th~m with rncrG objecti~e

instruments to ~ssist in scheel evaluation.

o-The results of i;-.t2rr.al evalu.:lticn '·'er::: ccnfirmec during a 45-
... .'

minute int6rvief,oT cne of the Sxternill F.valuCltors had y7ith fifteen

of the sixteen Education Officers involved in the training.

BEST AVAILABLE coPt
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Other Training Activities

: ";"
1. Under auspices of~~e Projeci, special readlng

instructio~ ~as provided for all primary schools in

t~ontserrat•

. . .~: r ',.,' .

2.. I~,~eliz'e'f .tw~ workshops for making low-cost teaching
aids were conducted.

3. ,Also in Belize; which had orted to participate in Language
. ~., ~

, Arts, r'lathemat:Lcs ," and', science r workshops "rere held in

the,area of Social studies under the guidance ~f' the

projec~ s<:,ciaf 'studies: C~~sultant~' 'This activity'uas

over and abo.\re its regular" partic:ipation in the'­

pr~ject y ~nd wa~ carried' out at t~~: r.linf~b:y''s- request.
. . " . . , - ~ .

. . " . . '. .
4. The Project Off.ice made it possible for an indivdual

from ~ach of th~ee participatingterritori~s'to'attend
,a one-week workshop in Trinidad on computers and their

use in education.

5. A workshop on'metrication was sponsored for principals

in Antigua, as well as for teachers in Belize.
·f. "

j' •

Curriculum Development Activities

1. TESOL~ In Belize, activity is underway in developing

materials for"teaching ~nglish to .ip~akers of other

C languages. The activity is focused now on 'the Ketche

Indian dialect.

2.'\~eli-Z'e produced a "number 'of supplemerita~y read.ing
".. .~_:", --",- ~. '.--~.:...~ '(' ... ;.. , ...:.' ~ .. f; ..... ' ':. ;

materials which highlighted Beliziari life 'and culture.

These materials supplement the Language Arts materials
produced under the Project. Antigua also produced
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~...

6.

7.

·1~6.

supplementary meterials in Lnnguage Arts .while

!-1ontserrat did likewise in Sccial ,Studies.

Several Ministries of Education have strengthened

. their Curriculum Units/Centres; BVI is forming one;

and several have pl~ns in blueprint stage to establish

such centres.

Because Teacher Tr~ining Cclleges were not integrally

involved in the conduct of this Project, speci~l steps

were taken to keep th~rn inferned abcut Proj8ct dev~lGp-·

ments. As a me~ns tn this end the ~roject Office en a

regular basis shipped fi£tE:en copies cf ~ll curriculum

materials produced by the Prrject tc the Ministries af

Education of the p~rt~cipating territories for

. distribution to their Te~cher Training Ccllegcs.

In several territories assistance was pr~vided by the

staff to produce ~nd/cr revise Science Educ~tion materials'

test booklets, hand-becks, and other training materials.

In one territory, Project ~atE:ri21s were used as the basis

for development of ~ program fer junior-second~ry

departments of schccls.

In some territcries; Prcjcct materinls were used by some

toachers in the Im·!cr f,'Jrr.".s :;f s€;ccndary <J.nd junior

seco~dary schools.

8. The Project provided basal r~aders for early pr~ary age

pupils in the nine p~rticipating territories.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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1. Stimulated by participation in the Project; Antigua .

.strengthened .its reading centre and Be1i~e and St. Kitts

each .established such a centre •.

2. Belize developed national selection examinations \'lith .

assistance from the Project office.

3. Closer collaboration among head teachers and classroom

teacqers resulted; in one territory pilot school teachers

~xchanged.visits.

4. There is some evidence to show that pupil attendance and
punctuality improved as a result of participating in Project

classes. Of the one hundred and eighty-three Teachers

who responded to the Evaluators! questionnaires~

46.,(25%).

54. (30%)

38 (21%)

16 (9 %)

" , .29 (15 %)

sai(l. the extent of improvement was :lsignificant It

said Pconsiderab1e~

said II some:!

said Ilminima1 u

said 'lnone!;

This means that 76% of all respondents thought that the Project

had some·or;IDore positive effect on improving pupil attendance

and punctuality.

In addition, the results of a study of absenteeism in Project

:.~and .para11e1 schools conducted by the Internal Evaluation

Specia1ist,confirrned the opinions of the Project school

te~chers. Usable data were available for only four territories:

Antigua, Barbados, Montserrat, and St. Kitts-Nevis.. . '.
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For three territories (Barbados, r1ontserrat, and St. Kitts/

Nevis) there is c~ear evidence to show that tnere was less

absenteeism in Project schools during the life of the project

(1979-1984) with one exception in 15 comparisions, 1~8l-1982

in Barbados. In Antigua, the reverse was true. Again, the

Team notes that in this territory pilot school teachers were

reluctant to use Project materials. and pr6~esses ~ecause they
. . .

feared that negative results woule occur in the performance

of their ouoils on the Common Entrance Examinations.
... . - .

5. One CEO reported that as a result of participation in the

Project there is a growing demand by teachers in his

territory for. on-going' curriculum development spanning

the entire pr.iffiary school 'curriculum.

6. Another CEO repor~ed that the Project has had a multiplier
effect on teacher training in his territory.

7. The same CEO corrmented on the enthusiasm demostratec by

teachers in non-project schools for Project cllrri~ulurn

materials.

8. Research activity is lli~derYlay in the area of achievement

testing in Science.

9. The Project provided assistance to St. Kitts/Nevis to

help meet the cost of a study of mathematical ability

among,pupils in the country.

10. The Project Coordinator, with the approval of the funding

agency (USAID), gave permission for the Ministry of

Education, Turks and Caicos, to reproduce and use the

Project materials.
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Chapter V

GE.~Rl\LI.ZED.IM~ACT, .ON PROJEfT OUTCQMES ON PR,IMA~Y .EDUCATIO~~

.E~~.~~ EF.FECT
~ ~; ...". . I". .

Me.chanisms of Generalization

.. \ .

OnE of .~hest:ateq c:':>j.=::~ctives of tile Primary project was that

its ?utco~es wou~dbe generalized to the entire primary

sducati~nal system in each of the participating countri€~.

The ~rDject planners anticipated that this genp.raliz~tion
. .

process would begin du~ingthe life:~f the Project and

continue ,aft,~r~ards0'<' Promotions of Project Teachers and
.'

Subjf;ct Leaders ,the- tra~sfer of Principals and Teachers
. .'..... . ":'

from project~o non-Proj~ct schools, th8 involvement of

non-Project Teach~rs in: ~ome Project activities and the use

of Projp.ct materials in Teach€.~r Training Colleges were

~dGntified as the me~~anisms through which Proj~ct ourcomes

would be spread

Two constra~~ts were ident.ified by ~~~ Project Paper that

could limit th~ spread of the Project outcomes. These w~re

(a) the quality of .the products do.veloped and (b) thE

financial limitations of Ministri~s andUWI. Th~ question
.. ,

~herefore becomes to what p.xtent did the ant~c.~pated

diss&mination of Project products occur ~nd in what ways, if
:" . ~ .

anYl was it constrained?

Th€;anticipat r2d promotion and trans~.er of PIOs, Subjec'l".

Leaders, Principals and Teachers;particip~tingin the

Project did,tC!-ke pl.acc. The exte,nt of i;h€ mobility ovp.r the
. '.. .

li~~ [q; .the Projl;.~ct varied considi:rably ~rom country to
'. . '. ... .~ .; .

country. The degree of movement. could be said to b~'
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lnvcrs~ly relat~d to the stability of the education system

in "g£:'n~ral "in the several countries. The least movement"

~ook place in Barbados while thAdegre~ of mobility in

St. Kitts-Nevis was considerable. Th~ negariv~ aspects of

turnOV2r were commented on in th~ previous chapt~r.

Notwithstanding rhose negative ~ffects th~ positiv~ side was

that whenever Proj~c~ par~icipants moved ~o non-Proj~c~

schools they invar1ably carriEd Project products and

proccss~s with ~hem. Principals w~re mor2 ~ffpctiv~ than

Teachers by virtu~ of their aU~hority to ini~iat~ change.

But mobility was not only with rF-sp~c~ to movement from

Proj~ct to non-Proj~ct schools but alse to positions in

T~acher Training Collages as tutor~, into M1nistri~s of

Educa~io~ as Education Officers and from "junior to morE
~

~~nicr positions in Ministr.ies of Education. One PIO becamp.

th~ Chief Educat~on "Offic~r in th~ c~rritory concRrned.

-Such movement facilitatGd thE spread of ProjEct impact.

S~vcn of thF- nin~ countri~s parricipating in thE curriculum

compon~nt of th~ Proj~ct hav~ Taach~r Traini~g Coll~ges." In

each of the. seven t~critoTiGs th~ PIOs and Min1stries of

Education ensurRd the use of Proj~ct materials by ~he

Colleg~ tutors by s2ndi~g them s~ts of materials - 15 CCP1~S

of each set of materials w~re actually made availabl~ for

this purpose by th~ Projec~ Offic2 - by including rhem as

SUbj~ct' L~ad~rs. and by including ~h~ Prlncipals as m~mb8rs

of thE PIU. Projec~ materials were wid~ly us~d in th0

Collag~s'in ths ~raining of r~a~h~~~ during thp Proj~ct

p~riod. Irt' addition sevGral of the untrained r~achers in

Proj0c~ schools"w~re accepted as: Teacher-tollegE s~udents

and foundth~ pioj~c~ exp~riencp h8lpful in rh~ir CollegF

cxperi~nce. BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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In 'somd count r''i'~s ,the r~:1:ationship bGtw8en~he Prbj~>ct and

th8'Tciacher.TTral:ningCol1cgE 'in'the three sUbject areas was

systemat.l-i:;: 'heric~ students were instructed in the teaching

of :Project' material in allthreEi sUbjects. In other

c6uiitri~s th~' relationship'was' not systematic. In such'

"couritries'Teacher Training Cbll~gE'students'wc>tild receivE­

\~ip~rience in and exposur~ ~o two subjects but. not the third .
. " .. ,.,,-..

While the anticipated spr~ad of Pr6j~ct outcomes did tak~

place through teacher training programs in all of the

countries, in som0 countries'the scope of int~gration

b~tween the Project and the colleges was much more

comprehensivp than in others.

.oJ-

It was anticipat~d that' Minist:ries of Education would:~','by

invitation, include Princi~als ~nd Teachers from non~project

schools in various Project activi~ies including tetritorial

dnd local workshops and th~ distribution of Proj€c~

materials. Thi~ did in fact take place in 2v~ry country.

Of greater significancG, h6w~v~r, was thE fact that several

Principals and Teachers from non-Proj~ct schools r0quest~d

to be include;d in Project activities~ In some instances

PIOs werE: not abl8 to meet the demandcreat9d by th0sE
various rE:qu~sts.

The ~~tent to which th~ Proj~ct ~pr~ad withirt ~ny country

during its lifE' wafi larg-:::ly d:?terminEd by thE- si ze of thIS

countries and their resp~ctiv~ 8ducational systems. In th~

caS8 of the British Virgin Islands and Montserrat th~ Project
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Minister of Education. Monts~rrat, dQclared tha Proj~ct cor~.' - .. . -.
:,?J.lrriculJ,l1Y\ .t.o .bc, the:: Na.t ional Curriculum in thos€: sUbj~cts 1

sh~ was· s.imply J.ormali,zing.what.,: in fact, was th~: de facto

situation .as. a:.. r.;.:sult of th~~ gent=-r,alization of thp Proj~ cr

o:ut~om~s:' through ·informal chann~ls. In thE: larger countr i ('-,s

., th~!l.spr;;aad .. from..non-:P.roject. schools creatE::d a n("-t'....ork of

committ~d local educators clamoring for the Proj8Ct ·outcom~s

to become national policy. This network facilitated policy

making in th", plann~d dircct:ion ,.;i'thout: the usual f:-ic-t-ior.

associated with such decisions.

Constraints

ThE products of the Projec~ werp. of suffici~nt quali~y·ro

crpat~ ~h~ expectsd dGmand for them. Tllis ensured ~h~ir

contiriu~d di~sGmination during th~ lif~ of thE Proj~ct.

Quality of th~ products th~r~fcr9 was not a consrrai~t bu~ 3

s~lling paine and an attractiv~ f~atur0.

Th0 .constraint b~cam~ the financial and p~rsonn~l r~sou:c~s

of th~ UW! and Ministri~s to satisfy. the d~mand for th~s~

matarials .. Th~ Proj~ct ma~~rial supply was··no~ sufficient

(0 provid0 fresh y~arly suppli~S fer ~ach grade in th2

Pro~Bct schools for which th~ Proj?ct had dev~loped

curricula. Th~ spread to non-Projec~ schools th~r2fc~8

cr<i..'atpd a demand ';hat plac",o a strain on P~t:)j-2ct: t'psourCFS.

:n the ~nd th2 structura of Proj-ct financing had to b~

alts.r~:d t.O allocatE much mer,"" r·~sourc(.~s to diss ..-::mination.

The (~xtcnsion of thE" Pro.jp.ct. to .includE:: a dis5.;~mination yc-ar

wa~ a din,=.ct ~·~5ul/',. o~: ,.th~ succes·s. of ,t.he Pr.Oj2C'C and 1 ts

sp:r~ad:1'I~thin cht., various educaticpal syst'i:MS. In a senSE:

the ~~cempllshmL~t of ~hc original f~pcctations concerning
BEST A VAlLA flLE COpy
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during its life has calre'ady

by all p~rt~es itithe ~roj~ct!
:. ·"i· ••

. ~ ~ -t i • i '.'
~' .! .

The Project had both gensral and specific impact on primary

~ducatl0n in th~ 'Caribbean • First th€:( genl:'ral impact· O'n all

part icipating t'.err i tor ies will bi? discussed followed by'·'

r~:f.::renct:: to specific developments in particular t8rritori E:S.

'.: .'.

Thu Primary Education

Caribbean education.
they W8r~ bRfore the

Project has be8n a wa~Frsh8d in

Things will not. bp. exact.ly the sam?

Projcct~ Some of its contributions

as

have b~en creative and original wh~rp. others hav~

consolidated trends that had dp.velop~d in the y~ars prior to

~ha Proj~ct;It is necessary to cat~gorize thes~

contributions and cornm~nt on them separatEly.

worthy of m~ntion as follows: :'; .

Social Studies as a subject in the primary curriculum

has a l"8lativ.2ly short history in thE' Caribbean. ThoC'

larger territori'?s of Jamaica, Guyana, Trinidad and

Tobago and Barbados had developed curricula fo~ thair

schools.
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Th~ East~rn CaribbbanStat~s had syllabuses for this subj~ct

bu~ littlb ~ls~. .Tha Proj~ct w8nt much furth~r than

providing a comparabl~ curriculum for t.hos~ St.ates that had

~OTh~. It has produced an original approach to Social

. Studi$s that is probably supprior to anything that currf.ntly

~xists and that probably will becom~ 'th~ standard against

which all future dp.velopmQn~s in this subj2ct ar~ judged.

'rh~ curr1culum that was produced is basEd or. very sound

lh~or~tical principl~s which achiev~d a novel reconciliacion

of the apparently contradictory spiral organizational

approach of ?r~~~r and the ; •.dvancc Organizc" approach of

~usubel. The ~nd rssult of this attention to th~or~tical

p:ci..nciples is that the Social Studir.:s currl.culum· has a

~cmm~ndabl~ logical, struc~ur~, sequ~ntial organization and

~n~~rnal,consist~ncy.

Th·~ st.ructur ...· is r~adily und;.~rstood, has imrn;;;diat'~ faca

val1dity and is ~asy ~o US0. Topics in th~ first y~ar a r ­

f{:.~us.-~d on th.:;. Communi ty of thr~ ch i Id, toP'; so: cond y'2ar on-

h~ child's Country, ~h~ third year on ~h~ Caribb~an and tn~

f,;:"u("i"h Y8ar on '.:h.: Wc!"ld. T~.,a.ch;:'rs th--r'·~fc!·. imm,'di.3t~ly

'''-<iv:. ~~om·., id!::a of th'::'_ contsnt of '.:ach y.~~n~ i S ·,york.

Th'.' new curriculum ha:=o almost: n-"vcluti on iz~d t.:;'a·.::hing in

Social Studi~~ in th~ countries that hav~ participat~d.

T~.:ach(;.:"s and stud~nts "alik,"' havE' gainl::'d n<-w knowh;dgc: and a

g~~at~r und~rs~anding of ~h~mselves, th~i! ccuntri~s, ~h~

r,~gion and also th~; world in which th~:y Ii v':. Th':: .1,:v:=·l of

in~.. ,". ri=;st g:en~rat.~::d by th;.;; S.ocial Studi",,'s curriculum

rna (·:.rials has been €..xtr.i2m'?~y.high. T~ach.:!.rs and schools

hay:::: ·put. on fun~-raising d!~v~s to obta,in mon,~y to. produc':'

matarials r€lat~d ~o th~ Project. The Proj~ct provided.

pupils I workbooks for T~.::rms I and 2 of tho::' Fourt.h Y.;ar but

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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none for T~rm 3. Sev~ral Teachers using the Proj~ct'

principles: cr~at~d their own workbook for Term 3.

Alre'ady some countries have been seeking to build, on

;'thh;'hase,' Social Studies curricula for the first three

years' of secondary' schooling'. Such developments have

already begun ill 'St ~ Vincent, St. Lucia ahd Dominica.

There' can be rioqu8stion that further development in

Social Studies at the primary and ~arly secondary levels

of educational systems in th2 region will take note r

guidance and probably inspiration from the ProjPct

outcomes.

Science hashad'a much longer history in the primary

curriculum thah Social Studies. Tradit..ionall'y primary

tE,achers have sh.i.ed:'away irvIn tc::aching' ScienCE' or, 1f

they did, taught m~inly the topics they liked or

'understoodi'~hichbyand largswer~ of a'biological

naturE:; ...' The most "significant contribution of thE

Froject in fhJ.S a:c('a has been in demystifyfng Science as

being the piescrve oft~~ academically brilliant. It
• .~. f ". . •.. " • • : '. • "

h~s'~~cc~~ded in presenting Science as part of everyd~y
'. ~ .

life and as something that can be understood bythp

layman. This has been accomplished through th~ use of

: ev~i:yday' e~erits 1 experiE:nc~s and materia'ls of' Caribbean

life as a 'sourcG' of tixampiEs. acti~itif:>S and

discuss'l.ori. This has rt'ot b~e.n imp~ovi zat'i'~n of staridard

Sc'ieriC'6 usln;g '16~'af nla:t.f:rial 'as much a~ i t'::has' bf=~n

usiri'g tamfliar local materi.31 tot~a~'h st~ndard SciencE.

The; net n~su'it, has'b~en that Teachers 'hav~ become much

rnoie~ori:ffd;..:,nt in teaching Sci~nce at the 'primary h~v81

and hav~ 'bcen'cchiv'sying'a:' new 'po'sitive ~tt.itud.: to their
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s1:udlE:n.r~.. Rf~cognizing t'he s t.t si~gi:h of this n£w

dev£:lopm~nt,·· p,:>rsonnt?l from t:h::: Eri n. sh Dev,;,lopm€nt

D1vision working in Scienc~ educaricn in the Eastern

Ca~ibb~an hav= b~~n dis~~min~~ing P~oj~ct ma~erials in

countr1ES ~hat dldno~ par~icipar~ in ~h~ d~velopmpnt of. ... '. ~

t:ho;se mat>:·rial:;. Again Hi.nist.c~..·.: erf Educa'tior. P2Vf."

b~~n dra~ing on the principlp.s and approaches of th~
.' .

Project in Sci0nce to plan curriculum reform at the

Junicr-Sp.condary l~v~l.

3. Teachers as DEcision-Mak~rs i~ Cu~riculum

To datp. curriculum d~v2Iopmen~ h~s b~~n th~ pr~SErve of

the exp~rts. Specially train~d Education Officprs with

a streng background in th~ subj~c~ ar~a, Univ~rsity

academic staff and foreign consul~anr.s have be~n ~h~

dacis10n mak~rs on curriculum "r€fcrm. Even in instancES

whp-re na t·icnal comna t tA-es ~av;-.: b~~n formed wi. th t:'':'dcher

~~pr~s0ntac~v~s, th~ w~ight:' of authority has restpd with

th!'; 'Sxp~:rt:s. SomE, .~nl i gh i : ~n{~d ~':q;:l:':"!, ts hav~ consul t,::"d

t2ach~rc or includ~d ~h~m 1n d pilo~ t~sting situa:ion.

But ~~Vf;r. tr.H"\ ~'h<: f),nal '.-.lord ha<:; l:F~n,:hat of ::-h~

(;,;;xp~r't. Th,:; w'~ ight of dpc~sic. max).ng on curriculum has

r~st;'d firmly on ~xpprt: knowL·jg;:..•

The struc~ur~ 0nd modus op~ran~u~ of ~he Project shifted

the balance of d~ci~ion ma~ing ~c give t~achprs in thA

classroomft much greater say about what goes into thA

curriculum and how it should· b~ approached than in any

other curriculum to dat~:. Th~ eA~~r~ was anothpr voic~

in the d'::lcision making procp.ss but: \~v~n t.hl;. ~xp~rt could

be v~toed if ~h~ w~ight of evtd~ncc wa5 that his or her

suggest~ons:and recomrn~ndation3 w~r~ not working in the

classroom. On ~h~ other hand succ~ssful prac'ticp. . '
BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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of tpach8rs' id0as in what was

.Whil€ th~ Project did not set out with an articulated

criterion for th~ decision-making process, what emergF.d

. as the basf~linE: principle was th~-: pragmatic cr i tprion:

Did it work in th<.: classroom? ThE' inclusion of

principals with classroom teachers in th~ curriculum

process considerably str~ngth~ned the voic8 of the

practitioners in th~ discussion with the academics and

the exp..::rts ..

The over~ll result of this process is that Subject

Leaders in each territory and those pr6j~ct school

Principals and Teachers who have betn through 'the

d~velopment phase:nowhaye a strong sense of,owriership

of tht Project outcomes and products in thGir particular

SUbjEct area. Theyfpel strongly that they, helped to

creatath,esc produ~t~ and that it is th(!ir efforts that

produced them. Thi~'~tr~~g scns~ of id~ntifica~ionwith

the Proj~ct products has generated strong local.. '. . ,".

co~itment in. each territory'.

Primary ~ducation ov~r th~ 150 years of its existence in

th~ Caribbean has been largely a tGrritorial matter.

During the era of colonization the common British

linkage cr~at~d a source of cooperation and

collaboration. With stat~hood and ind~p£nd£nce, primary

education in each country could bccom~ insular in its

approaches, pxpectations, inspiration and dir8ction. In
. . .: ,

small systems such isolation could b~ damaging.
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The Project created a mechanism through which Caribb~an

epriri~ipal~,~~ 'teache~~,: acad~Inic~)and' administrat.o~s could

constructively share th€ir insigr-ts and understanding of

common problems on a regional basis. All of th~ Subject

Leaders testified to the en~iching 'effect of learning

. how th~i~'~oun~e~~arts'in:ofhe~~countries were
• c' ~ • '... ~: .• .. • .; •

approaching or had solved problems wit~ which th~y had

b8en grappling ~ .

What the Project did: was "to provid~7' a means by which

th(;:~~>'n~wlY 'soven/ign' st~t~~coui.d ~xamirie primary

(,ducation with a view to finding common ground. The

long-term implications ar~ substantial €ven in economic

t('rms. Common curriculUrri; 'could m<;:an common textbooks

aricrpuP~lS" materiai whi'ch 'co~ld makci' '!:hp- production of

such ii~ms commercially cheaper than if ea'ch terri tory
, ."' .. . .' .. ".

do~s its' "own thing" in isolation., .
. I

Re~~onal' coo~erati~n ~u~t b~ str~ngthen~d thioug~

c~~lab~ra~ivG'ef~orts ~hich allbw'thA c~un~ries toshar~
\ . . ~ .' .. ' -. ..

th~ir human and financial resources. ThE Project mad~

available to t.:ach country talent and €xperti SE~ which it

could not oth~rwise obtain fOt assistanc~ over such a

prolonged period.

Consolidation Contri b~~i_o.~s. Thl? projc'ct consolidatl;d a

numb;~·r of trends that had devr'loped pn::.vi ously. Thes~ can

b(~ listed as follows: . "

1.

From th~'~arly 1960 i s l{nguists and Gducators 'had b~'~n

, adv~cating' that' s8cond 'iang~age" f.:~ch~iq'u£s h~d' g~;eat~r
'i81~vanc~J '1:0 the t~i.1ch,fAg o·f'~:Ehg·li'sh>i.n C'ar'ibh~an"

schools than thf~t~aditT6~~tr~pproa~h.':: pl~h~p.~l~g work

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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by. p{;:~.ni~ .Graig and ..others had dE:velop~d a .pialf'~ct: ,to
" . 'o.} I c'. .: ' ......: ' , .....' •

Dial0ct Mod~l of teaching Standard English which is of

particular relevance to the- Caribbe:-an. Whilz some work
: ,~. '. ". ~

:"; ; .~1c)P9 t:h€~e .:lin~s had be~I1 goinCJ.on th~:Prp.je,c;t:p~o,vid~;'d

1:l'~~.opport:unity wher€!by the specifics ,of this.app:rq~.ch
, 1.. ,,;. .' ., '. •..• . '.. :". '..J _ •. ,.

~puld be. translatp.d into language 't8aching object~ves
~ :...: :-. . '. . .' '. .. .' '. ...

, ,and tE':a~hing .s.:t:rat~gie8, .as well as t.he m6ans by J'lhich
";-.. ' .. ;.-.!". .".. .-' ..... . 'I.' .

:t;~~achers cOU;ld b:-;; \.~quipPE-d with thE;: skills to eXIe:cutG

such a prog~am0ffectively.

;'\. ..

Whi.lc. the: .~ideas and ~onc~p:ts of. :tn.is approa?h.. werFJ ....

familiar ..t~thF; teacht"rs. :th~.spGci~i.G..approaches .a l1d
l •. _ • '. •

st~ategies ''1.~:r~ not. : :Trye P~oject (;thus. provided, th~

m~ans by which this approacr could.p~com€ standard
. l' . . ~ ..

practicb in schools in the participating territ:orics.

Mathf;:matics was t.hp subject area in which most work had

bE.1Cn done by several curriculum dev2lopment projects in

the past. As such th~ Project did not break new
; . .

ground. AftE::'r Examining what had bE-en don"o' in previous

y~ars, th~cProj~ct producnd a more.~ogical organization

and suquenca of the topics b8ing taught at th~ primary
. ~ - . ~

leve~ in Caribb8an schools. ~t also provided n~sdpd

~~xpansion of s8v':.ral topics-w~th detailE.'d act.ivities and

content. Th~ pupils' work-bookl~ts war~ a particularly

w~lcome addition. Teachers and pupils both perceived

them as a positive d&velopment in m~~ting a need and

filling a gap tha·t had exi8te>d in Mathematics education

at .the primary lsvel.
: Ii .
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Sinc~ 'th~ '1'960! S :·Mini:stri.,:s of Education hav~ b(,::n

in$tit"ut£o~alizing:curritui~m d~?v~lopm~nt as arl o~-going

'~pioce~s i~ th~ir ~ducational' s~s~~m~. Guyana~' ~pliz' 1

Jamaica, Trinidad and Tbbago, Barbados: St. Lucia and

Grenada had 'established Curriculum Uni~s as part of thr

Ministry of Education whil~ St. Kitts-NEvis had includ~d

it as part of th2 T~ach2r Training Coll~ge's

r~sponsibility. The Proj~ct provid£d the mechanism.

'inspiratidn and justificat~on wh~r8by Ministri8s of
Education in Antigua, British Virgin' Islands, Domini~a,

St. Vincent. a:ndMon~sl::rrat could argue for ~nd makE-

in th~ cas~ of ~h~ SubjEcr L8adsrs:

.', .
structural changes which permit't.:d thl-'rn to man

Curriculum Units in on~ way or ano~h~r.

Equally important was the fact. !~hat the Proj.=-ct: . xpo~;:d

larg~~ numb.?rs cf 'teach\.: rs, and or}-l{r ~~ducators scm·: +:.i:':E 5 •

This has prcvld~d

>­
e.-..ou
li.J
-..J
C;j

~
~
~.

~

~ peol of persons in ~ach country with curriculum dRvalcp- ~

~co

to tb~ curri~ulum dt:v2lopm-=:nt proc~s::;.

with skills and strategiss for FX2cuting'such ac~iviti~s.

Th~ Pr6j~ct has provided the m~ans by which 5Ev~ral
'.

coun~rics could con~inu€ to ~onsolidat~ curriculum

planning and d, vo::.lopm~nt as an int;.;gr.;.l and on-going

f~aturQ of th0ir r~spectiv~ syst~~s.

"

In add1tion ~o the g~n8ral impact ~hit th~ Projuc~ had on

pr~mary ~'ducation in all of th~ parr.icipa·ting countri0s i~

mad~ spl::!cific'Lmpact on lhf-': syst~!m in particular countrir.4 s.

In almost all instancQs this rp.sulted from an 2xt~nsion of
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~ome dSP~C~S of ~te Project to so~e particular concern that

exp.rcised the minds of local educators. These can be listed

as fallows:

1. ~.~B:c:.~~.~9_C?f__~~9Jl:~E_ t_<?.._~P.~a.-~~E~ ...o~ .C?_t!1~.I;_~~ng~~.9~~ .­
Belize

Belize has a complex language situation when compared co

most of the o~her. Caribbean nations. There are at least

five language groups which are required to learn the

official language of the country - English. Encouragp.d

by the apparent Euccess of the Project dpproach in

Language Arts, Belize hds expanded thp Project approach

to encompass more than the Creole-Standard English

dichotomy. With assistance from the Project they have

~, established a small project called TESOL - Teaching

English to Speakers of Other Languages

. For the next few years Belize, through TESOL! will be

focusing upon the particular strategies that must b~

used along w1th the supporting materials required to

'teach English to Ketche, Maya, Garifuana, and, Spanish

speaking Bel~zeans. Limited by the ava~ labl,~, resources

they will be concentrating on one language at a time.

While such a developm~nt may seem only to be .9£ esoteric

~nterest~o the outsider this is a significant~and

meaningful developmen~ for Belize ~here ethnic groups

maintain strong separate identities.
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While ic ~s difficult to claim that ~he development of

Regional Inservice Teacher Training Centres is the

direct result of the Project, th~ simultaneous and

inter-related development of both make it virtually

impossible to report on the Project without mentioning

these centres. The Belize Ministry of Education has

acted to establish six regional centres for ~he

inservice training of unqualified teachers in primary

~chools across the country.

Using exi~ting Subject Leaders the Ministry has trained

twa subject leaders ~n the three subject areas for each

of the six centres. The Subject Leaders in ea=h centre

w211 take responsibility fo~ ~he inservice training of

unqualified ~eachers ~n the areas ~erved by the centr~.

The creation of the regional centre is not only

s~gnificant in terms of spreading Project outcomes '-0

the entire system in Belize, ~~. represents an innova~ion

in decentralization of services to teachers and schools

in order to improve th@ quality of education in Belize.

Given the size of ~he country - ~wicp. the size of

Jamaica geographically, and the relatively sparse

populat~on - 140,000 persons - the regional centres

could become a pivotal pa~t of the stratPgi~s for the

deliv~ry of goods and services to th~ primary system in

Belize

Wh~le the Project may not have developed this strategy

directly it provided a conveni~nt opportunity for irs

emergence.
BESTAVA~ABLECOPY
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Participation in the Project stimulated the Ministry of

Education in Antigua to establish a Reading Centre for

the teaching of reading to children p.xperiencing

difficulties. Teachers in the school system can refer

children to this Centre for help by teach~rs specially

trained in the teaching of reading. Correspondingly

teachers may· go to the Centre for inservic~ training in

the teaching of reading as well as for needed support or

for supplementary material for particular children.

Again it is not possible to say that the Centre was a

direct outcome of the Project but the fact is that the

Project did cradle the conditions which led to its

creation.

Prior to the Project there was no common syllabus or

curriculum for primary education in BVI. The Primary V

Examinations which determine entry to high schooling was

not set on any specific syllabus. The Project provided

the' framework for the emergence of a common curriculum

for all grades of the primary school.

This has been welcomed by teachers and principals for a

number of different reasons. First, they claim that it

facilitates transfers from one school to the next which

sometimes occur. In the past children being transferred

had difficulty in being placed and in continuing their

education without serious disruption and discontinuity.

Second,: it now provides a common syllabus for the

Primary V Examinations. All schools and teachers can
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prepare students for this Exam~na~ion knowing the

content on which the pupils will be tested.

It would appear thar.,the Project provided the framework

for the emergence of a commen curri,culum in BVI. ~vh~l~

~here was a felt need fOTsuch a development the

necessary lecal momenrum"for its creation had not been

fcrt.hcoming. The Project crea1:ed this momen'Cum and

strengchened t.he advocacy of those who wished such a

development to tak= place.

Both St. Vince~t and Dominica used the Project to direc~

resources to the improvement of primary education in

rural areas. Arguing that the' urban schools in both

countri~s had betcer trained teachers, bet1:er facilities

a!".d g:-ea'cer ccmr.mni::y support. the !·!inist=-ies of both

countries located the Project in rural schools which

~hey perceiv~d w~re in need of dev~lcprnental

ossiscance. ~c schools in th~ cap~ta~5 of either

country wer~ sel~ctpd as Project schools.

Ministry a':":-'·-."'-~·:" ",r"':-e chat i: "\:~e Prcject did i~prove

qual~ty In these rural schools then generalization to

~he rest of the syst~m would be easier than if similar

gains we=e ~ad~ in beeler endowed urban settings. Also

1£ the.Prcject:were successful i~ ~hese schools it could

be successful anywhere.

Given the circumsta~ces of primary educa~ion in both

countries this was a·perfectly justifiable pos1tion to

take. If resources and development are directed to the

areas of greatest need. then maximum returns can be

BEST AVAILAEJLE COpy
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expected from~all inputs. Conversely if the constraints

are so great as to frustrate strategies developed on

conventional lines then alternative strategies would

need to be found ..

That the Project inputs did result in improved learning

environments in both countrles with .improved teacher and

pupil performances in these rural.schools should

provide the Ministries of Educatio~ of boch countries

with· the confidence to employ similar strategies for the

continued development of rural primary schools. The

lessons learned could be of use to other countries with

similar cirumstances

Eight of the nine countries participating in the curriculum

aspects of ~heProjEct select students for secondary

schooling by means of. some typ~ of examination either at age

eleven years or at age twelve years.

In the case of St. Kitts-Nevis students arp- automatically

promoted from primary to secondary school withou~ any

achievement criterion being required.

Because the Project has focused on curriculum for tne 7-:-11

age g~oup countries can be categorized into two groups.

Those that have their selection examinations during year

four of the Project and those having them one year later.

Countries having the examination at 11+ are Barbados, St.

Lucia, Antigua and·Hontserrat. Countries having a 12+

examination are Belize;: ,St. Vincent, Dominica and BVI. This

latter group of countries have had to make some d~cision on

how they will bridge the one year gap between the end of the
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us~ of Project ~at~rial and th~ end of th~ir system of

primary~ducation.

Th-.: project: has had impact on the: comrnon·,.:nrrancf.' or

secondary school s~lecLion process: in thr~~ distinctly

d.l.ff~rl2nt'wa·Ys. First,' both Evaluation Offic;.::rs bmploy:::d by

th~ Projcc~ 'ov~r its duration have at th~ requ£st of s€v?ral

countri~s g1ven- tcchnicalassistanc~with r~spp.ct to

r~fo:cml.ng tE;sting strat,:::.gies. This has r.;~sult;;:~d in chang's

in th~ focus a~d fcrma~ of th~ testing instrumEnts ~mploy~d

in the sel2ction proc~ss. In the case of B~lize thp

aZs1stance was·~ubstantial.

Sacond, the Project has influ~nc~d cont~nt on which ~h?

6xamina~ions ars based. ~ll of the t~rritori~s conc~rn~rt

~ith...~r hav~ adopt:bd fU'lly ths cor~ curriculum of particular

subj~cts or hav~ r8vissd their existing syllabuses in the

proc~ss of incorporatirig.th~ Proj~ct content and m~thodology

for t~achirig in all schocls. Th~ ~xaminations Ln all

countri~s ~cnsist of t~sts in English and Mathematics. In

addition 1 som~ coun~ri~~ hav~ ~?sts in Sri~ns2 and Social

Srudii:.-S OT us ...: a G·.;;n0ral PapEr which includ2s Sci-me'"- and

Soc~al Studies qu~stions.

Th\;, Project com:<;";m: wi 11 chang,;. thc~ Common Ent rancccont ;.~n"':"

to th~ sam~ ~xt~nt as it chang~s ~h~ syllabus content in

~ach subj~ct in ~ach country. This is b~caus~ in most

count~ics th~ s~l~ction ~xamindtionsar~ baS2d on ~~~

syllab~s for the primary schools i~ th~ subj~ctsthat ar~

:2xamin<.o:d. In' Dominica, for p.xampl;" Cornmon EI'!tranc~

syllabusEs ar~ b~ing s~ud~~d for implpmentation nationally.

Th~s2:'5yllabusisdr~ based larg~ly on th~ carr curriculum ~f

':..hl~ .Project in English -and "Mathematics. S(:v~::ral othl;.'r

'..:.£;rritoii~s ar~ -making similar' adjustmEnts to the syllabus

r~quir.d:m€:nts ~for th<,,-s~ ;:·xaminations ..

.-. BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Third is pupil performance. As reported in detail in

Chapter III under the section on Impact on Pupil
Performance, hard evidence exists to show that there were

marked increases in the performance of pupils in the pilot
schools of Barbados on the Common Entrance Examinations when

compared to that of the parallel schools in the same
territory. In addition, some evidence exists ~o show

similar results in other territories

There is an abundance of evidence to show that steps are

being taken to integrate th~ Project outcomes into the

regular educational systems of the countries. These efforts
can bp- classified und~r the following hea~ings~ curriculum

reform, curriculum p€rsonnp.l i adjustments. teach~r

education, and limitations. Each is discussed b~low

.'
Curricufum Reform

All nine countries participating in the ProjecT have either

carried out. or ar~ 'in the process of carrying out curriculum

reform exercises in which the curriculum products of the

Project are being incorporated into their pr.imary education
policies. Montserrat and BVI have adopted as their national

curriculum the cor~ curriculum in all subject a~eas in which
'they participated. Dominica. St. Lucia and St. Vincent have

similarly adopted the Social Studies curriculum. In

Barbados where the Proj~ct curricula closely ~greed with

that of the national curriculum, the expansion of particular
topics included in the Project curricula has been adopted

and the entire Project materials have been a~opted as
resource and enrichment materials for the entirp primary



:68 ..

system~ These include the teachers' manuals and pupils'
worksheets

, .

St. Lucia, St. Vincent. ,and ~~ •. Kitts are revising their

national curricula in Science to ~n~lude content from the
Project. They are adoptin,g all the materials. for .support of

the revised curricula. By these various strategies the

curricula reform started in the Project -""i.ll be con:=ol.ida1:ed

as a part of the sev~ral national 3ystems.

The extension granted for the purpose of the dissemination

of the Project products has greatly assisted governments in

th~ir attempts to institutionalize the curriculum outcomes

of the Project.

The Ministries of Education have not only sought to reform

curriculum in Language Arts, Mathematics, Social Studies and

Science but they have also 50ugh~ to relate these develop­

ments to curri?ulurn planning and development in the
Ministries themselves. In Barbados, where a Curriculum Unit
alrea~y existed and where personnel from that Unit were

. '-involved in the d~v~lopment of the Project materials,
. ;, orientation and trai~ing is planned for a large number of

Education Officers. to make them ~onversant and famili'ar with

the materials so that they can ~ffec~ively assist schools in

the reforms that are being implemented. They will be

following the Project pat.tern where one officer' will be
i'respohsible for assisting five schools in one particular

-SUbject area. Barbados is therefore institutionalizing

Project practice seeing that they already had the
. . .. .-

appropriate curriculum structure.
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In St. Lucia.the Curriculum and Natiqnal Development Unit

will be taking responsibility for implementation and

continued development of the materials. Similarly the

Curriculum Unit in the Ministry of Education in Belize will

function in a similar way. In St. Kitts-Nevis the Teachers

Training College - which has the responsibility for

cu~riculum - has a~r0acy started to devise ways of

implementing the new curriculum in schools.

In St •. Vincent, Dominica, BVI, Montserrat and Antigua, the

Ministries of Education have made proposals to have included

in their respective establishments a curriculum officer who

would have duties similar to that of the PIO.

Allt~e countries are therefore attempting to develop or

improve their capacity to manage the curriculum process in
\'.,'

their systems, following up the impact made by the Project.

Several countries have begun to look at curriculum at the
.. :

I~fantlevel and.at the Junior - Secondary or forms 1-3

level of the High. School to see the kinds of curriculum
. . '. -,

adjustments that need to be made.in the process of

institutionalizing the Project outcomes. In this regard

countries need to look at the experiences and contributions

of the Regional Pre-school Project funded by several

agencies and executed by the UWI and also that of the
,. . ._~

Be~nard van L~er Foundation. Some dialogue would need to

take place betwee~ educators at the early. childhood level. . -';

and thos~ re~~onsiblef~r primary.ed~c~tion. ~

. .
Dominica has used the primary Project as the basis for

planning curriculum for its junior secondary program. It is

no accident therefore that some schools have redeployed some
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of the teachers trained by the Project to teach a~ the forms

1-3 level

Teacher Education

In order to ensu=e ~hat there will be a continuous supply of

t~dchers trained to teach the new ~uLr~cula, Ministri~s cf

Education had includ~d Teacher3; Colleg~ tutors in ~he four

subject areas as Subjec~ Leaders and had kept the College3

~n constant supply of materials.

Most of the tarr.itcries involved in the Project have been

using workshops run by the Organization for Cooperation in

Overseas Developmen~ (OCOD) of Canada to orient unqualified

leachers in classroom practices and teaching mpt~odology.

St. Vincen~ had begun to use these works~ops to provicp

unqual~f1ed teachers WL~h orienta~ion and trainlng 1n ~h€

use of Project materials. Other coun~ries are thinking of
f~llo""ng -h's l~-~ ~~~ ~u~~~~ ··'o~~~·hcn~ 0; 1a~C a~d_\....I .... VY....... \-..... __ c.::..,.4 __' • .::" J.~U~l ..... ,'v .l"i..... _.::' ..I'J-:,J ......

thereafter. Such eff~rts assis~ iri institu~lonalizing tho

Project in both inservice and pre-serv1ce modes of ~each~~

~raining operatIng in th~se countries

The 5hortcoming he£~ is ~hat ~he Project mater1als developed

for teachers w~re not packaged co be t~ught in 30 or 40 hour

courses in formal ~~acher training program 1n the

pr~-servic~ or inservice mode. These materials the~efore

need to be transformed ~nto courses in methodology and

curriculum to be ~aught in colleges dur1ng the academic year

or in 1nservice summer courses.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Limitations

Despite all the success that has be~n achieved through the

informal spread of Project materials from Project schools

and theinfor~al acceptance of syllabuses and materials by

Ministries of Education as part of the National Curriculum

policy the major limitation on the impact of the Primary

Project on primary education in the participating countries

is that some governments do not have the resources to

implement the program nationally as the UWI/USAID

lmplemented it in five.Project schools in each ~erritory.

The Car1bbean has had experience with other pilot prcjPcts

which have developed excellent materials for teachers and

pupils which were demonstrated and proven to have the

capability of signif1canLly increasing and improving

Language and Mathematics achievement of students at the

primary level. Yet these same materials when distrJbuted to

the total primary system in the countries in which they were

developed did not have the same ~ffec~ as in the pilot stage

principally because the national dissemination was not

accompanied by the support services tha~ were an integral

ingredient of the pilot stage. Two outstanding examples of

this have been the Caribbean Primary Mathematics material

developed by CAMDU in St. Lucia and the Primary Language

Arts materials developed by the Language Material Workshop

1n Jamaica. The lesson learned from these two experie~ces

1S that the power of improvement. of these materials lay much

more in the process than in the products.

Workshops to orient teachers to the materials, followed by

school visits by resource persons to assist. the teachers to

~nterpret and implement ihe ideas J.n their classes,

supported by further visits over a year or mor~'~ntil

~eache~s have fully assimilated and internalized the
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strategies and concepts are as important as the materials

~hemselves.

From discussion~ with CEOs, Principals and Teach~rs in the

various territories it would appear that only the small~s:

tarritories - BVI and Montserrat - and Barbados will be able

to institutionalize both the process as well as the products

dpveloped by th~ Project. Other countries which hav~ much

la=ger systems than BVI and Montserrat do not hav~ ~ither

th~ infras~ructure or ~esources as does Barbados. In thes~

ccuntr~~s Proj~cr- materials are no~~ lik?ly to ~esult ~n any

3~gnif1cant improvement in primary education. They seem

head1ng to repeat ~he experiences of both the Caribbean

Primary Maths and the LMW Language Arts projects. The

oriencation cf principals plus one day orientation in each

subject for each ~eacher provided by the Project du~ing the

Extension is certainly not sufficlent to ensure ~ffective

impac~ in che non-Project schools. St. Kltts-Nevis,

Antigua, Dominica, Beize, St. Vincen~ and St. Lucia need

substantial assistance ~n order for them to in~~itutionalize

the Project precesses as well as its products.

The second l~mi~ation on impact of (he Project is th~ need

for a continuous supply of the materials at low cost. The

question is how long will the current supply of mat~rl~ls,

delivered through the dissemination phase last? The form in

Wh1Ch the ma~erial was developed ar-d disseminared would no~

e~5ure their constant use by teach~rs and pupils for any

l~ngth of cim~. Now that nine primary systems will be using

~ha materials nationally, should not some o~her form of

production ana distribution be consldered? Now tha~ the

Project has developed these products ~nd created a demand

for them should not their continued supply be a matter for

firm recommendation by ~heir developers and sponsors? The

Project seems to b~ leaving th1S matter as a loose end that

BESTAVA~A8LECOPY
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hopefully will be tied up somehow in the future. OWl and

USAID both seem ~o have some responsibility to determine the

future of the materials on a more definite basis. It would

seem almost irresponsible to leave the production of the

materials on the present basis.

The third limitation is the assumption that the continued

rev~sion of materials developed for the four subject areas

and the development of materials for the other subjects of

the primary curriculum not included in the Project will b~

developed on some other basis. How will these materials be

revised? Surely it could not be intended that these

materials constitute the final form of curriculum d~velopmenr

in these countri~s for the forseeable future, even fer ever~

How will the similar syllabuses, curricula and materials be

developed for other subject areas taught in primary schools?

If the answer to these questions is through the curriculum

units in the different countrip.s then some further quesrions

have to be raised. Basically the central Project staff was

a reg~onal curriculum Unit located in the SOE, UWI

developing common curricula and materials in partnership

with nine small states. This mode of curriculum development

has several economic and educational advantages. It creates

che basIs for advantages of economies of scale in producing

and distributing textbooks, and teacher and pupil materials

for these small states. If the revision of these materials

is on a territorial basis without regional coordination will

It not undermine th€ very advantage that has been cr~ated by

iis regional origin?

Secondly the regional cooperative en~erpris~ which developed

the materials sponsored cross fertilizati.on of ideas and

exchange of solutions between pr1mary systems that wer~

otherwise isolated. The educational advantages of this

1nterchange and exchange between primary educators and

BEST AV-4ILADLE COpy
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administrators were enormous. Will the revision of these

materials take place solely on a territorial basis with the

lnbu~l~ liabili~y of narrow insularity whEre the intimacy of

relationships could undermine needed objectivi~y?

The situation that ~he continued development. of primary

education faces is precisely what existed before the Projec~

started .. But the Project has cl~arly demonstrated a more

powerful and productive approach. The ques~ion is how can

this continuE on a more permanent basis?
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Chapter "\71

LESS0NS LEARNED FRQr-1 U1PLEr1ENTATION OF THE PROJECT

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and comment

on the major lessons learned from the implementation of the

Primary Education Project which, as noted in the Introduc~'

tion, is one of the three components of the larger: regional

Caribbean Education Development Project (Number 538-0029) 0

Lessons learned should provide useful information for the

funding agency, the University of the West Indies, and the

Ministries of Education in the region.

The Regional Hodel

1. Assigning responsibility for the implementation of the

Caribbean Education Development Project to three regional

agencies, namely, the Caribbean Development Bank: the

Caribbean Examinations Council: and the University of the

West Indies, worked effectively since each had already

demonstrated the capability to deliver products and

services to the territories of the region.

2. In the case of both the Secondary and Primary Education

Projects, the use of Project Officers in each participating

territory worked ""ell i implementation of the Projects

would have been next to impossible without their

participation. It should be noted, however, that for

the Primary Education Project, the Project Implementation

Officers (PIOs) \-7ere employed by the Project on a full···

time basis while for the Secondary Project the Local

Coordinators \-lere employed by CXC on only a half···time

basis. Experience shows clearly that territorial

project officers shculd be ~ssign~d on a full-tim~ bnsis.
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3. ~~other strength of the regional model with res~ect to

the Primary Education Project was the selection of a stron0

qualified Project Coordinator and ? team of four highly

qualified curriculum sgecialists; one for each subject area·

which the Project treated- Language ?rts, f:athernatics;

Social Studies, and Science. ~he fifth wember of the

staff was an Evaluation Specialist.

4. The organization for Project implementation ~Tithin each

territory paralleled the structure of the central office

Coordinator (the PIO), Subject Hatter Leaders, and a

Project Implementation Unit Hhich served in an advisory

capacity for its territory. This arrangement ~royided

stability for Project implementation even though in some

cases (PIUs) parts of the structure did not function well

during the entire life of the Project.

5. At the outset of the Project, there T/las a question as to

vlhether its implenentation should take place Hithin tr~e C".7I; s

School of Education -- that is; as an integral part of

the program ..... or as a serarate unit attached to t:te

School of Education. The la~ter alternative was chosen

and this decision proved ~o be a sound one since it has

worked well for overall Project implementation. T~ere

r'Tere some proJ:::lems 1 however: vli th respect to hm;

Faculty members of the School of Education should be

related to the Project. Over tL~e most of these problems

T,lere Horked out.

6. The Project die. function vlithin the overall structure

of the University, however: and this meant that it could

enjoy the services of the institution's Finance Office.
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Since the Project involved considerable travel and

dissemination of curriculQ~ products~ and the disburse­

ment of funds to territorial governments, the Finance

Office provided a considerable support service.

7. The identification and involvement of pilot schools for

each participating territory as a means of effecting

change was also a strength of the model used for the

Primary Education Project.

o. Another strength was the fact that curriculum products

were produced on a predetermined schedule which meant that

the products were produced and tested on a sequential

basis, that is first for 7-8 year olds, next for 8··9 year

olds 1 then for 9-10 year olds r and finally for 10··11

year olds. This arrangement had the strength of not

imposing the total load on the Project at the outset: but

it had the weakness of delaying production and dissemination

of products for older primary children, and of not

providing continuous strong support for teaching and

using curriculum materials which had been introduced in

previous years.

9. Another positive element in the area of curriculum

development was the fact that only four subject areas

were selected, three which were fairly common to the region

(Language Arts, Mathematics and Science) and one which was

relatively new (Social Studies). Similarly, the fact

that €ach territory could opt for which subject areas

it wanted to be involved in added strength to the

arrangement.

10. Perhaps the most significant factor which was built

into the model from the outset was that West Indian

educators would be involved in every aspect of Project
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L~plementation, and the i~volvement of classroom

teachers at every stage in the curriculum development

process - planning, preliminary draft, editing/field

testing and classroom assistance to teachers by Project

Staff, PIOs, Subject Leaders and other resource persons.

This feature, perhaps more than any other, contributed

to the overall success of the Froject.

11. The Project model called for implementation in the

part~cipating territories through the respective

i!inistries of Education. This was a wise decision

for both educational and political reasons. It

allowed for some degree of direct participation by

the !-1inistries in decision making as well as

providing some insurance that Project outcomes vlo~ld be

institutionalized. vfuile there were strengths in

this arrangement, there \'lere also weaknesses. All

Subject r'!atter Leaders Here employees of the JYlinistry

ar..d therefore ..,ere called on to ~erform their reS~.ll,=.r

~,anistry teaching functions as T.-lell, this meant tha-c. in

some cases they were not always available to serve the

Project. The release of ~rincipals and Teachers fro~

schools to participate in Project ~orksho9s was also

under the control of the r·:inistries and on occasion

some of them were reluctant to approve such releases.

12. Hhile the overall Project design for the three compon-'

ents had many desirable features; it must be noted that

little provision was Duilt into the design to ensure a

degree of coordination among ~he three par~s or to provide

means for relationships and cross-fertilization. The

overall Project was designed to improve primary and

secondary education in the English-speaking Caribbean

'territories; there were three components' one for

constructing primary schools; a second for imprOVing
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primary education, and a third for improving secondary

education. There would have been advantages for all

parties concerned to have had some interrelationships

among the three components at least for exchanging

information. One exception to the lack of coordination

was that the Project Coordinator OI the Primary Education

Project served on the CXC Secondary Education Projectts

Hanagement Committee and the CXC Regi~trar served on the

primary Education Project Advisory Group.

13. The design of the Primary Project did not take into account
a realistic position regarding generalization of Project

outcomes. As pointed out in greater detail in the next

chapter, some territories (at least 6 of the 9) are now

facing generalization of outcomes on their own and without

adequate resources to do so. This situation could mean

that these territories may soon be back to square one.

This is a lesson that was learned from earlier curriculum
development projects in the Caribbean.

Project Management

1. In any administrative effort, effective communication,

between manag~ment and irnplementors is of importance.

In the complex administrative structure which

characterized this regional Project and which involved

ten separate countries, effective communication ~las of

critical importance. This was further evidenced by the

fact t?at three of the four Subject Matter Specialists

serving on the staff lived in territories outside

Barbados, and that the tenPIOs lived and worked in

their respective territories. The system of regular

reporting at all levels to ensure proper monitoring of

the program worked reasonably well although there were

occasional delays in submitting reports.
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~ith respect to finances 7 it was necessary to have ~

central finance office which did the accounting for

the Project and made disbursements of funds to appro-

priate persons and ugencies. This service ...,as eff:=c·--·

tively provided by the u. ~'i • I" Cave Hill Campus Finance

Office. It was al30 necessary that the participating

territories provided timely and accurate accounting of

Project funds recei'led from U. H. I.

3. Experience shovied that orovisions had to be made =ro~

tL~e to time for unexpected circumstances and for

responding to special nGeds/situations. This required

a degree of flexibility in Project management and this

T."1as done Tllithout jeopardizi~g overall Project cutco17les.

A specific example was in the case of 3VI which was

permitted to participate in the Project in only 'c~tiO

curriculum areas instead of three because of its late

ent~!. Even its late entry was something of a ~odifica­

tion. Other examples are included in the section on

unplanned outcomes iZ1 Chapter IV.

4. ~election of quali~ied Project Staff was critical to

the effective implementation of the Project. ~ention

alrec:.dy has been made of the significant contributions

of the central Project Staff and the PIOs in the

territories. In this Project, Ministries of Education

were permitted/requested to identify key educational

leaders in their res~~~tive territories to serve as

~roj~ct Officers. This procedure, even though it

involved some risk; turned out to ~e an effective way

to select Project personnel. The risk arises if

Ministries will not free persons full-time for the

assignments, and/or use this avenue to unload incompetent

!'1inistry Officers. Fortunately" this did not happen.

In fact; in one case the Ministry of a territory later

employed the PIO as a Senior Education Officero
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5. l1inistries of Education were also requested to identify

and·aPI?oint two Subject Hatter Leaders for each subject

area in which the respective territories vlere involved in

the Project. Overall, this arrangement did not Hork as

well as in the case of the PIOs. For the most part;

Subject I'latter Leaders were selected from among head

teachers, Education Officers and Teacher Training

College staffs. The ~ ssign.n:tcnts. hO\'lever: \'1ere add'ons r

extra load in nature. This meant that the time available

to participate in Project implementation was limited:

sometimes severely so. In addition, in some territories,

~linistries of Education were reluctant to release personnel

from their regular assignments to do Project work. The

arrangement probably would have worked better if some

remuneration had been made available for salary as well

as for travel expenses. In spite of these inherent

weaknesses in the arrangement] Project implementation in

many territories was carried on at a high level of

effectiveness.

6. The conduct of territorial and administrators training

workshops involved the selection of resource personnel to

provide training. In view of the diversity among the

participating territories it was important that trainers

were \iell acquainted \"lith the characteristics of the

educational systems for which training was being provided.

With one or two specific exceptions, this aspect of

implementation was carried out effectively.

7. Travel expenses provided for PIOs were totally inadequat:e.

The rates for mileage Here prescribed on the basis of U.S.

standards which are irrelevant to the Caribbean where the

cost of gasoline, motor oil, and repairs and the condition



of roads are vastly different than in the U.S. For

future projects in the Caribbean involving local travel,

USA!D may wish to develop some variation of its general

policy for travel expenses ....,hich ....iould be more appropriate

for the Caribbean.

s~ There were some problems related to the disburse~ent of

Project funds to territorial governments. The nolic~~s

established for this project required that CEOs su~~it

vouchers to the Project Office. In at least one case,

the CEO was required to submit his vouchers to the

territorial government thinking that the require~ents

were met and assumed that the government would then be

reimbursed accordinqly This arrangement is similar to

many bilateral agreements between grantor and grantee.

In such cases the reci?ient government ~s requ~rec to

include the funding for a project in its national bUdget

for the particular X1inistry charged with. imple~entir:.S'

the ~roject. In this case the qovern~ent is ~ot r~auired

to s12bmit vC1.lchers. ~l:e question, in this ne','l project

model involving re~ional institutions and national

governments is, ~hat syst~~ cf fin~ncial accou~tabi:ity

is appro~riate, desirable; and consistent. It a~~ears

that this is another area thct needs to be reexa~ined

and discussee by all the partners concerned' USAI~.

regional institutions and the national governments.

The Curriculum Development ?roces~

1. 'rhe mocel used Y.7as essenti2.1ly a r" from the bottom up

.:!.pproach rather than :, from the top do....m". It':"s best

described as a partici?ator~ ~cdel in which principals

and Teacher~ were included i~ the decision making process.

The model worked vTell anc. generZtted a sense of m-mershi;;

and corrmitment on the part of participants with res~ect

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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to the products which were developed. It was one of

the main factors which contributed to the overall

success of the Project, and the primary factor with

respect to curriculum development.

,

2. The use of regional, territorial, and local workshops

as the vehicles for curriculum development and inservice

training of teachers also worked well. Diversification

of the function of the three types of workshops added

to the effectiveness of the arrangement. Regular

monitoring of the conduct of workshops by participant

evaluation provided a means for improving subsequent

workshops. Such evaluation characterized each workshop.

3. While workshops were effective vehicles for curriculum

development, lessons were learned about their conduct.

For example, the closing of schools so that teachers

could attend territorial workshops did not work well in

most territories. Parental complaints were loud and clear,

especially when workshops were scheduled near the time

of the administration of common entrance examinations.

Early on, it was learned to set a realistic agenda for

what could be accomplished.

4. Inclusion of background subject matter content and

instructional assistance in. the curriculum products

were strong features of the process.

5. From the beginning, it was known that curriculum products

must be produced and disseminated on a low-cost basis •

. The advantages are obvious but the territories will soon
.•.J. " .

face the problem of how to replace materials that are

certain to disintegrate with use.
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Inservice Training of Teachers

1. Inservice training of teachers was inte~~oven with the

curriculum development process. In fact, working

cooperatively with professional, peers to develop new

curriculum ~aterials is in itself orofessional training.

2, JUdging from comments by 9articipants, more training

should have been providec. i~ testing.

3. Training during the life of the Project was provided

for teachers in three important ~aY3'

a. Participation in workshops

b. Written instructions in teachers l manuals

c. On the spot assistance by territorial S~bject

:·!atter Leaders and staff Subject i!atter Specialists

~ogether: these three factors cont~ibuted grea~ly to tr.e

~_mprovement of teaching in the pilot sc~ools.

Turnover Problem

1. One of the important lessons :earned in the Project is

the fact that there was a high degree of turnover among

personnel at almost ever7 level of Project inplernentation.

For, 'example ~

a. In the central Project staff of si~ people, there were

two changes during the life of the Project, one caused

by death, the other by resignation.

B£ST AVAILABLE COpy



135.

b. Among the nine PIOs l six served for the life of the

Project, three did not. In one territory, there were

four different PIOs.

c. Among Subject Matter Leaders in the territories there

was high turnover. For example, in the areas of Social

Studies .. - selected by five territories _.. t~lO persons

were to have carried this responsibility for each

territory for a total of ten Subject Matter Leaders in

Social Studies. By the end of the Project, 16 persons

. had served in this capacity.

d. But by far the turnover problem was most critical at

the local level among Principals and especially

Teachers.

2. For the implementation of a Project which aims to bring

about educational change, turnover creates serious

problems. In every instance where some one leaves a

position, it means that Project implementation in the

situation is back to square one and the process of

orientation in that particular situation is delayed.

3. When one considers the problems caused by turnover:

one can comprehend more fully what has been accomplished

through this Project. It succoeded in ~~ite of turnover.

Achievements might have been even greater if turnover

rates had been lower.

4. An ·interesting sidelight _.~ not everything about turnover

was negative. The evalua·tors found that

a. ~lhen pilot school teachers were transferred to non­

Project schools, they often took Project materials

with them and used them in their new positions:
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b. in one territory strong Project class Teachers were

deliberately transferred to weaker non-Project schools

to strengthen them;

c. in some territories, vThen a pilot school Principal

was transferred to a non-Project school, he/she took

steps to install Project materials and processes in

the new school an~;

d. when Project materials were borrowed, they were, as

one Teacher put it; nconfiscated by the borrower::.

Dissemination of Curriculum Products

1. From the beginning of the ?roject, it was recognized that
the dissemination of curriculum materials would be

difficult. Experience showed that this was the main

problem of implementation during the life of the Project.
This was so for a number of reasons

~. lack of hardware to produce materials: actually,
appropriate hardware should have been in place in
the Project office from the outset;

b. lack of sufficient software (paper and ink) at the
time when it was needed;

c. difficulties surrounding the transporting of materials
f~orn territory to territory:.

d. some delays in getting workshop reports so that

materials could be produced in a timely fashion;

e. lack of adequate funding for dissemination early in
the Project and;
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f. the piling up of heavy production and dissemination

demands in the last year of the Project.

2. A number of concrete and important steps were taken to

resolve at least some of these problems and it is to the

credit of USAID and the Project management that such

resolutions were made. yor example·

a. USAID approved a one-year extension of the Project

targeted specifically on dissemination.

b. USAID made concessions to permit the purchase of hard­

ware to speed up the dissemination process; funds were

made available to purchase electroniq scanners,

collators, typewriters, and duplicators not only for

the Project Office, but also for the territories.

Attention was called to this problem in the 1982 mid­

Project Evaluation Report.

c. The Project Coordinator employed additional part-time

staff to assist in the production and dissemination

process. A dedicated support staff worked beyond

the call of duty to ensure that materials were
produced and shipped.

d. Transporting of materials was often handled by Subject

Matter Specialists as they travelled from territory

to territory to conduct workshops.

3. The lesson learned from this Project and two other

curriculum projects in the Caribbean is that the power of

improvement of curriculum materials lay as much in the

process used for their development as in the products.
themselves.



4. Disse~ination involves more than the distribution of

curriculum products. Examples in the field of education

are many which show that the Qistribution of print/gra~hic

mate~ials without supporting orientation and instruction

and supervision in ea~ly stages of use result in little

or no improvement. The Primary Ecucation Project

demonstrated clearly that i~provments are much ~ore

likely to result ~·'hen dissemination includes both the

distribution of products and the supportinq servic8s

necessary to launch and sustain their use.

5. The importance of supporting services in dissemination

activities is well documented by what pilot school teachers

reported ina study conducted by the Internal Evaluation

Specialist. Hard evidence fro~ this study reveals ';'In::l.t

Teachers believe to have been the most significant aspects

of Project implementation. The various aspects were rank

orderac. by Teachers of pilot schools as follows

2, Hcw-<.ng Subje.d Sp~!.U((,w.ts (-j!:.cm the StCl.~ 61 \,},['~)':'-t :t::c.,~':

t.eJrJ"vi.;toJU.~s t.o :~ef.p t.e..~chVts.

3 ..

,s u.. bj e.c.t.

4.· The. lugh qu.a.Lu.y 01 :te.a.dung ma-tvU.aLs

5. Ha.v-<.ng .6U.:J j e.c:t .te.a.a2,.'t.6 (..in :th.e. :te./I.JU,tC.u~!J) to

. :to-da.y gu..ida.nc.e. ..in e.a.c.h 6U.C j e.ct

Th6 fact teat Teache~= ra~keci i~7Dorting services (1;.2;3) above
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the high quality of teaching materials, and the fact that

distribution of the materials in quantity was ranked 7 is

clear evidence of the importance of providing supporting

services in dissemination activities.

Generalization of Project Outcomes

1. Both Sto Vincent and Dominica used the Project to improve

primary education in rural areas. Arguing that the urban

schools in both countries had better trained teachers;

better facilities and greater community support; the

Ministries located the Project in rural schools vhich

they preceived were in greater need of developmental

assistance. They argued that if the Project improved

quality in these schools then generalizaiton to the

rest of the system would be easier than if similar gains

were made in better endowed urban settings, and if the
Project were successful in these rural schools it could
be successful anywhere. That the Project did result

in improved learning environments in both countries with

improved teacher and pupil performances in these rural

schools should provide the Ministries of Education of

both countries with the confidence to employ siQila~

strategies for the continued development of rural

primary schools. The lessons learned could be of use

to other countries with similar circumstances.

2 0 The"implementation of the Primary Education Project

demonstrated that unanticipated spread of 'Project out··

comes can and does occur. For example' non-Project

school teachers heard about the new curriculum materials

and requested to receive the materials for their, use;

Principals and Teachers who were transferred from pilot
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schools to non-Project schools used ~roject materirls

and processes, non-participating territories learnod

of the Project anc requested to us~ curriculum .r.roduc~s ..

i:linistries of Education incorporated Project clJrricuh1r;

outcomes into their territorial education systems:. etc,

3. The involvement of perscnnel ~ro~ all sectors conc8r~ec

with improving primary eeucation in the implernentati~n

of Project contributes ?ositively to generaliz~tio~

of Project outco~es.

4. Generalization of cutco~cs should take into account ;re'

,and inservice training proqr~ms for teachers. Durin~ the

life of the Project: Teacher Training Colleges were

increasingly involved.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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ChaptE'r VII

PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY

Ar the request of the'USAIDOffice, this chaptet is included

in the Evaluation Report and follows the specific guidelines

provided by tha~ Offic~.

A.' ~.~mma:t:y

The UWI/USAID Primary Education Proj~ct was a subproject

of the larger Caribbean Education Development Project

(Number 538-0029) which also included the Primary School

Construction/R~habilitation~ubp~6ject implemented by

the Caribbean Develo~ment Bank/"and th~ Secondary

Curriculum Dev,,:,lopme:nt sUbprojeci.: implemented by th~

Caribbean Exam~nations Council. The Pr~mary Educa~ion

Project has been underway since DecEmber 1979 and

terminates in 1985. A no-cos~ extension from May 1984

to October 1985 was approved for the Project by the

funding agency.

The principal outcomes of this Project were the

development of nF.W or r~visF.d curriculum materials in

Language Arts, Math~matics, Social Studies and Science
. .

for primary school education (ages 7 - 11) in the

English-speaking Caribbean territories, and the

provision of inservice training of Principals and

Teachers in the pilot schools to use the new curriculum

mat~rials~ These outcomes hav~ b~en achieved, and in

some cases with distinction. One ~xception is that some

work is yet ~o be done to disseminate the materials to

all of the participating Lerritories for use in all

primarysch~ol~. That work is underway and will be

completed. The ?xtension p~riod was for the express
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purpose of completing the dissem~nation act~vity.

Dissemination has been unr.ecessarily delay~c as a r~sult

of lack of appropriate hardware early in the Project;

and a six-mcn~h delay in r~'~i.vj.ng pappr and in:~ from

che U. S. during the extens~or. p~rloc.

In addition to t.he principal outccm~s, the secondary

out-comes wer~ achieved as well as a significant number

of unl;)lanned outcomes. i\ numb:..-c of the unant.icipated

outcomes are v1ewed by th~ Evaluators as con~ributing in

a major way to the overall purposp of thp Project.

The Evaluators wish ~o go en r~ccrd to r~port tha~ thp

implementation of the Primary Education Project has ~et

the anticipated outcomps i~ th~ Project Paper, and in

some cases exceeded wha~ was expect~d. The success of

the implementation ofth~ P~cj€~~ ~an bp. attributed to

many factors but most impor~antly to thp. contributions

of the cencral Project Staff a~1 the territorial Project

Implementation Officers. 7h'O~y c..~::: \~O b~ commend~d for

excel len t. ·",crl·~.

in addition to internal avaluaticn which was conducted

during ~he life of che Project; two mid-Project external

evaluations were held, or-e in 19G1 the other In 1982.

Project implementation subs~qu~n~ ~c thOSA dates

Lefl~ctpd modifications sugg~sted in ~hose Evaluation
Repo [".;: s .

The terminal t~;c".;'ernal p.valuat.:1o!'\ 'Nas planned for in

Deqember 1934 1n Barbados and conducted during the

p~ricd January to June 1985. The on-site visits of the
BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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two evaluators to the participating territories wer~ made

from May 20 to June 20, 1985.'

The design of' 'the external terminal evalu'ationwas basEd on

the requirements'spccified in the Pr~ject Paper (Number

538-0029), and as these are reflected in the approved

eval~ationpian of '1980. In addition, account'was"taken of

the requests of the USAID Office in the following documents:

(a) "Final Evaluation in 1984" (this document w~s prepared

prior to the approval of the extension period), and (b)

"Project Evaluation Summary, Part II." The'external

evaluation covered the following ar6as:

, ,

1. An assessment of the principal outcomes of the Project:

a. The development and use of curriculum materials in

four subject areas -- Language Arts, SocialStudies i

Science, and Mathematics -- and at four age levels

~~8, 8-9, 9-l0~ a~d lO-ll"--:at the primary level

in the participating territories'

b. The dissemination of curriculum materials developed

by the Project to the participating territories

c. The effectiveness and appropriatEness of ~~rri~ulUm

development and teacher training"work~hopsheld-at
; .

the regional, territorial, and local levels

d. The impact of the curriculum and teacher 'training

component of the 'Project on teacher beha~iorand:

pupil- performance; -i-'-

2 ~- 'An assessment of other Project outcomes:

a. Tha training of education administrators in Jamaica
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and in the other nine participating t~rritor~s.

b. The rra1ning of education plann~~s

c. Th~ d~velcpment of health education curriculum

matarials in collaborat.ion with PAHO
'.'

d. Unplanned d~=velopmE:nts and ou';:ccmes ei ther at the

level of the central Project S1>-, ff or in the

territorip.s

3. An assessm!:'nt of Proj(",ct r1anagcm;:nt,

4. An analysis of indica~cr5 of Pro~~c;

institutional1zation within the Univ~rsity and in thE:

c.erritories

5. An assessment of Proj~ct i~pac~ in th~ region generally

G. A compGndiurn of lessons learnEd f~crn

of this Proj~ct.

..".... n2 implE:men':aticn

l~ conduct1ng th~ t2rminal external ~valuation, th~

Evaluation T~am did the following; sxamin~d Project fil~s,

documents: and r~ports~ examinsd ~he cutriculum mat~ridls

produc~d by the Project: criticslly appraised the intsrnal

~valuation reports and their findings: made site visits in

all of th2 participar.ing territori~s and collected

first-hand infcrmar.ion by rnBans cfqu~scionnaires and

interviews with CEOs, PIOs. SUbj~~t Matter Leaders;

Principals and Teachers of pilot schools, Hin~stFY of

Educatlon personnel and, in some cas€s; Teacher Training

College staffs; summarized and analyzed findings from

qu~stionnaire r~5ponses and the int~rviews: held d1Scu5sions

with Project staff; compared the separatesourcss of

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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lnformation for consistency and congruence; drafted a

prelimin~ry E=valuation report:. reviewed the major

~indings of that report with Project staff and USAID .
... , .' . .. . ..

personne:l to correct any inaccuracies in the .Team's

~~ndings; and revised the prelimi~aryeya1uationreport

acco~dingly,:. ..

c. Ex~~rnal.Factor~

It was anticipated that ten territories wou~d participate

in the curriculum development and inservice training:of

teachers .component of the Project (Antigua, Barbados,

Belize, BVI, Dominica, Gr~nada, Montserrat, St. Kitts/

Nevis, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent and the Grenadines) .. : -. .
Grenada withdrew from participating in the Project during

the first year, but has r~cEntly expressed interest in

becoming involv~d (Spring 1985). In addition to the

nine territori~s involved in this component of the....: ..

Project, ~a~aicaparticipated in the training of primary

school prin<::ipals specifically for its o~n. primary

schools

There were no major changes in Project setting for the

host governments of the nine participating territories
or for Jamaica during th€ lif~ of the Project and their

priorit.ies c~ntinu~d strong,. namt:::y F. the improvement of

primary .ed~catio~ in their r.espective territories. In

fact, motivat:ion for participating increa.,sed over. time
and this has created a demand within the territories for

'"Continued ef.forts to improve primary education, a demand

which many of them will find it difficult, if not

Jmpossible r t:0 meet c.onsidt::!ring the unavai lability of
financial. resources to support such efforts.

" , : ...t .•
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D. Input~

Major problems with respEct to inputs dealt with

dissemination activities. During the extension period,

there was a six-month delay in getting paper and ink

from the USA which seriously hamp~r~d timely production

and distribution of curriculum products. A related

problem was caused by the fact that the purchase of

production hardware was not approved by the funding

agency at the outset of ths Proj~ct. Th~ availability

of such hardwara, especially for the central Project

office, at the beginning of the Project would have

increased the efficiency of th€ dissemination ~ffort.

Eventually, for the extension period: USAID approved th~

pruchase of hardware not only for th~ central offic~ but

also for each participating territory as well. This

concession will help considerably in speeding up the

dissem~nation ~rcce~s. It would have been much wiser to

have made this conc8ssion n?ar the b~ginning of the

Project at the time when it was discov~rGd that

dissemination of curricul~~ products was seriously

behind sch~dule. Tha~ ~oint was mad~ clearly in thv

mid-Project Ext~rnal Evaluation Reports of 1981 and 1982.

E. Outputs-----
Outputs as anticipated in the Proj6ct Paper, Appendix

J-2 are listed b~low in column #1 with comments

ragarding th~ir achievement in column ~2.

<2~t!?uts

1. Ne,,,cu!:'ricula consisting

of revised syllabi,

teachers' manuals, and

Commc:nts

Completed. Achievements

are commendable. Low-cost

production, however, means
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pupils' workbooks in

~anguagc Arts, Social

Studies, Science, and

Math-:.matics.

2. Additional teaching aids

and mat~rials related to

the r~vised curriculum

materials.

3. A modifiEd refined model

of curriculum d~velopment

process.

4. Teachers and supervisors

with experience and skill

in use of new instruc­

tional materials, new

m~thods; content,
, .. , ..,-,
testing, and curriculum

dE:vc.lopment.

5. Headt~acheis and

principals trained.

; ," .

Comments

that the materials will not

last long.

Such aids and materials w~re

produc~d by the Project; in

some cases individual terri­

tories produced their own

materials.

Produced. Excellent. And i~

worke-d.

Level of achi~vement of out­

com~ was high in all areas

w1th th~ exception of tp.sting.

Time restraints resulted in

l~ss emphasis on testing in

th~ training workshops, but

even so teachers reported

gains in this arp.a.

Four year-long training

s~ssions in Jamaica trained

72 primary and all-age

principals. Twenty-two

workshops were conducted to

train principals in the other

nine territories. Effective

results.
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5. Project Advisory Group

(PAG)

7. Project Implp.mentation

UnJ.t (PIU) ..

Comments

Funcr.ion~d effectively

7.hroughout the lif@ of the

Proj'?:c~,.

All participating territorip.s

had'PIUs and thei functioned

3atisfactorily for the firs­

~we y~ars cr so. Later,'n

som~ territories ~hp-y ceased

"Co func··:i.on.

Conditions expected at the end of thF..Project as reported i~

Appendix J-l of the Project Paper are listed below in column

#1 and comments regarding the extent to which outcome~ were

achieved are presented "in column #2.

Conditions expected. _.. - -- -_. __.. .._. - - Corninents

1. Pupils achieving The~e is considerable 50ft ~videnc~

l~arn~ng objectiv~s. and 50m2 ha!c ~vid?nce from test

resul~s to shew ~ha~ Proj~ct class

pupils performed better .han

parall::l school pupJ.ls on achieve"

ment tests in ~he four subjec~

areas, and on Common Entranc?

Examina~ion5. for ~xampl~, in 1984

ail fiva of ·the pilot schools ranked

in the top third of all schools in

the Common En~rance Examina~ion of

one territory, while only one

parallel school did so. Three of

~hese ranked in ~he middle and one

in the bottom third. In 1980
BEST AVAILAEJLE COpy



2.

3.

Improved syllabi.

teachers~ manuals

and o~her instruc­

tional ,materials

used by teachers.

Teachers apply1ng

new instructional
methods,' e.g.

increased use of

child-centered
activity, and less

use of' lecturing,

teacher talk, tell­
ing, etc'.·'

199 .. "

Comments

parallel schools did be~ter than

th~ Ptoject schools. Full impac~

of'the Project in this .3rea will

show in two or three years; it is

still too ~arly too judge full

impact nmv

Outcomes achieved. Some materials

are excellent by any standard. Main

problem is that materials are likely

to disintegrate in a couple of

years becaUSe of the low-cost

staple-back b1nding. Lciw-cost

prQduction 1S understandable but it

has long term conspquences.

There is considerable soft evidence

from PIOs, Subject Matter Leaders

Principals: Project staff, and

teachers themselves to show that

teacher behavior has lmproved

markedly in th~ d~sired direction,

For example, there was" a26%

decrease in the use of lecturing.

arid' increases ranging from 11% to

48% in the use of othpr teaching

strategies most of which were

child-centered in approach.

4. Teachers covering
a·btoader r more

.".' enriched content.

Of the teachers who responded to th~

Team's questionnaire, more ~han half

said that their knowledge had

1ncreased "significantly" Or
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(~~ndi tions. e~pect'E!d

Teachers utilizing

more frequent class­

room testing as part

of the evaluation

process.

Teachers creat~ng

materials for usa

by s!.udents.

200.

Comments

hconsiderably" in the four subject

areas. Gains for Social Studies Qnd

Science we~~ higher than fer

Ma~hematics and Language Ar~~.

Of the teach~rs who responded to th~

T~amls ques~ionnair~( 66% r~port~d

~hat ~heir sk11ls in devising better

tpsts had improved "significantlya

or "cons1de~ably" a~ a resulc of

participatlon 1n the Projec~.

The Evaluators. observed evidence of

~h£ use of ~pacher-mad~ ma~erials

1n classrooms in :he pilot schools.

Responses to ~he T~arn's ques~icnnair~

ndicat~e, roughly th6 r abou~ 3 fcur7h

of Project teachers had eith~r h~lped

~o d~velop such ma~erlals or

d?vPlcped r~em or. ~he~r own

7. Headteachers/

principals and

supervisors sup­

por~~ng the curri­

~ulum develcpm~nt

p.roc~ss.

A majority of ~he mor~ rhan 100

Princlpals who par~iClpated in

Project training activi~ies and wno

r~sponded ~o ~hp Team;s ques~ion­

naire for P~inclpals rpport~d that

the ~opics on curriculum dev~lopmen~

wer~ effectjv~ly tdught and relevanr.

~o ..heir rcl~s. Deliberate effor~s

were made in the training to

emphasize ~he role of the Principal

in curriculum development to support

the ongoing act1vicies of the Projec~

BESTAVAILABLE COpy
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in that area. Teachers were asked

to judge the degree of positive

impact the,Project had on upgrading

the performance of their

Principals: 57% said "very high"

or "high", 3:% said medium", an~

10~; said "slight" or II none ."

Additional details concerning outputs and anticipated condi­

tions at the end of the Project are presented in Chapters III

and IV and in Appendix A of this Report.

';;' Purpose

I1Tfte. ba.,,~.ic. puJr.P0.6e. 0'11 tIUA .6u.bp/w jec.:t -i!:. :W hnpJr.C've :the .tea.'Ln,lng

e.nv-UtoY'JneJt-t nOll, the. '(.lIwnaJtlj ,!Jd100J!. age. 8'tOltP [7 -11 !jQ.O./L!:J 06 age.)

tJvwughau..t ;the. /Le.g.ian." (Project Paper, No. 538-0029,

page 25).

This basic purpose was to be accomplished through the

development of new or revised syllabi for Language Arts,

Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies; through the

development of teachers' manuals and instructional aids

for teachers and pupils; through the dissemination of

these curriculum materials to the pilot schools in the

participating territories; through inservice training of

teachers in the pilot schools of the participating

territories using the regional, territorial, and local

workshops as the means for such training; through

training workshops for head teachersjprincipalsin the

participating territories .

. BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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in addition to·these expected principal and secondary

outcomes which were achieved, a n~uber of unplanned

developments and outcomes also resulted from Project

implementation.

T~e anticipated outcomes were achiev~d. T~e ~ajo~

?=oblem, as mentioned ~lsewhere in this Report, ty.'lS J.:rl

the area of disse~.ir..a,'cion of cur:.-iccl~:~ :7\a'te.rials".

s~ction D above.)

The goal of the Project <lias "til vt:;,Ole. .t1t,~ huma.n ,':.e~ou.'·U:2,5 '::'}

the. CcvUbbean :to acJue.vc. .thu't jLl.te. r-c·,te.n,tir.1.. I' :'!easu=es of

goal achievement ideritfied in the Project Paper,

AppendiX J -1, are: ",teCdLc.e wu:,mp£o0me::U .z~ve;2;3.. -i.nc.U!W e. :-" ....odL..c.U\.',i. ;:~; ,

·~.:d Gowe-J:. bi./r..th ,'ta.te." An~ual reports and statistics Q:=
sover~~ents were

c.chievement.

t.o 1:e the
- . _. .. - -

:n.eans er: 'lerl.J:lca,,::.or':. (~l: ·;C'3....:..

__ is obvious that it is premature to make any

judgements relative to achievemerit of the anticip2ted

long-range goal. Nevertheless, one can assume, as was

done in the Project Paper itself, that improvements in

pupil performance will ultimately contribute positively

to that goal. These improvements are discussed in

Chapter III and in section E abov~.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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H~ ~Benefic±aries".- -_...._--
"" ..

Direct beneficia~ies of thecimplementation of th~

Prl.mary Education Project. were~

1. The pupils of the 5 pilot schools in each of the 9

participating territories

2. The teach~rs and principals of those pilot schools

3. The 72 Principals in Jamaica who were trained under

au~pices of the Project

4. The Ministries of Education of Jamaica and the nine

participating territories in the curriculum

development and teacher training component of the

Project

5. The Projec~ Implementation Officers

6. The ~roject Staff

Indirect beneficiaries were:
--_.~__ 'h__ •__ •• ".o:-::~- ..----------

1. The SUbject Matter Leaders in each of the nine

participating territories

2. The pupils in non-project classes in the pilot schools

.. - '"'. ~ ,,;

3. The p~pils in the non-i?r'oject sci1'ools in
..; . I.' ~.: • .:. ~. ','

participating territories
'"' , , ':'.1

the

4. The. seven Teacher Training Coll~gesin the
, parti.cip~ting territorie'~\ ',,;

- f.
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5. The University of the West Indies~ Mona Campus in

Jamaica, and Cave Hill Cam~)Us in Barbados

6. Non-par~1cipating territories which now use the

curriculum products

7. Teach~rs and principals of non-Project schools who

participated in territorial and/or local wor~sho?s

Chapt~r IV treats this topic in detail under the

headings of inter-agency cooperative activities r

training 2.ctivities, curriculum d~velopment acti"ities.-

.and·unplanned outcomes of a general nature.

J. Lessons Learned

Chanter VI treats this topic in detail ~nd~r the'

headings~ the rpgional ~odel: pr~j~c~ management, the

~urriculum development process: i~service training of

teachers, the turncver problem; dissemination of

curriculum products; and generalization of Project

outcomes.

Special commendation 1S due to:

1. USAID for funding this regionally-based P~ojectr for

making appropriate adjustments in the Project Plan to

fa~ilitate Project implementation, and £or placing
. . .

confidence in the p.xpertise and ability of West

Indian Educato'rs to implemen-c. 'che Project. The

excellent r~sults'confirm the wisdom of these

policies and practices.
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2. The Project Coordinator and Staff for superior

performance in the Project1s implEmentation.

3. The PIOs of the participating ter~itories for their

commitment to the project and their leadership in its

implementation at the territorial leyel.

4. The University of the West Indies -- Cave Hill and Mona

Campuses -- for their contributions to Project

implementation.

5. The Ministries of Education of t:he ?articipating

terr1tories for their contributions to the

implementation of the Primary Education Pr~ject and for

steps taken to institutionalize the outcomes.
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Chapter Vlll

A LOOK TI-iTO THE FUTURE

The Primary Education Project represents successful

developmental cooperation among three pa~tners· USAID the

donor agency providing the funding. the University of the;:; r.7est

Indies School of Ec.ucation providing tr:e expertise and. cve~2.2.l

management ~ and the ten ~iinistries of Sc.ucation taking the

responsibility for implementation in their respective

countries. Each partner can be justly proud and satisfi-2d T:Tith

the Project outcomes. Yet the implications of the Project for

each territory go far beyond feelings of fulfillment and

actualization. The future for each Fartner has to be diffGrent

because of the outstanding succ~ss of the Poject. It is there­

fore necessary to examine the im~lications for each partner

separately.

GS1\ID

The USAID has a long history of bilateral aid tc the Caribtean

countries. However the Caribbean E~uc~tic~ Developnent ?rsject

has pioneered a regional approach to assis~ance. The cut-·

standing difference bet~~en the bil~teral and rggio~al models

appears to be that the regional nodel permits Caribbean

expertise to conceptualize the precise content and ap9roaches

to be used in achieving the stated objectives. In the

bilateral model rr.uch nore of the expertise and conceptualiza­

tion ten~5 to be of ~.s. origin giving the impression that

through the assistance mechanism the U.S. is irr.posing its

ideas on local issues and problems.

In the Primary Education Project I although the funding ..ras

U.s. in origin; the experts; the conceptualization of content

and approaches, and the methodology employed were entirely

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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of Caribbean origin. While the goals were jointly agreed on

by the three partners to the Project, the ~:ays to achieve

these goals were left entirely to the mn and the governments ~

At no point could USAID be reasonably charged with imposing

u.s. perGonnelorideas on any aspect.of the Project.

While the Project Paper did say that if the Caribbean

did ,not have the expertise this could be acquired from

elsewhere, the fact is that all of the expertise for the Project

was'found in the Caribbean. This Project has demonstrated

that the Carirbean does have competent professionals who if

given the resources can devise meaningful solutions to

Caribbean education problems. USAID deserves all commendation

for creating a project framework which made such an achievement

possible.

It may well be that this regional approach has wider applicability

than to education only, but it should certainly continue to be

used in education. The key to the capability of utilizing

regional talent lies in the use of an intermediary for' the

management of the overall implementation of the components,

especially an intermediary which already has demonstrated a

capability to deliver relevant products and services. Certainly

the Caribbean Development Bank I the Caribbean Examinations

Council and the University of the t'7est Indies have established

their capacity and competence to implement complex regional

projects. USAID now has reliable partners ~,!hich it could be

calling on for future ventures.

shortcomings of project assistance given to

by most aid agencies is that in many instances

development is left ;'half way I: at the termination of

In some instances the projects raise expectations

the solution of certain problems during the life of
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the prcject and then frustratas these expectations on its

premature termination. Most times countriss and institutions

turgeted for project assistance have a good idea of beth

the nature of anc solutions for the problems a~cressec.

This ;ives rise to the project in the first instance. While

the project m~y help to recefine th~ issues and refine the

strutegies, its usefulness is not in telling people what

they did not knew before.but rather in providing ~ frame­

work for achieving the desired goals .t-!hen the project enfs

having r~~ven the soundness of the solution but before it

can be qeneralized to thetarset ?opulation disillusicnrnent

can be the next result.

In the opinion of the External Evaluation Team there are a

number of areas in which same Ministries and the m~I

itself are being left ;'half-t,tluy" ~t the end of the

Froject. In several instances the constraint is

entirely a financial resource 0ap. Trained ~erscnnel and
infrastructure exist fer the generalizaticn of the ~roject

?rocess and rrcducts to the entira?rimary system. The

policy ~ecisions have been taken but the money available

is limite<=:o In such inst.?nc~s it ';ICUI:-:' .:l~re~r th~:t r:S;'ID;

probnbly thcu~h bilatericl arranqements, has ~n cbli;aticn
to assist these Ministries of E~ucati~n anc ~~I in

bridging this :;ap. The'~mount of money involvec dccs not

appear to be larse in USAID terms, but it is Qutsice the

.immec.iate available resources of those institutions. Tl:1e

team wishes to draw three areRS and the sFecial c~se of

Grenada tv the ,:lttention of USAID.

Generalization to the Entire Primary System. In ~~~

opinion of the Evaluation Team only minimal assistance will

be needed by Ba.rbados, the British Virgin Islands ,~n(~

Montserrat in generalizing the Project ?rccesses ?-nc r-rocucts

to their entire primary systems. The pl~ns ~nc·rescurce5 th~y
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have "cbriun'itted to'this' 'exercise seem sound arid reasonably
adequate; ~" In the cas,e' of Barb'ados the' "infra:structure ai~ea'(.y
is in place and 'available resources explain their 'favorable

position. BVI and ~IDntserrat have very small primary systems;

fourteen and twelve schools respectively.
'" 7 , •, , ,

HoW:ever, in the 'case of St. Kitts-Nevis, Dominica,' l~ntic;ua r

St. Lucia,' St. viric~~t and Belize', beca~se of th~ co~bination
.' . .., . ; . \ . . '. .

of larger size of their'primary systems and a poorer resource
bas:e" they ~iil need varying tevels' ~f assistan'ce'. They h'ave

jeveloped some plans, have trained personnel in place, and
. ..! . . . , . .

have established national policies for the adoption of the

mate~ials but lack. the finan~ial res~urces'to p~ovide
pri~hipals and teachers'~ith th~' levei of training and

'.. . . .

support that will be required for them to assimilate and
• . . . • -j

internalize the new strategies.

These countries have real needs and certainly deserve to be
assisted in this exercise. Without such assistance the Team
is convinced that the desired results will not,be achieved.

Teacher Training. The, teacher training don9 both~n
.' -,

support of the implementation and dissemination of the project

materials was based on an inservice,ap~roach.Although the~e
, '

materials have been.distributed to ,all Teacher Training,

Col~eges in the participating countries, they have no~been,

translat~d into an in-college mode of teacher training. In

addition, the implications of t~e rroject ,for teacher traininry

are not ,"sin;Ply restri~ted to courses in curriculum in

Language Arts, ,l1athemat~cs, Scienceanrl Social Studies.

Immedia~ely o~e can i~entify ,implications for general
education c~urses s~ch as Curricul~ Planning, Educational
Measurement,qs well as ~eneral Methodology. But the
implications could also extena to the methods of teaching.. ..' -. - ",
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used by the Colleges themselves in educating the student. . . .

teachers. Teachers tend to use the models of teaching

employed in their own learning and training.

Each of the seven Teacher Trainins Colleges involved should

not have to tackle this problem independently. !n addition,

the Faculty of Education, Cave Hill, through the Research

and Development Section has responsibility for curricul~~

development in these seven Colleges. Some rnember3 of this

Section participated in the conceptualization cf th~ apprcach~~

approaches employed in the Froject materials. They are

therefore advantageously placed to translate the ~roject

outcomes into the,teacher training process in the E~stern

Caribbean countries. H~wever, this activity would require
financial support which is currently outside of the present

resources of this Section. USAID should consider serne

support fer this activity.

Ccntinuec. :-recucticn of H'3.terials. One of the gre'::lt

r-roblems 0f the Frcj ect .out'cemes is the ccntir:uef. p:::--:-:ucticr:.

of the materials for teachers ~nc. pupils at lew cost. ~~

the future one needs als0 to think of, the revisicn of these

materials. The anS~ler 'does" net appear to be each c(:·untry

trying to ~roc.uce its o~m'set of materials. Ccmmercial

Qublishing maybe a possibility but at what cost? A

possibility is for UWI te retain ccryri~ht 8f the~ateri~ls

and to be g~ven~a capital grant tc produce the materials

using, say', Newsprint. Frem the proceeds" of sales m·]!

could be'requir~d to c6ntin~e to proc.ucethe materials anc.

'to revise them periodically. Such an approach w("uld make

use of the 'economy of scale in regional producticri and at

:the same"time keep costs within the reach of Ministries

anc! parents in the'·participatingcountries. "USAID' s role
. ..-. : ." .. .

I~ouldbe to give this process the necessary start either

1:hrough a low interest loan or grant or seme combin'3.tion
of both.'
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Grenada. Grenada was originnlly one of the participating
countries.' However, differences arose between USAID and
the then government of Grenada concerning the scope of the

Project in Grenada. Failure to resolve their differences
led'to the then government of Grenada concerning the scope of
the Project in Grenada. Failure to resolve their differences
led to the non-participation of Grenada in all aspects of
the Project for some time. Ouring 1985, however, Grenada
has expressed interest in the Project and its outcomes. They
have requested to examine the materials and to study ways in
which these materials could be adopted and adapted for
implementation into their primary education system. It would
appear that the special circumstances of the Grenada
experience and the great need for assistance in providing
curricula for this level warrant continued assistance after
the Project terminates. Some bilateral assistance appears
justified.

The University of the west Indies.

Through this Project the University of the West Indies through
its Faculty of 'Education, has again demonstrated that when
it is given the resources it can assemble a team of competent
Caribbean administrators and professionals who can deliver a
high quality product. The Project not only benefitted from
the University's access to the region but also from the pool

nf expertise the University possesses on its three campuses.
It was interesting to note that in their visits to the
different countries the External Evaluation Team members
found that on most occasions the Project was either referred
to as :the'Prin'la-ry Education Project - rEt' . or theUSAID
Project. It'was only in a few instances that the University
was given immediate recognition for its cohtribution~while

all respbndents~ gave credit to the University for its
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;. ;
~.' .

i~volvem9Pt this was not generally the first respqnse.
While in some measure this type of rcspons~ cculd be cue
to the special project nature of the exercise it could well, . .

be indicati~e of amoregeneral phenomencn, namely that the

University and particul~rly the Scho~l of Education .have not
been receivin~ due recognition for some of the good work
they huve been doing in vnrious areas of Caribbean ecucation.
The University may wish to examine the matter again

especially as it relates to the non-campus countries which
were mainly involved in this Project.

For its duration the Project strengthened, widened ana
deepened the mlIcapacity to serve the educational needs of
Burbados and non-campus countries and, to a lesser extent,
Jamaica. It did so principally because it filled a
structural sap in the or~anization of the Faculty of .
Education, Cave Hill.iil"ile the Research and Develor.lment
Section served teacher education and the Inservice ~ection

served secondary education there was no structural entity
~hich functionen principally to serve the needs of pri~~ry

education. Now that the Project has terminatec the g;r'

exists a~ain. The question is whether the ~roject has

made the case for this sap to be permanently closec. In
. .

the opinion of the External Evaluation Team it has more
" ..

than made the case. It has put the argument beyond all
reasonable doubt.

The model for curriculum ~evelopment and leadership in
primary education developed by the Project is that of
,11 full time regional team of' subject specialists linked
to 6nch territory th;'0ugh a.full-time ~urriculum

,ccordinatcr w~rkin~ with ~ nati~nal c~mmittee which pulls. .. .;',: -
together primary schoqls, principnl~, Minis~ry officials,
'reacher Training College staff and l0cal subject specialists
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whohad':other substantive responsihilties rut could

provide advicennd guidance rooted in local ex~ericnce.

The External Evaluation Team is of the opinion that the

Project could be translated into a permanent program
for the' de'livery·of the same 'service to the same countries.

T~e University and its contributing governments shoulc give
consideration to the establishment, on c. permanent basis

, of a Department of Primary Education within the Fnculty of

Education, Cave Hill. This would be a department of the

Center, in the restructured establishment of the mll,

serving the non-campus countries. It would be composed of

. s~ecialists covering all the SUbjects taught at the primary

levei; that is~ ages five to twelve years. The noo-campus

countries could provide most of the specialists necde~ to

man this department. These persons could continue to live

in their respcctiye countries as was the case in the Project.
The HeaC'. of the Department and its support staff woulc of
necessity be required to be resident in Barbad?s.

This department could work witp each t.J[~nistry of Education
through an Education Officer,_ Curricu~um, appo~nted with
full-time responsibilty for the development ot curriculum. . . . " .

and materials at the primary level., That officer woulo

work with a national committee for curriculum develapm€nt
at the primary level which would include subject specialists

in each area. These latter persons need. not be full-time.

The arg,umentsfor this regional ~pproach have to be

compared and contrasted with the approach where each non­

campus country would.s~ek~o establish its own national

curriculum.uni~. ,This seems to be the direction thGt most
. !

countr ies are taking ~ -, Thfi= questions ~~isec concerninc;:~
• . '. !.' •

this latter direction given the small si... es of the
countries concerned and their limiten resources can be
listed as follows;

•
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1. Will each Ministry of E~ucntion be nble to finunce

'n curriculu."ri uni·t with full~tirne specie.lists in

'all subject 'areas tau~ht at the primary level?

2:' . Can these-Ministries 'attract and sustain the quality ,

st~ff th~t is requirec?

j~ Even if such financial anf personnel reS0urces CQn

be marshalleG~ wili it net institution~liz:2 ir.sul~ri~y

which will be tc the cv=r~ll ~etriment cf th8SG s~~ll

systems?

4. vIill not the rrcducts of such ~ precess ta so lcc~l~z~~

as to make their marketing and distribution costs

prohibitive?

The virtue of the regicnnl ar;rc~ch through a ccntr~l,

department of the :r:',':\culty of E,'1uc,aticn, C::'!.ve Hil! .. is th~t

it '{'/cu!d be mere C("'st 8ff.::ctivc in hath 8st?blishr:'L,.::.nt

an.-"!' mainten<lnce i'1n(~, ,,'CoU!"". Gnsure COfllDE:tent 5 taf f th~.t

can procuce an operative str~tec-y thQt ~"Gul~ resul-l; in
int';rchange ..'1nC', 2:xchan..;e r.et~'Tcen :!I'\-', 2!!lCnS- the c::,untri~s.

Moreover the curriculu..n 'and muterial :~ro~~ucts cculi~ ::''C.

based on a large eco~amic base thus ensuring lcw0r

drc~ucticn c~sts.

The Evaluation Teem is of the 0rinion that the University

"1nc2 its ccntributcry <:-;,o·:ernments: especially those:: .:ri thin

the O.rganizc..tion of Ea.stern C:J.ribbean States, sr.-:nil"

ex~minc this prorosition carefuliy. The existin0 R & J
. . ",

Secticn of the .Faculty ~fS"'~ucatiC'n, Cave Hill, ccul(: not

be reasonably expected to undertake the "functions ('of the

staff of the centre without s~0nificantly increasing th~
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. : '.:

resources ,c:l~9c~~ed . to it. In the opinion of the
.' .

Evaluation Te:am a more ide~l.approach \'Tould be to create
a department .. co.mmissioned to address, di:rectly t.he needs'

• .. .. ! ~ - '. , '

of primary educat~o~.in the no~-ca~pus territories .

." ',.i.; . ," (

Ministries of Education

" .

Ministries of E~ucation of the participating countries

demonstrated their"will and. determination to improve

primary, education by. the quality of persons they selected
as PIOs'~nd the' su~port that was given by CEDs. This

i ,". • '; . ..-,

ensured successful implementation in each territory. The

Ministries, have. also been consistent in that they have all
:: .. 1,,: :. '. .

formulated rou;tine curriculum policies' whicn--have
.. . . . - . '. .. ," . .

incorporated the Project qutcomes. Their commitment and
. : . . - .'. I . - . ~ . . .

support have gone beyqnd: mere rh?tor~c an~ ~articipation

at meetings to the point of pwn?rship of the outcomes.
.. . . .- '. : ~ . .' -. . .

,;:' , . i, ,., "

There are a number of implications of the Project for
~iinistries of Education which need also to be addressed.

Teacher Training. With the exception of Barbados, all

countries participating in the cu!riculum development aspect
of the Project-ne~d 'to give urcrent attention to teacher

',..' : ," ." ." ~'. .

tra~ni~g. Subject Spe~ialists, Subject Leaders and Project
, > • • • - • - • I

- 'Implementation O~ficers of the Primary Education Project

all drew atte~~io~' to the fact that the teaching force1n

many countriesi~ '~a~ned' by a large n,unilie~ of ~nqualiiie'd'
teachers. , Some ~f; ;these teachers :no~ only "ia'ck - - -­

methodo~~;i'cal':,~ki'lis b~t.al~;,6 :hav~ '-serious -gaps' in content .
• : ":""j. :.~ j "{~~:~.--'~.:"";'; '.'~ -.~._." ....~ ..... ; "'r":.f:' ;~;

In some systems ~nqualifi~d t~achers constitute as much as
.' .. ~ ~ i.:} '-~ ::.... '..: :.: . , .. ," , . ~.' _ '; :~. r."· .- .

two thirds of the teaching force. Th~s low level of
'r ":. ! :': _

training poses a serious constraint to further improvement
of primary education, however goed the curriculum may be.
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r1inistries :i.n several countries may wish to revi8w the
h~vel of qualifications :th::ttnow static.s as the' minimum

,r<;quirement for'· employment' in th~, teaching 'service. In
s<:)me instances 'this appe~rs to ~be' toe leT;' .':.~ .secr;nc~ 'issue"

is that of si~n{ficiaritly increasing th~ porportio~ of

qll(llifiec persons in the teaching serv·ice. h. kine.ref: issue
is that of teacher turnover.

Il:'l seme countries the ccn::.:iticns of service an'.: s2.l2=i8s
o:E primary teachers seem to be facters inhi:Ji~in:~ the

ri~cruitment and retention of qualified persons. Nhile
recognizing the difficulties involvee in addtessin~ these
issues it is not possible tc overlock cr is-ncrG them,

T1aaching Materials and Suprlies. In some countries the
difference between Frcject anc, ncn-Project schools ~las th~t'

the former h~c.. materiais fc.r pupils anf~ teachers i'lhilcthe.
l,~tter had vir'tually nothihg at all. In these countries one

of the virtues of the cissemination phase is th~t all schcols.

fl:::>r a period at least" \'li11 helve' some teachin'.:~~n·:' lcarnin'-"'
rn.:iterials anc supplies.

With the exception of Bartel~os an~ the British Virsin Is1ancs,

to varying degrees, the question of ,classroom ~aterials an~
,-

supplies is a moot r-robl~rn. Serne schools have embarkc~ en
func'" raising nrives to obtain the necessary supplies. But
this is an unsatisfactory way of resolving the issue tecause
the ability of schools to raise funes successfully is a

reflection .of the relative wealth of. the communites in
which they are located. It is clear that Ministri6s cf
Ec:ucation need to:~.evel()p some rational ,:lnd systemeltic'

policies concerning how much the Ministry can ~upply and
, ,

h~w parental and v~lunt~~y contributions will be
integrated into the system.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



The current situation is unhealthy and counter-productive

to any efforts to improve primary education on a long term

basis.

structural Adjustment. If Ministries-of Education in the

participating countries were to accept that primary education
could benefit from a regional approach to curriculum and
material development then some attention should be given to
rationalizing and standardizing the structure of the primary

system to ensure greater commonalities. The variations that
currently exist have more to do with terminology than

actual structures. Territories use different names to
describe the same structure, for example grade, standard or
class. Some consideration coule be given to the use of n
common terminology.

Concluusion

Certainly the over-riding aim of all governments and
institutions of the Caribbean and all agencies working in the

Caribbean at the primary level must be to provide sound basic
education for all children. The rroject constituted a mnjor

step toward this goal. If the cooperating partners were to
follow up the implications of their efforts then the
achievement of this ~oal shoulc not be too far into the future.
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·APPENDIX A

·SUMMARIES OF THE RESPONSES TO THE EVALUATION TEAM'S QUESTIONNAIRES

As part of the external terminal evaluation exercise, the Evaluation
Team prepared questionnaires for project participants to collect data
for the writing of this report. A separ.ate instrument \'1as developed for
each of the "following groups: Chief Education Officers (CEOs): Project·
Implementation Officers (PIOs) 1 Subject Matter Leaders (SMLs) in the
9 participating territories, and the Principals and Teachers of the
5 pilot schools in each territory. The number of responses received
is as follows:

Number of responses received from:

Territory CEOs PIOs SMLs Principals Teachers Totals
Antigua 1 1 4 4 17 27

Barbados 1 1 6 4 41 53

Belize 1 1 6 8 37 5:
B.V.I. 1 1 4 5 34 45
Dominica 1 1 4 5 20 31

Montserrat 0 1 4 5 18 28
St. Kitts 1 1 3 4 23 32

St. Lucia 1 1 6 5 40 53

St. Vincent 0 1 6 2 16 25

Total 7 9 43 42 236 337

Several comments are in order about the general nature of these re-
sponses.

1. The CEO from Montserrat had just assumed her position and felt
unqualified to respond.

2. There was an unusually high incidence of no response to various
items in the questionnaires. This was especially so for the
teacher respondents. The incidence of no response was true for
teachers in all territories. The team did not".haveo::time to
ferret o~t why th:i.s ~1~!'; 9('). One fact \'.1hich may have had a
bearing on this result was that teachers had received two
evaluation instruments from the Project's Internal Evaluation
Specialist at about the same time as the questionnaires from
the team. Another explanation which probably is .more plausible
is that the high rate of turnover among primary teachers in the
pilot schools (as well as in most other schools) influenced the
high incidence of no response. The team learned from its visits
to the field that some teachers who were teaching Project classes
for a year or less felt unqualified to respond to many or all of
the questions.



220.

3. The swnmaries do not include a review of the responses
to some of the open-ended questions. The suggestions
and comments, ha~ever, are incorporated into the body
of the Report.

4. As noted in the Report, questionnaires were also developed
for the prima::y s::hcol' p=ir.cipal.s i.n Jamaica 'lino had received
training from the Uni~,'C!rsity of the" tV'est Indies, 1-iona.
Questionnaires ~ere mailed tc a sample of 40 0= the 72 tra~~ees.

Onfortunatley, due to a serious postal stri~e in the territory
the instruments were net received-in time =or most of the
principals to :.:e5p~!';d ::. .... cording ':.c th2 :;:::"": e:~~u~e of ~~-= ':~~2.~ =:::
visiting the terri~ory and writing the =eport. The ~6 ~hat

\'1ere received ,·le::e -',-ery ~csi ~i~-"e abouttl;e quality of the
training they had received.

Before presentingt:he sUlllrnaries of all responses ! it is interes ti1'lg
to note the opinions of ~roject participan~s as co the overall
effectiveness of the Project en improvi:-:.g primar:; education in th~

pilot schools of their respective territories .

...
Degree of impact

Participant Very high High MediUi.-n Slight. ~cne No opinion

CEOs ., .
,;; '!

PIOs 1 8

SMLs "l 2l 2...
Principals 8 .., ,J 2 2":'"ll

'reachers 29 94 28 1 1

'I'otals 43 15-l -. ") 1 t .,
~- J- ...

S~~maries of ~~~ _r~sponse3 are includec in AP?endiX A as follows:

A-I Chief Educaticnal Of~icers (CSC~)

A - 2 Proj~ct Implementation Office~s (PIOs)
A - 3 Subject ~1atter Leaders (S~1Ls )

A 4 -Principals of Pilot Schools

A - 5 Teachers of Project Classes

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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CEO questionnaire page 2-A
Responses to Question '12

Ma.i....'1. pI:Cblems encountered in irrplerre."lti.."g t.~e Project in your territorJ:

1. Delays in getting shiprrent of curriculum rr.3.terials

2. Securing project funds in a tiiTely fashion

3. Language arts curriculum specialist did not visit our territory often enough

4. Absence of s\.iJject matter lecrlers from thei!:' schools "me..li tb.ey had to

visit schools or attend 'I'iCrr.s...'1c:ps

5. Scheduling of territonal \'J'Ol:kshcps during scheel sessions

6. Local woJ:kshcps put St"ai..:l on schools dur:L"1gt'::e .::b.sence of teac.."ers (2)

7. High tui:nover of staff in pilot sch:::;ols

8. Restricticnof visits by subject rratter leaders

9. Few rreet:U'lgS of t.~ Project Irrpler.€ntation Unit

10. Ol:gani.zation of territOrial \'..Qrkshcps to :b.volv: e....1til.-e staffs for daily

sessions

ResPonses to Question 17, other carmmts:

1. It is regrettable that the Project did not span the entire primar.i school

,curriculum

2. '!his was a gocd cooperative effort at the i!1tem.ational level and the

local leV1""...l

3. Brought schcol adrPinistrators, teac..~ers and Ministry Officials closer

together at both the regional and national le'\"8ls

4. '!he disseminaticn phase is invaluable to the irrpact the .Project will have

qualitativ-.ely and quantitativ"ely

5. 'Ibis ilupactwill be reduced if the premised rraterials and equiprrent are

not supplied too late

6. Visits by subject leaders should continue dur......'1g b.~ dis-semination ~~ase

and even after

7. Many o£the gocd effects of the project cannot be really rieasured objectively
as they relate to i.ITprov-ed quality of perception a.lid Caily performance;
sane .oene:tits will be felt later wilen these teachers and administrators
£unction in other capacities: our PIO is already acting in a senior post
in the Ministly and it is proposed to put him in charge of the CU:rriculmn
Section shortly.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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.USiU7J/Ui'II Primary Edl;c~ticn Proje~T:

QUES TI O~4N;"IRE EDUCAT~CN OFFICERS (9 )

qhi gf Educa t ion 0-= f.: ce~,5 of t"J.~e :?,~:·tiC.i.~2·:::'::'~1g ~-arri ~=rias are :eCj~.Jt?stcd by
~1~ External Evaluation Team to complete thi3 quescionnai~e. CEOs have ~

crucial rols to play in ~his te~minal e~~lu~~icr.. The team needs you: opinions,
jud;m~r::s, .;Jna COln;;;ects.. -ri19 ·,;;;c(!':;.1.e:ad --;~::~S ci.oJ:nai:= .sl";~:.;':'d C$ ma.i.l;~d to

39-::.7 rie.y, Gai:"),3s';l11e, Florida,DR. .KARL f{ASS~lNAiU,

;;.n..o;;;.....;;;l;.;a;;:.,;;t;.e;;.;;x;..._t..;;;;.h;.d;;,;;;n;...;;A.;;.o;p;..::....:1.:.·:;;1;....:;;.-::.....;_:::;;.9_"'::°..;5;... I~a= L-;;;;;:.:u::,; ;,'il':'

N = , ., .

Jc.t·:=------
,... .During the life of ~j-:9

Project L'tplerre.'1tat:..c."1
?=oj~.../)"':~-: Y..","a= ~.e

:-''';:''::'; .'""'C.¥" f""--·'1"" ·,---e.-: .....,...... _ ......_ L.:::"..!.;"':: .... ".__ ..

r,,:)-;'i7\ -::
\- -"-! ..

T··-~ ~'.*._-
I,' ·;:co~:--2 P.i.ch- ~

'~'?' ity of Ferfe-.::."':ra..;.~"'e

2..Very high
. 2 •. va--.at was "\::he

G'1eck ene.
:2.;~l::-"!.;--. '-' .?c~::r

:~:0.~~·:'--

for

O~ne

;-1
; i"
t--'~.---,.:.
~ jS
~---,

~:o opinion

O' ib opinion

o

Little

;:~=san? •

-:E7.i1· -~ ·:c ~ :il..L Jr' : 'C;'lr~..-
L;2:::G ' C";

on,e.

o None

o Ncr.e

.. _.: ~
.;; ." __ J..

litt.le:~ ~"'e"""_":::"'1/ -:r

3 sane3 Mudl

classes in t:.~ pilet schccls?

each;

r<.~.ic;-~a";' CEQ ~:~-=::.l·~.~3 :~_";; w',8 ::..:.~:.z.~~~~.~;:!:' Fl":i~~;;~·:··;: ::,=-er~

di..sC'~sedf cr :"~FO~-==::' C:-l? .•~ • ? :~,.4_::'.. .:; .; . ~;;. I~: -~I.;.::i•• .; :~ •••

Cne

4 Considerably

to non-Project

1 Very much

~.Ye..-y considerably

ccnsi.::.ereO.,

During&.e life of the Project, hc.",' satisfi~d 'il''''~'"3 ::t'J1': ,;¥i.~h t.'-:e 7!'.ar'.a~E::'~2.l-:':

the Project by t.."le C::ntral Office S+-.a£:: in E~.=t;.,.~c~s? C:-.eck o::a.

~\rerl satisfied 3 &ttisfied C Sc..~'Jbt· ~) !::i.:-~~'al:~i

b.te non-Project sCo:"ccls .i.~ your t~'""ri.tcrj?

1 Very muc.~

'Ib what extent r..as the Pro"iect st.':.'.'-encthened tte t;!'!lversi'c'/ of j'-lest Indies to
enable t~t institution to'" e."'tpar.d a::.j, e:-c--a"1d i~ ?ssist:l1Ce to your te.n:'itory
irc;:lrcving educational programs?

ITl ger:.eral, to ~1hat ~(tent ::.~ yet:. Gel:..,::;:·..,....:; t.~a't t..~i? Pr,=jjec1: has cc·ntricuted
to tr~ ~L!pro,,:....erne.nt of. t:1e ;·a:::·:f.c'r:T'~·r:c2 c)f 1:.2ac.r,e=:s ...,£ ~~::~je'~ class":s ; l"l the
pilot scl:cols? C::=d~ ,:r.e.

2 Veri considerably

a.

cemrents:

~

o.

•--:.

5.

9.

3.

3.

7.
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10. In general, what is your judgment about the quality of curriculum materials
produced byi:he Project? - As a basis for your judgnent, carpare their -
quality with that of curriculum materials used before the Project began.
01eck the appropriate cells in the chart below.

[ =irnlim
:revel of quality of curriculum. materials

I
_materials Very High Average Belew Poor No opinion Not applicable

high averaae NOTE:

IAN3UAGE ARTS _..L~1__2--
,

§y!!~U§e~____ - 1
-~-

__fL-l__________ ___§_1'.IDlBJl'.9RI~2-_1-----Teacher Manuals __L_ 2 _L-l __o .Q I - __OPjEl_E.QR._____
InStrUctional

--;.- - -.p------
i THREE CUR-

Aids 0 3 3 0 0 RICULUM AEEARSi

SOCIAL S'IUDIES d I
ONE,B.V.I. FOR

§y!la.bu2~ ____f--L- 0 ---~ -r-L -9-t------- ONLY TNO-- ---------------Teacher Manuals 3 - 0 _____.l2-- _~L________
------- ----Instructional t

!
Aids 1 2 o _ 0 0 i - -

SCIENCE J I - I - - -
. Svllabuses L_ 2------------ :------ ~--L-l-Q------9-.-l-----t---------Teacher Manuals 1 2 __.1- . -..Q-i-L.i---..;,-- ---.-,;.----..-----------~------1----- --_.-

Instnlctional I . I· -
Aids 1 2 1 I 0 0

- -

I L-' I1ATICS - ,
__-2-~__.Q___l--9__~_._ _ ________~____~I§:lll~es _____ 2 i-~--~----Teacher Manuals 3 ? ..1 . .Q..---L 0 ! I

InStrilctiona:r- ---I--=---- - - ~--T-~----r------------I__

Aids 1 4 1 0 I 0 - - - -

11. Frequently, in projects the magnitude of the five-year Primary Education Project,
there are unplanned, unexpected develoFfOOIlts and/or outcares. If there have l:€o--n
such unplanned develq:men.ts or outcares in your territorj as a result of partici-
pating in the Project, plea....~ list them belC\~. -

INCORPORATED IN CHAPTER IV.

12. What are the na.in problems you have encountered in inplarenting -the Project in
your territory, and how ~re these roblerns resolved? List below.

Main problems How they were resolved

SEE PAGE-2-A

__________________-_lTO,ra...:-=---L--------------------
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13. Please ccmre.."lt en tr..e e.;:-...ent tc -.k"':"ch ::?r-~ject cutc:A"'reS :1ava r-..a.d a pcsiti":e e:':ec-::
en tb.e l--.a.ture a..-:.d ccnta."lt of :'::'-i- e..v..2..ni.r.a:t.ic....s in langt:age arts r social st...:C.ies /
.3cier.ce ~"'ld rrat.~ematics ir. ~{c'7!' ta.-ribr./: (Use ether side of. page i:: needed)

INCORPORA,TED IN CH,L\.PTER- .. V

14. '!he team I 5 report will L"lClude a sec+-..iCIl en iessons learned t.~ug.h the :iJrplG':"F'.2'l­
tatio.~ of t1:e regional prizr,zIY EC.i.:cac..cr: P=6jeot ""it..'1 i:l'plicati·::ms for tiSt"UD r

L"WI, and Hw..istries of EC'..lC21.'ticn. ?le..~ list 'belcw plliP.at you c·::msic.er to b= t.:~e

It'ain lessons learned under t.~e t,.t....ree··=a-egori(:s r~oted. (If needed, use other side)

Strategies for impl.ere..'lti.'"lg r.be P~cjec': ;\,:u.ch:

a. ~...orked ".~11 aI"..d wh.i ch. .~~.u:..:~ :;~ ';"'-=ar..s=e.=::;.;.:;:~ .~ ':ut"..:::::; p=ojecf"...s of .3.

sirPilar I'I..at'..t..-s
Tt\'l!':lpom~,~-I !='T!

... '-' ... , 'I .....-.. . -. .....

b. could have ~rJr~ ~11 if

c. did not \oJOrk ~ll or SilT';;?ly did nO'1: ~~r;q

t:h.L."'lk they.did not ;~rk

.­_.

cne of the planned outcares of the Prcject\-las t.~t eac..~ terri':J:jr.i ~'Ccld ceveloo
an .on-going capabj 1i·t:::! for c'.l...'""rictll\.m\ c.evel~t aff-or t..'1e te!:rdr.aticn of the
Project.

15.

a. ~4l:-.at ~i'::ic steps fer t.\e i:'t1lec.:.a":a it::~t.1re

ta~.j'-Jn to a:-~.:..-e ::.~~ ::;.:;.~:i::.~:;.'_;i0-?

b. ~~..at lcr..g-!Cnge plans Ll.~.= b~~- '1cr c::..:nsice.~ed c:r a~~ac:~.~ i..:I1r:erT",:"cl~J' f;,t.ic...'1 "'r;:~::

r..slp to e!'.st:.re i:.:.'-.3,i:. C?__pc,!).i'::"ty'?

C. E'Jen t.'1C\;'.gh t."'..e:y a=e not y=::t: i... t..':e pla:'!:L.-:g
ccr.sidering to r...slp er.s...J.re t.~t capability?

, ... ,....0-­
_._~.::a

of positi-;e i:::rpact W!ll.C-~ t±.e five-year
,;·':ue-:.':::_.;:·;.: . -, -.::-,:~ ,-;:'2.at sC:'1Xlls of your

16. G,i'EMLL, hI....-w do yeu judge t..:,e ~ee
Project has had en iIq:ro-yi:~g ?~,~~'::'~'Y

territor]'? Chec.~ cr.e.

3 Very high 4 =a9h 0 l'i::cli~ ~J Slich"'~- -
.~,

17. M2ntion any other caments whidl yeu believe l,.;ould be r:.elpful to the Evaluation
Team:

SEE ?AGE 2-A

THAN".t< YOU FOR
QUESTIONNAIRE
1, 1985.

YOU? COO?SRATIO~i· IN· Cm·!?LETING THIS
A~m FeR ~~IL:~G IT TO DR. ~~SSANARI BY APR::::L
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TERRITORIAL (iROJECT IMPLEMENTATION OFFICERS (PIOS)I

Project Implementation Officers (PIOs) are requested by the External
Evaluation Team to complete this questionnaire. Your completed questionnaire
is needed by the Team before it visits the participating territories.
As soon as you have completed it, mail the questionnaire to the Team Chairman,-­
DR. Y~L MASSANARI, 4309 N.W. J9th Way, Gainesville, Florida, USA 32606.
It should be in his hands no later than April 1 , 1985; In the final evaluation
report, responses will not be attributed to individuals.

Narre---------------- Territory Date--------- ------
Number of years you have seI:Ved as PIO· for your territory

If you have not served for the life of the Project, name
the person (5) who preceded you:

5

4~.5 .5
f.7 2

48.5 2
14 2
--7 2

900...........'Ibtal

(other)
(other)

e.
f.
g.

h.
i.

f
j.
k.

1. Indicate the approxirrate percentage of t.inE during the life of the Project
which you have devoted to the. various responsibilities ngted'ti6'Re fic;;ures
should total up to 900... .. o~.tcents.. ~~

a. plarming and conducting territorial/local wurkshops.102 7 25
b. participating in or serving as a resource person

in regional/territorial/local t<.Drkshops .•....•... 108 5 35
c. visiting pilot schools to provide help for

Project teachers and/or principals ............•.. 334 20 50
d. collecting data and infonration for internal .

and external evaluation •.••..•....•...•.......... .54 2 10
preparing reports for Project Staff ...•.......•..•. --s4 1 10
doing project work for the Ministry of Education..•• --oJ 2. 25
doing non-Project work for the MinistJ:y of

Education .• • . . • . • . . • . . . . . • • • • • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
general administrative duties ..•...•...........•.•. 20
travel· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 10

What suggestions do you have, if any I for reallocation of time which wuuld
improve the effectiveness of a PIO's work in future projects?
M)ST REroRTID '!HAT MJRE· TIME ~-J'AS NEEDED 'ID \"ISIT PILar SCHOOlS.

- 2. How satisfied are you with the SUP1?Ort you have received in the inplerrentation
of the Proj~ct? By support, we m=an the clarity and frequency of carrnunications,
tima to do your tasks, support staff, zroney, travel, availability of Project

-materials, staff for workshops, etc. Please check the appropriate cells.

support fran: Degree of satisfaction
Very Satisf~ed Sorrewhat lwbstly CoIrpletely
satisfied dissat- dissatisfied

isfied

Ninistry of Education 4' ·2 3

Project Central staff 4 5
YourP I U 7 2
P~lot school prJ.Ilcipals 3 4 2
Pilot school teachers 2 4 3
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3. ~'y'hat are the rrain problems you r..r'Jve erlcot:ntered in ::'oU:- :Lc:J.t~ as ?I0 a.!:C wi'..at
was done to resolve t.~em? (Use other side of p'3.se if nEeded ~

Main problems ~·il"'.at ""'as done to resoh-e t::em

See PI06 (3)

..
4. ;'.s you knew, t."-J.e rrain vehicle for Proje<:t i.7.;?lerrentaticn was wori<s~ops.

"

SI '~··ri'" P. 't'lU...r.,. I
B!:'l 1"'Il.1 ;I ~i-\.if. I

a. In hew rr.a!'ly workshops ha-,;e you par::ici;;a-r:2C du=:L,g· the li=e of tt.e Project?
,-- ~~- 372Regional 39 '!'e::.r-itcrial .:...;.~ Lcc21 .:.V:) Tctal

b. In how rrany workshops have you served as resO'.:.rc:e ::€rS0~?

9
'1.... ....... "I_I .::..·.i

F.egional 'I'erritor:'al .~:, L:..:caJ. c;' :Z-ot.al -------
c. F.cw many "..x:>rkshops have you organized or ::::cr,d1..:Ct.ec1?

'Territorial Total 265------
5. In gerleral, what is your juc.grrent at:cutl~(J""" he1.9f~J. ~'-lese ~';orkshc9s '.·jere

to participants? Check the aupropriace cells.

'IYI=e
Degree of tel;;£i..U.rless tQ ?artiC.l.r;~:L.'ts

Very helpful Helpful So:rewt".a't i '1' ." T'- t at all.'u.ru11"a.Ll.y I.'.C

I 1 --., 0 :l 1 •Regional 7 J. i
I

Terr~tor~al 8 0 ; 0 , 0 l -.
Local 6 2 0 I 0 I .L

6. In relation to giving guidance and direction to the i..""'1?le:·I3..,tation of tte ?r:.:;€:ct
j_1') your t::=rritcr..i'l haN effecti"ie "..~;as tt.e ;:·€!:"fCr.:ra::~2 ;'Jr :/t)'i.:':- ?r·:J~ect ~.lle.."7e..r::-2-:'i·=-::

c~t (PIG)? Ple~se check c~e.

__Veri' effectiVB 2 Effective o lneffecti.~le

'.:arrre.nts: BEST AVAILAllLE COpy

I. h'1lat is your judglrent about tb~ quality c.E ·::urriculu:a ~\Ll.t.eria15 prcduc2d
P:-oject? Ease your jt:.dgment on ccmparing ti'.e qualit.y of the new/revised.
·...ith those used before t."1e P::-ojec,,; tegan. C:ecx ti:e acr.:ropriate cells.

by the
rnaterials



Item 3:

2·2;'7 •

Main problems encountered

~.PPENDIX A - 2 PIOs (3:

1. Financial: remittances slow (2)

2. Transportation in the rural areas of the territories

3. Delays in getting curricular materials

4. Inadequate office space

5. Getting teachers released for territorial workshops (21

6. Untrained teacher~, especially preparation for class instruction

7. Teacher turnover (2)

8. Principals not acquainted with the materials.

9. CEO unwillingness to allow the subject matter leaders to visit
. schools and to release teachers for ':tlorkshops

10. Having PIO visits coincide with 'school schedules

In most cases, the problems were resolved by the PIOs pinch hitting
for others or carrying extra loads. With respect to delays in
financial remittances, two Ministries advanced payments, or in the
case of materials production, advanced. or loaned paper.
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80 Cr1e of t!1e antidpcted OU':CCITes c:: -=.o.-.e P~oject "'.'="~ t.!:at t..~'2=e ·1·lOule. be i"iPYO'le-
rrents in teacher perfomance.

a. Arrcng the Project class teachers in the pilot schools of your territory,
a1:out how many have sho\-m Llprovemmts in their perfonnance? Check one.

All 6 75-99% 3 50-74% a 25-49% a 1-24% a None

b. Arrong those teachers who have shown improvexre.nts, what was the extent of
inproverrent observed. Check the appropriate cells in the\chart below.

Area by Extent of i..znProverrent obseIVed
subject field s~gru.f~cant consid- sorre mini.mal none not

erable applicable
L Q2~_Qf-ege£QE£~~~~_~Q~~~~~

_____2____
---~--

., ___0___ -_Q._- _____0_____
-"'-A Instruct~onal rrethods:

N _~EEEO-2ri~~~~~~s/Y~E!~~~___ 0 5 4 0 0 0
--------~-- 2--f--s--i --o--...---- ----0-----

G Classroom testinq
f----2--- 0

classroo;;-rranaaerrent---- ~~--- -------------~----- ----lr----
A

___L_:-_ 340 0

R
seli-coniIden-ce------------ __J___ ~---4---r=:2--~-O-----0-- --0----

professIonalisffi----------- ------ ------------ ----- -----0----
T

~__-l-__ 431 0
rmagInatiOri-aoo-creativitY- f------.--~-----------------

S in teaching 1 1 6 0 0 0
S Us~ o~ ~rQE~~~sontent

_ :1 ___
f---,.--L- :..__2__-

~t--;---0 Instructional rrethods:
C _~EE~E!~~~~~~L~ri~~___ 3 2 0 0------ '---._---~-----'------ --0--- 4--
S g!~22E_~_~~~g_______ ..1.___' _--1--! _1__ ...-..Q_- -------_._-----
T

CI~~~;:29E~~9~~______ _ -.2..__ ,.-__.2-__-1.__ o _ o 4___--0_----------
U

Self confidence ____--4..-_ _L_ ---L 0 o 4------------------- ----- -,;,.-- o -4'---
D Professionalism "-__ 2 2 1L. 1

ImagInation andcreativity ---_.------------
in teachinq 3 o I 0 o 4

S 2§~Lof_~EQE~~~CQ~!:_ ----~- ...-.1- --L u u ::>
Instructional rrethods: -------------------

C
_~EE~ia~~~2L~iety 0_ ----~ 1 I 0 0 5

I - ---------
E

£!~~~£2CIll testing_______---L _-1__ a 0 5

N Cl~§2..~_~~~t____ __L-_ --[- I ~O--- --0--I-----S----
~--

C
Self confidence .r:1 -_Q- 0 a . 0 --5---------------------- --0-f--l.-- -1)--1-----'5""---

E Professionalism "-_ I I
ImagIi1atlOIi-andci::eatIvity '"---- -- -------
in teachinq 2 2 0 0 a 5

M 2~~_of-2EE;2EEia~~_S9~ten~_ ___L_ a a I-'-- ---~---o-------------
A

Instructional rrethods:
_~EE~riat~2~/varie~_ . 5 2 1 0 0 1

---- --- --------T £!~~2~_~~~L____~_L__ __4. 0 0 0 1
£!~~~g~!:_--

--- --0 -
H '"-----~---

"-___L __D_ o 1
Self confidence f----. -1---_____4.__ _-4.__ _!l. .Q.-- 0
ProfessionaIISffi--------- ---------1.----

~___2-- _--4._ 2 -~-
0

rmagiiiationand creativitY- ------
in tea,..h~.- 0 5 3 0 0 I

69 62 40 3 o



229. APPE~~DIX A - 2. PlOs (5

9. Has the project central Office disseminated curriculum rrateria1s to the
Project participants in your territorf? F.espond by a.."1swering t.~e questions below:

a. J:oes each pilot school now have a cCFi of each syllabus? 9 Yes 0 No

b. J:oes each Project class teacher nCM have a copy of the
appropriate syllabuses? 9 Yes 0 No

c. J:oes each Project class teacher nOll have a copy of the
appropriate teacher rranuals? 9 Yes 0 No

d. J:oes each Project class teacher nc:<.4 have a copy of
appropriate instructional aids? 6 Yes 3 No

CCM-1ENTS:

(12, 5, 5, 5, 5, 8, 5, 5, 5, = 55) (57,7,25, 70, 25,13,56,21,27, = 301)

10. As you know, another c~nent of the Project ...-as the training of school pri11cipals/
administrators. Approx.im3.tely how mmy principalsjhead teachers/administrators/
supervisors in your territory participated in such training workshops?

Fran Project pilot schools? 55 Fran non-Project schools? 301

In the context of irrproverrents you have observed in the performance of the
principals of your pilot schools, haN effective was tIllS training? Check one .

...L.Very effective 5 Effective 3 Sorewhat ~Minirrally 0 Not at all

11. '1b what extent has there bea-n a desirable spread effect of Project outcanes
in your territory:

a. to non-Project classes in the pilot scb.cols? Check one.

·~Significant 4 COnsiderable 4 Sc:rre 0 Little 0 l'bne

b. to non-Project schools in your territory? Check one.

~Significant 4 Considerable 3 Sate 2 Little 0 None

U. In your role as PIO for your territory, what non-Project responsibilities have
you been assigned, if any, and by whan?

13. '1b what extent have Project cut.cares had a positive effect on the ccntent and
nature of the 11+ examinations in your territory? C11eck the appropriate cells.

Extent of the effect
Subjects S~gmfl.cant Consl.uerable Serre Little None Not appTicable

Lanquage Arts 0 2 4 1 0 2

Social studies 0 1 4 0 0 3

SCience 0 1 2 0 a 3

Mathematics 1 2 2 1 0 3

C'CMt1ENT on the nature of the effect(s) :

- rrore -
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&-:ctb.er of t::e ,:lrlticipa,l.:2d cut.=cr:--es
ir:-r :-O',~~~.5 i:: f~;..;;~Ll ;tr=c.~':""--:T.:3..::(;e.

pilot sci'.cols of v·ccr ter=i t:or:...1' ,

:, '·,.""..-nl-- .; n 1-~'Q; ~ "'''''.,...;:c......,.~,...~~?;:i I ..·<lO:;;'O'I.It:::.:. ~ _... --... .. I;""-ol... ~__ ••, .....-_.

of tr~e P.rojec~ 1~\r,=3.S ~~a"': ~~ere ·~uld l:e
;:"z:-cnc: tJ.~(.; Ol-:Di.l.s 1:"1 :ro~ec-t classes ~'"1

general, atcut hew IT'~""l.y- r.::;,ve Sl-:C',':"! i.-:-:-

.... :..,_.,
~ ..,,::;:

o 1.-24%(1 25-4?~~

C~.ack c·!:.e.

6 50"';4~3 75-99%All

w'hat has been the extent of iroprovsrents ~"1 pupil ;:erf~rma.11ce ·...,hich ycu have..... .. ., . . . ~ ., .
observed? Cheel< the a;:pr~;;r:..a~:::2.~.:..S J.i."'1. ~:e C.:1a..---: ==-=.L::::',,'.

..... !

G'jto'NarO schc:ol and \ 3 6 u
learning I --~ r
l':;;==~;;;::';;":----------!I--------jr------- I i

Pupil attendar.ce I -" .~ I - .

Pupil participation l~--=--,---+---_---~--:.-.--';---,-.-+--.....--i----(.-~ ----.----.
in class v.ork ! ~ .,

IPupil self-confidencJf----4----l-------.:;----~:-----~-,-·-~---.------

to

a ' i-...

."1
'.J

L':.stituticn
r::~\lca·t..icr.al,-

to eru?l::le t.h.2:t

?--,-,...;.-:-:.,-.-
~._-~J._~....

2 ~· 't:' tl__s~gnJ....J.can ~r

To ;..hat e.'<tent 1".as the Project st...--engb'1ened t,'h'T
par.d and extend its assista:1ce to your territ.'Jr'.J
prcgrar;.s '2 C,eck one.

E'up~ , performance en~ ...- Q -classroan tests ---
P'clt'il

!
perfornance on

r-

other tests ., .., vv '" ~

ler:
ljPUDiJ. ;;nthusiasm ..

yerbal Ccmr.'.lnicaticn 1 . !

15.

, '"....c.
~e'\'/elc·9 an. ~!"'L-r;C'~ ~;; caF-c..n.:i..':i::~· ..:~.~ .:-, :===:':-'"..:2.~~. ::I::~, 2.::':';;~'e::.."C. ai:.c~ tiie t'2:::rL~a~':Gr~

cf ~~ Project. ?le3sa ~::~7·~-.t .:n :'.-':~,~': 5~'f?":i:i·:' S::'"2r:;s fer -~e i.~rediate ft:~~e

and fxhat long-range ;'lans a:"e :eiJ.:.g c~n~::.i-C:e=eG !.:a E~.sure tJ:.cr:. ::;c.li?2bili t:/.

t :\lrr:RPriDAT.='\', 1" :"..',' C:~J-',,;:~,n.~_·-.. ~_- ~ \/
J.t~""",.· ••• \.J!~. 1_4"'_

17. List belcw any unplarned :.'=·,~el.':::;;-::-ec':::0
of t.."'le Project in i'our "::::r:::.;:cry;

IN CCRPOPJ.\TED I~~ C~L2J.f,.:.:·.r:...;;,---=I,-\_/

18. Q1e of the secondary ,:mtj_~_:C2.:':ed o'.Jccares of the Proje:::t ,,"as ::0 develcp a ::OJ::?s of
education. leaders in ea.:::.'" te=ritery '....ne could ser.;e as rescur::e :;ersons or ccnSU-:t­
ants i.'1 future ~rJr..shCFsI 0.7 as consultants to 5cb.cols/teachers. Ple3.se list
~'i a separate sheet, ar..c. a==ac.'1 t:J t....e questicnr.aire , the narres, positions,
schools, and addresses c:: :...e.::.d teac:-.ers, t2:;;l,co...3rs, su;€:rvisors, pri."1cipals,
and others 'Nho yeu eelieve might be incluc.....c..j i'1 that corps of educational leacer5.
'lbe final report will include a canpcsite of the perscr...s narr.ed bv te-'>"l:'it-..nrv.



PIOs C

19.•,. '1l1e team l s report will include a section on lessons learned through the implementa­
tion of the Project, together with implications for Minisb:-ies of Education, U\'IT,
and USAID. en the back of this page, please list .....tlat. yeu consider to be the train
lessons learned under ,the following t..'tree categories: STRATEGIES USED IN 'IRE
IMPLEMENI'ATICN OF 'IlIE PROJE.:T WHICH -- (a) w::lrked w-ell and \mch would be trans­
ferable to future projects of a similar nature; (b) could have \\Orked well if certa
conditions were present; state t.'1e conditions; (c) did not \'IOrk well or s~lv did
not work; indicate \.my you think: they did not work. INCORPORATED IN.CHApTER VI

20. ClVERALL, how do you judge the degree of impact which the five-year Project has had
on ~roving prirrary education in the pilot schools of your territory?
Check the appropriate cells in the chart belCM.

Degree of itTF.act. on pri.rna..r.l education in theI
Area

pilot schcols of your territory

IVery High V.edi.urn Slight None No
lhih

I
opinion

-I
Using a curriculum process ~a. 6 0 a 0 iwhich involved teachers

b. I ,
0 0

I
'!he curriculum products 2 6 I

.L I

IICaribl:::eanizationII of
!

c. I
I

the curriculum 5 I 4 0 0 0 If I Id. Inservice traininq of teachers 3 I 6 I 0 0 0

e. tJpqrading teacher perfonnance
I I

~2 i 4 3 I 0 0

f. Upqradinq principal performance 1 I 4 4 0 a
g. Developing professionalism I

I

arrong educators 1 4 3 1 a
h. Faising levels of a\oJareness in

your MinisUy of Education re-
garding its responsibilities

0for curriculum developrent and 0 7 2 0
teacher traininq I . I

i. . 1 • pupil perfo:rmance I ,...
1 0 00 i ':l

\

0 0 aIj. other: Pupil interest 1 I 0
F

OVERALL RATING OF PRClJECI' DWp.cr 1 I 8 i 0 a 0 a
I i j

21. Please add other eatments which you think. wvuld te helpful to the team in
o::rrprehending and eValuating the total Project ar.:l its implementation.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

'mANK YOO FOR yam. CCOPERATICN IN ca1PLErING THIS QUESTIOONAIRE AND MAILING
IT ro DR. MASSANARI BY APRIL_1 __1985 i
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~;.A;;j~ct ,"'la.:;.;;er ~~d:iar.; ~IS =~:;~~S:.~··...:; ~~. ::~~.; Jv·..::':~ct":: ..:;n 'Team !:::i complc'ce t.iilS
for~ prior to =he ~rrival of the ~eaw, Nay 19~·5. ThG ccm~let6d form should
be hanced to ehe pro 0; yo(.;= t$I::i:·?:y, -.....~o ."ii.: ::~'l;lsmi!: it to the:! vis_~tiJ1r;

team member. The form shoul.:; be :::c-molef:."!d n·"; .ra';:=-.:- char. Nay 15, .1985. In tlJe
final evaluation repor~, respons~s wil~ not be ~ttri~uc~d to i~di{idu~ls.

lTerritory

Data -------
l
1. Workshoos. D'..!ring t.~e .i. 1 .• ..,. ut t:.i..e f-roj·sct, .:.n :;,:~••.; ;':d.i~':: <,'C'r-:!'s:,ops s;:x: :_ .. ~ ::..~.

'b~ p~ilrar1· Edccatic:l Project 1.... ·:·~~·3~G j'.~::.i fc.:t.~Lc':';c~d irt, serr\fr('::d as ::esou.:::ce pe1:5Cl~
for, or plaru-e:i/ccf1/3.:_:c'":c.:l? ~-.:~:.: ::l'L'; a~;J;":::";'C~:..:-::... ~ ....-.:..::.~...:;e::.~ 'i.r: ~J_~~ C911 L"'1 tte
chart relt:\t/i pl,ease e~-"!ate ~:'1u;:~i..icat:.c:-1. iii :.:~~t:·.~;.I~:ti.i1.q r!-:=~~er ...,: t.vQ.::>:sr:01=S.

Type

Regional
I
Ipar'".i~ipated

:1.Tl

I

set",-ed ~s

reSCl:rce
, pc:rson

Territorial
.J

13 4() cr rrcrs

II
I

(:__;cor:

t.o 39.: 30-; 10 t'~') 19

t.".e
in

Total

Du:d_'1g the life of
fh-e pilet sc.r;ools

a none '* 1 to 9

16vel:V hich-- - ~

2. Considering all of t..'1e i?~oJec": '"v.::=:-:shc·;,:s =~~C1:'':2.,;

~N"2.S tt:eir o'le=all f~.lali::':-l? ·:::'rr~:1..':~ ~~.e: ..r :~~~z.:.:.,:~:~'

·=r ~t.5..r..g5 J":)~l. r:n-:,:-e a·:'-:~...!lcE:,5. :_::.(;,;r:;: ,=.~~ ..~.

3.

4. f:ow effective was the periorrr?,nc9 ']i '::-.<3 :-::':;:C' :::-::l.?:7'i2nt.3't.ion Officer (PIO,
of your territori? Chec.'<::ne .

29 very effective
12effectiYe
lsaref.~'hat effect.i\.'e

. .
',; ~,~"l.:.l.-a ... _: r
,'. _ s..
'J ;..-...,._

Specialist
?.ESPCNSES:

For all four subject
areas, t.'1e resp:nses
'~""e eit.'1er 'V"E or E.

Sd) j ect :·jatter,---:"'-----------j

I
I

:ni..'1..i.'i'.a:":y e.E£~tive
--~lO~ a.t al.L

5. Hew effective was the p::!rfoz!!'.:uic?:
in your subject· a=ea? Ched': ,.::r,e.

verI effecti'Ie
-effective
- sarewhat eff~...ive

6. To what extent has there been a spread ef::ect of Project outcc.-res in your
territo.ry and in your subject area:

a. to non-Project classes in pilot schools? (~ed< ene.

6 significant am:::,unt :. srrall arrount
lbconsiderable aIrount ncne
-r7rroderate arrcunt 1 no cpi.'1ion
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233.

6. continued

b. to non-Project scJlcols in your territory? Chec.1< one.

3 sianificant amount
6 considerable anoUl'1t

19 rrcderate arrount

8 small anol.l."'lt
none

~no opinion

... 1.1 .L:.rt: I

Curriculum I I High I Belew
I

Very Average ! Poor
materials .High A:\le.ragE.

! I,
i

, ,

1 I
Syllabuses i II I 7 !I I

SEE Ql:'ESTICN r~O. I
Teachers

I I.., ~ 1
manuals ; CN PAGE ~-t:l

~ I---.i ,
I I I

Instructicna1 I I !

I
, "

aids i I ! I .
; ; j
J..

7. In relation to the cmalitl of the curriculu:n ffi:'1terials usee L'1 the prirrary schools
of your territory t-Cfore the project beqan, ha.¥ do you judge the quality of
curriculum materials' prcduced by the Project in your subject area? Check. the

. te 11' 1 I ,
apprcpr~a ce s t:e CW. <::TiBJECI' ARR" I I

B. To what extent r.av"'"E! P,roject outcaTes had a positive irrpact en the content and
nature of the 11+ e.Y.cln.l..'12.tions .L, your subj~t a..rea in your territory? C11ed".: one.

..Lsignificant 3 considerable 13 rr.cderate 2 srrall 1. :lone

9. wbat ~re the major proble'PS you encounter2d in your p:>sition as Subject r'"atter
1eader in your te....--ritory a...,d "mat was cone to resolve thall? list t.elow.

(Use other side of sheet if needed)

Transfer of teild1ers.
Inadequate tl.:.'ce for visi ts.
Unavailabilitv of materials.
Early: reluct...1r.ce of teachers

to use material.s
Travel prcb len'S to sc..'1oo1s

l.
2.
3.
4.

5.

~Jajor Problems I w~at vJuS done to resolve them
I

I
l
1
(

I
I
I
I
I
I

10. '!he team's report will include a section on l.essons lea..---ned through the imple­
rrentation of t..!'le Project, together \...it.~ irrpliC::'1tions fG:?: t.J1'lI, USAID, and the
Ministries. of Education. Please list what you consider to be the rrain lessons
learned ur..der the three categories note-J..

a. Strategies \.1ScO in implenenting t..1-.,e Project It.hich ~'oDrked well and which \~uld

be transferable to future projects of a similar nab.u:'e:

Reported else;·;here in separate chapter VI.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

- Irore -
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S~~S questionnai=e
Item No. 7 page ;;-~3

Verj;° h.igh High
3e10·";

Average Average Poc=

LAJ.'rGUAGE ARTS syllabuses ., ~ 4 0..J ,

teachers manuals 4 1
,

~

instructional aids '") ,. 1.. - '; -

MATH syllabuses ll. "5
.,.., !j,~

teachers ma:luals }.2 ..
~. I) ..

instructional aids -:l :3 2
,.,.. .J

SCIENCE 3yllabuses .1.
.. '-I
oJ -

teachers manuals ...
'.1.... .~~ ...

instructicnal aids .,
"

..,
0.:. "-

SOCIAL STUDIES syllabuses 5 1
,

C-'-

teachers manuals 5 2 0 a
instructional ::..iC5 4 J - 0

BEST AVAILABLE copy

. J

.~

c

a
'r'
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b.· strategies used which could have worked well if certain conditions had been
present; please state the conditions also.

SEE CHAPTER VI

c. Strategies used which did not w:)rk well or simply did not work; please
indicate why you think they did not work.

SEE CHAPTER VI

11. Overall, how do you judge the degree of positive impact which the five-year
Primary Education Project has had on i.rrq;>roving prirnarj education in the pilot
schools of your territory? Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.

cegree of :urtpaCt on l.ITIprovJ.ng prJ-mary education

Area in the pilot schools of your territory
Very High Medium Slight tbne No
Hiqh COinien

a. Using a curriculum I
develo~t process 15 22 3 Iinvolvinq teachers I

b. 'Ihe curr~culum
14 20 2products

c. \lear; zation'·
8 2

of the curriculum 14 14
d. Inserv~ce tra.J..!l.Ulg 1

of teachers 10 15 1 j

e. Upgrading teachers f 5 30 3
performance

If. tJpgrading pn.nc~pals
3 19 10 3 2

performance
g. Developmg profess~on-

2 26 4 I 1
alism arronq educators

:h. Raismg levels of
awareness anong the
Minist.."Y of Education
regarding its responsi- 4 21 10 1 1
bilities for curriculum
develofliSlt and
teacher traininq

~. Upgrading the perform-
2 24 . 1.ance of 'PUPils

j. OVERALL RATING OF 2 21 2
PRaJEX:T IMPACl'

12. en the back of this page, please list any i:eccnrrendations or suggestions you
mvefor your territory wmch you believe ....A:lUld ensure that the positive
i.rrq;lact of the Project continues after its tel::mination. List any other
caments you care to make.

REPORTED ELSEWHERE IN REPORT CHAPTER VIII

'!HANK YOU FOR 'mKING TIME 'ro CCMPLE.'I'E 'lliIS FORM
AND GJ:VIN:i IT ro YOUR P I 0 NO lATER THAN •• _ MAY 15. 19B5
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complete t-''2i~ .form prior ::0 thea "'r.=-iv.:.l : ft.':':? :;:;Qin, Ma~J 1965 • ..~ tea::: r.:err..c~r

will visit 3 of the 5 pili~'~ sc!1oc ~s ..~.L r~~~~l-; t~:= ..~i t·'].!:".]; i1~tv"el'le=, .!l..;. ;:=i!'Zc~I?I,."i:"';
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Number of pupils ..... ,.'_- .,
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is not
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~.: .... .: -"l":' ~ '",.
"'-"'""'-'~~-':

::'C"'C. ::~ 2.e'\',3:r:

.. =:>
I';'~ =., =oJ

2 =
1 =lJ'":;e:::ac"":..:..":·.re

,
I

~ler/ 'effe-.::t.i't,,·e 1

2'[::ef~ti\~~ !
;: =..I,

.::'';

., .-

.- =
I. =

~\orr-:shCC5 Pr::...nci::als
How nany s~ch I\Crkshops or ;:·eeti.r:.gs did you attend? 1-5 28

. t.... 4'. r • -5 -12 _ ... 4
i'Jr.at ~p~cs ~a :l..."lC.1.'..lced 1..:1 -::-.e acr:u...-USi:...'C.t..::..cn '''Ol.''Kshcps I r:JCW e::fectl.veJ.i" ....:ere
t.~y treated, and hew relevant v..'ers cr.ey to you= ~'Ork? Cc:crplete the chart Ce':"C".oI.

!= I~U ans~red "Yes ll
, contint:e ::::::)

::- }'OU w'1s.vered "t>'v" I ski? -:0 itan

3.

.,...

i

lao

Ie.

'1

School rranaqerrcnt i
Et=ran relatixs

Decision rrakinq

.
j
I

I
I
i

I

,_~'1.t'

.'-~r...;..

":...... ---:-~-

TQPICSi
i
f
;

I
i

I
I
I

\
t
I

Inst..rl1c-.....ional
leadership

S~J:ervision

(1.. Time managanent I

f. School finance I
Ccmnunication

I ,
g. I

I
!

h. Curriculum
I

IdeveloPtreI\t I
i. Staff'inservice I i,

t=aihing
.
I

I
.

j. Carmunity-pareIlt
relationships I

k. Evalmtion !

Ird.
1;e.
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• Hew much attention in the adutinistraticn wo:rKshops was given to the curriculum
devel\J.l=m:mt ard teacher training aspects of the PrimaJ.J ' Education Project?
Check one.
_2.'yer.;l much 14 t-luch 10: Sore 3 . Little 2 l\ione

Give sore exarrples; if applicable:

5. HC\'l helpful was this involverrent of curriculum develor:uent and teacher training
aspects of the Project in tl:e ;-:raining 1,I,'Orkshops to you L'1 your role in
managing and supporting Pro-iect clas~es and t~a.c.l,-c:'::"s? Che-:.~ 600.

9 Ve-~ helpful- - 15F.eloful--- - 2 S<:xreNhat ~Of little help o None .;, N.A.

Gi.va sane exattq;>les, if applicable;

6. What instructional techniques v,'ere used in the \lturkshops on administration and
hew effed"~ve were they? C.~lete the chart belew.

;-: ...~
::'''t
'J"J ,:
~ ..-
lJ~~
IJJ ~~~
)...;;...;

:1! '"~;~,~

tLJ ,*.

l-.L;5-3s;J-4s~,i5-5si.....:.._---,,;..---..;.-.--------
" 5-55; 2C-48 ; 3-3s;

.,
2-5s; 5-45; 7-35; 3-2s; '._' ........ ..... ,

"

selection of topics 1
g. Group J.nvolverrent J.Il I

solution of identified II

oroblems

1. Other:

h. FolloN up consultation l
visits to provide Ql-si;.;.e
assistance

Used: Effectiveness: I
Instructional '"rrite "Yes" Use code J

lIl'-bll effective
,

5
,

Technique or == veri !
4 = effective

I

3 = sarewhat effective j

2 = minimally effective
j 1 ineffective

,
==

a. Lectures Yes 6-5s: 17-45; 5-3si
b. small qmup di.scuss~ons II

-j C;-55 i .U-..4Si 1-3 ..
c. case studies I' ?-5s' 10-4s' - "" 2-25; 1-1'~-~.

d. Handouts " 6-55' l;)-4$ : 3-3s; 1-2 .
I

e. Reading asS1 ts II 1-5 . }"O--4S.. i 6-3s;
f. Group mvolvenent m

~

7. Ha.-l much attention in the ac'lministration \..urkshops W"dS given to what you believe
are the real tasks and problems of the principal? Check one.

_very much Much S<::Ite Little None

a. Give sore exanples of taslG/problems which were :included:

b. Give exanples of tasks/problems you believe are inportant but which were
not included in the workshop {s} :



2 j'p
.?- •

/' ~.;•...:~ ~ ;'.; ;", f {
...... ; < i..... ••.:.. _ 0' ~ i'("",,!

r _.
I ....

.~

3. CX~rallf' n::Av rr.uc.~ do ~{C~l r:eli€"'..""8 '~~a~ :··~~_~r ~~~~·f·:::=a""~~ t:..~ a. 3d:c):;1 p.cir.ci~u
:t3.~ i..Tprcv~~d .:3.5 a res.J.l't 0": ~:rw.L.:.L'19 ~·c(:a.i~.;~ j:;. C;~ -;rcjec:: r,;crks.a~?s? G-:~-=r.~ C·!"i~~.

9. Cne of t.:.-.e antici;::a"te:i O\lt::xlii::S 01: '=.."1e Projr::ct !,..-as the develo:-ue.'1t anc prcC.uction
of rJaW or revised- C'l..lrrio.uu"". Ir";;"l"tr=i:ialz ::..t1. fc'..l:" suJ::t~t areas. ~~11at is :tc·ur
iudcrrent atcut ~la C'...:ali l::J c~: -:"'~":32 ::~,\.::.e:"i3...ls <:a:::2::~~ t:J <:'.L~iC1.llt.rr: rrateria':'~

us
J

~ be'::ore +-·..·e ~~i··,,'"'~....g- :-:1:- ,-r-,-:'l "r".~.~,:::,;-:-;:l ·'"'1".......·r ;'\-0 ,.,~_·r'f'"\_pr:"ate calls in. the chal.-t.
~-... ..L. -# --":J--M ........... - ..... "-' [""._ .... oJ ...... - .... .-... .:.-......... -- .. - ~.t'- _

Curriculum
rr~~er:~<:!.l~ by
subject area

....... ,~, ~ ,-~, J'.c =~±c~li..Zn :rat.erials
1- -....;..:.1:;;.;.. :•• :.:.. J......:.;:., ..,;.. ~---'-----,~T-.' ...~

,.,..,~:.:.~ ~·i;~:;h ,~"v~.;.g€: i f:~~loJI (Pc·:-,r tl:J~ a~;..:..ca.o.J.e !

~'::}; ; avcra~el

'.J

,_.__ _-_._------'-------_ _-_._---

, .' ~' ~o..-~--;.---_------_ '-:
--~---_-::._-_..:.._--.;.~ -------------_..-

1 ':, I~

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

~. ~Ii I " I 0Syllabuses I - ._w i - i v ! ' ! •
~_..,;;;=.o.;;._,__ _ ----j---------_.--"P'"'------*-----.,---------------------.-.
Teacher T.w-'luals 1 2 : ':'S i l i] C!. '___ • _~ .... ~ I

Instruc-..ional aids i 2 ! , - I "ii ~~ j ~

scr~:

l ~

i
!IANGD.GE .1\.R'r5 ,.' -: ' \)
i Svllabuses .'). _.oJ. .l..' , oJ, :

I ~~£b3E= r.i2~~-L-=_~=:==_:·~'-:L':'- -iJ=-t=~_=~==-.:~==I====:=======;I :nst.......".cuor..al aids i 6 ! 13' 2.3 ~ w· ;

ISOCIAL STh"DIES: 12:
I §Yl1!Zb~e§___ ~ I
I ~~~er~~:!~~2-_~1;' - --J
I Instr..;,cticr.al aids 9 8 I

I

I!-1Fl1'I-<::E:-k\TICS : I
1 5',;'_'_'abuse~ ~ 1..:. "': ~ .'~ " I;, _ ... ~ .___L_ ::_- :.. . ...:. -l..- - .,.

·~'~~;:;(--""CI~ -&~·~a ~ s ~ n .....~) 4 ('. q 1:..:.:::.:.=--...:.;::::.-:.:.--:=...::::_._--_._... _.... _._-_..._-.__ ..:..-.._-_._--_.-----_._.:...._--_.-:._--~-----------:~
l..'1.St.ructJ.or.a..l ~ds j .., I ., :' I ::< l .,1· i', l :

_...;;;;.;~..;;,;;.;.;;;;...;;;;:.;;:.;...;;:::.....::;;;::.::;;::,.~. ':"__-"i-_..;-;::.;J::-__:!.. .J -: .. ' '.' ~ •

10.

Prcject. r..vc-.::kshcI,:S?

14 Very much

11. In x"Our jUd':jllie."1t, t ..hat-;"':i3 t..'1t" ~,:~22.i<:y cO:
·~rk.shops? c:h-·=·d< o.."1e •

.18 ~1';gr: oEcor

12.

. Da.-ree of ~rovan?.ntSubject area I

I signifJ.cant ICcl"..51.c·;rable_, San.:: !1r:ttP":"'Lall~'cne ~t apol~cabla

Teachi..1'1q lanauaae - ; ,
i I Iarts , 13 ; 16 1 0: I

,

ITeachinq soc~al studies! 12 I 8
, ,

0 1 0 I
i .:. i

Teaching sCJ.er.ce f .:.t I 13 ~ ·1 I a ! 0I

Teacr:.lng rna~'1sratics I 7 J IS t ':'8 j Q i 0 II l._.
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10 no effect
3 no opinion

,'" '. 'lb what extent has there been a spr,ead effect of Project outcares in

a. to non-Project classes in your school? Check one.

2 significant anount 4srall arrount·
17 considerable amJunt ---0none
~Iroderate anount

b. to non-Project schools in your territory? , Check one.

2 significant arrcunt 4small arrount
7 considerable arroUl'1t --rr.one

7 rroderate aIWunt 8no opinion

14. rrhe team r S report will include a section on lessons learned, through the inplenen­
tation of the Project, tcgether with irrplications for Ministries of Education,
UWI, and USAID. Please :i51: :~el.C\V' •...nat you cC...1siderto be the main lessons lea....-ned
under the three categories noted. Use back of page if needed.

Strategies used in ilnplere.nting the Project which

a. worked well and which would 1:e transferable to future projects of a simil.ar
nature:

REPORI'ED IN CHAPTER VI.

b. could have worked well· if certain conditions '",'ere presPJlt; state the comtions:

c. did not worJt well or silrply did not f...crk: indicate wny you think they did not work:

15.' Fran your observations and in your judgment, to what extent has the Project had'
a positive effect on pupil attendance in Project clas~..s when eatpared to pupil
attendance in non-Project classes? Check one.

-2-significant effect 7 sore effect
...l.-considerable effect ---qmi.rt.i..m::Il effect

16. List any l.IDplanned developtEIlts or outcanes which arerged during the life of
the Project:

REPORTED IN Q{A.PTER "Ell.

17. Below and on the back of this page" please .list anyreCCIl'lrendations or suggestions
you have for your territory which you believe ....uuld ensure that the positive
inpact of the Project continues after its tenn:i.J1ation. List any other ccmnents
you care to .make.

INCORPORATED IN 0IAPrER v.
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s. OV'E..~, h",,,, c.o yC'C ju;:ge the d:;gr::,..." =z: po.'3itive i.Ti?~ct whic.'1 t.,'-.-; five-year
Primary Education Project has 1"...'ld en i:r·9rcvu:'S' ?rir.":ary edt:.ca\:.1.c.~ ::.r. YC\..lr
pilot s':.:l..:.ol? c.'lee:~ the appro.:;::-iate cells L.. the chart. OOlcw.

---r-----:----:----i-------,

_. --------~-:....._-_.- -_.__.

a. Using a CU-7icu.:·G'r,
. develcprent prc~=8ss
~ ..,~,.,...,1·,4...... t-e"'o~'"'~"::'_."'v _""";1 ........ _4'._

b. '!he curriC'..1ll:.'11
prcducts

"f'arib::ec.nizaticn"
of the c..~iCt:'::':::.~

id. !nse.tVice trai.-J..;71S
1_--"'o_f_tJ?ach,;.;....ers~ _

:e. Gpgrc.ding teac:-:e:::::
perfo~ance

: f. Upgrading princip2..l' s
cerformance
p

, '"':'
.L -'

"-,. ..

~

.'

: ....
... •..1

25

.,...

2

;
I

o

o

c

o

4

2

3

g. Developing professicr.­
alisrn anong eduC3.l:or~

4 22 o 4

:==:'::':'==;';:=====:::11==:====*======J

,-- .._._----_....._-_.-;-------

2

2

6

,."
,~

.-,
v

-,
~ZQ

26

':~ :~.

---------------._-._...----_.._--'-_._------>--

teacrier t=a.L-.i....-:c-------'-.;...;;...;.;._.---"---_._--- .._-_.•.-

j. C'v"'Pf.tI)..LL P.~TTI·;G c::
P!'\O....""Ec::' D!P.:l...C!'

h. Raising levels of
awareness arong t.~e

M ' I - P"'''(.:..."'Ust..-y or l:Cuca 120n
regardL-.g L-:..:; ..:~~~.;;;;cr~:.~

bilities for c-.rz':.C,.;-..:llin1
de\.'elop:al"lt .;me

.l.. ~pgracing -c.:.'1e ;.erz·m::n­
ance ot :n.:.=,ils

a b .~_.

BESTAVAILABLE copy

THANK YCU .?\;R Tl'~KING ~:''DfE '1'0 CG-1PLc.·L...... THJ:3 Qt.i"ESTICNNAIRE
r.c .i~;"";r d'.an Nay 15 I 1985
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. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT PILOT SCHOOL~ E A C B E R ~l
Teachers of project classes in pilot schools are requested by the Evaluation Team
to complete this questionnaire prior to the arrival of the team, Mag 1985. A team
member will visit 3 of the 5 pilot schools in each territory; however, all Project __
teachers are requested to complete the questionnaire. The completed form should
be ba1lded to the PIO of your territory who will transmit it to the visiting team
merrwer. This questionnaire should be completed no later than May 15, 1985.
In the final evaluation report, responses will not be attributed to individuals
or schools.

Territol:Y _ .,
r

Narre-----------
:NUlT'.ber of years you taught Project classes Subject(s)

SChool-------
Age levels

1. P.ave you used and are you now using new or revised syllabuses in your Project classes?
Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.

SubJect Yes No

Lan Arts 182 13

SOCial Studies 113 22

Science
... ,

100 11

Mathematics 149 1.4

If you checked 1It-b" in any cell (s), please explain why:

2. How helpful aXe the new or revised syllabuses which you have uSed? O1eck the
appropriate cells in the chart.

Subject Very Helpful Of sate Of little Not at Not
helpful help help all iapplicable

T. e Arts 36 83 34 5 2

Social Studiel: 81 39 2 1 1

SCience 54 43 10 1 2 ..

~.athemat:ics 53 64 8 1 1

3. L\::J yeu now have a copy of: .

a. the new/revised syllabus for each subject you teach? . 143 Yes 58 t-b
b. the teacher nanual which acccupanies each syllabus? --.!!LYes 168 t-b

,t How helpful are the teacher nanuals? Check the approPriate cells in the chart .

• .
!

Subject Very Helpful Of littleI Of sare Not at Not
helpful . help help all applicable

Lanquaqe Arts 80 37 42 3 0

Social studies 78 9 3 0 0

I Science 61 19 10 2 0

I Hathematics 84 43 15 0 0
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... ~., .
Su.bj~t . Number wc.~ you have ~Tot applicable \

to I .develeped on YOUr own (N.A. ) I
::ancruaqe Arts 54 I 66 I j

II '"Social Studies 42 48 I-- .
! 34

;

Sc':"emce 34 i ,

.';l''':':1dt'atics j 38 60
i-~·.\..._c__• ------------------~------

-. _..... .. .-

.... ~:r..M ~:. puPil leaming/i.nstructicnal aids for your Project classes have you hel~
';~ev'~].C'p, or deveJ.op;d on your cwn, during the life of the Project? Indicate

i'1..: ";bar in the chart bela,ol

- -

6··.~ . H~·. helpful for pupil leaming a.ret.~se instructicnal aids? C'leC< or-e.

39 Very helpful 53 F.elpful 3 Sonawhat. 1 HiniIrally 0 ~~t at all

b.·-'~".· helpful for providL"'lg i.nstruct.ic."l a----e these aids? Check one.

70~je.ry helpful 74He.lpful 11 Sore<....r-...at 1 !-1:in.iIrallv 0 Not at all- - .

~",':.;. ': f::;'=tors were %rost influential in .p.elping you to increase- your knc,..rledge ·;:,f
~:-.:.::~C:: matter? - Please list. -

Extent of Jr.crease.
Subject. Signif~cant COIl3~derable serna MiIU.."1'al ~l'.e N.A..

I.!:aI~quaqe. Arts' 28 94 76 16 15 r
I ! i I 6

I
-3xial Stt1Cies 55 56 23 2 I

i I I_.....

I 1S·-;i~ 30 81 I
32 j .; I 6

?/U ':.'"lerratics 43 i7 .. ., I 15 7 .I.)~ f I- . !

'. incicatetheextent. to which your knowledge of subject matter has increased, if
any I as a result of participating in tr.e Proj~. -Check tt-.e appropriate cel13.

i
I

u. 'ill ',-Ih."t't e.'CteI;t. -has your participation' in -the Project helped you to -in;:rove your
p:~.!'"="J:r:rance l.Il the areas noted in the chart below? Check the appropriate cells.

I.
I

·1

I
i
~
j

... • Extent of l.Il1prOVE:T.ent
Area S~gni::E~cant Cons.lderablel SOre !?-liniInal None-

-::u.....-ricul,.:m deyelop-
42 83 I 56 4 8

.:'e:~,t
I

:J:::i11g new and
appr"opriate teach- .

57 1 1
i,:"1q m=thods 54 97

Cevisinq better tests 48 95 64 7 .. 2

Classrcan~t -. 20 77 71 23 7

Ot.'1ez.o :

C~:
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~, rr:,j:.-::"!te which teaching rrethodologies you have used and how often before and after
r:'rd.cipating in the Primary Education Project. Check the appropnate cells.

-- - MethOdS used before Methods used. after

!"'i: ~thc<is
participating in participating in
the Pro'ect the Project

Fr tlyl occasionally Fr tly D::casionally...._..
,

·::'11 U:.;ture, talking 116 88 58 127
_f.:9.J' ::.ellinq

~:.;:..,.·:t-<:'ll "ol- '-Jut-' work 79 125 145 49

120 75 71 i
c • r.'.-o;ect work- 26 i......._--....

L~. (;arres 68 120 102 91 !
;-----_.
Ie. ,'isc,:ssion 159 53 158 25

I'---'

-" :;;;:.Le :?lav 43 127 90 89., .
A ••••

q, Field trios 17 160 35 134

h. Laboratory won U 63 43 34

i. Oral reports 66 94 III 60

4- Problem solvinq 110 69 119 39

k. Cha...-ts and maps 100 83 151 39

1. other AV aids 41 70 85 40

m. Fupi1 worksheets 43 102 ISO 42

:.).. 3..oecially prepared
56-:t (:~arn:i.11q aids 55 98 104--

,.,
De..~tF2S 7 68 26 62......

p. Canm.!!llty resource 17 125 43 116
pe:=ple

,-f ~. arFIER:-'''--._ ..-.-

r. .C1l'HE:R:

- j

I
j
i

tb i

~ I.., !
h- I
§

,
I;::: I

h- I~
rr, I(')
a !
~ > i
~ !

'.' .....

~;:2, rOi: your subject area J Indicate: ] ,. list the types of ~sts/testitens
w'hicl1 you now use in your Project classes, and which you did not use before partici-
pating in the. Project: _ -

CMl'I'l'ED BY MOST RESroNDllITS

'.' ,.,"
Ll. For the life of the Project, in how' many ~kshops did you participate, and for how

many'did you serve as a resource person? write the numbers in the chart. Please
eliminate duplication .in -reporting n\Jlt'bers.

'- ,

RESPONSES

WERE NJT tEEFUL. MANY DID

Nor ELIMINATE '!HE DUPLICATICNS.

Totalas -resource
i..r1 -you:

Partic~
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-'::,~,;1,1.C: ex+-..ent are you ncM a BE'r:reR TFACEER as a result of participating in the
::,:.:" C:eck one. 14 t\ little ::e~:'

_, 2~;_:.i'::r!'.ificantly bet.ter, 80 Considerably better' 93 sarewhat better -;-N;) !:etter

'.~.): '.oiG::e ti'.e major problems/const..-aints i"QU encountered in partic::ipating ir. ".:l~
,{,::,ject.? State how these were l:O..solved. (Use ot.her side of p.:lge U needed)

2

I
1 ~
--I
2 I

!

4

,,,
...1.1

12..
33

"'.-1
c'-:

71 I

46 .54 361
38 60 33

57 99

26 94 ~o 3... "
30 70 58

I.
j

Se~f-confJ.dence

tests 30 100 j 50 1 I 3
I

..
Fesults en other tests I I I

115 67 62 5 I

or exartdnations i
.;Ct.ltudes tcward

I
i I
, Isc..~-ol and

32 n 62 10 I
'*lea-rninq

Out of class
10 38 I 84 17 10

O2l:avior I
Citl:er: I
Ct::er: I .

I Cc:r.:'~leting

I assit...·nments
j C:::"=a.t.::.v'::"tvIClassrcan '!nor
I ~';~:'1:';':J.ng cocperativel
: .i..:. qrouo activi~
i ':;L:i:'.Li:.y of 1",'rJ.tt.en 8,
o • 17 ~: a.sZ.l'"7lfents
1 ~otla-n so vma 23/ 79
1T~...'<;",::r crocess 20 9 Q

~ 0:::.:tiT"r.3t-i en 57 95 2: I, --~---::-----+--_':':'_-_----""":;"'--""'~~----1- _
j Results on classroan
j
j
I,
I
I
I
I
I

-I
l
I

':":;'. G"'l .:'. separate sheet of paper, describe briefly a sample of L'teresting/exciti..~

,~ecdot!:.s a1:cut pupil lea.ming and perfonnance which reflect the positive outcetres
:;,f t::e P.!'oject in your school. 'Ihese outcanes may result f...-an your teaching and/or
f:....:,: tls:L"1g new C'.Jrriculun materials. Attach'the sheet to the questionnaire.

- one ItOre page
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11. G']E.Ri~.I..Lr hc:M do you judge the degree of i.mpact which the five-year Primary Educatior
•. ' ']=,.;r. has had on iIrproving primary education in your pilot school? Check the
........ J;..)~)riate cells in the chart below.

---
-Degree of inpact on pr:i.Irary education in

vour pilot school
Area

IVery High ~um Slight None No opinion
hiqh

._p~

..
i

\. Ur'.Jlg a curriculum i
c'..:.:v,?l.OFtnSIlt process 39 102 39 3 0 I\~·~l.:.ch involved teachers.-...-

!
). 11le !.:urriculun products 28 93 47 3 0 j_._.' ........

I" ":2.-::"bbeanizationII
56 69 39 2 1 I,

~:<f the curriculum ;_."_..

I,· Inservice traini.ngof. 34 77 44 3 0
t~acl1ers

· Pjpqr"ldi.ng the perfoJ:maIlCe 35 102 39 3 0
;:)f teachers

· l:psraciing the perfonnance 21 56 45 12 2 Ir:-: pr~.ncipals I._.....

· ::-;v:.::loping professionalism
19 72 31 8 4

..~::;-cr;g educators
,

.- :-',-" .•si.."'lg levels of aware-
aF.:SS in the Ministry of
~:G....::.cation regarding its
£·~SJ.X'IlSibility for cur-
ricu1tnn develq:rrent and 26 66 34 13 1
;::"'acher training

· Vpgrading/inFroving the 46 104 37 3 0
~erfonnance of pupils'

: · r':t.her:

-.

c..:r;K~ RATING· OF· IMP1\CI' 29 94 28 1 1 j
......--..- '" -

f

',:;,.-

I •
~ Col,

1

I

i--

Ie
i

..-

(.

I

=.7. FL:-8.dH add any other cannents which you think would be helpful 1;0 the Evaluation
r;:'C'.aID 1.11 ccmpre.hend.i.ng and evaluating the total Project and its i.rop1emantaticn.
Tse oti-,,~ side of page, if needed) .

FEW C<MtENI'S. THOSE MADE ARE INOJRPORATED ELSE.WHERE

.IN '!HE REPORl'.

:;:-E\NK YCU FORYCUR COOPERATICN IN. C(E)I.ET:m; '!HIS QUESTIOONAIRE BY MAY 15
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",- .. .. ,~, - "

til:26
2 ..~2s.• ('

.~; I.:
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•• 1\'

.' .
~·.I..J •.;.

'I i.'}·;R5-- ~
. PU~:'L..:';'4">TuPles

TEflCH1:J~5; NAlERhlLS Pl'IGES

CORE ClIRRII:Ll..Ul1 7-8+ 12 ~16S 1·... "52 312 612 312 2ti2 ...... ~?2 300
TI'L EHPERIENCE5 ?-8+ as I: 3132 32t36 3168 2288 1100 2200 1810 ~256 2728 2200
CORE CURRICLl..UI1 8-9+ 16 585 555 5iO 390 765 390 :316 eS5 ..6.5 375
TI'L EXPERIENCES a-9~ 90 : 3510 ~;:)30 ~2"O 2310 1590 23'10 le~o 35'30 27500 2250
READING SYLLADUS "11 1599 1517 111'6 1066 2091 1066 861 1517 12?1 1025
=========~=====~=~====~:======;:==:=~===~==~=====~=~~=========~~==~~~====;;=~:====================~===

COLUMN TOT....S
STENCILS 216

6396 1:':6...6 6396 5166 7626 6160

=====-===============:;::::;:.::::==;:=====::::.=:.:====:::::;:===::.====:==;==============:.:=======':.;::.;::::=;.:';:':'::===::--=============;:::

OVERALL TOTAL (UONGUAGE ARTS) PAGES 809~1

I STENCILS 2~6

*M*.*~••U5*.MM••• M»I.*kM ••••••••••~~»".~~~*~fl~.*~M.*•••*".***••**••3~.~M••*~*K· ~Ud~~.~k**~.k~•••H~.*.

tlATE.RIALS fICOOlJ[;CO 1981 (SOCIAl.. 5TooII::S>-_.__.-_.... _.__ .....- .._- ..._--------- ---_..._--_..._------------....--.---_ .. -_...---_._---------------- I ,

COUNfR't AGUA fll.£E BVI DttCA S1tH !>TLU 51''1,11 '1ISC=;.::==:.=:::=========:.:== .:=.;.:;..::::.==:.:.::===:::=====::;;;::.=::.::.:..:.:.:;.,;.===:::.:;,~=:.:;:::::==::.===:::::::.===..::.:::.:::::'::'::;::::'=~;"::".;..-.;;::' =:....:.::.:.;;,...:.=:::,:;:.,:..,;.;...:.:====;:::.:.=::===;.;
TCHRS-) : 19 61 26 17 +1 25

TOPICS Pl.lPl-S-) I 202 267 1~2 "iGt :':~2 25
::.:=:..;=:..::==========::::.::::.:::..=.:::=:-.::::===========:::::=;:;..:::::;.:: ::::=':":"" ~...:.==~;:.;-:; ;:0': =.======;:::::=:::===:;'=====:;;;;:.:.=;;.::.:.;.:..~ ::.:=;:~.:=:::-:.':';";';: :,::~=.:.:.=====::.:===

T~ACtlE.RS· MATER I fiLS PAGES

CC:·~E CURRICULUri 7-C" 21 1176 1'16~1 621 1.1:-;.:.0 '.;:'0-1 600
T/'L EHPERIENCE5 7-tH" 93 ..55? 5ci'3 2i18 ·t;i7l .:5Hl :5 2~25

TIL EHPEiUENCES S-':H 199 9751 12139 fit"?" ;)353 ~H6,) -1975

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



MATERIALS PRODUCED IN 1991 (/1RTHEr-1ATICS)-----_.... ----------------------------------_. -------------------------------
COUNTRY AGUA BOOS BLZE BVI DMCA "RAT STKH STLU STVI MISC

===~=======;:=-============================================================--===========================
TC.IRS->: - 39 37 36 26 51 26 21 1'1 25

TOPICS ~UPLS-> : 202 "02 337 222 267 122 237 292 25
;===============--==============================;:===========:=======================;========;;========
TEACHERS' ttATERIALS

CORE CURRICULUM 7-9~

T/L E~PERIENCES 7-e..
CORE CURRICULUM 9-9~

T/L E~PERIENCES 9-9"

PA6ES

6 :
53

6
78

231'
2067

23"4
3012

222
1961

222
2686

216
1909
216

2eoe

156
1379

156
2028

306
2703

306
3978

156
1379

156
2029

126
1113

126
1638

246
2173

2ot6
3199

150
1325

150
L950

========================================================================~==--===============~===========
SUBTOTALS

STENCILS 1...3
5577 5291 51ot8 3718 7293 3718 3003 35'75

-------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------------
PUPILS' MATERIALS

••••• WORt::5/iEETS 7-e~ 3'1 919... 1..926 12692 81':52 10812 50:52 8772 11322 650
COUNTING ODD/EVEN NOS 11 2651 1'829 "t103 2728 3198 1628 2039 36.63 275
EHP NOTATION e.

PLACE VALUE '9 2169 395L 3357 2232 2862 1332 2322 2997 225
GRAPHS 5 1205 2195 1865 12...0 1590 710 1290 1665 125
MONE'" 15 3615 6585 5595 3720 ...770 2220 3870 'i935 375
SHAPES e 1929 3512 2994 1901 25..ot 1181 2061 266... 200
TESTS- ON COUNTING 11 2651 1-a~>9 ....103 2728 3499 1626 2838 3663 275
TIrIE LO 2'110 1'3500 ~730 2 ...80 3160 1180 2580 ~~:sO 250

tv

••••• WORKSHEETS 8-9+
~

-...I
FRACTIONS 19 1'330 7902 6711 'Iot51 5724 266.. ..6ot1 59?"I 150
GRAPHS 20 .. ...820 0780 7 ..60 1960 6360 2960 5160 6660 500
MONE'" 10 2'+10 1'3S0 3730 2180 3160 lot80 2580 3330 250
OPERATIONS :za 67-\0 12292 101..... 69"'" 990... ot1ot... 7221 932'1 700
SETS 10 2't10 "3'2,0 3730 21'90 3180 1180 2SaO 3330 250
TIrIE 28 67"tB 12292 10111 69.... 990" 'll"t... 722-\ 932.. 700

SUBTOTALS
STENCILS 217

52297 95263 809"tl 53816 69006 32116 55~a6 72261 5"25
__________________ • ~ ... _ .. M ..a-o__..... ... _

---------------------------------------------------------------_...._---_._---- , .'.-,---------_.._----------
COLUMN TOTALS

STENCILS 360
5797.. 10055+ BGC89 5753.. 76299 ~5a~~ 589C3 7812.. 9000

=================~..":::=======::=:.::::;:::::::::========::=:.====:.===============:::=======:::=::::::;;-...:::::::========::.:::=====:::::::====
=====;=====;;====:==~;========;;==;===============================~============~~====~~===~=======:====

OVERALL TOTAL (MRTHEMATlCS); Pft6ES 560297
=STENC I1~S 360

~ ",itil '* ..*~.**.lt ...iUI·iUtIBl..... it iH..,Hd...... II-lt.. # ;H..t~l"Ht*"*lIitilll""ltihtlHhl itltitlUtit* IHt ilw1htiBti4 IUHHHt:>o* _ii,UI illliiiflttl itil** ltitiHUUUlft



=~:.: ==::.::.;:. ::'~ .-:.: :.;:.;=::.- "- .-::.::.::::::.~ ..:::::::.::=:.:;~-:::.: .::=.:::.:..=...:.

COlJlHR.... ~1GlIfl ONeH t1RAT STKN ::>TLU ~"'VI ruse

TEftCHERS· MRTERIALS PI1GES

AIR 19 095 0,...
ENERGV 8. FORCES .~1 ~;'B~~ 966
HEAT 11 017 506
Limn 1J 51'" 50b
LIVING nUNGS I~ bll 5"'J
,mCUINES 18 0-16 OZO
t'1AGNET5 9 ·12~ ,\1 ..

/'lAKING HUSICRL tNSlR I I 51,' 506
NHTTER 16 ~~5L 7~6

11ATTER: AIR 19 U9~ 07'~

tUHTER: SOUND a: L.IG'-tr 1i; i'b",~ (,~6

i ICASllREI1ENT \9 o~:r1 O'~'I

ROCKS I!c 501L5 u :~~'6 !If.6
SOUND 9 12.;' 'j \-l
50llND d .~~ ,:.~.. ~~t....U
TIME: n f) J •. t,')O
"fiN&::: SECIUENC£ PICIU~a::::; to '1 ;',J '1(;0
HERT1IER/WftTER/ liN I t1i11. S 1 ~ 611 5":JU.:1

==================~~~.7=
., , ........... _.. ._._-' - ....._. ... _- .. - - ..... -.

SUBTOTALS II·jeo I 1~~:2i

SfENCILS .~ t-I

,

589 fj,)5 175
651 907 525
~11 517 2'15
30t 1 51'? 2;'5
'\03 611 325
tj~a ~l',6 "ttiO
2(', ..2;~ 225
3-11 517 2~Jl5

i96 752 ·100
58Sl 09"S 'i('S
1St) f/f...;2 1ijO
56') b'J5 ·ti'5
210 ~;" .~; 2l)O
27;~ ·i2~ 2~5

210 ':'1. ~6 200
"Io:i ..~ l. _~ I -5;!5
';~H) '.. <, 2~jO

"I")'''' (1 : 3;~~5.. -,-..... _.. .._- -. _.. - . - ::~ :.~ ':":; -.:.. -~:.:. ::;

,;100

'!Ol,)
·1~iO

4(10
.1 .i . ~ ..j

'L:u

" ~ ;:.' :,:

',1 ?h

3C·~~'1

·f J ;>6
G270
~:IO..'S2
(. (-"-.;6
.:.(r.)~

.... - .. _-_ - ..... ..

61 IIJ
(.., 0. ~~'j~~

i'(W f,

6~""I'.:J2

SUOHHI\LS
51ENCIL5

1'lflJE~{H! S tiROIINU us
U,HCR
l~Elinll~R

ynu

PlIPILS· f'1m l:'RIHLS

CULW'lN T01HLS
. . •• ... . - -. _" -'.;::': ::. o· ':. •• :' ~.'. : ; ;:.':::;':;:" .=.~.:..: .';:-.:::-:~: :::.:-:: .•

.'.. '._. '-~--" .. - : ~,' -: :-::.. :':'-'. :: .:•...• "';':...,:;.:::. ~.:. ... :. -_.:.:,:. :;,.;...::=:.~ :'.:::';~.: :: _.:-:".~:: .- ....:.. ".: -..:.: ::.:;:. '.::;.,':': .~; .
. -::.: ...:::.;::~, ;:_ .;...::.::. ;:: "';;"';'._":. :.: .. ::.:: - - ; .. : - .. :::.' :;:;::"':.:::::.:....::.::' =':':::"0::':==:::';':::;:.":':'; .::.:-; ...;,,:.;~ ~.. ::-:.; ":.:: .::.::.; ..~ ....:.;.

..;..:..:.;.::;: P.:;;;'~=: :......:::

..... :::.':"-:-;;::: :-:'';.'=:-.';'; ::.:-:=:::==:.:::-..:===

OV~I<ALL lOrAL. (SI: II r.d:) ; PliGES 150?:i6
; Sf ENL 1LS :~()(l

ijaW~~~*M•• ~~K~.K~«k.~g~K~~~~~~~a.MKK*~hK*K"_k~rl~.K~~~~»~~"*K~.~I~ff.~»«*o_""a~~~~~au~n~a~~HUK~.~~H~~.~.*



MATERIALS PRODUCED IN 1982 (LANGUAGE ARTS)
:::===:;::=~~'.-.:::::.;====::;=======::::.:=======::===::======::=.

..

COUNTRY AGUA 8ilOS BLZE BVI OMCA MRAT STKN STLU STVI MISC
====================~==================================================================================

TCHRS-> '19 '.7 46 26 61 26 31 47 ... 1 25
TOPICS PUPLS-> 191 :390 331 200 230 200 230 '161 375 25

READERS* : 96 195 166 100 115 100 115 232 188 25
=================:=======~===========~===========================:=====================================
TEACHERS' 11ATERIALS PAGES

T/L EHPERIENCES 7-8+ 98 ...802 1606 ..508 25...8 5978 25...8 3038 ...606 "t018 2 ...50·
T/L EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 102 4998 1794 4692 2652 6222 2652 3162 1794 'i192 '2550
T/L EXPERIENCES 9-10+ 106 5194 ...982 ...a76 2756 6..66 2756 3286 1'982 13...6 2650

PUPILS' I1ATERIALS

COMMUNITY HELPERS A* 12 ...032 5220 ...872 4080 ...260 ...080 ...260 5661 5136 300
COMMUNITY HELPERS 8* 19 638i 8265 7714 6i60 67...5 6 ...60 67..5 8968 8132 ...75
IS THIS YOUR DOG? 15 50.,0 6525 6090 5100 5325 5100 5325 7080 6120 375
MICE AND RATS" 15 50..0 6525 6090 5100 5325 5100 5325 7080 6120 575
================:=====;====~==========~=;===============~=========~======:=============================

COLUMN TOTALS 35"'30 40917 38B42 28696 ...0321 28696 31141 -+3174 38654 9175
STENCILS 367

=====================;~:==:===:~==~=~==============================~~============-~~==~~~================
=====================~~=========================:=======:=;==~~=======;~======~:~~~~~===~====~~=:==~==~==

OVERALL TOTAL (LANGUAGE AP"': PAGES 555106
STENCILS 367

**************.*~.***~**~*.***********.****~**********~~.********.*~**.****.*.**.~****************.***~

MATERIALS PRODUCED IN 1982 (SOCIAL STUDIES)-------------_._-_._-------------------_._- -"'.'---------------------------------------------
COUNTRY AGlJA BOOS BL2E BVI Dt1CA t1RAT STKN STLU sr~)I MISC

====~===============~=======~=~=====~~===============~=======~======~======~==~~:~:~=~=====:~===~======

TOPICS
TCHRS-> :
PUPLS-> :

19
191

10
o

10
o

10
o

61
230

26
200

10
o

41
375

25
25

==============~==============================~=======:============~=========;==:~~~:===~=~~===~=~=~====
TEACHERS' MATERIALS PAGES

T/L EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 196 960.. 1960 1960 1960 11956 50'36 1960 "9212 8036 ..900
T/L EXPERIENCES 9-lD~ 250 12250 2500 2500 2500 15250 6500 2500 11750 10250 6250

PUPILS' I1ATERIALS

PUPILS' aOOK TERI" 1 12 2880 120 120 120 31-92 2712 120 6096 1992 300
PUPILS· BOOK TERM 2 19 ..320 180 180 180 5238 iOG8 ISO 91 ..4 7488 450
PUPILS' BOOK TERM 3 11- 3360 1..0 1..0 liO ..074 316i 1...0 7112 5821 350
=============================================================================~====================:===

COLur1N TOTALS
STENCILS 190

: 32411 4900 i900 ..900 'iOOl0 215..0 4900 43314 36590 12250

--------------------------_ .._----------------------------------------------------_._-_._-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
======:=~===============================~==========~=======~=================================~========

OVERALL TOTAL (SOCIAL STUDIES) PAGES 205718
STENCILS ...90

********_*********•••****••***.*.***.****R.**********.*******.**************.**~****••***********.****



11A-r £R I Fit- 5 pf.~(lnUCED IN 1902 (MATUEt'IHT I CS)
:,:::,::,:,::,::,:" '; -.. :::: :.::.:.::.,;::.;;. -=:.:;:. .::.:;:=;:.:.:;.=:===::=::~.:::::;:::===-.:==.:.::..:::.::::

lE.,lCtlERS· MA-rER IflLS f'fIG£5

EMI mtGl ~ilKN STLU \-11::,C

AREA
CAPflCITV
CORE CURldCULUM 7-8+
CORE: CURRICULU,1 B-~H

FRnCTIOHS
FRHCIIOl'l5
GEOI'1E:TR'l'
GRt1PIIS·
Gr~APHS

GRAPIIS EVRLUfH lOt-I
l.ENGTH
MiiSS
hIm£',
NUUf.iEr~ COIICEP TS
or"'£Rffr 1Ot15
(jPEJ<flT i: m,IS EVflLlJii r J (Ill'"

St~TS

T/L E:-WU'UENCES lO/,
T /L fl~PEldENCES u-9 l­

T/I. F..l~PE~(EHC£S oj 1I)j
1 Ii'iE
rIriE
T 1I1E

10
10

I>
6

22
~O

10
12
lti
o

10
1")

Ii
ttl
16
ID
~'2.
,--. ~

.&j:'

..90

..90
29't
2'H

10i'8
13;'2
'I ':.Ii}
5013
70'1
392
1~:'0

tilitl
6uG

......e·.

.. ~l()

IO?U
;'!.~Hl'l

~"f' ~.~ :_~

'1"\10
?I:H

I ::.~~';.,

;:n'l

-+.,'0 1~0 260 blO 260 ::',10 JOO 'flO 250
-li'O -160 260 610 260 310 100 110 250
:?i'12 27t:, 15G 36", 156 lUG GO 216 150
2H2 2'i'6 lo£. 3t;6 156 106 60 216 150

I (j'51' 1012 5':7'> 13-12 5('2 602 220 902 550,"'-
j~16 1200 728 17()O 7.2a f".sa 260 1 116 700

'1:,0 ,160 260 610 260 ::-;10 100 110 250
~.~l~·1 n~12 312 -,.~...... 312 ::; ,-. 120 '192 300....~ ..-
....'.:;2 i;,l.~6 tiE. ')1'6 411'" ;56 160 (,'56 'f00
.»j;·<f, :,,~o :.~OO ·tl'iO 208 ;;"·tl::l 8 1.) ~29 2CJO
'1;'0 "160 2&0 (.10 2;:;;) :~H() 100 ·no 250
i',I:'" / ..-":; 312 7.:i2 312 -~?2 t 2() 192 300,'0_

i;'JiJ h-H ~",i 05.. :~()·t ,t.H 1"\0 5l'; :S50
Ij'" ~~ IJ~U 1,:'8 1098 '1~,8 t:50 lOt) ;"':~ll 150

-"1- .) 'I" jh i16 '.OIl'i' '11"> '19;;', 160 6fj6 100I 'O-JL..

.~ /',,) ,-,,',e. 2t;O 610 :"d'6() ".:10 10.) 'HO 250
i "i.#~ t )012 572 1 ~"l;';~ 5 •.),2 Co,):; :~2':j 902 550
;:--1 'It :':':;12 Do2 :,172 l:'m::-,: he. J ;,: 621:) 21 ~2 l300
:';l: ~:.(. .:;t,dO ~f..;~O "','be) .:~~j.:~ll ;!.-lJ II i~l'j(j '190 l~fiC

-",.:....) "lit() ~~.~..tO ~~19'.,) ~~:~·,tD :.~? ...Jn <)uo 'A90 2250
, ~:i,.? ~~,~f., ilE:. '3~;"f. 'I liS "9i~ 160 i.~56 100

1 .-:~:~~;~ 11"% 6?6 15eG 6;·"(; 80':' ::,";Q J (k',6 ",50
:J~: .~~ 'I:~ ·5E.~ -tJ6 9;"6 ·111~ ~i ..··.t:. ltiCl Chf. ;on

UiUJi'lrJ TOn,11.5
5TEi'U: I l.~,;

..:..-..:: :..~~; :;:.: . ..;. ~~ ,:... -.. .... .... . .- :;".:. ...:.:..::. ......: :, .. :.; .. ::;;:_": ._: ;... ~;: ... -. '"

-:':;'-.. ':";.':'" ,:

, .-- - ..... . . . . ., .. ' -. - ...- ~", _ - , .
1')',::,:" ::;

S I ElK I LS
lll':'I09";.

500

BEST AVAILADLE COpy

"



MATERIALS PROOUCED IN 1982 (SCIENCE)

COUNTR.... AGlItl BOOS BL2E aVI or1CA I'IRAT STKN STLU 5TVI I'HSC
-----------------_._---_._._-----~.---_....._---~-----------~_.--_ .._-------_.._--~-----_ ...._-..-_~--~ .., ~ .._--......._----------_.._-------------_.-------------_._-----------"'----_._.._-------------------------------_.-...._--.--._ _--------------------

TOPICS
l'CHRS-> :
PUPLS-> :

10
Q

1-6
331

10
o

10
o

10
o

31
230

47
'161

10
o

25
25

==========~:====;=~=======:===========~===~=~===========~=====~===========~===~==~=:==:==========~~=~~==
TEACt-iERS" MATERIALS PAGES

ELECTR I CIT.... 50 500 2350 2300 500 500 500 1550 2350 500 1250
ENERGY 8. FORCES 22 2%0 103"t 1012 220 220 220 662 103-t 220 550
ENERG.... : BEGIN & END 18 180 846 B28 180 180 180 550 816 180 450
HEAT 1"1 t'1O 658 6-t4 1'+0 1'10 110 '15" 658 1..0 350
LIGHT It lotO 656 Got '1 11-0 1'10 1'10 1-5.. 658 1'10 350
LIGHT 2 10 180 8'1-6 828 180 180 180 558 816 180 4S0
LIVING THINGS 18 180 8'16 B28 tao 160 180 558 8·.6 180 150
MACHINES 22 220 10~4 1012 220 2;20 2'20 682 10?H 220 5fi.0
f1AGNETS 22 220 103"l 1012 220 220 220 602 1034 220 550
MATERIALS AROUND US 14 1'10 658 6 .... 140 14\0 1iO '13-i G58 140 350
MATTER 20 200 940 920 200 200 200 620 9"tO 200 500
NAT1ER: AIR 26 ;~J:;O 1222 1196 260 260 260 806 1222 260 660
I1ATTER: SOUNO & LIGHT 18 H~() fN6 BZ8 180 100 180 5b8 O·l[, 180 450
MOVEtlENT 1 10 100 '170 160 100 100 lCO 310 'j ('() -100 2t;0
PU'tNTS 20 200 940 920 200 200 200 62'v ',NO 200 5(iQ
ROCKS HNO SOILS 12 120 5f:d 552 120 120 120 3·;': ;~ t;l:,-! 120 ,'HiO
SOUND 10 100 "1.'0 460 100 100 JOO 31D "'1-70 100 2!:i()
HiE SKY RGOVE 14 l"tO 650 6.,.'" 10+0 1",,0 140 -i~d 6f>8 1"i0 350
THREE INVESTIGATIONS :50 3C1Q 1786 171-8 ~80 3f:lO 3:;30 11-,~8 1?86 500 950
TINE .... l-W 653 61"' \-Hi 1-10 1'10 ..~ .. 658 1-.0 350
.....OU 16 160 752 7!i6 i60 160 160 ..96 ?52 160 "100
===~======~~==~=======~~~:~=~~:~==~~===~~==========~=~~~;=~=.~:~~~~====:=:=:========~.=~=~=~=:=~==~======;:==

SUBTOTALS 2120 -,,'''16'1 S r·~~:;~ _:?120 :2120 2120 b5;;r:~ '3>')6'1 ;~12() 5300 N
STENCILS -Hi) u'______________ w___________ •

_ •••• _ ••__•• ___ L •• _ •• _ •••• _ ••_c_._,. .. .-.'. __ .-._ .. ...._ '._ .... ___ ...... '_. ___ ...•. _ .... _ .. _ -__.0-._.__ . __._••..... _.__. __ .___ ..... -- '.- -_._.- ....¥ .... -- -'-,- '.,'.- ....- _.~ _ ..... -. -- .... ~~

PUPILS" ~IATERIALS

ELECTRICITY -~-I 6'10 1'1850 12B18 :~AO 340 ::'dO t_~(~ ::';4 1 ?;"~i·2 340 850
MATERIHLS flRGllNO US 3~" 3~O 1:59ti't 120b'i :-)~O 3;W ':'20 8~~j2 I 62!:i6 320 000
MOVEMENT 1 :51 340 1'H3513 12018 .3-10 :!l"lO ;I'W 60;)"1- 17272 5·-1-0 8!:;~_\

THE SK..... ABOVE 16 160 6992 t3032 160 160 IGO '11 ~;}6 8120 160 -tOO
.....OU 22 220 961-+ 829"1- 220 220 220 5i'-t? 11 P'6 220 550

SUBTOTAl.S
STENCIl.S 1:58

1380 60306 52026 1360 1380

========:=====.::=====:::===;::=:=:==:.-=~:,:=::::~:::.==-::::::==::::.::==:::=:==::.::-.:==::;:=:-..::::.=::::====.::::.::::;===:::===:.:.=:.::::...:::..::.:.=.::.:::=.;;::..:,:::.;::;::::.=::.:.:==.:::::::=:;;.:;;:.:.::.:;;:::;:;::::.:

COLUMN TOTALS 5'18 3500 70270 61778 3500 3500 ..2590 80068 3500 0750

OVERALL TOTAL (SCIENCE)

======::::.:==::====::===========:;::=::======::::===::;;==;=====~'::::::::.:=.::::::.~.::':::===:.:;::.::==.:=====.::.::.:=:::==::===:::..::::;.:::::=:.=:=::==::==;..-:===::==::==

: PAGES 280956
: STENC I L5 5'18

***********.*****~*****.***.*.***~**~*.**~**.****~***.*.*.***~~~.~«K*~#"*au~v~~.***~*~~**.*~.*~w****~**

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



OVI r.iUCti l'lRHT STKl't srlU I'Ilse

Tl::flCU£~S' MATERIiILS PAcES

CORE CURR lCULUI1 10-·11-1­
TIL E)~PERIENCE5 IO··11 ..·

12
76

2Of)ij
5/;~"i

19;"-\
.:it,,"2

1932
C;$4':Jf,

W92
1')76

')1;:' ~.")_utJ ...

i{.·16
1092
1916

13')2
:!;5'j6

15:-;;..
2iJl2

1 ?~~2

~116

lL\!jO
l ':)t.)\)

1~IIP11.5 • /'IOT£ R I HLS ·Sl'I· 0'..160 I06/a IbOOU
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MATER I RL5 PROOUCED IN 1983 (MATHEt1AT I CS)
======:===:=~=====;=====;======:========

COUNTRY AGUA BOOS 8L2E BVI Ol\1CA MRAT STKN STLU STVI r-lISC
========================================:===~==~==~==================================================

TOPICS
TCHRS-> :
PUPLS-> :

...9
210

47
380

16
326

26
210

61
220

26
200

31
2:38

10
o

41
375

25
25

=====================~=================================:============;===================~==~=~=======
TEACHERS' f1ATERIALS

T/L EXPERIENCES 9-10+
T/L EXPERIENCES 10-11+

PAGES

90
68

4 ... 10
3332

-.230
3196

"'11-0
3120

2:5...0
1768

5 ..90
4148

2~iO

1769
27'90
2108

900
680

3690
2788

2250
1700

------------------------------------------------~._-----------------------------------------~._----------------------------------------~---------_._----------------~-~---~-----------------------~-----~---SUBTOTALS
STENCILS 158

771'2 7'126 7268 ... loa 9638 ...108 ~a98 1580 3950

-----------------------------------------------------------~---_._-----------------------~------------
PUPILS' MATERIALS

AREA 8 2072 5 ....16 2916 1eS8 2218 1808 2152 eo 3328 200
CRPACITY 6 1554 2562 2232 1"i16 1686 1356 1614 60 2496 150
OECII1ALS 9 2:3:31 ~tH:S 33'18 2124 2529 20~"t 2't21 SCi 37·1-'" 225
GEO....iETR.... 12 3108 512'1 4464 2832 33?2 2712 3228 120 ~~992 ~oo

LENGTH 10 25'30 "1270 3720 2360 ze10 2260 2690 100 ... 160 250
MASS 9 2531 3843 33iB 2124 2529 203~ 2421 90 ~3j;'44 225
r10NEV 7 1813 2969 260-+ 1652 1967 1582 le8~; "?O 2912 175
NlWl8ER CONCEPTS a :20"('2 3"116 2976 1888 22-'\8 la08 2152 en 3323 200
OPERATIONS 12 3108 51:21- -.·hS4 28:52 3372 2712 3228 120 't992 300
PERCENT, RATIO, PROPOR 19 "i921 8113 7068 ~1"lO'" 5339 i~~91' 5111 190 7904~ 475
SETS 13 3367 6551 't8:56 3068 3653 2938 3"'97 1:50 5'i08 :525
"TII"IE 15 3885 6405 5580 ~510 4215 3390 "iO:-55 150 62,-0, 375

SlJBTOTflLS
STENCILS 128

33152 5~656 ~7616 30208 35968 28928 ~~432 1280 53246

===========================================================:============~===========~=~=~=~==========
COLIJ'"N TOTALS 286 i0891 62082 51884 31516 45606 330~6 39330 2860 59726 ;1150

===================~=~===:=================:========================~==~====~=~=====~~~=~;~====~====~

=========================================================::===~~=====~=======~~====~==~~==~~~======~==
OVERALL TOTAL (MATHEt-1FtT t CS) : PAGES 3('9804

STENCILS 286
**.***.*****#*****.*********.*.*~.*~**~.Uft~*~*a.*~~*****~*~M*W~**.***.*****.*~#******~*#*M*.~**ft*.~**
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DISSEMINATION PERIOD JUNE 1994 - AUGUST 1965
LANGUAGE ARTS MATERIALS----_.._------------_.._--------------------------(PUPILS 7-8+, 8-9+)

=====;:============
COUNTRY AGUA BOOS BLZE BVI DMCA MRAT STLLJ S'rVI MIse

=============;=~=;==================~================;;==================================================
TCHRS-> Got 1 1 39 9"t 54 49 1 15... "f2

TOPICS PUPLS-> 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ..2

======================:============;================~=====================================;==============
TEACHERS' MATERIALS PAGES

CORE CURRI CULUI'1 7-8+ 30 1920 30 30 1170 2820 1020 1..70 30 226380 1260
T/L EHPERIENCES '7-8+ 166 10621- 166 166 6"'7~l 15GO~. 56of4 81:i'f 166 2556"1' 6972
INTEGRATED SCHEME 7-8+ 14 SSG 1-. 1" 546 1316 176 6e6 1 .... 2156 588
COJ~E CURRICULUM 8-91' 56 2304 36 36 1"104 33~l" 1224 17f.4 36 55..... 1512
T/L EXPERIENCES e-9·t- 131 8384 131 1.31 5109 1231-t 4454 Gotto? 1=S1 20i7'i 5502
INTEGRATED SCHEME 8-9+ 1'1 696 11- 1... 546 131"6 ..-76 be'iI::' 1~ 2156 sse

PUPILS' MATERIALS 7-9+ 116 116 116 116 116 116 11G 116 116 116
==========================~================================;================~==:~~===:~====:==============
COLUMN TOTALS: PAGES

STENCILS 50'?
2602-1­

116
391 152~9 3675... 13294 19169

116 116 116 116 116
2.819-;....:;

507 116
16538

507
===========================================================~~====:=================~=~~======:~=:====~===
====::=:=========:;====;;:;;::;:=:::::::===:::::.:::;=-~::::=:::::;:;:: ==:::::.:~=::::::::::::=::==::::== ::::==::.::===::::::::::::=.=-:===::::::::::::===.:::::. ,::..::...: .:::':::':':: :=.::.:::.:= =~::=. =;:::::. ::.=.. ::::-.::==.:~:::::: :.:;;:=

OVERALL TOTAL (LANGUAGE: ARTS) ; pfit'::;E.5 "t083a3
.: STENe 1\_5 1026

*~*****~*~*****~**~***.****~~********~**.***.****~*.K*~~*~*****~~I*.***k***~••~~*Knu~u*~**.~«~»~.*a~*~.~*

OISSf::l....llNFlTION .PERIOO .JUNE 19S-Q· •. ' AUGUST 1985
SOCIAL STUDIES MATERIALS
========================

(PUP[L~ 7-8+, 8-9+)
=======~===========

COUNTRY I=iGLIA BOOS BL2E BVI Ol'1CA MRAT STKM STLU STVI MIse
=====================~========~====================;=====~=~;~===============~=====:======~~=~==========

TOPICS
TCHRS->
PUPL5->

30 15"t

==================~===~========~~======:=======:=====================:~==:==========~=======~=~=:=======
TEACHERS' MATERIALS

T/L EXPERIENCES 7-8+
TiL EHPERIENCE5 8-9+

PAGES

105
. 162

6720
10368

3150 9870
"'l860 ,15228

3570
551:)6

51"'t5
7'338

105 16170
162 2~19...a

41-10
6804

===============~==~=====================================~==~~==;~~=====;======.=~==========~:============
COLUMN TOTALS; PAGES

STE/'..!CILS 267
17000 8010 25098

267
..,.1118 1121"t

267
~==~======:===============~~=====;=========;=======~:====~====~=~======~=======~=========================

I =================::::::===============::::::.========::.=====.:.::======:::=::::====::=:=::::====:::::::::::=====;::::::'=::====-:=:::=::==:::':;::::=:~:::7'::;:;:;=:::~.::=
OVERALL TOTALS (SOCIAL STUDIES) PAGES 124689

STENCILS 53~

***.»*#******M*~*~*~*.**ft.*~***~R*~~~»**.~*~*M~«.«**#*.***.~.*****~~~~.».~*B*Na~~.~.*e**~~~~**N****~~*.~
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_..'=:: =:;-:. ':':"~:::::====::;;':;==:":==:~:';':='::::::::':=::'::-::..~:': ::~'.. ::'::".::~:'': ::.":": ..:':.":''':::.:;:, :.: ::.:. -.::: ,::~=:.:::_~~~.':::::::.:-;:~:
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~"<:.~.

DISSEMINATION PERIOD JUNE 1~84 - AUGUST 1985
SCIENCE MATERIALS

==========~==========
(PUPILS 7-e+~ 8-9+)
--------------------------------------

COUNTRY AGUA aoos BL2E BVI DMCA r-IRRT STKN STLU STVI MIse
=~==~:;~====;~~~========~============~=============~==:=============;====~~=;-;================~========~

TOPICS
TCHRS->
PUPLS->

10
1

1
1

1
1

30
1

10
1

5
1

19
1

1
1

10
1

===============================================================================================;========
TEACHER5~ MATERIALS PAGES

IMPROVISATIONS IN
SCIENCE a8 8S 88 88 88 88 8S 2288 88 88 3696

SCIENCE EOUC BOOKLET 46 46 46 46 "'16 <f6 "t6 225"'l ..t6 ·16 1932

ANIMALS 11 110 11 11 330 110 55 539 1 1 110 462
ENERGV AND FORCES :3-<f 340 3-\ 34 1020 3"'0- 170 1666 34 :340 1...28
HEfH 16 160 16 16 "f80 160 ao 784 l6 160 672
LIGHT 19 190 19 19 570 190 95 931 19 190 798
LIGHT 2 2"} 240 2-1 24 720 2~O 120 1176 24 240 100a
MHCHINES .:.~() 300 50 30 900 300 150 11·('0 30 300 1260
MAGNETS 2·4 2-10 24 24 720 240 120 11'?6 24 240 1008
MATTER 21 210 21 21 630 210 105 1029 21 210 682
HATTER: AIR 2H 280 28 28 840 280 1...0 1:'").;12 28 ;200 1176
MATTER: SOUHO & LIGHT 23 230 2",'5 23 690 230 115 1127 ;~3 2.30 966
PLANTS -L5 -130 43 43 1.290 oi30 215 2H)7 43 ~130 1606
ROCKS AND SOIL.S 1"I i-tO 14 14 'f20 1"10 70 (~O6 \ -, 1...·0 588
SOUND 18 lao 18 18 5-+0 180 90 882 .10 180 ;J56
50Ui'm; 2ND E)'~PER I :--iENTS 16 160 16 16 ~t80 I ISO ao ;--84 16 160 672 i\..)

TIME 2i~ 26ti 26 26 780 260 1:30 l-;!;·"·t .26 26() 1092 Ul

Tlt·1E SEQUENCE PIC'rURES 10 100 to 10 300 100 ~.>o ~}90 10 100 420 ..... j

L'JATER is 160 l6 16 480 160 80 7fH 16 L60 6'12
HATER//.-J£ATHER/FtN I f'1ALS 2f.i :?SO 25 25 ;-'50 250 125 1 -:.o~)I": 25 2'50 1050..... ----.
~JEATHER 16 160 16 16 -leo 160 80 r"B~t 16 160 672
=====::::====~;:::::=====:::=;=:..:::::;-:::: ::.:=::::::::-:.==:::.:'::::-: :;.;:;==:=.~;==:::'='::::::-:::'::::::;=:::::::===::":'=====::====:"==:::-;;"::"::"'-:=====:::=:==::::::: .. ,~~ ,::.:::::===:::::::==-;:-;:::::::===:::.: ~:-:::::
COLur1N TOTALS: PAGES --t2"?'4 5"ttl 1255-. 427.... 220"1- 2-1-828 4274 23016

5TENCIl:.-';~ 548 5ot8 5·~a 5'48
====:::======:=:::=::;==::::===..:=:.::.: ...-:.==::::.::====:.:=======:.:::=:=============::::=::::'-:'=====:::::':======:::='======~==:=::::::~' ..:':~;=='====::;:==:::==========::=
==~=======;==========;=====:====~===========:====================~================~==================:===
OVERALL TOTAL (SCIENCE) PAGES 75972

STENCILS 16~1

**.**ff~***.*~*****.*.**~*****a***~*~.§••~*.~~••*u****.*.***.#V#*M*#ij~~~k.#~.*~*~*~~U***.A.*.**~U~****~.»



LJ I S$Ef'11 Nfl r I or ~ FER [00 JUNE 19B-t -- Hl,JGUST 1905
U·UJl:iUtlGE ARTS MATER I ALS
:~ -:..::;:..:.;: ====:.:. ==.~=:.:=:::===:::===;..:=

(PUPILS 9-10+,10-11+)

COUNTRY flGIJA BUOS 8L2E BVI or-leA ~HT STKN STLU ~TVI '1Ise
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