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PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) - PART II

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 ;evelopment Bank and the
Secondary Curriculum Development Subproject implemented by the
Caribbean Examinations Council. The Grant Agreement for the
Primary Curriculum Subproject wasvsigned 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, Mathematics,

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 & 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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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 l§8l and the other in 1982.

The terminal evaluation required by the Project Désign was
conducted by Drs. Karl Massanari (team leader), Paul Masonef 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 schoo;s of the countries participating in the

project.
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The dissemination of curriculum materials developed by the

Project to the participating countries.
The effectiveness and appropriateness of curriculum
development and teacher trainingxworkshops held at the

regional, territorial, and local levels.

The impact of the curriculum and teacher training component

of the Project on teacher behavior and pupil performance.
assessment of other Project outcomes:

The training of education administrators in Jamaica and in.

the other nine participating countries.
The training of educational planners.

Unplanned developments and outcomes either at the level of

the central project staff or in the participating countries.
assessment of Project Management.

analysis of indicators of Projéct institutionalization

within the University and in the participating countries.

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 congfuence; drafted a preliminary
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.

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. 1In addition to the nine countries
which participated fully in the Project, Jamaica was involved in
the training of primary school principals gpecifically 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. 1In fact, motivation
for pagticipating increased over time and this has created a demand
within the countries for continued efforts to impréve primary
education, a demand which many of them will find it difficult, if
not impossible, to meet beyond this Project considering the

unavailability of financial resources to support such efforts.

Inputs

Major problems with respect to inputs related to dissemination
activities., During the eétension period, there was a six-month
delay in getting paper and ink ordered from the USA. This
seriously hampered timely produqtion and distribution of curriculum
products. A related prdblem 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 Proiject 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.

speeding'up the dissemination process.

Outputs

This helped considerably in

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

listed below in column #1 with comments regarding their achievement

in column #2.

Qutputs

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. Achieveﬁents are
commendable. Lochost
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.



Outputs Comments

3. A modified, refined model Produced. Excellent. And it
of curriculum development worked.
process. -

4, Teachers and supervisors Level of achievement of out-
with experience and skill come was high in all areas
in use of new instructional with the exception of testing.
materials, new methods, Time restraints resulted in
content, testing, and ' less emphasis on testing in
curticulum. the training workshops, but

even 50 teachers reported

gains in this area.

5. Headteachers and Four year:long training
principals trained. sessions in Jamaica trained
72 primary and all-age
principals. Twenty-two
workshops were conducted to
train principals in the other
nine territories. Effective

results.



Qutputs Comments
6. Project Advisory Group Functioned effectively
(PAG) . throughout the life of the
Project.
7. Project Implementation All participating territories
Unit (PIU). had PIUs and they functioned

satisfactorily for the first
two years or so. Later, in
some territories they ceased

to function. .

18. Purpose

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 ;chools 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 unplannéd 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.
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-1, 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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Beneficiaries

Direct beneficiaries of the implementation of the Primary Education

Project were:

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

participating countries,

The teachers and principals of those pilot schools.

The 72 Principals in Jamaica who were trained under the

auspices of the Project.

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.

The Project Implementation Officers in the nine participating

countries.

The Project Staff at the UWI 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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The pupils in non-Project classes in the pilot schools who

benefitted from the multiplier effect.

The pupils in the non-pilot schools in the participating

countries through the materials dissémination exercise.

The seven Teacher Training Colleges in the participating

countries which now use the materials produced by the project.

‘ Unplanned Effects

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

significant ones are listed below:

Teacher Training Colleges were not slated to benefit 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. Many of these colleges have

utilized the materials in their regular programs.

In one country, the materials, though intended for primary
schools, were used as the basis for developing a program for
junior secondary schools while in other countries the materials

were used on a regular basis in the lower secondary schools.
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Stimulated by participation in the Project, Antigua
strengthened its reading centre and Belize and St. Kitts each

established such a centre.

Belize developed a national selection examination with the

assistance of the UWI Project Office.

Pupil attendance and punctuality in pilot schools improved as a

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

programs.

major negative unplanned effects have been identified.

Lessons Learned

Several important lessons were learned from this project. Some of

the most significant ones are listed below:

(1)

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.



(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

- 13 -

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.

~

Consider Local Travel Costs: Travel expenses provided for

Project Implementation Officers proved inadequate. The.rates
for mileage were prescribed on the basis of U.é. standards

which do not appear to be relevant to the Caribbean where the
cost of gasoline, motor oil and repairs are mdcg higher than
in the U.S. and the condition of roads vastly different from

those in the U.S.

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 serious difficulties for continuity of project

activities.

Provide Adequate Resources for Any Materials Dissemination

Expected: The main problem in this project revolved around

materials dissemination. ' Inadequate funds seemed to have
heen provided initially and the hardware and software

reguirements were not anticipated.
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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

University 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 Internaticnal
DevelopmeﬁtM(USAID) and implemented through the University

of the West Indies. Cave Hill (UWI). was coordinated.by‘rhe
international Council on Education for Teaching headquartered
at One Dupont Circle, Suite 616, Washington, D. C. 20036

The Council, under the directorship of Dr. Frank Klassen.
has a distinguished record of involvement in the evaluation

of international education prqjects around the world.

The evaiuation process began with a Planning Committee
meeting in December 1984 in Barbados. Drs. Karl Massanari.
Team Chalrman, Paul Masoner, and Professor Errol Miller met
w1th PrOJect personnel to develop the evaluation plan and
procedures. The three External Evaluators have had wide

experience in evaluating international education projects.

Dr. Karl Massanari's professional experience has included
serving as a director of teacher educaticn and academic
dean; participating in 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 |
addltlon, he was Associate Director of the American
Assoc1at10n of Colleges for Teacher Education for 15 years,
and Dlrector of the national ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher
Educatlon for 7 years.

Dr. Paul Masoner is currently a Unlver51ty Professor of
Education at the University of Plttsburgh Pennsylvanla, 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 President of the American Association of
Collegas for Teacher Education. His career has included
numerous assignments as an evaluator of international
education projects in South America and Asia. In addition,
he is the current Pfgsident of the International Council on

Education for Teaching.

Professor Errcl Miller is a Professor of Educaticn at the
University of the West Indies, Mona Campus, Jamaica. An
experienced evaluator of educational projects in the
Caribbean region, Dr. Milier formerly held positions as
Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Education, Kingston,
‘Jamaica, and Principal of Mico Teacher Training College in:
Jamaica. Currently he 1is also serving as a membsr of the

Jamaican Senate.

The external =valuatiocn cn-sice visit tcck place from May 20
o June 20, 1985. Unfortunately, Dr. Masoner was unable to
participate in the visits and writing ci the report dus <o

serious 1llness. Dr. Massanari and Professor Miller visited

i

he ten terricories which participat=d in the Primary

Education Project and wrote this report.

Mrs. Christine Massanari assisted ths Team in summarizing
and analyzing the data collected from 337 questionnaires
developed by the Team for Chief Education Cfficers, Project
Implemencation 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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GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS

The following is a list of abbreviations which are used

cccasionally in this Report. They are included hesre to

assist readers in understanding the narrative, char+s. and

tables.
BDD

BVI

CARNEID

CDB "’

CEO

CXC

0COD

PAG

In scme cases. explanations of the terms are given.

British Develcopment Divisior

British Virgin Islands, one of the'participating

terrirorlies

Caribbean Network for Educational Innovarion and
Developmen:

Caribbean Development Bank under whose auspices
the Primary School Construcrion/Rehabilitation/

subprcject was conducted

Chief Education Officer. the chief technical/
professional Officer in each Ministry of

Education; ten CEOs participatved

Caribbean Examinations Council, under whose
auspices the Secondary Curriculum Development

subproject was conducted

Organization for Cooperationin Overseas

Development (Canada)

Project Advisory Group. composed of the Chief
Education Officers of the participating
territories and which gave general direction to

Project implementation



PAHO

PEP

PIO

SMLs

SOE

TESOL

USA:LD

1
yi-
Pan American Health Organization

Primary Education Project
Project Implementation CGfficer,. cone in each

territory

Project implementation Unit. which gave
direction to Project implementation in 1its

territory

Research ancd Development Section cf the School
of Education, University of the West Indies

' LS
Cave Hill

Subject Matter Leaders - curticulum specialists

in the participating territories
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United States Agency for Internacional
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University of the West Indies - the Cave Hill

Campus in Barbados, and the Mona Campus in

-Jamaica participated in the Project
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Chapter 1
INTRCDUCTICH

This chapter provides the context for the Zeport of the
External Evaluators. It includes sections on the
educational setting in the Caribbean; the Trimary Ecuca-: -
tion Project, and internal and exnternal evaluation.

The Lducational Setting

Zducation in the Caribbean is in a period of transition

a transition focused on expanding ecducational opportuni:--
tv and on improvinc the relevance and quality of the
educational program. Evidence of the change is clear:
increased enrollments in both primary and secondary schools,
an emphasis on more effectiva teaching methods, modifica:
tion of subject matter content to relate more directly to
the ethnic and cultural background of children and youth
and to Caribkean life, and z recocniticn of the importance
of providing guality education to all youth througit the -
secondary school. These as well as other positive actions
contemplated are to a very considerable extent the outcome:
of the efforts of dedicated and motivated Education
Ministries of the region: higher education institutions,
especially the University of the 'lest Indies: professional
teacher educators; and, in the case of secondary education;
the leadership of the Caribbean Zxaminations Council.
Together these resources constitute a major and effective force

in the movement to bring about educaticnal improvement.

At the same time it is clear that there are a number oi
factors that present major difficulties in the successful
achievement of coals that have been established. Among
these are increased numbers of pupils at all levels of
the educational system, arising both from increased hkirth
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rates 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
staff, a present teaching staff that in gost countries of the
region includes a significant number of individuals untrained
or inadegquately trained for their roles. There is, as well.
2 severe shortage of teaching-lzarning materials available

to both teachers and pupils and a need for an exranded
inservice education program for teachers and other school
personnel. 2Added to these constraints are the limited
financial rescurces available to the governments of the
region for the massive task of expanding and improving
education in all the territories. 1In some cases, the
limitations are severe. o >

It was in this setting in 1579 that the University of the "est
Indies (UWI) the Caribkean Examinations Council (CXC), the
Carilbean Develcopment Eank (CDZ)  and the Trited Statas Acency
for International Develorment (USAID) entered intc an

1

agreement to undertake a regicnal rroject entitled Carichean
Zducation Develcopment (Project lumkber 538-0022). This
Project included three components: Primary School Curriculum
Development, Primary School Censtruction/Rehakilitation, and

Seconcary Curriculum Development.
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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 Primary education Project*, 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, iiay 1984 to October 1985.

The Primarv Education Project

Purgose

The basic purpose of the Primary Education Project according
to the 1979 Project Paper was to improve the learning
environment for the primary school age group (7-11 years 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 ongoiﬁg
assistance program to the territories in their efforts to
improve their educational programs.

With regard to gqualitative improvement to be addressed by
the Primary Education Prcoject, the major needs identified
in the Project Paper were as follows-

*while the Primary School Curriculum Development Project
waé'teéhnicaliy a sub-project of the Caribbean Education
Deyeiopmenﬁ Pr@ject} in practical terms, it functioned on
an”indepeﬁdeht basis and has been commonly known as the
Primary Education Project. It is this term, or its
abbrééiétidn; PEP, which is used in this Report.
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“1. To provdde teachens with revised syllabi and Zeachens'
guides 50 they become aware of. content requiremenits
and 04 the wide variety 0§ teaching approaches
available to implement the syllabdL.

2. To p&cvida nstruetional matenials (chanfi, vostens,
ghaphs , reading materials, ete.) {fon Leachers and
elthen provdide 4on siudents on help feachers prepare
jon Atudents wenkbooks, preject exercises, and otnen
matenials to supplement and/ch substitute fon the more

Lraditional textboor.

3. To stnengthen the present teacher force through an

_ inservice teachen training progham that encompasses >
content knowledge, methods of Zteaching and testing, and S
ability to undernstand and use newfy developed, monre ﬁ
nelevant and better quality syflabd, guides and, N
instructional matenials’. S

I
G
G

It was also envisaged that training would be provided

for schonl crincipals, headmasters/headmistresses and

Target Group

The Project Paper envisaged that the principal beneficiaries
of the Primary Education Project wculd ke the estimated
153,060 pilot primery scaool students and their 450 teachers
and 50 heacmasters (plus 270 other headmasters receiving
administrative training). The élan called for each of the
ten participating territories to identify 5 pilot primary
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.



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: S

New cwviiculum gudides, 4in the Language ants, scdence,
mathematics and social studies, consisting of
syllabi, teacher mauals and pupif workbooks which
have been Zested in the territorial schools and found
to be teachable and nelevant to the Caribbean region.

Additional teaching aids and materials related to Zhe
new Ayllabi and cuwriiculum units and which will assist
the implementation of modern methods.

A modified, neféned model fon the ewviiculum develop-
ment process, including manuals forn admindistratons
which provide guldance §or ornganizing and administering
cuviiewlum development phofects.

A gnoup 04 teacherns and supervisons with expejvée,nb.a
and $RLLL in cuwrriculum development, ftesting and
dissemination who will be abfe to continue such
action aftern the close of the project.

Teachens thoived to undenstand, select and use
teaching strategles appropuiate o the new cuwviicula
Lricuding appropriate materials and methods.

A group of teacherns trained to develop, evaluate,
use and disseminate modern intructional materials.



7. Teachers capable o4 using project work, continuous
evaluation, and child-centered activdity Ln the class-
noom in appropriate Leanning sLtuations.

§. Headteachews, principals and supervisons with dmproved
adindidsthative 4illls, '

9. TImproved Learning by siudents resuliing 4rom new
teaching mateicls and metheds baing applied by feachans™,

Project Evaluation

Formative and summative evaluation were to be carried on in
accord with an overall evaluation plan which was to be

developed during the first year of the Project. The Evalua-
tion Plan which was compieted in June 1981 became the basis

for both internal and external evaluation activities.

Iinternal Zvaluation

[N

There is evidence in quarterly reports, annual reports an
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 mcdifv Troject 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 adddition, the Project was
without an Evaluation Specialist for about a year during

- which Fr. 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 until 1981 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 noted by the External Evaluation Team in
its June 1981 report

“The work of the Evaluation Team dwiing the three-week visit has given us
an opportunity to critically review the Evaluation Plan Ltaelf,
particularly with nespect Lo the {easlbility og Lts Limplementation alven
the nesinaints o4 perscnnel and budget. In doing 40 we are {n a sense
making observations about how nealistic the expectations were Ln the basic
Project Paper. There L8 no question about the comprehensiveness of the
Evaluation PLan in relation Lo the expectations set fornth in the Project
Paper. The Team <8 convinced that the nequirements of the Evaluation Plan,
particularly those that dealt with Secondary rathen than Primary outcomes
of the Project, need to be modified to conform to what is realistically
possible within the Zimitations of available personnel and budget. Ue view
the Primany outcomes of the Project as the development of improved
cwvlewlum mateials and thaining o4 teacherns in thein use, and ultimately
the-enhancement of pupil Learning. 0then outcomes we see as Secondary ...
Giving major attention to the Prnimary outcomes of the Project alone will be
an overwnelming task., The majon thrust of the Project should not be
distracted by requirements in the Evaluation Plan which deal with
secondarny considerations®.
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Tnternal evaluation during the life of the Project included
the following activities-

l. Formative evaluation of each workshop and training
acti\}'ity >

2. Reporting on teacher behavior hy Subject Specialists
and by teachers themselves

3. Conductinc the 1733 regional workshor in Language 2rts
4, Genaral testing of pupil achievement in 1983 and 1S54

5. Experimental testing of the irportance cf readincg in
nerformance on subject areas.,

€. Conducting a study on teacher attitudes in Froject anc
parallel schools

7. Survey of all PICs and SMLs to assess their judgment

of the success of the Project
3. Survey of pilot schocl teachers' views of the ralative

importance of various components of Trcject implemantaticn

-

2. Inalysis of the 1ll+ Cormon Intrance Fxarminaticon ragu

[

t-h

of the rarticipatinc territories

10. Analysis of rates of absenteeism in Froject and narallel

schools

Overall, the internal evaluation asrect of the TFroject was
net as stronc as were the curriculur develorment and

raining activities. A considerakle amount cf data was
collected and analyzed bv the Zvaluation Srecialist durina
the later phases of the Froject. Fewever, in a few instances
the interpretation of the data reflected a lack of under-
standing and familiarity with contextual factors in the
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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
Speclalist came aboard the Project midstream, and he had
little opportuntiy to travel to the territories during his
term of office.

External Evaluation

Two mid-project external evaluations were 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 Cocrdinator notes that “the aeports of previous evaluaiions
wene usedul in helping Project Stagf to see more clearly where gheater
emphasis might be useful and the kinds of structunes that might well
enhance the cuvticulum materials deueﬂopméni.“

The terminal external evaluation was conducted May 21 to
June 15, 1985 by Dr. Karl Massanari, Chairman,; Gainesville,
Florida, and Professor Errol Miller. University of the

West . Indies,; lMona, Jamaica.

*Membership on both of the mid-Project external evaluation
teams was composed of Dr. Karl Massanari,‘Chairman,

Dr., Joanne Whitmore, and Dr. Cordell Wynn. Both external
evaluations included on-site wvisits in the participating

territories and interviews with key Project personnel.
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Planning meeting

A planning meeting for the terminal evaluation was held in

Bridgetown, Barbados, at the Project Central Office on th

Cave Hill Campus of the University of the West Indies and

at Vloodville Apartments, Barbados, December 11-14,

Present were the above-named

tion Team together with Prcject

Drﬁ

members of

Paul iMasoner, University of

1534.
the Zxternal Zva

Present also

lua-
Staff

Tittsburgh,

was

also a member of

the Team, whose subsequent illness prevented his participation

in the May/June 1985 exercise.

The purpose of the meeting was
Project;
internal evaluation activities

review selected documents and reports;

to receive orientation to the
review
in progre

ss; develcp a

design for the terminal evaluation; develbp a schedule of

activities for conducting the

the evaluaticn report; develcp a scheduls of
-

the team and Project Staff for
Januarv and llay 1985; devw
Project Staff, Chief
tion Cificers,
Teachers cf
and for the

Plan for the Terminal External

elcp cuest
Zducation Cfiicers, Pr
Subject Matter Leaders, Fri

the pilot schools rarticipating in

head of the Jamaican component of

£ield visits and for writing

activities Zor

the interim ceriod hetween
icanaires fcocr tha
oject Implementa:

:l

civals and
the Prcoiect,

the Prcoject.

Cwvaluation

The desicn or Tiis weeesaial term

inal evaluation cf the

Education Project is based on the requirements specified

in the Project Paper No. 533-0029,

and as these are

reflected in the approved Project evaluation plan of 1580.

In addition, account was taken of the requests of USAID

in the following documents-
(a)
(k)

"Final Evaluation in 1534~*
"Projecx:

Evaluaticn Summery. Fart

and
11,7



11,

At the planning meeting, it was determined that the content

of the external evaluation would cover the following

areas '

lo

An assessment of the principal outcomes of the Project-

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, 95-10
and 10-11. at the primary level in the participating
territories '

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 each qf the four age levels in the participating

territories

The effectiveness and appropriateness of curriculum
development and tecacher training workshops held at the
regicnal, territorial and local levels during the
Project period ‘

The impact of the curriculum and teacher training
components of the Project on teacher behavior and pupil
performance.

An assessment of other Project outcomes:

The training of educational administratiors in Jamaica
and in other territories

The training of educational planners
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The development of health education curriculum materials
in collakoration with the Pan Zrerican Eealth Organiza-
tion (PAEC).

Unplanned develorments and cutcomes either at the level
of the central Troject Staff or in the territories.

An asseszment of Froject managerment.

An analysis of indicators of Project institutionaliza
tion within the University and in the territories.

An.assessment of the impact of the Project on Primary
education in the region generally, and on the eleven-
plus examinations in each territory in particular.:

A comrendium of lessons learned. from the implementation
cf thz Projact.

N

conducting the external terminal evaluation of the Trciec:

was agreecd that the Team would do the following-

Examine Froject files, documents, and reports.

Examine the curriculum materials (svllabuses, teachers’
manuals, and instructicnal aids) rroduced by the Frcject,

Critically aprraise the int2rnal evaluation reports and
their findings.

Make site visits in the narticipating territories and
collect first-hand information by means of questionnaires
and interviews.
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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
9. 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, 1934,
The Plan was approved in writing by the Project Coordinator
in a letter dated December 14, 13984,

The External Evaluators followed the agreed-upon procedures in
the approved plan. During the period March to May, 1985,
questionnaires constructed by the Team were disseminated to:

9 Chief Education Officers (CEOs)

1l Coordinator of the Jamaica subcomponent

9 Project Implementation Officers (PIOs)

6 Project Staff members

Subject Matter Leaders in the 9 participating territories
Princiﬁals 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, Subjesct Matter Leaders, Principals and Teachers of
three of the five pilot schools 'in each territory (question-
naires were received from all five Praject School Principals
and Teachers in each participating territory) ., Ministry of
Education personnel. and in some cases Teacher Training

College 3S=zaf:s,

Tha main beody cf the Report follows; it consists of chapters
on organizaticn and administration of the Project, principal
Project cutzcmes, secondary Project outcomes and unplanned
developmentsz; generalized impact of Prcject outcomes on
Primary ecducation: spread effect, lessons learned from
implementation of the Project, a Project evaluvation summarvy,
and a-icok into the future,
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Chapter 11

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROJECT

Background

The Caribbean Education Develcpment 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
countries 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 cdoperation.' The challenge is to find an
effectiye 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 regica. Alilthough shzring the same language:
‘a similar culture and a common history the English speaking
Caribbean 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 Education Development Project combines the

financial resources of a large donor agehcy with the
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expertise and network contacts of three regional servica
organizations in attempting to meet the needs of fourteen
Governments seeking to improve the quality of their primary

education systems

The experience gained through the use of this model should
be of interest to all development cocperation agencies
working in the Caribbean. It could be :that this methed of
delivery of assistance has applicabili=zy keyond the £ield ci
education and could be a pattern for many regional prciects

expecially those involving the smaller Caribbean cocuntiries

Crganizational ut* ucture

Descripticon_of the Structure
he cverall structure of the Primary Educaticn Pr
prescriced by rhe Project Paper vestad responsibi
the Primary Educaktion Projesct in the Universisy o
Incies (UWI) operating tnrough its Scnool cf Zduca
(SOE). The Dean of the School of Education was the
Director. Direct management of ths Prolect was the
responsibility of the Project Cocrdinater named by UW. who
reported directly to the Project Director/Dean The Project
Cocordinator was responsible for recruiting. assigring:
directing and monitoring rhe effec:tivenass of the Central
Prcject Staff which consisted of four Subject Specialicsts,
one each in Mathematics; Language Arts Science and Social
Studies, an Evaluation Officer together with secretarial and
support staff The Central Project Office was located on
the Cave Hill Campus of the UWI.

The prescribed link between the central Project
administration and the participating countries was through

ADLE COPY
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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
Principal and tutors of relevant subjects, the Principals
and Teachers of the pilot schools, teachers with relevant
subject expertise, the Curriculum Coordinétor of the
Ministry and an evaluation expert where available. SOE
staff in Teacher Education were expected to participate as
resource persons in PIU meetings.

Executive responsibility for énsuring the implementatibn of
the Project in each territory was assigned to a full-time
Project Implementation 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
coordinated by the Principal or Head Teacher who, together
with the Teachers, would implement the Project activities at
each schooi.

The organizational structure of the Primary Education
Project can be shown diagrammatically as follows.
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Chartr 1

Organizational Structura of th2 Primary Educatign Projecr

®
U.w.I.
School cof Education
H |}
e e e e ]
! |
[ s b e TR f
T m—s e | Proj=ct Dirzctor/ ‘ -------- ! USEID RDL/L
! Dean l ! ) ‘
§ !
X e e e
! 1
; (me s am s e s - P !
Fem—————————— Project Coordinater |
. ]
s © cemea e ceeme o . A -i - R L L
[ 3
Central o
: - Project Scaff
E P - - !..- - — e
. {
:  Project t
' Adviscry Group ‘ !
i PV o e ‘
“ | ! |

i Training of
Education
Administra-
tors -
Cther Ccur-
tries.

—_ . - . B ' . - s .- - . —

Ancillary
compon«nts.
Educeticnal
Planning.
PAHO. -=tc.

Implementation Educa*ior
Unit Adminisz

: tors -

JAMAICA

! .
I Projwct Trainirg o
i

e b s e e

1
|
|

S B -

1

Projzct Implamercation |
Officsr

k.

S s sesdmcaa e e cemapy o e eed sms e e ocmmm s

1

- )
| t ‘
CQQCF

Pradert+t Sehamle

BEST AVAILALLE COPY




19.

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 unaér
Project Management.)

Strength of the Organizational Stucture

In the light of the implementation experience the stréngth
of the Project structure seems to lie in the overlap between
the organization of the central Project staff and the
territorial_Projéct staff. They were almost mirror images“
of each other. The Project Coordinator and the PIO had
similar responsibilities but at different levels - one
regional, the other territorial. The Subjéct Specialiéts
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 assurqnce‘
mechanism. If Subject Leaders were not functiohing in a
particular country the regional Subjeét Specialisf could
conduct territorial and local workshops at thé request of
the Project Implementation .Officer. If on the other hand a
Subject Specialist was not available for a iegional work;hop
the Subject Leaders could provide some continuity until the
situation was rectified. The structure of the_Projéct |
minimized:to_some extent the disruptive effecﬁ 6f changes of
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personnel and breakdown at either the regional or

territorial leval.

hppropriateness of the Structure

The fact that the Project was implemented as planned and
achieved the prescribed objectives Lmpilies that the
organizatioral structure was both sound and appropriate. Iz
'1s also important to note that although the seccndary
sub-Project managed by CXC was orginally conceived with a
different structure. that sub-Project 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 té
successfully deliver educational development designed on a

regional prcject basis.

Project Management

Overall responsibility for the Project was vested in the UWX
cperating thfough its School of Education. For almost £wWO
decades the Research and Development Secticn of the Schocl

of Education at Cave Hill had given technical and

3

}.‘.

develcpmental assistance to Eastern Caribbean territories ir
various areas and with respect to different aspects of their
educational systems. The original identification of the
neéds and how they could be addressed through the Project
came in part from this Section. 'preVer, the major -
responsibiiifies of the Research and Development Section

were teacher training 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 tﬁe.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 egquivalent of
departmental status within the SOE similar to that of the
Inservice Programme and the 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 tp develop its own strategies and
approachés without being hamstrung by any preconceived

notions or traditions.

The University recognized that although it had; thréugh 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 this sector of education diractly and substantively
as a major responsibility. Strategies develcped in dealing
with other sectors; say teacher training, might not have
been appropriate for primary education. The successful
implementation ¢f the Project wouldé seem to have vindicated

tnis decision.

The decision of the University to give the Project
departmental status equivalent to that of the R & D and
Inservice Seactions meant that the anticipated objectives for
UWI capacity to service the region were accomplished by a
diEferent route than the one described in the Project

Paper. The decisicn affected the initial response of the

R & D Section to the Project. They interpreted the decisiocn

tc mean that the Project had been taken awav from the

P

Section after it had laid the grcund work for identi:ying
the needs and conceptualizing how these could be met througnh
a project. At the same time the Universitv 4did not

rmmediately racionalize all the details concerning the
change i1n the conceptualizaticon of how the Project would be
integrated in the SOE. Hence while members of the Inservice
Section were paid honoraria for work done in cecnnection with
the Project, members of the R & D Section were not. Had the
Project been integrated into the R & D Section then this
differential treatment wouid be justified but in the lignt
of the change; to IZull JZzpartmental status for the Central
Project Staff, it was not. After recommendations made by
the External Evaluation Team in 1981 this problem was
resolved so that members of the R & D Section were also pald
honoraria for work done. In some instances members of the

“Section adopted a cordial but "arms length" approach to the
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Prcject. 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
Projec; central. staff.

From the beginning the Insérvice Section contributed
generously *to Project 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 confrent every project in
its initial stages.  Members of this Section also
contributed direcfly and indirectly to the implementation of

the Project.

Cne 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 the strategies employed in the Project. 1In
addition, the Proiject enjoyed strong support from UWI's
Finance Office. - The Project certainly assisted the -
University to increase and expand  its service to Caribbean
countries. It allowed the SOE to address the needs of . N
primary education directly and substantively in a way it had

not been ‘able to do previously.



Project Diractor/Dean

Th< designaticn cf the Dean of thes SQE 55 the Project

s

Dir:zcicr pre-emphted any conflict of aurhority rthat migh=
dav/ a@visen Dy virrue of the autherity conferrad bty the
£ against those conferr=ad by »he statutes cf the

a
Uriverziiy cn the Head of the SOE.

The merging and amalgaha:ion of thass *wn roles meds “he
rzporting relationships cf rhe Projeci personnel simpl=z and
clz2ar. They also guaranitesad smoorh inrsgraticen of the
Proj#ct intc the UWI strucrur2 and ensucr=d that personnel at
zhe highest level of the SOE strucrturs were involved in
.resolving problems c¢f implementatiop and in repressnting the
Prqject_internally and externally. '

Both Deanz of che SCE during the life cf the Praject gave
clcgse personal atrtention to Project pas sr
kind of decisive leadership which 2rhsnc=zd the effective

implementaticn of the Prcjsct. Th: Proizct Cocrdinator was

with the progress cf implementat:eﬁ and attended to any
matrer resferred zc him by tha Coordinator. There is
aksolutely no evidence or indicaticn “har during the life of
the Project there was any conflict of leyalty, confusien in
reporting relationships, breakdown in communicaricn or
uncartainty about authority which r=sulr<d in any untoward

Cr negative ceonsequence in the executicsn of the Projecrt.

Special menticn must be made of the las=

Professor Aubrey Phillips who was the first Project Director.:

He played a pivotal role in the varicus decisions related to
the conceptualization; structurse and implementation of the

Primary Education Prciect. H= 2lsc played 3 significant
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role in providing the rationale and information orn which the
decision to extend the Projsct was based. The second
'Prcjact Director, Precfessor Dennis Craig; noi only had
overall responcibkility for %he-Project but alsec ceontributed
significantly £o rthe development of the Language Arts

Matarials,

Projszcr Coordinator

The role and function of the Project Coordinator were
clearly and realistically conceived from the ourser, This
clear definition of function assist<d the Project Direcror
te identify and appoint to the post of Project Coordinator
someocne with the required capabilities, sxpertise and
skills. The 'successful implementa:icn of the Project is in
nc small measurz due to the effectiv&ncss and efficiency of
the Cecordinater, Dr. Lecnard -Shoresy. his choice of persbnnal
£

act that he remained with thz Project for its

The Preject was cemplex. It involved prcfessionals in
differ=nt subject areas working at both the regional and
verricorial levels, It requiresd the participation of senior
¢ducational adminiscrators in ten different countries. It
included cellaboracive =fforts with numerous regional and
intezrnational agencies. It was locatad in an academic
s=7ting while being funded by a de=velopment oriented

agsncy. The Project Cooerdinator had vo creatively.balance
the interests and demands of these disparate entities and
mould them into a meaningful whole.

'The Professional scaff were given the fre<edom to sxecute
their responsibilities in a manner ithat was meaningful in
their respective areas while at ths same time being
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monitored by the Coordinator to ensura that the job was
done. An effective working relationship was established
with the ten participating governmenﬁs. The Project Office
was well-managed and it developed usefrl linkages with
several other educational agencies. The Coordinator
developed and maintained good relationships within the

University structure and with the funding agency.

In summary it is fair to say that the Prcject Ccordinator
executed his tasks with competence and efiiciency and in
some areas tnere was evidence of brilliance. His leadership
set the tone and example for other Precject staff and znsured

the success of a prcperly conceived Project.

Central Project Staff
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in additicn to the Coordinator.
consisted of the follcwing:
. A Cu

H
[
.

ricuelum Specialist, Languagz Arts
=3

L8]

. A Curriculum Specialist. Mathem

3. A Curriculum Specialist, Science
4. A Curriculum Specialist, Social 3Studies
5. An Evaluation Officer
6. Senior Secretary
7. Junior Secratary
8. Office Assistant
9. Office Maid
'10. Seasonal secretarial help as requested (needed)

It was envisaged that given a choice of thrze 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 invclved 'in developing and
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testing the materials. That expectation was not realized.
The breakdown of the choice of subject areas by countries

was as follows:

Language Arts -
Mathematics -
Social Studies

1
o U 0 W

Science -

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 later stages of the
Project, an assistant to the Mathematics Spe;ialist was made
~available through funding from UWI/Cave Hill. '

The Subject 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 undergoﬁe‘qhangef
hence there have been two persons performing this role
substantively.. The Language.Afts Project_processhand
~products did not benefit from the same continuity as the
others. .

The Subject Specialists all gxécuted their responsibilities
as required by their job descriptions. They approached their
tasks creatively but at the same time did not impose their
expertise on their territorial colleagueé. They managed to
create the working climate in which participants were able

to contribute their own ideas and participate as equals in



“he decision-making process. The centribution of the
Spzcialisce to the curriculum process picneerad in rthe
3

i-ct and tns products resulting ar~ friormous.

The internal evsluation suffered from the untimely dearh of
the first evaluaticn officer, Mr. Frank Vincenk. In the
first instance thsre wac a gap in th= replacsment
pkincipally becauss of the sudden=ss <f his death. Thea
current evaluaticn officer came irvo < Prcject more than
nelf way thzough wirhout rthe bapsfi* of & smooth transiticn
that weuld have facilitat=d adjustmrnn., The f£act thac he
was not a resident of the Caribbea: a2nd had no previous
s¥perience in rhe region 4did ncrt =sass the circumstances.
Nei+her was 1% possible for kim te visit all the countries
igvelved. The net rasult of these circumsrances was that

s s*rong as -he other

AT}

the evaluation compen2nt was not
components. Muchb data and infermavicrp ware gathered and
wnalvzed. SGom: praoved usszful re rhe Sybiecs Specisl
rgrriscrifas sspscially a4t thz bzgirn.ng 2f -hz Project.
How=vzyr the forma- and interpretaticn 2f +hs student
sChievem=nt Q

~i2s 1n using thsm vo c
Beih Evaluaticn Cfficars gav= tschnical zassistancs tc
c

wercvitorles 1n different arzas of tzsting and svaluation.

Belize r=ceived a great deal of sssistarcz in the

dzvelopment cf different Naxzional #xaminations.

The support staff of the Project Officz were particularly

"

N

were precduced in

al

©n
‘J

zfficient and conscisnzious. Mazted
accordance with deadlines, travel arrangsments were handled
effecrively, and irformation was ragularly and consistently
rransmitted to all the various regicnal and territorial

participants.
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Proiject Advisory Group

The Préject Advisory Group met annually as planned. 1In
addition to the Project Director, Project Coordinator and
the CEOs of)thé ten participating countries the meetings
were attended by the Dean, Vice Dean of the SOE Cave Hill,
representatives bf'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
forﬁm for identifying problems'and'seeking/finding
so}utions. Two examples can readily be given:

l. It was ét'one.of these meetings, 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

neéded_to seek extensibn of the Project.

The Project Paper required.that the 1ink beﬁween_the
implementation of the Project at the territorial levél and
the centrél regional Project administration should bé 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 @nd immediately precede the PAG
meeting. Following the PIO meeting and before the formal
PAG meeting there qu a one-day joint PIO/PAG meeting. This
in fact heant that the PIO who had executive responsibility
for implementation was present with his CEO to report and
reflect ﬁpon the progress of the Project and also could have

an input in the resolution of probléms.
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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.

3

he PI

()

and PAG meetings took place over a four-day pericd.
These meetings became the focal point of decision making for
the Project. They brought together the critical personnel
implementing the Project, namely tﬁe Prcject Director,
FProject Coordinator, Central Project Staff and PIUs.
Associated with them were the Vice Dean, SCE, 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 making, planning and problem resolution.

Project Implemertation Unit BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Although each +e*r1 r established a Project Implementaticn
Unit with the ccmpov_tion specified 1in the Project Paper. 1=
does not appear that the PIUs functicned erfectively in most
instances or that they performed the rcle envisaged in the
Project Document. The FIU was charged with the responsibi-

lity for ensuring the proper planning, implementation and
evaluation of the Project within each territory. Its
chairman was the CEC. The FIU was expecied to resolve
problems relatlng to curriculum and materials revision and
to advise the CEO in order fcr nim to represent the
territorial position to the PAG and Project Director. SOE
personnel 6n their regular visits to the territories were
expected to act as resource perscns at PIU meetings. There
is no evidence that this tock 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-;he-less significant.

There is little evidence that any PIU functioned as the
territorial management committee for the Project. Executive
decision making was typically done by the CEO acting on
advice from the PI0O. 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 the 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. 1In the light of the
experience of this Projeét any large or complex‘regional
Project which 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 large they'were Principals of Primary or Secondary
Schools, orlrecently retired Education Officers. .Obviously
the Ministries examined the job description of the PIO .
carefully and selected persons who, in their judgment, were
capable of executing those functions. The persons chosen
vindicated the decision of their reéspective 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. The 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 wav affected his commitment or level of
performance as the PIO. In scme :instances the PIU became
redundant because of the smooth and efficient manner in
which the Project was implemented and the freguency and
regularity with which the PIC 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. 1In some cases PIOs doubled as
Subject'Leaée;é.

=

he most serious constraint placed on tha work cf the PIOs
was the provison for travelling. The remuneration initially
prescribed by the Prdject was totally inadequate even after
USAID had made all the concessions that were permitted cy
its mandate. Criteria and limits set for reimbursing
travelling»in the USA ar2 not applicable to the Caribbean.
The conditicn of rocads, cost of fuel and oil and repair are
totally different. It may be that USAID needs to review and
revise its policy in this area. Ministries of Education
attempted to pick up somes of the slack by gaying mileage to
the P10 cver 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 traveiling.
This was particularly inhibiting where Project schools were
far flung.
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Subject Matter Leaders

All territories ‘chose two subject leaders in each subiject
area aé required. Subject Matter Leaders were drawn from
'amoﬁg'Curriculum Officers in Ministries of Education,
principals of primary Schools, Teacher Training College
tutors and class teachers in the primary schools. In most
territories one of the Subject Leaders was from the Ministry
or Teacher 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 Ministries chose reasonably capable
persons. In some territories 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 regibnal
workshopé, as resource persons and organizers in ;erritorial
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
Hto replace 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 Froject was predicated on
the assumption that at the level of the pilot schcols tha
Principals and the Teacherss could be successfully mobilized
to participate in the Project. It would appear that overall
this assumption proved to be correct. Some Principals it
would appear were more enthﬁsiaétic than others, some more
cooperative than others, but by and large the lavel of
participation was sufficiently high tb ensure success. in
scme 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 beéen produced are particularly
strong among those Principals and Teachers who remained in
their posts for the durapion of the Project.'

In the visits to the pilot schools in all the countries
memeers of the BEvaluation Tsam fcund svidence that Tzachers

iWwzr=2 using tne Proiect materials in thelr classes 1in the

W
n

}J

supiects pilot-tescted in cheir territory. By and large the
Teachers and Principals c¢f the pilot schools were gocd

ambassadors of the Project in their countries.

Vi

ieald

1 + . ; + o
noegmancaticn 1n the

It

The Project was implémented almost completely as planned.
The prescribed regional, territorial and local workshops
were held. In some cases. the number exceeded what was
prescribed in 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 implementaticn since they were the result of the

.
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experience the Project staff had in conforming to the

projections of the Projeét Paper

The Subject Specialists visited the territories_as required
by the Prdject'Paper. They made school visits and assisted
with local workshops. .The Project Coordinator visited the
territdries periodically and also at special request -to
resolve some urgent problem. There can be no question that
the central Prcject staff managed and implemented the

Project in an effective manner.

The baseline data that were required tc be collected in the
first year were collected. It formed the basis of the
curriculum development activities in each subject area. The
Project more or less kept to its datss in terms of start up
and completiqn{ The only serious problem that interrupted
Projeét implementatioh was that of the delivery of paper
during the dissemination phase. (This will:be discussed in
.Ch;pte: 3). . '

In.anélYZing all the information available concerning
1mplémentation in the territories it would appear that the
Project was implemented as planned in six of the ten
territcries. These are Barbados, Belize, British Virgin
Islands, Jamaica, Montserrat and St. Lucia. In these
territories all elements of the Project design functioned as
planned. Subjéc£ Leaders attended regional workshops,
participated 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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Ir the other four countries some aspects of the Project
design did not work or were undermined by local conditions.
In Antigua the Project schools were wéry to use the Prcject
materials fully instead of the Antiguan national currciculum
bacause they feared that common entrance and other
assessments would not make allowances for the fact that the
Project material was different in many respects. The net
result was that they used the matarials mainly as
supplemencary material and taught the Project marerial as
demonstration lesscns at the request of visiting Prcjec:t

personnel.

In Dominica, St. Vincent and St. Ki*ts-Nevis most Subiec+
Leaders visited infrequently and were nct replaced in thse
substantive duties when they visited schools. The |
exceptions would be Subject Leaders who were Education
Officers in Dominica or St. Vincent cor Tesacher Training
Ccllege tutors in St. Xitts-Nevis who
included school supervision. In addi
lecaticon of some Project Schools in Dominica and Sr.

contributed significanrtly to the infregquency cf visits.

In St. Kitts-Nevis although geographic locaticn was nct
problematic the turnover of teachers in the school system,
including Project classes, meant that teachers had to be
constantly trained or,; conversely, that Project classes wers

taught by teachers not crisnted to the material

Weakness of Project Design

The three major weaknesses of the Project implementation
design can be identified as follows:
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" The times when workshops were held invariably disrupted

the schools. 1In systems like Barbados and B.V.I. where

"‘a system of supply teachers exists the Ministry of

Education minimized ‘the effect of the disruption by
providing teachers and picking.up the cost. ' Countries
having no such system had to either clcse schools, send
home the Project class students; double up classes or
have the headteachérs man some of the classes of the
absent teachers. St. Kitts used their Principals to man
classes. This meant that the Principals did not attend
the workshops with their class Tsachers. These Project
schecols therefore lost an important source of
supervision and support.

The development of and introduction cf the materials
were introduced on a phased basis over four'years _
Year 1, 1980, Year 2, 1981, Yedr 3, 1982, and Ysar 4,
1983. The major Project resources were focused each
year on the grade level being introduced, attention was
only paid to previous gra&e 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 dons and introduced at previous’
grade levels the turnover of t=zachers had a significant
effect on continuity in Projéct classés experiencing a

rather heavy turnover of teachers.

‘The printed Project materials especially those for

~ pupils were only provided during the year of
‘introduction. This posed problems for Téachers‘wishing
'to use them in the suééeeding year especially because

some Teachers thought fresh supplies would have been
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forthcoming each year. Project material was therefore
always in short supply after the year of introduction.
Some scihcols used diverse means to secure additional
supplies including fund raising for paper, ink and
duplicating equipment. Nevertheless this was a
constraint on Prcject implementation at the Proiect
class level. '

Any future curriculum project using this Project as its

model wculd need to devise means and strategies for
overcoming these weaknesses.

Financial Management

The Project was well-managed. The University's Finance

Office, Cave Hill, created a special projects section which

took responsibility for all special projects with the

Primary Project being the main cne. On the whole salariss

were paid to territecries -~ for PIOs - promptly and rsgularly.

Three problems arose in the financial administration which

had implications for Project implementation. These were as

follows.: .

l.

Travelling expenses provided for PIOs were totally
inadequate. - The rates for milsage were prascribed 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 véstly 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 this 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 We:e not permanent they could not travel as
much as, say, Education Officers. It is a tribute to
several PIOs that they travelled on Projéct_business at
times when they were 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

poIic;es which are counter productive to the acheivement of

Project goals.

2 . X

Iﬂte;—island travel for central froject staff was also
an area of contention. Given the structure of the
Pioject the central Project staff were emplbyees of the
Univetsity. Hence their terms and conditions of service

should be the same as for all other staff of the

University. Nevertheless in travelling to the

térritories it was the USAID per diem rates and not the
UWI rates that applied. 1In 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 under similar
conditions to be compensated differently. ‘This is
certainly an area to be resolved in the deVelo?ment of
the strategy of regional institutions.implementing
projects funded'by international agéncies.
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One territory in the beginning did not support its
claims for reimbursement with the required vouchers.
When the need for these supperting vouchers was pointed
out they were not suppliad immediately. The Finance
Office.pressured the Ministry 'of Education to secure
compliance. The territory suppliad the vouchers, the
matter was resolved and as far as the External Team was
able to probe it 4id not appear that this had any '
untoward effect on Procizct implementaticn in that

territory.

This incident raises 2n important peint in financial
administraticn of prcjects in this new regional model of
project management. In a number of projects invelving
direct bilateral agresment between governments and
funding agancies. governments &are.required to include
the funding for the proiect in its national budget for
the particular Ministry charged with the implementation
of the projzsct. That Miails<ry procéeds te impleament the
projact according to the budge:t provided and in
accerdance witni the Zilinancizl arrangements of the
particular ccuntry. &z zths aend of the financial vzar,
upon the submission of a statement of funds disbursed by
the Government Treasurv, the funding agency reimburses |
the Government to the limiz of the amount agreed for the
Project. 1In this situaticn government is not required

t0 submit vouchers.

in several projects wherae funding .agencies make advances

"to institutions thosa advances must be accounted for

with supporting vouchers. The question, in this new

project model involving regional instituticns and

‘-national governments is, what system of financial

accountability is appropriate, desirable and
consistent. It would appear that this is another area
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that needs to be reexamined and discussed by all the
partners concerned: USAID, regional institutions and

Governments.

The position taken by the Ministry of Education in the
particular incident cited above is not without merit.
The Ministry stated that the Project expenses were
included in the Government Budget for that Ministry. 1In
expending the 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 the Finance Office, UWI; in
requiring vouchers was totally consistent with the
Project regquirements. 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 be given to the
basis on which funds will be disbursed and reimbursed.

From the cutset the Project funds were carefully and
conservatively managed. This accounts for the fact that
the éxtension could be financed by a reorganization of
the original budget without the provision of any |
additional funds. Provisions for inflation,
contingencies and consultants; to a lesser extent, were
sparingly used.
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Ancillary Compongncs

sncillary but impcrtant to the overall Project cbjsctives
was the training of educational administrators. In Jamaica
this took a different focus and approach than in the
countries participating fully in the other Project
components. Not only was this'component effectively
implemented during the life cf the Projzct but other
ancillary components as well. These can k< listsd as

follows:

1. Training of education planners in collabecration with
CARNEID, Educational Pclicy and Planning Division of
UNESCO: and UWI, School of Educatien..

2. Development cf primary ;eaderé on health topics in
conjunction with PAHO.

J. Dissemination cf

5
countri«s by the British D

These ancillary compenents helped te spread the influencs of
the Project while at the same time forging linkages with
other regional agencics. That educational planners in the
Ministries of Education should»know of the Project and icts
cbjectives may have some long term implications for the use
of the materials aftzr the. cessation cof the Project. In
addition linkages between CARNEID and UWI could also have

leng term implications.

- Generalized Regional Prdiect“ﬂgggl'

Taking into account the success of the Project it would
appear worthwhile tc represent the Procject structure in a
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generalized required format which could be of use to donor
agencies, governments or institutions contemplating regional
ventures. The Regional Proj=sct Model is shown in Chart 2

below

The major difference between this Generalized Regional
Project Model and the one developed =:milarly out of the
secondary sub-Project is whether the Project will be
administered by the Regional Institution directly or through
a Management Committee. Where the Prcject is administer=ad
directly +then there is need for an Advisory Group composed
of representatives from the participating countries. Where
it is done indirectly through a Managsment Committee
comprised of the territorial participants then both the

management and advisory functions are combined.

Apart from that differance the models are remarkably similar.
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ggart 2

Generalized Regional Project Model
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Chapter III

Zntroduction

~

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 object}ves 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 "to enable the human rcsources of the Carihhean
to achieve zhein qull potential”. Verifiable indicators of: goal
. achievement are reduced unemployment levels, increased
.productivity and lower birth rates. Noting that the target
group of the_Pfoject was 7 to 1l year old children, the
Team is of the opinion that any judgment concerning the
long-term goals would be entirely premature.

The immediate purpose 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):

"1, Pupils achimuug.lavuuMQ objectives.

2. Impioved syllabi, teachens' manuals and other instwucetional
matenials used by teachens. :

3. Teachers applying new instuwctional methods L.,e. {ncrexsed use
04 child-centered activities.
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4., Teachers covening a broader, more entiched content,

5. Teachers utllizing more grequent clasdroom Zediing as part of
the evaluation process.

~

6. Teacherns creating materials for use by siudenis.

7. Headteachens, principals and supewdsons sugpporiing the cuwnicudion
development procesd and supporting the facilities Lmprovement
process.”

if thege conditions wers translated into a simple check list
requiring a "yes" or "no" response to each item then it
would have to be recorded that the Project succeeded in
creating 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 cutputs are as follows (Project
Paper, Appendix Jj:
1. New cuwwnicula cons{sfing o4 nevised sytlabi, teachens'

manuals and pupifs' workbooks in four subject axreas.

2. Additional teaching aids and materials related 1o Zke
revised curtlendum wnlis L each subject arca.

3.. A moddfied, negined model of the cuwriculum development
process.
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4. Teachers and supervisons with experience and skill in:
- Use oﬂrwwabuinwuunnalnmiaual

New methods i o

Content

Testing -

vaucu&m:deve&nment R

t -1 t

5. Headteach;a; ;nd pnincipaZA Imaénad:.

6. Rnéjeé#jA&Qigon; Gﬁggp.

7.Au;héfect.fmpé;megtéxﬁon Unii;"

Téking‘into aécount the above, the principal Project:out-
comes ~ which: will be discussed in detail.in th;s _chapter -

are deflned as follows: - . . . . . . L. . ;f}, -

1. The modified, refined model of curriculum development .

. process produced by the Project.

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

3. .The dissemination of these products..
4. The impact on teacher behavior.

5. The impact on student performance. = . . o,



s
AEX VS

The Model of Curriculum Development Process

Prescribed Guidelines and Supporting Mechanisms

The Project Paper prescribed the guidelines which the

curriculum development process should follow. The

prescribed guide«lines could be se+ out as follows:

1.

Delibsrare and systematic collecticn by sach subject
specialist of the syllabi, tsachers’ manuals and
teachers' and pupils’ marzrials used in participating
territories at the time of ths commencement of the
Project. ‘

. L 3

In-depth study of these base-line materials by Subject
Specialists and territorial officials.

Drafting revised svllabi resulting from study.

- P

Testing tha revised syllabi in tszrritcrial and local

*
-

c
workshops to rzceive fsa2dkack and to orient tsachers in

new apprcaches.

Testing the revised syllabi in pilot schools in sach

country to recsive feedback.

Revision of draft syvllabi baszd on fzedback from

workshops and pilot schools.

Core syllabi produced used as the basis for devising
teacher and pupil materials in support of new contenc
and methedelogy. '

Testing of materials in workshops.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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11.

The
the

49,
Testing materials in pilot schools.
Revisidn of materials based éﬂ_feedback.
Final products produced after revision.

Project Paper not only established the guidelines for
curriculum development process, it also prescfibed 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 and made

regular visits to pilot schools.

Regional workshops involving Subject, Specialists,
territorial Subject Leaders and Caribbean consultants
had the responsibility to produce .the syllabi and

materials.

Territorial and local workshops served the dual purpose
of orientation of teachers as well as providing feedback

on the products c¢f the regional group.

The pilot schools were the principal sites of field-
testing.

Assumptions

Both the guidelines .and the mechanism prescribed by the. -

Project Paper made a number of assumptions.implicitly which

need to be stated explicitly. These are:
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1. That all territories had syllabuses, tgachers' manuals
and teaching/learning materials in the schools in the
four subject areas. '

2. That countries were at different stages of devz2lopment .

of their primary systems.

3. That subject leaders and Project teachers were
sufficiently knowledgeable and trained that while they
would learn through participation in Project activities
they could also contribute significantly to the desired
Prcject products.

4. That thers would be a high level of stability of Project

participants at regicnal, territorial and school levels.

5. That territories would choose thras of the four subjscts
in such a way that ths resulting worklcad £or subject
specialists would be morz or less equal.

6. That the structure of the primary 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. There is no way of
t2lling whether this was deliberate or not. Notwithstanding
this, however, hzving $i-:n the ragional workshop the
rasponsibility to produce the curriculum materials that
would be tested, the Project Paper was silent on how
decisions would be made. It had norhing to say on the role
and authority of the Subject Specialist as a decision
mak5r.. It was silent on how the curriculum development and

inservice tralnlng functlons wculd be separated.
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The general impression is that while the Project Paper -
deliberately provided some guidelines 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 dynaﬁicé of what emerged during the life of the Project
Lt is necessary to comment on each of the assumptions, as
well as on areas of silence.

Base-line data op syllabi. The observations of the mid-te:m

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 the validity of the
assumption of the Project planners. "Some tewrifories submitted
no syllabhi, some termritorndial syllabi comprised only a brief List of
fopics; some teitornies had well developed syllabl, Generally, base-
Line syllabd were found Lacking in scope of content, sequencing o4
Leanning experdiences, provision of objectives, and guidelines for
dwstwetions, WOth very few exceptions tests and {nstrwctional alds
were not included; a variety of teaching methods was noi included.
ALthough time did not peamit an extensive systematic evaluation of
syllabi against specific criteria, subject mattern specialisis did
engage 4in a deliberate, methodical collection and analysis of dyllabi
to detenmine a common conre 0f content among tewritories and strengths/
weaknesses in exdsting content and practices.”

Stages of development. 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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national syllabi, while others had well devzloped syllabi
and yet others fell at some point on the continuum bketwszen
these two extremes. The variation was not only among
territories but among the four subject areas. Syllabi where
they existed tended to be fer Maths and Languags Ar+ts, and
in Science to a lesser extent. Syllabi in Social Studizss
were cither non-existent or littls mer: than a list of
tcpics. This varia*ion in syllabus dzvsleopment was totally
consistent with the fact that primary education has besn
focused tradi+ionally on literacy and numeracy. In recent
y=ars; with growing emphasis on science and technology, some
attentien was given to Sciinca at the primary level. Social
Studies on the other hand i1s a reslavively new subject for
the primary lszvel and ‘has not been the focus of special
attention. |

Léval of Training. The assumption about th2z level of

fu

comp=tence and tréining of Subject Lcaders was more or léss
"valid. Some Subject Leaders had not only the basic academic
‘and professional training btut previcous training. <xposur:
and expericence in curriculum development. Most ware
inexperienced inr curriculum development but had zh:s basic
academic and professional training allowing them tco

contribute as they were learning ths process by doing.

Generally Ministries of Education choss Subject Leaders
carefully; only a very small number wersz unsuitable. On the
other hand, the assumption about the level of training of
teachers was not valid., Sevzral councries had *teaching
forces of which nearly two-thirds wzare unqualified. Some
teachers not only lacked professional ctraining but also
basic academic competence - displaying scsrious gaps in
knowledge of content.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Stability of Project personnel. 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 Leaders and almost invalid for Principals
and Teachers. In some territories‘theArate of turnover at

all levels was a major constraint on Project implementation.

Choice of Subjects by territories. The assumption that
territories would choose three of the four subjects in such
a way that the work load of Subject Sp=cialists would be
roughly equal’ did not prove'totbe correct. The choice. of
subﬁects‘by territories was as follows: ' '

‘Larnguage Arks - =
Mathematies! — -
“So¢ial Studiess =

S Ul 0w

Sciknce -

The Language Arts and Mathematlcs spec1allsts ‘had much
greater work loads by v1rtue of their commitments: to
tarrltorlas than those in Soc1al Studies and Sc1ence.
Although as early as 1981 the External Evaluatlon Team
warned of burn out by personnel in those areds, full-time
as51stance was not. forthcomlng until much later in the life
of the PrOJect.- ‘

Common_?rimary systems. ' The asSumption that the primary
,systems would have common structures was not entlrely

’valld. Some systems ended prlmary education at age 11,

[ R
T

ohe

® Please note that Grenada sant ttachers to the first
Regional Workshop in 1980 and had opted for Language Arts,

Mathematlcs and Sc1°nc€. . ' o i
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cthers at age 12. Some systems termzd the successive
cohorts - "grades" others "standards". others "classes", and
cthers "Juniors". In some systems promotion was automatcic
whilz in othars it was strictly bascd on merit. These
differences made it difficulct to either age rzfersncs cr
grade refsrence the material produced so that ambiguous

situations would not bs created in soms tsrritories.

Decision-making in rzgional workshops. In Ke:ping with thz
prescribed guidelines the rzgional workshops in all four
_subject areas became the decision-making bodies in ths
productidn of revised syllabi, teachers’ manuals and
zcaching and learning materials. In che absence of any
clear directicns on how d-<cisions should be made =ach
werkshop adopted the convention that d=cisions would be
reached Oon consensus based on the pragmatic criterion of
what worked in ths classroom. This convention was mor= the
"logic that was used" than the writtzn agrse=mant. IT sezemed
20 have evolved out cf practice. There is no avi ce
1t was a negotiated compromiss which was then carefully
articulated and written dewn as law.

Rolc of Subject Specialists. The status of the Subjzct
Specialist emerged as "primus intsr parss'". Th=z expertise
and the experience of the Subject Spscialist certainly made
his or her opinion something to be listened to by workshop

participants. Howeveyr, thi

0]

opinion did not prove dzcisive
if it could nct ovsrcome the anecdetal veto of the
practicing teacher who said "I tried it and it did not work
in the classroom”. The colleagues of the Subject
Specialists at the regional workshop were practicing class-
room Tzachers, Principals, Teach:zr Ccllege tutors and
Curriculum Officers in Ministriss of Education. Each had a

different perspective to contribute.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Inservice training. While regional workshops formulated the
strategies and literally produced the materials, they became
the major focus of criticism and revision. Local workshops
on the other hard were used mainly for orientation of

~

teachers and inservice training.

Synthesis. 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-
tories despite what the Project planners had assumed.

3. The strategies and procedures adopted by Project

personnel in the absence of any prescribed directions.

The dynamic syn:hesis'of these three factors produc=d a new

model for curriculum development -in the Caribbean.

The Participatory Model of Curriculum Development

The general curriculum development model pioneered worldwide
in the late 1950's and 1960°'s was the development of
materials by an ‘experc or group of experts or, conversely:
based on some body of empirical research. The materials ar~
then field tested in classrooms on a pilot basis 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’® textbooks and pupils’ workbocks in addition to a
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syllabus whether identified explicizly cr included impli
in the organization of the material.. Tﬁe_Primary Project
had all of the characteristics of a typical curriculum
development exercise.

The point of departure was the decision-making function and
the authority structure that determined what the contzsnt and
m:thedclegy would b=. Although University raseafchérs cid
contribute ideas and insights drawn frcm a body of theory
and empirical findings, thesir wcrd was not final. Neithar
was the decisive word of experts f£rom the curriculum units
of Ministriazs of Educatiocn suitably supported by Ministerial
-authorizy. Both University researchers and Ministry expsrrs
were equal partners in the gecisicn-making precess with the
colleagues from the schools - principals and teachers. -This

model accordad the practitioners from ths schools -

principals and tzachers - an equal voics with that of the
=Zparts znd tha rescarchers. YNermally prinzipals and
tz2achers rzport their fizld experi=znce but "he final

dacision on how thac £i:1ld =xperi-ncs 13 ©C L=z 1ntzrpraiid
apd incerpeorazead 1s zntirely
cr the experts. As such the practiticners arz mail
advisors. In this mecdel che p 1

d=acisien makers.

It is fair to say that thes Prcject has dzvelopeé a
1 u

9

participatory modsl of rriculum 4d=velopment whichk has

can be

T

c
demcnstratad a number cf positive f=2arurss. Thes

summarized as follows:

1. A sense of ownership of .the materials bty Subizct

‘Leaders, Principals and Tzachers.

2. A commitment t©o the materials as demcnstrated by

concinuous daily use in :the Projsct classss.
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57.

3. A display of initiative by Teachers and Principals to
fund raisa. in order to be able to overcome shortfalls in
supply. -

4. Internalization of the processes and strategies as
demonstrated by Teachers producing. their own extension
to the materials provided in order to meet particular

situation needs.
5. Pride'and satisfaction in having participated.

The Team is of the opinion that the central Project. staff
under the direction of the Project Cocordinator 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 ProjethCoordinator
gave each specialist a free hand tc determine 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 thzir will. 1In any casa 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 the territories could not
be forced to do what they were convinced was irrelevant or
meaningless in their respective situacions. The result of
all of these intceractions was thz Parvicipatory Model. It
is an excellent approach with much to rzcommend it. It
certainly satisfies the expectétion that at the end of the
Project a modified, resfinzd model of the curriculum

development process should have been devzloped.
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Curriculum Products’

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

pupils' materials as required by the Project Paper.

werc produced through the regional, territorial and local workshops
prescribed. The number of regional and territorial warkshops held
complied with the requirements of th2 EFrojsct. The number of local
workshops exceeded the Project target. All Project specialists
performed the duties and responsibilitizss stated in their

contracts. Using the strictest criteria the Project achieved the

targets for curriculum products usiny the prescribed workshop

These materials

mechanism. Table 1 belcw shows the number of workshops specified by

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

~ TABLE 1
NUMBER OF WORKSHOPS

14

i . Numoer Held . !
;Type of Number E Language. E Social é l
lsm_r_&?hop Proscribed | Arts  iMaths | Science | Studies | Totsl
Regional g i s s i 5 % 5 16 i
f;Te.—rritorialI 72 | 63 56. |28 35 ; 182 i
Local | 252 | 108 96 % 48 |60 | 360

3 | ‘ ! L ' ;
Note: Regional Workshops: Held similtaneously in one territory

each year, 1980; held in different tcrritories in 1984.
Territorial Workshops: 7 such worksheps in each territory
taking'éhe subiject ’ v

Local Workshops: 12 Workshops per 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, teacheérs, PIOs,
subject leaders and teachers about these materials as well as the

judgments of the two mid-term external avaluation
tcams and ourselves.
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Language Arts
Language learning is one of the principal foci oprrimary
=ducation. Most tzrritories had existing syllabi when the
Project commenced. The task of the Project was not toi
create something where nothing exist2d but rather to
cvaluate what existed and chart a new course if this was

warranted.

To appreciat:= the task that was set for the Language Arts
group one needs to take into consideraticn the wide variety
of language situations prssented by the participating
countries. At one end of the lancuage centinuum is Belize
which has a multilingual situation. There are Maya, Ketchi,
Garifuna and Spanish speaking 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-basad creoles. At the opposite end are
Domirirca and St. Lucia with a French-based creols. While
&1l countries spzak a creocle dialzct:. and all reguire
Standard English in schocls there is a rich diversity of
language situations which by definition would focus on

different problems.

It is not surprising, therefore, that frem all reports the
Languagé Arts workshops at both the regional and territorial
levels had a lot of arguments and found it difficult to make
decisipns.. Arrival at consensus would of nacessity be a

slow process given this wide variety of language situations.

To further appreciate the situation the traditional approach
to the teaching of English in the Caribbean ignored the fact
that the majority of primary school children spoke some
variant of the creole. That approach taught English to the
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primary child as if his natural language was Standard
English. 'The illogic of this approach was rooted in the
r=z=lationship between language and sccial stratification in
Caribbean society. The creole was always r=zgarded as
illiterate and improper and therefor=.never permitted in

school

Although second language apprcaches o the tzaching of
English 1n the Caribbean have been discussed sinc? the eariy
©960°'s and a dialzct to dialect language-teaching model for
Zaribbean schools has been develcped. tested and used in
scme schools since 1567. many schools in several Caribbean
ccuntries have persisted with the #raditicnal approachzs.
The dilemma faced by the Project from the outset was whethsar
it should develop the materials on the traditional lines
with which teachers were familiar or on sacond language
approaches which were more appropriate but with which
teachers were unfamiliar. It adopted the latt2r approach.
Whils these approaches have been used in Jamaica. Guyana and
Trinidad and Tobago for some time. through this Project the
and Barbadcos have ncw adoptéd

a e
similar language t=zaching strategi=zs.

To further compound the problem of the Language Arts group

all territories chosz this subjezct. This meant that :th

{x

work load was beyond the capacity of a single spescialist.
He was not able to givea all the attention reguired by all

the countries at the commencement of the Project.

in the judgment of the External Evaluation Team the

combination of the fundamentally new approach taken by the

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
BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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of the curriculum products in this subject. It is a tribute
to the flexibility 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 aqn Kerr's
curriculum model under the leadership of the new Language
Arts Specialist.

he 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 grcups.

3. Teaching/Learning Experiences - Teachers' Manuals - for
each of the four year groups.

4. Teacher's Resource Bcoklet (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 seguence. 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.
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The elements of the approach used by the Language Arts
materials which are new to many schcols are the emphasis on
listening and oral expression, the acceptance of the dialect
in classes<as the starting point of iastruction in Standard
English,” and its insistence on the mastery of structures

familiar to the children before new structures are taught.

Mathematics

The Mathematics grcup faced only onz problem of note at the
beginning of the Project, namely, that 3 ﬁerritories chose
chat subiject. This put a tremendous strain on the Subject
Specialist to cope with the resultant workload. Mathematics
at the primary level focuses on numeracy which is one of the
principal goals of this level of éducation. Most countries
.had well developed syllabuses. BSome ccuntries. namely

Barbados and St. Lucia, had well developed curricula.

1. a better organized syllabus in terms of the s=guential

arrangement of topics and concupts:

2. a more detailed content in areas where tzachers and

pupils have fr=guently.experienced problems, 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-.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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The curriculum products in Mathematics consist of the

folibwing?

l. Core Curriculum OQutline and Teaching/Learning
' Experiences for each of the four. age groups, 7-11 years.
2. Pupils' Materials {(worksheets) on the following topics:
Area: 9-10, 10-11
Capacity: 9-10, 10-11
Counting 0dd and Even Numbers:. 7-8
Fractions: 8-9, 9-10, 10-11
Geometry: 9-10, 10-11
Graphs: 7-8, 8-9, $-10, 10-11
Length: 9-10, 10-11
‘Mass: 9-10, 10-11
Money: 7-8, 8-9, 9-10, 10-11
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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in curricula. - The Science group tccock a decision almost from

the cutset not to try to develop a common primary syllabus.

They justified this apprcach by the following reasoning:

1. Some of the more fundamental aims of primary aducation -

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

plan; then conduct investigations - could not be met if

teachers were constantly told what to teach and how to

teach it.

Ideas develop and change: what i1s ZImportant today may

not be so impcrtant tommorrow. As more technology

reaches the islands, pupils will need to be equipped

with the skills to handle an increasingly science-bound

environment.

A syllabus devised céntrally could not

and local environmental differences.

Determining the content of the Science
regicnally would pos2 problems for its
with other subject areas nacionally.

For younger children the motivation to

cater to regional

curriculum

‘interrelztionshics

learn is

strongest when they are working on what interests them.

Over-prescription of content can lead teachers to %he

notion that certain topics have %o be covered even if

pupils find these dry and koring.

What the group did was to examine national primary Science

syllabi and curricula and identify the common topics and

themes.

Then they 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, Forcas; Electricity, and
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. Weather, among others. These topics and themes in fact
comprehensively covered all th=2 topics that one nofmally
would expect to find in a primary curriculum. They'then
developed teaching guidelines, pupils‘ materials;and 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
macerials have translated the universal concepts and
principles of Science into the everyday events and familiar

objects of material culture of the Caribbean.

‘The curriculum products in Sciencs produced by the Project
are as follows:

1. "Science Education: A Background tc the UWI/USAID

Primary Education Project Science Units".
2. “Improvisations in Science: A Handbook for Teachers”.

3. Teaching/Learning Experiences and Pupils' materials on
the following topics: '

Weather Time - Early Experiences

Water Matter & Air
Sound -~ Early Experiences Energy & Forces
Plants Machines

Animals : Heat
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Matter - Early Expariences Time - Time Sequence Pictures
Magnets ' Matter: Solids & Ligquids
Light - Early Experiences Movement in Living Things
Light 2 You

Sound - Second Experiences Kezping Clean

Rocks and Soils Three Investigaticns
Electricity Soils and Living Things
More About Weather Materials Arcund s 1
Plastics Energy; Baginninc Aind End
Making Things Move Animals With Wings
Chemistry in the Home The Sky Above

Measurement Weather/Watsr/snimals

Materials Arcund Us 2

4., Objective test items and work cards rslatad to each

topic.

The Science materials are judged to e of =xcel
The Teaching/Learning Experiences have besn parc
hzlpful to teachers. Many qualified teachers h
backgrounds 1in 3cisnes, are unsure of contrnT, ani in ne=d

of guidance in the use cf teaching strategizss.

The accomplishment of the Teachers’ Manuals with well
organized pupils’ materials is an added bonus. lost Froject
schools have reéorted that the Science materials for pupils
have g<nerated considerabls énthusiasm among zuplls and have
raised ipterest in Sciencs. Teachsis have reported that
thay feel more confident and ars more willing vo teach

Science than before.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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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 overstatement to say that the Social
Studies group grasped the opportunity presented to them with
both hands. o

The curriculum products produced are grounded in sound
theory as well as being rootad in Caribbean experience. The
Social Studies group succeeded in achieving a novel
integration and reccnciliation,of‘;wo theoretical positions
normally perceived as being diametrically opposed.

Jerome Bruner's spiral approach to learning advocating
movement from the specific to the general through éver
widening concentric spirals of interr=zlationships goes in
almost the opposite direction from David Ausubel's approach
tc school learning which postulates commencement with the
most general and inclusive idea and proceeding then to
greater and greater details. The 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 community, followed in year
2 by studying their countcry, succeeded in year 3 by study of
the Caribbean and culminating in ysar 4 with a study of the
world. The simple elegance of this structure could easily
lead one to underestimate its significance. By'organizing
~the work in each year in a logical sequence both teaching
and learning give to Social Studias an integrated wholeness
rhat removes the tendency to approach it as a hodge podge of
loosely related disciplines.
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Within =ach year topics are approached from Ausubel's scheol
learning theery which employs the use of Advance Organizers.
The movement is from the most genzral and inclusivs concepts
to specific details.

In addition to having an intriguing theoretical structurs
the material is rich in its approach and rreatment of
Carikbean life. It requires invsstigatcion into the common
=veryday experiences and that which is thought to be known
by everybedy. The discoveriss made are then sven the mor=

fascinating.

From the beginning the format of thz Sccial Studies
curriculum was most "user fri=zndly". All relevant
information except student materials was included in a

single volume.

The products of the Sccial Studies Curriculum Development

are as follows:

. Core Curriculum Qurline

[ SO I

Teaching/Learning Experiznces
3. Stggestions for Evaluation Procsdurzs .
4

Teacher Resource Materials

These are produced in four velumes. onz for each year group
7-11 years with each volume consisting of the four

components identified abcve.

In addition to the above, pupils' materials have been
produced in work booklets to accompany each teacher's
manual. ' Each booklet has been organized to cover a term's
work.
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Fcom the outset tha 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.

Opinions about the Curriculum Products

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 tesachers were similér but somewhat
.different.

When asked to rate the materials oﬁ 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 te 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
werk of the pilot schools. They were asked to rate the
impact on a five point scale. Table 2 below shows the
responses.



IABLE _2
QF CURRICULUM PRODUCTS ON P

None Slight Medium High

?ICs - - i 5 2 2
Suziect
Leaders - - 2 20 id4 35

5nls - - 5 19 3 3z
sReghers . o3 47 o33 2B LT
3 55 138 52 243

S |

rcm the gquestionnaire responses and the interviews the

zaports were that the curriculum products were considered to
be of good quality and the impact on the schools was on the

whele positive.

tararally suﬁaklng the Language Axrits matarialis were
;csiti vely perceived but nct as much as the other three
acts, although almost all reszendents reccort

“hera was great improvement in the Language Arts m

a
Setween the original testing and their final production. On
e

rt'

he whole it would appear that Scocial Studiss was mos
pesitively perceived.

The assessment of the content of the curriculum materials

»1

m»2de by the mid-term External Evaluaticn Team remains valid
and accurately represents the opinion of this .Team. It is
sncugh simply to restate their judgement. "The geurth distinciive
charectenistic of these excellent materials s their attention Zo the
development of the highen Zevels o4 thinking eswecially in Science and
Jocial Studies. The Curriculum materials are outstanding Ln thelt usz

o4 2ollvdities {nvolving forecasiing, estimating, evaluating, analysding,
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synthesdizing, thinking cnitically and creatively and experimental
wwblem s0lving. We would also note the exceptionally fine development
activities incorporated in the Science and Social Studies cwmnicula.”
The curriculum products in all four areas are of high quality
and if used as intended should coqtribute significantly to

student learning.

Dissemination

The Project Paper left open the issue of the dissemination
of the curriculum products. This was a reasonable stance
since the quality and demaﬁa 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 the mid-Project External
Evaluation Teams of 1981 and 1982 raised the issue of

dissemination.

2t that time the three partners to the Projact - 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
the Project 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 territcries was

BEST AVAILABLE COFY



72.

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 dissemination phase can be

summarized as follows:

1.

()}
L]

All governments and Ministries of Education would be
assisted in disseminating the Project materials toc all

schools in their primary systems.

Assistance would be given for one year.

Producticn would ke decentralizzsd hy providing each
participating Ministry with either hardware cr software
or both in order to allow Ministries to manage the

produc=zicn and distribution in their own countries.

Workshops would be funded to allow Principals and

Teachers from non-Project schcocls to be orisnted to the

materials and to be given some training in their use.

Assistance in dissemination would be given in each
territory for the subject areas in which the tsrritory
participated during the developmental phas=. Where
territories wished to disseminats the fourth subject

they would have to meet this out of their own rasources.

Financial assistance would be given to the territories

for the purchase of textbooks

The central Project Staff. PIOs and Subject Lzaders
would manage the operations of the dissemination year

and contribute in such professional ways as was required.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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The major problzam 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 Jjust now beginning to commence that process. In
some instances there has also been a delay in the acguisition
of equipment. This seemed to be rooted in the procedures
required and the slow nature 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 equipmeht and paper so that:
materials: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 in the various territories have
retained: enthusiasm for the Project outcomes and commitment

to use the materials in their schools.

All Ministries have 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,Projeét 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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Impact on Teacher Behavior

Another of the principal outcomes anticipated as a ressult

O

Project implementation was that there would be a positive
impact on improving teacher behavior. The designers of the
Project anticipated that Teachers cf the pilot schools afte
participating in the Project would rely less on lecturing/
teacher talk as their main methodolcgy. and that they would
make mores frequent use of child-cercer=zd approacnes *=c
teaching. Without going into detail at this point in cthe
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

section.

Collection of data to provide hard evidence to demonstrate

positive changes in teacher behavior requires that trained

+h

chservers observe classroom t2aching over time. That is, a
trained obssrver must obss=rva tzachar fcy more than a
an once. Researcn shows

a
cshort period of time and fcr more th
2

(=]

\J

: results can ke

[t

that when this approach is used r=lizabl

obtained.

For obvious reasons it was not possible for the External

Evaluators to use this approach. Rather, other approaches

for data ccllection were ‘used and yisld=d what we prefer to

call soft evidence. They were:

1. Analyzing the responses of 236 Teachers, 43 Subject
Matter Leaders; 42 Principals, aacd of the Project staff
whogresponded to:. questionnaires designed by the

evaluators. -
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2. Analy21ng the results of on- 51te interviews in the 9
'part1c1pat1ng terrltorles with Principals and Teachers
of the pilot schools, and with Teacner_Tralnlng College
staff members. : ' '

3. Reviewing the flndlngs of the 1981 and 1982 mld 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 and the high incidence of unqualified
teachers in a nuhber of territorial schools. Both of these
factors had a bearlng on the outcomes relating to changes in

ceacher behav1or.

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 impleﬁentation for that particular situation
was back to square one. It meant that the orientation
process had to be repeated and that whatever positive
Lesults on teacher behav1or had accrued from tralnlng before
were not reflected rn the data collected by the Evaluators.
Furthermore, PYOJQCt 1mplementatlon was delayed in each ‘
“51tuatlon where there was turnover. Turnover among pllot
school Pr1nc1pals ‘was also a problem, but not as serious as
among Teachers. Again, whenever the Principal of a pllot
school left hls/her p051tlon, PrOJect 1mplementatlon was

delayed 1n the pllot schools so affectcd
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The second factor, thke high incidence of unqualified
zzachers among some of the territories, had a hore positive
effect on the results. The Evaluators found that |
ungualified teachers considered parwicipation in the
‘workshops, using ths curriculum mategials, and ths
suparvision provided by the Subjsct Matter Leaders
zspecially helpful. Many prokably were exposed for the

first time to a concentrated period of teacher training.

Data Collecred via Questionnaires

Principals and Teachers of pilOt scheocols and the Subject
Matter Leaders in the participating territories were
requested to qémpléta guestionnaires which had be=zn
censtructed by the Evaluation Team. Subject Matter Leadars
and Principals in’ the territories overwhelmingly rated the
dagresa of'positive impact of the Project as "very high" or
"aigh" with r=gard to positive impact on teacher bepavior.
Respenses from Teachers themselves were similarly high,
zhcugh when asked in another question to what extent they
feel that they are now better tsachers, the number who said
“significantly" cr "ceonsidz2rably" was only slightly more

~han those who said "somewhat".

Principals_were asked to rate the dagree of teacher
improvement by subject aresa. Greatest improvem=nt was ncted
for Social S:udiss, Scienca, and Macths. For Language Arts,
the number of Principals who said "significant" or
"considerabls" was only slightly higher than those who said

” some " .

Tezachers ware requested to indicate to what extent thera was
an increase in their knowledge of sukject matter resulting

frem participation 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 asked which'teaching
methods they used frequently before and after participating
in th2 Project.

Sixtzen diff=srent strategizs weare idantified. The
anticipated outcome was that Teachers would depend less on
lecturing and more on the use of child-centered approaches
to teaching. The responses 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
frequehcy of using the other 15 strategies, many of which
are child-centered in nature. Greatest increases were in
_the frequency-of using small group work, project work, role
play, laboratory work, AV aids, pupil worksheets, and
specially prepared learning aids. The shifts on all items
razflect desirable changes in accord with the anticipated '
Project outcomes ranging from +11% to +48%. Table 3 below
shows the degree of shift for cach item.
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Table 3

Degree of Shlft in Frequency of Use of Various Teaching

Methodologies BEFORE and AFTER Participating in the Proizsct

. i e = e aes .. ——— - — e . e ee————— e e L creme e -

e mm e o pomm o BEFORE o .. .. ... _BFIER R
“Number : Number
Methods N responding % N rasponding % SHIFT
et emmmem e o EE2QUERELYT . freguently”
Lucturs, I204 116 57 I 185 58 31 - 26
-alking to, [
celling
Small group 204 79 39 194 145 75 + 36%
wWOork
Projezct work 145 26 18 146 75 51 + 33%
Games 188 68 36 193 102 53 + 17%
Discussion - 212 - 153 75 183 158 .86 + 1L
Rola play 170 - 43 25 | 179 90 50 + 253
F1 1d trips 177 17 - 10 169 35 21 - 11
Lab work 75 12 1€ | 77 43 56 + 403
vral raports | 66 94 41 i 171 113 53 -~ 24
! !

Problem L 179 110 61 158 119 75 - 14
sclving ‘
Charts and 182 100 55 ! 190 151 7¢ + 242
maps {
Otner AV aids | 111 41 37 125 85 68 + 3132
Pupil work- 145 43 30 192 150 78 + d45%
shewets . i
specially pre- 153 55 35 | 180 104 55 £ 28%
parzd learning
aids
Debates 75 -7 9 88 26 30 + 21%
Community 1142 17 C 12 159 43 27 + 158
resource P
people | BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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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 Tecacher Training Colleges in several
territories. Principals and Teachers both reported that
there were positive changes in teacher behavior. Many
Teachers said that they are now more confident in their
roles,; are better planners, are mors 2nthusiastic 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 learning environments for the
pupils, particularly in the 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 Tecachers on their own time and
consisted of well chosen, attractive pictures taken from old
issues of the National Geographic which were obtained from
the local library. Appropriate, informative commentary
'accompanied each picture. In another school, students had
constructed a prize-winning Science exhibit which consisted
of two houses, a street, light goles, wiring, and ligh*ing
switches. Lights could be turned on and off inside and
outside each of the two houses, aé well as thzs street lights
out front. Power was obtainad 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



e s
(SR ) 2
D B N L S T . . AR,
ETTLLALEA LT T TC L 3 LS NIALANY w=nfany Showed mast Tery

rh

of many teaching skills which apparcnclv were the result o
tréining received undszr a=
taught in pilot schools raperiad that ths Project was

'helpful'to them with ragacd e =pe.r s:iudies 23 weork in

both theory and praczic~:.

Review of the 198l and 13952 mid-Zzc o2 rtarral Svaluacion

Reports

The External Evaluators in 1881 2nd 1332 wmade soms obssrvia-
tions cf classroem tecachirg in the terrizorisx, But it
should be rememberad that thuese sbzsevrtzcions wars shert and

occurred only one tim2. Zven so. scue 1n=sresting and

promising practices .ec. . o .served. The tean ncted, wadlle

£y
4
(]
Re
i &
?
S
M
.
8
EN
)
N

the teachéna methodcolegies nrerotig
o Lo f’ P SR NN - —t miat el o . S
newr Ly ne %WL.,..,./&A.L:R{ ARE A Ay, aT WEE Poleme IT Luly ARl
’ WY : . o o1 TR I N Y I ol
ogiten demonstrated grnewt: L The desder: and uiz o4 chidd-candorad
MmAtorlala and ActEivitios aps alTopunatiney Fa Fho e wf spavs FemdiEle el

- R R R P S -t A
Lectune~rnoie =MEMCRY=COLLILE C teaching yoaticdy, Fuasho MeLe, e o2fm

>
§
[
O
L
o
(%3
™~
G
Ca
P
-3
(]
3
=
(a
(:t
3
o1
<
2
2
p
i)
-
o
5
[
*

observed more grequent waz 4
maternials wilich were toilorne to the (idividuxl neco, ard difizvaurces
in students. O4fen, teschers wem. ~B8gswti wiisg ieicizn-madi mateulals
to deal more adequately witli: ine 2ronomic, aducationzi, culfusal,
neiglous and socdal disessiiy roriesensed £n fhe clzsivoom ab c2ll as
in zthe Kaxga comunity. Additicnalfd, Fia faae mcEinoipgacveronld

P

in teaghen- pup&ﬂ inZeraction, a display 24 o po dllen s it abon

1

both teacn&ng and Learning which 2*”»%;Qi e Zead Loaaning evdonmend,

The Evaluation Team for the final avaluati~n »7 the Prciect

concludes that as early as 982 evidence aireadv was
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beginning to surface= supporting the conclusicn that the
Project had a positive effect on teach=r behavior, an effect

envisioned by the Projzct Paper.

-

Review of Internal Evaluation Findings, 1985

In the.spring of 1985, the Evaluation Speéialist of the
Project staff conducted a survey of Subject Matter Leaders
and Project Implementation Offic=rs. A total of 42 respcnses
was received. They were-asked how their education systems
in their respective territories would be different as a
result of participating in the Project. Of the 42, 22 (52%)
indicated in response to opzn-ended questions that thsa
quality of teachihg will be upgraded. In response to what
they thought were the most valuable aspects of Project
participation, 24 (57%) identified teacher training. In
response to the question regarding the extenﬁ to which the
Project will lead to increased.knowledge of the teaching
content among all primary teachers, 24 (57%) said that it

would be "greatly increasesd"”, 21 (50%) said "some increas=z".

Also in the Spring cf 1985, the Internal Evaluation
Specialist administered an attitude-inventory to teach=zrs in
Project and parallel schools in the participating

territories to determine whether or not thare were more
positive attitudes toward teaching, learning, and pupils
among Projzct tsachers than among their counterparts in the
parallel schools. The results obtained indicatad that there
were statistically significant differences at both th=z
regional and territorial levels.
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&t the regicnal levz=l. rhe main differences were:

4

1. greater awareness of rhe imporiance cf a goed gsnreral
education. and habits of vhought and werk

2 a mor2 favecrable image of pupils - - a greatar belief 1iv
“he willingness of pupils to work in rheir polit2ness
and in their making & sarisfactory amount of preogress -
and mcre int=r2s- in “h: pupil as an individual

3. more use reported cf resourcs materials and resacher-mad:
i.eaching sids c ticn with the number of

trips ourv takzn by the respondent s class

3N

recognition of a more acrive role played by ‘the

principal in classroom affair:
Av the terrirorial lsvel. -he diffsrences nc*2d for
individuel terriroriss pcinted 1r much Tihe sam= dirsecTion:
wherz, for the Barbados Project schsoel grcup. 1+ was fou
tnat there was.

L. Dbenzer attendance reporited in respondent € sTheel

2. Dbetter pupil mof:ivaticn reportad in respondent s scheel

(VY]

better collaboracion reported w-th respondsnt <

colleague:

. more confidence rspormed 1n .e2spcondent s knowledge cf

content and better self confidencsz

S. more eagerness reported for the principal to be invelved

in curriculum matter.
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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 community, and more field trips

3. nmnore confidence reported in respondents' knowledge of
content

The Team agfees with the Internal Evaluator's conclusion:
"Thenedone, the evidence from the Teachen Attitude Inventory is sinongly
. suggesiive zhat'népanxb 0§ a favorable change in atiitude amongst the
Project teachens ane well founded; and that &t would be possible with
junthen neginement and development of the instwument, o obiain a much
betten estimate of Zthe nature and extent of this change.”

conglusion

Based on the evidence presented above, the External
Evaluators conclude that some positive changes in teacher
behavior have resulted from participation in the 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 performance at the primary level in the four

subject areas.

becttom-line of thes Prcject.

This could juscifiably be regarded as the

I« is necsssary therefore tc

ceport and reviaw carefully such evidenc2 - hard and scft -

as exists which indicates the

area.

Degsign
Both the Project Paper and th
the design that would be

in s:tudant performance,

discuss the basic zlemencs of

Pre-test/Post-test approach.

standard pre-test/post-test aprroach would be used

determine gain scecrss in

ilct

Pi
alement of the design was

_* Parallel Scheol strategy.

<

-

outcomez of the Frcject in thi

e Evaluation Plan deal:r with
employed in measuring improvement

It is nacessary to identify and

the dssign.

it was envisaged that the

-
[

(o]

the four subiject areas.

The most critical

#h=2 us= sf the experimental

gtrategy of having treatment and con%rol groups in order

to determine effect.

This meant

the choice of five

pilot schools in each territory in which the curriculum

davelopmenr; inservice training of Tsachers, inservice

training of Principals and supervisicn 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.

Instructions were given for Ministries of Education to match
the pilot and parallel schools closely on all dimensions

that might be correlated with achievement.

The Internal Evaluation Strategy

The overall internal evaluation strategy for assessing
student performance ovér the life of the Project was to
gather baseline data on lewels of student achievement at the
commencement of the Project and to use those data in a
pre-test/post-test 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 assumpticns were valid in the
actual implementation of the Project. The assumptions on
which the Evaluaticn Design was based could be summarized

and commented on as follows:

1. That it was feasible to collect baseline data at che
‘beginning of the Project concerning student achievement
which could be used in a pre-test/post-test design.
Until the core syllabi wefe determined éxplicitly 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 Projesct curriculum if it w2rs going to have any

-valiaity. It was not possible ro develop tests before

the curricula were in place, Again'there are no
standardized tests for Caribbean primary schecols that
could be used as impartial independent measures for both
Project and parallel schools. It was not until 1523
+hat appropriate tests were developed. This might
probably have happened earlier 2f the untimely death of

che firsz Internal Evaluatvcr hac¢ not occurr=d.

That tne pre- and post-tests would be identical
instruments., Tests were develop:=d in all four subject
areas tc be used 1n pre-tests - postc-tests in 1582 and
1984.

However, after administration and analysis of the test
results in 1983, substantial revisions had to be done tc
thz %fests in Language Arts and Science. This means that -

1
can c=2

O

nly the =tests in Mathematics and Social Studies
meaningfully interpreted within the framework cf the

origiral Evaluatricn Design.

That tie schools could be matched on all the different
dimensions that are correlated with achievement and that
the selaction done by the Miniscries of Education wculd
be precisely according to the instructions. The
stratsgy of matching usually assumes a wide choice of
pairs. In the smallest tarritories like BVI and
Montserrar chis is difficult to achieve since the total
number of public primary schocls is only 14" apd 12
respectivaly. While all territories tried to achieve
this comparability, at best this could only be regarded

as a rough approximation.
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That thers 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 o
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
Project materials. 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 schecels.

That the pilot scﬂools would actually apply the
treatment. The overall evidence is that in most of the
territories Teachers and Primary Principals participated
in all the training and orientaticn provided by the
Project and then used the materials and strategies in
the classroom. In Antigua; however, there are
indications that while Teachers 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 matrerials. While the overall Project design

might not be affected, comparison of pilot and parallel

schools in Antigua may be affected.’
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Lnalysis cf Resul<:z

if ¢he Externel Evalu-~+ion T=am wars 790 insist only on da*a
and analyses consistenc with the original Evaluation Desigr
then only pre-test and post-ra2st date fcor 1983 and 1934 fcr
Mathematics and Social Srudies would be =xamined. Howavar
~he gawin score approach is nor the only way ir which
evzdence can 22 gathered on student performance. It i<
reasonable and valid to examine the 1934 student achievemen:
scores of pupils in all participating verritories and in &ll
4 Subject areas and make reasonably valid ‘nferences ab
perfocrmance as related to Project: vrzatment. Reascnabla
faith can be pur 1n the 1984 resning since by tha+ rime t
instruments themselves had been subject to refinement basad
cn whe 1983 experience.

Consequéntly the External Evaluartion Team decided to examine
the student performance da:za generz7ad by tha Intearnal

Evaluaticn Officer. from rhree perspectives:

K4
M
t
o
th
3
Yy
|-l
()
mn

i, the pre-rescs and posc-t=2s=s 1883 a2nd 1984 in

{4

and Social Studies.

2. the 1984 achievement tests in all four subject areas -
pilct versus parallel schools in the nine rerritories

and

;3. the relative achievement of s:udznats in the differant

territories in the four subject areas

Tha Team took the pesition that consistent findinés from
different perspectives are more l:kely to be valid than any

single set of findings regardless of +*he methodological

purity BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Pre-test/Post tests: 1983 and 1984. The Internal Evaluation
Oificer reported that "An attempi was made to collect a gorm of
Kang&iudinal data by adm&n&&ten&ng each test in 1983 to pup&ﬂé who had
completed the work coverned in the test. and io pupdls wno had we, L.e.,
rupils al e end of their preceding yean {n school. Tnis sered o
runposed,  Finst, by administening a fest on which nedlther ghoup had

recedlved specdfle instaucions, £t gave us an opporiundty o assess
whether the ghroups were in fact comparable. Second@u, it gave ws e
opportunities (where the tesis survived unchanged grom 1983 Lo 19841 o
assoss the size of the gains in each group'. Before reporting the
results it is important to comment cn 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/pdst—test stategy

ssumes not only that there be pre—instruction tnst*ng and
rost-instruction testing but that the same students are
tested on both occasions, unless every precaution is taken to
establish a completely homogeneous group in the first
ingtance so that any subset chosen for testiné is identical
with other possible subsets.

While 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 yvield some useful
indication, one should not treat that as a pre-test/post-test
situation.

The strategy used by the Evaluatlon Officer- to uevelop the
tests was sound.; However, ‘as he and the Progevr taff
*euognlzed, by only ch0081ng content that was common to pllot
and parallel schools’significant areas of variance between
the two might well be omitted. This may indeed eliminate’;
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ar=as in which the wider scope and greater detail of the
Project materials may have had their grsatest impact.

The content <f the tests would tend tc prcduce a null resul:
since what is actually being tested is the gqualitative

impact of the Project and not its gquantitative aspects.

The most serious methodological weaknsss of the internal
evaluation data or student performance ¢gains betwsen 1583
and 1984 is that the performance of the same students is not
evaluated over the two testing periods. The progress of
each individual student in sach subject area examined was
net followed from 1983 to 1984, This constitutes a
substantial defect. The External Team was therefore.
reluctant to accept these data as showing greater
improvement in student performance i1in Froject versus
parallel schools.

Despite the fact.chat the defect was consistent in that it
was evident fcr both Project and Paralilel school student
performance evaluation, the Team was very cautious aktout

drawing any inference from these da=a.

Tables 4 and 5 below show some of the data reported by the

Internal Evaluation.

TABLE 4
MATHEMATICS GAINS 1983 TO_ 1984

Pilot Schools Parallel Schools
Pre-test Post-test Gain Drectest Post-test Garn
Year 2-3 Mean 9.43 ° 12.59  3.16 9.12 11.32 2.2
S.D.  5.27 6.25 | 5.28 6.10

N. 390 885 361 5§47
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Pilot Schools Parallel Schools

Pre-test Post-test Gain Pre-test Post-test Gain
Year 3-4 Mean 9.63 11.30 1.67 10.04 - 9.68 - .35
S.D. 5.02 5.74 - 5.07 5.62
N. 441 706 326 675
TABLE 5

SOCIAL STUDIES GAIN SCORES 1983-1984

Pilot Schools Parallel Schools
. Pre-test Post-test Gain Pre-test Post-test Gain
Year 2-3 Mean 10.36 11.93  1.57 9.39  10.67 1.28
© 8.D.  4.09 5.49 3.55 5.34
N, 252 517 267 547
Year 3-4 ‘Mean 10.05 '15.88  5.83  10.27 - 13.05 2.78
S.D.  4.38 6.50 4.27 5.75.

N. 280 553 267 553

Sampling. Before commenting on the data in the table it is
necessary to make some reference to the sampling strategy
used by the Internal Evaluator. 1In 1983 a sample of 1l:4
students was used. 1In 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. 1In 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 1l:3 sample in
both years. That is, every third child in each class would
have been tested in one of the threes subjects being taught
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in the Project schools. This would have followed the
natural pattern of the Project, provided adequate numbers.
and would have been more easily administered in the testing
situation. '

In the data reported by the Internal»Evaluator, children in
1984 who did not sit the pre-test in 1583 where included in
the post-te;t results, hence the increase in the size of N

beitween tests.

Wwhile the data in Tables 4 and 5 show that in each instance
Project school children recorded greatcer impfovements than
" their parallel school peers in both Mathematics and Social
Studies in their movement from Years 2 to 3 and 3 to ¢
respectively, becauss of the methodoclogical and sampling
defects the T:eam cannot accept any positive inferences
.unless these are strongly carroborated by other modes of

analysis.

1984 testing. In examining the internal 2=valuation data on
student perfermance in 1984 the External Evaluation Team
looked at the performance of pilot versus parallel schccl
children in each ccountry in the light ¢f +the background
factors which the Team found to be oparative in each |
territory. The Tzam felt that this would be a more
instructive approach than a Projsct versus non-Prcject
comparison with no reference to territory. Given the size
of N which would be close to 7000 all differences would
likely be' significant. Mor=over, a territory by terfitory
approach‘should be instructive to all partners to the

Project.
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The central_Project.sﬁaff produced and administered the

foiléwing:tests in‘1984.in each year group of the Project:

Language Arts ~
English Test 1 in Listening

Engiish Test 2 in Reading

Writing Test -

 —— v+ = i+ s

One test

Social Studies

One test

Science
Science Test 1
Science Test 2

For each territory the performance of'Project versus
parallel school pupils wili be shown in a Table reporting
the results on each test, followed by comments by the
Evaluation Team.
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ANTIGUA

Table 6 shows the performance of Project and parallel
school pupilé in Antigua in Language Arts; Mathematics
and Social Studies. .
It can be seen in Table 5 that .n lZanguage Arts, eXcept
for students in year 1 on the Writing tests, there are
no significant differenées hetween the pupils in Project
and parallel schonls. Ir Mathematics, Project school
students performed significantly better in years 2 and 3
than their peers in the parallel schools. In Social
Studies, pﬁpils in th2 Project schools in cach year
except vear 1 rerinrmed sigrificantly better than their
peers in the parailel schools.

: -
It would appear that in Antigua the Social Studies
curriculum and watevizls ssem to have made the greatest
impact and the Language Arts little if anv at all.
Given the fact taat the Language Arts materials would be
at greatest oids with the national curriculum and its
relationship to commin <ontranci the results repcorted

there are noc sugrising

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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1. 'English Test 1

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

2; “English Test 2

year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Mean
5.D.
N

Mean
8.D,
N

Mean
S.D,
N

Mean
5.D.
N

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
5.D.
n

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
5.0
N

Project'

TABLE 6

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

ANTIGUA

b. Letter Writin

3. Iast of Writing -

a. Wrlting Tests

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Mean
5.0,
L

Mean
S.D,

N

Hean
8.D.
N

Mean
5.D.

“Mean

§.D.
N

Mean
§.D.
N

4. . pathematics

Mean
S5.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
H

Mean
S
N

Mean

§.D.
n

5.  Social Studies

Non-pProdect Di€f. Siqg. "
. - i Year 37
13.40 " 13.39 0.01 n.s
4.29 4.94 W
.89 80 Year 4
15.15 15,95 ~-0.80. n.s
4,88 1.57
.87 78
24.97 25.04 ~0.07 n.s Year 1
. 6,78 3.59 ‘ ’
17 53
25%.19 Z3.41 0.78 n.s Year 2
8.71 .54 4
1134 t2
Year 3
16,47 17.% . ~1.04 n.a
7.713 8.33 .
a3 79 _ Year 4
23.06 21.5%5 1.56 n.g
8.3% 3.064-
88 an :
lt.2é L 41 ~0.1% n.s )
FEY! 2,72 4 Year 1
.75; Hy
15.90 17,94 -1.44 n.s '
6.52 ©. 75 : Year 2
54 [rpes
. Year 3
0.47 0.24 0.23 .02 1
0.71 0.51 Year
88 79
'0.67 0.44 0.23 n.s,
0.86 0,74
88 3
4,7% 0.50 -0,15 n.s.
1,32 1.21
76 83
1.26 1.02 0.24 n.s,
1,46 1.3%
84 a2

Mean
5.0,
N

Project
3.58
2,38

76

-4.62
2.40
84

11,11

4.14
87

14.99 - °

6.19
98

10,79
5. 36
a2

7.34
3.91

76

Noﬁ-?roject
2,93
2.27

" B3

3.91
2.38

- 82

16.40
4.18
83

12.39
5.30
79

9.05
3.75
13

7.55
4.48
85

14.4%
5.71
84

11.68
4.28

9.30
4.23
84

10.65
3.73
B5

"DAfE.
~0.65

0.71

1,74

0.2

-1.19

1,97

5n.s

.01

n,s
3 Ve)

m

n.s

0.001

0.0s
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BARBADOS

Table 7 shows the parformance of Projsct and parallel
schools pupils in Barbados in Larguage Arts, Mathematics
and Science. . .

It can be seen from Table 7 rhat in Lénguaqe Arts pupils
in Projuct schocls pérformnd significently better than
their éeers in parall-l schocls in Lisctening skills in
year 2, Reading in ysars 2 and 4, and Writing in year
4. In year 2 paralle¢l school children performed
significantly better than Projcce children in Writing.
In Mathematics, only in yzar 1 wasz the paerformaances of
Project children significantly buztter than parallel
school childrwn. In Science Projsct children in year 2
performed significan:ly bettcr on both tests and
significantly better on Test 2 in Year 4, than did

pupils in parallzl schools

From thesé results it woulé appear “ha* in Barbados th--
Sciencs curriculum mad« the gr=a®t:=t impact con stud=n*
performancs, Language Arts nuxt and Mathematrics tha
lz2ast. Givan ths fact that Bzrbados from the«
commencement had well develepad curricula in 21l three
subjzct arzas a2rd +hat the cors curricula develop=d by
the Projcect mor= clossly rasembled that cf ths Barbades
curricula cthan thesz c¢f orher «orritorisos it is neot
surprising that *~h¢ diffcrances shown ar¢ not
ovcfwhalming and that it is Secicncs that had =

significant impzct.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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DIFFERENCES BETWEER PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

BARBADOS
*1, English Test 1 : b. Letter Writing
Project Non-Project  Diff. © Siq, . Year 3 Mean 4.32 4,72 «0.40 n.s.
) T . 5.0, 2.62 2.33 :
: . ‘ . : . N 170 . 156 .
Year 1 Mean 17,03 16.45 0,58 n.g. - L i _ .
© §.D, 4.26 4.92 Year 4 Msan 5.31 5.45 ~0.14 ° n.s,
N 149 134 . ) 8.D. 2,33 2,08 . :
o N © 14 " 163
Year 2 Mean 19.93 18,55 1.38 0.01 .
S.D. 4.57 4.36 ] o - 3, Mathematics
N 165 163 .
Year 1 Mean 17.76 16,09 1.67 0.05
Yoar 3 Mean 32.10 31.79 0.31 n.s. . 5.D. 6.24° 6.69
5.D, 9,38 9.87 N 148 1
N 169 156 : ’ .
Year 2 Maean 18.52 16,63 -0.11 n.s
Year 4 Mean 36,89 35,23 1.66 L N.S. 8.b. 6.37 ° 6.48 )
5.D, 7.83 8.26 ' . . : N 147 157
N 369 171 .
: Yenz 3 Mean | 1;.36 15,78 -0, 42 N.3.
2. _Enqlish Test 2 s.9. .68 6.17 .
' N 185 142
Year 1 Mean 31.29 29.13 2.16 n.3, - : ;
S.D. 10, 16 11,22 Year 4 ‘Mean 14,52 13,74 0.78 n.s,
N 149 11 . S.D. 6 .86 6.23 '
. . )} 159 172
Yaar 2 Mean 37.27 31.%6 5. 3,001
§.D, 7.64 19,35 : 6. " Science Test' 1l
N 157 162 ) - .
. Year 1 Mean 23,86 24,50 6.06 °  nm,a.
Year 3 Mean 18.33 17.60 i G.73 n.a. . ] 8.0, 5.14 €.066 :
5.0, 6,82 .37 - N 145 -135
N 179 156 ' ‘ §
. ' Year .2 Mecan 27.85 26.23 1,62 b.02
Yaar 4 Mean 21,76 15,96 1.39 .05 5.0, 5.83" 5.82
$.D. 7.00 7.64 : ) N 171 151
% 174 163 )
_ Year 3 Mean = 28.3 29,14 -0.75 A.s.
a. Writing Tests . s.D. 5.53 5,37 -
: . R 178 126
Year 1 Hean 1.00 6,83 0.17 n,B.
s.D. 1,26 1.04 : : 7. Sclence Testr2
N 149 131 : : . ,
Year 2 Mean 18.10 16.86 1.24 0.0}
Year 2 Mean 1,07 1.35 ~0.28 0,05 S.D. 4.27 4.27
S.D. 1,23 1,27 N 169 154
N 157 162 .
: Year 3 Mean 19.53 19,45 6.08 .8,
Year 3 Mean " 1,26 1.36 ~-0,10 n.s. s.D, 4.22 4.33
5.0, 1.61 1.72 : H 179 128
N 170 . 156 ,
Year 4 Medn 22.327 20.57 1,90 0.001
Year 4 Mean 2.48 1.79 0.69 0.001 5.D, 4.48 4.33
5.D. 1.76 1.84 ’ N 160 177

N 174 163
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BELIZE

Table 8 shows the performancz of Project and parallel
school pupils in Languagr Arts, Mathematics and Scisnce
in Belize.

It can be secen from Table 38 that in Language Arts,
¢xc&pt for year 1, Listening, Y+ar 3 and 4 Rzading, aad
Year 2 Writing, and Y=ar 4 Litter Writing, studonts in
Projuct schools p.rfcrmid significantly botter than did
students in parallel schools. In Mathematics students
in Projzct schools performed significantly better than
thair parallel school pecrs in all four years.  In
Scizncw, «Xcept wn Year 3 on toesi 1 and Year 2 on test 2
stud«nts inIPrcject schools perfurmed significantly
better than did rthes: in the parallal schools.

From the rcsults in Tabls 8 it is =vident that the

Proj=ct curriculum and mat«rials m2d4. a significons

-impact on studant porformanc: 1n 21l thre- subjocts.

The grzaatest impact sesms e hav: be=n mads by

Mathematics. It 15 *g bz norsd vt Belazo L n- of

(]
Q

the ceuntriss in which ¢hs Exwarnal Evalusticon Tam
found li*tle avidenc: of "ceniaminarion’ beétws=n Proj:-ct

and paralle<l schocls

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

English Test 1

1 Mean
S.D.

2 Mean
S5.D.
N

3 Mean

1 Mean
5.0.
3

2 Mean
8.D.

N

3 Mean
S.0.
N

4 Mean
S.D.

N

Writing Tests

1 Mean
S.D.
N

2 Mean
S5.0.

TAULE 8

DIFFERKNCES BETWELN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

Diff

Project Non-Proiect Siag.
15.07 15.68 ~0,61 n.s.
3.87 3.78

139 109

16,53 15.10 1.43 0,01
3.94 3.88

134 154

27.15 . 24.21 2.86 0.001
6.65 7.02

155 131

30.74 27.43 3.31 0.001
7.91 7.35

136 117

22,28 18,35 3.93 0.001
6.42 “6.71 :

118 117

28.m) 22.68 5.41 0,001
8.31 7.50

135 155

14.46 Y3.75 0.71 n.%,
5.16 5.55

153 134

16.60 15.65 0,495 n.g.
4.53 5.4

133 115
0.46 0.21 .25 0.01
0. 86 0.61

138 117
6.59 0.54 0.053 n.s,
1.01 0.85

135 1%5
1.61 0.75 0.36 0,001
2.11 1.3

.53 134

1.60 1.62 0.55 0.01
1.66 1.50

113 115

RELIZE

L. Letter Writing

Mean
S.D.
N

Yeaf 3

Mean
~S.D.
N

Year 4

3. Mathematics
Me:an

2.D.

N

Year 1

Mean
S.b.
N

Year 3 ¢ Moan
s.b.

N

Maan
5,.D.

N

4. Sclente Tert 1

Mean
S.D.
N

Year 1.

Mean
5.0,

N

Year 2

Mean
S.D.

N

Year 3

5. Secience Tert 2

Moan
3.0,
N

Year 2
Yaar 3

Yeor § Mean

Non-~Preiect

DLEE.

3.10
2.36

4,10
J2.50
115

1.38

0.52:

1.26

[
-
4
N

l
!

=
[o=]
[«]
—

B.3,

6,001

¢.0L

N.la

0,01

o
P
v

‘66
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BRITISH VIRGIN ISLANDS

Table 9 shows the performance of Projegct and parallel
school childrzn in British Virgin Izlands in Languag*™
Arts and Methcmatics. N

Tabls 9 shows that stud:n*s in Project schcools purformed
better than their parallol school piars in four of th«
fourteen Languag: Arts tests and in two of the four
Maths tests. BVI is onc of the tarritories in which
there was a lot of evidaznce to 1ndicate that the Project
matcrials and training sprvad =~ parall:sl schools
sufficiently to narrow any diffsronce between tham.
Probably of greater significance 1s the fact that the
method of sclecting schools as pilet and parsllel was
likely te makc a difference to the comparison. -

BVI chess the large schocls as Project schoodls or

e}
1)

par21l.:l scheools. 1In 72rms of in. Mianistry s razin
the schools® prrformance, say, th: primary 5
cxXamination. thro< top schocls and two schools norn“le
it ths bettem cf ~hs rang. coastitutr: th.o parallsl
schocls while schools in the middl. of the range
constituta th: Preject schools.

The results, showing only mod' i 1mpact. se«<m to be 2
reflection of both th« spread ffiecm and the method of
se¢lzction cf Project schools. =pnd s<¢m te reflect an

und restimation of Projwcn impact This mattaer will b-

dlscussed agzin in #he nuxt sw=ction.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY



1. English Test 1

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Yezr

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

"TABLE 9

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

DAff.

Project Non-Project

1 Mean 14.28 14.53 . =0,25
5.0. 3.38 3.72
N 99

2 Mean 17,17 16.92 0.26
S.D. 4.23 3.50
N 115 13

3 Mean 28.66 22,80 5.86
S.D. 6.96 8.20
N 88 15

4 Hean 32.19 30.25 1.94
5.0, 7.10 7.33
n 99 16

- English Test 2

1 Mean 21.56 23.87 -2,31
S8.D. 7.70 3.02
n 9 15

2 Mean 29,33 32.23 -2.,90
5.0. 8,78 10.24
N 75 13 :

3 Mean 17.80 14.90 2,70
5.0. . 5.03 4.70
H 81 21

4 Mean 19.93 18 .44 1.4%
S.D. 5.59 4.61

) H 82 16

Hriting Testa

1 Mean 0.54 Q.73 -0.1%

. 5.D0. 0.90 0.77 -

N 29 15

2 Mean 0.84 1.23 -3,39
S.D. 1.10 1,23
N 78 13

3 Mean 1.86 1.05 0.81
5.D. Y.82 1.43
N 81 21

4 Mean 2.44 2.13 0.31
S5.D. 1.76 1.73
N 82 16

BRITISH VIRGIN ISLANDS

0.01

Q.05

0.05

n.s,

b. Letter Writin

-

Year 3

Year 4

3. Mathematics

Year 1‘
Year 2
Year 3

Year 4

Mean
8.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
n

Mean
5.0.
N

Mein

- 5.0,

N

Mean

".8.D.

H

Mean-.

5.D.
k]

Project Non-Project Diff, Slg.
4.51 3.00 1.51 0.02
2.46 2.51

81 21
4.85 5.44 ~0.59 n.s.
2.24 2.15 -

22 16

15.43 12.00 3.43 0.02
4.37 5.13

98 15

16.21 12,67 3.64 0.05
4.87 6.30 :

85 15 :

14.43 11.93 2.50 n.s.
5.80 4.99

104 14

"12.78 13.33 ~0,55 n.s.
4.31 1.47 .

8y 15

‘101
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DOMINICA

Tabl: 10 shows the performanc= of srtudents in Deminica
in Project and parallel schocls in English, Mathematics

and 35ociz2l Studizs.

It can bs seen from Table 10 thar in Language Arts
Prcject school childr:zn perfermed significantly bettsr
zhan their parallel school pcixrs on 9 of the 14 tests,
on_all four Mathzmatics tests. and on three of the four
Social Studiszg tests.

It would b- fair to concluds +hat in Dominica the

Project seums to have made substzantial impact on student

achievement in all subject arcas, wivh the greatest
impact being made in Mathu«matics.

It should be norsd rhat Dominics used the Projzct to
improve rurasl primary cducation thas country. In its

selection of Project schoels thi Ministry of Education

did not includ- 2ny schegles in thoe cepital, Rosvad.

This was de¢librrans., Th. raticnzal. was that Roscau

schonls continually r -c-iv:: tno bust of whatever 1s
availekl= in the normal running < thaings, hsnc= through

the Project attezntion would b. p:id to rural schools.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Year

Yepr

Year

Yeaar

Yaar

Year

English Test 1

English Test 2

1

2

¥Yiriting Tests

1

Mean
s.D.
N

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
S.0,
N

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
5.0,
H

Mean
5.D.
N

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
S.D.

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
S.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
N

Mean
§.D,
N

TABLE 10

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON~PROJECT SCIHIOOLS

projact Non-Project DIff,

11.78 11.95 -0.17
3.29 3.86

74 58

13,90 13.93 -0,03
3,08 4.09

68 67

22.88 19.00 .88
6.54 5.62

93 66

26,88 19,00 7.88
7.42 6.56

102 68

19.214 15.14 4.10
8.10 7.87

83 59

24,010 19.67 4,33
7.17 8.03

a5 56

13,55 10.57 2.98
5.13 4.48

89 53

15.75 10.97. 4.88
5.43 5.13
0.00 0.00 0.00
06.00 0.00

83 59
0.06 0.00 0.06
0.35 0.00

95 58
0.21 0.04 0.17
0,73 0.27

89 53
0.70 0.01 0.65
1.51 0.11

97 78

0.001

¢.001

0.01

0,001

0,001

0.001

0.05

0,001

DOMINICA
Mathematics
Year 1_? Mpan

: 5.D.."

R

Year 2~ Mean

N . 5.0,
N

Year 3 Mean
S.D.
N

Year 4 Maan
S.D,
N

Soclal Studies

Year 1
Year 2 '
Year 3

"Year 4

Mean
5.D.
N

Mean
§.D.
N

Mean
5.D.

N..

Mean
5.0,
N

"Préject Non-Protect pi£eL,
L11.44. 9.32 2.12
1,50 3.68
79 60
12,28 9.29 3.6)
5.69 3.61 :
85 76
8,51 6.57 1,94
5,07 3.66
100 70
8.30 5.53 2,17
1.95 2.87
B4 89
13.46 12.23 1.23
£.32 5.38 T
68 60
32.27 8.64 3.63
4528 - 3.97 :
86 75
10.35 7.39 .2.96
6,14 5.02
96 72
14,48 9,26 5,22
5,07 2.74
102 88

Siq,

0.01

0.001

6,01

0,001

0.001

0,001

0,001

0T
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MONTSERRAT

Tabl«s 11 shows tha performancz of Projsct and parallel
school studsnts in Montserrat in Languags: Arts.

Mathcmatics and Social Studiszst

Tablz 11 indicates that parallcl school children
performad significant¢ly bettar in Y-ar 2 Reading than
Projuct childr.in and rhat in Y.ar .« Social Studies the
situation was rwversed. Thesc 2r¢ the only twe
differences that wer. sigrificanr. The External
Evaluation Team is of the view +=hat i1t would be¢ an <rror
to intirpret these results to mean that the Project had
no impsct on student achizvement in Monms~rrar. On rthe
contrary, it would =2pp«z2r that tha impact was very
significant, and that *hese matzfials, syllabusas and
training were in fact generalizod to the =ntire system
befora2 nh~ conclusicn cf %he Prej-ct, hence ths null

result.
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1. English Test 1

Year 1

Year 2

Y;nr 3

L]
Yenr 4

2, 'English Test 2

Year 1

Year 2

Year. 3

Year 4

a, ‘¥Writing Tests

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Mean
SID!
N

Mean
S.D,

‘N

Mean
5.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
N

Mean
3.D.
N

Mean
5.0,
H

Mean
S5.P.
N

Mean

5.0,

N

Mean
sS,D.
N

Mean
5.0,
N

Mean
5.D, -

N

Maan
5.0,
N

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON

TABLE 11

DIiff.

Project Hon-Project

13.42 14,58 -1.16
4,30 4.07

38 40

15.49 - 15.76 -0,27
3.27 3.90

45 4

25,98 27.38 «1.40
7,33 6.67

42 10

30, 31.65 -0,88

© 7,06 6,96

39 43

24,71 25,78 ~1,07
7.33 7.45

34 41

29.67 32,59 r2,92
5,61 6.61

39 19

16,94 15.03 1.91
4.66 5.60

33 15

18.09 18.66 ~0,57
4.57 5.43

32 32
0.71 0.32 6.39
8.99 0.75

34 41
1.05 0,92 6,13
0,99 0.957

39 33
0.55 0.77 «0,22
1.37 1.35

33 15
1,50 2,09 -0.59
1,58 2,10

2 32

S1g.

NeBo - -

n.s,

Nn.s,

N.S.

Ta 8,

0.05

Nne.s.

MONTSERRAT

~PROJECT SCHOOLS

b, Letter Wriéinq

Yeaar 3

Year 4

3, Muthamnticu‘

Year 1
Year 2
Yégr 3

Year 4

Mean
5.0,
N
Mean
S.D.
N -

Mean
8.0,
N

Mean
S.D,.
N

Mean
s,n.
N

Mean
S.D.
N

32

© 40

Project

41.91
1,93
33

5.88
1.90

14,34
5,80
35

17.08 -
5,18

14,30
5,25
3

11,60
4.85
6

4. Social Studiea -

Year 1
Year 2
Yeay 3

© Yemar 4

Mean

" S.D,

N

Mean
S.D.

18,16
1,10
37"

15,58
4,07
40

13,32
4,50
44

16,45
4,082
46

a4

- 48

743

Non~Project
4.06
2,52°

kLI

5,69
1,86
2" -

15,58
6,03
5

16,34
6.138
a8

14,72
6€.10
43 -

11.50
4.99

T 17.50

5,70

15,85 .
4.31

Y
" 12,56

3,87

714,05

4,08
44

bire,

0.85

0.9

1,24
0,74

0,42

. m0.50

0.76

§iqg,
R.8,

D.8.

n.s,

B.B.

R.3,

n,s,

0,02

“§0T
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ST. KITTS/NEVIS

T2ble 12 shows thr performance of pupils in Proj~ct and
parallal schools in St. Kitts/Nevis on tests in Language

-~

Arts, Mathematics and Scisnce.

As is cvident from Tabls 12, Proj~c®t school pupils

performed significantly better rheon their parzllel

school peers in Years 1, 3, and 4 2f English Test 1.

Years 1 and 3 of English Tost 2: on 21l Mathpmatics‘

tests; and on Year 1 of Scizacce Tus®t 1 and Years 2 and

on Scicence Test 2. It would =2pp-2r zhat the greatest
1

impact by the Prejzct in St. X 17s8/Nevis iLs in respect

to Mathematics performance.

While the impact of the Projcct seems substantial it
should be noted that in St. Kitts/Nevis thers was a
significant turnover of parscnnel ac all lisvsls except
*he PI0O. Thisz turnovszsr had » dcstzbilizing impact con

the Project implementation in that country.
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1. PEnglish Test 1

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

2, English Test 2

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Yzar 4

a. Writing Tests

Year 1

Yeayr 2

Year 3

Mean
5.D.

Mean
s.D.

Mean
5.D.

Mean
5.0,

N

Mean
5.D.

¢

Hean
8.0,
N

Mean
G

n

Mean
S.D.
N

tiean
S.D.
N

Hean
sS.b,
]

Mean
S.D.
N

Mzan
s.Dh,
N

Non-Project

TABLL 12

S¥. KITYS-NEV (S

Sig.

Project CDIfE.

11.84" 10.00 . 1.84 0.01
3.66 5.00

87 89

11,78 12.37 0,66 n.s.
5.°3 4.47

124 84

26.72 21.79 4.93 0.001
.85 8.01

148 76

28,98 23.04 5,34 0.001
2,19 8.11 .

114 1:4

15.49 12.87 2.62 .05
8.18 7.29

81 67

20.44 18.51 1.93 ° a.e

10,31 10.44 S

115 78

14.58 12.58 2,00 0.02
4.97 T

[N HN 78

1540 11.85 1.54 n.s.
.68 7.01

193 15
0.0z v. 07 -0.857 f.s.
0.15 0.30.

87 81 ,
0.18 0.22 -0.04 n.s.
0.65 0.57

115 74
0.59 0.54 8.05 n.s.
1.18 1.21

106 78
1.27 0.91 0.36 n.s.
1.81 1.71

103 76

b. Letter Writing

. Year 3

J. nNMathematics

Year 1

Year 2

Yiar 3

o Year 4o

Yesr 1

Yoar 2

Yedr 3

5..~.Sclence Test 2-
aelence Test 2.

Year 2

Year J

Year 4

Meanﬁ
- 8.0,

N
Mcan

5.D.
N

l2an
S.D,
N
Mean
N

Mean
S.D.

. N

Mean

S.D..

N

Mecan

S.D.

N

r-ieall
5.0,

n

Mean
S.D,

N

taan
S.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
N

Mean
5.0,
N

S.,b.

4. Geience Test )

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOLS

Project Nom-Project

3.24

1.91.

106
4.21

2,36
103

10,93

5.89 -

10%

11.58
6.03
111

11,36 -

4,24

101

10.02
4.81

© 108

16.33
3.52
928

17,32
.66
109

19.88
4.3?
103

2.85
2,30
78

13,87

2,35
76

7.73

14,41
4.42
76

15.67
4.34
78

19.21
1.92
86

3,20

2.31

0.67

0.001

0.01

0,001

G.0C1

AdOD 373V IIVAY LS39
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108.
ST. LUCIA

Table 13 shows the performance of pupils in St. Lucia on
the Languag=s Arts, Scisnce and Sccial Studies tests.

It can b2 3sen from Tabls 13 that orly in Year 1 on
English Test 1, 2nd in Year 2 on English Tcst 2 did
Project school pupils perform significantly bettcer than
their porallel scheol pesrs on 2ny Languzge Arts <ssts.
On the other hand parallel scheol students performed
better on the Year 2 Rzading tsst. In Socizl Studies
Project schocl students in thre< cof th~ four years
performed significantiy better than- their parallel

'school pevrs. In Sciznce on Test I in y=ar 1 and on

Test 2 in years 3 and 4 Proj=ct school studsnts
performad significantly bettrrs

o
1-5

The a2bove sugg:osts that in St. Luciz the Projuct ha

1e
«d

oy

T
w

d
reatsst impacr on student psrfoimancs 1n Socizl Stu
r

t

and thc¢ least impact in Languags sirts., It was repo
to the Evaluition T=am that =c¢ th. b-ginning tonchars
did neot us¢ the Language Arts mat--c27ls or only t.-gan to
use them a2fter rheir revision. 7gnin ther: was . vidincs
of spr=zza2d of Proj=ct mar:rial and £r2ining to thres of
the five parallsl schools during ta-: lifs of the
Project. That tbe Proj=ct scems vo bave made only
mods=st impraz in St. Luciz must thirwforc be int-rpreted

cauticusly .
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1. Enqlish Tesat 1

Year 1
Year 2
. Year 3

Year 4

2. English Test 2

Yeasr 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

as Writing Tests

Year 1
Year 2
Yeur.3

Yaar 4

Mean
5.D,

N

Mean
s.Dl
N

Mean
S-D.

N

Moan
S.D.
N

Mean
S.D.
R

Mean
5.0,
N
Mean
S.D0,
N

Mean

S.D.-

N

Mean
S.Do
N

Hean
s.Dh,
N

Mean
8.D.
N

Moean
5.D,
N

TABLE 13

DIFPERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT SCHOOIS

ST, LUCIAn .

Project Nonéfroject: Diff.

. 16.02

5.04
185

15.17
5.33

" 190

24.8)
8,41
159

28,37
9,49
235

23,79
11,05
159

24,55
11,74
158

14,55
6.56
200

18,72
6,97
223

0,58
0.91
159

0,48
0,96
158

1,08
1.44
200

1.46
1,82
231

13.79
4.74
262
15.56
6.32
249

24.61
11.21
219

26.95
11.26
244

23,49
10,11
243

28.27
10.68
229.

15.57
6.34
240

18.36
7.46
251

0.33
0.75
243

0.67
1.07
229

0.99
1.42
240

1.38
1.53
247

2,23

0.30

«3,72

«l,02

0,25

~0,19

0,09

0.00

n.s.

n.s,

0.01 -

n,s,

n.s,

by
}' . Year

Year

3‘

'Yéar
Year
Year
Year

4.

Year
" Year
A_Yéar

s,

Year
Year

Year

Letter Writing

3 ' Mean
8.0,
B | B

4 Mean
S.Dl
N

Seccial Studiesn

3 Mean
. 8.0,
N

2 Mean
S.D.
N

3 Mean
S.D.
R

4 Mean
s.D.
‘N

Project
3.50
2.48

200

4,44
2,73
231

19,51
5.46
118

15,03
5,717
178

12,28
5,38
176 .

17,58
6,99
230

Science Test )

1 Hean
8.0,
N

2 . Mean

5.0,

N .

3 Mean
s.0,
N

‘8cience Test 2

2 Mean
S.D.
N

3 Mean
S.D.

N

4 Mean
5,0,
N

23.26
5.36
179

25,06
5,87
194

24,78
6,09
165

18,15
4.7
183

19,78
1,48
186
22,83
1.72
235

Non-Project . DAff.
. =0,20

3,70
2.42.
4,45
2.35

247

16.81
5.97
261

12.87
5,70
248

11.59
6,06

259

15.47
6.55

. 260

21,05

.21
244

24.29
€.10

235.
24.60

5.48

. 272

17.38
4,34
223

18.70
4.57
266

19,02
4,40
255

;0,01

2,70

2,16

2,21

0.77

1,08

2,81

§iq,
n.s,

0.001
0,001
nR.8.

0,001

9,001
R.s,

h.8.

0,02

0,001

60T
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ST, VINCENT

Table 14 shows the performancz of pupils in Project and
parallel schoels in St. Vinesnt in Languagz Arts,
Mathzmatics and Sccial Studizs-.
As can bz s2en from Table 14, Projwect school children

4=

performed significantly bettzz than parallil school

rt

children in 211 thres subjoect zrcas. Thoe greates
impact of the Projact z2ppears to hrve besn in Reading,
English Taest 2, Writing and Mathamatics.

It would appexr that the Proir~ct made substoantisl impact
on student purformance in all three subjuct arcas.

It shoulé bz recalled that St. Vincent, like Dominica,
used the Prejcct to improve rural primary ~ducation.
Th: Ministry did not includ. in the Projuect schools in

Xingstown, th: capital, which normzlly hawvs betia:

th

orm

qualificd teazachers and students whe gsnerally per

betrer on netional mchicviement Zosus.

What the diffarencs befwesn Proj.~r —nd pxrall:l school
pupils in St. Vincant indicat-s :1s chat the Projuc+

materials and process can bring asboutr significant and
substantial improvemcnt in ths performznce of studencte

in rural arsos.
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TABLE 14

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROJECT AND NON~FROJECT SCHOOLS

ST. VINCENT

1. Englich Test 1 R 'b. letter Writing
S ‘ Project Non-Project DIff.  Sig. Project Non-Project . Diff, sig.
I : : Yéar 3 Mean . 3.14 2.32 0.82 . 0,01
. . . _ 5.D. 2,40 1.90 : )
7 Tyear 17 Men 11,67 10.89 078 _ms. S oo |
- 5 S0 gyt ot . Year 4  Mean 4,41 1.57 © 2,84  0.001
ST - ‘ ' 5.0, 2,16 _i.91 S
Year 2 Mean 14,53 12.11 S 2,42 0,001 N 87 . 70
S ' 8.Db,. 4,05 3,55 e 3 d
. ) N 117 110 : . Mathematics .
' . - . . . ) ] . .96 . . 0- 0
Year 3. Mean | 21,44 21,10 . 0,34 n.s. Year. ! :e;r.\ l} Ig g 37 2.62 : 0 1
s.D., 6.28 5.48 : : N a9 70"
‘N 129 98 : .
)
Year 4  Mean 27.95 22,44 5,51 0,001 . Year 2 Hean 12.22 3o 0,001
- S.D. 7.98 6.11 : et s 107
N 88 7
. c d
. e e el omnowg 1R e e
Year 1  Mean 16.16 13,30 2,86 0.01 N 119 &8
S'D' _ 92.46 82-22 . Year 4 Mean 10,45 7.32 : 3,53 0,001
' _ S.0, 6.03 3.53 :
Year 2  Mean 25.52 19,27 6,25 0,001 K 8 76
s.D. 7.29 7.13 :
b p . . . goclal Studles
N, 116 113 4 or'ia} Studie ,
Year 3 © Mzan = 11.74 16.02 1.72 0.01 Year 1. Mean'® 14,92 3.74 5.18 0.001
- s.p. 4.24 3.84 L N 90 69
N 130 98 A -
Year 4 . Mean .15.10 . 11,44 3,66. 0,00} ' Year 2 léegn B lg'gg ggl, 5.46 0.001
5.0, . 3.37 5.00 A - N 114 103
N 87 70 " .
G )
‘. sty e s mmoowmoouwg e e
Year 1 Mean ' 8,20 0,16 -~ 0,08 n.s. : N .1 89 _
-~ . 8. . 0,57 0.50 - ) N
- ‘ae ’ : . Year 4 - Mean v 16,02 11,32 4,70 0,001
_ . W .. 96 86 E - - 5.0; 6,73 3.72 B ,
Year 2 Mean .~ 0,21 0.42 : 0,21 0,05 N . 28 76
. % i8.D, 0,52 - 0,85 I o ’
g RIS 1 113 IR
T . Year 3 tisan 0:27 0,04 . 0.23 0.01 ‘
T L 8.0, .. 0,81 6,24 - S -
. N - 130 98 .
Year 4 Mean 1,44 0.10 1.34 0.001
5.D. 1.63 0.38

87 70

"ITT
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Overall comment. 1In looking at the results in the different

territories it is clear that in all four subject areas the
Project has made positive innact on student performance,
though the greatest impact by subject area varies from
territory to territory. This variaticn does not seem to be
a feature of the materials or processes used but rather of

local facters and situations.

One should be very céreful in interpreting the data solely
in terms of significant differences ketwzen pupils in
Project and parallel schools. If one did so then the
conclusion would be that the Proj:=ct had substantial impact
in St. Vincent, Dominica, Belize and to a lesser extent in
Antigua, St. Lucia and St. Kitts/Nevis, but had little
impact,in Montserrat, BVI and Barbados. Such a viaw would
be in'eifor since ones would be ignoring such factors as the
spread effect and'national impact that the Project may have

already had in some countries.

It should be sufficient to mote that the evidence from ths
Project-parallel school comparison suptorts the data from
the .gain scores that the Projsct has positively iniflusnced

student performance in all territories.

Relative Performance of Pupils in Different Territories

The analysis of the student perfofmance data would not be
complete'ﬁithout some analysis of the relative performance
of students in the various territories. The Evaluation Team
wishes to point out that these data hé@é_tO'be_interpreted
with the greatest care and caution. o

No evidence exists to suggest that the performancé'oﬁ

" children in the Zzojwict and parallal schools of any
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particular country is automatically representative of the
entire school system in that country. By the very methed 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 selectibn as either Proj=ct 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 included because it adds a dimension which

highlights factors which might otherwise be ignored.

Impact of spread effect. The point has been made przviously

that the absence of significant differences in the
performance of Project versus parallel school pupils is not
of itself indicative that the Project did not haveé a .
positive impact on student nerformance. Attention was drawn
to the fact that in Montserrat, BVI, and, to a lesser
extent, in St. Lucia there was evidence of a spread effect
from Project to parallel schools which could "contaminate"
the results. These points a2re clearly demonstrated when the
performances of students irn Project and parallel schools in
each couniry'thaf participated in curriculum development in
Social Studies are compared. Table 15 below shows the rank
order of the student performance among the territories and

the mean performance overali.
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TABLE 15

RANK ORDER OF TERRITORIES BY STUDENT PERFORMANCE
IN SOCIAL STUDIES

am— S

Territory | Year 1 Year 2 -~ Year 3 Yzar 4 Overall
- — _— e e e i _Mean.
1. Montserrat 1 1 1 1 46.75
2. St Lucia 2 2 2 1 £5.06
3. Antigua 3 3 4 5 37.1C
4, St Vincent 5 4 3 3 37.05
5. Dcminica 4 5 5 4 33.68

It will be recalled that the compariscn between Project and
parallel schoools in Montsarrat gancerataed one nagative and
‘one positive significant difference zach. On the other hand

similar compariscns for the cther ccuntries all showed that

the Project had had significant impact on student performance

in those countries. Yet when the performance of students

L

¢
{1

nes 1n Montszrrat

between countries is examined, St

performed best in terms of the scox:

e

s obtained. In the
opinion of th& External Evaluation Team this is indicativ:
of the spread effect of the Project in Montserrat and te a
lesser extent in St. Lucia. Special not:z shculd therefors
be taken of the diffzrznce in thes mean scores bztween these
two countries and the othor thre:.

In the opinion of the Evaluation Tecam, these data should not
b

W

interpreted to mean any supesrior or inferior achiavement
by any territory. What the data szem to indicate is the
‘general potential that the Project process and products
possess to imprcve Social Studizes performance by students

when they have been g:neralizzd across the primary‘system.
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Structural Factors. In order to appreciate the effect that
structural factors outside the scope of the Project may have
on student achievement it is also instructive to look at the
relative performance of students in Language Arts across the
different territcries. Appendix C.shows the rank position
of each territory on all of the diffegent tasks. Their rank’
position on Language Arts is indicative and representative:
of the general pattern. Table 16 bslow shows the relative
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 the gsneral pattern.

Hence for ease of illustration it is used here. Further

details can be examined in Appendix C

RANK ORDER BY OVERALL MEAN SCORE IN LANGUAGE ARTS TESTS

Territory Mean Scor= Rank _Position
Barbados o 60.43 1

. British Virgin Islands 52.13 2
Montserrat 51.86 3
St. Lucia 48.42 4
Belize 47.10 5
Antigua 44.22 6
Dominica 39.76 7
St. Kitts/Nevis 39.59 8
St. Vincent ' 38.64 9

Regional Average 47.56

N

The data should not ‘be generalized ocutside of +he contekt in
which they were generated B : e
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The significance of thes:z data resides in’ their consistency

with various factors previously identified. The core

curriculum in Language Arts is very similar to the
curriculum that has been used in Barbadian schocls for
several years, and Barbados started the program with a well

dzveloped curriculum. In other words parallel schools in

Barbados would be following a curriculum not far removed
What the Proj<ct did in

from the Project curriculum.’
Given the contznt of

Barbados was to provide znrichment.
tests wnich eliminated arcas of diffzrwnce it is totally
understandakl« that not many significant diffarences were

cbtained in Barbados. Howavar, the performance of Barbadian

pupils heads the list.
curriculum the guality and stability of the teaching fcrcs
The Barbadian teaching force is

Apart from the similarity of the

sezms to be a factor.
almost fully trained professionally and applicants must

satisfy certain academic rcquirements before admission to

the twaching service.

The spread gffcct in the smallest countries, BVI and
Moncserrat, has alrzady besn noted. The relative diffasrznce
botween them and Barbades may well be the gquality and
teaching force in their Project and

stability of ths
ccmpar=d to what obtains in Barbkados.

parallel schools
Mere-over BVI and Montserrat have no Training College and

have to send their teachers abroad for training, and Scaff
in both Project and parallel schools in these countries

included a fair number of nntrainsd tzachers.

It is intzresting to note that these three countries in

which there werc not many significant differences between
the pérformances of pupils in Project and parallel schools
actually head the list in-rélative achiecvement. The impact
of the Project is definite in both BVI and Montserrat, but

that impact was spread to the parallel schools, resulting in
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what may very well be an overall improvement in the standard
‘of education in boéth 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 bé"f
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 Proje¢t and parallel schools were
qualified. The academic knowledge of some ungualified
teachers was weak.

The general point tc 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 curricula and materials. T

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 mataerial. But it
is well known that "time on task" (or cocntent) correlates
with student achievement. 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. Vincernt and
Dominica concentrated on rural schools and that in those
territoriés’ the ‘Project material had significant’ impact on
student performance. Their position at the bottom of the
list is not indicative 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 probleﬁ
that the Ministry of Education of that country needs to
address since all sectors of the country, including the
Ministry -of Education, seem to be fecruiting personnel for
various positions from the ranks of the primary teachers.
The performance of the pupils may thus be indicative of a
serious problem.

Format of Reports to Territories

The Evaluation Team examined the Reports on Student
Achievement that were sent out by the Evaluation Officer.
While a lot of -data were generalized, thesé‘reports
concentrated on statistical analysis and to a large extent
ignored the contextual factors which were needed for
interpretation. As a consequence the interpretation of
these data was weak and as a result not very helpful to the
territories. It could be that the Evaluation Qfficer needed
to have visited the territories in order to get a better
understanding'of the circumstances which surrounded student
perfbrmance in the Project and parallel schools.

Pupil Performance on 11+ Common Entrance Examinations

In addition to examining the design, methodology, 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 Entrance Examinatiqns when compared to the
performance of pupils in the parallel schools.
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In some territories the‘pupils'wﬁo started in September 1980
in the first year of thé'Prdject sat the éecpndary 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 developed‘"on them" sq:té speak and
that both teachers and pupils were part of a new learning
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 inferenée about the
Project's impact on pupil performance on common entrance
examinations, it is instructive to identify any indic&tion

Qflpossible impact.

In the time available the Ekternal Evaluation Team did not
have the opportunity to gather secondéry school selection
data from all the countries in which Project schools pupils
sat the 11+ examinétions 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) performénce of the students in English,

-

- d) performance of the students in Mathematics, and

Tt
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<) ranking of the school in terms of the achievement of its
scudents vis—-a-vis that of students in all other primary

schools participating in the examinations.

These data were obtained for Pfcject and parallel schools
for 1580 when the Project Sta;ted and for 1984 when the
first §roup of children from éroject classes sat the
examination. Ths resul:s are presented in Tables 17-20

below
) TABLE 17
11+ PER?QRMANCE_QE PROJECT SCHOOL PUPILS
1980 - 1984 (BARBADOS)
- e e 1580 - e . ¢ =
Rank
Schools =~ English - Maths _position _ Category

1 49.2 30.2 54 M
2 59.2 33.2 21 T
3 61.0 34.1 13 T
4 54.5 27.0 47 M
s . as.s 29.7 . se o u

1984 .

'Rank

Schools = English Maths = posirien = Category

1 42.6 39.1 18 T
2 45.3 40.1 13 T
3 53.6 - 42.3 4 T
4 45.7 37.5 17 T
T

.. 38.0 . 43.6 20

Tabla 17 shdws that in 1980 dhly Projeci’schooi»3 wés among
The top 20 primary schools in Barbados in <erms of the 1ll+
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achievement. of its students. 1In terms of category, two were
iﬁ the pr Third, (T), of schools and three were in the
Middle. Third, (M). By'1984.a11 five Project schools were in
the Top Third. In fact all five were in the top twenty

schools in the country as judged by their pupils' performance

in the Common Entrance Examination. Every Project school had

improved its rank position between 1980 and 1984. School 3
was ranked 13th in 1960 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 eaéh year and may have changed
content and difficulty it 1s not possible to compare
achievement scores between 1980 and 19584.

TABLE 18 :
11+ PERFORMANCE OF PARALLEL SCHOOL PUPILS IN BARBADOS
1980 - 1984

_ Rank |
_.Schools ~ English  Maths = position _  Category _

1 51.3 28.2 52 M

2 59.3 39.2 7 T

3 64.8 28.1 24 T

4 59.4 34.7 15 T

Rahk

_.Schools __  _ English _Maths  _ position __Category

1 40.3 33.8 33 M

2 . 45.3 35.3 41 M

3 36.4 18.8 | 73 B

4 39.9 29.4 45 M
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Table 18 shows that in 1980 three of the five parallel schocls
were in the Top Third category cf primary schools in Barbados
in terms of student achievement in the 11+ examina- tions.

Two were in the Middle Third category. In 1984 only one was
still in the Top Third. Three were in the Middle Third and-
one in the Bottom Thira category. Inflocking at their ranking
3 had lost position compared to 1980 while 1 remained a%t =he
same position. Only one school improved its positiorn: School

5 moved from 4lst to S§th in rank.

While the performance of Project and psrallel schocl pupils in
English and Maths in 1980 shows no great or consistent
differences in 1984 Project school children are clearly
performing petter in both English.and Mathematics. This can
be seen by comparlng the results of Tables 17 and 18. While
1t would appear that PrOJact and parallcl school pupil
performance is quite evenly matched. probably with a slight
advantage to the parallel schools: in 1984 the performance of

the Project schools students :1s clearly better.

We now turn our attention to the number of secondary places
cb:iaired by pupils in the Preoject and parallsl schools in
Barbados in 1980 and in 1984..

TABLE 15
SECONDARY PLACES_OBTAINED IN 1380 IN_BARBADOS

. -—..Project Schoeols . Parallel

Schools - Number Placs=s" Schools Number Places

i .. .Enter=d _ 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

—— . e e mete cme - — cmmmr csa mwn ® e m—— e = - e R, - - -

ToTaL . _ . 375 343 91,5 321 292 88.4

——amiws cams e o m ew ems - — - - e e e o et e aree e e
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Table 20

Secondary Places Obtained in 1984 in Barbados

Project Schools - Parallel e
Schools  Number .Places Schools Number Places
_Entered  Obtained T Ehgered Ohtaingdu
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 87.0
! 138 124 89.5 4 106 99 94.3
5. 76 ___ 70 92,1 __ 5 __ 97 __ 89 91.8
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 secoqdary
places obtained. It can be seen from the number and
percentage of secondary places obtained that whiie the
Project and parallel schools have improved their positions
between 1980 and 1984 the differences are not dramatic.

What the.maam did not have the time to =xamine was the
schools to which the pupils obtained places. KXnowing the
keenness of the ccmpetition for secondary places in Barbados
and the fact that. places in certain schools are more highly
prized than 1n others it would have been interesting to
examine thlS aspect However, cime did not permit it. What
is clear from the data in Tables 17 to.?Osabove isAthat the
Progect school puplls performance 1n che Barbados 11 +
examlnatloﬂs showed 1mprovement when compared w1th that of
parallel school puplls from whatever perspectlve the data
were examlned. The greater 1mpacn of the PrOJect seems to
have been on the quality of the performance of the students
rather than on the number and percentage of places

cbtained. It would be interesting for the Ministry of
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Education or the Faculty of Education:; Cave Hill to continue
this lin2 of investigation to find out whether Project
school pupils are not obtaining more places than before in
prestigious schools. While this was the opinion 6f at least
one Project school Principal, such a_conclusion is not

possikle from the data available.

From the data available frcom the 1930 and 1984 11 +
examinations in Barbados it does seem fair and valid to
infer that the Primary Educaticn Project did have a posirtive
impact c¢n improving the performanczs of Project school
children in these examinations. The Project did impact
pcsitively on student achievement in thsz 1ll+ examination, at
least 1n Barbados. 1I%t would be in-2rasting to find out if
such results are replicated in thes other countries.

rindings from a study conducted by the Internal Evaluator
give some indication of results in other terrjtories. -These

are discussed in the next sub-section.

As was said with respect to student achievement generally
these are still the early days. Usually positiva gain n
scudent achievemant as a result of curriculum and maszerial
development and in teacher training.taks a longer time to

mainifest themselves than immediately after implementation.

Findings from Internal Evaluation. A study of pupil
performance on the Common Entrance Examinatiocns in 6
territories was conducted by the Intsrnal Evaluation
Specialist. The study compar=d the gains of performance of
Project school pupils with those of parallel schocl pupils
‘in Anvigua (1981-1984); Barbados, BVI, and St. Lucia
(1979-1984); Dominica (1979-1983); and Mcntserrat

11980-1984).

BEST AVAILABLE CCFY
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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 were higher than those for pupils from the parallel

schools. For the other ‘three territories, *the gains favored

the paféllél'sbhool’pupilé}' The Evaluation Team believes

that the following comments will help to explain the fact

that Project school pupils performed lower than their

couterparts in the parallel schocls.

1.

3.

Antiqua. It has been already ncted in this Report that
pilot school teachers in Antigua wers reluctant to use
Project materials and processes because of fear that
doing so would have negative effects on the performance
of their pupils on the Common Entrance Examination.
Actually, in this case, it can be argued that the

opposite effect resulted.

Barbados. The comparison made in Barbados was for
performance in 1979 against that of 1984, and no
significant differences were found. However, the
previous subsection provides hard svidence collected by
the Team which shows clearly that by 1984 the Project
schoois were performing decidedly better than the

comparisoﬁ group of non-Project Schools.

Montserrat. It has been already mentiocned in this
Report that Montserrat is typical with respect to
comparing performance of Projsct school pupils with that
of parallel school pupils. This is sc because of the
considerable amount of spread sffect of Project outcomes
to non-Project schools in the territceory which occurred
becausa of the small size of the island and the small
number of primary schools (12).



Opinions. -

In the visits tc territcrias Ministry Officials, PIOs,
Teachers and Principals were cf the cpinion that; because of
<he Project pupils in the Project, schools were bettesr
mocivated, participated more in classwork, were more self-
confident, had morz positive attitudes to school and were
achieving better. While this is impressionistic it

c=presentad the consensus.

-,

Conclusion

The data from a2ll sourcses all sesm to point in the sams
direction. namely; that the Project has had a positivs

impact on studsnt performance.

General sxperience with such projects is that their impacr
on student achievement is noc always ssen in the short
‘turm. It would appear tharefore that these may still be
carly days for measuring Project impact on student
cerfecrmancz. What thess data may havs asrablished is that
.ie potential for improvemen:t is careainly thare and tha:t in
particular instances that potential has begun to bs
rzalized. Whethar this is sustainasd and devaloped will
cirtainly depend on how well the process and products of the
Project become institutionalized in the resgular systems in

the sgesveral countrizs.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Chapter IV

SECONDARY PROJECT OUTCCMES AND UNPLANNED DEVELOPMENTS

The previous chapter dealt with the principal_dutcomes of

the Primary Education Project. But there were oﬁherloutcomes.
Some were. anticipated in the originai Project Pién and
deliberately planned for; others, however, were uhplanned

and emerged as spinoffs from the mainstream of the
implementation of the Project. This chapter tréats the
training of head teachers/school administrators ana 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 Vhich 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 ways: (1) by the Faculty of Education,
UWI/Mona, which carried direct responsibility for training of
primary school administrators in Jamaica, and (2) by UWI/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 developmént and inservice train-
ing component for primary schools but requested to participate
actively in training its primary head teééhers through the
Faculty of Education, Mona Campus. The sub-components are
discussed separately below. | ' o
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Training cf Principals in Jamaica

During the life of the Project, seventy-two Principals of

Primary and all-age schools were trained in Jamaica. The

<

were selected each year by the !linistry of Education and
the development of the training progiam and the instruction
were done by highly qualified members of the Facultyv of
Ecducation, UJI/Mena. It should be noted that the number cf
head~-teachers trained involved only about 10 perceﬁt of the
total population of primary and ali-age school principals in

the territory.

Refore the beginning of this Project; the Faculty of Education
had started an experimental prciect for the training of
teachers under the sponsorship of the Caribbean Society of
Educational Administrators. In that project, the following
were identified as major administrative prcblems which were
then treated in the USAID/UWI Project-

i. Planning for curricula effectiveness

ro

Inter~perscnal relationships
3. School-community relationships

4. Leadership style of principals

5. Staff development

Nature of Training

The training began with a Zfour-week residential summer session
based at the University of the West Indies/Mona in which
Principals attended seminars in educational administration,

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. Thesc
visits were intended to ascertain administrative problems
faced by the participating Principals; to acgquaint the teachers
of the schools with experimental acti?ities devised by their
Principals; to solicit classroom teachers' participation

in these activities: to encourage teachers to bc inncovative
and experimrental thrmselves, and to collect data on the
demographics and operations cf the schools. The information
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 héld at:convenient centers., Tcwards
the end of the school year, the schools were again visited
to determine how well the Principals héd done on experiments
or projects that they had started during the year, ancd to.
examine the effects of the training on the management cf the
school. The training was conducted over a four-year period
with eighteen Principals participating in each of the cne-
year training periods for a total of 72 in all.

Problems Encountered

Two prcblems were encountered in implementating 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 tc ensure smooth
operation of the program and tc provide an adequate number
of visits to the schonls. A second problem-dealt with
inadequate funding to pay for travel costs for tutors.



Evaluation

Formative evaluation was done during the course of the Ptoject
and the results were used to modiry project implementation,
e.g9., 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 fcr securing
opvinions of 40 of the Principals who were trained, and the

questionnaires were disseminated by mail.

However, because of two extended pcstal strikes in Jamaica.
many questionnaires did not reach the field in time to be.
responded to at the time of the on-site visit. Some were
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 surmary of the analysis of respcnses to these guesticnnaires

follows:

1. There was almost unanimous agreement that the topics
included in the training were relevant, related to the
tasks and probtlems of principals c¢f primary and all-
age schools.

2. Similarly, there was almost unanimous agreement that the
topics were taught effectively and that a variety of
strategies were used for instructicn.

3. In response to the guestion, "Overall, how much.do you

believe your performance as a school administrator has

improved as a result of training received in Project work-
shops?"”, most all responded "very much": the others said

"much®.
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4, All respondents indicated the urgent need for the training
of principals. ' '

5. Almost all believed that training should be mandatory fcr
new principals, and that opportunities for continued
training and refresher courses should be made available by
UWI/Mona. More than half said that the training should
result in receiving a professional certificate.

In addition to these responses, copies cf five unsolicited
letters from trainees were made available to the FEvaluation
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 were acquainted
with the training program and who 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 which
addressed questions and topics identified by the Team. On

the basis of information received from all of the above
soﬁrces, 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, and foundations
of education. ' '
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The training was effective and was provided through a
variety of instructional strategies: lectures, group
discussions, case studies, procklem solving, cn-site
follow up consultation to provide assistance,

There is evidence that the performance of Principals has
improved as a result of the training received, especiaily
in the areas of management, racord kesping, working with
teachers in curriculum development} interperscnal

relations, and school ccmmunity relations.

There is evidence that the results of training have had
a positive impact over time, at least as much as three

years.

The Ministry of ILducation working cooperatively with

the Faculty of Edudatidn, UWI/Mona is now. implementing a
program under a grant from the Inter-American Development
Bark tc continue the provision cf training for those
Principals who were not involved in the USAID/UiI
Project.

The Ministry ¢£f Education was'sufficiently impressed with
the guality of training provided for primary hezd
teachers that it requested UWI/Mona to provide training
for its education officers. This activitv is s

in greater detail in a later sectiocn of this chapter

treating unplanned cutccres.

Participants who completed the training were presented with

a “Certificate of Completion cf a Programme in Educational

Administration" noting that it was speonsored by the USAID.

Ministry of Education, Jamaica, and the Schoocl of Educzticn,

University of the West Indies, Mona.



133,

Training Of Primary School Principals in Particinating

Territories Outside Jamaica

Training of Principals of the primary schools cf participating

territories outside Jamaica was provided by the School of

Education, UWI, Cave Hill, under the auspices of the Project.

The Project Coordinator reported that twenty-two such training

workshops were held during the life of the Project. Summary

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 bhelow.

Chart 3
Analysis of Training Workshops for Principals

Date Marber of Pasgurce persons Venue
Participants

Feb, 15-20, 1981 28 4 officers from the Ministry Antiqua
- of tducation, and Mr. Robert

_ . tlicholscn

March 1¢81 Mr, Frank Vincent, Project

- Staff BVI

Nov. 23 27, 1961 32 Ministry of Education Staff

) and HMr. Nicholson St. Lucia

May 24--28, 1982 20 Dr. Nicholas Frederick St. Kitts/
1 ICE personnel Nevis

. 1 PIO

June 14-18, 1982 27 3 Education Officers

— and Mr. Nicholson ntigua

June 28~ L 3 Ministry of Education Staff

July 2, 1982 54 1 - UNESCO Dominica

3 Teachers Collece Staff
Mr, Nicholson
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Cate Number of - - Pesource persons Venue
_ Participants _
Yov. 22-26, 1582 29 ' Zducaticn Cificers
nlus 7 Mr. Nicholson St. Lucia

L observers ) L
ar, 21- 25, 1983 28 4 pdnistry of Education

1 Project Staff

- e, Micholscn Anticua

Apnr. 19--23, 19354 17 2 Zducaticn Cificers

1 IO BVL
. Mr, Micholson
2pr, 25-27,. 1983 23 Dr. MNicholas Frederick St., Kitts/

1 PIC Nevis

1 ¥Ministry of Zducaticn

Contents of Training

Training included selacted towics and units from the T ccurse
in Foundation of Supervisory Fractice and Manacement

Topics were selected in accord with the nreeds of the
Schoecl Principals and were such as cne would expect to £ind
in standard training programs Zfor educational administrators.
Included in the training workshops were such tcpics as the
frllowing

1. Working with teachers in curriculum planning
2. Implementing school curriculum

3. Working with teachers in other social activities

4. taff development
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5. School administration: record@ keeping, communication,

management

6. Working with parents

~

Supervising instruction

8. School management problems: lack of equipment, absence
of teachers, inadequate staff, turnover of staff, groupings
of pupils

8. &taff evaluaticn

10. School and community:

11. The school as a social system

[

Resource Persons

Mr. Robert Nicholson from the UWI Cave Hill's School of
Educaton, carried the majof 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 Mr. Earle Newton and Dr. Fenty Scott, also of
the School of Education, and Dr. Nicholas Frederick,; 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 which a particular
workshop was held. This provided a dimension of localization
of the training and of closer relationships between the
Principals and the Education Ofificers who visited them in
the field and evaluated their performance.’
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Evaluation

Formative

evaluation was an aspect of each of the training

workshops, and was.based on a uniform evaluation instrument

which consisted of twelve items which participants were

asked to rate on a scale of one to five where five equals

“rery strongly positive" and one equals "very strongly

negative®

The twelve items were as follows:

L. The
2. The
3f The

relevance of the Workshop in general

relevance of the topics ‘considered

extent to which topics considered wers of major

concern to you

4, The

6, The

7. The
8. The
5. The.

usefulness of handcuts

ways in which workshop sessicns were handled
opportunity given you to make an input
length of the workshop

timing of the workshqp

workshop was a learning experience fcr you

10. Lecturers at wecrkshops

ll. The

12, The

overall usefulness cf the workshop to vou

extent to which your overall interests were met”
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The mean ratings for 2ll items for workshops analyzed were
four cor akove 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 dealt
with the length of the workshcp and the timing of the wnrk-
shop. These.ratings were consistent for all of the work-
shops analyzed. 1In view of the fact that the evaluaticns werc
formative in nature, that is, what was learned from early
evaluations would have some effect on modifying subsequent
workshops, the guestion arises why these lower ratings
persisted during the life of the Project. The cover-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 evaluaticn that
the workshops were successful, if nct highly successful. This
conclusion is supported by findincs of the External Evaluatcrs.

buestionnaires were administered tc CEOs, PIOs, Project Staff,
Subject Matter Leaders in the territories, the Principals
themselves and the Teachers in the Froject schocls. 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 cr hich;
forty-five (33%) said medium, and twelve (90%) said slicht.

OI the forty FPrincipals who respcnded, twenty-eight (70%)

said very hich cr high, seven (18%) said medium, twc said
slight and threce gave no response. Of the thirty Subject
Matter Leaders who responded, twenty-two (73%) said very hich
or hich; ten (33%) said medium; three said slight, and twc c¢ave
nc opinion. Cne cf the nine PICs said the training was very
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ffective; five said effective; and three said somewhat. The
Project Staff was less sure about the effectiveness of train-
ing in terms of upgrading the performance of Principals. Tvo
said it was high; three gave no opinion. Several general

comments about the training wcrkshops are in order-

t is commendable that considerable emphasis was placec

‘.~J

on the administrators’s role in curriculum develcgment

This provided a support base £or the work in curriculum

develcpment underway by the Teachers of the pilot schoels.

a9

. The fact that Ministry of Education personnel werz heavily
invclved in the workshcps was a strategic meve to help o
ensure that there would be ccordination and follow-up
within the respective territcries.

3. Instruction provided in the workshops was varied and
included lectures, small group discussions, casz2 stucdy

work, group task assignments, and consicderaticn of resal-

t—
0

life problems encountered by primaryv scheel principa
This added a dimension of rezalism and relevance t©o the
training. Participants were appreciative of the fact

that the training dealt with their interests and prcblems.

W

. Formative evaluation was always a component of the train-
ing workshops.

Training of Education Planners

Another of the anticipated outcomes of the Project was the
training of educaticn planners in the Caribbean. While 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 represeﬁted 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 with the exception of the first one which covered
approximately one and a half weeks. ' |

Ra@source Persons

Qualified resource persons provided instruction in the four work-
shops. They were from the Project office, the University of

the West Indies, the Caribbean Hetwork of Educational

Innovation Development (CARNEID), Ministries of Education in
Barbados and the Bahamas, the College of the Bahamas, UNESCO,

the InterAmerican 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 workshops.
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Content of Training

The instruction included lectures on and discussions apout such

topics as:
1. What planning is and why it is important
2, Allocation of teacher resources tc the schcol svstem

3. Pupil to teacher ratios in different types of schcols

4, Forecasting of population, enrolment. pupll costs.;
teacher supply and demand

5. Principles and problems of management

6. Improving planning and management

o)
n
[t}

. Education statistics  ccllection and

8. Svaluaticn and monitcrinc of the system

\0

. Roles and functions of education managemént personnel
10, Budgeting

11. Evaluation of an education project
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Evaluation

Formative evaluation was 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 oflséﬁisfaction by participants
was high. Concrete evidence of the quality of training provided
is shown 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 cofps of
trained education leaders would emerge within the participating
territories. It is evident tha£ 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
whom they would include in such a corps of. trained leaders.
These names will be transmitted tc the appropriate Ministries
of Education, the University of West Indies, Cave Hiil, 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 and expertise among
those persons identified. While we :do not wish to rate persons
according to their potential for léadership in the future, we
do note that those who have developed the mostrprofessionally
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appear to be those who have been mcst active in Project
implementation. We also wish to call the attenticn of
Ministries of Educaticn to this list of resource pérsons as
the Ministries plan for further improvements in Primary
education in their respective territories, .

Unplanned Outcomes

t i1s not surprising that unanticirated outcomes emerce from
the conduct of educaticn projects. One expects that <o hagpen.
In the case of the Primary Education Project, haowevar,. the
number and quality of such unplanned developments and cutccomes
is significant, far beyond what one might have expected at the
outset. 1In evaluating the overall impact of the Project on
primary education in the region, cne must alsc take into
account the nature of these unplanned outcomes and the effect
they have had on improving educaticn in the territories.

The unplanned outcomes were searched for by the Evaluaticn
Team through interviews with Project gersonnel in :tha field
and at the central office, and through analyzinc rz:iponses
to the guestionnaires which keyv personnel comrietaed f£or the

Evaluation Team.

Interagency Cooperative Activities,

1, PAHO: The Pan American l1th Organization under
the 'leadership of Mr. Seymour Earnes, Hezlth Adviser,

emant %the

}_.l

developed several health readers to supple
language arts materials produced by the Project.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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2. CARNEID: Mention already has been made of CARNEID's
important contribution in co~sponsoring training
workshops for education planners. UNESCO, IADB, AND 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.

Training of Education Officers in Jamaica’

As noted above, one of the unplanned outcomes of the Project
was the provision of: training for Education Officers of the
Ministry training which was requested by Jamaica's ‘Ministry
of Education itself. Sixteen Education Officers responsible
. for primary education were- selected to participate 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 superviscry problems relating to their
role definition and helped *o develép.SCme of the:evaidative
instruments. The major themes treated in the three-week
workshop were: ’ '

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;
principals, teachers and school boards
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4, ;mprovement of school-community relationships
5. P;oductioh of a manual‘of procedure (thi; was done)
6. Evaluation of teacher classroom'manéQement
7. ‘Evaluation of teacher behavigr beycnd the classroom

8. Evaluation of the maintenance of school plant. eguipment

and records
3. Evaluation of principal kehavior and leadership

In addition to lectures, instruction was provided through
-small group work and discuséions, problem-solving agtivities
" related to the role of the Education Officer, and meeting/
working with principals who were vresent during part of the
training pericd. This latter feature provided an opportunity
for interchangevbetweéh head teachers and Education Gfficers

concerning thes topics undsr consideraticn.

Internal evaluation showed that the participants demonstrated
a2 high level of enthusiasm for the training program. They
expressed a strong need for. such help in defining their roles
more clearly and in previding them with merc objective

instruments to assist in schcel evaluation.
'The results cof intarnal evaluaticn -rerz ceonfirmed during a 45-

minute interview cne of the Ixternal Fvaluators had with fifteen
of the sixteen Educaticn Officers invelved in the training.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY



Other Training Activities

1. Under ausplces of the DrujeCt, spec1al readlng
instruction was prov1ded for all prlmary schools in
Montserrat.

2. . In ellze, t VO workshops for Faklng low-cost teaching

alds were conducted

3. Also 1n Belize, which had opted to participate in Language
Arts,_ athenatlcs,'and Sc1ence workshops were held in
the area of Soc1al Studles under the guidance of the

OJect Soc1al Studles Consultant " This ac+1v1tv vias
over and above 1ts regular oart1c1patlon in the -

PrOJect, and was,carrled'out at the ‘1 1n1stry s” request.

4. The Pro;ect Offlce made it n0551ble for an "indivdual
from each of three part1c1pat1na terrltorles to attend
. a one-week workshop 1n lrlnldad on comnuters and their

. use 1n educatlon°

5. A worPshoo on metrlcatlon Was ‘sponsored for pr1nc1pals

in 2ntigua, as well as for teachers in Belize.

Currvculum Development Actlv ties

l. TESOL: 1In Bellze, act1v1tv is underway in developing
materlals for teachlng ncllsh to speakers of other

C languages.‘ The act1v1ty is focused now on the Ketche
Indian dialect. '

2. | Bellze produced a number oF supplementary reading
materials which highlighted Belizian life and culture.
These materilals supplement the Language Arts materials
produced under the Project. Antigua also produced
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supplementary materials in Language Arts while

Montserrat did likewise in Sccial Studies.

Several Ministries cf Educatiocn have strengthened
-their Curriculum Units/Centres; BVI is fcrming one;
and several have plans in blueprint stace to establish

such centres.

Because Teacher Training Cclleges were nct integrally
invclved in the ccnduct of this Project, specizal steps
were taken tc keep them informed abocut Project develaop-
ments. As a means tn this end the Project 0Office ¢on a
regular basis shipped fifteen ccpies <f 211 curriculum
materials produced by the Prrnject tc the Ministries of
Education of the participating territories for

. distribution tc their Teacher Training Cclleges.

In saveral territories assistance was praovided by the
staff tc produce and/cr revise Science Educaticn materials:
test booklets, hand-bccks, and other training materials.

In one territory, Project materials were used as the basis
for develcpment c¢f 2 program for junicr-secondary
departments of schecls,

In some territcries,; Prcjcect materials were used by some
tcachers in the lower forms -£ seccndary and junicr

secondary schocls.

The Project provided basal readers for early primary age
pupils in the nine rarticipating territories.

BEST AVAILABLE CCPY
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Unplanned Outcomes of a General MNature

1.  Stimulated by participation in the Project; Antigua
.strengthened its reading centre and Belize and St. Kitts
each established such a centre. .

2. Belize developed national selection examinations with .
-assistance from the Project office,

3. Closer collaboration among head teachers and classroom
teachers resulted; in one territory pilot school teachers
exchanged. visits.

A. 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’ guestionnaires:-

46 . . (25%). sald the extent of improvement was “significant”
54 . (30%) said “considerable®
38 (21%) said “"some®
16 (9%) said "minimal®
~:29  (15%) said "none”

This means that 76% of all respondents thought that the Project
had. some -or.more positive effect on improving pupil attendance
and punctuality. .

In addition, the results of a study of absenteeism in Project
..and parallel schools conducted by the Internal Evaluation
Specialist, confirmed the opinions of the Project school
teachers. Usable data were available for only foﬁr territories:
Antigua, Barbados, Montserrat, and St. Kitts-Nevis.
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For three territories (Barbados,.Mbntserraf, and St. Ritts/
Nevis) there is clear evidence to show that there was less
absenteeism in Project schools during the life of the Project
(1979-1984) with one exception in 15 comparisions, 1981-1982
in Barbados. 1In Antigqua, the reverse was true. Agaih, the
Team notes that in this territory pilot school teachers were
reluctant to use Preject materials. and processes becauee they
feared that ﬁegative results would occur in the éérformance

of their pupils on the Ccmmon Ertrance Examinations.

5. One CEO reported that as a result of participation in the
Project there is a growing demand by teachers in hlS
territory for on-gozng curriculum development spanning
the entlre pr;mary school curriculum.

6. Another-CEO reportad that the Precject has had a mﬁltiplier

effect on teacher training in his territory.

7. , The same CEQO commented on the enthusiasm demostrated by
teachers in non-project schools for Project currizulum

materials.

8. Research activity is underway in the area of achievement
testing in Science.

9. The Project provided assistance to St. Kitts/Newvis to
help meet the cost of a study of mathematical ability
among, pupils in the country.

10. The Progect Coordinator, with the approval of the fundlng
agency (USAID), gave perm;ss;on for the Hlnlstry of
Education, Turks and Calcos, eo reproduce and use the

Project materials.
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Chapter V

GENERALIZED IMPACT ON PROJECT OUTCQMES ON PRIMARY EDUCATION:

_SPREAD EFFECT

 Mechanisms of Generalization
One of thp stuted coj-btlvos of the Prlmary pro:ect was thaf
1ts outcomes would be generalized to the entire prlmary o
cducatlonal systemvln cach of the participating countyles.
The Projeét planners antici#ated that this genpralizatidh
process would begin durlng the life: of the Project and
continue . afferwards.‘ Promotions of Project Teachers and
Subject Leadars,.+hc transfpr of Pr1nc1pals and Teachers
from Project to non—PrOJect schools, the 1nvolvement of
non-Project Teachars ln,some Project activities and the use
of Project materials ih Teécher Training Colleges were
i1dentified as the mechanisms through which Project outcomes
would be spread ' | '

YRS

Two constraints were identified by *the Project Paper that
could limit the spread of the Project outcomes. These were
(a) the quality of the products developed and (b) the
financial llmltatlons of Ministries and UWI. The qunst1on
therefore becomes to what extent did the antlc1pated
dissemination of Project products occur and 1n what ways, if
any, was it constrained?

Mobility of Project Participants

The anticipated ?romotion,and transfer of PIOs, Subject
Leaders, Principals and Teachers”participating ih the
Project did take place. The extén* of fﬁé mobility over the
life:of the Project varind conSderably from counfry *o
country. The degree of movement could be sa:d to be
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inversely related to the stability of the «ducation system
'in'genéral in the several countriss. The least movement-
+ook place in Barbados while the degree of mebility in

St. Kitts-Nevis was considerable. The negative aspects of
turnover were commented on in the previous chaptsr.
Notwithstanding *those negative =zffects the positive side was
that whenever Project participants moved to non-Project
schools they invariably carrisd Project products and
processes with them. Principals were more zffactive than
Teachars by virtue of their authority %to iniriate change.
But mobility was not cnly with respect to movement from
Project tc non-Projwct schools but alsc to positions in
Tzacher Training Collzges as tutors, into Ministri-s of
Education as Education Officers and frem junior to more
senier positions in Ministries of Education. One PIO bscame
+he Chief Education Officer in the tarritory concerned.

Such movement facilitated the spread of Project impact.

Impact through Tcacher Training Collages

Szven of the nine countri-s éarticipating in the curriculum
component of the Projwct have Toachsr Training Colleges. In
zach cf the seven territories the PIOs and Ministries of
Education ensursd the use of Project materials by the
Colleg:: tutors by sanding them sets of materials - 15 ccpi=s
cf each set of materials were actually made available for
this purposz by the Projecr Officz - by including them as
Subject Leaders, and by including tha Principals as mamb=rs
of the PIU. Projecr materials were wid«ly us«d in the
Collegés 'in the training of rwachers during the Project
period. In addition several of the untrained tsachers in
Project séhbbls‘were accepted as?Teacher'College students
and found thi Project experience helpful in their College
sxperience.  ° BEST AVAILABLE COPY S o
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In 'séma ‘countries the relationship between the Project and

' th& TeacherTraining Collage in the three subject areas was

' systémati¢, ‘hénce students were instructed in the teaching
of 'Préject material in all threé subjects. In other

" countries the rélationship was not systematic. In such-
‘counitries Teacher Training College students-would receive
¢¥perience in and exposuri to two subjects but not the third.

While the anticipated spread of Project outcomes did take
place through teacher training programs in all of the
countries, in some¢ countries the scope of integration
between the Project and the colleges was much mor=
comprehensive than in others.

' Inclusion of Non-Project Schools

It was anticipated that Ministries of Education would;: by
‘invitation, include Principals and Tcachers from non-Project
schools in variocus Project activities including territorial
and local workshops and the distribution of Project
materials. This did in fact take place in avery country.

Of greater significance, however, was the fact that several
Principals and Teachers from non-Project schools requasted
to be included in Projsct activities. 1In some instances
PIOs were not able to meet the demand creataed by these
various requests.

Degree of Generalization'

The éxtent to which the Project gpread within any country
during its life was larg=ly determined by the size of the
" countries and their respective @ducational systems. In the

case of the British Virgin Islands and Montserrat the Project
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. materials spr«ad toc nearly all of thea schools.. When the
Minist2r of Education, Monts&rrat, declared the Project core
_gur:iculum.;p.be.the National Curriculum in those. subjacts,
she was simply formalizing what, in fact, was the de facto
situation ;s,qﬁrusult of the gensralization of th= Proj:crc
outcames. through -informal channals. In the larger countries
.. the, spread from .non-Project schools created a nctwork of
committed local educators clamoring for thz Project .cutcom:s
- to become national policy. This network facilitated pelicy
making in the planned dircction withour the usual friction

associated with such decisions..

Constraints

The products of the Project were of sufficient qualiry +o
creats the expected demand for them. his ensured their
continu«d dissemination during the life of the Project.
Quality of the products tharoforz was not a constraint but a

selling point and an atctractive featurs.

The .constraint buecame the financial apd porsonn<l resourczs
cf the UWI and Ministries to satisfy the dumand for these
matzrials. The Proj2ct matarial supply was-not sufficicnt
20 provide fresh yearly suppliss for zach grade in the
Project schools for which the Proj»ct had developed
curricula. Th: spr=ad to non-Project scheols rherefere
created a demand chat plac::d a strain on Project resources.
In thz ¥nd the structurs of Proj-ct financing had to be

altered to allocatée much more rasources to disseminaticn.

.the extension ¢f the Project to include a dissemination year

was a direct result of the success of the Prajacr and 1ts

gpread within che various educaticnal systems;. In a senss

the ;gcomplishm;nt cf the original :ixpactations concerning
BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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dissémination  of the:Project during its life has already
been avaluated and agreed on by all parties in: the Project’

7

uxténsion that was granted. =~ - I -

R
3 b e

b
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s=0 0. Impact. on:Primary. Education if’the Territories®-’

The Project had both gencsral and specific impact on primary

education in the :Caribbean. ‘First the genexal impact on all

participating territories will be discussed followed by’

reforence to specific developments in particular territories.

General Impact.

The Primary Education Project has besn a watersh2d in
Caribbean education. Things will not be exactly the samz as
they were before the Project. Some of its contributions
have bwen creative and original where others have .
consolidated trends that had developad in the yrars prior to
the Project. It is necessafy to categorize these

contributions and comment on them separately.

Crcative Contributions. Four creative contributions are
worthy of mention as follows: SR '

1. New ground in Social Studies

Social Studies as a subject in the primary curriculum
has a relatively short history in the Caribbean. The
larger territoriess of Jamaica, Guyana, Trinidad and
Tobago and Barbados had developad curricula for their
schools. ‘ '
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The. Eastwurn Caribbean States had syllabuses for this subjzct
but little =lse. .The Project went much further than.
providing a comparable curriculum for thosc States that had
nen. It has produced an original apprcach to Social

- Studics that is probably superior te anything that currently
exists and that probably will becoms the: standard against
which all futurcs developments in this subject arz judged.

The curraiculum that was produced is based on very sound
{hcoretical principles which achi#zve=d a novel reconciliartion
of th= apparently contradictory spiral organizational
apprcach of Bruner and the dvance Organizez approach cof
ausubel. The end result of this attention to theorstical
principlas is that the Social Studics curriculum has a
commendable logical structure, sequeantial crganization and

inczrnal consist-=zncy.

Th-. structur. is rwvadily understood, has immediar:: facsa
validity and is «zsy ‘to usc. 'Topics in the first year ars
ferused on the Communiry of tha child, th: sfcond year om
n. child‘s Country, th- third year on =h< Caribb=an and tua-
fcurth y2ar on zh: World. Toachars therofer. imm~diatsly

tav: som... idea of th= contznt of ::ach y-=ar’s work.

Th« new curriculum has almost revclutionized twaching in
Social Studies in th.e: ccuntries that have participatw<d.
Ti:achers and studénts alik. have gained new knowladge and a
gocater understanding of themselvas, th-ir ceuntriss. :he
r-.gion and alsc th«# world in which chay live. Thoe level of
ingmrest‘generated by thi Social Studiss curriculum
mac-.rials has been extremely high. Teachers and schools
have put on fund-raising drives to obtain monu:y . to.preducs
matsrials relazed o thu Pfoject. The Projsct provided
pupils' workbooks for Terms 1 and 2 of the Fourth Y:ar but
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none for Term 3. Several Teachers using the Pro;ect
pr1n01p1es created their own workbook for Term 3.

Already some countries have been seecking to build, on

"£his ‘base,  Social Studies currlcula for the first thfeé'

years of secondary schooling. Such developments have
already begun in §t. Vincent, St. Lucia and Dominica.
There can be hb'question that further developﬁent in
Social Studies at the primary and carly secondary levels
of educational systems in the region will take note,
guidance and probably 1nsp1ratlon from the Pr039ct

outcomes.
Caribbeanization of Primary Science

Science has had a much longer history in rhé'pfiméry
curriculum thah Social Studies. Tradifionally primary
teachers have shied away from tcaching Science or, 1if
they did, taubhf méinly the topics they liked or ‘

‘understood, which by and large were of a biological

naturé: The most ‘significant contribution of the
Project in tHis area has been in domystiinng Science as
being the preserve of the academlcally brllllant. It

“Hds "succeeded in prpsgntlng Science as part of cv¢ryday

life and as something that can be understood by the
layman. Thls has bcen accompllshed through the use of

:eVeryday eVQnts, experlenc es and materials of Carlbbean

life as a source of anmples. dctivities and _
diééuséidﬁ.' This has not been 1mprov1zat10n of standard
SC1encc u51hg local material as much as it has been
using familiar local material to teach standard Science.
The' nct result has been that Tgachers haVe become much
more confident 1n teachlng Sciénce at the prlmary lev“l

and have beén convrylng a néw pos;tlve attitude to their
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studenrs.. Recognizing the stezipgith ¢f this new
develépment,npnrsonnal frem ths Brivish Development
Division working in Sciance 2ducarizn in the Eastern
Caribbran havs bs~en disssmina-ing Project materials in
countries that did pot participars in the development of
these materials. Again Miniscri-s of Educatior bave
bsen d;aqinngﬁ the principles and apprcaches of the
Projecf in Science tc plan curriculum reform at the
Junicr~Secondary leavel,.

Teachers as Dscision-Makars in Curriculum

To dates curriculum d=valopmen® has been the preserve of
the experts. Specially-trainfd Education Officers with
a streng kackground in the subj:crt area, University
academic staff and fereign corsul*ants have been rthe
dzcision makers on curriculum-refcrm. Even in instﬁnces
where naticnal commitrees have been formed with teacher
representasives, the weight ¢f authority has rested with
the expzrts. Some 3nlightanéd s-xperts have ceonsultsd
vzachers or ipcludad them 1n 2 pile* t=sting situartion.
But ~ven thsn vhe final word has b=2p <hat of rhe
wXpert., The weight of decisicr makang on curriculum has
cested firmly on «xpert knowlodge.

The structur> :nd modusg operandum of tha Project shif+tad
the balance of decision making ~c givs teachers in tha
classroom a much grezater say zbout what goes into the
curricuiuh and how it sheculd. be apprecached than in any
other curriculum to date. Th: 2xp<rt was another voice
in the decision making process bu: avan the axpert could
be vetoed if the weight of evidence was that his or her
suggest;ops;and recommendations w#re not working in ths
ciassrocm. On n.he other hand succ-ssful practice
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e

ensured th inclusion of teachers' idoas 1n what was
_bnlng done. '

.Whll€ the PrOj’Ct did not set out w1fh an art*culatnd

crlterlon for the decision-making process, what emerged

-as the basnllne principle was the pragmatic crxtrrlon.

Did it work in thc classroom? The inclusion’ of'
principals with classroom teachsrs in the curriculum
process considerably strengthened the voice of the
practitioners in the dlscuss1on wlth thea academlcs and
the experts.

The ov:rall rcsult of this procass is that Subject

Leaders in each terrltory and those P*Oject school
Principals and Teachars who have been throuqh ‘the
development phase now have a strong sense of ownershlp
of the Project outcomes and products in their particular
subject area. ‘They feel strongly that they helped to

~ creata thesc products and that it is their vfforts that

produced them. This strong sens¢ of 1dcnt1f1catlon with
the Project products has ganerath strong local
commitment in each t@rrlfory '

Regional Dimension to Primary Education
Primary'education over the 150 years of its existence in
the Caribbean has been largely a fcerritorial matter.
During the era of colonization the common British
linkage created a sourcc of coopcration and
collaboration. With statzhoed and ind=pende¢nce, primary
education in each country coculd become insular in its
approaches, axptctat1ons, 1nsp1ratlon and direction. In
small systems such isolatlon cculd be damaging.
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The Proyect created a mochanlsm through which Car1bbwan
'”prlnc1pals, teachers, academics’ ‘and admlnlstrators could

constructively share their insights and understandlng of -—
common problems on a reglonal ba51s. All of the SUbthT

Leaders testlfled to the enrlchlng effect of l»arnlng
how their countorparts 1n other countr1es were

approachlng or had solved problcms w1th wh1ch they had

beﬁn grappllng

What the Prog@ct dld was “to prov1de a maans by wh1ch

' these newly soverelqn states could examlne primary

¢ducation with a view to finding common ground. The
long—term implications are substantlal even in economic
terms. Common currlculum could mzan common textbooks
and publls material wh1ch could mako‘*hp productlon of
such ltems commerc1ally cheapcr than 1f each torr;tory

dOLS 1ts "own thlng" 1n lsolatlon

T

Rtglonal coopnratxon must be strangthanxd through

collaboratlvh efforts wh1ch allow +h~ countrles to share

thclr human and financial resources. The Project madc

available to «ach country talent and Pxpert1so which it
could not otherwise obtain for assistancs over such a
prolonged period.

Consolidation Contributions. Th@'PronCt consolidat«d a

l'(

numb~r of trends that had dnv\loped prnvzoualy. These can

V bn llstvd as follows.

S_%qé"r,t_éi___l.aans.‘éagez___Bpér,oaéf* ‘to English Teaching

" From - the rarly 1960 s llngulsts and ﬂducators had bean
'advocatxng that socond languaqa t-chnlquss had grcat~r

‘lsvance ro th@ tvachlng of Engllsh in Carlbb”an'

schools than the tradltlonai approach.' Plonoorlng ‘work
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by Dmnnls Cralg and .others had dGVelopcd a Dlalﬂct to

Dlalcct Model of teaching Standard English wﬁlch is of
partlcular relevance to the Carlbbean. While some work

'ﬁ_.along thcso llnes had been gOLng on tha PIOJLCT provxd -d

HLand trachlng strategles, as well as fhn means by wh1ch
..tmachcrs could b= 3qulpped with the skllls to “chutu

such a program effectivealy.
WhllL the ldnas and conccpts of fhls approach wcrcpr
famlllar to thp tpachers th@ spcc1f1c approachbs and
strategles ware not.: The Progect .thus prov1ded rhg
¢ans by which this approacn could bccomr standard

practice in schools in the partlcxpatlng tarr1for1<s.

Sequence in Mathematics Curriculum

 MathematicS was the subject area in which most work had

been ddne by several curriculum devzlopment projects in
the past. As such the Project did not break new

ground. After examining what had been done in previous
years, the Proj-ct produc=zd a more~logical organization
and saqui;ncr of the topics beJng +aughr at the primary
level in Caribbcan schools. It aloo provided neceded
expansion of sevairal tOplCS w1fh detailed activities and
content. Th« pupils' work-bookléts wors a particularly
welcome addition. Teachers and pupils both perceived
them as a positive development in meciting a need and

filling a gap that had existed in Mathematics education

at the primary luvel.
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3. “curriculum Development as Par:t of ths Education System

I E N

Since the '1960's ‘Ministrizs of Education have been
"1nst1tuf10nallzlng curriculum dvalopmnnt as an on goxnc
procsss in th;lr'-ducarlondl systnms. Guyana, Beliz o,

Jamaica, Trinidad and Lobago, Barbados. St. Lucia and

" Grenada had‘estéblished Curriculum Units as part of ths
Ministry of Education whila St. Kitts=-Ncvis had includsc
it as part of the Tsacher Training Collcge's
responsibkility. The Projaoct providsd the machanism,
inspiration and justification whereby Ministries of
Education in Zntiqua, British Virgin Islands, Dominica,
3t. Vincent and Montserrat could argue for snd make
structural changps which permltt d “hem to man -

Curriculum Units in one way or anclhér.

Equally impoftant was the fact.that the Projsct . xpos=s-:d
large numbers cf teachers, and otbor «ducators scm-itim:is,
to the curriculum developmznt process. This has providzd
a pcol of persons in <ach country wirh curriculum devzlep-
ment GXparience and, in the cas=: of the Subjectr Léaders,

w1\h skllls =nd strate ogiss for exwcuting such acr1v1t1~'

“Ths Proj=ct has previded the means by which sevnral
countriss cculd continu: to consolida
planning and d. vi:lopment as an intugrzl and on-gcing

fzature of their ruspective svst:ms.

Specific Impact

In addition to the general impact that th# Project had on
primary <ducation in all of the parricipating countrics it
mad= specific impact on ithe: system in particular ccuntriss.
In almost all instances this resulted from an :xtonsion of
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zcme aspecrs of zhe Project to some particular concern that

exercised the minds of local educators. These can be listed

-as follows:

Teaching_of English to Speakers of Other Languages -

Belize

Belize has a complex language situation when compared to
most of the other Caribbean nations. There are at least

five language groups which are required to learn the
official language of the country - English. Encouraged
by the apparent success of the Project approach in
Language Arts, Belize has expanded the Project approach
to encompass more than the Creole~Standard English
dichotomy. With assistance from the Project they have

~~ egtablished a small project called TESOL - Teaching

English to Speakers of Other Languages

- For the next few years Belize, thrdugh TESOL, will be

focusing upon the particular strategies that must be
used along with the supporting materials required to
teach English to Ketche, Maya, Garifuana and Spanish
speaking Belizeans. Limited by the available resources

they will be concentrating on one language at a time.

While such a developmént may seem only to be of esoteric
interest to the outsider this is a significant. and
meahingful development for Belize where ethnic groups

maintain strong separate identities.
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Regicnal Centres for Inservice Training - Belize

While it 1s cdifficult to claim that the development of
Regicnal Inservice Teacher Training Centres is the
direct result of the Project, the simultaneous and
inter-related development of both make it virtually
impossible to rsport on the Project without mentioning
these centres. The Belize Ministry of Education has
acted to e&stablish six regional centres for the
inservice training of unqualified teachers in primary

schools acrcss the country.

Using existring Subject Leaders the Ministry has trained
twe subject leaders in the three subject areas for each
of the six csntres. The Subject Leaders in eazh centire
w1ll raks responsibility for the inservice traihing of

unqualified reachers in the areas served by *the centre.

The creation of the regional centre is not oniy
significant in terms cf spreading Project outcomes to
the entire system in Belize, 1" represents an inncvazion
in decentralization of services to teachers and schcols
in order to imprcve the quality of education in Belize.
Given the size of the country - wwice the size of
Jamaica geographically, and the relatively sparse
population - 140,000 persons - the regional centres
could become a pivotal part of the strategies for the
delivery of gcods and services to the primary system in
Belize

While the Project may not have developed this strategy
directly it provided a conveniznt opportunity for irs

emergence. , ,
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Reading Centre - Antigua

Participation in the Project stimulated the Ministry of =
Education in Antigua to establish a Reading Centre for

the teaching of reading to children experiencing

difficulties. Teachers in the school system can refer

children to this Centre for help by teachers specially

trained in the teaching of reading. Correspondingly

teachers may go to the Centre for inservice 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.

Common Primary Curriculum - British Virgin Islands

Prior to the Project there was no common syllabus or
curriculum for primary educacion in BVI. The Primary V
Examinations which determine entry to high schooling was
not s=2t 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 teachars 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 Examinazion knowing the

content on which the pupils will be tested.

It would appear thac the Project provided the framework
for the emargerce of a commcn curriculum in BVI.- While
there was a felt need for such a dévelopment the
necessary lccal momertum- for its creation had not been
ferthcoming. The Project created this momentum and
strengthened the advocacy of those who wished such a

development to tzks place.

Improvement of Rural Primary Education

Both St. Vincernt and Dominica used the Project to direcr
resources to the improvement of primary education in
rural areas. Arguing'thgt the urban schools in both
countries had better trained teachers, better facilities
and greater ccmmunity support. the Ministries of both
ccuntries located the Preject ian rural schools which
chey percsivad were in need of develcpm=ntal

assistanca. Nc schools in the capitals cf either

country were salected as Project schools.

that i£ the Prcject did improve

[

Ministry avw7 ™meneo vier
quality 1in these rural schools then generalizarion to
the rest cf the system would be easier than if similar
gains were mad: in becrter endowad urban settings. Alsc
1f the Prcject were successful in these schools it could

be successful anywhere.

Given the circumstances of primary education in both

countries this was a perfectly justifiable position to

take. If r=sources and development are directed to the

areas of greatest need. then maximum returns can be -
BEST AVAILABLE CCPY



185,

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 countries with improved reacher and
pupil performances in these rural. schools should
provide the Ministries of Education of both 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

Impact on Territorial 11+ Examinations

- Eight of the nine countries participating in the curriculum
aspects of the Project select students for secondary .
schooling by means of some type of examination either at age

eleven years or at age twelve years.

In the case of St. Kitts-Nevis students are automatically
promoted from primary to secondary school without any

achievement criterion being required.

Because the Project has focused on curriculum for the 7-11
age group. 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 1ll+ are Barbados,'St.
Lucia, Antigua and Montserrat. Countries having a 12+
examination are Belize, St. Vincgnt, Dominica and BVI. This
latter group of countrias have had to make some decision on
how they will bridge the one year gap between the end of the
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usc of Project matcrial and the end of their systam of
primary =ducation. ‘ ' '

Th: Projsct has had impact on th: common <ntrance or
szcondary schecol selectior process, in thr.e distinctly
diffirent ways. First, both Evaluation Officars employzd by
th« Projcct ovar its duration have at thé raquest of several
countrizs given tuechnical assistance with respect *o
reforming testing strategies. This has r<sultsd in chang s
in the focus and formar of th«# testing instruments employwd
in the selaction procsss. In the case of Belize the

assistance was substantial.

Second, th= Projéct has influenc:ed contznt on which *he
examinaticns are based. ~&ll of the territeriss concornsd
«ither have adopted fully tha core curriculum of particular
subjeccts or havw rezviszsd their existing syllabuses in the
Procass of indbrporattng,thu Projsc* contant and methodelegy
for teaching in all schecls. Thz uxaminatiens in all
countrics ccnsist of %osts in English and Mathematics. In
sddicion, som: countrics have t2sts in Scicnce and Social
Srudies or us« a Guneral Paper which includes Sci—nce and

Social Studies quastions.

Th«. Project content will chanrng- the Common Entrance contant
to th= same :xtent as it changes thz syllabus content in
zach subjezct in «~ach country. This is bccausc in most
countrics the s«loction examinations are based on *bh.
syllabus for thz primary schocls in +h. subjects that ar=
axaminzd. In Dominica, for example, Commcn Entranc=
syllabuses are being studiad for implementation nationally.
Theée*syllabus(s'arg based rarg=ly on ths« cor¢ curriculum oI
whe ‘Project in English and Mathematics. Sevaral other
wCrritoric§ are making similar adjustments to the syllabus
requirements ‘for thesg oxaminations. '
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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 perfcrmance 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 to show
-similar results in other territories

Steps Tcward Institutionalization

There is an abundance of evidence to show that steps are
being taken to integrate the Project outcomes into the
regular educational systems of the countries. These efforts
can be classified under the following headings: curriculum
reform, curriculum personnel. adjustments, teacher
education, and limitations. Each is discussed bclow

Curriculum_Reform

All nine countries participating in the Project have either
carried out or are 'in the process of carrying out curriculum
reform exercises in which the curriculum products of the
Project are being incorporated into their primary education
policies. Montserrat and BVI have adopted as their national
curriculum the core curriculum in all subjectAareas in which
they participated. Dominica, St. Lucia and St. Vincent have
similarly adopted the Social Studies curriculum. In
Barbados where the Project curricula closely agreed 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 adopted as
resource and enrichment materials for the entire primary
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systemi These 1nclude the teachers'’ manuals and pupils'
worksheets : '

St. Luc1a, St. V1ncenb and 5t. RKitts are revising their
national currlcu;a.1n Sc1encc to "include content from the
Progect. lhey are adopting all the materials. for support of
the revised curricula. By these various strategies the
curricula reform started in the Procject will be consciidated
as a part of the sevaral national systems.

The extensicn granted for the purpose of the dissemination
of the Pro:ect products has greatly assisted governments in
theéir attemota to instituticnalize the curriculum outcomes

of the Progect

Curriculum Personnel

The Ministries of Education have not only sought to reform
curriculum in Language Arts, Mathematics, Social Studies and
Science but they have also scught to relate these develop-

' ments to curriculum planning and éevelopment in the
Ministries theﬁselves. In Barbados, where a Curriculum Unit
already existed and where perscnnel from that Unit were
"-involved in the development of the Project materials,

" orientation and training is planned for a large number of
'Education Officers. ‘é make them <onversant and familiar with
the materials so that they can effectively assist schools in
the reforms that are being implemented. They will ‘be
following the Project pattern where one officer: will be
''responsible for assisting five schools in one particular
;subject area. Barbados is therefore institutionalizing
Progect practlce seeing that they alrsady had the-
approprlate currlculum structure.
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In St. Lucia. the Curriculum and National 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
curriculum - has already started to devise ways of

implementing the new curriculum in schools.

In St. Vincent, Dominica, BVI,rMAntserrat 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.

All the 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.

Adijustments

Several countries have begun to look at cufricglum at the
Infant level and at the Juniorf— Secondary oi forms 1-3
level of the'HighCS¢hool to see the"kindsAof curriculum
adjustments that need to be made in the pfocess 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
égencies and executed by the Uwi ahdAalso thét of the
Bernard van Leer_Fgﬁhdétion. Some dialogﬁe'ﬁould need to
také_place.be;weep educ§tors at the'eérly_childhood-level
_and_those.regébnéible‘fpr primarY.educétioﬁ; |
Deminica has used the primary.Proﬁect aé'fhe bééis 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 at the forms
1-3 level

Teacher Education

order tc ensure thar *here will be z continuous supply of

i~
o

t2achers trained to teach the new curricula, Ministries cf
Education had included Teachers’ Collegs tutors in +*he four
subject ar=zas as Subject Leaders and had keptc the Colleges
1n constant supply of materials.

Most of the territcries involved in the Project have been
using workshops run by the Organizatiocn for Cooperation in
Overseas Develcpment (0OCOD) of Canada tc orient unqualified
veachers in c¢lassroom practices and teaching methodolegy.

St. Vincent had begun %c use these wecrkshcps to provide
unqualified teachers wich crientaticon and training 1n Tns
use of Project materials. Other ccunrries are thinking cf
fcllowing this lead for summef worksheos ¢f 1925 and

thereafter. Such efforts assist in instituticnalizing the
Project in bcth inservice and pre-service modes ¢
a

f veach=zr

vraining cperating in these countries

The shortcoming here is that rhe Project materials developed
for teachers were not packaged to b= taught in 30 or 40 hour
ccurses 1in formal teacher training prcgram in the
gre-service or inservice mode. Theée materials thecefore
need to be transfermasd into courses in methodology and
curriculum tc be taught in colleges during the academic year

cr in inservice summer courses.

BEST AVAILABLE COrY



171.
Limitations

Despite all the success that has be=sn achieved throughjthe
informal spread of Project materials from Project schools
and the 1nformal acceptance of syllabuses and materials by
Mlnlstrles of Education as part of the National Curriculum
pollcy the major limitation on the 1mpact of the Prlmary
Prcject on primary education in the participating countries
+3 that some gerrnments do not have the resources to
implement the program nationally as the UWI/USAID
1mp1emented it in five Project schools in each territory.

The Caribbean has had experience with other pilot prcjpcts
which have developed excellent materials for teachers and
pupils which were demonstrated and proven to have the
capabiiity of sighiflcantly incfeasing and improving
.Language and Mathematics achievement of students at the
primary level. Yet these same materials when distributed to
the total primary system in the countries in which they were
developed did not have the same effect as in the pilot stage
principally because the national dissemination was not
accompanied by the support services that 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 Pfimary Language
Arte materials develcped by the Language Material Workshop
in Jamaica. The lesson learned from these two experiences
1s that the bower of improvement of these materials lay much

more in the process than in the products.

Workshops to orient teachers to Lhe mat°r1als, followed by
school visits by resource persons to a551st the teachers to"
1nterpret and implement the 1deas in their classes, ‘
supported by further visits over a year or more unfll

achers have fully assimilated and 1nrernallzed ‘the
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strategies and concepts are as importan: as the matarials

themselves.

From discussions with CEOs, Principals and Teachers in the
various territcories it would appear that cnly the smalles:
territories - BVI and Montserrat - and Barbados will be able
to institutionalize both the proéess as well as the products

developed by the Project. Other countries which have much

=

larger systems than BVI and Montsarrat do not have =2ithe

-1

the infrasrructure or resources as dces Barbados. n thes=
ccuntrias Projecr. materials are no# likely to result in anv
significant improvement in primary sducation. Th=y seem
heading to repeat *“he experiences of both the Caribbean
Primary Maths and the LMW Language Arts projects. The
orieancaticn of principals plus one day ofientation in each
subject for each teacher provided by the Project du:ing the
Extensicn is certainly not sufficient to ensure effective
impact in cthe non-Project schools. St. Xitts-Nevis,
Antiqua, Dominica; Beize, St. Vincent and St. Lucia n=2ed
substantial assistance in order for them to institutionalize

the Project prccesses as well as its products.

The seccnd limitation on impact of c¢he Project is the nsed
for a continucus supply of the materials at low cost. The
question is how long will the currant éupply of materials,
delivered through the dissemination phase last? The form in
which the material was developed and disseminared would nort
a2nsure their constant use by teachesrs and pupils fcr any
langth of.zime. Now that nine primary systems will be using
thie materials nationally, should not some orher fecrm of
production and distribution be considered? Now tha= the
Project has developed these products znd created a demand
for them should not their continued supply be a matter for
firm recommendation by rheir developers and sponsors? The
Project seems to bé’leaving this matter as a loose end that
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hopefully will be tied up somehow in the future. UWI and

USAID both seem to 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
revision 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 be
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 developmenr
in these countries for the forseeable future, even fcr 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 countries then some further questions
have to be raised. Basically the central Project staff was
& regional 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
the 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
1t not undermine the very advantage that has been created by

its regional origin?

Secondly the regional cccperative enterprise which developed
the materials sponsored cross fertilization of ideas and
exchange of solutions between primary systems that were
otherwise isolated. The educational advantages of this
interchange and exchange between primary educators and
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administrators were enormous. Will the revision of these
materials take place solely on a territorial basis with the
inbuilt liability of narrow insularity where the intimacy of
relationships could undermine needed objectivity?

The situation that the continued development of primary
education faces is precisely what existed before the Preject
started. But the Project has cl=arly demonstrated a more
powerful and productive approach. The question is how can
this continue on a more permanent basis?
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Chapter ¥1

LESSUNS LEARNED FROM IMPLEMENTATION 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).

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 Model

lﬂ

Assigning responsibility for the implementation of the
Caribbean Education Development Froject 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 tco deliver products and
services to the territories of the region.

In the case of both the Secondary and Primary Education
Frojects, the use of Project Officers in each particinating
territory worked well; imclementation of the Projects

would have been next to impossible without their
participation. It should be noted, however, that for

the érimary Education Project, the Project Implementation
Officers (PIOs) were.empldyed by the Project on a full-
time basis while for the Secondary Project the Local
Coordinators were employed by CXC on only a half-time
basis. Experience shows clearly that territorial

project officers shculd be assigned on a full-time basis.
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Another strength of the regional model with resgect to

the Primary Ecducaticn Project was the selection cf a strong
qualified Project Coordinator and & team of four highly
qualified curriculum specialists, one for each subject area-
which the Project treated- Lancuage Arts, Mathematics;
Social Studies, and Science. The £ifth member of the

staff was an Evaluation Specialist.

The organization for Project implementation within =ach
territory paralleled the structure of the central office
Coordinator (the FTIO), Subject Matter Leaders, and a
Project Implementation Unit which served in an acdvisory
capacity for its territory. This arrangement nroviced
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.

At the outset of the Project, there was a cuestion as to
whether its implementation should take place within the UWI's
€chool of Education -- that is. as an integral part »of

the program ---- or as a serarate unit attached to the

School cf Education. The latter alternative was chosen

and this decision proved o be a sound one since it has
worked well for overall Project implementation. Thers

were some proklems, however. with respect to how

Faculty members of the School of Education should be

relatad to the Project. Over time most of these proplems

wiere worked out.

The Project did function within the overall structure
of the University, however. and this meant that it could

enjoy the services of the instituticn's Finance Office.
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Since the Project involved considerable travel and
dissemination of curriculum products, and the disburse-
ment of funds to territorial governments, the Finance

Office provided a considerable support service.

The identification and involvemen£ 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.

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, then for 9-10 year olds, 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.

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 each territory could opt for which subject areas

it wanted to be involved in added strength to the
arrangement. '

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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implementation, and the involvement of classroom
teachers at every stage in the curriculum development
process ~ planning, preliminary draft, editing/field
testing and classroon assistance to teachers by Project
Staff, PI0s, Subject Leaders and other resource persons.
This feature, perhaps more than ani other, contributed

to the overall success cf the Froject.

The Prcject model called Zor implementation in the
participating territories through the respsactive
llinistries of Education. This was a wise decision

for both educational and political reasons. It

allowed for some degree of direct participaticn by

the Ministries in decision making as well as

providing some insurance that Project outcomes would be
institutionalized. VWhile there were strengths in

this arrangement. there were aliso weaknesses. All
Subject Matter Leaders were employees of the Ministry
and therefore were called on to rzerfcrm their rsgular
#inistry teaching functions as well, this meant thac in
some cases they were not always available to scrve tne
Project. The release of Principals and Teachers Ifrom
schools to participate in Prcject workshops was also
under the control of the liinistries and on occasion
some of them were reluctant to apprcve such releases.

Vhile the overall Project design for the three compon-
ents had many desirable features, it must be ncted that

little provision was built into the design to ensurz a

degree of coordination among “he three parts or to provide

means for relationships and cross-~fertilization. Tha

overall Project was designed to improve primary and
secondary education in the English-speaking Caribbean

1

‘territories; there were three components: one for

constructing primary schools: a second fcr 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 of the Primary Education
Project served on the CXC Secondary Education Project's
lMlanagement Committee and the CXC Registrar served on the
Primary Education Project Advisory Group.

The design of the Primary Project did not take into account
a realistic position regarding generaiization 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 llanagement

ll

In any administrative effort, effective communication,
between management and implementors is of importance.
In the complex administrative structure which
characterized this regional Project and which involved
ten separate countries, effective communication was of
critical importance. This was further evidenced by the
fact tpat three of the four Subject Matter Specialists
serving on the staff lived in territories outside
Barbados, and that the ten PIOs lived and worked in.
their réspective territories. The system of regqular
reporting'at all levels to ensure proper monitoring of
the program worked reasonably well although thers.were
occasional delays in submitting reports.
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With raspect to finances, it was necessary to have a
central finance office which did the accountince for

the Project and made disbursements of funds to appro-

0

priate persons and agencies. This service was eifz
tively provided by the U.W.,I. Cave Hill Campus rFinance
Cffice. It was also necessaty that the participating
territories provided timely and accurate accounting of
Project funds received from U.W.I.

i

Experience showed that prcvisions had to be made fro:
time to time for unexpected circumstances and for
responding to special nceds/situations., This reguired
a degree of flexibility in Project management and this
was done without jecvardizing overall Project cutcomes.
A specific example was in the case of 3VI which was
permitted to participate in the Project in only two
curriculum areas instead of three because of its late
entry. Even its late entry was something of a modifica-
tion. ther examples are included in the section on

unplanned outcomes in Chazter 1V.

Selection cf qualified Prcject Staff was critical to

the effective implementation c¢f the Project. IMention

e
already has been made of the significant coniributions
of the central Project Staif and the FIOs in the
territories. In this Project, Ministries of Education
were permitted/requestaed to identify key educatiecnal
leaders in their resw=2ctive territories to serve as
Project Officers. This procedure, even though it
involved some risk, turned out to be an effective wayv
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
Ministry Officers. Fortunately,-this did not happen.

In fact. in one case the iinistry of a territory later
employed the PIO as a Senior Education Officer.
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and appoint two Subject latter Leaders for each subject

inistries of Education were also requested to identify

area in which the respective territories were involved in —
the Project. Overall, this arrangement did not work as
well as in the case of the PIOs. _For the most part.
Subject Matter Leaders were selected from among head
teachers, Education Officers and Teacher Training

College staffs. The assignments. however,; were add-ons,
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,
Hlinistries of Education were reluctant to release personnel
from their regular assignments to do Project work. The
arranagement probably would have worked better if some
remuneration had been made available for salary as well

as for travel expenses. 1In spite of these inherent
weaknesses in the arrangement, Project iﬁplementation in
many territories was carried on at a high level of
effectiveness. -

The conduct of territorial and administrators training
workshops involved the selection of resource personnel to
provide training. 1In view of the diversity among the
participating territories it was important that trainers
vere well acquainted with the characteristics of the
educational systems for which training was being provided.
7ith one or two specific exceptions, this aspect of
implementétion was carried out effectively.

Travel expenses provided for PIOs were totally inadequate.
The rates for mileage were 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
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of roads arzs vastly difZerent than in the U.S. TFor

future projects in the Caribbean involving local travel,
USAID may wish to develop some variation of its general
policy for travel expenses which wculd be more appropriate
for the Caribkean.

3, There were some problems related to the disbursement of
Project funds to territorial governments. The pnolicies
established for this Project required that CEOs submit
vouchers to the Project OIfice. 1In at least one case,
the CEO was reguired to submit his vouchers to the
territorial covernment thinking that the regquirerents
were met and assumed that the government would then be
reimbursed accordincly This arrangement is similar to
many bilateral acreements ketween grantor and grantee.

In such cases the recipient government is regquirecd to
include the funding for a prcject in its national budget
for the particular iinistry charged with implementing

the »nroject. In thisz casz the government is not recuirad
to submit vcuchers, The cuestion, in this new project
model invelving recional institutions ané national
govaernmants i3, wiat systam of financial accounizability
is approvriate, desirakle, and consistent. It anpears
that this is another arez that needs to he reexanined
and discussecd by all the partners concerned: [UEAID.

regional institutions and the national covernments.

The Curriculum Develorment Proces

{n

1. The mocel used was essentizlly a "freom the bottom up”

approach rather than “from the top down". It is best

..
(4]

described as a participatorv mcdel in which principals

and Teachers were included in the decision making process.

The model worked well and generated a sense of cwnership

and commitment on the part cif participants with rescect
BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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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.

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.

While workshops were effectiﬁe 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

.0f the administration of common entrance examinations.
- BEarly on, it was learned to set a realistic agenda for

what could be accomplished.

Inclusion of background subject matter content and

‘instructional assistance in the curriculum products

were strong features of the process.

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

face the problem of how to replace materials that are
certain to disintegrate with use.
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Inservice Training of Teachers

Inservice training of teachers was interwoven with the

[

curriculum development process. In fact, working
cooperatively with professicnal peers to cdevelop new

curriculum materials is in itself prcfessional training.

2. Judging from comments by participants, more training

should have been provided in testing.

3. Training during the life of the Project was provicded

for teachers in three important ways-
a. Participation in workshops
k. Written instructions in teachers’ manuals

c. On the spot assistance bv territcrial Suvbject
Matter Leaders and staff Subject !latter Epecialists

Together. these three factors contrikuted greatlyv tc the

improvement of teaching in the pilo*t schecols,

Turnover Problem

1. One of the important lessons learned in the Project is
the fact that there was a high degree of turnover among
personnel at almost ever; lsvel of Frojact implementation.

' For. example-

a. In the central Project staff of six people, there were
two changes during the life of the Project, one caused

by death, the other by resignation.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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b. Among the nine PIOs, six served for the life of the
Project, three did not. 1In one territory, there were
four different PIOs.

c. Among Subject Matter Leaders in the territories there
was high turnover. For exampie, in the areas of Social
Studies -~ selected by five territories =--- two persons
were to have carried this responsibility for each
territory for a total of ten Subjéct 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.

For the implementation of a Project which aims to bring
about educational change, turnover creates serious
problems. 1In 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.

When one considers the problems caused by turnover,

one can comprehend more fully what has been accomplished
through this Project. It succeeded in s-ite of turnover.
Achievements might have been even greater if turnover
rates had been lower. '

An interesting sidelight -- not everything about turnover
was negative. The evaluators found that

a. when 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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in one territory strong Project class Teachers were
deliberately transferred to weaker non-Project schools
to strengthen them:

in some territories, when 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 and:

when Project materials were borrowed, they were, as

one Teacher put it,; “confiscated by the borrower®.

Dissemination of Curriculum Products

l. From the beginning of the Project, 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 Precject cffice from the outset;

lack of sufficient software (paper ané ink) at the
time when it was needed,

difficulties surrounding the transporting of materials

from territory to territory:.

some delays in getting workshop reports so that
materials could be produced in a timely fashion;

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.

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. For 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 electronic scanners,
collatoré, 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..

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. |
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. Dissemination involves more than the distribution of
curriculum products. Examples in the field of education
are many which show that the distribution of print/craghic
materials without supporting orientation and instruction
and supervision in early staces of use result in little
or no improvement. The Primary Education Project
demonstrated clearly that imprcvments are much more
likelv to result when dissemination includes both the
distribution of rroducts and the supportinc services

nacessary to launch and sustain their use.

5, The importance of supporting services in disseminaticn
activities is well documented by what pilot school teachers
reported in a study conducted by the Internal Evaluation
Specialist. Hard evidence frorm this study reveals what
Teachers kelieve to have been the most significant aspects
of Project implementation. The various aspects were rank

orderad by Teachers of pilot schools as follows:

"1, Having workshops to train feachens

2, Havding Subject fpecialisits {irem the Stall) wvisit theiw
Lonitonles Xo edp teachens.

3. Having a spectalist to guid2/cocrdinate wenk Ln each
subject

4. The high quality o4 teaching materials

5. Having suogect leadens (in the Zennitendies) to glive day-

e

. Lo-day guidance in each sutfect
6. Having the PI0 fo coondinate all the work .in a erritonry
7. Distrnibution of the matenials in quantity’.
The fact tkat Teacher: ra-ked scomoxting services (1.2.3) above

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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the hicgh quality of teaching materials, and the fact that

distribution of the materials 4n'duantity was ranked 7 is

_clear evidence of the importance of prov1d1ng supnortlng —

serv1ces in dlssemlnation act1v1t1es.

Generalization of Project Outcomes

l‘

Both St. Vincent and Dominica used the Project to imprcve
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 which
they preceived were in greater need of developmental
assistance. They arguéd 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 similar
strategies for the continued development of rural

primary schools. The lessons learned could be of use

to other countries with similar circumstances.

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 Froject materizls
and precesses. non-participating territories learncd
of the Preoject and requestced to use curriculum products:
iinistries of Education incorpcrated Froject curriculiur

outccmes intce their territcrial gducation systems:. etc.

The involvement of perscnnel from all sectors concerned
with improving primary education in the imrlementation
of Project contrikutes positively to generalization

of Project outcores.

D

Generalization of cutcomes shculd take into account pre-

and inservice training procrams for teachers. Durinc¢ the

life of the Project., Teacher Trainincg Cclleces were

increasingly involved.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Chapter VII

' PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY

the request of the USAID Office, this chapter is included
the Evaluation Repcrt and follows the specific guidelines

provided by thaz Offica.

A - )

Summary

The UWI/USAID Primary Edﬁéation Pfoject was a.subprcject
of the larger Caribbean Education Development Project
(Number 538-0029) which also includsd the Primary School
Constructich/Rshabilitation éubpréject implemented by
the Caribbean Development Bank,:and the Secondary
Curriculum Dev=lopment subprojeci: implemented by the
Caribbean Examinations Council. The Pramary Educacion
Projedt has besn underway since December 1979 and
terminates in 1985. A no-cosr extension from May 1584
to October 1985 was approved for the Projsct by *he
funding agency.

The principal outcomes of this Project were the
develcpment of new or revised curriculum materials in

Language Arts, Mathematics, Social Studies and Science

for primary school education (ages 7 - 11) in the

English-speaking Caribbean territories, and the
provision of insarvice training ¢f Principals and
Teachers in the pilot schools tc use the new curriculum
materials. These outcomes have been achieved, and in
some cases with distinction. One exception is that some
work is yet to be done to disseminate the materials to
all of the pérticipating rerritorises for use in all
primary'échéolé.' That wori is underway and will be

ccmpleted. The extension period was for the express
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purpose of completing the disseminatzion activity.
Dissemination has been unnecessarily delayad as & result
of lack of appropriate hardware early in the Project;
and a six-month delav in rerziving paper and ink f£rcm
the U. S. during the extension psrrod.

In addition tc the principal outcomes, the seccndary
out-comes were achieved as well as a significant number
of unplannred outcomes. A numb=r cf the unanticipated
outcomes are viewed by the zZvaluaters as centributing in

a major way to the ovesrall purpose of the Project.

The Evaluatcrs wish <o go crn rsc¢crd ¢ report that the
implementation of the Primary Education Project has met
the anticipated outcomes in the Project Paper, and in
some cases exceeded what was expected. The success of
the implementation cof the Prcject can be atcributed tc
many factors but most impértahtly to the contributions
of the cencral Projact Scaff and the territorial Proiect
Implementation GEficers. They are o bhe commended for

axcellent work.,

Evaluatien Mecthcdology

in addition tc internal avaluation which was conducted
during the life of the Prcject ;. two mid-Project ext=srnal
evaluations were held, ore in 1981 the other in 1982.
Project implementation subseguent i{c thosa dates
reflected modificaticns sugqésted in rthose Evaluaticn

Repor:s.

The terminal externél evaluartion was planrned for in

December 1534 1n Barbados and conducted during the

peried Jaduary to June 1985. The on-site visits of the
BEST AVAILABLE COPY '
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two evaluators to the part1c1pat1ng terrltorles were made
from May 20 to June 20, 1985. '

The design of the external terminal evaluation was based on
the requirementé'speoified in the Project Paper (Number

538~ 0029), and as these are reflected in the approved
evaluatlon plan 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 was prepared
prior to the approval of the extension perlod), and (b)
"Project Evaluation Summary, Part II." The external
evaluation covered the following areas:

1. An assessment of the principal outcomes of the ?rojéct:

a. The development and use of curriculum materials in
four subject areas -- Lanquage Arts, Social Studies.
Science, and Mathematics -- and at four age levels
-2 728, 8-9, 9-10, and 10-11 --"at the prlmary level
in the participating territories’

b. The dissemination of curriculum materlals developed
- by the Project to +he part1c1pat1ng terrltorles

c. The effectiveness and appropriateness of énrrioulﬁn
~ development and teacher training workshops held at
the regional, territorial, and local levels '

d. The impact of the curriculum and teacher'trainlng
component of the Project on teacher behav10r and

pupll performance
2. 'An assessment of other Project outcomes:

a. The training of education administrators in Jamaica
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and in the other nine participating trerritores.
b. The rraining of education plann=cs

c. The development of hzalth education curriculum
materials in collaboration wiih PAHO

d. Unplanned. developments and outccmes &ithar at the
level of the central Project st.ff or in the

territories
3. An assessment of Project !Managemont

4. An analysis of indicazcvrs of Proi:ct
institutionalization within the University and in the

territori=s

[4

5. An assessment of Projecrt impac* in the region generally

5. A compendium of lessons lsarnzd frcm the implementaticon

of this Project.

i conducking the terminal extsrnal svaluation, the

Evaluation T=am did the following: <sxemined Proj

QJ(D
0
H
o
'-‘

documents.: asnd reports; examined the cuu riculum m a
produced by the Preoject: critically appraised the interna
evaluartion reports and theif findings; madé site visits
all of the participating territories and collected
first-hand infcrmaricon by means of quaescicnnaires and
interviewé with CEOs, PIOs. Subjéét Matter L«aders;
Princiéals and Tezachers of pilot schocls. Ministry of
Education personnel and, in some cases; Teacher Training
College staffs; summarized and analyszed flndlngs frem
quastionnaire responses and the intarvwaws; held discussions

with Project staff; compared the sz parat* sourcses of
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information for consistency and congruence; drafted a

preliminary 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

accogdingiy

External Factors

It was anticipated that ten territories would participate

in the curriculum development and inservice training .of
teachers component of the Project (Antigua, Barbados,

Belize, BVi, Dominica, Grenada, 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 recently expressed interest in
becoming involved (Spring 1985). 1In addition to the

nine territo;;gs_involved in this component of the
Project, JaqaicéAparticipated in the training of primary
school pringipals.specifically for its own primary
schools |

There were no major changes in Project setting for the

host governments of the nine participating territories
or for Jamaica during the lif¢ of the Project and their
priorities continued strong, nameliy, the imprevcement of
primary.educatioq in their respective territories. 1In
fact, motiva;ion for participating increased over time
and this has creatéd é demand within the territories for

”cohtinued_eﬁforts to improve primary education, a demand

which many of them will find it difficult, if not
Aimpossible; to meet considering the unavailability of

.financial resources to support such efforts.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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Inputs

Major problems with respect to inputs dealt with
dissemination activities. During the extension peridd,
there was a six-month delay in getting paper and ink
from the USA which seriously hampered timely prcduétion
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 the Projsct. The availability
of such hardwarzs, especially for the central Project
office, at the beginning of the Project would have
increased the efficiency of the dissemination zffort.
Eventualiy, for the extension pariod. USAID approved the
pruchase of hardware not only for the central office but
also for each participating territory as well. This
concession will help considerably in speeding up the
disSemination'grccess. t would have been much wiser to
have made this concz=ssion n2ar the beginning of the
Project at the time when it was discoverad that
dissemination of curriculum products was seriously
behind sch&sdule. That point was made clearly in the

mid-Project Extzrnal Evaluation Repeorts of 1581 and 1982.
Qutputs

Cutputs as anticipated'in the Project Paper, Appendix
J-2 are listed below in column #1 with comments

razgarding their achievement in column #2.

Qutputs | - Comments

1. New curricula consisting Completed. Achievements
of revised syllabi, are commendable. Low-cost
teachers’ manuals, and production, however, means
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Qutputs

pupils' workbooks in
Language Arts, Social

Science, and

Mathematics.

Additional teaching aids
and materials related to
the revised curriculum
materials.

A modified refined model

of curriculum development

process.

Tzachers and supervisors
with experience and skill
in use of new instruc-
tional materials, new

methods,; content,

testing, and curriculum

.development.

Headteachers and
principals trained.

Comments

that the materials will not
last long.

Such aids and materials were
produccd by the Project; in
some cases individual terri-
torics produced their own
materials.
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
lzss emphasis on testing in
the training workshops, but
eveén so teachers reported
gains in this area.

Four Year-long training
sessions in Jamaica trained
72 primary and all-agé
principals. Twenty-two
workshops were conducted to
train principals in the other
ninz territories. Effective

results.
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7. Project Implementation

Unit (PIU). .

Project Advisory Group

198.
Comments

Functicnad effectively
threcughout the life of the

Preject.

All participating territories
had PIUs and they functioned
satisfactorily for the firs-
"WC yzars or so. Later, 'n
some territories they ceased

<o func=ion.

Conditions expacted ac the end of the Project as reported i-

Appendix J-1 of the Project Paper are listed below in column

#1 and comments regarding the ext2nt to which outcomes ware

achieved are presented in column #2.

Conditions expacted

1. Pupils achieving

learning cbjectives.

Comments

There is considerable soft evidencse
and somz2 hard avidencs from tast
resulrts fo show cthat Project class
pupils performed better rhan
parallel school pupils on achieve:-
ment tests in *he four subjecr
areas, and on Common Entrance.

Zxaminations. For sxample, in 1584

all five of the pilot schools ranked

in the top thiwd of all schools in
the Common Entrance Examina+vion of
one territory, while only one
parallel school did so. Three cof
*hesa ranked in the middle and one

in the bottom third. 1In 1980
BEST AVAILABLE COPY



onditions_expected

Improved syllabi,
teachers’ manuals
and other instruc-
tional materials

-used by teachers.

Teachers applying
new instructional
methods, e.q.
increased use of
child-centered
activity, and less
use of lecturing,
teacher talk, tell-

" ing, etc.-

Teachers covering

a broader, more

" enriched content.

199,
Comments

parallel schcols did better than
the Project schools. Full impac”
of ' the Project in this area will
show in two or three years; it is
still too early too judge full
impact now
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 binding. Low-cost
production 1s understandable but it

has long term consequences.

There is considerable soft evidence
from PIOs, Subject Matter Leaders.
Principals. Project staff, and
teachers themselves *o show that
teacher behavior has improved
markedly in the desired direction.
For example, there was a 26%
decreaszs in the use of lecturing.
and  increases ranging from 11% to
48% in the use of other teaching
strategies mos*t of which wer=

child-centered in approach.

Of the teachers who responded to the
Team's questionnaire, more than half
said that their knowledge had

increased "significantly" or
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.onditions expectad

Teachers utilizing
more frequent class-
rcom testing as part
of the evaluation

process.

Teachers creating
macerials for use

by students.

Headreachers/
principals and .
supervisors sup-
porting the curri-
zulum develcpmant

process.

200.
Comments

“considerably” in the four subject -—
areas. Gains for Social Studies and
Scisnce wara higher than for

Mathematics and Language Ar+s.

Of the

Team'’s quesntionnaires, 65% reperiesd

each=rs who responded to the

i

+~hat thzir skills n devising better
tests had improved "significantly”
cr "“consid=rably" as a resulc of

participat:on in the Project.

The Evaluators. observed evidance of

rhe use of reacher-mad= marterials

-in classrecoms in the pilet schools.

Rasponses to =zhe Team's guesticnnaire

ndicatzsd rougnly thar acou* 2 fcocurth

-of Project teachsrs had =ither helped

t0o develcp such macerials or
develcpad them or their own

‘A majoriry of the morz rhan 100
Principals whce participatad in
Project training activicies and wno
responded o the Team's questrion-
naire for Principals reportaed that
the topics on curriculum development
wer= effectrively ‘taught and relevanw
w¢c their rcles. Deliberate efforts
were made in the training to
emphasize the reole of the Principal
in curriculum development to support
the ongeoing activicies of the Project
- BEST AVAILABLE COFY.
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“onditions expected comments

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"

r "high", 22% 3aid madium", and

o)
10% said "slight" or "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.

'I_]

. Purpose

"The basic purpose of this subprofect 48 to impreve the Learning
envinemment for tie p&imﬁny school age group (7-11 yeans of age)
thhoughout the negdion.” (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 teachers/principals-in the
participating territories.
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in addition to these expected principal and secondary
outcomes which were achieved, a2 number of unplanned
Jevelopments and outcomes also resulted from Project
implementation.

~

The anticipated outcomes were achieved. The majcy

sroblem, as mentioned =lsewhere in this Repori, was in

4
»

- N PPV Y

+*he area cof dissemination of curriculium maiteri
sacticn D akove.)

Soal

The goal of the Prciect was "ir wwode e auman Kesoutees of

O AR N
the Canibbean to achieve Lredir jull petential.” Measures of

goal achievement identfied in the Project Paper,

- b

»

Appendix J-1, are: 'teduce wremployment Lavels, LAncrease oaedul T
d ower binth rate."” Annual repeorts and statistics of
zovernments were t0 ke the means of verification oI 3oal

achievement.

It is obvicus that it is premature to make anv
indgements relative to achievement of the anticipste
long-range goal. Nevertheless, cne can assume, 3s was
dcne in the Project FPaper itself, that improvements in
pupil performance will ultimately contribute pcositivelr
- to that goal. Those improvements are discussed in
Chapter III and in saction E above. '
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.Beneficiaries

Direct beneficiaries of the:implementation of the

. Primary Education Project were:

1. The pupils of the 5 pilot schocls in each of the §
participating territories

2. The teachers and principals of those pilot schools

3. The 72 Principals in Jamaica who were trained under
auspices of the Project '

. 4. The Ministries of Education of Jamaica and the nine

participéting territories in the curriculum
development and teacher training component of the
. Project

5. The Projecr Implementation Officers

6. The Project Staff

Indirect beneficiaries were:

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 puplls in the ncn-Pro;ect schools in the

part1c1pat1ng terrltorlas

4_._Th° seven Teacher Tralnlng Colluqes 1n the
,part1c1pat1ng terrltorles e
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5. The University of the West Indies, Mona Campus in
Jamaica, and Cave Hill Campus in Barbados

5. Non-participating territories which now use the

curriculum products

7. Teachsrs and principals of non-Project schcols whe

participated in territorial and/or local workshops
Unplanned Sffects
Chaptar IV treats this topic ir detail under the

headings of inter-agency cooperative activities,
training activities, curriculum development activities:

.and -unplanned outcomes of a general nature.

Chapter VI treats this topic in detail under the-
headings: the ragional model., pr~iect management, tne
curriculum development prdcess, insarvice training of
teachers, %the turncver problem,; dissemination of
curriculum products; and generalizaticn of Prcject

outcomes.
Special Comments or Remarks
Special ccommendation 1is due to:

L. USAID for funding this regiéﬁally-based Project, for
making appropriate adjustments in the Project Plan to
facilitate Project implementation, and for placing
confidence in the expertise énd ability of West
Indian Educators to implement che‘Prcject. uThe
excellent results confirm the wisdem of these

policies and practices.
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The Project Coordinator and Staff for superior
performance in the Project’s implementation.

The PIOs of the participating territories for their
commitment tc the Project and their leadership in its
implementation at the territorial lavel.

The University of the West Indies -- Cave Hill and Mona
Campuses -- for their contributions to Project
implementation.

The Ministries of Education of the participating
territories for their contributions to the

implementation of the Primary Education Project and for
steps taken to institutionalize the outcomes.
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Chapter V11l

A LOOK INTO THE FUTURE —_

The Primary Educaticn Project reprasents successful
developmental cooperation among three partners: USAID. the
donor agency providing the funding. the University of the “est

management: and the ten !iinistries of Zducation taking the
responsibility for implementation in their respective
countries. Each partner can he justly proud and satisfizc with
the Project outcomes. Yet the implications of the Project for
each territory go far beyond feelings of fulfillment and
actualization. The future for each partner has to be different
because of the outstanding succass c¢f the Poject. It is there-
fore necessary to examine the immlications fcr each partner

separately.
USAID

—~

The USAID has a long history of bilateral aid tc the &

arikbean
countries. However the Caribkean Zducaticn Development Frcisct

has pioneered a regional amproach toc assistance. The cut-
standing difference between the bilateral and rsgional meodels
appears to be that the regional nodel permits Caribbean
expertise to conceptualizé the precise content and aponroaches
to be used in achieving the stated objectives. 1In the
hilateral mcdel much more of the expertise and conceptualiza-
tion tends to be of U.S. origin giving the impression that
through the assistance mechanism the U.S. is imposing its
ideas on local issues and proklems.

In the Primary Education Project,.although the funding was

C.S. in origin, the experts, the ccnceptualization cf content

and approaches, and the methodology employed were entirely
BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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of Caribbean origin. - While the goals were -jointly agreed on
by the three partners to the Project, the ways to achieve
these goals were left entirely to the UWI and the governments.
At no point could USAID be reasonably charged with imposing
U.S. personnel or ideas on any aspect.ocf the Project.

While the Project Paper did say that if the Caribbean

did not have the expertise this could be acquired from
elsewvhere, the fact is that all of the expertise for the. Prciject
vas found in the Caribbean. This Project has demonstrated

that the Carikbean 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 compdnents,.
especially an intermediary which already has demonstrated a
capability to deliver relevant products and services. Certainly
the Caribbean Development Bank, the Caribbean Examinations
Council and the University of the West Indies have established
their capacity and competence to implement'complex regional
projects. USAID now has reliable partners which it could be
calling on for future ventures.

One of the shortcomings of projecf assistance given to
eduéation.by most aid agencies is that in many instances
education development is left "half way" at the termination of
projects. In some instances the projects raise expectations
concerning the solution cf certain problems during the life of
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the prcject and then frustratzs these expectaticns on its
premature termination. Most times countries and instituticns
targeted for prcject assistance have a good idea of bcth
the nature of and solutions for the problems za2ddressed.

This gives rise to the project in the first instance. While
the project may help to redefine the issues and refine the
strategies, its usefulness is not in telling people what
they did not kncw before but rather in providing a frame-
work for achieving the desired goals. hen the project ends
having pvrven the soundness of the sclution but beforec it
can ke generalized to the target populaticn disillusicnment
can be the next result.

In the opinicn of the External Evaluaticn Team there are

5]

number of areas in which scme Ministries and the UWI
itself are being left "half-way" at the ené of the
Froject. In several instances the ccnstraint is

entirely a financial resocurce cap. Trained perscnnel and
infrastructure exist fcr the generalizaticn c¢f the froject
process and products tc the entire rrimary system. The
policy decisicns have been taken but the mcney available
is limited. 1In such instances it wculd arpear that US:2ID,
probably thcuch bilatarial arrancements, has zan chligaticn
to assist these Ministries cf Efucatimrn and UWI in
bridging this zap. The zmount ¢f money invelved dces not
appear to be larce in USAID terms, but it is outside the
immediate available resources of those institutions. The
team wishes to draw threé'areas and the special case cf
Grenada to the attention cf USAID.

Generalization tc the Entire Primary System. 1In the

opinion of the Evaluation Team only minimal assistance will

be needed by Barbados, the British Virgin Islands and
Montserrat in generalizing the Project prccesses z2nd rwroducts
to their entire primary systems. The plans and. rescurces they
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have committed to this exerCise seem sound and reasonably
dequate. ‘In the case .of Barbados the infrastructure alreacy
is in place and available resources explain their favorable

position. BVI and Montserrat have very small primary systems,

..r

fourteen and twelve schools respectively.
However, in the”case‘of'St"Kitts-Nevis, Dominica,'Anticua,
St. Lucia St. Vincent and Belize, because of the conbination
of laroer size of their primary systems and a poorer resource

base, they will need varying levels of assistance. They have
| ieveloped some plans, have trained personnel in place, and
have established national nolicies for the adoption of the
materials but lack the finanCial resources to provide
principals and teachers With the level of training and
support that will be required for them to assimilate and '
internalize the new strateties.

- These countries have real needs and certainly deserve to be
assistec in this exercise. Without such assistance the Team

is conVinced that the deSired results will not be achieved

Teacher Training_ The teacher training done both in

support of the imrlementation and dissemination of the Droject
materials ‘was based on an inservice aporoach Although these
materials ‘have been distributed to all Teacher Training
Colleges in the participating countries, they have not been.
translated into an in-college mode of teacher training. 1In
addition the imrlications of the Froject for teacher training
are not Simply restrictec to courses in curriculum in
Language Arts, Mathematics, Science and Social Studies.
Immediately one can identify ileications for general - _
education courses such as Curriculum Tlanning, Educational.:
Measurement as well as General Methodology. But the
implications could also eytcnd 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 teachlnc
employed in thelr own learnlng and tralnlng.

Each of the seven Teacher Trainiﬁg Colleges involved should
not have to tackle this problem independently. In addition,
the féculty of Educatioh, Cave Hill, through the Research
.ahd Development Section has responsibility for curriculum
development in these seven Colleges. Scme members of this
'Seotion participated in the conceptualization cf the apprcaches
approaches employed in the Froject materials. They are
therefore advantageocusly nlaced tc translate the rroject
outcomes into the.teacher training process in the Eastern
Caribbean countries. Heowever, this activity would require
flnanc1al support whlch is currently outside of the present
rescurces cf this Section. USAID should consider scme

support for this acfivity.

Centinued Trcducticn of Materials . Cne of the great

(13

iRade
icn

rroblems of the Freject ocutcomes is the ccntinued prciuc
~f the materials for teachers and pupils a2t lcw cost. In
the future cne needs alsc tc think cf - the revisicn c¢f these

materials. The answer does not appear tc be each ccuntry

-
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trying to preduce its own set of materials. Commercial
publishing may be a possibility but at what cost? A
possibility is for UWI to retain#copyright <f the meterials
and tc be given a capital Qrant tc prcduce the materials '
using, say, Newsprint. Frcm the Vrcceeds of sales UWI
could be required to continue to produce ‘the materials and
te revise them'periodioally;_ Such an aonroach weuld make
use of the econcmy of scale in reclonal Droductlon and at."
the same' time keep costs w1th1n the reach of Mlnlstrles
and parents in the Part1c1pat1nc ‘countries. USAID's role
would be to give this process the necessary'start elther
through a low interest lcan or grant or scme combinaticn
of both.
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Grenada. Grenada was originally one of the participating
countries. However, differenceé 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. During 1985, however, Grenada A
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 possésses on its thfee campuses.
It was interesting to note that in their visits to the
different countries the External Evaluation Team members
founé that on most occasions the Project was either referred
to as the Primary Education Project - DPEP - or the USAID
Project. It was only in a few instances that the University
was given immediate recognition for its contribution; while
all respondents' gave credit to the Univefsity for its



212.

involvemept this was nct ccnerally the first response,

While in some measure this type of ‘response cculd be due

: to the special project nature of the exercise it could well ——
be indicativé of amore general phenomencn, namely that the

University and particulquy the School of Educaticn have nct

been receivinc due recognition for some of the good work

they haue been doing in various areas of Caribbkean educaticn.

The University may wish to examine the matter again

aespecially as it relates to the non-campus countries which

were mainly involved in this Project.

For its duration the Project strengthened, widened and
deepened the UWI capacity to serve the educational needs of
Barbados and non-campus countries and, to a lesser extent,
Jamaica. It did so principally because it filled a
structural cap in the organization of the Faculty of
Education, Cave Hill. %rile the Research and Deuelopment
Secticn served teacher education and the Inservice Sectiocn
served secondary education there was no structural entity
‘ which functioned principally to serve the needs of primary
‘ education. Now that the Froject has terminated the g2~
;exists acain., The question ié_whether the Project has .
mace the case for this gap to be permanently closel. 1In
the orpinion of the Extarnal Evaluation Team it has more
than made the case. It has put the argument beyond all
reasonable doubt. ‘ |

The moﬂel for curriculum Hevelopment and leaﬂership in
primary education Jdevelopecd by the Project is that of |

a full time regional team of subject specialists linked

tc each territory through a full-time curriculum
ccordinatcr wprkihg:with a natinnal cemmittee which pulls
together primary schools, rrincipals, Ministry officials,
Teacher Training College staff and lrcal subject specialists
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who had other substantive responsihilties rut could .
provide advice and guidance rooted in local exrerience.

The External Evaluation Team is of the opinion that the
Froject could be translated into a permanent program

for the delivery of the same service to the same countries.

The University and its contributing governments should give
consideration to the establishment, on & permanent basis

of a Department of & rimary Ecducation within the Faculty of
Education, Cave Hill. This would be a department of the
Center, in the restructured establishment of the UUI,
serving the non-campus countries. It would be composed of
" specialists covering all the sukjects taught at the primary
level. that is, ages five to twelve years. The non-campus
countries cculd provide most of the specialists neceded to
man this department. These persons cnuld continue to live
in their respective countries as was the case in the Froject.
The Head of the Department and its support staff would cof
necessity be required té be resident in Barbadocs.

This department could work with each Mlnlstry of Ecducation
through an Education Officer, Currlculum, appointeq with
full-time responsibilty for the deveIOpment of currlculum
and materials at the primary level. ihgt.offic r woulc
work with a national committee for curriculum development
at the primary level which would include subject specialists
in each area. These latter persons need nct be full-time.

The arguments for this regional approach haVe tc be
compared and contrasted with the approach where each ndn*
campus cduntry would.sgekwgo establish its cwn naticnal
curriculum.unit. .This seems to be the direétion that most
countries. are taking,.. The questlcns ralseﬂ concernlnc
this latter direction given the small 51Les of the
countries concerned and their limited rescurces can be
listed as fcllows:
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1. Will each Ministry of EJucation ke akle tc finance
‘a curriculum unit with full-<time specialists in
~all subject areas taucht at the primary level?

2. Can theSe*Minist:ies-attract and sustain the cuality

staff that is required?

3. Even if such financial and perscnnel resources can
be marshalled, will it not instituticon2liz: insul-risy
which will ke tc the covzrall detriment cf these sm~ll

systems?

4. Vill nct the prcducts of such a process bz sc lecalizen

as to make their marketing and distribution c¢osts
prohibitive?

The virtus of the régicnal arcrcach thrcugh a central,

{}

department cf the Faculty cf Eﬂuqation, Cave Hill,. is that

o+

it wculd be mcore ccst effective in hoth establishmun
an® maintenance and, wcul” cnsure comnetent staff that
can procduce an operative stratecy thot woul? result in
interchange and exchange between 2an” amonc the countries.
Moreover the curriculum ‘and material wrolucts ccul’l ke
kased on a large economic base thus ensuring lcwer

sreducticn costs.,

The Evaluation Tezm is of the orinicn that the University
anl its contributcry tovernments especially thosc within

the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, stoul”
examine this prO“OSltlon carefully. The existing R & D
Secticn cf the_Facultv sf Blucatien, Céve Hill, ccﬁld not
be rcasona*ly expecte tc undertake4£he'fuﬁctions cf the
Staff of the centre w1thout girnlflcantly increaSan the
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resources allocated to 1t , In the oplnion of the L.
Evaluation Team a .more 1deal approach would be to create“’

a department commlssioned to address dlrectly the needs
of primary educatlon 1n the non-campus territories.iu

s
v ¥

Ministries of Education

Mlnlstrles of Educatlon of the partlcipatlng countrles
demonstrated thelr W1ll and determlnatlon to 1mprove
primary. educatlon by the quallty of persons they selected
as PIOs and the support that was given by CEOs.. This
ensured successful implementation in each territory. The
Ministries have also been con51stent in that they have all
formulated.routlne currlculum pOllCleS which have
incorporated the Project outcomes. Thelr commltment and
support have gone bevond mere rhetorlc and nart1c1patlcn
at meetings to the p01nt of ownershlp of the outcomes.:_

There are a number of implications of the ?roject for
Ministries of Education which need also to be addressed.

i

Teacher Trainlng. With the exception of Barbados, all

countries part1c1pat1ng in the currlculum development aspect
of the PrOJect need to glve uroent attention to teacher
tralning. Subject qpec1allsts, Subject Leaders and PrOJect )
"Implementatlon Offlcers of the Primary Educatlon PrO]cCt |
all drew attentlon to the fact that the teachlng force 1n N
many countrles 1s manned by a large number of unquallfled |
teachers.“ Some of these teachers not only lack |
methodologlcal SklllS but also have serlous gaos 1n content
In some systems unquallfied teachers constltute as much as
two thirds of the teachlng force. Thls low level of
training poses a serious constraint to further 1mprovement
of primary education, however gocd the curriculum may be.
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Ministries in several countriss may wlsh to review the
level of quallficatlhns that now stards as the minimum
rpqulrement for employment in the teachlng ‘service. In
some instances this appears to 'be tos lew. & second issus’
is that of 51gn1f1cantly lncreasing_thé norportion of -
gualified persons in the teaching service. & kindre? issue
is that of teacher turnover.

In scme countries the cond ltlcns cf service anl! szlories
of primary teachers seem to be factcrs inhibitins the
racruitment and retention of qualified persons. While
recognizing the difficulties invslved'in'addressing these
issues it is not possible te overlcck cr ignere them,

Teaching Materials and Supplies. In some countries the

difference between Froject and non=Froject schools was that
the formér ha@ materials for pupils an? teachers while the
latter had virtually nothlng at all. In these countries cne

of the virtues of the “issemination rhase is that all schecls.

for a period at least, will have 'scme teaching and learninc
materials and sugplies. ' '

With the exception cof Barkados an? the British Vircin Islands,

to varying degrees, the augsblcn of classrcom materials an?
supplies is a moot rroblcm. Scme schocls. have embarked cn
fund raising drives to cbtain the necessary supplies, But
this is an unsatisfactcry way of résolving the issue kecause
the ability of schools to raise funcs sucéessfﬁlly is a
raflection .of the relative wealth of.the communites in
which they are located. It is clear”that Ministries of
Education need to evelop some rationdl and systematlc
policies concerning how much the Minlstry can sucﬂly ﬂnﬂ
hoew parental and voluntgry contributions w111 be
integrated into the_system.
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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 standarcdizing the structure of the primary
system to ensure greater commcnalities. 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 could be given to the use cf a

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 hasic
ecducation for all children. The Froject constituted a major
step toward this goal. If the cooperating partners were to
follow up the implications of their efforts then the )
achievement of this coal should not he too far intc 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 separate instrument was developed for
each of the following groups: Chief Education Officers (CEOs), Project
Implementation Officers (PIOs), 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 1l 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 have:time to
ferret out why this was sno. One fact which 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.
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3. The summaries do not include a review of the responses
to some of the open-ended guestions. The suggestions
and comments, however, are incorporated into the body ——
of the Report.

4. As noted in the Report, aues;ionnaires were also developed
for the primary scheol

rincipals in Jamzica who had received

e~ e

raining from the University of the West Indies, Mona.
Questicnrnaires wera mailed te a sample c¢i 4C of the 72 trainees.
Unfortunatc ;uy ue to a serious postal strixe in the territory
the instrume were nct received in time Zcr most of the
principals to :;sp-nd z.cording tc the schedunlia cf the zZeasn o
visiting th= te:r;tory and writing the zepcrt. The 1¢& that
 were received were vary gcsitive about tiie guality of the
training they kacd received.

Before presenting the summaries of all responses, it is interesting

to note the Opxﬁ¢0ﬂs of Project participants as tc :the overall

effectiveness of 1e Dro;cc* cn 1mn:ov;*g crimary education in th
s

1

Degree of impact

Participant Very high High Medium Slight ©Ncne Nc opinion
CEOs 3 <

PIOs 1l 3

SMLs 2 21 2

Principals g8 24 2 2
Teachers 29 91 28 1 1

Totals 43 151 32 1 H 2

Summaries of all responses are included in Appendix A as follows:

A - 1 Chief Educaticnal NDfficers (7703}

A - 2 Procject Implerentaticn Oificers (2I0s)

A - 3 Subject Matter Leadars (SMLs) )
A - 4 Principals of Pilot Schools )

>
[}
w

Teachers of Project Classss
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CEO questionnaire page 2-A
Respenses to Questicn 12

Main prcblems encounterad in implementing the Project in your territory:

Delays in gett.mg shipment of curriculum materials

1.
2. Securing project funds in a timely fao‘-n.cn _ _
3. Language arts cumculum specialist did no\, Vlblt our texr itory often encuch
4, Absence of swbjeck matter leaders from their sc cheols when they had to
- visit schools or attend workshops o

Scheduling of territorial workshcops during schoel sessions

Local workshops put strain on schools during the szbsence of teachers (2)
High tumover of staff in pilot schsols '
. Restriction of visits by subject matter leaders

o 0 3 O W\

. Few meetings of the Project Irplementation Unit' , .
10. Organization of territorial workshcps to inwolve entire staffs for daily

sessions

Resnonses to Quéstia.n 17, cther caaments:

1. It is regrettable that the Project did not span the entire Drlmary school
curriculun

2. This was a good cocperative effort at the internaticnal J.evel and the
local level '

3. Brought school adm:i.nistrators, teachers and Ministry Officials closer
together at both the regicnal and naticnal levels i |

4. The disseminaticn phase is invaluable to the impact the Project will have

' qualitatively and quentitatively

5. This impact will be reduced if the promised rt‘aterlals and equlpment are -
not supplied too late

6. Visits by subject leaczer" should continue du“ng the dlasemmatlcn r:hase
and even after

7. Many of the gocd effects of the project cannot ke really measured objectively
as they relate to improved quality of perception and daily pexrfermarnce;
sone penefits will be felt later when these teachers and administrators
function in other capacities; our PIO is aL.eaay acting in a senior post
in the Ministry and it is proposed to put him in charge of the Curriculum
Section shortly.
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APPENDIX A - 1

CEOs

10. In general, what is your judgment about the quality of curriculum materials
preduced by the Project? - As a basis for your judament, compare their
quality with that of curriculum materials used before the Project began. .
Check the appropriate cells in the chart below. _

{2)

level of quality of curriculum materials

Curriculum —_ .
materials Very |High [Average| Below {Pcor |No opinion|. Not applicable
: : high : average ' ~ NOTE:
Svllabuses ! 3 3 9} Q 8_TERRITORIES
Teacher Manuals 2 2 3 Q 0 QPTEDR_FOR._
Instructional "THREE CUR-
aids 0 3 3 O O RICULUM ARFARS:
SOCIAL STUDIES . ONE, B.V.I. FOR
Syllabuses 3 Q 0 0O 0 ONLY TWO
Teacher Manuals 3 0 0 Q 9}
Instructional :
Aids 1 2 9] O 8]
Svllabuses 1 2 1 9) )
Teacher Manuals 1 2 1 0 Q
Instructional )
Aids 1 2 1 0 0O
5ATICS ¢
Syllabuses 2 2 2 0 o)
Teacher Manuals 3 2 1 ) o
Instructicnal
Aids 1 4 1 0 o]

. Frequently, in projects the magnitude of the five-year Primary Education Project,
If there have keen
such unplanned developments or ocutcares in your territory as a result of partici-
pating in the Project, please list them belcw.

there are unplanned, unexpected develorments and/or outcores.

INCORPORATED IN CHAPTER 1IV.

12. what are the main problems you have encomtered in implementing the Pro;ect in

your territory, and how were these problems resolved?

List below.

Main problems

SEE PAGE 2-A

*',

&
X,
id
‘;}.

= _more_-—

How they were resolved

éﬁ

M@ E@cﬁzma

X

o




13.

16.

i

Am .—-\!-n -\1 s * A il Lo
224‘- Fas oLl A A ~ T L (SIS, L

Please camrent on the extent to which Proiect cutcomes have had a cesitive efisch
cii the sature and contant of 1l+ axaminaticns in language arts, socizl studiag,
science and mathematics in your terribory: {Use cther side of page if nesded)

The team's report will include a sechicn cn iessons learned thrcuch the mulema
tation of the regicnal Primexry Tducation Projept with implicaticns for USAID,
UWI, and Ministries of Education. Flease list belcw what you consider to be the
main lessons lsarmed under the three catisgories noted. (If need use other sice]

Strategies for implementing the Proiect which:

a. worked well and which acull e wransferable o fukirs projects of a
similar nature

b. counld have workad well if certain conditions wers oprasent; staie the conditions

c. did not work well or simply 4id not worl; in this case, indicate why you
think they did not work :

S
Q
| S
Cne of the planned cutcares of the Procject was that each territory weowld develop
an.an-going capability for curriculum develcmment after the termiraticn of the 2
: _ ' <
Project. N
. Wnat specific stzps for the inmecdiate futurs has the Ministry of Zducazion S
talkan Lo ansure Dhat cosakillTt X
)
[HCORPORATED UNDER &
b. what leng-range plans ars being comsidersd or almeady uncerway wipich will
falp 0 ensure that casebhiliny?
’ T\"!"f-ll'—°r‘,|,'.- TTAT TN
DdT L UT iOHALIZATION
c. Even thovch thev are not y=t in the glanning stage, whalt 1deas are you
censidering to help ensure that cepability?

b v

CVERALL, how do you julge the decree of positive irpact which the five-vear
Proiject has had cn inproving priraxy o*uf':;;::_ in e 2ilot sch:x)lb of yeur
tarritory? Check cne. :

3very high - 43ich O rediam 2 Slight = Neone

—— ———

Mention any other comments which ycu believe would ke helpful to tne Evaluation

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COODPERATION -IN
QUESTIONNAIRE AND FCR MAILING IT
1, 1985, '

COMPLETI
- 1%

G THIS
TS DR, MRSS

ANARI BY APRIL

Y
<
p
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225.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR.TERRITORIALEEROJECT IMPLEMENTATION OFFICERS (PIOS{E

Project Implementation'Officers (PIOs) are requested by the External

- Evaluation Team to complete this questionnaire. Your completed guestionnaire

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. KARL MASSANARI, 4309 N.W. 39th Way, Gainesville, Florida, USA 32606.

It should be in his hands no later than April 1 , 1985.
report, responses will not be attributed to individuals.

~

In the final evaluation

Name

Territory

Date

Number of years you have served as PIO"for your territory -

If you have not served for the life of the Project, name
the person(s) who preceded you:

—e

1. Indicate the approximate percentagé ‘of time during the life of the Project

which you have devoted to the varlous resr‘onsn_blll

should total up to 900.

" a. planm.ng and conductmg tenltorlal/local workshops- _102

b. part1c1pat1ng in or serving as a resource person

in regional/territorial/local workshops ......s... 108
c. visiting pilot schools to provide help for

Project teachers and/or principals ............ Po. 334
d. collecting data and infommation for internal '
and external evaluation ......... - L.
e. preparing reports for Project Staff ......cccvveeenn 54
f. doing Project work for the Ministry of Education.... o7
g. doing non-Project work for the Ministxy of
Education ....cceeeveveecccnees cerececasesnnesanss 44.5
h. general admlm.stratlve dutles ........... cereens cese €7
i. travel ..covvnne... ceessas ceeranane reseersanenes ..... 48.5
jo othexy) . L. teens 14
4 k. (other) Ceieeean- 7
Total ..... ceees N0

ties rgted. .The fiqures
SFEeREs

Z
5

20

RSN

SN WL

What suggestlons do you have, if any, for reallccation of time which would
improve the effectiveness of a PIO's work in future projects?

MOST REPORTED THAT MORE TIME WAS NEEDED TO VISIT PILOT SCHOCLS.

" 2. How satisfied are you with the support you have received in the inplezrehtation

Range

35
50

i0
10
25

20
20
10

of the Project? By support, we mean the clarity and frequency of cammunications,
time to do your tasks, support staff, money, travel, availability of Project

-materials, staff for workshops, etc.

Please check the appropriate cells.

Support fram: Degree of satisfaction
Very Satisfied| Somewhat| Mostly | Completely
satisfied dissat-| dissatisfied
isfied

Ministry of Education 4 2 3

Project Central Staff 4 5

Your PI U 7 2

Pilot school principals 3 4 2

" Pllot school teachers 2 4 3




»
-

3. What are the main problems vou have encounterzsd in
was done to resolve them? (Use ctnn* side of pace

Main problems vhat was done to ressclve them

See PI0s (3)

4. Bs you know, the main vehicle for Project implementaticn was workshops.
<

a. In hew many worksheps have yvou parzicipated during the life of the Project?

Regicnal 39 Territcrial 123 Iccai 203 Total 22
b. In hew many workshcops have vou servexi 25 ryesource cerscon?
Regional 9 Territorial % focal 93 Total =l
c. How many workshops have ycucrganiéed or ccrducned?
Territorial Y7  ILocal 188 Total 263

5. In general, what is your judcment abcut how helpful these r.-mrksh’c;cs were
to participants? Check the appropriace cells.

Cegre= Of helpfuiness o participants
Type Very helpful{ Heipfull Scmewhat| Minimally | hct at all
. ’ - »
Regional 7 1 S 9 1
Territorial 8 0 0 ) I
Local 6 ~ 2 5 §) T

6. In relation to giving guidance and direction %o the irplementation of the Proiect
in ycur territery, hcw effective was the cerformance of your Proted 1 :
Cnit (PIU})? Pleass check cre.

. . ’ - . 1 . . - ¢ - .
very effective 2 Effective % Sarewhat L Minimally © Ineffective

—

Corments: . BEST AVAILABLE COPY

7. What is your judament about th cquality of curriculus natarials prod cad by the
Project? Base your judgment -crpar.wc: the qualiity of the new/ravised materials
with those used before the P::*,ect tecan. Chack tr.e aoeprcpriate cells.

Curriculum :aa..:ltv‘ L.,:. Surriculim rra: E— als produced by & e?rc;?ct
materials Very (High [Average | Eeiow | Pcor [Not applicable
fhiagh : av era-f= |

TANGUAGE ARTS ) . . 2 | o
Svllabuses - N ” c -
Teacher manuals 1 4 i 3 ] z R, N

___Instructicnal aids s 3 A 0

SCCIAL STUDIES - P A . ioA .
Svllakbuses > ¢ ~ ) N
Teacher manuals 5 C Q i g 0 4
Instructional alds 3 2 0 o) 3] 4

SCIENCE " i
Svllabuses L 2 0 0 0 >
Teacher manuals 2 2 0 0 0 ] 5
Instructional aids 2 2 ) 0 0 5

MATHEMATICS
Svllabuses 2 6 0 0 0 1
Teacher manuzls 4 4 Q 0 0 1
Instructicnal aids 1 2 1 0 0 1




227. APPENDIX A -2  PICs (3

Item 3: Main problems encountered

1. Financial: remittances slow (2)

2. Transportation in the rural areas of the territories

3. Delays in getting curricular materials

4. Inadéquate'office space

5. Getting teachers released for territorial workéhops (2}

6. Untrained téacher;,_especially preparation for class instruction
7. Teacher turnover (2) -

8. - Principals not acquainted with the mategials.

9. 'CEO'unwillingness té allow the subject matter iéaders to visit

'schools and to release teachers for workshops

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. - S
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Cne of the anticipated outcomss cf the Droject was that there would be inmprove-
ments in teacher performance. _
a. Amcng the Project class teachers in the pilot schools of your terxitory,
about how many have shown improvements in their performance? Check one.
__All  675-99% _3 50-74% 0 25-49% 0 1-248 0 Y None
b. Among those teachers who have shown inprovements, what was the extent of
inprovement cbserved. Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.
Area by Extent of improvement observed
subject field ‘ significant| consid-| same jminimal [ none not
' rable applicable
L Use of appropriate content 2 4 2 0 0 0
A Instructional metliods:
N appropriateness/variety 0 3 4 0 0 0
G Classroom testing 2 2 5 0 0 0
A Classroom management 2 3 4 0 0 0
R Self confidence 3 4 2 0 0 a
T Professiocnalism 1 4 3 1 0 0
S Imagmatlcn and creat:.v:.ty
in teaching 1 1 6 0 0 0
S Use of appropriate content rE 1 0 0 2
O Instructicnal methods: ‘
C aporopriateness/variety 3 2 0 0 0 4
S Classrocm testing k! ‘ 1 1 0 0 4
T Classroom management 2. 2 1 0 0 4
u Self confidence 4 1 0 0 0 4
D Professicnalism P p) 0 1 0 4
Imagination and creativity
in teaching 3 0 1 0 0 4
S Use of appropriate content 1 1 L 0 U )
C Instructicnal methods:
1 appropriateness/variety 2 1 1 0 0 5
E Classroom testing 3 1 0 0 5
N Classroom management 2 1 1 0 U 2
C Self confidence 4 Q 0 0 0 5
E Professicnalism 1 1 0 1 0 5
Imagination and creativity
in teaching 2 2 0 0 0 5
M Use of appropriate content 5 0 0 1
A Instructiocnal methods:
appropriateness/variety 5 2 1 0 0 1
T Classroom testing Iy 4 0 0 0 1
y Classroom management 5 6 0 0 0 1
Self confidence 4 4 Q .0 0 1
Professicnalism 2 4 2 0 0 L
Imagination and creativity
in teaching 0 5 3 0 0 1
CQMENTS: 69 62 40 3 0



9.

10.

11.

13,

229. APPENDIX A - 2 P10s

Has the Project Central Office disseminated curriculum materials to the

Project participants in your territory? Respond by answering the gquestions below:

a. Does each pilot school now have a ccpy of each syllabus? 9 Yes 0 No
b. Does each Project class teacher now have a copy of the

apprepriate syllabuses? 9 Yes 0 No
c. Does each Project class teacher now have a copy of the

appropriate teacher manuals? . ‘ 9ves OnNo
d. Does each Project class teacher now have a copy of

appropriate instructicnal aids? 6 Yes 3 No
COMMENTS :

(12, 5, 5, 5, 5, 8, 5, 5, 5, = 55) (57, 7, 25, 70, 25, 13, 56, 21, 27, = 301}

(5

As you know, another camponent of the Project was the training of school principals/

administrators. Approximately how many prlnc1pa.:.s/head teachers/admlm.strato s/

supervisors in your territory participated in such training workshops?

Fram Project pilot schools? 55 Fram non-Project schools? 301

In the context of improvements you have cbserved in the performance of the
principals of your pilot schools, how effective was this training? Check one.
_1 Very effective 5 Effective 3 Scmewhat O Minimally _° Not at all
To what extent has there been a desirable spread effect of Project outcomes
in your territory:
a. to non-Project classes in the pilot schcols? Check one.

_lsignificant 4 Considerable 4 Same  OLittle O None
b. to non-Project schools in your territory? Check one.

_O Significant _4 Considerable 3 Some _2Little 0 None

In your role as PIO for your territory, what non-Project responsibilities have
you been assigned, if any, and by whom?

To what extent have Project cutccmes had a positive effect on the content and
nature of the 11+ examinations in your territory? Check the appropriate cells.

Extent of the effect
Subjects Significant |ConsiderablelSome [ Little | None |Not applicable
Language Arts 0 2 4 1 0 2
Social Studies 0 1 4 0 0 3
Science 0 1 2 0 0 3
Mathematics 1 2 2 1 0 3

COMMENT on the nature of the effect(s):

- more -
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15.

[
M

i7.

i8.

- s i L e,
& . "~ H - v — -
ircther of the anticipated cutctmes of the Prodect was that there would be
inprovemenss in cupil gerformancs.  Ameng tng poplls 1o Froject classes in tha
cilct schools of your territory, in general, abcut how many have shoen im-
Droverents in their performancza? Check one.

) . .
All 3 75-993 6 BQ=T4% D 25-40% 2 1-242 Y Mone

[
P

what has been the extent of improvements in pupil performance which you have
cbserved? (heck the appropriats cells in the chart Zzio

=
tent of improvernnl ohssrved

CVETEOT G038 —
L

1

i

Area Signaticant] Cons jLittle (hNome fNo opinichn :

. § '

Pupil attitudes ; ‘ ! ; ,_

'C,OWBI?.\ school and 3 i 5 { a .J DG i s

learning : { i ! o
1 ; i

Pupil attendance i 3 - R S B 2

Pupil participation ? A L : o

N { - ; ; ) PN ! %

. 3 13 < t H .. : e :

in class work ! i : : i

LY - - . ‘ . { b3 f ~ * - ; .
Pupil self-confidence’ 4 i : - i - S

Pupil performance c¢n 9 1 = ; PR o 5 ! y |
classrocm tests { f o

! )
i ! { ! .
Pupil performance on } L P S . i
other tests 3 : P P 5 o =

[Other: .
Pupil enthusiasm i .
Verbal Carmmicaticn 1

oo e - oo ]

To what extent has the Project strengthened UWI to enakle that in ;
pand and extend its assistance to vour territory in imsvoving educaticnal
prograns? heck one.

0}

\ N S dala P S Y S AP = o e R .
IOTTNEY O W2 antlolil&cs|da Ouaomes OF PETN TSLITLTTIN OULG
an

P o DU U St TS e S g e T e T mem
B L CED che T2 LA

! s s i o — e A T WA

cf the Project. ~Pleass come

z T
o sTEes fcr the immediate future

$= b - Tod Ve
AT CAparloicl,.

- '\Qaﬁed‘-

AT A

INCOROCRATED IN CEA2TER 1Y

Cne of the secondary anticirzeted cutcomes of the Proiject was to develcp a corps of
educaticn leaders in each territory who could serve as rescurse rersens or consult-
ants in future workshcoe, or as consultants o scheols/teachers. Plesase list

on a separate sheet, and atiach to the guesticnnairz, the names, positicns,
schoels, and addresses of head teachers, tsachars, sucervisors, principals,

» hiadke v g 3= Dt

and others who ycu beliesve might be included in that corps of educational leaders.
The final report will include a carpesite of the perscrs named by territarv.
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19. The team's report will include a section on lessons learned through the implementa-

" tion of the Project, together with implications for Ministries of Education, UWI,
and USAID. On the back of this page, please list what ycu consider to be the main
lessons learned under the following three categories:  STRATEGIES USED IN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT WHICH -- (a) worked well and which would be trans-
ferable to future projects of a similar nature; (b) could have worxed well if certa
conditions were present; state the conditions; (c) did not work well
not work; indicate why you think they did not work. IMNCORPORATED IN. CPmE)TEP VI

20, OVERALL, how do you judge the degree of impact which the five-year Project has had
on improving primary education in the pilot schools of your territory?
Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.

Degres of impact on primary educaticn in the

Area ~pilot scheols of your territory

Very | High | Medium | Slight| None |No
high opinion

a. Us:.ng a curriculum process 3 6 o) 0 0

which involved teachers
b. The curriculum products 2 6 1 0 ¢
c. “Caribbeanizaticn" of
the curriculum 5 4 0 0 0

d. Inservice training of teachers 3 5 0 0 0

e. Upgrading teacher performance 2 4 3 0 0 a

f£. Upgrading principal performance 1 4 4 0 0

g. Developing professionalism
among educaters 1 4 3 1 0

h. Raising levels of awareness in
your Ministry of Education re-
garding its responsibilities

for curriculum development and . 0 7 2 0 0
teacher training
i. Upgrading pupil performance 0 3 1 0 0
j. Other: Pupil interest 1 C 9] 0 0
OVERALL RATING CF PROJECT IMPACT 1 8 0 0 0 0

2l. Please add other caments which you think wculé te helpful to the team in
camprehending and evaluating the total Project and its implementation.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS CUESTIONNAIRE AND MAILING
IT TO DR. MASSANART BY APRIL_1, 1985
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— QUESTICNNAIRE FOR T;RRILORIAL%S'&JECT MATTER LEASERSj
Subject Marcer Leadars ars Ijusstgc 9y Tug Svoluaflon Team £ complete thils
form prior to the arrival of the team, May 1%¢5. Tie compieted form should
te handed to the PIQ of vour terrizory, »jao0 wiil tvansmit it to the visitlnhg
team member. The form should be cemnleted ns later chan May 15, 1985. In the —
ot be artriluced to Individuals. ’

final evaluation report, responses wil. n

i 2T A "éa :
Territory jzct Ax :
Date Yous profizssional wosition

| ;

L

A DR - T8 o L ey IS L :
I053=2CT G Ry LSO SnORS ST L Al

1. workshops. During the iiie of w.e
the Primary Zduczticn Projsct hewa ou garticitaced in, served as rescurce perscn
for, or planned/condocted?  ITntar & in esch c2ll in o
chart below; pleass elminats dusliice

e

= L)
= vy <~ v ~, e ]
TIner 2T SAOh =23 »OL.E: -

particirated i
Type *i.n-

Regicnal 5 5 ' :
Territorial | B
| ' |

. Total

2. Considering all of the Projecth worksh in 1. what in yeur cpinicn

; .3 Ticgm™ -
. - Y 7 oy Tl = R R R s
was their overall gualicy? Corgara

I3 - - s
or meetings on hasme attondel.

PR, - - PO O -
JINBX AN -PIosect wWeIkEhCTSs
;

BEST AVAILABLE COFY

.~-.,u_.-._a-\_,0 L —
hi 2 - T - . - . [ ~ .
lovery hich  17high 7 averacs ¢ opoor
p— ———r— . ————— - m— ™
< < x = ' = - - o - e - . et PR S, . e -
3. During the life of the Profact. zkeut no many is Lia o yeu rake to o
-+

five pilet schools in vour territcry™  Jwod ova.

2 - TA N . iy -~ A -
0 nore T 1 to 9 210 tn 19 D20 g I 230 v0 39 13 40 cor mors

4. Eow effective was the perfommance of che Trelscm Izmlsmentaticon Cfficer (PIC)
of your territory? Chsck one.
28 very effactive oominiial
i2effective _ Gttt
lsamewhat effective

9
H,
f

tha dralect'z Subject Hatter Specialist

|
[}

5. How effective was the performance 3 Ihiel
in your subject-ar=a? Check cre. - - — - — — | DESPONSES
] - . e s
very effective W minimally effective ’ For ali four subject

T effective T Thot at all areas, the respcnses

scmewhat effective were either VE or Z=.

6. To what exctent has there been a sprzad effect of Project outccmes in your
territory and in your subject area: )

a. to non-Project classes in f:ilot schools? (Check cre.

6 significant amcunt > small amcunt

16 considerable amcunt nene ]

~——

- - -y . >
4/ moderate amount 1 no cpinion
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6. continued

.

b. to non-Project schools in your territory? Check one.

3 significant amount 8 amall amount
6 considerable amount none
19 mederate amount 2no cpinion —

7. In relation to the cualiiy of the curriculum materials used in the primary schools
of your territory before the Project began, how do you judge the quality of
curriculum materials produced by the Project in your subiject area? Check the
appropriate cells tel SUBJECT ARFA:

. Rk . B .
Curriculum Very High Average Below Poor
materials High Avsrags

Syllabuses SEE - QUESTICN 0. 7
Teachers i

; J PAG 2~B H
manuals X PRCE i

7 ]

Instructicnal | % :;
aids ; ) i ! :

8. To what extent have Project outcomes had a positive impact on the content and

nature of the 11+ examinations in your subject area in your territory? Checl cne.

3 significant 3 considerable 13 moderate 2 small . 1 none
9. What were the major prcblems you encountersd in your position as Subject Matter
Ieader in your territory and what was dene to resclive them? IList below.
(Use other side of sheetr if neaeded)
Major Problems What was done to resolve them

Transfer of teachers.
Inadequate time for visits.
Unavailability of materials.
Early: reluctance of teachsrs
tc use materials
Travel problews to schools

W W N

[P

]

10. The team's report will irnclude a section on lsssons 1

©

arned through the imple-
mentation of the Project, together with implications for UWE, USAID, and the
Ministries of Fducation. Please list what you consider #o ke the main lessons
learned under the three catecories notad.

D n

{

a. Strategies ussd in implementing the Project which worked well and which would
be transferable to future projects of a similar nature:

Reported elsewhere in separate chapter VI.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY

- -



VRINIIX A -3 Sis (3
234.
SMLs guestionnaire Mumzer cf Subiect Matter Leaders reporTin
Itam Ne. 7 page 2-3
Beliow
Very high Eigh Average Average Pocr
LANGUAGE ARTS svllabuses 3 7 4 o S
teachers manuals 4 3 i b 3
instructional aids 2 z 4 i
MATH syllabuses 1L 2 2 g p
taachers manuals 12 3 3
instructional aids 3 3 2 z 2
SCIENCE zyllabuses i 3 : 2 2
t2achars manuals 3 3 L 2 2
instructicrnal aids 2 2 2 0 c
SOCIAL STUDIES syllabuses 5 1 I ¢ 2
te=achers manuals 5 2 D 0 g
iastructional 2ids 4 3 2 2 o

BESTAVAKABLECOFY

——
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b. Strategies used which cculd have worked well if certain conditions had been
present; please state the conditions also.

SEE CHAPTER VI

C. Strategies used which did not work 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 improving primary education in the pilot
schools of your territory? Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.

Degree of impact on improving primary education

A in the pilot schools of your territory
Very | High | Medium | Slight | None | No
High Opinion

a. Using a curriculum
development process 15 22 3
involving teachers

b. The curriculum

c. "Caribbeanization" 5
of the curriculum 14 14 8
d. Inservice training
of teachers 10 15 1
e. Upgrading teachers' 5 30 3
performance :
f. L ] 1 1 ‘
‘pgrz.amg cznnc:.pals 3 19 10 3 2
g. Developing profession- iy ' . 1 1
alism among educators 2
h. Raising levels cof .

awareness among the
Ministry of Education
 regarding its responsi- 4 21 10 1 1
bilities for curriculum
developrent and
teacher training
1. Upgrading the perform-
ance of pupils

j. OVERALL RATING CF 2 21 2
PRQJECT IMPACT

12. On the back of this page, please list any recamrendations or suggestions you
have for your territory which you believe would ensure that the positive
impact of the Project continues after its termination. List any other
caments you. care o make.

REPORTED ELSEWHERE IN REPORT CHAPTER VIII

THANK YOU FOR TAKING TIME TO CCMPLETE THIS FORM '
AND GIVING IT TO YOUR P I O NO IATER THAN ... MAY 15. 1985



USALD/UNI Pr_asry Education froi2c:=

AL D
Primcipals of 2roiecrt pilet am ote
complete this form prior =o Tzam T memser
will visit 3 of the 5 pils: hocls in mach farTitor ail rprincipals

2
ars requestec to complete thi cemrletes £o t be hand t
the PIO of yocur territory :

Texrritory

Number of pupils TowloLaler of teacdhers Lnovouy schoel !

JES ., < AUl Ta T Jeh Lty O

Nunber of teachers during the entirs Proiecc who fave taught Project classes

.

{PAls guestionnaire is

rymy MR g~ 3 v -~
L. During the life of the Primary Educaticn P
any admanistrators training workshops oI (x

IZ you answerad "Yes", continue [O 42,
If you answersd "NoY, skip to item §5.
' Worksheps Princinals

2. How many such werkshops or meetings did you attend? T 1-5 28
4

-~ 19
- - . ’ - . . - 3 . ' " o hndi 4 - . ...
3. vhat topics wers inciuvded in the administreticn workshops, now eifectively were

they treated, and how relevant werzs they o vour work? Coiplete the chart belcw.

-

-
! :
1 DL JU. PR, I LS i b ™ messyrarvoy y
: ! incivded: TElackl Talaverca:
: 2 Ay T .1 2
Neiha MWes' Use coas
:
. 138 71 \ = vty wnal ey
e d s "Ne } 5 = very r2levant
;uplc H . -~
! 4 = e sy
.

1
ooy
L0

t
! .
f
}
b

(el SR
1

]

POV ) DURUD NS S Y

a. Scheol management:

i \
) TN T { sen ——r A e
Y. Uoran relations i VATJORITY TF ALD ; VRSCRITY T 2l
c. Decisicn making | PESPCNSEIE SATED | SESPONDENTS
' )
: .
éd. Scpervision o \ vz o ‘
e

TETOOTTIT AT
i LOO) NS e e e

leadership .

H

i

1

. Instruchiconat i
i

i)

£. School finance : SrEoT
g. Camunication
h. Curriculum
davelopment ! oF TTEM T
i. Staff inservice !
training

-— - -
T I =
[ Py 3 B

5

i
i
4
s
[
£
i
3-4
:

-
e

-
3

.

s

j. Commnity-parent
relaticnships

k. Evalvation ‘ -

U SIS Sy

1. Time management 1

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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~» How much attention in the administraticn workshops was given to the curriculum
development and teacher training aspects of the Primary Education Project?
Check cne.

Very much 14 Much 10 Scme

——

3 Little

Give scwe examples, if applicable:

None

——

5. How helpful was this involverent of curriculum development and teacher training

aspects of the Project in the fraining workshops to you in your role in
managing and supporting Prodect classes and teachers?

_9Very helpful

Give same examples, if applicable:

6. wWhat instructional techniques were used in the workshops
how effective were they? Comlete the chart below.

Chezk 6ne. ,
_lopelpful 2 Scmewhat 0 Of little help 0 None 3 N.A,

e

on administration and

® Used: Effectiveness: 3
a l i onal write "Yes" Use code i
N Insw 1 £ or "No" 5 = very effective
N = que 4 = effective
= 3 = scamewhat effective
2 2 = minimally effective
i~ 1 = ineffective
(] -
Q |.&. Leccures ' ) Yes £=5s; 17-ds;  5=3s;
< {_b. Small group discussicns " 15-8g:  13-dss:  1~3 3
c. Case studies ; 2-5s:  10=45;  5-3m; 2-2s; 1-1;
d. Handguts . ': 6-35:  15-4s: 3=3s; 1-2
e, Readin gnmen ' -3 3 104y -3s;
£. Group Erisoﬁenenttsm v S ? = .
selection of topics 5-5s; 7-ds;  5=3s; 1-1;
g. Grouwp involvement in
SOlutiOn Of ider‘ltified " = __5;- Ml B Ag e
preblems CTOSr ST wE
h. Follow up consultation .,
"is’}tstantg provide ca~sice | 2-5s;  S-4s; 7-3s; 3-2s;  1-1
assis e .
1. Other:

7. How much attention in the administration workshops was given to what you believe

are the real tasks and problems of the principal?

__Verymuch _ Much Same

Little

Check cne.
None

a. Give same examples of tasks/problems which were included:

b. Give examples of tasks/prcblems you believe are important but which were
not included in the workshop(s): -

Sumary shown indicatss nudber ¢

each rlxting

PRERRNE

£ persone o
) s,
IV RIS Tty v e

=61

.0y, 6-5s5

.
’
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232 A -w F3 T
- .
i K 3 ¥ oy Poen 9 delambe 7 ermatpe e e veem RS = 3 o ,.,-,,, .‘,.,__‘
3, CQuerall, how much do vou kEelievs that yoor z2viiomanse &8 a 0ol princi rN...L .
: p - Tim il Gemam §om Lo wermeema d armaed 3 Tmmdmeris LTk it il o
hzz improved as a rasult of fraising rscelivad im che Troject workshops? neck
—~ - : EaY
S ¢ R 3 3 - o R PRI Sy ATy
2 yary mich 40 suen : Buore Litila Yene
i b _ _

9. Cne of the anticigated cutTwmes oi the w:c*rsc* was the develcrwent and productic

gt b s -
of rew or revised curriculum materials In four suhizct arsas. -Wﬁat is rcur
judement about tha cualiry of thass mabsrials oopared £o curziculum Taterial:z

used before the beginning of cha Projecn? heck wha arprepriata cells in the chart.

o %
Curricu { 3 Lo/ o8 SUrTICuluan taterlials !
} ; - < o . gy :
macariala by o Ve, A ~werzge, Selcw | Pecr | Yot appLlcaocie |
~ A < ‘ : i R o ; '
| subjact area boonlshd ) avarage| j
1 . " R o g o o i - R e
§ i N : : :
LANFAGE ARTS L 13 > ¥ i .
{ 2 - S > H ! 4
Svllabuses ; i e { .
Teacher manuals | 5 1 ie i3 I ; ) ; ;
: 7 13 ; Mt
nstiuctional aids ¢ [ e . : - i :
H 6 H L3 § 4 + : ;
: : = : - . < : - :
; i i :
SCCIAL STUDIES: boas - - ; . {
Syllabuses S ) - S i 5 -
= t = - . B T~ i =T
Teacher manuals L 1D 5 C h ; P : —
Instmucticnal aids ¢ g 5 L L i 2 :
. . B K .
SCIENCE: S s | ; :
Sl < &y - ' J ! 0 1 ?
Syilabuses i i , : -
- N T o 1 - : ! 3 - :
Teacher manuals Z_ 3 is L 2 & ; . i
Instructicnal aids 3 4tz PO 3 5 ;
i — ; -~ : 1
i t i : '
MATEEMATICS ! ; ! i
- : - - » < . - :
Svllabusas Ll Lo 3 2 ;
' 3 . ~
i '3 H Lo i J i 0 : a !
s g == = ' N i
R 5 4 R o i o
10. Ecw muech has been o OV SCho. sasuloaans from teachns ool
3 iro racasysd st
g received st

3 Bl v . B . - -
ment 1n Ene Suryicula JSVE.ACImanT DILISRID ana
-

riz
ol | BPRapan s vy g
Proiect worksheps? Chesit cne.

14 Very much 18 »uch w3

1ll. In your judgment, what was the oo
workspops? Check one.

-~ - Y TPy vy ey v et A Ny B B B
(Sl BEEICL L0 Rpis:] e bk 1t 3G 2XTYVLICE IO -...'..._;EC‘C

~ T - . 3 - e - R et T g mp—— bod
10 Very high 18 High T lverags 2 Zelilw averzge Q Foor
— - - g B ) - ———
12. Another anticipated cutceoma oF kthe Protect was NSE ol OXUTEST
class "'==""-=W'= would re improved. During the , what has besn
: . - . Yo sa (Y 5 - Eg4 T -~
the degres of improvement oy have cbserved in <he ceri anca of proiect class
4 - 1. T - PO B < ~1% . < - Y/
teachers in vour scheel? ieck #he agproprizte cslls in e chart.

e

. = e C 1 rament
Subject area ZEGTes OF ISrovensnc

) .
Sicr.ficant|Considerabia | Same MANITAL [Nons Not apolicable
Teaching lancuage arts B 13 :

Teaching sccial studies

e
118

Teaching science

[

(%

.
CHEOTO] +—

[ § o

Teaching mathematics

.58
L8 e
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To what extent has there been a spread effect of Project outcames in
a. to non-Project classes in your school? Check one. '

_2 significant amount =~ = _ 4s=mall amount- o —
17 77 considerable amount Onone : A :
10 moderate amount

b. to non-Project schools in your t.rntory” Check one. -

_2 significant amount 4small amount
—7 considerable amount " Tnone
~ 7 moderate amount __8ro opinioen

The team's report will include a section on lessons learned tlmugh the mplemen«
tation of the Project, togetber with implications for Ministries of Education,
UWI, and USAID. Pleazse 1ist Lelow what you ccasider to be the main lessons learnsd
under the three categories ncted. Use back of page if needed. =

Stra@ies used in implementing the Project which

a. worked well and which would ke transferable to future pro:;ects of a s:um.lar
nature: .
| REPORTED IN (I{APTEP VI,

b. could have worked well if certa:x.n conditions were present state the conditions:

c. did not work Well or sinply did not work; indicate why you thin.kri':hey did not work:

From your cbservations and in your judgment, to what extent has the Project had:
a positive effect cn pupil attendance in Project classes when capared to pupil
attendance in non~-Project classes? Check cne.

_J_slgnlflcant effect 7 soe effect 10 no effect
_3 considerable effect  Jminimal effect - 3o oplmon

List any unplanned developments or outcomes Whlch emerged during the llfe of
the Project:
REPORTED IN CHAPTER IV.

Below and on the back of this page, please list any reccnmendations or suggestions
you have for your territory which you believe would ensure that the positive -
impact of the Project continues after its termination. Iist any other camments

INCORPORATED CHAP'I‘ER V.
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5. OVERALL, how do vet judge the degrsz of positive impact which the five-year
Primary Education Project has nad cn J_‘T'”‘O" inc ::r::::x‘:*' gducacicen in your
pilet solool? Check the approgriats ce.LL-. in the chart celcw.

' Tegree of Impact on Improving primary education
Area ! in vour m.lot schcol
' Py Mign ihedsur [Slight] Nene (N cpinicn o
hich | '
; . . . ! : 1
a. Using a curricu_um o - ¢
_develcpment process 17 w3 P2 1 2
1nv°lv~ng rox .-.1.‘:.":: o Az t - ; H
' i
b. The curriculum i g 3 o oo 4
products L ! ; i !
H . 3 H ]
: H . . :
c. "Carikpeanizaticn” : i - i 2 4 ;
of the curricul . i : !
d. Inservice training. - ~3 i ap R 3
of teachers i !
.@. Ucgrading teachers’ : - 35 R, . ; 2
. performance ; ' ' : ' ‘
f : . : : ¥
: -a 33 i inal ;':‘ ‘ - i -~ : - : ! e ;
L. Upgrading principal’'s | - 22 o2 b o 3
cerformance ¢ P J i i :
! ' i K i i
g. Developing prctewu : a 1o g8 1 ! 0 i 4
alism among eauca*:ors ; ! ! ' :
- - ! ! ! : : i
h. Raising levels o= ¢ ; ) ; i
] ! i ;
awareness among e : : ! ;
Ministry of “--~~a.n-m . : ;
regarding its senoonm : ; !

- pilities for zux i ; o : i

develomment and _ R Co8 6 ?

| teacher traininc ; : : i f

: - ; ;

jA. Lpgracing the gerior— o h . . i

! ance of zupils ; E L o8l 2 !

— ; {

.19, CVERALL PATTNG CF : ' . -

' PROJECT IMPACT 3 % T & 2 ;
" i ) [}

THANKYCU FCR T

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

ARING TIME TO CCMPLETE THIS QUESTICNNAIRE

G iwiher chan May 1S, 1985

[ VUSRI, SPUP——
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT PILOT SCHOOL

1Teacheré of Project classes in pilot schools are requested by the Evaluation Team

to complete this questionnaire prior to the arrival of the team, May 1985.

T E A

CHER 54

- Ts

A team

(1!

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 handed to the PIO of your territory who will transmit it to the visiting team :

member.

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.

Naree

|
!
{
I

Territory

School

"wmb=r of years you taught Project classes

st

———

Subject(s)

Age levels

———

1. Have you used and are you now using new or revised syllabuses in your Progect classes?
Check the appropriate cells in the chart below.

Subject . Yes No
e —

Language Arts _ 182 13

Social Studies 113 22

Science b 100 11

" [Mathematics 149 14

If you checked "No" in any cell (s), please explain why:

2

do »

How helpful are the new or revised syllabuses which you have used’ Check the
appropriate cells in the chart.

Subject Very |Helpful |Of some | Of little|Not at Not _
| helpful hel hel all applicable |
—_— e L P | 08D | a3 ’ _
lanquage Arts 36 83 34 5 2
Social Studies 81 39 2 1 1
Science 54 43 10 1 2
Mathematics 53 64 -8 1 1
CQMENTS :
3. x you now have a copy of:’
a. the new/revised syllabus for each subject you teach? ~ 143 Yes 58 No

b. the teacher manual which accampanies each syllabus?
- How helpful are the teacher manuals? Check the approi)riate cells in the chart,

4

’
4

89 Yes 168 No -

i Subject- Very |[Helpful |Of some |Of little| Not at Not

| - . helpful - help help all lapplicable
language Arts | 80 37 42 3 0

Social Studies| 78 9 3 0 0

Science 61 19 10 2 0

Mathematics 84 43 15 0 0

BEST AVAILABLE COFY
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3. dow many pupil learning/instructional aids for your Project classes have you helped
~ uevalop, or developed on your cwn, during the life of the Project? Indicate

. auaEar in the chart below.

it Subdect - : Number which vou have Mot applicable
L—_- helped to develop cevel Cn_your own (N.A.)
i__Zanquage Arts 54 -~ 68 ,
Social Studies 42 ) 48 ' ,'
’ Sc.ence 34 34
_ 3 ematics 38 60 5
| frer: ] ' |

5z

k.

-~
't
-~

<
.

29
7t

7ery helpful - 53 Helpful

_74uelpful

_3 Scmewhat

11 semewhat

fov helpful for pupil learning are these instructicnal aids? Check ore.

_ 1 Minimally

Not at all

r halpful for pmv:.dmg instructicn are these aids? Check cone.
Qery helpful

0 not at all

‘+ Incucate the extent to which your knowledge of subject matter has increased, if
ary, as a result of pa.rt-_icipating_ in the Project. Check the apprcpriate cells.

! 3 EXtent of irproverent :
i Area ISign_i ficant Considerablef __s-are Minimal [ None
-wrriculom develop- 42 83 | s | ¢ 8
Jang . :

Jsing new and

o each [ gy 97 57 | 1 1
Devising better tests 48 95 64 7 - 2
Classrcom managemt‘ 20 77 71 23 7
Cther: ' B ‘

B e

b Extent of increase i _
| ! Subject Significant| Consziderable|Scme Minial y =l
. _tanquage Arts| g 94 | 76 | 16 15
| Social Stucies 55 55 | 23 2 I 5

L gvience | 30 81 32| 4 s
' f_?-fa:he:ratics ) 43 77 33 15 7

I SN

- Lo
Y .
PR SN
SEUSTAaC

To what extent has your participation in the Prc
prricrmance in the areas noted in the chart bel

ctors were most influential in helping you to
matter? Please list.

CW?

increase. your kncwledge of

ject helped you to -improve your
Check the apprepriate cells,

=, b
Ao AV .

o
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-'\ﬂte which teaching methodolog:.es you have used and how often before and after

cipating in the Primary Education Project. Check the appropriate cells.

Methods used before Methods used after
| rothods participating in participating in —
! the Proiject the Project _ :
: __|Frequentlyy Cccasionall Frequently Q_c__cisionally
o eyt |16 88 - 58 127
_ 79 125 /145 49
le, Trojest work 26 120 75 71
k LAmes 68 120 102 91
.2, iscession 159 53 158 25
——- Slay 43 127 90 89
g, rield trips 17 160 35 134
h. ILaboratory work 12 63 43 34
® (i. Oral reports 66 94 111 60
8 4. problem solving 110 69 119 39
§ !k. Charts and maps. 100 83 151 39
S 1. Other AV aids n 70 85 10
E ‘im. Pupil worksheets 43 102 150 42
O . memiatl
3 ?Eeafw}i—léyagdr:pamd 55 98 104 56
jo. Debates 7 68 26 62
'p. Commnity resource| 7 125 43 116
I___pecpie .
f;___mm:
!‘r. "CTHER:
COMENTS :
L. T'or your subject area § Indicate: ;. 1list the types of tests/test items

which vou now use in your Project classes, and vhich you did not use before partici-

pating in the, Project: .

OMTTTED BY MOST RESPONDENTS

1. For the life of the Project, in how many workshops did you participate, and for how
wanydldyouserveasaresourceperson? Writethenmnbersmﬂ'xechart
eliminate’ dupllcatnon in- report:x.ng numbers .

Nmbermwhlchyou

Type S - Participated| Served as resource person| Total
Regional ' - :

Territorial RESPONGSES

Tocal T WERE NOT USEFUL. MANY DID

NOT ELIMINATE THE DUPLICATICNS.

i

Please
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-, ~- wnac extent are you now a BETTSR TEACHER as a result of participating in the -
0 ozl Check one.

- : 14 A little De-*
i+ icrificantly better 80 Considerably better 93 scmewhat better

2 No bettar

-+21 weze the major problems/constraints you encountered in participating in iim
~roject?  State how these were resolved. (Use other side of page if needed)

Znlionwe in the chart below the extent cf improvements in pupil performerce in o
rodact clagses. Answer in relation to pupils you have had in non-Project clze-=

AJOD 318V IVAY 1S38

i in terms of all pupils vou have had in Project classes. Check aporcorizte o
Zxtent of inprovement ccserved P
Significant; Consideranie| Shidiininal) None T
: Ztzendarce 46 54 38 16 29
i Punctuality 38 60 35 17 13
. Zartiofmation In - :
iass worl >7 i 35 > -
! Seif-confidence . 26 R ) 5 12
j Cempleting 30 . 70 81 3 4
| assigrments i _ ¢
;-C‘:—::at:;.vity 27 78 KR 8 g
E Classroom behavior 20 : 52 60 | 10 11
! Woriang cocperatively . ‘ TR 1
P i oroup activity 56 i 33 R
P Jumirtv of writte Come !
‘a._sig}xr:r‘;tsr - 17 83 T
| Froilem selving 23 79 Pogd 1L v
j TRIOXINg Drocess 20 i Bl EEE R
stivaticn 57 c3 L2 & <

1
! Fesults on classroom 7
; tasts : :
' Fasults cn other tests ]
| or sxaminations
!.‘ ttitucdes toward
i
!
{
i
{

()
Pt
=
N O
~] ()
Oy [}
[YS I N
I
- W

school and
learning
it of class -
sahavior 10 _ 38 84 17 10 -

W
N
1
N
)]
N
§~4
o
b

——caanan
-

~7. Cn 2 separate sheet of papei:, describe briefly a sample of interesting/exciting
anacdotas apbcut pupil learning and performance which reflect the positive ocutcomes
3f ne Project in your school. These outcames may result from your teaching and/or

=,

from using new curriculum materials. Attach the sheet to the questiommaire.

- one more page -
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4. CVERBIL, hr:w do you judge the degree of impact which the five-year Primary Educatior
> ~jz;n has had on improving primary education in your pilot school? Check the
— Jromriate cells in the chart below.

; ' o ‘Degree of impact cn primary education in
' . pvea 7 _ vour pilot school
ﬁ _ Very | High | Medium| Slight| None |No opinion
ain .,_v__..._.;.____.__.______..__._.h_iﬁ — pa——
‘w. Ufing a curriculum .
cevaliocpment process 3 )
__which involved teachers 3 | 102 ¥
s, tie curriculum products 28 | 93 47 3 0
1., PTzvitbeanization” — 5 1
__ = che curriculum 56 h >
{i. Inservice training of 3 | 77 44 3 0
; trachers , o
i
w ie. Tporading the perfomance 3 0
o of teachers 35 | 102 »
= .
é £. u:—;_:imng the performance o1 56 45 12 2
X | _of principals - :
BT
> g, Doveloping professicnalism 1 8 4
E ' __arong educators D 72 3
3 ' ®a.sing levels of aware-
% . nes5s in the Ministry of
= . ducation regarding its
~ rasponsibility for cur- : :
[ ra.r*ulum develocpment and 26 66 34 13 1
i teacher tra:m.mg ] ,
ii. L:c;radmg/mprovmg the : 3 0
i rmerformance of pupils’ 46 | 104 37 ' i
!_A'- r: xag-
<. CUTWALL RATING OF TMPACT . | 29 94| 28 1 o
i—.’...:.:' ‘mmjé_—%—_—ﬁ
2707

Flease add any other comments which you think would be helpful to the Evaluation

-

Txam in canprehending and evaluating the total Project and its implementaticn.
{Use othar side of page, if needed)

FEW COMMENTS. THOSE MADE ARE TNCORPORATED ELSEVHERE
IN THE REPORT. |

THANK YOU FOR.YOUR CCOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE BY MAY 15



CCoraeAdone: T WY

: i3 . - i
'I'UP [CS s b ¢ as
TEACHERS- MﬂlERlan FacES T o T
CORE CURRICULLM 7-8+ ° 12 468 . 44 452 312 612 312 262 444 322 300
T/L EXPERIENCES 7-8+ BB 3432 3206 3168 2288 4408 2200 1848 3256 2723 2200
CORE CURRICULUM 8-9+ 15 1 565 555 2 B40 390 766 390 3156 ES5 €5 %76
TsL EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 90 : 3510 3330 3240 2340 4590 2340 1650 5330 2750 2250
READING SYLLABUS 41 3 1893 1517 1475 1066 2091 1066 861 16517 1271 1025
COLUMN TOTHLS 5 9594 916z B856 6395 12546 6396 5166 9102 7626 6150
STENCILS 246 3 2
OVERALL TOTAL (L{NGUAGE ARTS) PAGES o 80954
: . STEHCILS ' 246

HURRUSRAUNEUREERNNRI SARRRRTR BN URR R dARBRRRBUY ‘lﬁﬂﬂﬂl“ﬂiH“HIN“*IN“*“I“““L‘H!“Mﬁ{‘ B WA daant RNt nn

HATERIALS kaDULLD 1981 (SGCIAL. STUDIES)

Zzmmz B = ¢,

COUNTRY nGun GhGS BlLZE BVI DMCA NRHT STiH STLY SIVE HISC
: o TCHRS-)> 3 19 ) 61 26 . YA 3 | 25
'TcPlcs PUPLLS~) 202 267 122 161 ' 292 25

TEACHERS® MATERIA lLS PRGES

CCRE CURRICULUN ?-C+ 24 1176 146t 621 1328 Lot 600

T/L ERXPERIENCES 7-ut 93 3 455¢ 85373 2418 324 3313 2328

TrL EXRPERIENCES 8-9+ 199 3 9?51 . . 12139 G174 35‘53 Hl‘"‘? -IQ?S

colLuid TOTALS N I A0 b'l . 19276 3216 i 95 2 l 2'356 ?900
STENCILS : '

OVERALL TOTGL (_;Gl,,--u‘ ScbDIE.J) :
: STERC L4 . .
HERE AR @l S U R UL W0 L SO S hrd W A H S w3 h e L T AR LA At A AR L Dkl n s 2N TR A A RNG R IR RE R R RS

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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MATERIALS PRODUCED 1IN 1981 (MATHENMATICS)

Ly?

COUNTRY AGUA BGJS BL2E  BVI OMCA MRAT STKN STLU  STYE  MISC
TCHRS—> = 39 37 36 26 51 26 21 41 25
TOPICS PUPLS—> : 202 402 357 222 267 122 237 292 25
TEACHERS® MATERIALS PRGES
CORE CURRICULUM 7-8+ 6 : 234 =222 216 156 306 156 126 246 150
T/L. EXPERIENCES 7-B+ 5% : 2067 1961 1908 1378 2703 1378 1113 2173 1325
CORE CURRICULUM 8-9+ 6 = 234 222 216 156 306 156 126 246 150
T/L EXPERIENCES 8-9t 78 : 3042 28685 2608 2028 3978 2028 1638 3128 1950
" suBTOTALS : 5577 5291 5148 3718 7295 3718 3003 85863 3575
STENCILS 143 =
PUPILS® MATERIALS
v o+« HORKSHEETS 7-8¢ % : 9154 14926 12682 8432 10812 5032 @772 11322 e50
COUNTING ODD/EVEN NOS 11 : 2651 4629 4103 2720 3498 1628 2038 3E63 275
EXP NOTRTION & :

PLACE VRLUE 9 : 2163 3951 3357 2252 2862 1332 2322 2097 225
GRAPHS & : 1205 2195 1865 1240 1590 - 740 1290 1665 125
MONEY 1§ : 3615 6565 6595 3720 4770 2220 3870 49385 375
SHAPES 8 : 1928 3512 298+ 1994 2544 1184 2064 2664 200
TESTS ON COUNTING 11 : D651 <809 4105 2728 3498 1628 2038 =653 275
TINE 10 : 2410 4350 5730 2480 3180 1480 2580 5350 250
v+ ..WORKSHEETS B-9+ : :
FRACT 1GNS 18 : 4338 Pou2 6714 4464 5724 2661 1644 5994 450
GRAPHS 20 :. 4820 0780 7460 4960 6360 2960 5160 G650 500
MONEY 10 : 2410 4350 3730 2480 3180 1480 2580 %330 250
OPERAT 10NS 28 : 6748 12292 10444 6944 0904 4144 7224 3324 700
SETS - 10 : 2410 43S0 3PE0 2480 3180 1480 2530 3330 250
TIME 28 : 6748 12292 10444 6944 8904 4144 7224 5324 700

SUBTOTALS : 52237 9526% 80941 53916 69006 32116 55935 2261 5425
STENCILS 217
COLUMN TOTALS . G7e74 100554 GGG SP534 26293 35034 58963 73124 8000
STENCILS 360 :
OVERALL TOTAL C(MATHEMATICS): PRGES . 560297
s STENCILS 360
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col IN TRy HGUA kJUl)L
TCHRS-> 3 +7
TORPICS PURLS~> : 3490

TEACHERS® MRTERIALS PRGES

ARIR 19 : a93 ar+
EMERGY & FORCES . 21 = 1P 956
HEART . LI O S | $B17 506
LIGHT i1 H 517 50c¢
LIVING THINGS 13 el - 593
MACHINES 18 : a4 8z8
HMAGNETS 3 3 425 11
MEKING MUSICAL INSTR | 3 51¢ 505
HMATTER . 15 = P52 P
MATTER: RAIR 19 ga35 87 }
MATTER: SOUND & L.IGHT 15 = o2 36
IIEASUREMENT i9 a9 @7
ROCKS B S0ILS (S 5¢G LE6
SOUND 3 & 425 il ¢
SOLUINI 3 : “ie. ALY
TIME 13 3 61 LI
TIME SEGUEMCE PICTURLS 1 B ] g [x{e)

HERTHER/WATER/HNIT Hf\l <

15 [C% B O (3 2]

SUBTOTAL S : LLG68 11224
STENCILS 2t c

PUPILS® MATERINALS

HATER (Y S AROUND Uk | S T B0 BE70 o1 IRV 13 ! RATYe]
HRTER 19 [ Y [y o o 9% 4120 R 400
HERTHER 13 SN SrhS - BT LR 150
Yy . |2 G ol R ] L% ¥aY [ 42 B Nle]
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MATERIALS PRODUCED IN 1982 (LANGURGE ARTS)

COUNTRY AGUA - BilOS BlL.2E BVI oMcA MRAT STKN STLuy STYI MISC
TCHRS~> = 49 L X4 46 26 &1 26 . 31 47 41 25
TOPICS PUPLS-> = 191 80 3x 200 230 200 230 161 375 25
READERSH ¢ g6 155 166 100 115 100 115 232 188 25
TEARCHERS® MATERIALS PRBES
T/7L EMRERIENCES 7-8+ 98 : 4802 1606 4508 2548 5978 2548 3038 1606 4018 2450 .
T/L EXPERIENCES 8-9¢+ 102 = 4998 494 1692 2662 6222 2652 3162 1794 4182 2650
T/L EXPERIENCES 9-10+ 106 = 5194 4982 4876 2756 6466 2756 3286 1982 41346 2650
PUPILS’ MATERIALS
COMMUNITY HELPERS R# 12 = 4032 5220 4872 4080 4250 4080 4260 Seat 5136 300
COMMUMITY HELPERS B# 19 = 63584 8265 2714 6460 6745 6460 6745 8968 a132 475
1S THIS YOUR OOGT# 15 = 5040 6525 6030 5100 5325 5100 5325 /080 6420 375
MICE AND RATSH . 15 = 5040 6525 6090 5100 5325 5100 5325 2080 6420 376
COLUMN TOTALS i : 35490 40917 3IQB12 28696 40321 28696 3114l 43174 38654 9175
STENCILS ! 36?7 s
OVERALL TOTARL (LANGURGE ARY i PAGES
H STENCILS

HHRBRHARRRRN R RBUE MR E DU AN TR RN RN RS TR R RTINS N W RN U NN Wk N R W R RGNy

MATERIALS PRODUCED IN 1982 (SOCIAL STUDIES)>

COUNTRY AGUA BROS BLZE BYI OMCA MRAT STKN sSTLU STVI MISC
TCHRS-> = 49 10 10 10 61 26 10 47 41 25
TOPICS PUPLS~> ¢ 191 0 (8] o) 230 200 ¢) 161 IS 25
TEACHERS' MATERIALS PRGES
T/l EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 196 = 9604 1960 1860 1960 11956 5096 1960 o212 8036 4900
T/L EXPERIENCES 9-10+ 250 3 12280 2500 2560 2500 15250 6500 2500 11¢¥S0 10250 6250
PUPILS® HMATERIALS
PUPILS® BOOK TERM 1 12 = 2880 120 120 120 3492 2712 120 6096 4992 300
PUPILS" BOOK TERM 2 18 3 4320 180 180 180 5238 4068 180 91494 /488 450
PUPILS® BOOK TERM 3 i+ 3360 140 140 140 4074 3164 140 ‘112 5824 350
COLUMN TOTALS : 32114 4900 4900 4900 40010 21540 4900 43314 36590 12280
STENCILS 490 :
OVERALL TOTAL (SOCIAL STUDIES> PAGES 205718
STENCILS 490
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!1RL.PIF1L Pf'lll IUCED IN 1‘38" (HHTH&HH'I ICS)

COUNTRY Fﬂ:Url

TENCHERS' MATERIALS

HRRER ' 1o
CRPACITY to
CORE CURKICULUM ?-8+ 6
CORE CURRICULUMA &-9+ 6
FRACT I0NS &2
FRACTIONS 20
GEOMETRY 10
GRAPHS - 12
GREAPHS lo
GRAPHS EVALUATIGH o
LENGTH 10
MASS 12

4430 40 430 260 10 260 310 100 410 250
190 10 160 260 610 250 310 100 410 250
2934 262 276 156 366 156 186 6o 246 160
294 7a2 206 156 36E 1586 186 60 246 150
1078 154 1012 572 1342 S22 c02 220 902 550
1572 1516 1200 728 17208 723 6HEa 280 1148 °00
+91) 40 450 260 610 260 *¥10 | 100 410 280
SR 5G4 HS2 x12 ?E2 312 322 120 192 a0
704 su2 VA6 . 416 LI rdS 115 456 160 €356 400
522 506 436 203 458 203 219 a0 528 200
450 470 150 260 €10 pieth) %10 100 110 260
[STY:E] [ 4H52 312 752 512 Lz 120 192 300

WY ODF BT RE B B WL OSL Ve Be ¢ B0 BV &3 &4 B¢

PHIMEY 14 LG @xtuad nd Yod 85+ 60t 351 140 57+ 350
NUMBER COHCERTS ta [ty IR+ 1520 8 1094 4.4 £450 160 V50 450
(IPERRTIGHS 1o et Fh2 7356 tie et A1 136 160 555 100
GPERAT (GHMS EVAOLLAT [uge: 1o “4G0 R ¥ RISt LD " E10 cly 310 100 +10 250
LTS ros 108 145t JOL2 L72 1542 BY2 FIR I 230 Q02 850
T/L EAPERIENCES 7-Gr B2 RdAR 1= EREE R ¥ 132 SZ172 1362 1613 B2 21462 1300
T/l ESFERIENCES G-9r 4] Seielt pATESAN Ataif) 2628 <K7hih 2878 2410 v Bllﬂ 1560
Trl ERPERIEHCES 3101 e 1410 430 2510 E490 3t £4) 2290 SO inUO 2254

1 Ik ie 416 s e 400

o

TIME 26 (g 1 .JBL; 680

676

1 IHE 1% v Pl W fal 12 "llfa 400

C- LU lN TO IHL ‘;
STEMCILY S50

152 UU 30 )Lid

240wz

R TR S B L L R LA T

GUERML TOIRL Gnndialtnafits) . 5
SHEMLILS
A R A L F DR S DA PR SR I RO I PR S R SR R T L P T E T L P RN SIS TRy S S S T R RS RN N »s;.»:fr.-naz‘::;
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MHTERIRLG PROQUCED IN 1982 (SCIENCED

P

COUNTRY AGLIR 80D0S BLZE BVl DICA MRAT STKN ST STVI H[SC
TCHRS-> 3 19D 47 46 10 10 10 31 47 10 25
TOPICS PUPLS-> = G 390 331 a O Q 230 161 o) 25
TERCHERS”® MATERIALS PAGES
ELECTRICITY ) 50 = 5Q0 2350 2300 500 500 500 15%0 2350 500 1260
EMERGY & FORCES 22 =z 220 1034 1012 220 220 220 682 1034 220 550
ENERGY: BEGIN & ENOD ig = 180 848 az28 180 180 180 554 g46 180 480
HEAT ' 14 = 140 658 644 140G 140 140 4354 658 140 350
LIGHT 14 = 140 658 694 140 140 140 434 658 114G 350
LIGHT 2 10 : 180 896 gze 180 180 180 558 846 180 150
CIVIMNG THIMGS 18 = 180 a46 828 180 180 180 569 845 180 450
MACHINES 22 <20 1034 1012 220 220 220 682 10354 220 5650
MAGNETS 22 220 1034 1012 220 220 220 562 1034 220 S50
MATERIALS AROUMND US 14 = 140 653 64 140 140 140 424 654 140 350
MATTER 20 = 200 340 920 200 2060 200 620 40 200 500
MATTER: RIR 26 = 250 1222 1196 260 260 260 BLG 1222 260 550
MATTER: SOUND & LIGHT .18 160 a46 820 180 180 180 58 %% 1i30 150
MOVEMENT 1 i0 = 100 470 160 1G0 100 160 310 10 100 250
PLENTS 20 200 940 Q20 200 . 200 200 620 BA LS 200 800
ROCKS GND 301LS 12 = 120 564 552 120 120 120 SV O $ 20 00
SOUNHD 1o 100 470 460 100 T 100 100 310 170 100 200
THE SKY RGOVE I 140 558 &% 140 140 140 4 550 140 eiaisd
THREE INVESTIGATIONS 50 = 60 1785 1748 3680 3280 30 1178 1766 2D 950
TIME 1t : 1-t0 683 G | Se1v] 140 14Q +54 (151 140 80
?OU 16 = 160 T re2 °56 1&0 160 160 +95 ?W2 IEQ 400
SUBTOTALS : 2120 20 2140 2120 nbﬁﬁ 9&4 120 )360
thNClL 410

?UPILS' NHTERIRLS

ELECTRICITY B B A0 14858 12618 5940 340 340 224 17202 340 B350
MATERIALS ARGURD U5 32 320 18384 12064 B20 320G H20Q HIH2 16256 20 8a0
MOVEMENT L ’ 34 s 340 148351 12018 340 390 540 Buve 17272 510 GH
THE SKY ABOVE 16 = 160 6992 nOl2 160 160G 160D 4175 8128 160 400
Y0ou 22 @ 220 S614 sz 220 220 220 57 11176 220 8550

sSuUBTOTALS . H 1330 560306 S2026 1380 L3580 1360 36018 70164 1380 3450

STENLILS 138 :

COLUMM TOTALS 548 = 3500 ?02?0 ol#?ﬂ JbOO 5500 L5040

OVERALL TOTAL <(SCIENCED> : PRGES 280956
sSTENCILS 548
HERAERRRABR NS ERE RN SRR R R RN R RAN R TR RN TR R RK RN WA E TN NI RIS M2 MO 03 0T 0 1 00 9 W 0 B ST SR R S W 9 2020 0 o B B

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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IOUCED TH 1933 CLANGLE

il 5o e

LUUNTR“ STl’N JI'LU _;IUI CIL.\L

TCHRS ~ > 3 26 51 a?
TUF'I[‘" PUPl S-> 3 b 3l

_ Tl;ﬂCHth' NRT&RIIIL PRcES

1092 1352 jhbe 17222 1050
1376 "b‘JCx 2\]!4‘ 3115 19400

WAL NI IonSITRnR ST T

194 1932 Loaz
56592 3436 1976

. - s o a av e e e v = e
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MATERIALS PROGUCED IN 1983 (MATHEMATICS2

COUHTRY AGUA BDOS BLZE BVI DMCR MRAT STKN  STLU STVI MISC
: TCHRS~> = 49 47 46 26 61 26 31 10 41 25
TaPICS PUPLS-> : 210 380 326 210 220 200 238 0 3¢5 25
TEACHERS® MATERIALS PRGES
T7L EXPERIENCES 9-10+ S0 4410 4230 4140 2340 5430 2540 2730 300 3690 2250
TrL. EXPERIENCES 10-11+ 68 = 3332 3196 3128 1768 4148 1768 2108 680 2ves 1700
cSuBTaOTALS B 7742 7426 v268 4108 36358 4108 4838 1580 6470 3250
STENCILS 158 =
PURPILS® MATERIALS
AREAR 8 2072 3416 2376 1868 2248 1808 2152 ale] 5%28 200
CRPACITY 6 : 1554 2562 2232 1416 1686 13856 1614 &80 2496 150
DECIMALS 2 3 2331 3843 3348 2124 2529 2034 2421 90 SYd b 229
GEONMETRY 12 : 3108 5124 464 2832 3372 2712 3z2z8e 120 992 300
LENGTH id 2630 127 P20 2360 2310 2280 2630 100 4160 250
MASS 9 2331 33435 3548 2124 2529 2034 2421 a0 EP44 225
MOMEY v o= igl3 2569 2604 1552 1367 1692 1863 Y 2912 1?25
MUMBER CONCEPTS 8 2072 3116 2976 1888 2248 1808 2152 &0 33528 200
OPERAT IONS 12 = 3108 5124 4364 2832 3372 2712 35228 120 ¥992 Z00
PERCENT, RATIO, FPROPUR 19 921 8113 7068 584 5359 1254 5111 150 7S04 475
SETS 13 = 3267 HuG1 4836 3068 3653 2958 Ii97 130G 5908 325
TIME 15 : seas 5405 5580 3540 4215 3330 055 150 6290, 375
SUBTOTALS : EBIB2 546556 4V616 30208 559560 26923 54432 1280 53248 3200
STENCILS 128
COLMN TOTALS 2 BOSEG

OVERALL TOTAL. (MATHEMATICS>

PRAGES
STENCILS

379804
: , 286
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TArPICS

TERCHERS® MATERIALS

ANMIMALS WITH HWIRGS ‘ 19
CHEMISTRY IN THE HOME ~ 21 s
ELECTRICITY 42 3
EMNERSBY:BEGINNING & £y i0o
KEERPING CLERN 12
LIGHT ZQ H
MAEKING THINGS MOVE 21 :
MATERIALS AROUND U5 le. @
MATERIALS 20Ut us 2 1% .
HORE (BOUT MEATHER K
FOWTRRAT LIV IMG THGGE i%
FLASTICS i
SOMES & LIVING THErs 3 1<
THE Ly Ao ’ s g
Tidta e 10 L /) :

- WORK H

RRR Y X

) (31 15
5 P PRVIFTRR

STEMCILS $H5G

PURPILS” tWIVERIALS

—
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"

AHTmeeLs

ELECTIRICUTY M Cri. 53 R RV
FATER [0S stdeit G | TR 1.0
MOVEMEHT LIV OES THians Y I Ty
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P S AlBOMVE ) RN
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Foed
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et
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DISSEMIMATION PERIOD JUMNE 19684 — AUGUST 1965
~ LANGUAGE RARTS MATERIALS
CPUPILS ?-8+, 8-9+)
. COUNTRY ABUA  BOOS BLZE  BVI DMCA  MRAT  STKI  STLU © STVI Misc
TCHRS~> 6+ 1 1 39 94 34 49 1 154 42
TOPICS PUPLS~> o o o e} o 0 fe} o o 42
TEACHERS®  MATERIALS PRGES
CORE CURRICULUM 7-8+ 30 : 1920 30 30 1170 2A20 1020 1470 30 226380 1260
T/L ENPERIENCES 7-8+ 166 : 10624 165 166 6474 15604 - 5649 81354 166 = 25584 6972
INTEGRRTED SCHEME 7-8+ 14 = gs6 14 14 546 - 1316 476 £26 14 2156 588
CORE CURRICULUM 8-9+ 36 1 2504 6 36 1104 3384 1224 1754 36 S544 1512
T/L. EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 131 : 8384 131 131 5109 1231% 4451 641 131 20174 §502
IMTEGRATED SCHEME 8-9+ 14 3 a96 14 14 546 1316 476 GG 14 2186 586
PUPILS" MATERIALS 7-9+ 116 : 116 116 116 116 i16 116 118 116 116
COLUMN TOTALS: PAGES : 25024 391 15249 36754 135294 19159 281974 16538
» STENCILS 07 : 116 116 11% 116 116 116 507 116
OVERALL TOTAL CLANGUAGE ARTS)  :  PRGES 40035835
: STENCILS 19286
AR AR ARA TR R REHUA A H RN A LA RE RSB AU B R A A AR AT RRE R LR AT HLAERN B USRI ARREB LN R H IR AT IR U LR EFERAEN G TN
DBISSEMIMATION .PERIOD JUNE 1984 - AUGUST 1985
SOCIAL STUDIES MATERIALS
" (PUPILS 7-6+, B-9+)
COUNTRY AGLUR  BDOS ~ BLZE - 8vI OMCR  MRAT  STKM  STLU - STVI MISC
TCHRS-> 64 ‘ 30 9t - 54 49 1 154 42
TOPICS PUPLS->
TERCHERS® MATERIALS PAGES
T/1. ENPERIENCES 7-8+ 108 : 6720 3150 | 98P0 3570 5145 105 16170 4410
T/L EXPERIENCES 8-9+ 162 : 10368 4860 15229 5508 ¥338 162 24948 6804
COLUMM TOTALS: PAGES : 17008 8010 25098 9078 13065 41118 11214
STEMCILS 267 = - 267 267
OVERALL TOTALS (SOCIAL STURIES3 PAGES - 124659
: STENCILS o
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TEACHERS®

MRTERIALS

TAL EXMPERIENCES 7--0+
T7L. ErFERIFNCES B-3+
PURPILS" MHIERIFLS
FRACTIONS

GRAPHS
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HATHS TEST
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DISSEMINATION PERIOD JUMNE 1984 -~ ALIGUST 1965
SCIENCE MATERIALS

(PUPILS 7-8+, B-9+2

COUNTRY AGUR 8005 BLZE BYY pHca MRAT STKN STLU 5TV1 MISC

. TCHRS~> 10 1 1 30 1Q 5 43 1 10 42

TOPICS - PUPLS~> 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 42

TERCHERS’ MATERIALS PRGES

IMPROVISATIONS IN )
SCIENCE g8 = €63 88 ag a8 88 a8 2238 219 B89 3696
SCIENCE EDUC BOOKLET 6 = 46 416 16 16 46 46 2254 6 16 1932
ANIMALS i1 = 11Q 11 11 330 . 110 55 539 11 110 462
ENERGY AND FORCES B4 3 340 34 34 1020 340 170 1665 34 340 1428
HERT i = 160 16 16 {£0 180 80 0% la 160 672
LIGHT 19 = 190 19 19 570 190 95 951 19 L3I0 7398
LIGHT 2 s SR 240 2 2% V20 240 120 1176 24 240 1008
MACHINES Rt I 300 30 30 300 300 150 1420 30 300 . 1260
MAGNETS 2% = 240 24 24 20 240 120 1176 2% 230 1008
MATTER 21z 21C 21 21 630 210 105 1023 21 210 882
MATTER: AIR 28 = 280 28 24 840 280 140 1392 28 260 1176
MATTER: SOUNMD & LIGHT 2% = 2B0O 235 23 650 2350 115 1127 25 250 IES
PLANTS 45 = 430 135 45 1290 1350 215 2107 13 2350 18086
ROCKS RND SDILS 14 =z 140 14 14 120 140 720 cas 1 140 e
SGUND 18 = 180 18 18 540 186 S50 BE2 16 180 g =1
SOUMD: 2ND EXNPERINMEMTS 16 = 160 16 16 450 156G 80 vad 156 160 62
TIME 26 s 2640 26 26 780 280 130 1t 26 264 1052
TIME SEGUEMCE PICTURES 10 3 100 19 10 300 100 80 30 10 1430 K120
WATER 15 = 160 s 16 180 160 80 To4 16 160 GF2
HATER/HERTHER/ AN IMAL L 25 ¢ 0 280 5 25 Pg=1s) 250 iz28 1225 25 250 1050
WEATHER 16 = 160 16 16 480 160 80 rd=3 16 is0 672
COLUMN TOTALS: PRGES : <274 543 12554 4271 2204 24523 1274 23016

STENCILY 548

548 548 548

OVERALL TOTRL (SCIENRCED PRAGES
STENCILS 1644
HEAAR AR AR R RSN AR U RS RN O RN E R RS SRR A AR R A AR R AR RAR G SRR DR R B G R AN R R RS EROAR ARG ARG RN
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DISSEMUNATION FERIOD JUNE 1984 ~ RUGUST 1365
LHNL-I NGE ARTS MATERIALS

T e S LAt~ ierbalcond

(PUPXLS - 109- 10-ll+J

ot =

COUNTRY NGUAR a00sS BLZE BYI DMCA MRAT STKH STLUY STVI MISC

e s e o i o s et S e e 1 e e e i e e e e s v oo e
ARSI RTINS ES e S R S RN R AN S ST o IR o T RS SImEEL TR

- et 3Ae e Yo o= e 8 vt o i £ e e o A e s Ty S o m e o =% mm s e -

TCHRS~> 64 1 1 39 94 3% 49 1 154 42
TOFPICS PUPL.S-> [ I 0 O 8] (] 0 o] O O 0

TERCHERS® MATERIALS PAGES

CORE CURRICWL UM 9-1D+ &0 =540 &0 60 2340 SE40 2010 2940 &0 32490 2820
T/ EHXPERIENCES 9-10+ 1600 . 10vo2 166 168 65652 15792 6712 11252 168 25872 U586
CORE CURRICWAUM 10-11+ ?5 500 7’5 g 29285 “0%0 2850 b 12 g VS 11550 3150
T/7L EXPERIENCES 10-11+ 142 =63 142 142 5838 133548 1026 656 142 216868 5964
TEACHERS® RESOUVRCE 8K 111 LG4 L1l 111 4323 10434 b Yo ] 5439 111 1209+ 15662

PUPILS’ MATERIALS ' “

eeerFOR PUPILS 910+ 35 . ¥ a0 3% 19 3 p13]
ae e FUP l-"Ul"lL lf l l + figs | e } 74 figa ] 74 e lita}
LUI,.UMN fU ﬂ = Ve ;L.) (BT I ps 3K Y 217335 923¢3 190dn D ?anlh

ST RIS | R0 I 103 149 10 14 ey

OVERALL TOTHL CLANGUIGE ARTSS

: ZEGYYD
‘:IEN» IS A D]
AR ARAE SRR b LS n il i d Rt e, \.Hr RRNGHNBRLAANGHUHEARINRH S e AR ARG AT AN TG N E G RN YRR A N AR W R

alssepbrliri Ol PERION JIdE 1ot [RIRIR B PN R TRES
SO Im .!'UCI[ S MO -'!HL"

l-’lll H 3] ’3 lﬂt 1(: !l')

() lL'N’l"i"‘a' S5 DL_E:E ‘BY) it e} Pt d i St |

l( H"’*,—‘/ 1 1 33 ER] Wi 1 1
T (IP l (..‘- £ ¥ | o M- Q (o] 0 3] O O
TEALY 1[:!(5’ l’lfﬂ EF nHl 5 PRGES
TZL ERFERIERCES ¢ 10+ B a4, 22842 243 52422 1O206
V7L EXPERIER = 10 l L+ : 861 ‘J 4_0 ¢ .’ - 221 34034 %12&5 z

CAES H i do‘;lh “l 1) l & l e (157 71456 l ‘J‘lﬂﬂ
RCILS L % T

o . W Ve
STERNCI ) B
Hu SR U R BNARE NS Y FAHRERTRAE YW AR R a8 Gl SR uN s AFKAHAR R R a A RE W R R D ANRKREHN R R RSl e S g

OVERFH_L. TOTHAL € a0l TAL SYUDLES IPHI
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DISSENINATION PERIOD JUNE 1984 ~ RUGUST 19465
NATHENATICS NATERIALS

200 T 5 200 1 £ 30 60 95 T S AR K I R SR

(PUPILS 9-10+,10-11+d>

COUNTRY AGUR BOOS PLZE  BYX DIICA  URAT  STEN  STLU STVX nIsc
TCHRS~>» 64 1 1 39 94 34 49 154 42
TOPICS PUPLS—> o 0 ] -a 0 o 0 (1] 42
TEACHERS® MATERIALS PAGES
T/L EXPERIENCES 9-10+ 107 : 6848 107 107 4173 10053 3638 5243 16478 4494
T/L EXPERIENCES 10-11¢ 119 : 7616 119 119 4641 11186 4046 5831 18326 4998
PUPILS” DATERIALS
RREA * 11 11 11 11 i1 11 11 11 11 462
AREA 8 = 8 8 8 a8 8 a 2] ] 3364
CAPACITY 3 = 9 9 9 9 9 9 $ ] 38
CAPRCITY 6 1 6 3 6 5 6. 5 [ 6 2%52
DECIfIAL NUNMBERS 8 8 8 8 8 a8 8 ] a 338
FRACTIONS 26 = 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 25 1092
FRACTIONS 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 1008
GEORETRY 6 3 6 é 6 6 6 6 6 & 252
GEORETRY 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 504
GRAPHS 14 = 14 14 14 14 14 -14 14 14 3686
GRAPHS 2z 9 9 9 @ 9 9 9 9 378
LEMGTH 11 : 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 @2
LENGTH 9 3 G 9 9 a 9 9 3 9 376
nAsSS 13 = 10 10 16 10 10 10 10 10 420
HASS = T ] ] 9 9 S 3 9 ] 378
HONEY 13 : 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 546
HOMEY 6 ) 6 [ 6 6 s A 6 232
HUNBER COMCEPTS 18 : 18 18 18 18 168 18 13 18 P86
HUNBER COKCEPTS ? s ? o ? s ? 7 # ? 234
CPERATIONS 31 31 31 31 31 52 k.31 %1 531 1202
OPERATIONS 12 0z 12 12 12 iz 1% iz 12 1z £04
PERCENTRGE, RRII0, FiO I 16 19 18 15 13 i 13 i8 56
SETS a = 26 20 20 20 20 20 2G 20 840
SETS 13 : 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 LTS
FTINE 14 : 14 i4 14 14 14 14 14 14 538
TINE 5 15 15 15 15 5 1% 15 15, 830
RAGE, RATIO, PRO EVill. 5 3 5 L] 5 5 o 5 5 % 210
ARER EVALUATION 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 156
CARPACITY EVRLUBTION ? 2 7 ? ? 7 ? ? 7 7 294
DECIHMRL MNUNBERS EVAL 4 : 4 4 4 4 - 4 - 4 168
FRACTIONS EVALUATICNH & : 6 & [ 6 6 6 ) 5 252
FRACTIGNS EVALUATIONH 4 = L 4 1 4 < 4 4 4 166
GRAPHS EVALUATION 5 & 5 L] -1 5 -1 5 5 L 210
GRAFHS EVALUATION 6 = 6 s '3 6 s & & 5 252
LENGTH EVALUATION 3 3 3 3 3 3 k-t 3 3 126
HASS EVALUATION 4 4 4 -4 4 4 9 < g 168
NOHEY EVALUATION q : 4 4 q 4 4 4 4 e 158
HUNBER CONCEFTS EVSL. ? o= ? ? ? ? s ? ? ? 294
KUHBER COHCEPTS EVR. 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 168
OFERATIONS EVALUATY i 18 18 18 18 18 189 18 18 18 785
GPERATIONS EVALURY IGH 4 oz 1 4 4 4 4 e 4 4 168
SETS EVALUATION rA 7 v ? ? ? 4 ? ? 284
TINE EVALUATION 5 = 5 5 ] s 5 5 5 ] 21n
TR ST G WA O T A DK WA Y 8 W K }C3 W s s 340 B P, o NWE W s b
COLULN TOTRALS (PR 2236 1 144954 226 224 BAL4 21244 ?E&ES 11074 TAB04 27804
£h 425 2 436 435 436 436 436 435 436 436 682
ZFFIC WD BT MRS AN R G R ID M ENDE ST K 5 SO TR L S S ST DA TR AN D8 0 B -t - AT PRl FS A T BT T T N STV AT T 1A D o M TR AW Al W TR LD B 0 7 e Lk Dl T AR LS5 el TR M S 6 S
ORERALL TOTAL AL GEHATICS?  PARGES 126390
: STERCILS 4150
S APLIR LTI IR P DU NG A B D0 A B B AT BE DDA e I S B Tu A I I B A MU D D e 1 10 T LN - N 1 mRM M ERQPETII LA N W MR G DA gl D M A N SRR MRS R L e RN R
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DISSEGITNTIGH PERIGD - JUNHE 1984 ~ FUGUST 1949
Y ” ICE MATERIRLS

. T SR EREENTRREITNS

PUPTLS 9-10+, 10-11+) —

i i e e (

COUNT fQ' s fiing B30 BL2E avi oMCcH HIAT CTEN S TLI\J\\ STV MYISC

12
TORICS . +2

RIS LLLT

TEACHERS® NATERIALS FRGES

ARIMALS MITH WMINGS 28 592 29 20 200 u?e.
CHEMISTEY IN THE HUFE 25 3 350 25 25 28 105
ELECTRICITY 53 2 72 53 [ BX0 h.azb
EMNERGY: BEGINM & END 25 3 A 23 23 250 6S
KEEPING CLERN 16 = 2214 16 16 160 er2
MACING THINGS MOVE : 25 : 322 23 25 230 AEE
HMATERIALS ARLIMO US 1 | a0 16 16 LED 672
PATERTALS AROCLINUG US 2 19 3 (42} 13 130 Y56
VIEASUREHERT bty B 29 w0 200 340
MOREE ABOUT WNERTHER T 20 2 HEW 1176
HOSCEMERT T8 LIV iiianS 14 13 [ 150 596
PLRSTICS b 13 I iy 30 B0 1260
SOILS & LIVING THINGS TR e L 2000 a0
NS Sy AGOVE RIS 56 s L0 1512
HREE THYEST LT fOrS 41 “+1 ‘i 440 102
Yy % T 31 B A0 32
PURPILS® MATERIRWLS )
ELECTRICITY % B A % 31
MFTERIFS RRGUHY L o J YO ST 143 14
HMOsES HENDT WEET R [ i 16 LE
MOVENREMY IN L i Vi XS St & 18
THe: SKY ABNVE 1%z i 15 15
YA ) 2 250y 21 w1
r:.u,urm mm...: Prncl . RO

P E W R ST T i

HRUHABE R R RR AR il R URACA TR NN S w YRGB W ARRRA DI LG HHE SRR e v sl hanrninia i vukndvanddddtnRicidRa
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