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FOREW DRD

Project IMPACT (Instructional Management by Parents, Community
and Teachers) is INNOTECH's major research project on an economical
and effective delivary of mass primary education. In Indonesia, the
project is called Proyek PAMONG (Pendidikan Anak Oleh Masyarakat

Jrangtua Lan Guru),

Each project has been developed according to conditions
peculiar to its own milicu based on the project design, The project
undertaken in two countries, Indonesia and the Philippines, was funded
by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) , Ottawa,
Canada. The external evaluation of the project was likewise funded

by IDRC.

Evaluation of the learning effectiveness of the IMPACT system
through module posttests, block criterion tests, and regionally validated
tests administered by the Project Staff and observations of pupil per-
formance have yielded very encouraging results. However, to secure
more conclusive cvidence on the quality of learning that results from
the use of the IMPACT delivery system, an external evaluation of
Project IMPACT was undertaken in the school year 1577-1978, At the
time, Project IMPACT was in its fourth year of implementation in Naga,
Cebu, the original Philippine IMPACT site, while it was only in its first
vear of implementation in the two extension sites in the Philippines,

Lapu-Lapu City and Sapang Palay, San Jose del Monte, Bulacan,



For this study, the level of pupil achievement under the IMPACT
system and the conventional system as well as the extent of growth/
gains in achievement undar the two delivery systems had to be compared.
Hence, evaluation was undertaken twice - the initial evaluation in
Octe¢ ser 1977 and the final evaluation in Fcbruary-March 1978. The
research findings are embodied in Part I and Part 11, respectively, of
the IMPACT evaluation report. This report integrates Part I and Part II
of the sald report. For more detalled data, reference may be made to

the two separate reports.,

To gather data that would be comparable to those obtained in
the regular Philippine schools, SOUTELE (Survey of Dutcomes of
Elementary [ducation) instruments which were developed for Giades IV
and VI pupils in Philippinc government and private schools were used.
These Instruments werc administerad in IMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools
by an external group — a team of educational researchers from the
Mint stry of Education and Culture. Scoring of the tests and statisti-
cal treatment of the test results were done with the assistance of the

University of the Philippines Computer Center.

Comparative data on pupil achievement in IMPACT and Non-
IMiPACT schools show favorable results for IMPACT, Furthermore,
results of cosi analysis studies have shown that the IMPACT system

is much more ceonomical sinc. the cost of imolementing and
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operating the IMPACT system is approximately only one-half the cost
of implementing and operating the conventional system. Available
evidence, therefore, indicates that Project IMPACT has achieved the
purpose for which it has been designed: to develop an alternative
delivery system of mass primary education that costs less without

sacrifice of quality.

The very encouraging results of Project IMPACT/PAMONG have
attracted the attention of Ministries of Education within and outside
the Southeast Asian Region. The replication of IMPACT or the adaptation
of some of its components is now being undertaken in Jamaica, Malaysia,
and Liberia, among others. The adoption of PAM ONG is a national goal
in Indonesia as reflected in the country's five-year development plan.
In the Philippines, an expanded tryout of the IMPACT system has been
proposed to be undertaken in all the thirteen regions. Toward this end,
the Ministry of Education and Cultsra held & sertes of scininar-workshops

to prepare the fiel):l for the IMPACT expanded tryout.

The Southeast Asian Ministers of Education Organization
(SEAMEO) Regional Center for Educational Innovation and Technology
(INNOTECH) is pleased to present this report on the results of the

initial evaluation in Jctober 1977 and of the final evaluation in

LICERIA BRILIANTES SORIANO
Liirector
SEAMEO Regional INNOTECH Center

February-March 1978 of Project IMPACT.
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Project TMPACT/PAMONG was launched in 1974 in two
gites - Naga, Cebu, Philippincs and 3clo, Contral Java,
Indonesia, The TVPACT ~ite in Naga, Cobu consists of five
villages and that in 3olo, Indonecin, Cour villages, In
1977, the project was cxpanded Trom 1to original Nego, Cobu
site in the Thilippines o additionnl siter In Labu-Lapu
City, Mactan Tsland and in Sapang Palay, San Jose del
Monte, Tulacan, Each ficld site iz wanncd by a Froject
stafll supervised by o Natienal 3te ring Committes composed
of genior Ministry of Education and Culture officials,

As may boe inferred from the forcroine statements, the
IYMPACT zystem iz deviigned to provid:s Low-ecoot primary ceduca-

tion to a sreater number of children without szeriflee of

quality, In other weords, it is envicioned that while the
cost of operating the IMPACT oyotem would be much lezs than
the cost of operating the conventisrnal syctom, pupil achicve-
ment under the INPACT syctenm should be at loeast as high ao
that under the Non-IMFACT syston.,  Evidence ol the offcctive-
neso of the ITMPACT cyatem, thercifore, would be the manifcs-
tation »~f two essontianl characterictics ceonony and

learning effectivencsa, .

Cost aralysic studics on TVPACT have Leen undertaken.
A preliminary study was mede on the  origsinal Philippine
TMPACT =ite - Naga, Coebu in June 1977 by Mr. Tereso S,
Tullan, Assistant Professor of %conomics at De Lo Salle
Univorsity,  Prof. Tullao bazed his analysis on the framework
carlicr developed by Dr. Edita Tan, 2 professor of Leonomics
of the lniversity of the Philippines who was conmissioncd Ty
INNOTECH tr deocign o coot analysis and evaluation plan for
Frojecet TMPACT.  The frumework reforred to 1o embadied in
Ore Tan's report ontitled "A Deslen te Svaluate the Efficicncy

of Projcet TMPACT." A mor: comprehensive study was under-
taken on the threce Philippine IMPACT sites in July 1978 by



My, James McMastcr, lecturer in Economics, Canberra College
of Advanccd Studies, Australia., The findings of both
studies chow that the cont of implementing and operating
the IMPACT. cystan R approximately onc-hali the cost of
sverating the traditional systenm, A synthesis of the
findinge of the studles of Dr. Editn A. Tan, Mr, Tercso S.
Tullan and M. oares Modastor prepared by the TNNOTECH
Rosaareh Division iz presonted in the INNOTECH publication,
"eent-Tifeesivencss Analysis of DProjoct TMPACT for the

Philippinoes”.

To acsess the learning offectivencss of IMPACT as
implemonted in the Fhilippines, an cvaluative study was
undertaken in 3cheal Year 1977-1976,  To cather the
necessary data, cvaluation was undertalkon twice - 1n

October 1977 and 2gtin in February-varch 1978,

Separate reports were prepared Lor the initial
evaluation undortaken In October 1977 (Fart I) and the
final cvaluation in Fobruary-March 1978 (Part IT). Thie

report lritegraty ard T snd Pavrt TT of the IMFACT evaluation

TOpPOT T,



Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of the study is to evaluate pupil

achievement under the IMPACT systen,

The specific questions for the October 1977 IMFACT

evaluation are ns follows:

1. What arec the characteristics of IMPACT pupils?
pul

IMPACT teachero? 1IMPACT schools?

a. What are the characteristics of IMPACT pupils?
1) What por cent of the IMPACT pupils are at the

right age for the grade? underage? overage?

2) What is the zoclocconomic otatus of IMPACT pupils?
a) What iz the cducational attainment of their
parents?
b) How coften do the pupils speak English at home?
How often do the pupils speak Pilipino at home?
¢) What iw their average monthly family inceme?
3) Vinat iz the level of pupil metivation as perceived
by the teachors?
k) In all the above acpects, how do IMPACT pupils
compare with Non-INPACT pupils?
b, What arc the charactericstics »f the INMPACT teachers?
1) What are the characteristics o TMPACT teachers
with regard to nge, years of teaching cxperience,

civil status and c¢ducaticnal attainment?



2.

2) What is their degree of competence
a) in communicating with pupils in the dialcet?
b) in ucing Pilipins a2 acdiun ol instructicn?
c) in using Enclish s medium of inotruetion?

What 1o the aottitude of IMPACT teachors tovword

A3)
o

cducaticnal innovations?

&) In the abave aspects, how do [NPACT teachers

compare with Non-IMPACT toachers?

What are the charactoristics of IMIPACT achools?

1) How adequste are the instructional materials and
physical facilities in IMPACT schools?

2) What is the attitudo oi IVPACT school administrators
toward cducational innovation«?

3) How do TFMPACT schnols coemparce with Mon-IMPACT

schools in the above agpects?

What is the level of secademic achievement of IMPACT pupils?

I3

bs

What 1o the level of academic achicvement of jevels TV,
V and VI TMPACT pupila in the Language Arts, Scicnce,
Mathematics, 3ocial Studics and Work Education/iome
Economice by levals of mental ability?

How docs the sehilevement of IMPACT puplls combpare

with the  of Hon-TMPACT pupils in the aforementioned

subject arcas?



Following are spocific questions for the IMPACT Tinal
svaluatior in Pebraary<rreh 1978,
1. What iz the attitude o1 TMPACT teachers and school

heads toward oducstisntl innovationa?  How do IMPACT

poam
PR
e

teacher: and senacl hends comparse with von= Ll
teachere nnd school heads in this asnect?

2. What 1o the Leveld of wupll wetivation in IMPACT schools
ag poerocived by the teachers?  How dess the level od
motivation of IMPACT pupils in Fobrunry-Mavch 1979
compare with thelir lovel of wmotivaticon in October 197772
How do IMPACT pupils comparc with Non-T¥PACT pupllo

in theoe acpecta?

3, What iz the level of academic achievement of IMPACT
pupils?

2. What is the level of academic achievement of
Levels IV, V and VI IMPACT pupils in the Language
Arts, Scicnee, Mathematics, Joclal Studies, and

Worlk Education/Home Economice:s?

b, How does the achicvement of IMPACT pupils compare
with the achievement of Non-IMPACT pupils in the

I

aforementincned subjeot arcan?

4, What iz tho relationship between growth/gains in pupil
achicvement ac moasured by achicvement tests and initial

secorcs on thooe teoto?

5. How do the growth/enin: in achicvement by subject aren
and level ~f TMPZCT pupils with siven initial scoroes
compare with the srowth/gains in achicvement of Non-

e
l\
H

IMPACT pupils with the same Initial scores

6o What is the velationship between growth/gaing in

achievement and mental ability?


http:pupil.ls
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7. How do the growth/gaing in nchicvement by sﬁbjcct
area and level of IMFACT pupils with given nental
ability test scores compare with the erowbh/gains
in achievement of Hon-IMPACT punils with the same

»

mental 2bility test scores? ' ' X

Hypotheuos

The following hypotheses were tested:

L, Therc i no significant dif{erence in the mean scores
off TMPACT =nd of Non-INPACT pupils in each sutliect
tested in Levels IV, Voand VI,

« Therc is ne significant diflerence in the mean scores
in each cubject teoted ol TVPACT and  of Non-IMPACT

S

pupils classificd by levels of mental ability in
Levels TV, V and VI,

3+ There is no gipniflicant dAifference in the growth/
gaing in achicvement by subject area and level of
INMPACT Aanad of Non-TMPACT pupils with the same initial
achicvement tent scores.

b, Therc iz no significant differconce in the crowth/
gains ia achievement by subject arca and level of
IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils with the same mental
ablility test scores, '



11

C. Limitations ol the Regearth
The Tindinge o7 the otudy should be viewed in the

light or the in1lowine Limitations:

1, The IMPACT cuperiment was launched on different
dates in the throes Project IMPACT =ites: on
o oy 4 TR b ok W, Yy £
January &, 1974 in Naga, Cebus on Decewber 30, 1970
!

in Lapu-Lapu City: and on Japuary 13, 1977 in

Sapang Falay, S4n Jose del Monto, Bulacan,

Therelore, while the findings in faga, Cebu way
reflect move fully the veoults of the IVMPACT systom,
those Lo Lapu-Lapu City and Sepang balay may reflect
the cffeects of +the INPACT cystem ag well az cone

carry-over eiflccts o the eonventional system,

2. The Non-INMPACT or control schools -gelected were those
ichools which were squivalent or comparable to the
IMPACT schoels relative 1o soclocconcinic status of

the community and/or ¢ize of cnrolment,

To minimize the elfects of possible differences

~in the mental ability of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils
a comparison of mean scores of the two groups in ¢-.2h
subject was also made after the pupils were claszified
by levels of mental abilitys; i.e., IMPACT pupils of
high mental ability were compared with Non-IMFACT
pupils alse oi' high mental ability, IMPACT pupills of
averagze mental abllity were comparcd with Non=-IMPACT
pupils of average mental ability, and IMPACT pupils
of low mental ability were compared with Non-IMPACT
pupils of Llow ment.l ability.

3. There are tects with low roeliabillity coefficients as
computed through Kuder-Richardson {ormula 4720, Tt

may be recalled that assumptions underlying the use
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of the Kuder-Richardson formula #20 are as follows:
the items in the test messure a single ability, the
correlations botweon the ltems arec all equal, and
the items have oqual variability. This formula
tends to undercestimate reliability when the test

ftems nample a nunber of abilities,

Results of tests with low reliability coefficlents
were algn subjected to statistical analysis but the
results of the analycis should be interpreted with

caution,

Tn the analysis of the linear relationship between
growth/gains in achicvement and initial ccores, only
data on pupils with both initial and final scores
were used. Henee, in this analysis, the sample sizes
are smallor than those used in testing the equality

of means.,

The interval between the initial testing and final
testing was only Trom four to five months since the
initial testing was undertaken in October 1977 and
the finnl testing in Pebruary-March 1978, Therefore,
not much growth/eaine in nehl vorent je oxnpected

bocanae of the relatively ahort opon of time involved.

Judgment on the relative eficetivéeness of the IMPACT
system and the conventional systam based on growth/
gaing in pupil achicvemnent should be made in the
light of strong rescarch evidence that there is a
negative correlation betwsen pretest or initlal test
scores and gainc in achievemont,

To minimize the « f{ects of this limltation,
analysis of growth/gzainz in pupil achievement was
done not through a direct comparison of the average

gains for the two groups, IMIACT and Non-INMPACT,
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(o]
The coeflficients of determination (r“) between growth/
gains in achievement and mental ability test ccores
were very low (0.0000 to 0,1024), indicating that

linear regressions may not be approeopriate to use,

Consequently, the comparison of growth/gains
in the achieovement of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils
having the same mental ability scores through the use

of linecar regressions was no longer undertaken,
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The Achicvement Tests

Theoo concist of abjective-based multiple choice tests
aimed at amscesiigr the extent to which objectives 1n the
different curriculuws areas have boen achieved,

The subject arcas for which achicvement tests were
prepared with the corresponding number of items are az follows:

Number of Items

Subiccts Tested Gradc IV Grade VI
2UDJOCLD 109Ul (SOUTELE 11) (SOUTHLE I)

LANEUALE —mmmmmmmm e e 4o 70
Reading =mmecmcmmm e e ————— 35 ho
Wika (Language in Filipino) --—e-eee-e- 50 60
Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipine)-----e-- ho 50

ot

Lloementary Sclonce ——mmeccemee——e e —— Lo 50
Llementary Mathomnbics -—-eeeceeee- -—— 30 %o
Social Studle? cmeccmm e e 35 30

Araling Panlipunan (Sceial Studies
in Filipine)~--- 35

Work Taucahinn memmmecce e e e e 35 30

Tdulrasyon Pnngggwuin (Work Education
o Tilipino)=-- 35

Home Boonomics —eemee—-— A ———————— 30

The SOUTSLE 11 tonts o Grade IV were administered to
Lovel TV TwPrLoTl and MNrn=IMPACT pupils while the SOUTELE T
toste for Grade VI weroe adminictered to Level VI as well as

Lovel V INPACT and Mon=IMPACT pupils,

Questionnaires

Four SOUTELE quertisnnaires were adminictered to obtain
the necosenry infornatinn:
L, A quectionnaire on school characterictics to be
accomplished by the 3chool Principal/Head Teacher/
Teacher-in-Charee
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2. A questionnaire on teacher characteristics to
be accomplished by the teacher

3, The Turil Infarmstion Sheet to he acecompliched
for overy pupil teoted by the Teacher-in-Charge

or Class Adviser

4, & questionnaire on pupil characteristics to be

accomplished by the pupil himself

For the IMPACT evaluative study, the SOQUTELE instru-
ments were administered twice - during the initial
evaluation I'rom Octltober 11 to 22, 1977 and the final
evaluation, from February 20 to ¥arch 22, 1978, The
Nen-Verbal Mental Ability Test was administered only

during the Qctleboer 1977 IMPACT cvaluation,

Durir both the initial oevaluation and final evaluation,
the SOUTELE inoctruments weroe administered by an external
group - o temun composed of educatioral rescarchers from
the Burcau of Tlementary Dducation, Ministry of Education

and Culturo,

Analysis of Data

Scorins of the tests was andertaken by the UJP.
(Univerzity ~f the Philippines) Computer Center and the
statisticnal treatment of teot results, by the ULP,

Computer Conter and hy TNNOTECH. Processing and statistical

treatment of questionnairve data were done by INNOTECH.

1. Statisticnl analysic relative to test development
The tellowing statistical measures were computed
to determine how the adchicvement teots fuhntioned
among the cxomineor In TMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools
included in the study:
a, Biserial corrclation to determine the discrimina-
tory power of cach item (Ttem validity) for the

Levels TV, V oand VI pupils












I11. FINDINGS OF THE 5TUDY

A. Characteristics ol Pupils, Teachers and Schools

1, On Pupils
- Data on socioeconomic and related characteristics

{

of pupils are presented in Tablco 1-5. Reference may
be made to Fart T of the IMPACT evaluation report for
more detailed aatn,

a. Age Characteristics of Fupils

For purposes of thils study, pupils were con-

sigered ot the right age Lor a level when at the

.I__‘
o,
-

opening ol schoo June their ases fell within

these ranges:

Level IV - 9 years and 6 months to 10 years

and 5 monthg

Level V - 10 years and & months to 11 years
and 5 months

Level VI - 11 years and G months to 12 years

and 5 months

Pupils who were below the glven age range
for a level were considered underage; thosce beyond

or above the indicated age range, overagc,

Table 1 shows that there are olightly bigger
percentages of Non-IMPACT pupils than ot TMPACT
pupils who are underage and of the right age but

bigger percentages of ITMPACT puplls who are overage,

Tt iz well to note, however, that diffcrences
in age are not crucial in studies of the primary
(elementary) level in Philippine w:chool: mince
there i3 an entrance age for Grade I which ic

seven years,
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Educational Attainment of Family Heads

ata on the educational attainment of
family heads of TMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils
are precented in Table Z,

Az shown in Table o, the educatlonal
attainment ~f {amily heads of Levels IV, V and
VI IMPACT puplls ranszes from no schooling to
having earned the Master's or Profemcional
degrec: that of family heads of Non-T:TACT
pupils in the three levels, [rom ne cchooling

to having cempleted the medical cource,

The melinn educationsl attainment of family
heads of IMPACT as well 2 ol Non-INPACT pupils
in the three levels tectod 1o complation of

elementary education,

The family heads of Level IV IMPACT pupils
have higher educational attairnment than family
heads of Level IV Non-IMPACT pupils, an indicated
by = higher percentags of Non-IMPACT family heads
(73.2%) who {iniched at meost olementnry cducation,
compared with a lover percentage for TMPACT Tamily
heads (64,.47%), Thic indicates that o bDigeer
percentage of IMPACT Immily heads had educational
attainment beyond or higher than completion of

the clementary grades,

In Levels Vand VI, the cducational attain-
ment of Tamily heads of IMPACT pupils i3 approxi-
mately the came as that of Non-IMPACT puplls,
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d. Average Monthly PFamily Tncome

Table 5

Average Monthly Family Income of Levels IV, V and VI

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
(Data ag of Qctober 1977)

Sites

IEVEL IV LEVEL V ' IEVEL VI

TMPACT NON-IMPACT IMPACT NON-IMPACT IMPACT NON-IMPACT

aga,
Cebu

Lapu-Lapu

City

LAapang
Palay

PR6LU0 PL66.91 PR63,39 ¥187.00 326,42 #301.22
405,16 344,33 413,80 - 394,28 Lio,50  40l.22

556, 10 271,13 500,80 348,93 - 361.11 396, 24

Averare
Tncome
ffor ALL
Sites

P25, 64 P279,95 345,18 1367,05 v3846,17  P38L.12

For purposes of thic otudy, the average monthly
family incrme includes the ceombined cornings of the
pupils' parents snd wmarricd brothers and sisters

living: in the same houwsehn Ld,

Ao shown in Table 5, the sverage monthly family
income ~f IMPACT pupils 1 higher than that of
Non-INMPACT pupils except in Levels .V oand VI in Sapang

Palay.,
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2. On Teachers
Data on teachers included in the study arce precsented
in Tables &=11., Data Cor each IMPACT site are (oiven in

Part T, the ropert on the October 1977 cvaluations

a., Age and Lensth o0 Tenching Servico

hge and Length of Teaching Scrvice of
IMPACT and Non-INMTACT Teachers
Tncluded ir the Study
(Dato as of Qetaber 1977)

TNPACT NON~-IMPACT

o (11=33) (N = 35)
variables Mean  Standard Mean Standard
Deviatlon Deviation

w

e 35,10 10,32 34,84 8,13

Years of teaching .
service in present 1.5 1.4 5.4 3.35
position

Total nunber of
vears in teach- 10.5 9 8,9 5,1
inge oervicoe

Ao shown in Table 6, the TVMPACT teachoers
werce approximately of the Same age an the None
IMPACT teachers, While the average number of
years o teachin service of INPACT teachers

g

was o lichtly hizher than that of Non-TVMFACT

teachera, the Hon=-IMPACT teachers had longer

experience in their present position.



¢, Civlil Status

Table 7

Civil 3tatus of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT
Teachers Included in the Study
(Data as of October 1977)

IMPACT NON~IMPACT
Civil Status Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Single - 11 . 33.3.. 11 310
Marricd 19 576 2l 63,6
Widowed 3 9,1
Tota l 33 100, 0 35 100.0

Table 7 shows that approximately onc-third
of TMPACT and of Non-INPACT teachers were

single,
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¢, Educatlonal Attainment

Table 8

Educntionw1 ATtwﬁnnvnT Al TMPACT and Non-IMPACT
thrw Tﬂ( ded in the Study
(T

ap Detober 1077)
Educational IMPACT NON-TMPACT
Attainment Number Per Conlt  Numboer  Far Cent

VA /NG /MAT /NS /N Ped 1 2.9
Completsd aenderic 1 2.9

requirements o
Haster' doorec

PERIA/B3E + 3T or more
’ ’ 8 20,2 2
units in MA S LSS . 5.7

STEEA/TOR 4+ 1529 units . ane N
in MA 10 30:3 12 34,3

PRERA/PSE ¢ =14 units :
. l' 1
l 4 12,1 I | 11.4

RSERA /B3 . .10 30,3 -~ 13.... 37.1
Below BSEEd/BSE 1 3.1

Mo responss < 507

Yoot 1 33 160, 15 166,0

Ao oshown in Table 5, 54%05 per cent ol

the toeachors 1In IMPACT rehools had earnea L Lot
15 units toward the Mactor': degrecy in Hon=TMPACT

B per wen

-

schools, N . With the nxcoption of
one teacher in the TMIACT ceoup, «ll The weachers
included in the otudy oot the mlnimam eduevbionnl
qualification ter toochinge in the Philippine
clementary schools - which 100 Bachelor of Beleonce

in Blementary Sducation (BShind),
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d. Derree of Competence in the Use of the

Dialeect, FPilipino and Ewlich

Tble O

ompetence ot TMPACT -ind Non-TMPACT

o Communicoting with Thelr Dupils
i the Dialect

(Dt e ol October 1977)

Degree of C
Teachers 1

Degraee of IVPACT NON=TMFPACT \
Competoence Number Per Coent Number Fer Cent

Txcellont, 19 57,6 2l 68,6
Good 13 39,4 11 314

Fair 1 3.0

T ot 1 33 L1000 35 100,0

A shown in Table 9, all the teachers, both
IMPACT nnd MNon-TMPACT, roted thomoslvers at lLeant
zood (Good nnd Rxcellonl)'in comimunicating with
theiv pupils in the dialeot creept oone TRIFACT
teachor whe considered himeld oLy '"I'air!' insofar
as communicating with pupils in the disdect was

concoerned,
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Except in Level VI, the bigger decreases in percentages
of IMPACT pupils with low and very low motivation (L & VL)

~nfrom’ October 1977 to February-March ‘1978, as compared with =

those of Non-IMPACT puplls, reflect fqvorably on IMPACT,
'Moroover, 1t may be noted that even with the bigger
~‘decrease for Non-IMPACT in Level VI, the percentage of
pupils with low and very low motivation in February-March
1978wagc lower Tfor IMPACT (14,50%) than Tor Non-IMPACT
(23.35%) in this level.
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Table 14

Levels of lictivation of Levels IV, V and VI IMPACT and
Non-IMFACT Puplls as Perceived by Their Teachers
in October 1977 and in Feb.-March 1978
(Data in Percentages)

IMPACT NON-IMPACT

Levels of . _

. . Oct. feb, - Oct I'eb, -

~ L . .
Motivatlor™  ygon  yar. e * 1977 Mar. p#
1978 1978
Level TV (N=341) ‘ (N=322)
H and VH 18,48 14,66 3.82 0 27.64 27.33 -.31
M 39,58 69,21 29,63 34,07 50,00 15,53
L and Vi, I, 9k 16.13 -25.81 37,89 22.67 -15.22
TOTAL 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Level V (N=284) (N=341)
H and VH 22,54 24,30 L.76 17.30 22.29 4,99
M W, 9k Gl Yy 15.5 39.30 L7,51 8.21
L and VL 28,52 11.26 -17.26 h3,40 30,20 -13.2
TOTAL 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Level VI (N=2069) (N=274)
H and VH 33.83 20.82 -13.33 14,96 32.85 17.89
M h7.95 A, 68 16,66 38,32 43,80 5.48
T and VI, 16,22 14,50 S3.030 ) h6.72 23,35  =23.37
TOTAT 100,0 100,0 100,0 100.,0
*Legend:
H and VH = High and Very Hieb M = Moderate
L and VI, = T.ow and Very ILow
**Differcnce (D) = Percentage in Feb.-M¥ar., 1978 minus

percentage in October 1977
























o of Differences Between Me
[
D

f Level V IMPACT and Non-IHFACT Pupils
Combined in Fehkruary-rtiarch 1¢7¢,
or the October 1477 Evaluation

No,., of Mearn Standard

ot
9]
o3
OJ
)
Yy
Hy
-
D
'J a1
Q) rh
D

for- Standard
Errar of

)
Purils Deviation E
t

E s Tected™ Tested he lMean the Dif- o Feh,-Morch Octoker

o

foerence 1978 1977
(D) (s_ )

X ‘ I T X

{(n) (X) (

0
~~
0n

(3]
=

e L
326 20,28 4,50 22 19 35 57 'S ag
o~ — - - - -~ 8 4= -~ e Z - P
373 2C .17 P 20 22 *
, xeacins (90) . .
THEACT 326 1,34 3.37 5 C e o . :
Mot \jf\i ll.»:’ Jow‘/ .l,, .Cl(‘ .2‘:) 2.6‘1 .Ol ) ;\‘S
Non-IMFRIT 373 10,66 W35 » 15

L]
513 27.12 10,38 €0 5 61 se 3.1 o1 o
369 24,51 a,37 V10

L]
324 19,16 7,24 .40 . an . 5 s o= .

. —_ - - - _ - Y -2 . .- .-

374 17.8%2 7,03 .36 '

. .
aiate’ o} = 2 i
EPCRE 030 31 .45 .37 1,722 NS .C1
:’81 o bEb) <t g “r il .« Lo

L]
’:'PD' 1 (35 :: ?- Q - - . -
beo 10.07 SR ‘ -.32 .25 -1.30 NS .01
382 10,67 3.13 . LE

*Uunber of test 1tomg 1S 1v the parentiesis,
H NP el = o = - - 3 = - - - W,
“*The significont differences are all 1n 1avor of IMIRCT,
vG meane aot significont at the 05 level,
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Tablie 18

Sicrificance of Diffszrences Between Means of Level V1 IMFACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
by Subkject Area for the Three Sites Comkined in February-March 1978,
Including Levels of Significance IZcr the October 1277 Evaluation
*o, of Mean Standard Standard Standard
lupils Deviation Error of Error of Level of Significance*¥*
Subjects Tested* Tested the lea the Dif- -
u Jtv s Tes < ested the Mean e Dif Fel.-March
(n) (X)) - (s) . () :
P
1, Lancuage (78)
MPARCT 284 22.30 5.59 033 1 NS
won-IMPACT 33% 21.41 5.83 32 - ;
2, fe~ding (40)
InECT 284 2.25 (.12 .24 NS
Non-I1realT 333 12.18 1,20 023
3, Jike (Language in
Pilinino) (&7) : .
IMEACT 274 26,70 11.25 .68 01
Wor=-IMFACT 338 26,84 9,85 D4 *
. Zogbasa (30)
IM?ACT 283 21,28 8.40 .50 05
...... -1MFARCT 336 19,86 8,05 v V-
5, science (50) .
Mon-IMFLCT 340 18,58 6,17 .24
5, sMathematics (40)
INpECT 266 11,74 4,04 022 .
Non-IMPACT 340 12,34 3,80 e 21 NS
¥ yumber of test items is in the parenthe51s.

** The ol??lf]Cant cifferences are all in favor of IMPACT.

NS means not si-mificant

at the

» OD lk_vel Y
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Table -- (Cont'd.)

No, 0f lean Standard Standard Differ- Standard
Tuplils * Deviabtiocn Errcor of ence Error of Level of Significance**
Sukjects Tectedw Tos ' . the Mean the Dif- t -
Du‘geL;M Leste fested e fcr'nc; ' Feb.-March October
axvs -1" "1} e )- .
by Group X = - = 1678 1877
(../ (J-) (S) (S_) ('../) (S____)
. X ¥ X
21
7., Socinl Studies-
Lnelish (20)
TNRLOT e \ ~ ~n )
[hratl 66 10,62 3.88 T — i3 32 -1,35 NS xS
Non-ToimalT 340 11,95 3,96 21 . - .
8, JHork Euucntion (30)
AT e} \ el - o) ) )
IMPRCT 142 10.3: 3,02 25 ~.20 .36 -.81 NS NS
Nor=TIMIACT 1672 10 .3 3,156 22 3
g, mome sconomics (30)
IMTACT L ] S 30 _ _
I2FACT l:\_‘ l_.'..lC 2.66 e OV _.0'/ .43 ~.17 NS 'O'_')
Non-InrFCr 170 11:23 3¢50 230
7 7 . R
*\umbcr oF test items is in the parenthesis,
** Theo siarificanrt Jdiffermnces are all in favor of IMPACT,
NS means not sicnificant at the ,05 level,
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Fferences Between Means of Level IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
by Subject Area for Naga, Cebu in Fekruary-March 1978, Including
Lovels of Significance for the October 1977 Evaluation

£

No. of Mean Standard Stardard Diffcr- Standard
- Furils Deviation Error of ence Error of Level of Significance**
Sunjects Tosted icstea the Hean the Dif- t Feb,-March Octoker
by Groun _ ference 1976 1877
(n) X)), (s) () (t)  (s_ _ )
x T X3
2
1317 14,84 3,92 35 .
Q :
2, wexdince (3%) .
1:i5nCT 11¢C 9,69 3.42 32 = . .
- IMPACT 63 1000 3,86 .29 —e31 »36 =35 NS R
2, wika (Language |
in Pilinino) (50) ¢
THPRCT 118  15.°F 3.92 35 , -
Je . L . 2 . . ) 'S
N ono INPECT 70 15.74  6.13 .73 .1 73 17 NS N
i Fachasa (<0)
fﬁ?P*T 117 12.68 4,30 40 .
- . . . . . .56 05 NS
Pon=-IrrPLC 67 11,08 3.74 E4{3) 1.61 63 2 ’
5, Science (40)
Non-IMN2ACT 72 13,44 4,97 27 1.43 72 1499 »0 01
¢, M2 t‘d atics (30) _
Non-TMPACT . . 69 8,77  3.96 .48 -0 >t . ‘

*wNumher of test items is in the parenthesis.
**The siagnificant differences are all in favor of IMPACT,
NS means not significart at the .05 level,
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Table 12(Contid.)
No. of Mean tandard tandard Differ- Standard
. Pupills Deviation Error of ence Error of Level of Significzance*
Subjccts Tested Tasted the HMean the Dif- t Feb,-March Octowox
Sy Group ference ’ 167¢ 1277

~~
,
s
-
P
P4l
N’

(s) (s_) (D) (Sy )

11¥ 9,31 3,13 .25 ) J R - -
76 2,71 2,81 .3 =0 .44 -.20 NS N3
; (32) . ) '
110 10.95 3401 .28 1,78 .43 3417 .01 .05
74 9,21 2.71 .31 *

o7 tegt i1tems je in the varenthescs,
1 o

he sicoriZicint diJfercaces are 3ll in favor of IMPACT.
IS means mot gignificant st the .05 level,
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Significancce »f Differences Between Mcans of Lovel V IMPLCT and Non-IMFACT Fupils
by Subicct Lrea for Nnga, Cobu in Fobruary-March 1978, Including
ovels of Significance for the October 1977 Evaluation

) No. of Mean Standard Standard Difference Standard - ol e -
- 5. AR - R Level of Zicnifiicance™
- e mrcetad’ rupilis Deviation Error of Zryror Oof T oh. har ol Cor ohe -
Subiects Tegce . < g : e —Marcn - =
supjeccs L1eboed Tested the hean - the Dif- £ T L croner
hy Group - 187¢& 1277
= : _ reronce
{m) (X) (s) (s_) (3) (s_ _)
X XN~-X
2 1 .
1. ) ' ' ) ' :
ag 16,12 3.60 «D3 : : . .
.- g S Qc 78 o7 NS NS
< 9,07 P .00 56 * * *
T ' B
S8 11,06 3.2¢8 7 106 .63 1.6C 103 s
42 10,00 2.64 .40 st ' i
Za
48 18,01 5408 160 Qo 190 0% NS - 1S
a3 18,572 SelY 7
.
48 14,04 2,401 .49 26 o 31 N3 %3
I . (G * - ¢ *
-G 13.78 L'.f"/‘ o O
. a
:.‘l 17 .“‘\? 5.-- . /3 7 ~ o o) -
S 1k €7 L,26 .56 2.82 S3 3.04 .01 01
. Mathematics (40)
IMZACT 50 10,08 3.7 =9
oo 1P T cr o ar 370 Oz .18 69 027 NS .03
Nori~-I1i122CT sS4 10.80 3,32 .45 -

*Nupber o° test items ig in the parenthesis,
**The sicnificant differerces are all in favor of IMracCT,
23 means not significart at the .05 level,
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Table <
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of i ffercnces Between Means nf Level Vi IMPACT and Non-IdMPaCT &
by Subject hrea for Naga, Cebua in February-March 1978, Including
1s of Significance for the October 1677 Evaluatlﬂn

MNo, of Mean Standard Standard Differ- Standard et e 4 o
* s _ . . _ ~ = ] — Pu Level of Signrlilcarce
, - - Puy 113 Deviation orror Of ence crror 0f - T et
Surjccts Tested toT o R .- Feh,.-Mazrch October
e s Tested the Mean the Dif- t 1a7¢@ 1077
Ry SEenk feronce T B
() (X) (s) (s_) (D) S _)
. ] b . XX i
' 2 1
2 27.2€ Y e G - .
. 22,26 et ' 19 2;36 .52 2,58 01 N
57 1¢,88 3¢90 cH3
31 11.1% 2.93 53 = - - .t =
3—-7 l(—\‘:(,‘?) 3:{:(} :/1‘(—; n:)l ./6 ."S‘, 1\S .OJ‘
3. : .
31 14,35 5,26 IRERY . =
= St -tz z < 427 1.22 022 NS 05
59 1¢,08 5457 .73 y * *
i
1 21 17,64 3.7C 06 S —_—— . -
NC SACT 5 i ’ )(‘ =" o ' 1./77 « /2 Zojj .OD .C‘S
.\L;;—lAs...-\/l :)\3 1 .8'\3 :‘.l“ .‘}2
5, Scicnce (30)
9.6 ) 1., R - .
Tmircl 31 19.61 =.ie tole 3.0 1,10 2,75 .01 01
Lon—1rFACT 56 16,29 P.14 D4
6, Mathematics (40)
IMPLCT 51 12.16 1,19 -75 13 .70 .'\6 NS .()5
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Tawle 2. (Zont'd.)

No, of Mean Standard Standard TDiffer- Standard
Fupils Deviation Error of ence Zrror of Level of Significance¥*
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Vika (Language IMPACT NON-IMPACT
il Filipino)
Level TV -0,59 -0,14
Tevel V L0, 57 L o2

9]

[4

Tevel VI -0,28 -0l

Pagbaca (Reading TMPACT NON-IMPACT
in "ilipino)

Level TV =0y . -0, 52
Level V -0, 68 ~-0.30

Level VI ' 009 ~0,62

Seisnc IMPACT NON-IMPACT
Tevel TV -0, 45 , -0,35
Tovel V -00 -0.49

Level VI -0.,26 -0.30

Mathomatice IMPACT "~ NON-IMPACT
Level TV -0, 56 ' ’ o =0,20

Lovel W -0,55 -0, 606

Level VT . -0, 1L ~-0.57

Sccinl Studics TMPACT NON~-IMPACT
[emrnl TV ~0, AL ~0.63
Livwval V ~0, 06 -0, 56
Tevel VI -0, 28 -0,46

Vo sducation IMPACT NON-TMPACT
Loevel TV ~0,63 - -0, 6L
Lev-1 V -0,39 ' -0,20
Level VI -0,81 -Q.89

Homoe conomics IMPACT- NON~-TIMPACT
Level V ~0,57 - -0, 52
Level VI -0,10 -0,56

A1l the obtained 2orrelation ceofficients are negative,
a finding concictent with available resgoarch evidence that

there iz » negative correlation betweern pretest or initial
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Since in cach of the threce aforementioned subjects,
the regreszions for TMPACT and Non-IMFACT have the same
slonc but dilfersnt intercepts, the combined or common
slooe (bp) Teor ecach subject who used while the intercepts

of the individual reerostions were retained.,  (Appendix F)

The aforementvioned findings indicate that insofar asg
relative axtent of prowth/salng in achievement 1o concerned,
the IMPACT pupils did s well as or better than the Non-
IMPACT puplls, Tt mny be recalled that a gimilar trend
was indicated in the comparizon of means for IMPACT and

Non-IMPACT in the diftferent subject arcas tested.

Relationship Betwoeon Mentol Ability and Growth/Gains in

Achievenont

The meacsure »f this relationthip is the product
moment coofTicient of correlation between scores in a
non-verbal sental abllity test and growth/gains in achieve-
ment., Computations were pertormed alsoe with the use of
the Hewlett-FPackard progran on covariance and correlation

e s 1
coefficiont™,

The nllowing corrclation coefficients and the cor-

responding coefficients of determination were obtained:

IMPACT NON-IMPACT

r I‘2 r I‘2

Language
Level IV -0,04 0,0016 0.28 0,0784

Level VI 0,01 G.0001 0.05 0.0025

lHewlctt—Packard Company, Ibid.
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Work Education

Level IV -0,073
Level Vv 0,18
Level VI -0.15

r r2
Reading
Level IV 0,03  0,0009
Level V. 0.09 -0,0081
Level VI =0.26 0,0675
Wika (Language
in Pilipino)
Level 1V 0.15 0.0225
Levol V 0.10 0,0100
Lovel VI 0.03 0,0009
Pagbasa (keading
in Pilipino)
Level TV 0,07 0,0049
- Level V 0,26 0,0675
Levol VI 0s073 0,0009
Science
Level TV 0,19 0.0361
Level V 0,074 0,000000
Level VI 0.09  0,0081
Mathematics
Level TV 0,21 0,004
Level V ~-0,06 0.,0036
Level VT 0,27 0.,0729
Social Studics |
Lovel TV 0.13 0.0169
Tevel V 0.06 0,0036
Level VI Coll 0.0121

- 0.,0009

0.,0324

0,0225

NON-IMPACT
2
r r
0.03 0.0009
~0.,09 0.0081
~ 0,07 “ (0, 0049
~0.03 0,0009
0.11 0.,0121
0,12 0.0144
0.01 0.0001
0,12 0.0144
0,0002  0.00000004
~0.16" 0.0256
-0.05 0.0036
~-0,03 0.0009
0.01 0.0001
-0.08 0,0064
0,14 0.0196
0.06 0.C036
0,17 0.0289
0.13 0.0169
0,08 0.0064
-0.25 0.0625
-0.10 0.,0100
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TMEACT NON-IMPACT
.2 ' 2
r r r r
Home Economics®
Level V ~C0,08 0,0064 0.32" 00,1024

Level VI 0,26 0.0676  -0,11 0,0121

PAdministered only in Levels V and VI

The cnoefficients of correlation betwcen scores 1n
a non-verbal mental ability test and growth/gains in
achicvement range from -0.,25 to 0.32,

The Teollowing dicti-ibution of the correlation values
gives indications of the strongth of the relationship:

r Interpretation of ro  IMPACT — NON-IMPACT
0,00 to +0.20 Tndifferent or 20 22

e lisible .
relationship
+0,20 to +0,40  Low corrclation. 6 b

present but slight

o shown in the foregroing tabulation, 20 or 77 per cent
of the correlation valuen Tor IMPACT and 22 or 85 per cent
of thesa values Lor Non-TMPACT indicate indifferent or

1 e

nezligible lincar relationsnipy

The corvesponding coolficients of determination (rz)
range from 40,0000 +. 0,078/, This menns that at best or even
in the two subjects with the hichest rg'values, only 8
per cent of the variation in crowth/gaing in achievement io
accounted for or cxplained by the mental ability test scores,

Conscauently, comparisons of growth/gains in achievement
of TUPACT ~nd Nor=TMPACT pupils with the. same mental ability

Jecorcs warde no longoer modie,

1 — .
“Henmry ., Garrvett, Ibid.



IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Sum‘maer,

The main concern of this study was to evaluate the learning
effectiveness of the IIVIPAC;I‘ system by compariné the vachieveme’nt of
pupils in IMPACT schools with the achieverﬁent of pupi‘l-s in comparable
Non-IMPACT schools. The evaluation of achie.vement involved: (1) a
comparison of mean scores in achievement tests of IMPACT and of Non-
IMPACT pupils by subject area and level; and (2) a comparison of the
growth/gains in the achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pugils
also by subject area and level. Comparisons were also made with respect
to certain school, teacher and pupil characteristics which may have some

bearing on academic achievement.

Since comparisons had to be made in the pupils' achievement
status as well as in the extent of growth/gains in their achievement,
evaluation was undertaken twice - the initial evaluation in October 1977
and the final evaluation in February~March 1578, for which Part I and
Part II, respectively, of the INMPACT evaluation report were prepared.
This report integrates Part I and Part II. For more detailed data on the
" initial evaluation and final evaluation, reference may be made to Part I

and Part II, respectively, of the IMPACT evaluation report.

The subjects for the initial evaluation in Dctober 1977 consisted

of 2169 pupils (1049 IMPACT and 1120 Non-IMPACT), 68 teachers of
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these pupils (33 IMPACT and 35 Non-IMPACT), and 16 school heads

(9 IMPACT, 7 Non-IMPACT); for the final evaluation in February-March

1978 2096 pupils (1004 IMPACT and 1092 Non-IMIPACT), 71 teachers
qf these pupils (31 IMPACT and 40 Non-IMPACT) and 15 school heads

(3 IMPACT and 6 Non-IMPACT).

There were differences in the number of pupils included in the
study in the initial cvaluation and final evaluation because some pupils
who took the tests in October 1977 were unable to take the tesis in
February-March 1973 and some pupils who took the tests in February-

March 1978 had failed to take the same tests in October 1977.

The SOUTELE (Survey of Outcomes of Elementary Education)
instruments developed for Grades IV and VI pupils in Philippine govern-
ment and private schools were used to gather data for this study. The
research instruments used included a non-verbal mental ability test;
achievement tests in the Language Arts in Pilipino and in English,
Science, Mathematics, Social Studies, Work Education/Home Economics;
and questionnaires for pupils, teachers and school heads. With the
exception of the non~verbal mental ability test which was administered
only once, these instruments were administered in IMPACT and in control
schools during both the initial evaluation and final evaluation from
October 11 to 28, 1977 for the initial evaluation, and from February 20

to Marcn 22, 1978 for the final evaluation.
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During both the initial evaluatign and final evaluation, the
SOUTELE instrumecnts were administercd by an external group - a team
of educational researchers from the Burcau of Elementary Education,

Ministry of Education and Culture.

Scoring of the tests was undertaken by the University of the
Philippines Computer Center. Processing and statistical treatment of
test ‘resuits and questionnaife data were done by the University of the
Philip'pines‘Computer Center and INNOTECH. In the analysis of
questionnaire data, percentages wcre computed. The statistical analysis
relative to test development involved the computation of the following:
blsefial correlation, Kuder-Richardson formula 120, and standard error
of measurement. The statistical measures used in the analysis of test
results included the following, among others: t test for uncorrelated
means to determine the s'ignificanco of the difference in the mean achieve-
‘ment test scores of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT puplils in each subject
for each level; and analysis of variance to test homogeneity and
concurrence of tc\:gressions éf the extent of growth/gains in achievement
on initial scores in achi evement tests for IMPACT and for Non-IiViPACT,
i.e., to compare the ‘extent of growth/gains in the achievement of

IMPACT pupils with that of Non-IMPACT pupils.



The salient findings of the study were as follows:

A.  Characteristics of Pupils, Teachers and Schools

1. On Pupils

a.

In Levels IV, V and VI, there were bigger percentages of
IMPACT pupils than of Non-IMPACT pupils who were
overage and bigger percentages of Non-IMPACT pupils
who were at the right age for their levels.

The median educational attainment of fam#ly heads of
IMPACT as well as of Non-IMPACT pupils in the three
levgls tested was completion of primary {elementary)
education.

The family heads of Level IV IMPACT pupils had
higher educational attainment than familyl heads of
Level IV Non-INiPACT pupils, as indicated by a bigger
percentage of Non-IM:PACT family heads (73.2%) who
finished at most clementary education, .ompared with
a lower percentage for IMPACT family hear'is (64.4%).
This indicates that a biggcer percentage oflll\/IPAC.T family
heads had cducational attainment beyond or higher
than complction of primary (clemcntary)‘ education.

In Level V and Level VI, the educational attainment
of family heads of IMPACT pupils was approximately the

same as that of family heads of Non-IMPACT pupils.
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Bigg\}:r percentages of IiviPACT thal"l’ of Non-IMPACT pupils
spoke Pilipinc at homo. This was truc for all levels

tested.

!

The number of pupils who spokc English often at

‘home was minimal. Approximatcly three-fifths to four-

fifths of the pupils investigated did not speak English at
home,

The average monthly family income of I‘MPACT pupils
was higher than that of Non-IMPACT pupils except in

Levels V and VI in Sapang Palay.

2. | On Teachers

a.

The IMPACT teachers wore approximately of the same age
as the Non-IMPBACT teachers,

While the average number of years of teaching service
of IMPACT tcachers was slightly higher than that of Non-
IMPACT teachers, their experience in the IMPACT system
was much shorter than the cxpericnce of the Non-IMPACT
teachers in thc conventional system.

Approximately one-third of II/iPACT and of Non-INMPACT
tcachers were singlc,
All the tcachers in the IMIPACT and Non-IMPAGT schools

included in the study were educationally qualified with
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the exception of onc tzacher in the IMPACT group who had
not earned the degree, Bachelor of Science in Clementary
Education (BSEEd), the minimum sducational attainment
required of teachers in the Philippine elementary schools.

Fifty-four anc five-tenths por cent of the tcachers
in the IMPACT schools had carned at least 15 units
toward the Master's degrec; in Non-IMPACT schools,
45,8 per cent.

All the tcachers, both IMPAGT and Non-IMPACT, felt that
they were at least good (Good and Excellent) in commu-
nicating with pupils in thc dialect ercept for one IMPACT
teacher who rated hims<lf "Fair® in communicating in the
dialect.

Jith regard to the use of Pilipino as a medium of
instruction, 78.8 per cont of the IVIPACT teachers
considered themselves at least good. The corresponding
percentage for the Non-IMPACT teachers was 85.7 per cent,

The percentage of IVMiPACT tcachers who considered
themselves cither good or excellent in the use of English
as a medium of instruction was 78,3, the same percentage
of IMPACT tcachers who rated themselves at least good in

the vsc of Pilipino as a medium of instruction. A bigger
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percentage of Non-IMPACT teachers, 97.1, considered
themsclves proficient in the usc of English as a medium

of instruction.

"On Schools

School resource materials in IMPACT schools were more
adequate than thosc in Non-IMPACT schools, especially with
regard to the following: library readers, teacher's guides,
lists of objectivas, bullctins, supplementary readers, audio-

visual materials and classroom cquipment.

B. School Personnel's Attitude Toward Educational Innovations

1'

On the whole, IMPACT tcachers had a more favorable attitude
toward educational innovations than the Non-—IlV;P;?C-T teachers,
as indicatcd by larger percentages of IMPACT teachers . agree-
ing to most of the positive or favorable statements about

innovations and smaller percentages of 1M PACT teachers than

-of Non-IMPACT teachers agreeing to most of the negative or

unfavorable statements about innovations. The same pattern
holds for school hcads in IviPACT and in Non-IMPACT schools.
Lack of funds was the most scrious constraint to the imple-

mentation of innovations in the opinion of teachers and school

-heads in both IMPACT and Non<IMPACT 4chools.
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C. Tcachers' Percoeption of the Pupils' Lovel of Motivation

1. As of February-ivMiarch 1978, the percentages of puplls perceived
by their tecachers to have from moderate to very ‘high motivation
were higher for IMPACT than for Non~Iiv PACT in all levels.

2. Except in Level VI, the bigger decreases in the percentages
of IMPAC T pupils with low and very low motivation from
October 1977 to Fcbruary-narch 1978, as compared with those
of Non~-IMPACT pupils, reflect favorably on IMPACT, More~-
over, even with the bigger decreasce in percentage of pupils
with low motivation among the Level VI Non-IMPACT pupils,
the percentage of Level VI pupils with low and very low
motivation in February-iiarch 1978 was lower for IMPACT

(14.50%) than for Non-InPACT (23.35%).

D. Academic Achicvement

1. Comparison of wviean Scores
a. The results of comparisons of means in achievement tests
of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in the initial evaluation
and final ¢valuation for the three sites.combined and
for Naga, Cebu are summarized by subject in Tables 23
and 24,
The interpretation of the summary of findings by
subject is madc first for the three sites combined, followad

by that for Naga, Cebu,
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Table 23 -

Summary Table Showing Consistency or Inconsistency of Results in the Comparison of Means
in Achievement Tests of IMPACT and of Non-INV.PACT in the Initial Evaluation and Final Evaluation
for the Three Sites Combined

hAchicvement Tests

. _onsistent Results

t

.2. Inconsistent Results

. Mcans of IMPACT and! b.

of Non-IMPACT not !
significantly different,
in both initial evalu- '

ation and final |

hieans of IMPACT
and of Non- [i.:- |
PACT sigaificant- |
ly different, in |
favor oi IMPACT,

and of Non-IMPACT
significantly dif-
icrent, in favor

>f [MiPACT, in

ja. Means of IMPACT b. kmeans of IMPACT

and of von~-IvPACT
not significantly
different in initial
evaluaticn, but

evaluation 5 in both initial initial evaluation significantly dif-
evaluation and but nzt cignificantly,  férent, in favor
final evaluation differeat in final 1 of IMPACT, in
i . evaluation : | final evaluation
1, Language V v, VI
2. Reading v Vi Y
3. 7 ika Vv, VI v
4, Paabasa v, v, VI
S. Science v,v, VI
5. m:athematics v, v, VI
7. Social Stucies - English v, v, VI
2. Araling Panlipunan¥® v
(Social ~tudies in
FPilipino)
9. "‘ork Education- English v, VI v
10. Edukasyong Panggawain* v
(" “ork Ecducation in Pil.)
11, Home Economics \' VI

*Administered only to Level IV pupils in Sapang Palay
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Table 24
Summary Table Showing Consistency or Inconsistency of Results in the Comparison of Means

-in Achievement Tests of IiMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in the Initial Evaluation and Final Evaluation
for Naga, Cebu

1. Consistent Results 2. Inconsistent Results

et e =

‘a. heans of IMPACT b. ivieans of IMPACT ‘ia. means of IMPACT b. heans of IiviPACT

and of Non-IMPACT and of Non~-Iiv.PACT  and of Non-IiPACT  and of Won-Ii:PACT
f not significantly i significantly dif- significantly cif- : not significantly
, different in both ’ fzrent, in favor ferent, in favor . different in initial
Achievemant Tests initial evaluation i of Ti4PACT, in of TiPACT, in evaluation, but
: and final evalu- both initial initial evaluation | significantly dif-
ation evaluation and but not signifi- ferent, in favor

final evaluation cantly different i of IN:PACT, in
{ . in fifal evaluation ! final evaluation
1. Language v, v V - l VI
2. Reading v, Vv VI
3. _ika v, Vv VI
4, Pagbasa \Y VI v S
5. Scisnce 1 v, v, Vvl :
5. h-athematics v v, Vi
7. Social Studies -~ English v, v, VI
8. “Jork Education - Vv, VI v
English
3. Home Economics Vi \
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(1)

(2)

Language

In Level V, the means of IMPACT and of Non-
IMPACT were not significantly different, i.e. . they
were comparable in both the initial cvaluation and
final evaluation for the three sites combined. How-
ever, in Levels IV and VI, IMPACT obtained signifi-
cantly higher means in the initial eval uation but the
means of IMPACT and of Non~-IMPACT were comparable
during the final evaluation.

In Naga, Cebu, Levels IV and V IMPACT and
Non-IMPACT had comparablc achievement In Language
in both the inftial cvaluation and final evaluation.
However, for the Level VI pupils, there was a change
from comparable achicvement of IMPACT and of Non-
IMPACT in the initial cvaluation to higher achievement
of IMPACT in ‘t'nc final evaluation,

Reading

In Reading, there was a diffcrent pattern for each
level for the three sites combined. In Level IV, the
mecans of IMPACT and of Non-INPACT were not
significantly diffcrent in both the initial evaluation
and final ¢valuation., In Lovel VI, IMPACT scored

significantly higher than Non-IMPACT in the initial
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evaluation but in the final evaluation the performance
of both groups was comparable. In Level V, the change
was from comparable achicvement of IMPACT and of
Non-IMPACT in the initial evaluation to higher achieve-~
ment of IMPACT in the final evaluation,
In Levels IV and V in Naga, Cebu, there was no

* significant difference in the Reading achievement of
IMPACT and of Non~-INiPACT in both the Initial
evaluation and final evaluation. ' In Level VI, IMPACT
scored significantly higher in the initial eval uation
but had comparable achievement as Non-IMPACT in
the final evaluation.

(3) Wwika (Language in Pilipino)

For th=z thre¢ sites combined, thc means of IMPACT
in "Mika were si'gnificlantly higher than those of Non-
IMPACT in both the initial e¢valuation and final eval-
uation in Levels V and VI. In Level IV ,‘ while
IMPACT scored slgnificalntly higher than Non-IMPACT
in the initial evaluation, the two groups had comparable
achievement in the final evaluation.

For Naga, Cebu, thc means of IMPACT and of
Non-IMPACT were comparable in both the initial

evaluation and final evaluation in Levels IV and V.
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In Level VI, IMPACT did significantly better in the
initial evaluation but in the final cvaluation the
achievement of the two groups became comparable.

(4) Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino)

In all the levels tested (IV, V, VI), the results
indicate higher achicvement of Ii\/lPACT in Pagbasa
in both the initial cvaluation and final evaluation for
the threc sites combined.

The consistently better performance of IMPACT
in both the initial evaluation and final evaluation

also holds truc for Level VI in Naga, Cebu. In

Level 1V, there was a changce from comparable achieve-

ment of IWiPACT and of Non-INMPACT in the initial
evaluation to the higher achicvement of IMPACT in
the final cvaluation. In Level V, IMPACT and Non-
IMPACT had comparable achievement in Pagbasa in
bqth the Initial evaluation and final wvaluation,

(5) Science

The findings in Science for the three sites

combined indicatc that in the initial cvaluation,
the means of [IViPACT werce significantly higher than
those of Non-IMPACT in all the levels tested (1V,
V, V1I). In the final cvaluation, however, the means

of the two groups were comparable,
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In Naga, Cebﬁ,; IMPACT had .significantly higher
achievement than Non-IIviPACT 1:n 'Science in all the
levels tested in both the i‘nitial evaluation and final
evaluation., =

(6) Mathematics

As was the case in Science, the means in Mathematics
of IMPACT and of Non-IN:PACT in all the levels tested
(v, Vv, VI) for the three sites combined were signifi-
cantly different during the initial evaluation, in favor
of IMPACT; in the final evaluation, there was no
significant difference in the means of IMPACT and of
Non-IMPACT in the three levels.

A similar pattern may be noted in Levels V and
VI in Naga, Cebu; i.c., IMPACT had significantly
higher :achievemo‘nt in the initiéi evaluation but the
achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT became
comparable in the final evaluation. In Level IV, there
was no significant difference in the Mathematics

H achlevement of IMPACT and of Non-INMPACT in  both
the initial evaluation and final evaluation.

(7) Social Studies-English

There was no significant difference in the achieve-

ment in Social Studies-English of IViPACT and of Non-
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(9)
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IMPACT in all the levels tested (IV, V, VI) in both
the initial evaluation and final evaluation.
Similar results may bc noted for Naga, Cebu.,

Araling Panlipunan (Social Studies in Pilipino)

The Level IV pupils were allowed to take either
the Pilipino version or the English version of the
Social Studies test. Only the Level IV pupils in
Sepang Palay opted to take the test in Tilipino; the

Level IV pupils in Naga, Cebu and in Lapu-Lapu City

| took the EnglisH'Version of the Social Studies test.

“The results for Sapang Palay indicate significantly
higher achievement for IMPACT in the initial evaluation
but comparable achicvement of IviPACT and of Non-
IN:PACT in the final cvaluation.

Work Education-English

Lata for the threc sites combined indicate com-
parable achievement of IIVI.PACT and of Non-IMPACT
in both the initial cvaluation and final evaluation in
Levels V and VI. In Level IV, while the achievement
of IMPACT énd of Non-IMPACT was comparable in
the initial ~valuation, IwiPACT did significantly

better in the finail evaluation.
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: For Naga, Ccbu, the Déttern for Levels V and VI
w.;\;as si-milar to that for the threce sites combined in the
same levels, i.e., there was no significant difference
tn the achicvement o‘f IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in
both the 1nitia] evaluation and final evaluation also
in Levels V and VI. In Level IV, IMPACT did signifi-
cantly better than Non-IMPACT in both the initial
eQalﬁation and final evaluation.

Edukasyong Panggawain (*“ork Education in Pilipino)

As was the casc with Araling Panlipunan, only

the Level IV pupils in Sapang Palay took the Work
Education testl in Pilipino; the Level IV pupils in
Naga, Cebu and in Lapu-Lapu City took the English
version of the test.

The re-sulté obtaincd wera similar té the results
on the Pilipino version of the Social Studies test,
also administered only in Sapéng Palay. “‘’hile the
means of I:'MPACT and of Non-IMPACT were signifi-
cantly diJfferent in the initial cvaluation, in favor

of IMPACT, they wer+ comparable during the final

evaluation.
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(11) YHome Economics

The achicvement in FHome Economics of IMPACT
and of Non~IMPACT vias not significantly different
in the initial evaluation and final evaluation in
Level V for tho three sites combined., In Level VI,
the results indicate higher achievement of IMPACT
in the initial evaluation but comparable achievement
of thc two groups in the final_cvaluation.

In Naga, Cebu, Levul‘V IM_PACT had higher
achievemant than Level V Non- IM‘PACT in both the
initial evaluation and final evaluation, In Level VI,
the achievement of IwviPACT and of Non-Iiv.PACT in
both the initial evaluation and final evaluation was
comparable,

From the data presented in Tables 23 and 24 and the
corresponding interpretations of these data, the following
salient observations may bc¢ made:

(a) Lata for the threo sites combined indicate that
except for Wika in Levcel IV, IviPACT  did
significantly better than Non~IMPACT in the
Language Arts subjects in Pilipino (__’ﬁx and
Pagbasa) in all levels tested in both the initial

evaluztion and final cvaluation.
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The performance of IMPACT in the Language Arts
' subjects in Pilipino in Naga, Cebu, a non-Tagalog
speaking community, was also encouraging.

(b) In Naga, Cebu, IMPACT scored consistently higher
than Non-IMPACT in Science in all levels tested in
both the initial evaluation and final evaluation.

(¢) The subjects in each of which there was a change
from comparable achievement of IMPACT and of Non-
IMPACT in the initfal evaluation to highc¢r achicvement
of IMPACT in the final evalvation were as follows:
Reading in Level V and “*/ork Education-English in
Level IV for the three sites combined; and Language
in Level VI end Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino) in
Level 1V for Naga, Cebu.

(@) For the three sites combined, IMPACT scored signifi-
cantly higher than Non-IMPACT in Science and in
Mathematics in all the levels tested during the initial
evaluation. However, in the final evaluation, the
achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in these

two subjects became comparable,

(e ) There was no significant difference in the achievement

of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in Social Studies-English

in the three levels tested (IV, V, VI) in both the initial
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evaluation and final evaluation for the three sites
combined as well as for Naga, Cebu. This implies

- that the IMPACT system and the conventional system
aro equally effective:in the teaching of Social Studies-
English.

"(f) In the data analysis for the three sites combined and

for Naga, Ccbu, therc was no single instance when

Non-IMPACT did significantly better than IMPACT.

i

Tﬁe: Ién‘c;alysis by levels of mc-ntél ability ‘during the initial
evaluation involved twenty—eigh-t combarisons (ten in
Levél IV and nine.eac'h in Level V and in Level VI) for each
ﬁer;tal ability level (High, A.Qc:rége, Lc;w).

Among. pupils of high mental ability, six differences

were statistically significant: five in Level IV (Language,

Reading, ‘Vika, Pagbasa and ";«'ork Ed.ucation-English) in
fé;/or of Non—IMPACT,; and onc in Level V (Nléthematics),
in fe?vor of IMPACT. In chél VI, differenées between
meaﬁ scores of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils of
high mental ability were non-significant in él.‘ subjects
tested,

This implie s that for pupils of high mental ability, the

conventional system is more cffective than the IMPACT system
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in the five aforementioned subjects in a lower level,

Level IV, However, the advantage given by the conven-~
tional system to the high ability group in these subjects
in Level IV was nullified beginning Level V. Furthermore,
in Level V, IMPACT pupils of high mental ability performed
significantly better 1in Mathematics than Non-IMPACT
pupils of comparablc ability, In Level VI, there was no

' significant difference in the achlevement of IMPACT and
of Non-IM PACT pupils of high mental ability in each of
the subjects tf::.;sted.

Fo}r puplils in the average and low ability groups,
significant differences in moan. scoreé were all in favor
of IIMiPACT., 1IWiPACT pupils of averége .mental ability
scored si,gnific:alntl'\/ highoer than Non-IMPACT pupils of
compafablc ability in elght tests: four in Level IV
(Pagbhasa, Science, mlllathcimat‘ic:s, and Social Studies~
Pilipino):. one in Level V (Pagbasa), and three in Level VI

(Wika, Pagbhasa, and Social Studics-English). Likewise,

IMPACT puptls of lovws mental ability scored significantly
higher than Non-IMmPACT pupils, also of low mental

ability, in seven tests. three in Level IV (Wika, Pagbasa

and Science); one in Level V (Science); and three in

Level VI (t/ika, Pagbasa and Social Studies~Lnglish).
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" This means that ;for'pupii's of avei‘ag’é ability, the
IWMIPACT systfcm is more effective f:han the conventional
;system in the cight aforem-\é.ntioncd subj'ects. In the other
suojects, the IMPACT zystem and the conventional system
ére'equally effective for the average punils. For puplls
of low mental abilitv, the IMPACT system is likewise more
effective in the seven subjects previously enumerated. In
th.e remaining subjects, the IMPACT system is as effective
asﬂthé conventional system for the low ability group.

It méy be scen from the foregoing that the use of the
conventional system docs not result in‘rclatively higher
aChiévc:ment for pupils of average and low mental ability,
Neither does the use »f the conventional system give a
consistent or lasting advantage to bupils of high mental
a'bili'ty. Jn the other hand, the IMPAC T system tends to
h{elp;the average and slow learners achieve more, compared

to the conventional system.

2. Comparison of Growth/Cains In Achievement

I.ata for Naga, Cebu, the original IMPACT site, were used
in the analysis,
‘a. All the obtained corrclation cocfficients between gains

in achievement and initial scores were negative, a
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finding consistent with available rescarch evidence
that there is a negative corrclation between growth/
gains in achicvement and pretest or initial test scores.,
This mcaus that as the initial score increases, the
amount of gain decrecascs,; and, conversely, as the
initial score decrcases, the amount of gain increases.
The correlation coefficients ranged from -0.10 to

~-0.89. Ninetcen or 73 per cent of the 26 obtained

. correlation cocfficicnts for IiMPACT indicate sub-

‘stantial or marked negative rclationship. The same

holds true for Non-IMPACT.

The IMPACT pupils madce s_ignificantly bigger gains
in achlevoment than the Non=-IMPACT pupils in three
of fourteen subjects for which statistical tests were
mads«: (ika in Level V, Pagbasa in Level IV, and
“rork Education-English also in Level IV), For each
of the remaining cleven subjects, there was not
enough ovidencoe to show a significant difference in
the cxtent of growth/gains in the achievement of
IMPACT and Non-InPACT puplils.

The cocfficients »f correlation botween growth/gains
in achicrvcment' and scores in @ non-verbal mental

ability test ranged from -2.25 to 0.32. Twenty or
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77- per cent of the 26 correlation values for IMPACT
and 22 or 85 per cent of these values for Non-IMPACT

indicate ncgligible linecar relationship.

Conclusions

-On the basis of the results of the data analysis, the statistically

significant findings and thc trends that were established, the following

conclusions may be¢ drawn:

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

On the whole, the parents' education énd average family income
of IMPACT pupils are slightly higher than thosc. of Non-IMPACT

pupils.

Teachers in IMPACT schools are comparable to teachers in Non-
INMiPACT schools with regard to age, civil status, cducational

attainment and length of teaching experience.

IMPACT schools hav: a more adequate supply of school resource

materials than the Non-IMPACT scaools.,

IMPACT teachors and school heads have a more favorable attitude
toward educational innovations than the Non~-IMPACT teachers

and school heads.,

Lack of funds is the most scrious constraint to the implementation
of innovations, in the opinion of teachers and school heads in both

the IMPACT and Non~INMPACT schools.
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11.
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IMPAGT puplls are more highly motivated than the Non-IMPACT

pupils as perceived by teachers of these pupils.,

There is an inverse relationship between growth/gains in achieve-

ment as measured by achicvement tests and initial scores in these

tests. In other words, the lower the initial scores in an achievement

téSt; the biggcr the gains in achievement as measured by the same
test: conversely, the higher the initial scores in the achievement

test, the smaller the gains in achievement.

There is a negligible relationship between growth/gains in achieve-

ment and scores in a non-verbal mental ability test.

Pupils taught through the [IMPACT system achieve as well as, or

better than pupils taught through the conventional system

There is a marked trend for IMPACT pupils to do better than the
Non-IMPACT pupils in the Language Arts subjects in Pilipino

(v/ika and Pagbasa) and in Sciencc anc Mathematics.

The IMPACT system tends to help the average and slow learners
achicve more compared to the conventional system. On the other

hand, the use of the conventional system does not result in the

higher achicvement of the average and slow learners when comparisons

are made with pupils of similar levels of ability taught through the
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IMPACT system. For pupils of high mental ability, the IMPACT system

and the conventional system tend to be equally effective.

The resecarch findings clearly indicate highoer achievement for pupils
taught through the [IMPACT system, compared to that of puplils taught

through the conventional system, in ‘Wika and Pagbasa, Language Arts

subjects in Pllipino which arc essential to the development of literacy
skills. The IMPACT punils also tend to do better than the Non-IMPACT
pupils in Sclence and wiathematics, subjects necessary to the develop-
ment  of numecracy skills as well as a scicatific outlook and an
elementary understanding of the proccsscs of nature, Theso findings
suggest that the usc of the IMPACT system is more conducive to meeting
tha children's minimum esscntial learning necds than the use of the

conventional system,

The rescarch findings likewise indicate that the use of the IMPACT
system, as compared to the vuse of the conventional csystem, tends to result
in higher achievement for the average and slow learners, who together
constitute a very large segment »f the school population. It may therc-
fore bz sald that the IviPACT system is more cffective than the conven-

tlonal system In equalizing educational opportunity,
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L L Anpendix (cormt'd)
NMumber and Per Cent of FPunils, Teachsrs and Schcool Heads in
o $n Neh-IMPACT Schools Includad in the Studv® . o
i a——tz
- leach-{ *chool
. e - :» . -p 1 - o H A
Sitéz/Schools FUPITLS ers | reads
Level IV Level V ; ievel VI
Enrol-! Number |Per Cent|Snrol- Number Per Cent.Znrol-rilumber jrer Cend ‘
. . - . . 5 : P ; - P o '
ment | Tested | Tested ment [Tested | Tested | ment !Testad | Tected | :
i T :
i .
L3 Lo 93.02 33 27 81.5 i 28 27 I 3 11
bl 36 £1.8 34 21 58.3 }‘ 31 27 87.1 3 1
20 | 1k 70.6 14 9 | 6s.3 1 o11 11 [100.0 2 1
107 9C 6.5 83 57 65.7 €9 85 9L, 2 8 3

30 i€ 53.3 22 22 78.6 25 15 72.¢ L 1
110 oC 81.8 117 109 93.2 98 93 L. 9 3 1
70 52 7L.3 5L 50 78.1 45 Lz 95.3 5 1
TOTATL 210 15% 75.2 206 181 EE.4 168 153 g1.1 17 3
sararn: Felzsy,
Z2ulacan
Tagzong sghav B 1, - -
Flem. Senbol 1AL 129 78.66 199 160 80.4 P 171 127 74,3 10 1
S S S L —
- )
~  GRAND TOTAL h3y 1377 784 Lo1 396 81.06. .l 409 hs gk 35 7
3 ’ l
;“
Uatsoas of Ootohner 1a77
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Appendix A (Cont'd,)

Table 3

Number and FYer Cent of Pupils; Teachers and Scheol Heads
in IMPaCI Schocls Included in the Study
(February-March, 1679)

A
Sites/Schecls P ouor 1 1 s TZ;Ch— ;23221
Level IV Leval V Levgl VI
Inrel- dumber  Ter Cent | Enrol- Xurher Fer Cent | Entol- Sumber Por Cent
ment Tested Iecsted ment  Testud  Tested ment Tested  Tested
~. Schicol 45 46 100 15 5 - 33 10 A 40 2 1
z2lirenr Eicne School 26 14 62 8 3 100 7 5 72 2. 1
Lutao Eler. Schiecl 17 10 35 5 1 20 5 6 IOQ » 1 -1
Ulins Elen, Scheel 6¢ 12 17 15 14 93 8 6 75 2 1
Parcdis Zlem, School 32 32 1006 23 23 100 15 10 67 2 1
TCYAL 192 118 01 66 51 77 46 31 67 S 5 (2)%
Lapu=Lapu City ) o
Gun=o! Llen, School 57 43 75 65 54 78 4z 45 94 4 1
zninr Eler. Schoeel 34 24 71 35 26 74 36 31 86 3 1
dretat Alr base Slem, 62 56 S 54 47 87 47 &4 94 4 1
TOTAL 153 123 &0 158 127 50 131 120 92 11 3
188 145 79 189 151 80 | 179 134 75 |12 1
GRAND TOIAL 533 390 73 413 329 50 356 285 80 31 6

*Four school nheads in Najz, Cebu were relocated to other schools in twc supervisory districts in the School Year 1976-1977
and one Imstructicnal Supervisor from Lutac was assigned to carry out supervisory functions in the five lcarning centers
in Mayz, Cebu, The corrected figures are in the parenthesis,
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Table &

Kumber and rer Cent of Yupils, Teachers and School Heads

in Non-Iri¥sCT Schocels Included in the Study

(February-iiarch 197C)

v

APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

sites/{Sehncols

-

Lvii;n 2 3 CC"DU

~ru—nabu City

e e

Jairnit Zlc . Schcol

Sch,

Tanbzeo~an Blem,

T~ - >
i UGS

Lior. School

Total

Tinm-ue Elom, Scrnool

It Llerms Scheel

Schanl

7
t
“rrel- Nuwber FYer Cen Enrcl- HWumber rer Ce | Entol~ lumber Yer Cent
menc Tested Tested tets Tecsted Tested L iaent sested Tecared
|
43 30 70 33 25 76 boaa 26 93

30
11¢C
7¢
216

57 2
73 1

2

22
59

—
~!

73 64 47
73 2Q¢ 165
75 126 165

31
11
70

25

N
Qw0

ron
!
nNWwWw W

[e%]
[
€V

[Co R o]
=-wn
v

o
o))
=
(o)

21 14

W ok

GRAND TCOUsL

75 451 369

79

£4 40




APPENDIX B

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS
OF LEVELS IV, V AND VI IMPACT AND NON~IMPACT PUPILS
BY SCHOOL, SITE AND FOR THE THREE SITES COMBINED



Means and Standard Deviations in Achlevonen

by School, Site and fo

IMPACT
Achievement Tests NAGA. CEBU LuPU-LAPU CITY
Naalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan ! Total Gun—-ob Babag A?ic;
1. Language (40%) i
N 40 13 9 12 26 100 42 24 51
M 14,22 16,15 13,78 16,42 11,96 14,11 | 13,62 19,17 16,7
SD b4e2 449 362 beb 3.6 beb 443 345 5
2. Reading (35%)
N 40 13 7 12 27 99 43 25 51
M 9,22 9,46 7.71 8,08 7.89 8465 9.42 12.88 11240
SD 2.9 1.9 2.9 3 245 2.8 3 4.1 443
3, Wika (50%)
N 52 19 9 12 28 120 47 23 B4
M 13,37 16,63 14,44 15.75 13,46 14,22 | 16479 18.83 244
SD 443 448 444 3.3 3.1 443 6.6 6,0 7Tels
4, Pagbasa (40%)
N 40 13 9 12 26 100 47 24 51
M 104,57 14454 12,56 13 11.58 11,82 13,45 14,50 1644
SD 3.2 5 3.7 1.3 267 3.6 446 44,3 547
S+ Elems Science(40*)
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 54
M 13,52 18,84 14,40 15,08 11,57 14,13 | 14424 17,70 19,7
SD 3.8 5.7 5¢2 248 3.9 448 563 447 648
6+ Elem, Math,(30%)
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 S4
M 6442 9 8,80 8 8443 7.64 7465 9,61 1040
SD 3.1 3.4 247 2.4 2.6 3.2 2.1 245 3.0
7+ Soc.Stud.=Eng, (35%)
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 46
M 3,65 10,11 720 8450 9 9,26 9,74 9.48 11,3
SD 246 3.6 2.8 3.2 246 2.9 3.2 246 245
8, Soc.Stud.=Pil,(35%)
N
M -
SD Y
9, Work Educ.-Eng.(35%)
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 S4
M 9,19 11,84 8460 12,33 8432 9,67 | 10,57 11,39 10,7
SD 247 3.6 3.4 3 2.9 3,3 3,1 3.1 3
10, Work Educ.-Pil,(35%)
N
M
SD
*No, of test items
N = Number of pupils tested = Mean 5DZ Standard Deviation
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t

‘Table 5

|

Means and Standard Deviations in Achicvenent)Tests-of_levekeI¥ET+GT and, Non~IiB4CT Pupils
by School, Site and fol|the Three Sites Cantined

IMPACT NON-TMPACT
. o i i Sapang “
CEBU LAPU=-LAPU CITY IGRAND NAGA, CEBU
_ Palay ‘TOTAL —_—
Uling  Pangdan ! Total | Gun-ob  Babag A?ic;f Total |B~Buhay H Moinit Cantao=an  Lznasy Tc
i
12 26 100 42 24 51 117,.0 136 353 39 31 14 84
16,42 11,94 14.11 13,62 19,17 16,76 16,13 .14,54 14,95 13,03 13,58 11,43 112,
4eb 3.6 444 44,3 3.5 5 4,9 4.1 b4eb 445 YU, 2 3a2 4,
12 27 59 43 25 51 119 146 364 38 30 14 82
8,08 7489 8465 9,42 12.88 12,08 11.27 10,12 10,10{ 10,16 8423 6¢Dii 8,
3 2.3 2.8 3 l‘t" 4.3 ll.l 3.“ 3.7 2.8 2.6 zta 3l
12 28 120 47 23 54 124 149 393 35 32 14 81,
15475 13,46 14,22 16,79 13.83 22,48 19,65 27 .66 21,03} 14,80 15,50 13,43 | 14,
3.3 3.1 a.3 6.6 6.0 7.4 7.3 9'4 9.3 506 l‘.3 3.3 l‘l‘
12 26 100 47 24 51 122 135 R57 39 31 14 84
13 11.58 11.82 13,45 14,50 164,47 | 14,92 22.47 16,90[ 10,62 12,42 10,3/ | 11,
1,8 247 3.6 bLeb U3 5e7 5.7 744 744 344 4,0 2.3 3
12 28 121 46 23 54 123 149 393 34 32 14 80
15.08 11.57 14413 144,24 17,70 19,7¢ ! 17,31 16,66 16,08| 11,38 12,47 10,29 {11.
2.8 3.9 448 563 447 668 64l 5.8 5.9 bob 4e1 3.3 4,
12 28 121 46 23 54 123 149 393 35 32 14 81
8 8643 7.64 7465 9.61 1040¢ 9,07 9.21 8,68 6,74 7.87 7 7.
244 2.6 3.2 2.1 2.5 3.0 2,9 3.3 3.2 2.9 266 2ol 2.
12 28 121 46 23 46 115 41 P77 32 30 14 76
8450 9 9,26 9.74 9,48 11,30 10,31 10,59 9,89 8453 10,13 3464 9.
3.2 246 2.9 3.2 266 249 3.1 2.6 3.0 2.6 247 3.1 2
93 93
12,68 12,68
305 365
12 28 121 46 23 54 123 41 P85S 35 30 14 79
12,33 8432 9,67 10,57 11,39 10,70 10,78 14432 10,82) 7497 9,10 5,07 8
3 2.9 3.3 3.1 3.1 3 3.1 [&.1 3.7 2.2 3.0 2.1 2
107 ﬁO?
14.46 14446
3.9 349
|

SDZ Standard Deviation
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[estsof_Lovel-DL:E3CT and. Non—=I1nkalT Fupils
Fhe Three Sites Cantined

Appendix B

NON=IMPACT
| 23028 Gran NAGA, CEBU LAPU-LAPU CITY S3PAE | GRAND
212Y . ToTAL , Bisﬁay POTAL - *
Total |{B--Buhay é Mrinit Cantao=-an Lanas| Totzl{Tiangue Pajo Lopk! Total - .
| ‘" i
117.,0 | 136 353 39 31 14 34 14 81 46 141 120 345
16413| .14.54 | 14495 13.03 13,58 11643 {12496 | 15443 15,05 13494 14.74| 14461] 14419
4,9 hel 4e6 | 445 a2 32 443 3.6 5 5 449 4,5 he?
119 146 364 38 30 14 82 14 81 46 141 120 343
11.27| 10.12 | 10,10{ 10,16 8,23 6,50 | 8,83 6486 9,57 8,74 9,031 11.27 9477
441 3l 3.7 | 2.8 2.6 244 3.0 2.3 349 3e2 3.6 343 3.6
124 149 393 35 32 14 81,0 16 88 49 153 123 257
19,65 27.66 | 21.03{ 14,80 15,50 13¢43 | 14484 | 16437 164492 15420 15.16] 26433 | 18.94
7.3 9,4 9.3 | 5.6 4e3 3.3 448 543 5,9 5¢6 5¢7 10, .1
122 135 n57 39 31 14 84 14 81 46 141 120 345
14492 | 22447 | 16490 10,62 12,42 10436 | 11624 9,57 11446 114330 1123 20.41 | 14,42
507 704 7.4 3.4 alO 203 3.6 3.{’ 4.3 2.8 3.8 8.5 7.3
123 149 393 34 32 14 80 16 88 49 153 123 356
17,31 ] 16,66 | 16408/ 11,38 12,47 10629 [11e62 | 15425 14433 12,76 134921 14450 13.061
6l 5.8 5.9 | 4.4 4,1 3,3 . o6 564 449 542 5,2 5.1
123 149 393 35 32 14 81 16 88 50 154 120 355
9,07 9,21 8.68] 6,74  7.87 7 7423 8487 7486 6466 7458 8,82 7492
2.9 3.3 3.2 | 2.9 2.6 2.4 2.7 4ol 3.0 249 3,2 3.3 342
115 41 D77 32 30 14 76 16 87 50 153 11 240
10431 | 10.59 9,89| 8453 10,13 3.64 | 9418 | 10450 9,21 8,48 9,10| 11,09 9422
3.1 2.6 3.0 2.6 2.7 3.1 2.8 2.:) 2.7 2.3 2.6 3.4 2.7
93 93 106 106
12,68 | 12,68 11.24 | 11624
3.5 3¢5 342 302
123 41 D35 35 30 14 79 16 87 50 153 43 275
10,78 | 14,32 |10.82| 7,97 9.10 9,07 | 8459 | 11.06 10.83 9,92 1056 | 15.44 | 10,76
3.1 4,1 3¢7 | 2.2 3.0 2.1 266 445 345 3e2 346 3.6 40
107 107 20 80
1446 | 14446 13,06 | 13,04
3.9 1 349 4,0 4
!
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Means and Standard Deviations in Achievement

by School, Site and for

IMPACT
Achievement Tests NAGAh, CEBU LaPU-LAPU CITY
Naalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan| Total] Gun-ob  Babag Agicgzge

1, Language (70%)

N 3, 8 2 14, 25. 52, 55. 29.. 44

M 20,33 17,38 21,00 19.21 20,72 19,79 20,53 19459 21455

SD 1.7 3.0 1,0 1,7 3.4 3l 3.5 4,0 5.3
2. Rending (40%)

N K} 8 . 1 14 25.. 51 54 29 44

M 11,33 10,3% 16,00 9,50 10,16 10,20 10,31 10,34 11,36

SD 1,9 3.7 0.0 1,5 245 246 37 3.1 34
3, Wika (60%)

N 3. 8 - 2.1 14. 24 . 51 55 28 44

M 22,67 15.62 15,50 164,57 13,54 15,31 15,31 16,32 19,02

SD ' 547 3,6 245 3.2 3.0 4,1 4,6 363 642
4, Pagbasa (S50%)

N 3. 3 2. " 14. 24, 51 55 28 44

M 16,67 13,00 12,50 13,86 12,08 13,00 13,71 14,64 15,84

SD 1.2 3.7 1.5 1.7 244 247 3.8 442 4,49
5, Elem, Science (50%)

N 4 . 9 - 3. 14. 27. 57 57 28,0 49

M 17.90 17,22 14,33 15,00 14,63 15.32 15.89 14,25 16,67

SD 3.3 7ol 3.5 3.6 2.9 43 443 3,8 5,0
6. Elem. Math, (40%)

N 4. 9 K} 14, 27 ¢ 57 57 28 49

M 10,25 11.67 12.32 10.36 11,30 11.11 9,46 9.86 10,82

SD 3.1 247 0.5 2.6 2,5 2.6 3.0 2.4 365
7. Soc,Stude=Enge (30%)

N 4 9 K} 14 27 57 54. 29 46,0

M 10,00 10,56 7467 8464 8,30 8,82 8,85 9,41 10,91

SD 1.4 2.5 249 245 242 245 249 3.5 3.3
8. Work Educe=Eng. (30%)

N 1. 6¢ 3 6 14. ) 30 29, 9 25,

M 14,00 8450 8.00 9,17 8,86 8,93 Be 66 Be56 10,00

SD 0,0 3.2 1.4 2.9 1.6 204 1.8 242 245
9, Home Economics (30%)

N 3 3 3. 8 13 30 28, 19. 24,

M 10,00 9,33 7433 7425 9,62 8e77 8.43 8437 10437

SD 1.6 1.7 1.7 2.4 2.6 246 9 2.0 3.8
*No, of test items

= Mean 3D = Standard Deviation

N

= Number of pupils tasted M
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Table A
wieans and Standard Deviations in hchieverent Tests of Level V IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
by School, Site and for the Three Sites Combined
{PACT NON=-IMPA(
BU LaPU-LAPU CITY S2pang |op AND NAGA, CEBU
Palay TOT
Mactan . 3-Bupay T L
] v "rars 9 - 1" Otal L SR 3 3 a0~ 20é
ing, Pangdan | Totall Gun-ob  DBabag .. "p... 7 ° ro Mainit Cantao-an L,JlS 1
A 75, 52, 55 9. 44 128 - 132 312 22 21 9 S
.21 20,72 19,79 20,53 19,59 21,55 20,66 | 15,80 20,19 18,59 17,81 20,67 1é
o7 3ol 3.1 3.5 4,0 5¢3 443 bel 4,31 Gt 3.1 3.9 :
. 25 . 51 54. 29 44 . 127. 132 310. 22, 21, S A
w50 10,16 10,20 10,31 10,34 11,36 10,69 10,93 10,71 9,86 10,10 10,33 1(
o5 245 246 3.7 3.1 344 3¢5 3.8 35| 242 2.6 2.3 :
. 24 51 55 28 44 127 136 314 121 - 21. 9, 57
1eD7 13454 15.31 15,31 16,32 19,02 16.82 33,38 23,75 17,29 15,14 19,44 1
7.2 3.0 L..l !‘.6 3.3 6.2 5.2 901 11a0 5.5 3.8 Zll]. :
be 2. 51 55 284 44 127 133 311 | 21 21. 9. 5
1,86 12,00 13,00 13,71 14,64 15,84 14,65 22,64 17,801 144,24 13,24 11,22 1
o7 244 2.7 3.8 b2 4,9 4eb 649 609 | 442 3.8 2,0
{

b 27. 57 57 28,0 49 134 + |136 327 25 21, 9, 5
1600 14,563 15¢32 15,89 14,25 16,67 15,84 16,17 15,88] 14,24 11,86 12,89 1
s.6 2 9 13.3 413 3.8 5.0 4.6 l‘.9 4.7 4.5 3.4 4.1
. 27 57 57 28 49 134 136, ° 327 s 25. 21 ¢ . c
Ju36 11,30 11,11 9,46 9.86 10,82 10,04 10,72 10,51 9,40 9,76 11,11
236 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.3 2.8 2.2

27 57 54. 29 46, 129 136. " 322. 5 21 . q 5
3064 8,30 8.82 8435 9,41 10,91 5,71 8,91 9,221 9.24 8,00 8,78
265 242 245 2.9 345 33 3¢3 2.7 3,0 2.6 1.7 2,8
p) 14. ) 30 29, 9 25 63 63 - 156, | 12 12 4,0 2
3.17 R486 8,93 Be 66 Be56 10,00 9,17 8,98 9,05 9,67 8425 G.75
2.9 1.6 2.4 1.8 2.2 245 2,3 2.4 263 | 2 3,0 1.5
3. 13 30 28, 19. 24, 71, 70, 171, |12 8 5 9
7425 9,62 8,77 Be43 8437 10,37 9.07 9,10 9,031 7.50 6,37 7,60
2.[3 2.6 2.6 1.9 2.0 3.8 2l9 3.5 3.1 3.6 1.4 1.9

Mean 5D = Standard Deviation
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le 4 Appendix g (Zont'd)

ests of Leval V IMPACT and Non=-IMPACT Pupils
Te Three Sites Combined

NON=-IMPACT
S2pang |p.np NAGA, CEBU | LAPU-LAPU CITY Sapang | e .wp
Palay . s Palay TOTAL -
3=-Buhay T° . . } B~Buhay| .
ptal = "y . Mainit Cantao-an Lznas| Total Tiangue Pajo Look |Total | yo
B 132 312 22 21 9 52 20 7 83. 41 149 148 349
66 15,80 20,15 18,59 17.81 20,67 8,63 18475 20428 20,68 20,1¢ 1,05 19,47
he 3 be7 H43 444 3.1 3.9 4,0 343 4,9 4.2 446 Gl 443
. 132 310. 22, 21, S 52 20 92 41 153 147 352
69 | 10,93 10,71 9,86 10,10 10,33 110,04 9,30 10,55 9.73 (10,17 16,46 10,27
5 3.8 35 242 2.6 2.3 2.4 3.5 3.1 2e7 3.1 3,1 3.0
136 314 21 21. 9 51 2 88. 46 154 147, . 352
282 33.33 23.7ﬂ 17.29 15,14 19,44 16,78 1730 17,05 17,41 17,19 28,67 21,93
o2 9.1 11,0 5.5 3.8 4,1 4,5 4,2 5.1 Sed 5.1 S.0 9,0
7 133 - 311 "1 21 21, 9. 51 20 .7 88. “4l .7 1149 D 148 . |348.
4465 22,64 ‘17,80 14,24 13,24 11,22 13,29 12.25 13,60 13,63 13,43] 21,22 | 16,72
4.4 H,9 6,9 4,2 3.8 2.0 3.9 3.1 346 362 344 7.0 6e5S
! 136 327 25 21 9 55 22 105, 46 173 155, 383
« 84 164,17 15,88 14,24 11.86 12,89 |13,11 14,18 144,41 14,034 14428) 14,91 | 14,37
) 4o 9 4e7 445 3.4 4el 442 3.6 443 3,9 Ue2 44,0 4,2
136, 327 ., 25. 21 9 55 22 104 46 172.v 1155.. [382,
, 04 10,72 10,51 9.40 9,76 11,11 9,82 9,55 .70 10,24 9,83 9.90 9,86
)2 3.3 3,2 3.3 2.8 242 3,0 3.2 2,8 244 2.8 3,0 2,9
136, 322. 25 21 . 9 55 22 - 105, 47, 174, 152, - 81
71 8,91 9,22 9,24 8,00 8478 8469 9,41 9,90 9,531 9,74 8634 9,03
3 247 3.0 2.6 1,7 2.8 2.4 3.1 3.3 2,8 3,1 2.8 3,0
63 156, 7 1 12 12 4.0 28,0 9 56 22- 71 92 75 p95 N
17 8,98 9,05 9,67 8,25 G.75 9,07 7,00 8e75 9437 8476 8495 5.88
3 2.4 243 2.1 3,0 1,5 2¢5 1,2 2.5 2.5 ] 245 246 2,6
70, 171 12 8 5 25. 13 49 21 .| 83 69 " F77
07 9,10 9,03 7.50 6,37 7.60 716 2485 5,27 9,90 9.36 9,01 3,92
S 3¢5 3.1 3.6 1.4 1,9 2.8 226 33 247 3¢1 | 248 3.0
] [}
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Means and Standard Deviations in Aciieve:.ent
by School, Site and for

ILiPaCT
Achievement Tests ’ NaGA, CEBU LAPU-LALY CITY
NHaalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan Total {Gun=-ob Babag A?icgzge
1. Language (70%)
N 5 4 4 7 9 29 37 30¢ 4
M 27 17,15 21,75 20,43 ° 20,11 21,28 23424 20,53 2530
SD 367 1.5 363 4,9 7 5.0 6,0 446 5.2
2. Reading (40%)
N 5 4 3 7 9 28 a7 30 40
M 14420 17450 13,33 7436 11,0 11,11 12,19 12,17 14,32
SD 1.9 4 1,2 2.4 2.1 3.3 3,9 3.5 4e?
3. Wika (60%)
N 5 4 4 7 9 29 37 265 40
M 22,40 16,50 17,75 19,25 17.89 18,79 21,73 18,79 28457
SD 4ot 243 3.3 2,1 28 3.6 548 643 8al
4, Pagbasa (50%)
N 5 4 4 7 9 29 37 29 40
M 17.40 15,25 13,50 16,29 12,33 14,72 15,32 16,00 20,72
SD 5 242 1.1 3.6 243 3¢7 4eb 568 7.6
5. Elem. Science (50%)
N 5 5 4 7 11 32 45 27 40
M 2460 15,60 17,50 16,71 15,82 17,28 19,18 17,96 20427
SD 4e9 2eb 1.1 3.0 344 bel 6ol 445 544
6. Elem,Math, l40%)
N 5 5 4 7 11 32 45 27 40
M 13,20 12,80 9,50 11,14 11427 11.56 10,42 9,56 12,42
SD 3.9 Ce7 2ol 3.4 243 2.9 247 246 3.8
7+ Soc, Stud,=Eng,e(30%)
N S 5 4 7 11 32 45 27 38
M 12,60 10.80 8450 10,71 8,36 9,94 11,89 10,33 11,66
SD 443 1.5 2.3 148 1.1 247 343 bel 3,6
84 Work Educ,=Eng. (30%)
N 0 1 4 5 9 19 16 16 21
M 0 5 10,25 10,00 922 9,42 10,87 8469 10443
SD 0 0 0.8 244 3.2 2.8 3.2 3.1 2,2
9. Home Economics (30%)
N 5 4 4 2 2 17 26 11 19
M 13,40 12,50 6450 9.00 12,00 10,88 12,12 10,09 11,74
SD 1.2 1.5 1.1 1 3 3.2 443 1.8 3.6
*No, of test items
N = Number of pupils tested i = Mean SD = Standard Deviaticn
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APPENDIX C

MEAN PERCENTAGE SCORES OF LEVELS IV, V AND VI IMPACT
AND NON-IMPACT PUPILS BY SUBJECT AREA FOR EACH SITE
AND FOR THE THREE SITES COMBINED





















APPENDIX D

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN THE ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
OF LEVELS IV, V AND VI IMPACT AND NON-IMPACT PUPIIS
FOR THE THREE SITES COMBINED AND FOR NAGH, CEBU
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Table 1L

Significance of Differciices Letwe
I..PACY and Non-InPACT
(For the Three

LEVEL IV
Subjects Tasted Numbeg of Mean Diffor- Signifi- Number of
Items cupils Scores  ence cance Items fuplls
Tested Tested
1, Lanﬁuage 40 70
Nom-THZACT se oy 099 23 o F 8
24 Rea@ingm 35 40
NoneSPACT 327 owass 0257 0433 s 3
3+ Wika (Language in Pil,) 50 . 60 )
NonnTHEACT e To3zp 2057 288 o T 40
4. Pagbasa (Reading in Pil.) 40 01 50
Non-ThZACT 6 Tasaus 362 400 VS -1 297
5. Elementary Science 40 50
IMPAC? . 356 16,132 2342 5.55 o 01 303
Non-IHPACT 315 13,790 * * VS - I 350
6+ Elementary Mathematics 30 40
igifgéPACT 377 aioca 04307 337y ST 250
7. Social Studies=English 35 30
NonoTHPACT 207 owaa 078 178 NS s
84 Socia} Studies=~Pilipino 35
NoneINBACT 05 11305 1 289 g Y
Ca Worg Education-English 35 30
Nor-BZACT 20 Tiio7s 03 00 S 176
104 Worb Education=-Pilipino 35
;giégifACI 7 i?:ggﬁ 476 241 g P
11, Home Economics 3¢
IMPACT 162
166

Non-INMPACT
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Table 14

Significance of Differcuces betwe ©n Means of Levels IV, V and VI
L.PACT and Non-IvPACT Pupils by Subject Arca
(For the Three Sites Combined)

LEVEL IV LEVEL V
Mean  Differ- Signifi= N”“beg 0?1 bean Piffer- | Signifi- N“mﬂ
Scoroes Qnce cance Items ngzez Scores ence cance Itows

70 70
Loins 00839 236 103 e oTsar 0.613 172 HS

40 40
Torsap  0s257 093 s o %g:;gi 0,457  1.80 NS

60 _ 60
ié:ggg 2,057 2,88 o ‘Ot 328 gg:ggg 1773 2,24 loi
17,006 Q00 e 05 20
Looguy 20362 4406 VS - I 337 160712 179 222 o2

50 50
i M2 55 e O do  1aisos 1306 375 o 20

4c 40
3:322 04807 3437 yg _.21 ggg 18:332 0,629 271 yg 2]

30 10
3:222 0,478 1,78 NS 2 g:g%g 9.142  0.61 XS
%f:ggg 1,389 2,89 _'21

30 30
lo7g 035 0.0 NS 12 5;223 0,217  0.78 NS
e 1476zl g P

30 30

162 20865000 G50 wS

166 34916
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Table 158

Significance of Differences Between
.. and Hon~-IMralT Rupil:

e e

LEVEL IV

D Number of dumber of
Sut v . 5 o e . PR .
ubjerts Tested Ttem Pupils tican Differ- Signifi=- Iten Pupils
®MS  Tescted Scores ence cance €98 Tusted
1. Language 40 70
IMPACT 100 14,11 52
Non-IMPACT o4 12.96 1,15 1,78 NS 2
2. Reading 35 40
LHPACT 99 8465 51
Nen--IMPACT £2 8,23 0«18 =414 NS 52
3. Wika (Language in Pil,) 50 60
IMPACT 120 14,22 51
Non-IMPACT 01 14484 -0.62 -=,956 NS iy
4, Pagbasa (Reading in Pil,) 40 50
IMPACT 100 11,22 o 51
Honw=idiPACT 84 11.24 o3 1,09 NS 51
5 Elementary Science 40 50
IMPACT 121 14,13 +01 37
Non: IMPACT 20 11.62 2001 3477 yg 55
6. Elementary Mathematics 30 40
IHPACT 121 7 .64 57
Non-MPACT 81 7423 Gl 0951 NS o
7 Social Studies-English 35 30 ,
INPACT 121 9426 o © 57
NO]’\“:I‘]_PACT 76 9’19 .‘,)051 .1.,\,, NS 57
8 Social Studies-Pilipino* 35
TIPACT
Non-IMPACT
9, Work Education=English 35 30
LNPACT 121 9467 . , 405 30
Non~IMPACT 79 9,50  e0F 2485 g 20
10. Work Education-Pilipinos 35
1PACT
Non-IHPACT
11, :ome E-cnomics 3¢
IMYACT 30
Non-IMFACT 25

' Zupils in Napa. Cebu did net take this reat.
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Table 15

Significance of Differcnces Between Moans of Levels IV, V and VI IiPaCT
ani! Mon=INialT ¥upils by Subject Avea in Napa, Cebu

. “uisher of . . . wum
t.ean Differ- Signifi- Pupils Hean Differ- £ Signifi=- .
Scores once t canco Itons Tusted Scores ence cancn Items
70 . 70
14,11 . 5 Q
12,06 2 L7 NS -5 13.23 1,16 1,65 NS
s 40 40
alpy "0 =414 NS );L %8‘52 .16 0321 NS
- [ 4
60 60
14,22 ‘
14,94 -0.62  -,956 NS gi 12:3% ~1¢47 ~1,64 NS
1 2 >0 50
] 1."... - o4
11.24 37 109 NS ji }g.gg -4 29 ~o44 NS
50 50
14,13 .01 57 15,32 201
_— 40 40
7 57 11,11 05
723 4l 951 NS e oray  1e29 2441 :
9426 30 30
Ye2 - ~n -5 a3 .
9_)1p 00/. o].,',. NS 5; 3:62 |13 .280 L‘IS
30 30
9,67 . 05 30 193
- 1.0 2,45 i 907 =14 ~¢193 NS
30 10
30 $e77 .05
25 7.16 1,61 2416 S

1S teste




Means of Levels IV, V and VI LiPaCT
by Subject Area in Naga, Cecbu

Appendix D (Cont *d)

——
LEVEL V LEVEL VI
. . . e Number of
Mean Differ- Signifi- ' . . s e
Scores cnce t canon Ttems Pup%ls Mean Differ . Signifi-
Tested Scores ence cance
. 70
19,79 29 21,28
18,63 1,16 1,65 NS 65 19 o4 1434 1,35 NS
[
40
10020 "7 ZR 11.11 .05
10,04 el6 0321 NS 65 5,55 1,56 2643 s
60
15,31 - - 29 Ca?9 +05
50
13.00 - lo) - g 29 14.72 .OS
13429 »29 o4 88 65 12,29 Lefi3 2436 S
. 50
15,32 .01 32 17425 o 01
13.11 2421 2471 7S 63 15,02 2423 2468 VS
40
11.11 205 32 11.56 05
‘9 Vi [ ] [}
9,02 1,2 2441 S 63 10,17 1,39 2404 s
30
Be02 o
8:69 v13 0220 NS gg g'zg «34 2564 NS
30
393 19 9442
9.!)7 -.14 -.193 NS 26 7.{-,{-, 1.54 1.77 NS
QLU
30
$e77 05 28
7016 L6l 216 s ¥ A WO R TR




APPENDIX E

Significance of Differences Betiween Means of
Levels IV, V and VI IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
Classified by Levels of Mental Abllity
in the October 1977 Evaluation



REPPS
Table

Significance of Differconces Srtween Neans  of
Classified by Levels ey Mental Abil ity

LGl AVILGE
Subjects Tested* Neo, of  ean Differ- Level of | No, of dean Diffop- . Lev
by Group Pupils nce €t Signifi-| Fupils cnee ’ Sip
Tested - cance®* | Tested — _ ca
(n) CO () (n) (X) ©))]
1. Lanpuage (40)
I:PaCT 62 12,887 : 173 14,757
r N .
Non~IMPACT 118 12,373 214 .78 NS 147 13.003 764 1.66
2. Reading (35)
IMPACT 65 94,138 s 180 9,822 :
Nen-IMPACT 118 8,551 288 1.21 NS 148 5,635 187 +32 ?
3, Wikr (Languapge in
Pilipine) (50)
INEaCT 68 16,382 178 21,169
. 2 5
Sen=IMPACT 113 14,230 °+1°2 2460 -01 144 19,507 14662 1,70
P.hl-
4e Pajytinsa (40)
I:PACT 63 13,476 5 174 16,454
DS L ] ‘) [ ] -
Non-THPACT 118 11,068 -*408 3.5¢ o1 147 13,653 <801 3430
5. Scicnee (40)
LiPaCT 67 12.321 = . 178 15,376 -
en=IMEACT 112 11,516 +20% 201 .05 46 13,271 ~+106 3.98
6. tatcnatics (30)
LLiP4CT 67 8,030 17¢& 24730
L] N L ]
Yen-IMPACT 113 7239 791 1.71 S 145 7.862 + 868 2677
7. Social Studies-
Enizlizh (35)
I PACT 54 G278 . 119 5S¢ 941 /
Men-IMPACT 93 5,161 L6 .26 &S 93 9,527 414 1.06
8« Araling Panlipunan
(Secial Studies
in Pilipine) (35)
I:PACT 10 11,700 - 47 11,809 1,231 2400
Non-IMEACT 19 10,105 14595 Le53 NS 45 10,578
9« Worl:t Education-
Eniz:lish (35)
TMbPaCT 55 Ge527 , 128 10,805 -
£ N
Nen=-InPACT 92 Sb46 « 082 o 14 5 103 10,670 +135 30
10, Eduliwsvon, Panprawain
(Work Eduge in
Pilipino) (3%)
L PACT 13 11.077 . N 4z 14,167 - ,
= INPACT 20 10,300 277 .69 NS 30 13,051 el 1.42
S

*urner of tost items is in the parenthesis,
**The significant differcoces are all in faver of MPLCT,
NS aeans not significant at the ,05 lovel,



Table

Significane: of Differcnces fotween dienns

P~

of Level IV IMPaCT and Non-INpaCT Pupils

Classified by Levels o ental Abil ity in the Oectober 1977 Evaluation
i
AVIIiLGE HIGH

Lovel of ] No. of dean Divfer- e Level of | Ne, of Mean Differ- Level ot N¢
- Sipnirfi-| Funils onea - Signifi- | Pupils mee Signifi- P
canee™* | Tesrod cance®* | Tested _ cance®™ | T,
[ DI O ) (nJ x) (@) (

. - 173 144757 T 108 1€,704 _

, 78 NS | 147 13.993 . 764 1,66 NS 61 18.197 ll.h93 2.03 o 05

|
‘e 180 9,822 <1 114 11,070 :
2 N o NS
21 s 148 9,635 187 22 : 61 12,820 [+749 276 .01 :
1
) 178 21,169 . 111 25,450 :
\J L] ~ ) ~-
» 60 .01 144 19.507 1,662 1.70 NS 59 29.746 44295 2485 o 01 :
174 16,454 ﬁ 106 20,009 :
50 2 - . [ { g .
o 5 .01 147 13.653 2 801 «30 01 61 23.951 3,941 2497 01 ;
. 178 15,376 c 111 19,342 c \ :
.01 .O_) 1‘/‘(,‘ 1,3.271 2.106 3.98 .01 59 19.186 .1_)6 .16 us ,}
. 178 24730 111 9,541 - z
N 9 ¢ h =
. 119 5941 70 10,386 ; 2
20 NS a3 9:527 ARRA 1,06 NS 21 10,333 2052 «07 NS -
47 11,809 1,231 2400 34 144206

e 128 10,305 - . 68 12,721 2
14 NS 103 10.670  *¥37 0«30 NS 45  15.35¢ 20635 3488 01 :
Ho NS Az L4 ® 167 [~ / e l‘3 15. 814 . 1

R 30 13,051 Lelld Lea2 1S 14 16,357 *O%3 e85 S

.
T of LPaCT,




1 L7 IMPuCT and Non~InEnCT Pupils
October 1977 Evaluation

sk

appendix E

HIGE TOTAL
FEe 7 e Sidter- Level of | No, of tean Diffor- ¢ Level of
- Pupils cnee Signifi-|{ Pupils ence Signifi-
o T'HS'::“;'.I — cancerw Tostad - conee®®
(nz ) (D) (n) (x) (D)
108 16,70/ , ) . 5.032 )
51 18.197l 1493 2403 10> g;g %4.533 «S339 2436 005
114 11,070 5 )
f1 12.820 1799 276 .01 a7 0B s L3 Iis
111 25,450 . 5
S5 h0.90g (0295 2485 01 e 4 o 2,057 2,88 J01
14 2 . a
61 23,951 +%4l 297 .01 326 14644 20362 4,00 .01
111 19,342 - 35 .
59 lo.186 156 16 NS b 1S ee 2362 5,55 W01
11 9,541 N 356 8,851
59 10,036 473 1S 37 8ooas 807 3,37 W01
70 10,386 . 2 e 243 9,92 ,
21 10,333 022 07 DS 207 9 425 477 1,78 NS
35 12,886 14320 157 NS 99 1io0s 1.389 2,89 o1
68 12,721 251 11.044 3
45 15,356 20035 3.88 01 240 11.979 035, .10 S
43 15,814 - - .. 4 Y
14 16,357 047 83 IS 183 7 owe 1475 2.1 W05




Significance of Differences Between
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Table -

CIGOAILS

Classified by Levels of liental abiq.

LOW AVERAGE -
Subjeccs Tosted” No., of &ican Differ- Lovel of | wo, of tlean Differ— 1
by Group Pupils ence Signifi- | Pupils ence ¢
Tested _ canee®™ | Tested _
| ) & W @ & W _
1. Lannuage (70)
IHPACT 65  19.046 135 19,637
- ¢ ( 1S
Non-IMPACT 103 18,006 *2%0 .38 K 153 18,902  */32 1.3l
2, Reading (40)
I 2ACT 65 10,077 e 135 10,570 e
N 4 ol i . o
Non~InPACT 110 9,873 20 44 'S 153 10,085 485 L
3. Wika (Language in
Piiuipino) (60)
LHEACT 64 17,984 N 134 22,052 .
¥ on~IMPACT 104 16,875 1*109 1.23  KS 154 20,708 1+34%  Le3u
4, Paghasa (50)
THDACT 64 14,141 _ o 135 164970 .
“on=TMPACT 102 13,490 920 1.03 S 153 15.627 Le343 216
5. Science (50)
TIPACT 66 15,030 131 15,115
ien-LHPACT 116 12,719 "ML 399 LOL s it w426 87
6. Mathematics (40)
1. OACT 66 9,530 . 131 10,489 .
Non-LiPACT 114 9,518 013 .03 NS 154  10.020 *469  1.37
7. Sccial Studieg-
Enelish (30)
IPaCT 63 9,063 . 131 84634
, )
“on-THPACT 117 8,500 474 .99 ®S 149 9,027 373 127
8. Work Education-—
Fnplish (30)
IMPACT 34 8,500 61 9,148
I4
fon-TMPACT 61 7,013 *°82 lo4d NS 72 9,042 196 625
G, Homc Econonics (30?
LTACT 32 34094 ., 70 8,914 -
53 s,038 U026 .09 ©S 74 8,073 ™% 013

NonIMPACT

umbor of test items is

e

in the parenthesis,

*The significant diffcerences are all in favor of INPACT.
'S means not significant at the .05 level,
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Table 17

denns of Levael VO IMPACT and Non-IMPaCT Pupils

Classifivd by Levels of Lent.l ability in the October 1977 Ev~luatien
l
| AVIRAGE HIGH
L(;:w%'l .{wf l‘i(‘/.'nf Mcan Differ- Level of {No, of Mecan Differ- Level of
Slgnlf}: fupils enee Signifi=- | Pupils ance t Signifi—]
cinee® | Tested - cance™ | Tested cance¥¥
(n) ) @) (n)  (X) (D)
. 135 19,637 . 05 49
13858 153 18,002 735 1451 NS 182 g% eag o151 022 RS
L]
e 135 10,570 105 11,429
S8 S5 153 10,085 48 .38 NS 82 11,293 136 .
- 134 22,052 0 .
1.23 XS 154 200308 1e364 1,30 NS 18§ gf.féz 1,320 .84 NS
. 135 16,970 .36 :
1,03 1< 153 15.627 1e343 2,16 .05 133 5% 3;2 1.350 1,15 NS
+ o 131 15.115 \ . :
o9 Lo | r B .87 NS oo x éég 563,78 NS
.. o 131 10,489 106 o
03NS o I0eoe .69 1,37 NS B0 1oleeZ 879 198,05
L[] L ]
N 1 3 105 10,029 .
.99 HS 12; 9‘833 393 1,27 NS 53 ogg #1974l WS
. [ ]
6 44 9.4 .
1,44 NS 7; g'ézg » 106 e25 NS 43 9 933 W476 480 NS
Y L )
S 70 8,9 ) 60 9,817 ,
09 48 s 9$§ o056 .13 S 39 10 oéé 183 W24 NS
.S
or of ILIPACT.



P Level V IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
:y in the October 1977 Evrluation

Appendix E (Cont'r)

HIGH TOTAL
wvel of | No, of lMean  Differ- Level of | Ko, of bMean Differ- . Loevel of
ignifi- | Pupils onee t Signiti~- | Fupils ence Sirnifi-
:2ance®* | Tosted cance® | Tcsted cance®*
(n) X (D) (n) (X) (D)
105 21,495 305 204151
. . NS
NS 82 21,646 »151 022 NS 333 19.538 612 1,78
. 105 11,429 305 10,761 .
N . . 5 N '/r [a]
S 82 11.293 136 25 S 345 10,304 4156 1460 S
. 102 29,814 . ' 300 23,823
104 21.354 303 17.891
9 [~ N [}
o 0F 32 22,744 1.350 1,15 S 337 16,712 1,179 2622 »05
106 17,170 303 15,815
:1 Or ® \1 [y ]
S 84  16.607 203 .78 NS 350 14,509 1307 3475 01
106 11,462 303 10,620
N . . . * Ny °
S 84 10583 879 1,98 05 350 9991 629 2,71 .01
105 10,029 299 9,214
NS . I\ 1
83 9,831 2197 i1 NS 349 9,072 o142 61 NS
44 94455 139 9,086 B
NS . .
J 60 9,817 . . 162 9,036 .
NS ) N . 5 5
i 39 10000 183 .24 S 66 el anm .5 s
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Table

Significance of Diffcrences Between r.cans
Classified by Levels of liental abi

LCW AVERLGE
Subjects Tested™ No, of, Mean Differ- Levcl of (Yo, of Mean  Differ-
by Group Pupils ence t  Signifi- ,Pupils cnee t
Tested _ cance** |Tested _
(u) x)  ®) (n) (X (D)
1, Language (70)
ILPLCT 42 20,571 . ' 124 20,847
Non-IMPACT 117 19,402 -*170 1.66 ES 120 20,517  *330 .36
2, Reading (40)
IixaCT 44 11.000 w 124 11,137 e
. N ) N 9
Son~-IMPACT 177 10.333 667 .22 35 120 10,667 470 Lo
3, Wika (Language in
Pitipino) (60)
IiPACT 40 244350 177 29,009 4
Y on-IMPACT 116 18,088 00762 5436 W01l gg0 53907 20302 4l
4, Papgbasa (50)
imPnCT 40 18,400 117 20,453 .
A { 9 N
Nen-IHPACT 114 13,737 4063 6.16 0Lt 7,059 3014 3603
5. Science (50)
IMPLCT 45 15.111 123 17,244
Non-IMPACT 112 14,170 « 941 1.65 NS 117 164752 $492 1,01
6. Mathematics (40)
1PACT 45 10,556 - 123 10,862
. * ¢ o N
Non-IHPACT 112 19,161 +395 3 S 118 11,008 o147 »36
7. Social Studies-
Enzlish (30)
LUPACT 44 10,068 - 122 8.,¢75
¥on-IMPACT 111 g.973 L+09 2.1 +03 117 10,812 837 2,07
8. Work Education-
English (30)
IMPACT 15 9,133 . 56 9,607
\)
Non-IMPACT 57 g.526 007 .71 HS 47 5 o1y 010,02
]
9. Home Economics (30)
IFPACT 26 9,692 e 62 9,935
’-,: b‘ .2 [
Mon -TMPACT 49 o5 o100 136 S 70 6,700 3B 3
“Pumber of test items is in the parenthesis,

*'The cipnificant differences are all in favor of INPaCT,

NS

means not sipgnificant at the 05 ievel,
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Table Zo

Sisnificance of Diffcerences Petween rcans  of Levei VI IMPACT and Non-INMPACT Pupils
Classified by Levels of bental abi 1ity in the October 1977 Evaluation

—-
AVERGLGE HIGH
Levcl of (ho, of DMean Differ- Levei of 1 o, of Mean  Differ- Level of |lo,
Signifi- Pupils cnee t Signif:i- | Pupils ence t  Signifi- | Pur
cuice™ (Tested  _ cance™ ! Tested _ cance® | Tes
(n) x) (D) (n) (X) (D) (r
- 124 20,847 . 105 24,714 . 2;
66 s . 33 c o . . NS
6 : 126 20,517 330 36 i 67 24,537 177 .17 ’ 3(
, . 124 11.137 105 13,686 y 2
») . S ¢ i S [] L ] 5
S 12 10,667  *#70  1.19 N 67 13,582 104 .16 NS 3(
177 25,009 _ 103 33,922 2
36 .01 116 23.707 5+302 4419 N 65 31.769 24153 1,23 NS .
{.._.
117 204453 S 103 24,883 . 24
{ . ¢ z . UL . 0 5¢ NS
L 01 116 17,259 >+ 333 0 65 23,985 899 .64 2
;——
. . 123 17.244 | 105 21,333 , 2
g NS * Y h o i
75 117 16,752 492 1,01 NS 66 51000 .333 36 ) :
.. 123 10,862 X 105 12,981 i 2:
7 xS * " ¢ 1e . )
’ 113 11,008 147 36| BS L TO0 17%gey 1028 1,74 WS 2
122 94575 105 12,190 2
1 - .05 117 10812 .837 2,07 »05 66  12.561  *370 .58 NS 5
. o 56 9,607 C 55 10,255 1
1 NS . J RIS o .80 N
47 9,617 »010 402 | ‘ 26 10,523  *069 8 NS 1
e 62 94935 , .. 50 12,600 1
. S X ‘. « 235 .Z s * . . N t
79 5,700 23 3 37 12,432 168 .20 S 1

of InEnCE,




:lavel VI IMPACT
.- in the October

and Non-INPACT Pupils
1977 Evaluation

Appendix E (Cont'd)

| RIGH TOTAL
Zvir 07 1o, of  tMean  Differ- Level of | Mo, of Mecn  Differ- Level of
Signif | Pupils ence t Signifi- | Pupils ence t Signifij
sance" | Tested _ cance®*® | Tested _ cance®¥
(n) (X) (D) (n) (X) (D)
; 105 24,714 . 271 22,303
"S ° L ] L] L L ] 01
67 24,537 X7 W17 RS 304 20,974 1325 293 .
!
. 105 13,686 . 273 12,095 -
NE l4 6 B . . ]
: 67  13.582 104 16 NS 306 11.181 914 2,99 o1
~ 203 33,922 . 60 30,315
r)(l.. 65 310769 2.153 1.23 LIS 295 23.312 7.004 7.98 .Ol
103 24,883 . 260 21.892
Gl o { NS .
. 65 23.985 899 0 54 295 17.380 4,513 6490 W01
e 105 21,333 ] - 273 18,465
" 66 21,000 *333 #36ES 205 16,727 1:743 w12 01
e 105 12,981 . 273 11,626
NS i 64 11.953 1,028 1.74 NS 294 10.891 735 2455 005
105 12,190 . 271 10,849
: . . . . 12 ES
05 66 12.561 370 «58 NS 204 10.510 339 1.12
i 55 10,255 o 126 9,833 S
¢ 26 10,523 069 .89 NS 130 o400 433 L6 N
‘i 50 12,600 N 138 10,855
< 17 12.432 168 o 20 NS 156 10. 700 «855 2404 «05




APPENDIX F

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TO TEST HOMOGENEITY
OF REGRESSIONS AND POSITIONS FOR IMPACT AND
NON.IMPACT PUPILS IN NAGA, CEBU
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Table 19

Appendix F

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE TO TRST HOMOGENEITY |
OF ToCRI5BTONS FOR IMPACT iND NON-IMPAC. PUPILS.IN NAGA, CEBU

Régging, Level IV

Sources of Variations daf 3S MS F
. Regression, over-all 1 74652352
Difference of positions 1 3,747 3.7447 Q.2745 NS
Difference of regressions 1 4.3100 4,3100 0.3159 NS
Error, combined 125 1705.2605 13,6421
Total, over-all 128 2459,5504

NS - not signifibantvat-the-.os level

Estimated common regression equation: Yi = 8,74 -“.84Xi

Reading, Level V

Sources of Variations arf SS MS F
Regression,.. over—all. 1 248,9243 -
Differcnce of positions =~ 1 29,8474 29.6#74 3.0560 N3
Differcnte of regressions 1 0.7171.. . 0,7171 0.0739 NS
Error, combined .70 679,0896 9.7013

Total, over-all 73 958,3784

N5 - not significant at the ,05 level

Egstimated common regression equation: ?i = 8,74 - .8lXi



156~ APPENDIX P (cont'd)
Reading, Level VI
| S—— — ' - '—:-—..77 v
Sources of Variations - af’ SS- MS F
. a0 o m
Regression, over-all 1 327.0505
Difference of positions 1 L7195 17195 0.1650 NS
Difference of regressions 177 0v0887 0, 0887 O 0085 NS
Error, combined 76 - 791,8913 .. 10,4196
- - v » e
Total, over-all 79 1120.7500
. - ' S —
NS - not significant at the .05 level
Estimated common regression equation: ?; = 8,25 - ;?ZXA
Wika, Level V ‘
— ~—— PG
Sourees of Variations df SS MS F
oo~ m— >
Regression, over-all 1 350,9828
Difference of positions 1 253.7232 253.7232 18,1725%#
Difference of regressions 1 5,6120 5,6120 0,4020 NS
Error, combined 74 1033.1820 13,9619
— v
| Totr1,~nvnr-411-- 77 1643,5000
NS - not significant at the .05 level o
wio_ %1gn1flcant at the ,01 level
" Estimated regression equationsi IMPACT: ?1'2 10,30 » ,45)(i
NON-IMPACT: ¥, = 7.80 » L5X



147 APPENDIX F (cont'd)

Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino), level IV .

| S0liboes of Variations df S5 M F
REgréssion, over-all 1 218,4148
Difference of positions 1 h60,9363 U460.9363 30,3140 *+
Difference of regressiong 1 1.3560 1.3560 0,0892 nS
Error, combined 132 2007.1091 15.2054
Total, over-all 135 2687,8162

NS - not significant at the .05 level
** - significant at the .01 level

. A

Estimated regression equations:  IMPACT; Y. = 8,12 - .58Xi
~

NON-IMPACT: ¥; = 5.98 - 58K,

Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino), Level VI

Sources of Variations daf SS MS F

Regression, ovér—all o 389.6194
Difference of positions 1 5.4898 5.4898  0,5729 NS
-Difference of regressions 1 14,4168 14,4168  1,5045 NS
Error, combined 78  747,4130  9,5822

Totrl, aver-all 81 1156,5000

NS - not significant at the .05 level

Estimated common regression cquation: ?i = 9,04 « .61Xi



138 AFPPENDIX P (cont'd)

Science, Level V

"Squrces of Variations df ss M F
'ﬁééféSéibh,“dJéf;éll ) 1 371.7308°

Diffgrence of positians 1 60,6504 60,6504 3.1334 NS
Differenog_.of regresstong 1 1.5247 1.5247 0.0788 NS
Error, combined o 91 1761.3994.vl9¢3560:wf

' ‘Total, over-all. 9. 2195,3053

NS — not significant at the .05 level

Estimated common regression equation: Qi = 8,69 - 48)(i

Mathematics, Level V

o

Sources of Varintions af . 8s - Ms L F
. Regressiom, over-all — ... ~1*'~%@3j7uw“**LmTf'“”“““”‘
Difference of positinnshv 1 W24555Om. 25550 -0y 204'5 NS
‘Difference of regressions 1 1,0344  1,0344 * 0,0829 NS
Error, combined , 90 1124,%389 12,4949
Total, over-all ' 93 1791.8723
.-NS - not'Significahf“at"fﬁé':55fié&giw o . .

. . . A
Estimated common regression equation: Y, = 10,26 - '95Xi



APPENDIX F (cont'd
139 ( )
Mathematics, Level VI
”Soufcés'of'Vériations df SS MS P
Regression, over-all 1 L438,4657
Difference of positions 1 0, 1840 0, 1840 0,019 NS
Difference of regressiors 1 0.6206  0,6206  0,0501 NS
Error, combined 81 1003.5532 12.3895
Toﬁal, over-all 84 1442.8235
NS - not significant at the .05 level
Estimated common regression equation: ?i = 10,23 =~ .lei
.Social Studies, Level IV
Sources of Variations dar SS M3 I
Regression, over-all 1 910.1572
Difference of positions 1 10,5751 10.5751 1,1387 NS
Difference of reogressions 1 L,3428 Lh,3428 0,4676 N3
Error, combined 160  1485,8700 9,2867
Total, over-all 163 2410.9451 .

NS - not significant at the .Oﬁ'level

Estimated common resression cequation:

Yi =7.92 - '82Xi
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Sceial Studies, Level V

APPENDIX F (cont'd)

_Sources of Variations LoAf SR . M3 - F
Regression, over-z1l 1 423,9619
Difference of positions 19,1494 9,1494  1,2646 NS
Difference of regressions 1 £.8456 - 8,8456 1.2226 NS
Error, combined 91  658.,4010 7.2352

Total, over-all 94  1100.357

NS - not significant at the .05

level

A\
Bstimated common regression equation: Y.l = 7,49 - .88){i

Work Education, Level IV

Sources of Variations af 35 M3 1
Regressioﬁ;hnver—all 'i. ‘7U3.lﬁ01'
Difference of positinna 1 118.3148  118,8148 15,51074%
DiffTerence of regressions 1 1.2625 1.2625 0,0164 NS
Error, combined 158 1210,3135 7.6602

Tatel, over-nll 161 2073.5309
- L ]

i3 - not significant at the .03 level
** o gipnificant at the .01 level

Estimated regression equations:

TVMPACT

NON-INPACT

b}
N
b}

I

8.62 - .76Xi
7,43 - 76x,
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Work Education, Level VI
Sources of Variations af S5 MS F
Regression, over-all 367, 5473
Difference of positions 0.8324  0.8324  0,2472 NS
Difference of regressions 1 10,9500 10.9500 3.2524 NS
Error, combined 33 111.1027 3.3667

Total, over-all 36 L490,4324

NS ~ not significant at the

.05 level

Estimated common regression equations

Home Economics, Level V

Yi = 9,49 - l.O@Xi

Sources of Variations drf 33 NS T
Regression, over-all 1 61,1380
Pifference of positions 1 7. U7 74477 1.8514 NS
Difference of regressions 1 0.3935 0.3935 0.0978 NS
Error, combined 40 160.9072 Lh,o227

Total, over-all 43 229,886h

NS = not sipnificant at the

Egtimated common regression

05 level

equation:

7 -
Yi - )002 - .49){1
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ACHIEVEMENT PROFILES OF iEVEIS
IMPACT AND HON-TIMPACT PUPTIS
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ACHIEVEMENT PROFILES OF LEVELS IV, V AND VI
IMPACT ARD NON-IMPACT PUPILS
FOR THE THREE SITES COMBINED
AND FOR NAGA, CEBU

(Pebruary-March 1978) \
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APPENDIX H

LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GAINS AND INYTIAY SCORES
IN THE ACHIEVEMENT TESTS » NAGA, CERU
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