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Project IMPACT (Instructional Management by Parents, Community 

and Teachers) is INNOTECH's major research project an economicalon 


and effective delivery of mass primary education. In Indonesia, the
 

project Is called Proyek PAIMONG (Pendidikan Anak Oleh Masyarakat
 

Orangtua Dan Guru).
 

Each project has been developed according to conditions
 

peculiar to its own milieu 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 evidence 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 1977-1978. 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 

year 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 

well as the extent of growth/system and the convertional system as 

to be compared.gains in achievement under the two delivery systems had 

inHence, evaluation was undertaken the initial evaluationtwice -

Oct( er 1977 and the final evaluation in February-ivarch 1978. The 

ofPart II, respectively,research findings are embodied in Part I and 

the IMPACT evaluation report. This report integrates Part I and Part II 

For more detalled data, reference may be made toof the said report. 

the two separate reports. 

To gather data that would be comparable to those obtained in 

SOUTELE (Survey of Outcomes ofthe regular Philippi,,e schools, 

Elementary Education) instruments which were developed for Glades IV 

were used.and VI pupils in Philippine government and private schools 

These instruments were administered in IMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools 

from theby an external group -- a team of educational researchers 

statisti-Mini stry of Education and Culture. Scoring of the tests and 

were clone with the assistance of thecal treatment of the test results 

University of the Philippines Computer Center. 

Comparative data on pupil achievement in IMPACT and Non-

IMPACT schools show favorable results for IMPACT. Furthermore, 

results of cosL anailysis studies have shown that the IMPACT system 

is much mron: ,tconomic-A! sine, th(. cost of irpj: ,, nting and 



operating the IMVIPACT system is approximately only one-half the cost 

of implementing and operating the conventional system. Available 

evidence, the refore, 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 

att,,acted 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 PAMDNG 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 th, thirtean regions. Toward this end, 

the Ministry of Education and Culture held a series of sCminar-workshops 

to prepare the fic], for thr- 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 Dctober 1977 and of the final evaluation in 

February-March 1978 of Project IMPACT. 

LICERIA BRILIANTES SORIANO 
E, irector 
SEAMEO Regional INNOTECH Center 
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I. INTRODUCTION ~
 

A. Background *f/;the Study 

Project IMPACT (Instructional Management by Parents, 

Community and Teachers) is being jointly undertaken by 

INNOTECH, the SEAMEO Regonal Center for Educational 

Innovation and Technology and the !Ministryof' Education 

and Culture, Philippines. Proyek. PAMONG (Pendidikan Anak 

Oleh Masyqarakat Orangtua'Dan..Guru, as the projeqtis 

called in Indonesia) is likewise jointly conducted by 

INNOTECH and the Ministry of'Education and Culture, 

Indonesia, Each project has been developed according.to 

conditions pecu,,ar to its own milieu. The'project 

undertaken in the two countries is funded by the Inter­

national Development Research Centre (IDRC), Ottawa,'' 

Canada. 

IMPACT, which is a "management system for, mass primary
 

education" is a major INNOTECH response to the need 'to
 

develop an effective and economical delivery system for
 

mass primary education. The "Development of an Effective
 
'
and Economical Delivery System for Mass Primary Education"
 

is one of the fourj riority areas in the SEAMEO Educational
 

Development Programmes for the 1970's. This came about
 

because of the crucial problem identified by Southeast
 

Asian educatorst fewer than one-half of the children in
 

the region were able to complete a six-year primary
 

education and resources were not available to expand the
 

conventional educational system to accommodate increased
 

SEAMES. SEAMEO Educational Development Programmes

for the 1970's: Report of the TechnicalWorking Group,
 
Southeast Asian Ministers of Education Organization,
 
Bangkok, July-August, 1972.
 

. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .V.4
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If the need is to be met, an effective and
enrolmients. 


economical delivery system would have to be developed.
 

IMPACT may well be that needed alternative..
 

The IMPACT system is designed to have the following
 

"
 characteristics 


learning is self or group paced and progress is
 

measured by achievement rather than by number of
 

years in school;
 

the curriculum.-has-rbeen integrated_ so -that-learning_ 

is not by subject and learning in one subject can 

support and reinforce that in others; 

the curriculum is that of the Ministry of Education
 

and Culture, and it consists of a "core" learning
 

sequence and an "advanced" learning sequence;'
 

the 	core curriculum is to be followed by all students
 
9
 

since it provides for the development/acquisition of


the 	basic skills Iknowledge and attitudes that
 
in order to
T)rimnry school leavers should have 


become responsible members of their communities;
 

---	 the advanced curriculum is required of those who
 

would enter secondary school; and advanced learning
 
"modules" may be studied at any time after prere­
quisite learnings are required/achieved;
 

all 	learning is modular, a module being a learning-' 


segment directed toward a specific educational
 
to
objective which typically requires 3-5 hours 


complete;
 

--	 for approximately the first 2 1/2 years, students 
learn in Programmed Teaching groups of 6-10 youngsters; 

-- - Programmed Teachers are older primary students
 
who are "programmed" to teach specific content
 
in specific ways by following exact steps for each
 

lesson;
 

---	 older,primary students sboend, one hour each day
 

as.pogrnrammed tescheI'"f fi iry'.school children;
 

1SEAMEO INNOTECH, Development of Learning Systems for
 

the Rural Poor. Metro Manila, Philippines, October 1978,
 
pp. 18-21.
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Programmed Teachi~ng groups mee on the school grounds
in 	 small kiosks which are built of lolmateriaRls by
community members-,
 

voice models for English and Piliino are pnrovided
for Cebu province, through two hqlf-hour educational 
radio broadcasts each day; 

after aproxijmtx.y 2 1/2.year of learnin under2/2e
Prorammed Teaching, children move on to "transition 
modules" in preparation -for neer groupn learning; 

transition learning is in pneer groups) under the 
guidance of' an older student; 

peer group aremade un ofchildren of heterogeneous
* 	ability so that democrati.. oqcialization can take 
place and so that the mor-e able can e.-sist those 
having difficulty;
 

modules for transitionlerning ar simpinoly worded,
but they have the same features as the modules used 
by older primary students, including (a) rediness 
a.ssessment/preparatior, (b) purnose nd objective
of what is to hie lea'rned, (c) relv~nce and tifto rtonce 
of module to !tudent, (W) short instructional senuences 
followed by self -eva,,luaqtion exerci-,sev: and feedba-ck,
(e) review in prenpration for postte sts; 

in 	 the last thr(-c'( years of pri*mary educqation'P
learning takes place primarily in peer grouns with
students taking turns being trup leaders; 

three hours daily are snont in peer-grou learning
with one acdditional .hour'for individualTpursuits sothat more ablo students dc].in nstud advancedpmdules

vhile the less able .can studythscoro "modules of their
 
groulemore thoroughly; 

grous enter into wefel contr'cts for tho e modules 
they intend to comnlete; 

group members who must be snt,ma;nv study modules 
on thcir own, coming to tho leerninp center to t ke 
posttests; receive guidance and get new modules for
 
home study (this mode of learning is used 9modt
 
exclusively for out-of-school youth);
 



group leaders, students follow guidelines pre­as 

pared for each module to ensure that all children
 

participate -nd that all of them achieve mastery
 

before they take- the posttests;; 

posttests are given individually to children after 

completing each module to assess mastery and to 

indicate needed remediation; 

remediation. is provided by -tuto.r.s wh9.-usually are 
high school students assigned to the village,,e"tch 
student spending one day each month as a tutor;
 

unpaid community members assist in the learning 
(f 

process by teaching specialized skills to grouls 
of children usually in their own homes or on their 

farms; 

instructional aides assist in maintaining a library
 
for rodules, in keeping records and in administering 
and scoring posttests; 

itinerant teachers spend one-half day each week at
 
a given village to instruct students in scouting;
 
hygiene, sports, music and art; 

all instruction is under the management and guidance
 
of an Instructional Supervisor who is responsible
 
for the learning of 100 or more students;
 

Instructional Supervisors do not teach (lecture);
 
they are facilitators of learning activities;
 

the primary responsibilities of Instrtional
 
Supervisors are (a) to visit learning groups
 
regularly, (b) to identify individual and group
 
needs, (c) to assist those in special need, (d) to
 
assign tutors, peers and older students to help
 
individuals with special learning needs, (e) to 
observe programmed teachers, transition guides, 
peer group leaders and tutors as a basis for 
improving their activities; 

learning takes place at the Community Learning 
Center,(CLC) in the village; the CLC has replaced 
the school. 



Project TI1PACT/PAMON. was launched in 1974 in two
 

sitos - Naa, Cbu, Phil]ipinucC- nd Solo, Contral Java,
 

Indonosia. hF [PT ,itc ini Nq u>, Chu :onoi:tsof fiv'
 
villagan and that in Solo, IndnnnO4.,, Four vi].ll(I.age-. In 

1977, th- pr'j .ct was o xpnndd 1from its ori Aic Nal-,qa, Cebu 

sit' in i:, Phi. -iploiso:nddi.i ir. s itar In Lopu-Lapu 
City, Octan TIland qnd in Swpo n P aay, S;ian J, o do]. 
Montor, Bule.nc an, Each f j: 1 , N is::m1'nn.d bly a Project 
staff superviser-d by aiNat ic cral t2,ring C mImit-tee composed 

of senior , inistry of' EdUcI-ion an4 Cltliure c.i1icials. 

As may bo inforrd from th fNruroina 2ta-uPImLun ts, the 

rIPACT system is d,"s tnad to provid, L.w-ro0t primar'y oduca­
tion to a gru:-tor numcber' f chi ld~rn without s 0.. if.c, of 

quality, In othe r wrds:, it is anvi:2:;in.:I tht whi,. th.: 
cost of oDperatinf thV IMPACT coys:-tumr woci bn much Ws:2 than 
the cost-of . ntinil , pupilopeqt.ini: the. conve .y..on achieo­

ment under hK. IMPACT sys:_ta. shuld b. ci;a .:.At as hi x2 

that undur the Non-IMPACT sys;tem. Evid,.ncn ci. the aeffective­

nos:s of the IMPACT systurm, thrFor-, 'ould be the manifos­

tation of two e's-,ntia alhaoriutril;tic.: uconoy and 

W.rningc o ff ctivenoss . 

Cost analysis studi (2 on IMPACT hivo beon undortaken. 

A preliminary study wns made cn the original Philippine 

IMPACT site - Naga, Cbu in June 1977 by Mr. Tere--o S. 

Tula , Assistant Profssnr of Economics at Do La Salle 
Univcrr ./, Prof, Tul.lao boWeod hi:: ancal.ys;ic; on the framework 

earliar dovlop,: by Dr. Edita Tatn, a professor of Economics 
of th.n Univur.sity H: th, Philippines who was commissioned i-y 
INNOTECK tr des ign n cn"t; alysc s ard ,vnlua-ti.-n plan for 

Projapt IMPACT. .... referred to is: inPh frewn-,-! ,mbodied 

Dr. T.in'; report ancti.t:l:.t "A D,, ign to Evalunrtu the Efficiency 

of Project IMPACT," A moAr, compri>hlns iv study was und ol'­
taken on the lhreo Phil.ippinc IMPACT sites in July 1978 by 
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Nr, James McMastcr, lecturer in Economics, Canberrq College 

of' Advanced Studies, Austrglia, The findings of both 

irmplementing and operatingstudies show that 	 the cost of 

lo.2a)prox imat"oely one-half the cost of
the IMPACT. ;:y, t 

A synthesis of the 
oe 'ati& hc traditional system. 

Tan, MVr, Ternao S.
findingr ori th, 2vtu ', of Dr. EPi ita A. 

TWIND and Mr , ,a-..am Y ar. preparedU by thu I.NNOTEC H 

in th. INNOTECH publi.ation,Reseorch Divis ion ip pr.ntucd 

,,Cos--[ ctivne Analysis "f Projuct TMPACT for the 

Phili pp ins". 

To assess the learning ffluctivness of' IMPACT as
 

implemeonted in the Phi.lippineso, an valuativc study was
 

!977-197P. To rather the
undertaken in Sche,1 Y,.:ar 

necessary ,:ta, evalutat;'ion was unlt.;.rtaknn twice - in 

and again in Fubruary-arch 1978.October 1977 

S..parnta raports w .re pra5p:ard for tho initial 

"in Oct oba. 1.977 (Part I) and theevaluation undartakan 

fiinal aVwlu.tlion in F-bruary-March 197 (Part II), This 

TI of tho 'FACT evaluationreport >.Fk:r:tt'" 7rt i qnd Port 

re.ort 



7
 

B. 	 PurDose of the Study 

The main purposo of the study is to evaluate pupil 

achievement undr tho IM'iPACT system. 

The specific questions for the October 1977 IMPACT 

evaluation aro as fol].ows: 

1. 	What are the charact;ristics of IMPACT pupils?
 

IMPACT ,achur:? IFPACT schools?
 

a. What are the characteristics of IMPACT pupils? 

1) What par cent of the IMPACT pupils are at the 

right age for th; grade? underagu? overage? 

2) What is the socioeconomic status of IMPACT pupils? 

a) What is the educational attainment of their 

parents? 

b) How often do the pupils speak English at home? 

How oftein, do the pupil:: spek Filipino at home? 

c) What is the ir average monthly family income? 

3) What is th, live of pupil motivation as perceived 

by the teachers? 

4) In all the above anole0t,,, how de IMPACT pupils 

comparn with Non-TYPACT pupilis? 

b. 	What are th,. characteristicn of the IMPACT teachers?
 

1) 	What are the characteristicn of IMPACT teachers 

with regard to age, yuars of teaching cxperience, 

civil status and educational attainment? 



2) 	What is their degree of competence 

a) in communicatinV with pupils in tho dialect? 

b) in using Pili]in- mudium :'ins tructir n'?11m 

C) infusi_'.!" ish qis nedium'o f instruc 'ng] l. i'.(,t 

3) What is th; a ttIi. ud of [d!'PACT ta,-hery i;owza rc! 

educat ir'nl1 innovat i nn's ? 

4) In the abnve aspects, how io !M]PACT teachers 

compare with Non-IFPACT teachers? 

c. 	What are the charactriS'tico of !P-ACT schools? 

1) How adequ; t. ar • th, i.nqtructinal matrials and 

physical foac.ilities in I?.PACT schools? 

2) What is the -ttituda of IVPACT school administrators 

toward educational innovations? 

3) 	How do IPACT schools ccnp're with 'on-IhPACT 

schools in the above aspects? 

2, 	What is the lvel 22c of IMPACT pupils?
f 'ademic achi.vemant 

a. What is the level of ecademic achicvement of Levels TV, 

V and VI IMPACT pupils in the Languago Arts, Science, 

M'athematics, Social Stud ieo and Work Education/-omo 

Economic' by love.s of mental ability? 

e
,-vce!ni; 

with thr of ion-IM.PACT pupils in the aforementioned 

subject are-as? 

b. 	How ;;s tho Oc v of I'IPACT pupils comparo 
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Following arc specificrquostions for the IMPACT final.
 

Ovaluation in Yenbrnry-F;rrh 197% 

1. 	 What is th,*. "t..tu of ItPACT teachers and school 

heads towrd .du .ntoi innovrati ons? How do IMPACT 

tonc hoo. n slco.d hu d c impqr. e with 1 :.n-IN: i%"..!, 

aspect?teach.uro and school heads in this 

schools
2. 	 What i: h, 1l o f p "i .:tvati in MPAn iT 

as D--ro -'1.',_,I by th: to.a hers? How dow,+ tho level 

motivat-, ofr ,I pupilis t b, rry-iVlar ,h I )'? brM,',,PACT in 

com.,ra with their lye Il of m-ot ivatii; in October [L97'?? 

How do IMPACT pupil.ls oompare wit h Hon-TPTFCT pupils 

in these s e.ta?, 


3. 	 What is the lovel of academic achievement of IMPACT 

pupils? 

a. 	 What is the level nf acadomic achievement of 

Levels TV, V and VT PACT pupils in the Language 

Arts, Sc.o" "', ?,Kthmatics , S ocial Studies and 

Work Educatinn/Homo Econom0rics ? 

.
b. 	 How inos thu chi.vmnnt of T PA C T pupils compare 

with lthL ac-hievement ;: Non-IMPACT pupils in tho 

...OlfOu ,:."it ] n d sno~i ar '?c u 

4. 	What is t;ho rrlation:hip between growth/gains in pupil 

achivemnt as ms.-qsurod by achievement tests and initial 

scores on the,:m te st s ? 

5. 	 How do thu growth/nnin: in achicvement by subject area 

and love l of' 1?,T.Ch pupiln with qiven initial scores 

compare with thu .rwth/Vains in c:,chi,.verment of No n-

IMPACTpuils with ;ti ame:- ri so res?p 	 .a-v init al1 , 

6, 	What is the lati.o-,noship betweer, growth/;ains in 

a chiev:me ntn-rridrentni1 b i ]ity? 

http:pupil.ls
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7. 	 How do the ,rowth/ !ains in nchivement by Oubject 

area and level of IWPACT p]ip is with given 2ntal 

ability test scores compare with the ,ra.:th/g.ains 

in adhievw,! nt of .on-I MPACT pupils with the same 

me nta 1 nb -ity tast sc ores? ' 

Hype the 500 

The folloving hypotheses were tested: 

1. There is no s ignifieant differ'once 

of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils 

tested in Levels IV, V and VI. 

in 

in 

the mean scores 

each subject 

2, There is no signifient difernce in 

in e0ach subec-t teopted of IMPACT and 

pupils classified by lev:wl .ofmental 

Levels IV, V and VI. 

the mean scores 

of Non-IMPACT 

ability in 

3. 'There is no significant difference in 

gains in achiovement by subject area 

IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils wi'th 

ach ievemeint test s ores. 

the growth/ 

and level of 

the same, initial 

4. There is no ii gni icnt difference in the growth/ 

gains in achi.ev:nt by subject 

INPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils 

ability tes-t scores. 

area 

with 

and level of 

"the same mental 



Limitations ol the Roear ih 

The :id je:, . the study should be viewed in the 

light of thO i,, !.v,., Limitatiofs: 

1. The TDIPAC" xP" :''1: a taunchjed on dlifferent 

dates in th thr,: Proj,-.t IFACI - i t e:, on 

January 1 " ..r a,.>. v ., i u ; s ber 30, 1-976 

in Lap i ­- p.u1,I1ij, ity-)t ! , ' I.} 19'7 in 

S apan~j 1-P!_y Sa~r3~,' ri I~ 13 UIm-''1aa 

T'he ret~r,, wh:] , : nu1 in ai* ! ;' iag,, Cebu may 

reflect nv'u tllil the Lr. -u.st, i;h INWPACT system, 

thos;e f,;r Lapu- La Cilit and --. ay may-A.g reflect 

the of FcI ts of thIce IPACT . ys tcm as well a' ole 

carry- overoi- .(n'I, :)f , -)rnventiorial -ttys .to 

2. 	 The Non-IMIVPACT or oon-trol schools -,selecte:d wo(re -chose 

.. chool. which were ,quiv' alent or comparable -r the 

IMPACTscol] ro latjvrT to soc:L-,ecOnric status of 

the 	 community and/mr .- i:., of enrolment, 

To minimize the oet.:[tt of. pessible differences 

in the menta.l abilit..,y or TI PACT and Non-I ,YACT pupils 

a compariso:,n of mean , ore:; of the two groups in -..sc- h 

subject was also made a-'ter the pupils were clasified 

by love s of mental ability , i.e. , IBdLACT pupils of 

high mental -bility were compared with o,:n-IMFiTACT 

pupils also of hig!h m,,intal ability, IMPACT pupils. of 

average menta1 a bility were compared wi-th \,on-IMPACT 

pupils of average mental ability, and IiI'ACT puils 

of low mentl abi i t were coipard v,,i th Non.-IIPACT 

pupils of low mental ability. 

3. 	 There are tects with low reliabili-y c:efficilots as 

computed through Kuder-R-ichards on formula... /2n), It 

may be recalled that as,sumptions underlying the use 
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of the Kuder-Richardson formula #j20 are as follows: 

test measure a s ingle ability, thcthe items in the 


the itens are all equal, and
correlationc between 

the 	items hav: equal variability. This formula.
 

tends to under.:stimate reliability when the test
 

items sample :a nunber of abilities. 

Results of tests with low-reliability coefficients
 

were also subjentod to statistical analysis but the
 

results of the analysis should be interpreted with
 

caution. 

4. 	In the analysis of the linear relationship between 

onlygrowth/Vains in achievement and initial sc ore:, 

data on pupils with both initial and final scores 

were used. Hance, in this analysis, the sample sizes 

are smallor thon those used in testing the equality 

of m ans. 

5. 	 The iotervval between the initial testing and final 

tbsthinK was qnly from VNur to five months since the 

initial te.'tin was underta~ker in October 197'? and 

the final tsti:.n in ,'e'bruary-1arch 1978. Therefore, 

not much ,,rowth/sniin .i.n nuh" vpr.nt ., ,XT.ct-d 

t,. -, tivl. Ph-,& sirmr f 1:5 me involved.becrunp cf r'f 

6. 	Judgment on the relativ ffoctiveness of the IMPACT 

system and the conventional system based on orewth/ 

gains in pupil "hiovamnt in the.hould 	 be made 


light o1f stronC r es r-ch evidence that there is a 

negative corre]lt:ion batwon pretest or initial test 

scores and g ainn in achinvement 

To minimiza the .ff,-t" of this limi-ta-tion, 

ohiweveme as; 

done not through a d irect comp:i:ar is on of the average 
, 

analysis _f growth/gains inrpu il v. 	 a; 

IMlIAC_, and Non-IMPACTg2rains for the two gr-oups, 
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but through tests' of homogeneity and concurrenlce
 

of regressions of the extent of growth/gains in
 

achievement on initial 'scbres for IMPACT and for 

,ion- IMPACT, using the analysis of' variance, This 
statistical techniq~e takes into account the whole
 
range of initial scores in the comparison of growth/
 

gains ih the achievement of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils.
 

.
 
gainsin achievement and initial achievement test scores
 
are very low. 


Many -of >the coefficients-of -determination-(r )*etw.en-


The lowest obtained coefficient is 0.01
 
and the highest, 0.79. This means that from 21 per
 

cent to 99 per cent of the variation in growth/
 
gains in achievement must be attributed to variables
 
other than initial scores in achievement tests and that
 
for subjects with very low r2 values, other types of
 
curves may better fit the data. 
In other words, in
 

subject areas in which the r2 
values between growth/gains
 
in achievement and initial achievement test scores are
 
low, reliable comparisons using linear regressions
 

cannot be made.
 

Comparisons were, however, made for some 
subjects
 
2
with relatively low r values as well as those with
 

moderate and high r values (0.16 to 0.79) 
in order to
 
get general trends in the relative extent of growth/gains
 
-in the achievement of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils.
 

One must, of course, be very cautious in the use
 
of the regression equations in predicting gains of
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils and in estimating the
 
difference in the growth/gains of the two groups, parti­

2
cularly in subjects wit)h low and moderate r values.
 

The coefficient of determination (r2 ), the square of
 

the correlation coefficient, r, indicates the percentage

of the variance of one variable which is accounted for by

its correlation with a second variable.
 



8 The coeficients of determination (r 2 ) between growth/ 

gains in achievement and mental ability test scores 

were very low (0.0000 to 0.1024), indicating that 

use.linear regressions may not be appropriate to 

comparison of growth/gains
Consequently, the 


T PACT and Non-IMPACT pupils
in the achievemnt of 

usehaving the same mental ability scores through the 


of linear regressions was no longer undertaken, 



IT. METH-ODOLOGY 

A. Subjocts'of'.theStudy 

The studv included all the nine schools in the three 

Philippine Project IMPACT sites (Nag,-), T,qpU-L--u City -1nd 
Sanan- Palay) and seven No-IMPACT' schooJ.s doemed comparable 

to the IMPACT schools:. The seven Non-IMPACT school's 

UJ ''.selected to constitute roughly ,_the_.c,otro g we.;F 
comparable to the IMPACT "gVhT6o'ls '¢h f612V"iing dhaxasoter­
istics socioeconomic status of the community 1nd/or size 

of enrolment.. .. 

In October 1977, the subjects of the study consisted 

of 2,169 punils (1,049 IMPACT and 1,120 Non-IMPACT), 68 

teachers of these punils (33 IM1PACT and 35 Non-IMPACT), and 

16 school heads (c IMPACT and 7 Non-IMPACT) (Tables 1 Pnd 

2, Apopoendix-A),.. 

The subjects of the February-March 1978 study included 
2,096 nurils (1004.IMP.ACT and 1.092 Non-IMPACT).,.. 7,1 teachers 

of these pupils (31 IMPACT and hO Non-IMPACT)., and 15 school 
heads (9 IMPACT and 6 Non-IMPACT) (Tables'3 and 4, Annendix A). 

There-are difTerendes 'n.'±-Y'P."num'ber of punils included 
in the study in the' initial evaluption and final evaluation 
because some Dunils who took the tests in October 1977 were 
unable to take the same tests in.February,archl197P aiid 

some pupils who took the tests i.n Fe.brtary-March 1978 had 
failed to take the same tests in October, 1977. 
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B. 	Instruments Used
 

For this evaluative study, the SOUTELE* instruments
 

were used.
 

Three types of' research-instruments - a non-verbal 

mental ability test, achievement tests and questionnaires ­

were used f'or this study. 

* A non-verbal mental ability test was developed f'or
 

SOUTELE to minimize -the effects of' differences in prof'i­

ciency in English or in any of' the Philippine languages
 

on test performance.
 

.This 100-item test includes items on six types of'
 

mental processes, as followsc
 

Mental Processes No..of' Items
 

Association ------------------------------ 10
 

Classification --------------------------- 30
 
Analogy ---------------------------------- 10
 

Visual Acuity -- - - - - - - - - - - - -10
 

Spatial'.Relationships --------------------- 10
 

Abstract Reasoning --------------------- 3
 

TOTAL - 100
 

SOUTELE is the acronym for "Survey of' Outcomes of' Elementary
 
Education"' in thePhilippines. Project SOUTELI E had two phases­
the first known as ISOUTELE I which was concerned with the assess­
ment of' learning outcomes in Grade VI (March 1975.); and SOUTELE II,

the assessment of learning outcomes in Grade IV (February 1976.
 
The 	 research instruments developed for SOUTELE I and' Sr'TTELE II 
were used in the evaluation of' Project IMPACT in'order to hoqve1
 
data that wouild be comparable to those obtained in the regular

Philippine schools, 

Description of' the SOUTEE instruments, including the pro­
cedure followed in developing them and in determining their
 
validity and reliability is given in Part I, the report on the
 
October 1977 IMPACT evaluation.
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The Achievement Tests 

Thc con:i:t of *CbctL.ve-based multiple, choice tests 

aimed vt i. th,; ext(-..t to which objectives in the 

difftreyn cu'riculur:. sr.; have b,.Ln achieved. 

Th. ."ubject areas_ far which achievement tests were 

prepared with the corresqonding., number of items are as follows: 

Number of Items 

Gradce IV Grade VI 
Subjects Tested (SOUTELE II) (SOUTELE I) 

Laniuage ---------------------------- 40 70 

Pead in,,. ------------------------------ 35 40 
j -I (Lan.uag.,-e in Filipino) --------- 50 60 

::agbro (ia di :.in Pilioino) --------- 40 50 

emeary cinc------------------ 40 50 

E loe.nary ,:a t --------------------- - -- 30 40 

Social S ,---------------------- 35 30 

Aralin. P - hLn (S cc ial Stud ics 
in Filipino)--- 35 

Work u i ---------------------- 35 30 

Edizkacwy ±. F'ty.?' in (Wor]k Education 
.I:Pilipino )-- 35 

Ho o i C . --------------- 30 

The SUTT:;_ Ti i :.t:-, r' ;rdc IV were administered to 

vI,Le .. T n, ,-, pupils the ITPxI, UTCT while SOUTEL 

tests f,.r,"- v' -t:o Level VI as well asVTTdniitod 
Level] V T?,.Pt, T anrd on-T PA CT pupil. 

Questionnaires 

'
Four SOUT, I u:t "annar. were a dminit.,t-r.d to obtain 

the ec K an' . - 'i:a t 

1. A an n s-chO).l cha rac.teri tics -to ber :sti 

,actcompli , ,]by the School Principal/Head Teacher/ 

Te ac h,..- i n-n h,-:' 
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2. 	 A questionnair, on teacher characteristics to 

be accomplishd by the teacher 

W et tQ b aecomplirhed3. 	 Thn Puril Trmrrnt inn 

for every pupil tested by the Teacher-in-Charge 

or Class Adviser 

4, 	 A qu,-stinnnair'e on pupil characteristics to be 

accomplished by the pupil himself 

For the ITPACT evaluative study, the SOUTELE instru­

ments were administed twice - during the initial 

evaluation frvm October 11 to 28, 1977 and the final 

evaluation, from February 20 to March 2., 1978. The 

Non-Verbal ental Ability Test was administered only 

during th, Octob.r 1977 TOPACT evaluation. 

Dur-r btlh the initial. valuation and final evaluation, 

the SOUTELE ins truments were administered by an external 

group - n N.am composed of educatior~al L'usearchers from 

the Bureau of Flmantary Education, M]ini.stry of Education 

and Culture, 

C. Analysis of Data 

Scor, of.'the test, was undertaken by the U P. 

(University if the Phi lippinu.) Computer Center and the 

statistical treatment of tort results, by the U.P, 

Computer Cntetr and by INNOTECH. Processing and statistical 

treatment of nuon a.ionnaire data weL done by INNOTECH, 

1, Statistica. an.ly:; . relative t test development 
Thu1(].lowi ng stat is tic l .unsuras were computed 

to detein", hoc)w the oc hiav :I'lCIrmont tests r t "oned 

among thI axnminpn in IVPACT ind on-DIPACT schools 

included in the "tudyt 

a, 	 B.maria.. I.orra lati on to dcto rmine the discrimina­

tnry prwo.: ,,'f a ch item (i:term validity) for the 

]O ]val "sV , V ani VT ptpI..i 
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b. 	Percentage passing each item to determine item
 

difficulty for the Levels IV, V and VI pupils
 

c. 	Kuder-Richardson formula #20 to determine the
 
:
 

reliability of the achievement 
tests 


d. 	Standard error of measurement to determine the
 
reliability of an obtained score in each achieve­

ment test
 

2. 	Statistical analysis in the treatment of test results
 

In the analysis of the results of the evaluative
 

study, the following statistical measures were computed/
 

determined:
 

a. 	Means and standard deviations of mental ability
 

test scores to be used in determining cut-off
 

points for mental ability levels
 

b. 	Means, standard deviations and standard errors
 
of the means for each subject and level by school,
 
site and for the three sites combined
 

c; 	 Mean percentage scores by subject area to be used
 
in preparing achievelment profiles for each level
 

by situ and for the three sites combined for
 

IMPACT and for Non-IMPACT
 

d. 	Percentage of pupils passing each item to determine
 
the nature of the pupils' learning difficulties
 

e. 	t test for uncorrelated means to determine the
 
significance of differences in the mean achievement
 

test scores of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils in each
 

subject for each level
 

f. The Pearson product momen+ coefficient of correlation
 

(r) to determine the relationship:between growth/gains
 

in achievement and initial scores in achievement tests
 

and also *-between-growth/gains in achievement ani
 

,mental ability test scores
 



. ... .
-.- .. 0 
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This -a, computed through the Hewlett­

'Packard 25 program on oo.vriance and corrolation 

coefficient. /: 

g. 	Analysis of variance to test homogeneity and
 
2concurrence of regressions of extent of growth/ 

gains in achievement on initipl scores in achieve-

Tnent tests foor IMPACT and for Non-IMPACT, ieo, to 

compare the extent of growth/gains in the nchieve­

ment of IMPACT pupils with that of Non-IMPACT 

pupils through the testing of two hypothesest
 

1) Homogeneity (parallelism) of regressions
 

2) Homogeneity (concurrence)' of positions
 

If the null hypothesis on parallelism of regres­
sions is accepted, either of 
two 	situations is
 

indicated:
 

a) The regression lines of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT coincide indicating that the gains
 

of. IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT are the same 

throughout the whole range of initial
 

scores, or
 

b) 	 The regression of gains in achievement on 

initial scores in the achievement tests for 

one group (either IMPACT or Non-IMPACT) is 

highor than that of the othei group through­

out 	 the whole range of initial scores. 

a need to test the occurrence ofThere is therefore 

either (a) or (b) above, It is precisely for this 

purpose that the second hypothesis (concurrence of 

positions) is designed.
 

.Hewiett-*Packard Company, "Covariance and Correlation 
101-102.Coefficient", HP 25 .ApplicationsPrograms, 1975, pp. 

2 Evan Williams, fegrescion Analysis (New York: 

;iley and Sons, Inc.' 1959) pp. 137I8 
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."If. tbo nu l.hyPoth~s is on parallelism of
 
regressiornis rejected, the 
test of homogeneity or 
concurrence of positions is no longer to be
 
conducted for then the regression lines will
 
intersect, 
 In this case, the trend 
in the growth/
 
gains in achievement will change at the point of 
intersection. For exnimle,' if IMPACT would show 
bigger gains before the..regression lines reach 
the point of intersection, the trend would be 
reversed after the intersection point where
 

Non-IMPACT would register bi , er gains. The 
reverse would be true if Non-IMPACT would show 
bigger gains before the intersection point.
 

~~f. 



III. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
 

Teachers and SchoolsA. Character.istics of Pupils, 

1. On Pupils-

Data or; ,,cioecofomic and rclated charactoristics 

of pupil:: are pre-let.d in Tab].cas 1-5. Reference nay 

be made to Part Ir' theiMtACT eV-lUatLOn report for 

more detailed da-ta 

a. Age QharacterisLi ics of' Pupils 

F,C' uf,,j 0 in tdy, pupils were con­
s ioerod at t he r,,,~ht ri'"e for a. level when at the 

openr ni scho olin Juuno theii' a,es fell within 

these ra.nmre: 

Level IV - 9 years and 6 months to 10 years 

and 5 months 

Level V - 10 year, and 6 months to 11 years 

and 5 months 

Level VI - 11. years and 6 months to 12 years 

and 5 rn,-nths 

Pupils who were below the given age rang_:;e 

for a level wore considered underage; those beyond 

or above the indic ted apg-o, range, overa e. 

Table 1 shows "that there are ,lightly bighter 

percentages o.f' Non-IMPACT pupils, than of iTIPACT 

pupils who are und,.rage and nJ the right ag,;e but 

bigger percentages-; of IMPACT puplc who are overage, 

It is well to note, howevr, that I ifrences 

in age are not cru,-1.oil in ,ftudi' f th .primary 

(elementary) lev,] 1.in Ph1 i.i)!:p! :cchool," 5 i'LnCa 

there is an eritra ncr . .[-or Grade I which :;: 

seven yeas,. 
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Tble 1 

Age Characteristics -f Levels IV, 
I PTACT al .d n-I.PACT Pup is 

(Data cu of Octobe:- 1977) 

V and VI 

AL-v 

710,'-

.L T-

.....T 7-17D ,U 

LVE'L 

,A 

I VEL 

i !IPAQ1 : :i-: , : I: .: .cT 

'. 

,11--.k 

. 

" --

3L. 

7 1-
.... '1 57 4 1' " 

S37.-7 

<.7 72 20.7 

_21-

92 

4 3 . 

.6 

27 0 

156 

133 

107 

39 

33.-

26 9 

-
i1 

97 

86 

3>. 

3-2 

28. 

13? * 

12_ 35.1 

92 26.7 

3>... :- 

34-

312 

7 .L 

33.1 

29.7 

<.­

396 

277 

4 
3 9 .3 

35.4 

24.7 

. _-- _.. -*.-.. ' r,,:,!0 , i; ! 1 ,_.u 9 .,v2r--- '!,,,. . .; c 0 . - 4 iu :.". ' 01u, 9 ! O1 0 , li . ..,- *02 



b. Educational Attainment of Family Heads 

Dato on the e ducational atta innent of 

family heads o-f :,PACT cnd Ncn-TIPACY2 pupils 

are presented in lOble 2. 

A: shown in Tabl, 2, the educational 

attainment of .amily heads of Levels IV, V and 

VI I.PACT pupil. rane; :frnm nn :choolin, to 

havine earned the R<aster'" or Professional 

degree: that of fam .,ilyhead: of i on-WI: TACT 

pupils in the thro e leve].:f rom nc s-chooling 

to having com,pleted the medical course. 

The mc lian educ ation:l attainment of lfamily 

heads of IMPACT as wel.l as of Non-IMPACT pupils 

in the three lewios tested is complition of 

elementary education. 

Th. family heads' of' Level TV TI.EPACT pupils 

have higher e. natnonal attainment than family 

heads of Level IV Non-IMTPACT pupils, as indicated 

by a higher poercentage of Non-IMPACI family heads 

(73.2%) wh, C'a i. hed at rost ,lementary education, 

coltpared with q lover percentage for IMJFACT family 

heads (64.,4.%), This .indicates that u bigrer 

percentage of IMPACT :Ohmily heads had educational 

attainment beyond or higher than completion of 

the elementary Vrades, 

In LeveLs V and VI, the educational attain­

ment of family heads of IMPACT pupils is approxi­

mately the same as that of Non-IMPACT pupils, 
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c. Frequency with which 

English at Home 

Pupils Speak Pilipino and 

Data on the frequency with which pupils 

speak Pilipino and English at home are presented in 

Tables 3 and 4, respectively. -

- 'than 

Responsesn~e of-h-Lvl--V, -ad'V ppl 

to the question, "Do you speak Pilipino at ]rome?.-

indicate that bigger percentages of IMPACT.. 

of Non-IMPACT pupils speak Pilipin5 "often" 

and "All the time" in their homes. (.Table 3) 

. . 

Data on pupils' responses to the question, 

"Do you speak English at home?" are, presented 

in Table 4. Data for Levels IV, V and VI 

indicate that among the pupils investigated, the 

numbor using English as -their home .anguag is 

minimal (1.5% IMPACT' and 1'.7% Non-IMPACT) and 

that from about three-fifths to four-f fthi of 

the pupils investigated do not speak Ejgli h 

I.. at home. 'I 

I. 
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d. 	 Average Mnnthly Family Income
 

T !bOe
tc 

Average Monthly Farnily Tncorm, .i'tfLevi!s IV, V and YI
 
IMPAC.. ':nd Nn-T ,PACT " "<
 

(Dst;et ; of 1:,ho,;' V.t
-7)77) 

IEVEL IV IE.VEl V LEVEL Vl 
Sites 

IMPACT NON-IMPACT IMPACT NON-IMPACT I1VPACT NON-IMPACT 

Cebu P26.I-0 '166.i P263. "39 '187. 00 ]Vj26. 42 30- .22 

Lapu- Lapu 
City 405. 1.6 344,. 33 4,13.80 394. 28 440. 50 4,01.22 

Sa pang 
Palay -556.1-, 271. 1.3 900.80 348.93 361. i 396.24 

.come15.18 t36? 1 
fov All f,2 64 P979 
S it es 

For p-1:Je ofUr-f;h :1sil;tcly, -lhe rnge mvo1onthly 

familyi].nc,-!T-0 1 fe _.d '-- c'nP n ( i rn i n{i;s of the 

rpip ]. :; ' n3ini on'; br' th}ie-, and>; 1,5 taO].SarO.e nh;;; tuq~V 	 ] ," r5 

,lV n;'l-ini thf, 53I.V ;h, , L. 

A',; Ii',hown 1.n Tab le 5, -thn ' xo '.'],'-.. rit]Ly 'arn i ly 

"Lnc,:)l.oe TIPACT pup'l:: I'.; i o r iha that el[ 

Non-IPACT p iip 1 is xe in;,pt Lo.v..:.i tnd Siaparg- inl V VI 


Palay.
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2. On Teachers
 

Data on teachera included in the study are presented 

in Table:' -]. Data .freach IP PACT site are ",iven in 

Part I, the ci,-or%:, the- Octoube 1)77 evrluation, 

a. Age and be aC h -'Ta ahin : ,rvicc 

Table 6 

Age and Length of T . ching Service of 
TIMPACT and Non-!RTAC T Teach r.'s 

Inc.uded ir the Study 
(Da-'t;a ac o:. Octobe1r 1977) 

IMPACT NON-IVTPACT 

Variables 
(N=33)

Pean Stand0ard 
(N 

re an 
35)
Standard 

Deviat1.on Deviation 

Age 35. 12 10.32 3.84 8..3 

:ears of teaching:; 
service in prsrt 1.5 1. 4 5.,4 3.35 
po s itii o n 

Torjn] nu!mber ,
 

years, in ";ea.ch- 10.5 9 8.9 5.1
 

hewn in lTable , the T'PACT t;achcrc 

t'-.,( ~)pre~xiroate a.r'fl the .aomlae a, the Non­
.IMPACT t.ache. Whie h,-: avu(!rrrte number of 

ye -ro t; c hi .rv ie c tipfc,T teachers 

wa I than tha.itcir Nan-IIAACT:].i'.tly h. I 

toecher:, t-. IPACT -tac he ,shadl ].oer- 1,-

(expoe Ce i senIt l)O-i]tior .;1. -thi(33r 
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c. Civil Status 

Table 7 

Civil Status of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT 
Teachers Included in the Study 

(Do-t;a a* of Octob.er 1977) 

INMPACT NON-INTPACT 
Civil Status Number Per, Cent Number Per Cent 

Single 11 33.3. 11 ...31,.11 

Harr ier 19 57.6 24 68.6 

Widowed 3 9.1-

T o t a 1 33 100.0 35 100.0 

Table 7 shows that approximately one-third 

of IMPACT and of Non-IPPACT teachers were 

single. 

http:Octob.er


c. 	 Educational Atta inmont
 

Thbi.e 8
 

Educ 	 t:1.nni 1. tt:: Irm . nt of) TV... ., <rvi Nor-IlV,]ACT 

( : .4 ,.t.,, r 1"7'?) 

Educetiona . I MPA CT NON- Ti'.1i]'AC T 
Attainme rit Number Per (, wtI Numbe ,r,' , Iient 

7VA/:7r/Pi ./Mi/ /i 1ed 1 . 
Co rm]p I~ V,::, 1.10 1 2 ,),+,-le :: < 

,'/}$ +~ }:r mole 8 24.2 2 5. ? 

tin 1,.1t n 
.	 29 unit. i0 30:3 12 34-.3 
in1vI[ 

-.... I i, n ,t 4 12,1 4I,4 

k 1-,'* " ( F's 1 	 10 30.3 . 1.._3. 37 1 
~ic;low 1;u'"i/ s 	: 1 '3 .1 

t*t ', 1 	 73) !. ,) '!, 

L.r ) 1~b , 	 }Wot'P i , 

tIhe t, eh :.ei ' ].r TW-A(Y .' . 8h. 1. hIu'.l (.>i._ "!si' ' .,.'u 
th e ri.it; ; t 'ir,. the M.T" .";rI ]r , i-i.ACT 

AS .{ :;h )Wfl : .: *t., .r, 

:.c o,1.: CT. th:',, 

, J .', r h 1 t ,t P1 I A1) 'i­

, :I c 

0 ]_t Irieri;'ly :{. ar.. ' .'},. , B' t _ O ]. )i 'f. i tCli(et 

lU t-Iri I - .1rI,}y ] lr.. 	 l .; 7" rIn'ei 
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d. Deree of Competence in thy U2,c of the 

Dialect, Pilipino ind E::11811 

W"bin. 1) 

Decree of Comp, tones of TP,MACT And Non-IMPACT 
Teachers i.,n Co0m:munica:,t ing,: with Their Pupl.1sin !tho r -,! 

Docr e of' IMPACT NON- TI]ACTI 
Competnew Number: Ovt;Fe r', (Per Number Feor Cent 

Exce llun!I 19 5.6 24 68.6 

Good 1.3 j9.41 11 31.4 

Fair 1 3. 

T o t : 1 33 100.0 35 100.0 

As ,hwn in To 0.-, all] ;ie ;each ur:s, both 
IMPACT and Non-TIPUAC.T, rut& thorIems;:,.i.v,' at .e ast 

good (Good andrEx2,IleonL) in cnmun-i c,-tii.:< wit. 
their pupi1. 1. ri -t: 1;t o :pt ,ne IMPACTh. 


toachr who :<is'
i.e, ,dore 'i:'l.l.'only ' Fi l' i nso.far 
s ommun 1, t;inr: with pupils in the dialct was 

concerned. 
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Table 10
 

Degree of Competence of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT
 
Teachers in Using Pilipino as a Medium of Instruction
 

(Data as of October 1977)
 

.. ....... .............
 
Degree of- IMPACT NON-IMPACT 
Competence Number -Per--Cent Number= PerCcnt
 

Excellent 7, 21.2 2 5.7 

Good 19 57.6 28 80.0
 

Fair 5 15.2 
 3 8.6
 

Very little 2 6.0 2 
 5.7
 

T o t a 1 33 100.0 35 100.0
 

Table 10 shows that 78.8 per cent of the teachers
 
in the IMPACT schools considered themselves 3t least
 
good in using Pilipino as a medium of instruction.
 
The corresponding percentage for -the Non-IMPACT
 
teachers is 85.7. Approximately the same percentages,
 
6 per cent and 5.7 per cent for IMPACT and for
 

Non-IMPACT, respectively, rated themselves 
as having
 
lvery little" competence in using Pilipino as a
 
medium of instruction.
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT teachers were also asked
 
,to rate themselves on their degree of competence
 
in the use of English as a medium of instruction.
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Table 11 

Degree. of Competence of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT 
Teachers in Using English as a Medium of Instruction
 

(Data as of October 1977)
 

Degree of .IMPACT NON-IMPACT
 

Competence Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
 

Excellent 6 18.2 6 17.1 

Good 20 60.6 28 80.0 

Fair 4 12.1 1 2.9 

Very little 3 9.1
 

T o t a 1 33 100.0 35 100.0
 

Table 11 shows that 78.8 per cent of the IM\PACT
 

teachers considered themselves either good or excellent
 

in using English as a medium of instruction. It is well
 

to note that the same percentage of these teachers,
 

78.8 per cent, also rated themselves in -the same way
 

in using Pilipino as a medium of instruction (Table 10).
 

Among the Non-IMPACT 0teachers, a larger percentage,
 

97.1, rated themselves at least good in the use of
 

English as a medium of instruction compared to those
 

in the same group who considered themselves proficient
 

in the use of Pilipino as a medium of' instructions 85.7
 

per cent (Table 10). This indicates that there were
 

more Non-IMPACT teachers who considered themselves
 

proficient in the use of English as a medium of
 

instruction than Non-IMPACT teachers who considered
 

themselves proficient in the use of Filipino as a
 

medium of instruction.
 



3. iOn"Schools 

In the October 1977 IMPACT evaluation, the
 
school head respondents were asked to rate the
 
adequacy.of each given resource---ma-teria-1 in terms
 
of the fbllowing categorids: Very inadequate (VI),
 
Inadequate (I), Barely adequate.(BA), Adequate (A)
 
and Very adequate (VA). NR was used for non-response
 
and refers to an item to which the respondent failed
 

to indicate his response.
 

Data for Very inadequate arid Inadequate were
 
combinedto form the ,category VI/I and data for
 
Adequate rd Very Adequate, to A/VA. Thus, only four
 
categories including .that ,for non-response (NR)'.were
 
used to simplify interpretation, as shown in Table 12.
 

Data in Table 12 indicate that school resource
 
materials in IMPACT schools were 
more adequ .te
 
than those in Non-IMPACT schools, particularly with
 
regard to the following items: .library readers,
 
teacher's guides, lists of objectives, bulletins,
 

supplementary readers,, audio-visual materials and
 
classroom equipment.
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Table 12 

Adequacy of School Resource Materials 

(Data as of October 1977)
 

IMPACT (N=9) NN-i-PACT (N-7) 
Resource Materials VI/I BA A/VA NR VI/I 
 BA A/VA NR
 

A. Library Resources
 

1. Readers 22.2 77.8 71,4 14,3 14,3
 

44.4 100.02. References 22.2 33,3 


3. Current Periodicals 55.5 11.1 33.3 100.0
 

B. Instructional Materials
 

1, For Teachers' Use
 

11.1 33.3 44.4 1101 42,8 2.8.6 28,6
a. Courses of Study 


b. Teacher's Guides 11. 11.1 77,8 14,2 42,9 42.9
 

c. Resource/Teaching
 
Units ll.I 11,1 55,6 22.2 28.6 57.1 14,3
 

d. Lists of Objectives 11.1 11.1 66,7 11.1 14.2 42.9 42.9
 

28.6
e. Bulletins 11.1 88,9 14,3 57,1 


2. For Pupils' Use
 

a. Textbooks 22.2 I.I 55.6 11.1 85,7 14,3
 

b. Supplementary
 
Readers 
 33.3 66.7 100.0
 

c. Workbooks 44.4 11.1 33.4 11.1 100.0
 

d. School Nagzincs 22.2 44.4 33.4 100.0
 

e. IS-OS Self-

Learning Kits 11.1 55.6 33.3 42.9 57,1
 

f. Programmed Instruct­
57,1
ional Materials 1.111 33,3 55,6 42,9 


C. Teaching Aids
 

I. Audio-Visual Materials 33.3 66.7 85,7 11.3
 

2. Laboratory Equipment 33.3 33,3 33.3 100,0
 

3. Classroom Equipment 33.3 66.7 '2,9 57.1 

N Number of school heads who responded 
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B. School Personnel's Attitude Toward Ecduc-tionql Innovations 

Data were obtained in October 1977 and in February-

March 1978, Teachers and school heads were made to react
 
to the same sets of statements about innovations. To the
 
first set of statements, the respondents were to indicate
 

their degree of agreement and to the sec d sets the 
degree of seriousness of each given constiaint to the
 
implementation of educational innovations,j
 

Table 13 presents data on the percentages of teachers
 
and school heads in IMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools agreeing
 
or strongly agreeing to each statement about edubational
 
innovations in the IMPACT evaluation in February-March
 
1978 and in October 1977. In Table 13, 
data for October
 
1977 are in parentheses.
 

Teachers in IMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools h;d similar
 
thinking relative to certain statements about innovations
 
as 
shown by relatively small differences in the percentages
 
agreeing or strongly agreeing to the given statements.
 

Examples of those statements based on results of the
 
February-March 1978 evaluation follow:
 

IMPACT Non-IMPACT 
Statements (n = 31) (n-= 40) 

1. An innovation should first be
 
tried out on a limited scale 
before it is implemented. 93.6 95 

2. Changes should be made in the 
curriculum and administrative 
setup to make innovations fit 
more readily into the existing 90.3 90 
educational system. 



however, differed, in.,their
 

-thinking about certain statements as shown by the big
 

differences in the percentages in the two groups agreeing
 

or strongly agreeing to the following statementsi
 

The--teacher respondents.,...


....... . .. ... ..... . ... .. .. IMPACT _--NON-IMPACT
 
Statements (n = 31) (n,= 40)
 

1. 	Innovations are challen­
ging and keep teachers
 
enthUsiastic and in- 93.6 55
 
terested in their school
 
work.
 

2. 	Innovations are better
 
ways of solving recurring 93.6 60
 
instructional problems.
 

3. 	Not enough copies of
 
literature on innovations 48.4 95
 
are given to the field.
 

On the whole, IMPACT teachers .had a more favorable
 

attitude toward innovations than the Non-IMPACT teachers
 

as indicated by larger percentages of IMPACT teachers
 

agreeing to most of the positive or favorable statements
 

about innovations and smaller percentages of IMPACT than
 

of Non-IMPACT teachers agreeing to most of the negative
 

or unfavorable statements about innovations.
 

A similar trend may be noted among school heads, i.e.,
 

school heads in IMPACT schools seemed to have a more
 

favorable attitude toward innovations than their counter­

parts in Non-IMPACT schools.
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Table 13 

Percentages of Teachers and School Heads in IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Schools 
Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing to Each Stateipent About Educational Innovations 

(Data for February-March 1978 and for October 1977 ) 

NON-IMPACT
 
Teachers School Heads
 

=4 N = 6
 
(N.35 	 (N =7)
 

92,5 66,6
 
(85.7) (71.4)
 

9.5. 100.0
 
(91.5) (100,0)
 

95,0 100.0
 
(99.1) (100.0)
 

90.0 100.0
 
(97.1) (100.0)
 

47 .5 50.0
 
(37.1) (57.1)
 

55.0 83,3
 
(62.8) (57.1)
 

60.0 66,6
 
(65.7) (100.0)
 

60,0 33,3 
(82.8) (42.9) 

62.5 50,0
 
(62.9) (28.6)
 

55,0 83,3
 
(68.5) (100.0) 

95,0 100.0 
(77.1) (85.7)
 

65,0 66,6
 
(62.9) (85,7)
 

IMPACT 

School ihads 


N=J9 

(N=9).. 

88.9 

(88.9) 


to implement innovations because (27.2) (33.3) 
of an already crowded school program. 

10. 	 Innovations are being introduced 45.2 11.0 

so fast that their effects are (33.4) (66.7) 

not properly evaluated.
 

11. 	Not enough copies, of literature 48.4 55,6 
on innovations are given to the (54.6) (55.6) 
field. 

12. 	 Innovations are being introduced 45.2 55.6 
so fast that they are not: widely (39.4) (55.6) 
implemented. 

*Data for October 1977 are in parentheses.
 

Statements Teachers 
N = 31 
(N = 33)_ 

1. Innovations improve adminis- 83,8 
trative and instructional (100.0) 
practices. 

Teachers and.school-.adminis-
.2. ..... 	 ...... 93.6... 100,0 

trators will more readily accept 

innovations if they are given
 
proper and adequate orientation,
 

3, 	An innovation should first be 

tried out on a limited scale 

before it is implemented.
 

4. 	Changes should be made in the 

curriculum and administrative 

setup to make innovations fit 
more readily into the existing
 
educational. system.
 

5. 	 Schools are pot interested in 
implementing innovations because 
funds are not provided for them. 

6. 	Innovations are challenging and 
keep teachers enthusiastic and 
interested in their school work. 

7. 	Innovations are better ways of 
solving recurring instructional 
problems. 

8. 	 Innovations give additional work 
to teachers. 


9. 	Teachers do not have enough time 


(84.9) (88.9) 


93.6 66.7 

(94) (66.7) 


90.3 88.9 

(94) (77.8) 


38.7 33.3 

(39.4) (55.6) 

93.6 66.7 

(90.8) (77.8) 


93.6 88.9 

(93.9) (88.9) 


71.0 44.4 
(66..7) (55.6) 

45.2 11.1 
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to the implementati n
 
* Separate'lists of constraints 


of 	innova ns' wFere' presented to classroom teachers and
 

on the checklist the
to indicate
school hea'ds. They*were 

'in lement -..constraint to7I-htextent of seriousness of each 

following categories:

ation of innovations in terms, of the 


Not So Serious, ,Is Serioun,Is.VerY
Not( Constraint, 

0Serious.
 

Foc each constraint, the number responding 
Is Serious
 

the corresponding

-and Is Vary..Seriouswere combined 

and 


for school heads in IMPACT
 
percentages for teachers and 


and Non-IMPACT schools determined. 
(Table 14)
 

Data in both the .February-March 197R evaluation 
and
 

consensus
 
October 1,977 evaluation indicate that the 


the 


IMPACT and 
among the' teachers and 	 school heads in both 

that lack of funds had been the most was
Non-IMPACT schools 

implementation of innovations. 
serious c'onstraint 'to the 	
4 

however, that the Percentages
It is we~Il to note, 


13,VERY

said constraint IS SERIOUS and 
considering the 


SERIOUS are' much smaller in tMPACT than in Non-IMPACT
 

true with the other givensame holds
schools, The 


.cs of IMPACT teachers
.ronstraints, i.e, ,"smaller rercent5 


than of Non-IMPACT teachers considered 
each constraint
 

iosn serious.
 
to the implementat.on of inn6vati


http:implementat.on


.... ............ 	 ...... "i"........
...... 

TABLE 14 

Percentages of Teachers and SchoolHeas in '
 
'IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Schools Who Consider a Constraint
 
to the Implementation .of Innovations at Least Serious
 

(Data for February-,Iarch, 


Constraints 


1. 	Lack of funds for 

innovations 


2. Indifference of the community 

to innovations 


3, 	Involvement of the school in 

too many community activities 


4. 	Indifference of some members 

of the teaching staff to 

innovations
 

'5.	Insufficient school resource.. 

materials for use in 


............................. 


6. Lack of proper and adequate 

orientation about the 

innovations among school....... 

officials and teachers
 

7. Inflexibility of prescribed

school programs 


8. Indifference of; the principal

and other' scho.ol officials 

to innovations
 

1978 and for,October, 1977)
 

IMPACT 	 NOD]-IMiPACT 

Teachers School Teachers, School
 
eeads
heads
 

N =31 "IN 9 f%1-0 N 6(N= 33) (N i'9) ((N = 7) 

48.39 22.22 77.50 83.33
 
(39.39) (50.0) (74.28) (71.43)­

35.48 22.22 52.50 33.33
 
(30.30)(30.0) (60..0) (14'29)
 

22.58 

(33.3') 


22. 

(21.11) 


22,58 

..(2..27) 


22.58 

(6.06) 

..
 

16.13 


11.11 47.50 33.33 
(50.0) (54.2)) (28.58) 

33.33 
0 033 (3.o) 0.00)
 

0.00 65.00 50.00
 
(500) (712) (71.43)
 

.......... .........
 

0.00 4250 33.33
 
(20.00) (....4V) (28.57)
 

0.00 61..29 0.00
 
3.(3.03) (10.0) (34..8) (14.29) 

16.13 22.22 52.50 33.33 
'(18,18) (20.0) (20.0) (14.29) 

Data for October 1977 are in parentheses.
 



'
 . ... .' : - . . . . 

.
 

* 


' 


* 


C, Teachers' Perception of the-Pupils' Level of' Motivation
 

Psychological studies have shown that teacher percept­

ion of pupil motivation affects the effort exerted-by a 

teacher. If a pupil is perceived by a teacher to be 

hiighly motivtd'-

'o help the pupil learn. Information on teacher perception
 

of pupil motivation will therefore be useful in the evalua­

tion of system effectiveness.
 

To guide the teacher in making his assessment of each
 

pupil's level of motivation in this evaluative study, a
 

set of guidelines was provided. As indicated in these
 

guidelines, the bases for determining level of pupil
 

motivation include, among others, the pupil's interest
 

in his school work, his academic standing, study and work
 

habits, and the effort he exerts toward getting along with
 

others,
 

A teacher was to rate a pupil in terms of any of the 

following categoriest Very Low Motivation, Low Motivation, 

Moderate Motivation, High Motivation and Very High Motiva­

tion. Data for High Motivation and Very High Motivation 

were later combined (H & VH) and so with data for Low 

Motivation and Very Low Motivation (L& VL). 

Table 15 shows that as of February-March 1978, the
 

percentages' of pupils perceived by their teachers to have
 

from moderate $o very high motivation were higher for
 

IMPACT than for Non-IMPACT. Tn Level IV, the percentages
 

of pupils in these categories were approximately R4F per
 

cent for IMPACT and 77..per.cent for Non-IMPACT;,.in Level V,
 

89 per cent for IMPACT and 70 per cent for Non-IMPACT; and
 

in Level VI, 86 per cent for IMPACT and 77 per cent for
 

Non-IMPACT.
 

B ! BiK~ 

http:Non-IMPACT;,.in


Except in Level VI, 
the bigger decreases in percentages
 

of IMPACT pupils with low and very low motivation (L & VL)
 

-. 1r.om October -1977 to Febrfairy-Mariohi978.,
;.as comMjaread with.-­

those of Non-IMPACT pupils, reflect favorably on IMPACT.
 

Moreover, it 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 Februa-y--March
 

8
197 was lower for IMPACT (14.50%) than for Non-IMPACT 

(23.350) in this level.
 



Table I'; 

Levels of r.otivation of Levels IV, V and VI IMPACT and
 
Non-TVFACT Pupils as Perceivecl by Their Teachers
 

in October 1977 and in Feb.-March 1978
 
(Data in Percenta,,,es)
 

IMPACT N ON- IMPACT 
Levels of 

.-

Motivation 
Oct. 
1977 

Feb.-
Mar. D** 

Oct. 
1-977 

Feb.­
P,1ar. .** 

1978 1978 

Level TV (N=341) (N=322) 

H and VNI 18.48 14.66 -3. 2 27.64 27.33 -. 31 

M 39.58 69.21 29.63 34P. 47 50.00 15.53 

L and VI-., 41.94 16.13 -25.1 37.89 22.67 -15.22 

TOTAL 100.0 1.00.0 100.0 100.0 

Level V (N=284) (N=341) 

H and VH 22.54 24.30 1.76 17.30 22.29 4.99
 

m 48.94 64. 114'. 15.5 39.30 47.51 8.21 

L and VL 289.52 11.26 -17.26 43.4.0 30.20 -13.2 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.() 100.0 

Level VT (N=269) (N=274)
 

H and VH 33:).83 20.82 -13.33 14.96 32.85 17.89
 

m 47.95 ( 38.32 43.80 5.48
(4.8 16.66 


18. 14.50
I,and V1 ).22 -3.34 46.72 23.35 -23.37
 

TOTAl, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
*Legend. 

H and V14 = igh find .i:V(ry HMi Moderate 
L an r] V]. = I riw inrd V(2r'y T 

**Differenc- (ID) Percentag in Feb. -Yar. 1978 minus 
p,,reenl1aff<e in October 1977 
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D. Academic Achievement
 

In the' analysi's of test re-sults in the initial 

evaluation in October 1Q77, comoarisons of mean scorer
 

of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT by subject area. and level 

were made, for the three sites combined -and for Naga:, -Cebu; 

in the final evaluation in February-March 1978, compgrisons 

of mean scores, of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT for the three 

sites combined and for each site. (Naga, La.pu-Lapu City, 

Sapang Palay),and a comparison of growth/gains in the 

achievement of IMPACT and of Non-cMPACT for Naga, Cebu.
 

A separate analysis .was made for Naga.,,,Cebu,. the
 

original IMPACT site, in the October 1977 ;evaluation and
 

in the February-March 1978 evaluation beca'use 'the IMPACT
 

then in its fourth year of implementation in
system was 


the said site. It was felt that the evnluation results
 

in the original IMPACT site would more .ccurately reflect
 

than would the resultsthe effects of the ,IMPACT system 

was onlyin the exte.nsion sites where the IMiPACT system 

in its first year of implementtion when the study was 

undertaken.
 

Achievement tests were administered in the following 

subjects t. Language, Reading, Wika (Language in Pilipino), 

Pagbasa (Reading in Pilinino), Scie.nce, Mathematics, Social 

Studies, Araling Panliounan (Social Studies in Pilipino),
 

Work Education, Edukasyong Panggawain (Work Education in
 

-
Pilipino) and Home Economics. 


In Level IV, the tests in two subjects, Social Studies
 

and Work Education, were given in two languages, En.lish
 

and Pilipino. The Level IV pupils were allowed to take
 

the tests in the language of their choice. For Levels V
 

and VI, the tests in these two 'subjects were in English.
 

test in Home Economics was administered only in
The 


Levels V and VI, -since this subiect is taught only at
 

these levels.
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Tables 5, 6 and 7, Appendix B, present data on the
 

means and standard deviations of achievement tests
 
administered in October 1977 to Levels IV, V and VI
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils for each school, site and
 

for the three sites combined.'
 

Tables 8 and 9, Appendix C, present data on the
 
mean percentage scores of Levels IV, V and VI IMPACT and
 
Non-IMPACT pupils in the initial evaluation in October
 

1977 'by subject area for the three sites combined and for
 

Naga, Cebu. Tables 10 to 13, Appendix C, present data on
 
the mean percentage scores of these pupils in the final,
 
ovaluation in Fobruary-March 1978.
 

The mean percentage score is obtained by dividing
 
the mean score by the total number of items in the test
 

and then multiplying the quotient by 100. This statistic
 

may be used in comparing pupil achievement in the different
 
subject areas when the number of items varies from one 
test
 

to another,
 

The mean percentage scores were used in preparing the
 
aQhievement profiles for IMPACT and for Non-IMPACT 
-

Figures 1 to 6, Appendix G-l, for the initiai evaluation in
 

October 1977 and Figures .7 to 18, Appendix G-2, for the
 
firal evaluation in February-March 1978.
 

Comparisons were made in the mean scores 
of IMPACT and
 
of Non-IMPACT by subject area and level for the three sites
 
combined and for Naga, Cebu in the initial evaluation in
 
October 1977; 
for the three sites combined and for each site
 
(Naga, Lapu-Lapu City, Sapang Palay) in the final evaluation
 

in February-March 1978.
 

Comparisons of -the mean scores of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT were also made after the pupils wero classified by
 
levels of mental ability. The classification was based on
 
their scores on the non-verbal mental ability test.
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For this purpose, the following means and standard
 
deviations of all examinees 
(IMPACT and Non-IMPACT) in
 
each level were used to determine the cut-off points for
 
the levels of mental ability. '
 

Level IV Level V Level VI
 
Mean 37.74 42.70 47.60
 
Standard Deviation 11.94 
 12.41 12.66
 

The cut-off points were determined by taking .6
 
standard deviation on either side of the mean for
 

the average level of mental ability; .6 standard deviation
 
above the mean and beyond, for tho high level; 
and .6
 
standard deviation below the mean and lower, for the low level.
 

Using these as guides, the range of 
scores fo each
 
mental ability level (Low, Average, High) in Levels IV, V
 
and VI was determined, as follows:
 

Level IV
 
high 
 - 45 and above
 
Average - 31 to 44
 
Low - 30 and below ................
 

Level V
 

High ­ 50 and above
 

Average - 35 to 49
 
Low ­ 34 and below
 

Level VI
 

High ­ 55 and above
 

Average - 40 to 54
 
Low 
 - 39 and below 

Comparisons were then made 
in the achievement-of.IMPA-CT
 
and of Non-IMPACT pupils belonging to the 
same mertal ability

level.. Thus, -Level IV, IMPACT .pupils .f high mental ability 
were compared with Level" IV Non-IMPACT pupils also of'high' 
mental abil-ity; 
Level IV IMPACT pupils of average mental
 

/I 
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ability with Level IV Non-IMPAOT pupils also of average
 

IV IMPACT "pupils of low mentalmental ability,. and Level 

ability with Level IV Non-IMPACT pupils also of low
 

'mental ability. Similar comparisons were made for Levels 

V and VI.
 

In the comparison of means in the final evaluation
 

in February-March 1978, classification of pupils by
 

levels 9f mental ability was no longer done because the
 

analysis of the October 1977 test results showed that
 

even in subjects where the.Non-IMPACT pupils of high
 

mental ability scored'significantly higher than IMPACT 

pupils of similar ability, the IMPACT pupils, taken as
 

a whole, still had equal if not higher achievement than
 

no loss of infor­the Non-IMPACT pupils. Hence, there is 


mation in the general findings when equality of means is 

tested without classifying pupils by'levels of mental 

ability. 

1. Comparison of Mean Scores 

In this report, results of comparisons of mean
 

three sites combined and forscores by level for the 

Naga, Cebu in the initial evaluation in October 1977
 

and in the final evaluation in February-March 1978
 

will be presented. This will be followed by an
 

initial ev~luatio.nanalysis of the findings in the 

and final evaluation.
 

Data on the significance of differences between
 

means* of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT by subject area
 

*In this report, a deviation or difference that is signi­

ficant at or beyond the .01 level is referred to as "very 
significant" or "highly significant"; one significant at the 

"significant";105 level or beyond but below the .01 level, 
.05 level, "non-significant."
and one significant below the 
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and level for the';three sites combined and for -Naga,, 
Cebu in the February-March 1978 evaluation, including 
levels" of significance in the October 1977 evaluation, 
are presonted in Tables '16 to 21; similar data f'or,the '
 
October, .1977" evaluation, in Tables 14 and 15, :Appendix D. 
A separate analysis for each of the extension sites, 
Lapu-Lapu City and Sapang Palay, is embodied in Part II 
of the' IMPACT evaluati6n report,
 

Tables 16, 17 and 18, Appendix E, present data on
 
the significance of differences between means 
of IMPACT 
and of'Non-IMPACT pupils classified .by levels of mental. 
ability in the October 1977 evaluation.
 

Level IV
 
Findings in the In'i'inl 8vh2atioh"in October 17-

Por the Three Sites Combined
 

Results in Level IV for the three sites combined 
indicate that in seven of ten subjects tested, the differ­
ences in mean scores were stati~ticall signfficant; 
all in favor of IMPACT. The three other differences 
were non-significant.
 

'Differences in mean scores were significant at 
the .05 level fo Language and Worik EcucatioA-Pili-' 
pino; in favor of IMPACT. This means that if the 
comparisons would be carried out a hundred times, 
in 95 of the occasions IMPACT pupils would surpass 
the Non-IMPACT pupils in the two aforementioned 
subjects. In other words, higher mean scores 
or
 
better performance of the IMPACT pupils compared
 
with that of the Non-IMPACT pupils on the two tests 
cannot be reasonably attributed to chance and that
 
there are real differences in the achievyement in
 
Language and Work Education-Pilipino of IMPACT and
 
of" Non-IMPACT, witlh IMPACT having higher achieyement.; 
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Table 1,7 

Means of Level V IMPACT ad No-I:PACT PupilsSignificance of Differences 	 Between 
the 	Three Sites Combined in February--March iC78,by Subject Areo for 

Irc1--.iYng" LCTe1s of S in.i '... for -the October 177 Evaluation 

No. of Mean Standard Standard Differ- Standard Level 
PuDois Deviation Error of ence Error -,; 

Feb:-)arch OctoberSubjacts Testec'* Tested 	 the 1.'ean the Dif- t 
Gr 	 f r 1977ference 	 197 

(X))(s) 	 (s) (D) (s _ 
x 	 x x 

2 1 

_ 	 NS M4.56 "-B 

:.,n.S '-] C, 3 7 ,.90.2 ?


.... 326 20.28 Li..!C9 .25 0.6-5 .36G5 	 NS ' 
___A~ 

r3 	 20, 

* :W<yaCiOC (,0 3 

•2 2 6 .01 :S 
:,oL -T 73 10 •6-6 3.36C_ 13 •-! 6'I~F 	 -3 


* 	 .'i[, (Tnn--uaqce in
 

Pi Lipi ) (
 
.
37.ACT 	105 313 .603.Ii.: 	 ­Non-I' 'A369 	 2 >o:.:5 Q_37 • 


-

400- .19.61 •7c 32..!0
 

o	 5*" 2 .c SC5.40 	 5- 2.7
KI9ACT-3-; 19.16 7.24 .05
 

:co.-l-iP-CT 37 17.82 7.03 .36
 

* 	Science (60)
 
16.,1 5.36 31
 

, , 	>3li 3q --.32 . -1.30 NS .01 

I 'C ID 3. ::t .
 

T C7 1l'2 70~0~ete S
 

favor of IMYACT.rT*The .ff a. ce areC a - jnIcni ict: 

":'" nij i rt, -L th .0 lc'vol.
.- n-_ 


http:400-.19.61
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Table . 

of Level VI IMPACT and Non-IMPACT PupilsSicnizficance of Differences Between Neans 

by Subject Area for the Three Sites Combined in February-March 1978,
 

Includin, Levels of Significance fsr the October 1077 Evaluation
 

" oof Mean Standard Standard Differ-

Iupi1s Deviation Error of ence 
u 3 c ted* TestedFeb.o-March

Su-jects Testecl* TesUed the Mean 

by Gr ouo 
(n) (X) (s) 	 D(s 


1. Language (70) 
IiACT 	 28- 22. 0 5.5,9 .33 88 


n fAC-T- 335 21.41 5.83 .32
 

2. _1e: i (40) 
790
IIZ C: 	 284 12.25 4.12 

.23
Non-Ifir-± 	 333 12.18 4.20 

(Laneuage in 

1 -	 iCT 274 29.70z 5 8
11on-IFCT 338 2_6.8 9.P5 .54
 

Ii'-ACT 	 283 21.28 8.4I0 .50
 
336 19.89 8.05 .1.39 


5. 	 ;cience (50)
 
I-iPACT 266 19.20 6.05 .37 62 


651N
on-iPACT 340 18.58 6.17 

Mat leratics (40)C. 

I EPLCf 	 266 11.74 4.04 .25
 
-.60
PCT
no-I0 	 -,1 340 12.34 3.80 .21 


• iu:bei_ of test items is in the parenthesis. 
all 	in favor of IMPACT.
w*Ihe sionificant 6ifferences are 


NS means not si-nificant at the .05 level.
 

Standard 
Error of 
the Dif-
ference 


s)_ 
x£ x


2 1
 

az16 

.66 


.50 


.32 


Level of Significance**

Octobert
 

1976 1977
 

1 92 NS .01
 

3.36 .01 .01
 

2.09 .01 

1.24 NS 	 .01 

-1.8 NS .05
 
-1.86 
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Table (Cant'd.)
 

No. of 1,can Standard Standard Differ- Standard
 
?upils Deviation Errs, of ence Error of Level of Significace**
 

Subjects Tested* Tosted the K'ean the Dif- t Feb.-Mrch October
 
by Group Terence 1978 1977
(n) (S) s ) (s) -)-_ 

x 
)


D x 

2 ' 

7. Social Studi>s-


CT- 266 1062 3.88 q -4 32 -1,35 NS NS
 

Nnn-. PACT 3,0 11.5 3,96 ..1
 

c, L.'ucchticn (30) 
i-.ACT 142 10.34 3.02 .25 -. 29 .36 -. 81 NS NS 

IM.CT 16? 10 .33 3 ..16 ,,25 

9.
ne :{<:n:r::cs (30) 
,-AC 146 i.16 3.66 .30 -.07 .43 -.17 NS .05
 

NWon- In"- 10 11;23 3,96 30
 

-\urr cr )f test items is in the parenthesis. 

w*Thw sianificirt eiffero-nces are all in favor of IMPACT. 

NS means not sicnificant at the .05 level. 
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Table ic 

of Level IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
Sinificancc of Difference-s Bet-wen Means 

ySubI-ct for Naga, Cebu in February-March 1978, Including 
October 1977 Evaluation
Levels of Significance f-r the 

Subjects Tested 

No. of 
Fupils 
icsted 

(n) 

Mean 

WX 

Standard 
Deviation 

(s) 

Standard 
Error of 
the Mean 

(S )x 

Differ-
ence 

(D) 

Standard 
Error of 
the Dif-
ference 
(s_ _

:7x­ xl 
2 

t 
Level of Significance** 

Feb,-March October 
1978 1977 

i, L:-,Tn eC- 0 

7 -iLPACT 
137 
69 

14.84 
13-.93 

3.92 
5,47 

,36 
.66 

1 .69 1.32 NS NS 

IMPACT 
11PACT116 

63 
9.69 

!0'.00 
3.42 
3.86 

.32 
.349 

-.31 .56 -,55 NS NS 

3.]ika(La-ng-uage 
in ] Fili::ino) (50) 

i-,-P 
. n - I',, T 

118 
70 

1. E,6 
15,74 

3-.92 
6.13 

.36 
.,73 

.12 .73 .17 NS NS 

SFaf' ('0) 

:-,7 IMPACT 
i-17 
67 

12.68 
11.08 

4,30 
3.74 

40 
.46 

1,61 .63 2.56 .05 NS 

5. Science (40) 
Ii'iPACT 
.on-i .9ACT 

116 
72 

14.87 
13.44 

4,70 
4.97 

44 
.57 

1.43 .72 1.99 .05 .01 

6. Nathamatics (30) 
IMPACT 
N.o- -I T 

118 
69 

8,80 
8.77 

2.98 
3.96 

.27 .03 .51 o06 NS NS 

*Number of test items is in the parenthesis. 

*-The sianificant differences are all in favor 

NS means not significart at the .05 level. 
of IMPACT. 



Table ]?(Cont-d.) 
5? 

S.jcts Tc-z-ted* 
by Group 

.o. jf
Pupi13 
Tcs+-cd 

(n) 

Mean 

(X) 

Standard 
Deviation 

(S) 

Standard 
Error of 
the ir-an 

(s_) 
x 

Diff'er-
ence 

(D) 

Stindard 
Error of 
the Dif-
ference(s) 

R 2-3tI 

t 
Level of Si"n"_Fic-ncc*1 
Feb.-March Octob,r 

1978 1977 

L :i:h(35) 

-AT 
: -.L' 

I i 
76 

9.31 
9.71 

3.13 
2.81 

.290 

.32 
940 44 -00 N 

i _T 
\, I 

.iz-.1 

"c7 

C,­
116 20.99 

9 . 2 1 
3.01
2 . 7 1 .28 . 3 1 1.78.43 4,17 .01 .05 

*S 

* 

.,0,-n-

t': - io­ - iS in t he 
ic: -t differc-ces are 

not signific&ntoat the 

-,Parentheses. 
ill in favor 
.05 level. 

of IMPACT. 



Table 70 

of L-v;l V IP-CT and Non-IHiPACT PupilsS4nificancc of Dif_:7rences Bctwreen Neas 
by Subjoct Area for Nqa, 'cbu in Fcbruary-March 1978, Including 

L< ve s of Significance for the October 1977 -valuation 

Tbyi Group 

No. of 
w-u is 

TubjjectsStedTested 

(in) 

Mean Standard Standard 
Devia tion Error of 

the Nean 

(s) (S-­ , 

Difference 

(D) 

Sancord 
Error o 
th(- Dif-

(s _x-x2 1 

t0 

Level of 
Jeb.-arch 

1978nc 

iczorficance 
Ocfober 

7 

Lrcu 7 (70)' 
i' -pj T 

,(;O) 

CT 
or - XFi:-

7.,,ik Lnug in 
PilP irt) (30) 

.. . -C 
- ±iPACT1 

48 

4r 

46 

19. 12 
19.07 

CI.rc 

11.06 
10.00 

i9 
!8S2 

3.69 
.9 

.2 
2.64 

5.37 

.53 

.56 

7. 
.40 

.7 

0 

.06 

78 

.63 

.t 

.07 

1.6S. 

.09 

NS 

N; -

7,S 

'S 

IIML AC 
q ii-lc.L' 

71 f- -. 
-16 

( 
14i ] .0pt
i3,78 

~' 
4 9l-o, 

*1•>:.6 

. 3 

Sc ienccc (SC)" CAT 51 773 
• )r 

5 
"-

173 
=.58 .82 .o 3.04 .01 .01 

• fi-t> 

"" 

r-aticr (40) 

-...ACT 4 
10.98 
-0.80 

3.70 
3.3 2 

.52.05 .0 

*Number of test itms is in the parenthesis. 
•**The sinifican differerces are all in favor 

!.S means not significai:t at the .05 level. 

of IPACT 
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Table 
Sigrnificance of Differences Between Means of Level 

by Suect :- rea ror Naqa, Cebu in Febr'ury­

for the OctoberLevels of Significance 

N7. of Mean Standard Standard Differ-

S* 4Per Deviatio n of nc_L Error 
Tested the Mean 

rrp 
) (D)(n)(X) (ss 

x 

i. La~rcui (7:9) 
2-3831 22.26 .. 0. 

n,,. 57 9.8 3 98 53 

I},I CT W! ! !.I: 2. 9 3 .53 .51 
3, - A5 3 . ." 

in 

iI PDi. ) ( 11) 

... .2755q 1C 3.309. 0 .57 *73
AC>7-' r° 

(507) 5'0)S'{ .s r.< i-

Tr ... 1 15 .54 3.70 *u .7*7523 
v r1-± 5 137 C, t)2 

31 i9.61 6.22 112 

--- . 16 ., -) g 

-1 7 C1- i-i .... 

.13
..... 3 
!I?.03 3.22 .12-N onIN'ACT 

t' test items ils n the narenthesis .*NVumeCr 
arc all in favor of IMPACT.

**Thc. sicnif icant differenccs 

the .05 level.
NS means not significant at 

Vi IMPACT Non-IiP__CT .Pi:sand . 
narch 1978, Includinci 

1977 Evaluation 

Standard Level f SiCnificarce** 
Error of ......O-t r 
the Dif-
f rnce
( _ _ 

t 7 8 1977 

X2 1 

.92 2.58 .0i NS 

.76 .6 $S .05 

1.22 .22 Ns05 

0 .05 

1.10 .75 .01 p 

.79 16 NS .05 



Su:Djcts 
bu 

Tested* 
Orc'u* 

No. of 
Pupils 

Tested 
(n-

Mean 

X) 

Standard 
Deviatio-_ 

(s) 

Standard 
Error of 

Lhi 'ear 
(s_ ) 

Differ-
ence 

(D) 

Standard 
Error of 

the Dif-
ference(s 

t 

Level of Sicnr-'.icance** 

Feb.-March Octo-ber 
1978 1O77 

- 1 ( 2­ 1 

I'A -

n-
31 

--
10.45 
10.34 

3.50 
3. 43 

165 .i,77 .15 NS NS 

I11 AC 1414 1.,719-.,7...?-

9.03 

: 0-.02 

1.85 

,5­

.37 

.63 .6.,1 1.00 NS N 

!Tr: .iT 17 

1>r, 
1 2.1!2 

:30 .3-
4,5 8 

3 .37 
1. 11] 
.60 

1, 7 
.77. 

,1_ .5S N 1,7. 

** 

NS 

-uL -2r 

e cicpni 
means not 

4, 

c ant 
si"niicant 

if. 
n t he -,arertheesis. 

rk:cEs are a1] in favor of 
Lat the .05 level, 

IbiPACT. 



.01 

62 

in mean scores were significant -at theDifferences 

level, in favor of IMPACT, in Wika (LangrPuge in 

Pilipino), Pagbasa (Reading in Pilinino), 	Science,
 

This indicates
Mathematics and Social Studies-Pilipino. 


that the re is only one chance in 010.of being wrong. ..
 

when we reject the hynothesis that there' is no signi.
 

ficant difference in the achievement of the two prouns
 

in these subjects. The alternaitive hy-nothesis which
 

true differences in the
 we accept is that there are 

of Non-IMPACT in the aforemen­achievement of IMPACT and 
c h ievement.tioned subjects with IMPACT having higher ci

Results of the comparisons of mean scores of 

Level IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils in Repding, 

Social Studies-English and Work Education-English were 

implies that the difference innot 	significant. This 


mean scores of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in each of
the 


these subjects may be due to samnling errors and, hence,
 

the difference is only a chance difference. The results 

may be reversed in favor of the other group should the 

study be repeated. 

Similar interiretqt'i6ns of levels of significance
 

may be made for results of significnnce tests reported
 

in subsequent sections of this report,
 

An annlysis of the test results in Level IV
 

shows that Level IV IMPACT obtained significantly 
higher
 

mean scores than Level IV Non-IMPACT in seven of ten
 

tests administered. When grouped by levels of mental
 

ability, the Level IV pupils of high mental ability
 

sirnificantly higherin the Non-IMPACT group scored 

than their counierparts, in the IMPACT group in five 

ten subjects tested - Language, Readin, Wikaof 
Pilipino)(Langoge in Pilipino), Pagbasa (Reading in 

In the five otherand 	 Work Education-Env.lish. 



suhjects, the difference, in the mean scores of
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT nu-,ils of. high mental aility 

were not significant. Or the other h1nd, sipnificant 
differences in the mean scores of.Level IV IMPACT and 

Non-IMPACT iu1-ils in the nver!,e. and in -the low 

ability groups were all in favor rnf IMPACTi four in 

the averagpe Fgroup) (Pagbasi~a, Science, PMathemntics ind 

Social Situdies-Pili.)ino):ancd three in the low ability 

group (Wika, Pagbasa, and Science). . Six differences 

in the averag'e p.roun and seven differences in the low 

abilitY groun were non-sifnificant. (Table 16, Annendix E). 

For Napa, Cebu
 

There were significant differencep in the mean 

scores of Level IV IMPCACT and Ton-IMACT nunils, in 

favor of IMPACT, in. two sbjects, very si.nificpnt 

for Science and sramificnnt for 'ork Educ,-tion-Engl.ish. 

The six other differences, were norn-sipnificant, 

Findirgs in the Final Eval'tion in Februnry--March 1978 

For the Three .,ites Combined 

Result,,,, in Level IV for the three sites comhined 
indicate iha-t i.n two of ten suhbects tested, the 
differences in irlean scores were staqtistric-llv signif cant, 

in favor of IMP/CT: very sipniicant for Pagbasa 
and sigiificant for Work caTion-Enlish. The 

eipht other differe-,eea we-re non-sig.nificant, 

For Naga, Cebu 

In Naga, Cebu, onl.y ei.,ht tests were qdministered
 

in Level IV for the nunils opted tn tne only the
 

English version of th tests iii !oci.nl Studiids and
 

Work Education, asc was the case in the initial evaluptinn.
 

Differences in mann scores in three of eight 

subjects teated were statistica.ly significant, in fnvor 

of IMPACT;, very significant for !"ork 7duqc'-tion-1En]lish 
@and significant for Pb.fbasa and Sci.once, The fi.ve other 
differen ,s were non-,sinificrant 

http:statistica.ly
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The analysis by levels (IV, V or VI) will be on the 

basis of -the -type of results, whether consistent or incon­

sistent, in the initial evaluation in October 1977 and in 

the final evaluation in February-March 1978. 

A breakdown of the categories used based on the
 

results obtained follows*t
 

1. 	Consistent results 

a. 	Means of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT are not
 

significantly different in the initial and
 

final evaluationwor
 

b, 	Means of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT are signi­

ficantly different, in favor of IMPACT, in
 

the initial and final evluations.
 

2. 	Inconsistent results
 

a. 	Means are significantly different, in favor
 

of IMPACT, in the initial evaluation but are
 

not significantly different in the final
 

evaluation, or
 

b. 	Means are not significantly different in the 

initial evaluation but are significantly 

different, in favor of IMPACT, in -the final 
evaluation. 

An analysis of the results of the comparisonsof the
 
means of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in Level IV in the October
 

1977 and in -the February-March 1978 evaluations-ws msde
 

following the above-mentioned classificatiun scheme. This
 

was 	done by level for the three sites combined and for
 

Naga, Cebu.
 

* 
This does not include all possible categories because no 

other categories besides those indicated were observed or obtained,
 
There was not a single instance in which a imean of Non-IMPACT was
 
significantly higher than the mean of IMPACT.
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Level IV 

1. Consistent Re'sults
 

a. ... Meansof andof.. IMWPC-T b. Means_ of-.IMPACT,.and ,of. . 
Non-IMPACT not signifi- Non-IMPACT significantly
cantly different both, differentfin favor of 
in initial and final .IMPACT, in both initial 
evaluations and final evaluationh 

For the Three Sites For the Three Sites
 
Combined Combined
 

(1) Reading (1) Pagbasa

(2)Social Studies-


English 
For Naga, Cebu For Naga, Cebu
 

1) Language-_ • (1) Science 
2) Reading (.2) Work Education­

(3) yWika English 
(4) Mathematics
 
(5) Social Studies-English 

The above table shows that differences between means of 
Level IV.IMPACT .and Non-IMPACT pupils in the thre. .sites 
combined are non-significant in both the initial--and-final 
evaluationsin two subjects, Reading and Social Studies-English. 

This shows that the findings are consistent that there is 
no significant difference in pupil achievement under IMPACT 

and Non-IMPACT in the two aforementioned .sub jects in Level IV. 

Another consistent finding is that in Pagbasa there is 
a significant difference in the achievement of Level IV IMPACT 
and Non-IMPACT pupils, with IMPACT pupils having higher 
achievement in~both, the.. initial and final evaluations. 

Relative to the findings in Naga, Cebu, the above table
 

shows .that results...in. both -the*initial-and -final evaluations
 

are consistent that -the Lvel IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils
 
have comparable, achievementi, in five subjects - Language, 

Reading, Wika, Mathematics and Social Studies. Another con­
sistent finding in Naga, Cebu is that the IMPACT pupils did 

http:results...in
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significantly better than the Non-IMPACT pupils in both
 
initial and final evaluations in two subjects,. Science
 

and 	w orkEdUCat no. . . . . . ...... 

Results in Level IV which are not consistent in the 
initial and firhal evaluations for the three sites combined 
and 	for Naga, Cebu are as o1*1ows: . 

2. 	Inconsistent Results
 

a, 	Means of IMPACT .and of b. Means of IMPACT and of
 
Non-IMPACT signifi- Non-IMPACT not signifi'

cantly different, in cantly different in ini­
favor of IMPACT, in tial evaluation but
 
initial evaluation but significantly ,different

not significantly in final evaluation, in
 
different in-final 
 favor of IMPACT
 
evaluation
 

For the Three Sites For the Three Sites
 
Combined 
 Combined
 

ll Language 	 (1) Work Education­
2 Wika 	 English

(3)Science 
(4) 	Mathematins J1 
(5) Araling Panlipunan
 

(Social Stu ies in 
Pilipino)
 

(6) Edukas.yon Panggawaj n
 
Work Education in
 
Pilipino)
 

For 	Naga, Cebu For Naga, Cebu
 

(1) Pagbasa 
N o n e (Reading in Pilipino) 

Unlike the findings earlier presented, 'the results in
 
the above table show lack of agreement between results of
 
the initial evaluation and those of the final evaluation,
 
Differences between the mean scpres of Level IV IMPACT and
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of Non-IMPACT in the three sites combined were statistic­
ally significant, in favor of IMPACT, during the initial 

,.evaluation but were non-significant during the final
 
evaluation in six subjectsi Language, Wika, Science,
 

. . Mathemat ics, Araling Panlipunan (Social Studies in" Pilipino) 

and Edukasyong Panggawain (Work Education in Pilipino).
 
The reverse 
is true in one subject, Work Education-English,
 
in which the difference between the means 
of IMPACT and of
 
Non-IMPACT during the initial evaluation was 
non-significant
 
but in the final evaluation, significant. With regard to
 
a number of tests in which the means 
of IMPACT were signi­
ficantly higher than -those of Non-IMPACT in the initial 
evaluation Llit were not significantly different during the 
final evaluation, it is well to bring out at -this point 
that the conventional system lends itself more easily to 
drilling for tests than the IMPACT system. Under IMPACT,
 
instead of instructing or directly teaching the pupils as
 
is done in -the conventional system, the teacher called
 
Instructional Supervisor (IS) manages children's experiences
 
which include largely "non-teaching" types of instruction.
 

In one subject in Level IV in Naga, Cebu, the findings
 
in the initial evaluation and in the final evaluation were
 
inconsistent for 'the difference between the means of IMPACT 
and of Non-IPACT in Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino) was 
non-signif-icant, in -the initial evaluation- but was signifi­
can't in the final evaluation, in favor of IMPACT. 

Level V
 

Findings in the Initial Evaluation in October 1977 

For the Three Sites Combined 

In Lovel V, differocea in mean'ocores 
in four
 
of the nine tests administered were statistically
 
significant~in favor of IMPACTi 
 very significant
 
for Science and Mathematics and significant for
 
Wika and Pagbasa. Differences in mean scores
 



6P 

rD re nonssignificant for Live-subjects: Language, 

'Reading, SociaL Studies-English, Work Education-

English and Home Economaics. 

* In Level V, analysis by levels of mental
 

abiiity (High, Average, Low) howsthat tlere
 

.. was no significant differencein theachievement
 

IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils of oo1pArpble
 

mental ability except in one subject tested in each
 

level of mental ability. In the high ability group,
 

the difference in means in Mathematics was signia
 
,ficant at the .05level, n:.favor of IMPACT; in the 

.of 


average group, the difference in means in pagbasa at 

the 05 level, also in favor of IMPACT; and in.the 

low ability group, at the .01 level for Science, also 

in favor of IMPACT.
 

For Naga, Cebu
 

In Level V, differences in mean scores were
 

significant, in favor'of IMPACT, in three subjects:
 

very significant for Science and significant for
 

Mathematics and Home Economics. 'The six other'
 

differences were non-significant.
 

Findings in the Final Evaluation inFebruary-March 1978
 

For the Three Sites Combined
 

Results for the three sites combined indicate
 

that in three or one-third of the nine subje,ts
 

-tested in Level V, the differences in mean scores
 

were statistically significant in favor of IMPACT:
 

very significant,'for Reading and Wika and significant
 

for Pagbasa. The six other differences were
 

non-significant.
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For Naga, Cebu
 

In Leve-. V in Naga, Cebu, differences in mean 
scores were very significant, in favor of' IMPACT,
 
in two subjects - Science and Home EcononicT., -

The seven other difference.s were non-signihI 
ficant. 

An analysis based theon consistency of the results 
of the comparisons of means of Level V IMPACT and of Non-
IMPACT -in the initial and final evaluations 'follows: 

Level V 

1. Consistent Results 

a. Means of IMPACT and b. Means of IMPACT andof Non-IMPACT not 
 of Non-IMPACT signi­
significantly differ-
 ficantly different,

ent both in initial 
 in favor of IMPACT,
and final evaluations 
 in both initial and
 

final evaluabions
 

Forthe Three Sit s 
 For theThree' Sites 
Combined /1 Combined 
(1) Language iK 
 (1) ,Iika
(2) Social Studies- (2)- .basa 

English
 
(3) Work Education-


English 
(4) Home Economics
 

For Naga, Cebu 
 ForNaga, Cebu
 

(2) Reading (2) Home Economics
(3) Wika 

(5) Social Studies-
English !: 

(6)Work Educat'ion­:.... .. En glish .. 

The above .-table for Level V .shows some consistent 
findings in the initial and final ovalutions for the 

i<1i!L ' .'..R..- ... 
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three sites combined and for Naga, Cebu. These findings 

show no significant difference in. the, achievement of 

IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in four subjectst Language, 

Social Studies-English,Work Education-English and Home 

Economics.
 

The findings are .also consistent in two subjects,
 

* 	 and Pagbasa, The findings indicate significant differences 

in the achiev emn.e.nt-,of- IMPACT and '''f N I~PACT, - fth IMACT 

having higher achievement in both the initial evaluation 

' Lnd 	 f inal evaluation. 

7Results for Level V in Naga, Cebu ihow consistent
 

findings in the initial and final evaluations which indi­

cate no significant difference in the achievement of
 

IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in six subjects: Language, 

Re~ading, Wika; PF,,gbe[8ap''Social' Studik: -Englihh and Work 

Edu dtion-English. 

The findings in Naga, Cebu are also consistent that in
 

two Level V subjects, Science and Home Economics, there are
 

si.gnificant. differences .in ..the ..achievement of IMPACT and 

of Non,,IMPACT, infavor of IMPACT, in -the .nitial evaluation 

and in the final'evaluation. 

Some of. the results of the comparisons of means of
 

Level V IMPACT,and of Non-IMPACT in the initial evaluation
 

are not consistent with results in the final evaluation as
 

indicated in the following table:
 

2, 	 Inconsistent Results . 

a, Means of IMPACT and of b. Means. of IMPACT and of 
Non-IMPACT significantly Non-IMPACT not signifi­
different, in favor of cantly different in 
IMPACT, in inJ tial eva- initial evaluati6n but 
luation, but not signi- .significantly different 
ficantly different in in final Cvaluation, in 

* final evaluation 	 favor of IMPACT
 

For the Three Sites " For the Three Sites
 

Combined Combined
 

(1) 	Science (1) Reading
 
(2) 	 Mathematics 

For 	Naga, Cebu For Naga, Cebu
 
M)/athematics N o n e
 



Data in Level V for the three sites combined 

indicate inconsistent findings in three,subjects 

(Science, Mathematics and Reading). The means of 

IMPACT were significantly higher than the means of 

Non-IMPACT for Science and Mathematics in the initial 

evaluation but were cmparable in the .final evaluation. 

-In--Reading,--the--differe no.-in-means- was--no t-significant-­
in the initial evaluation but was significant in the 

final evaluation,in favor of IMPACT. 

In one subject, Mathematics, in Level V in Naga, 

Cebu, there was a significant difference in the mean 

scores of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in the initial 

evaluation, in favor.of IMPACT, but the difference in 

mean scores in this subject was non-significant in the 

final evaluation. 

Level VI • 

Findings in the Initial Evaluation in October 1977
 

For the Three Sites Combined
 

In Level VI, differences' in''ean scores in 

seven of the nine subjects tested were statis­

tically significant, all in favor of IMPACTt 

very significant for Language, Reading, Wi1la, 

Pagbasa and Science; and significant for 

Mathematics and Home Economics. Differences 

in mean scores were .non-.ignificant for two 

subjects, Social Studies-English and Work 

Education-English.
 

The analycis by levels of mental ability 

in Level VI shows that there' was no significant 

difference in the achievement of IMPACT and Non-


IMPACT pupils of high mental ibility in all the
 

' , 
L .;: .' < ( '>,; . > ,:./ , ? + -t >,'- J:- " "[ ? . ", : ]' . : 7 { :> " t-" , . " . = {dh ; ; C 

http:favor.of
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subjects -tested.' Among Level VI pupils of 	 average 
were'mental ability, differences in mean sco 

ies 

S statistically significant, in favor of IMPACT, in 

three subjects: very significant for Wika. and 

and significant for Social-Studies-English.Pagbas 

-.Thyef-indings-- -in the-lowabilit---g'roup:-were--simiar---"- : 

to those in the average group, i.e., significant* 


differences were also found in three subjects, in
 

favor of 'IMPACTc very significant for Wika and
 

Pagbasa and significant-for Social Studies-English.
 

For Nagsa, Cebu 	 , 

In five of the nine subjects tested in Level VI,
 

difference: in mean scores were statistically signifi­

cant in favor of !MPACT; very significant for Science,
 

and significant for Reading, Wika, Pagbasa and
 

in four
Mathematics. Differences in mean scores 


subjects were no6-s'il&ificant...... 

Findings in th6 Final EValuati6n in"Februar.;-March 1978
 

For the Three Sites Combined 

In Level VI, there were two significant differences 
I.n mean scores, both in favor of IMPACT: very signifi­

c'ant for Wika and significant for Pagbasa. The seven
 

other differences were non-significant.
 

For Naga, Cebu
 

In Level VI in Naga, three or one-third of the 

nine obtained differences in mean scores in -the subjects 

tested were significant: very significant in -two sub­

jects - Language and Science,and significant in Pagbasa.
 

The six other differences were'non-significant,
 

,.'1<
-K- C.- -. ~ '-'.''>.--
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An analysis of the results of comparisons of means 

of IMPACT and of.-Non-IMPACT in the initial evaluation in 
October 1977 and in the final. evaluption in Fobrunry­

.-March 1978 for the three sites combined ond for 

Naga, Cebu follows; 

Level VI, 

1. Consistent Results-. 

a. Means of IMPACT and of b, Means of IMPACT and of
 
Non-IMPACT not signifi- Non-IMPACT significantly 
cant- y-diff-erent% .both..- d:$ff9entin favor of 
in i- and final IMPACTt in both initial 
evaluations and final-evaluationij 

For the Three Sites For the Three Sites
 
Combined Combined
 

(1) Social'Studies- (1) Wika
 
< English.. (2)W%rk Education-


:. ....~English ... . ... .......
 

For Naga, Cebu For Naxa, Cebu
 

. .~ii! i. ....... .......(2) Pa<basa':
 

(1) Social Studies- (1) Pagbasa
 
English


(2) Work Educaticn- (2) Science
 
English
 

(3)Home Economics .. 

The findings in both the initial and final evalua­
.tion.that there is-no. significant difference
 

in tlie achievement of Level VI IMPACT and Non-I.EPACT
 

in two subjects, Social Studies-English and Work Ed,.'­
cation-English, but that there are significant
 

differences in the achievement of' IMPACT"and of 
Noni-IMPACT in two subjects, W_a and Pa~basa, Wi'. 
IMPACT having higher tachievement. 

Results for Level VI in Naga, Cebu show 
means
 

which are not significantly different indicatinEL €ompa­
rable achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMJ ACT in three 
subjects, Social Studies-English, Work Education-English
 

WON -­
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arid Home Economics, during both the initial and final
 

evaluations. There were significantly different means, 

indicating uhecual achievement in two subjects, Pagbasa 

and Science, with IMPACT having higher achievement.
 

evaluatior~srel? ive to the comparisons of means of Level VI 
-I'PACV"and NdktMPA d Tay be n tee ioiiet io'llowing table: 

2. Incons isen tiResults ­

a. Means of IMPACT and of b. Means of IMPACT qnd of
 
Non-IMPACT signifi'cantly Non-.IMPACT. not nignifi­
different, in favor of cantly different in 
IMP!CT;-wi'n initial eva--- initial evaluation but 
luation but not signi- significantly different 
ficantly different in in f'inal evaluation, in 
fi-nal evaluation favor of IMPACT 

For the Three Sites For the Three Sites 
Combined Combined
 
(l) Language
 
(2) R'eading N . n e 
(j) Science 

Mathematics
 
(5) Home Economics
 
For Nagao Cebu For Naga, Cebu
 

(l) Reading
 
(2) (1) Language
 
(3) Matbhematigs 

As indicated in the above table for Level VI, in the
 

initial evaluation, the means of IMPACT were significantly
 

higher than those of Non-IMPACT in five subjects; Language,
 

Reading, Science, Mathematics, and Home-Economics. In the 

final evaluation, however, the means of IMPACT and of Non-


IMPACT in these subjects',"- no longer significantly 
comp, .

different but were 


P;; 
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Likewise, in Level VI-iiiNaga, Ceb;,'1Y1MPACT scored 

significantly higher than Non-JIMPACT in three subjects
 

/eading, Wika (Language in Pilipino), and IMathematics7
 

in the initial evaluation but..there was no significant
 

-diff-erence -in the achievement of the two.-gr.oups, in.. these 
subjects during the final .e.valuationi The._reverse was
 

true in Language in which the difference bb'tween means
 

was non-significant in the initial evaluation but was
 

significant in the final evaluation, in favor of IMPACT.
 

2. Comparison of Growth/Gains inAchievement 

The analysis of growth/gains in achievement is based
 
on data for Naga, Cebu, the original IMPACT site.
 

Relationship Between Growth/Gains in Achievement and Initial
 

Achievement Test Scbres 

This was determined with the use of -the product moment 
coefficient of correlation (r).. Computations were made
 

using the Hewlett-Packard 25 program on covariance and 
correlation coefficient..
 

The following correlatipn.coefficients were obtainedt
 

LanguaGe IMPACT, NON-IMPACT
 
Level IV -0.58 -0.30
 

Level V -0.10 -0.67
 

Level VI -0.14 -0.45
 

IMPACT NON-IMPACT
 
Level IV -0.58 -0.52
 

Level V -0.46 -0.58
 
Level VI -0.69 -0.46
 

!Hewlett-Packard Company, Ibid.
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VIika (Lanrruar<c
ill Tilipino), 

I MPACT NON-IMPACT 

Level ITV -0.59 -0.14 

Level V -(.57 -0.42 
eve J VI -0.28 -o.4.1 

£ )-,',.' (Read in_ IMPACT NON-IMPACT 
in Pilipino) 

L TeIV -0.4? -).52 

Lecl V -060 -0.30 
Level VT -0.49 -0.62 

Sk i..ICIMPACT NON- IMPACT 

lTve ()-0. 45 -0.3:5 

Love-.
Love]A 

V
VT 

-0.4o 
-0. 

-0.49T 

p i ,t-t i c IVPA CT N ION IMPACT 

LvL. TV -C. 56 -0.26 

Le Jo:V --. 5 0.63 

LevIi V"iV -0. /f- -0.57 

S c,.hi 7.La INIMPACT NON-IMPACT 

L,-voL V - .66 -0.56 

Lv7. VI -0.2V -0.46 

\ie': hducation. IMPACT NON-IMPACT 

Level1 V -. ,3. -0.64. 

lev+-.1 V -0. 39 -0. 20 

Levol VT -0.81 -0.89 

Homo c onomics IIPAC T NON- IMPACT 
Level V -0.5? -0.52 

Levl Vi -) -0.5, 

'i the obt-tincd enyre lion coeffic lente are neg-ative 

a fl ndintg conei:t et wi th ,val .. esearch evidence that 

there -I f-err. liv, lelin bctwc-e,r p'et(e:st -r. initial 
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test scores and growth/gains in achievement. 
Research has
 
shovn that 1pupils whose scores are lowest at .he 
beginning 
make considerably larger gains than the pupils w.
whose scores
 
are initially high; 
that the initially high scoring pupils
 
gain.-littleor-nothing -and--some--
even appearto -have lost­
ground. 
 Despite the larger gains that they make, however,
 
initially .low scoring pupils do. not score as 
high as, or
 
higher than, initially high scoring pupi.ls in the posttests.
 

The correlation coefficients rangedfrom -0.10 to -0.89.
 
The following distribution of the correlation values
 

gives indications of the strength of the relationship
 
between initial scores a.nd growth/gains in achievements
 

r 
0.00 to +0.20 

Interpretation of r* 
Indifferent or negli-

IMPACT 
3 

NON-IMPACT 
2 

gible relationship 
±0,20 to ±o.40 

+0.40 to ±0.70 

Low correlation, 
present but slight 
Substantial or marked 

4 

18 

5 

18 
relationship 

+0,70 to +1.00 High to very high 1 1 
relationship
 

As shown in the foregoing table, in 19 or 73 per cent
 
of the 26 subjects tested in Naga, Cebu, there was from
 
marked ±o very high negative relationship between initial
 
or 
 pretest scores and growth/gains in achievement.
 

1Paul B. Diederich, "Pitfalls in the Measurement of
Gains in Achievement",, Curriculum Evaluation, ed, by
David A. Payne (Canada" 
D.C. Heath and Company, 1974),
 
pp. 241-245.
 

Henry E. Garrett, Statistics in Psychology and
Education (Bombay:, Vakils, Feff''er and Simons Private
 
Ltd., 1966), p. 176.
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Results of Tests of Homogeneity and Concurrence of
 

Regressions
 

To compare the extent of growth/gains in the achieve­

ment of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils, tests of homogeneity 

and -concurrence of rgrepsions of growth/gains in
 

'Achievementon initial scores were made using the
 

analysis of variance. These statistical tests were, 

however, made only for subjects for which the coefficfents 

of determination (r 2) were 0.10 and above; i.e., if in 

a subject either or both IMPACT and Non-IMPACT has an 

r2 of 0.09 or below, the statistical tests were no longer 

made for then -the regression of gains on initial scores 

''would not be'linear and, the±'efo'e, the assumption of 

linearity of regressions underlying the use of the 

Even with the elimination of some subjects with r


aforementioned statistical 

statistical tests were made 

subjects tested. 

-tests is 

in only 

not met. 

fourteen 

Consequently, 

of twenty-six 

2 

values of 0.09 or below, tbere still remained a number of 

r 2subjects for which the values were quite low but for 

which the tests of homogeneity and concurrence of regres­

sions were made. As previously mentioned, this was done.
 

just to get general trends in growth/gains in:pupil 
achievement,
 

The results of tests of homogeneity qnd concurrence of
 

regrossions,-using..the analysis of variance, are presented
 
in Table 22, The estimated regression equations and more
 

detailed data On the analysis of variance for each 

subject by level arc pres'ented -in Append'ix F. 
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Table 22 

......... Summaryof .-Resu.lts of .Analysis.-of Yariance to. Test 

Hoiogeneity and Concurronce of Regressions 

...'. .. ... j.. ," Com pute.d F sLevel1.. 
L 1Test ofParallelism -Test of -Concurrence 

of Regressions of Positions 
Language
 

Level V***
 

Level VI*** "
 
Reading
 

Level-V ........... 3159. NS ........ 2745. r 
Level V 0.0739 NS 3.0560 NS. 

Level VI 0.0085 NS 0.1650 NS 

Wil-a.,- (.Language ..... . .. 

in Pilipino) 

Level IV*** 

Level V 0.4020 NS 18,1725**In favor 

Level VI*.** of IMPACT 

Pagbasa (Reading•71n Pilipino) 

,Level IV 0.0892 NS 30.3140**In favor 

Level V*** . of IMPACT 

'<Leve VI 1.5045 NS 0.5729 NS 

Science 

Level IV***
 
..Level V 0.0788 NS 3.1334 NS
 
Level VI***
 

Mathematics
 

°Level IV*4* 
Level V 0-0829 NS 0.2045 NS
 
Level VI .0.0501 NS 0.0149 NS
 

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

- Estimates of regressions were not made
 
because of low r2 values.
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Table 22 (continued) 

Subjects by Computed-F's
 
Level
 .Test of Parallelism Test of Concurrence 

of Rbressions . ... Pos.t .s 

S-oc-ia~l Studlee * 

.. Levl I o.4676 NS 1-1387 NS 

Level V 1.2226 NS 1.2646 NS 

Level VI*** 

Work Education 

O.0165 NS 15.5107**In favorLevel IV 
 of IMPACT 
Level V*** 

Level VI 3.2524 NS 0.2472 NS 

Home Economics 

Level V 0.0978 NS 1.8514 NS 

Level VI*** 
NS 	 not significant at the .05 level 
S* " significant at .01 level
 

• 	 Estimates of regressions were not made
 
because of low r2 values.
 

To facilitate interpretation of the data, graphical
 

representations of the regressions of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT
 

were made for each subject by level. (Figures 13-.20,
 

Appendix H).
 

tests for which .. As'shown in Tabl'e 22, in .I-"of 14 

comparisons in growth/gains in the achievement of IMPACT 

and Non-IMPACT pupils were made, the obtained F-ratios for 

the tests of both regressions ahd positions were non-signi-

Sficarit. This implies that in each of these ll'tests,
 

a
there is insufficient evidence to show that there is 


difference in the extent of growth/gains in the achievement
 

of IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils.
 

Since" the .differences of regressions and.positions for
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT In the 11 tests were non-significpnt,
 

an estimated combined or common regression equation was
 



computed for each of these subjects. (Appendix F) These
 
'are reflected in common regression lines.'or 'subj,-,c -s
 
concerned as shown 'in Figures 13 and 15-20, Appendix H.
 

Each of "the common regression equations may be used to
 
estimate or predict the growth/gains in achievement that 

a pu'pil wheth-ei'in IMPACT orP Non-IMPACT schools will 
make, given his initial score in an achievement test in a
 
subject. Estimates of growth/gains in the achievement of
 

IMPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils may also be made with the
 
use of graphs of "the common regression lines.
 

One should, however, be cautious in the use of the
 
regression equations or the graphs to estimate or predict
 
growth/gains in achievement based on iiitial scores
 

especially in subjects with low and moderate r..values,.
2
 

In each of -threesubjec/Wika (Language'in Pilipino)
 
in Level V, Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino) in Level IV, and
 
Work Education also in Level IV7, while the test of
 
parallelism of regressions was non-significant, th'e test
 
of difference of positions was significant. The signifi­
cant F-ratios for the test of concurrence of positions,
 
all in favor of IMPACT, indicate -that in each of these
 
three subjects, the IPACT pupils made significantly
 

bigger gains in achievoment than the Non-IMPACT pupils.
 
For each subject concerned, this is graphically represented
 

by two parallel regression lines, with the regression line
 
for IMPACT higher or above the regression line for Non-

IMPACT. (Figrures 14, 15 and 19, Appendix H)
 

At this point, it is well'to bear in mind that the tests 
of homogeneity and concurrence 'of rogrossions using 

the analysis of variance take into account the whole
 
range of initial scores in making the comparisons, The
 
three significant F-ratios for th2 test of concurrence of
 
positions, all infavor of IMPACT, are -therefore very
 

meaningful.
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Since in each of the three aforementioned subjects, 

the regress ions fr IMPACT and Non-TMFACT have the same 

slope but di.t'fero ,t _intercepts, the o ombin'd or common 

sl pe (j ) for c2a, ,Ilb j,tct wAr u v,hile the intercepts 

of the ilwvii us1 rorr;s::'ions .,er rotaineed. (Appendix F) 

The it re- n .lc .n that insofar assnori ino i.ca-te 

relative extonf sf'(,th/. LVW in achievement is concerned, 

the TYYPACT Iis di v,, betr the-Ip 11 or than Non-


IPACT1 pupi":h It; be tha, trend
ny -ced similar-I 

was .].ndic!athd pari::on -he f.3r andin r of meaim IM.PACT 

Non-IMI!FACT in th],e c.if' frent ubject nreas tested. 

eis tions hi Bcutw.en I'ient-.1 Ability and Growth/Gains in
 

Achieveirioent
 

The measure of this re!ition.hip is the product 

moment cofficirnt of cnrrelatLon between scores in a 

non-verbal :mnt- ability tiest oundJ {rowth/,ains in achieve­

men-,, Comiputatisn, wer,. per:'ormod alr ,o with the use of 

the Hewlett-Psksrd prsgram on oovairl-nce and correlation 

co ef'fic ie nt . 

The followinr correlation cstfficients and the cor­

respond ing coeff.cients of determination were obtained: 

IMPACT NON-IMPACT
2 2 rr r r 

Language 

Level IV -0.04 0m0016 0.28 0.0784 

Level V 0.28 0.0784 0.22 0.0484 

Level VI 0.01 0.0001 0.05 0.0025 

.Howlett-Packard Company, Ibid. 

http:Bcutw.en
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IMPACT NON- IPACT 

Reading 

Level IV 
Level V 

Level VI 

WikaLawa
 
in Pilipino )
 

Level TV 


L'evel- V 
Level VI 


Pag<basa ( o d 

in PilipinoT
 

LvecJ TV 


Lewl V 
Level VI 


Science 

Level IV 

Level V 
Level VI 


MPthathom a tic s 

Level TV 

Level V 


Level VT 


Social Studioe 

Level TV 

Level V 

Level VT 

Work Eduia.tion 

Lo]ve IV 

Level V 

Level VI 


r 


0.03 

0.09 


-0.26 

0.15 


0. 10 

0.03 


n 

0.07 


0.26 


0.03 


0.19 


0.8 74 
0.09 


0.21 

-0.06 


0.27 


0.13 

0.06 

0.ll 

-0.03 


0.1 


-0.15 


r 

0.0009 
-0.0081 

0.0675 

0.0225 


0.0100 


0.0009 


0.0049 


0.0675*. 
0.0009 


0.0361 


2 
r 


0.03 
-0.09 

0.07 

-0.03 


0.11 


0.12 


0.01 


0.12 
0.0002 


-0.16 


o.000000-0.o6 

o0o1 

0.0441 

0.0036 


0.0729 

0.0169 


0.0036 

0.0121 


0.0009 


0.0324 

O.1025 


-0.03 


0.01 

-0.08 


0.14 

0.06 


0.17 


0.13 


0.08 

-0.25 


-0.10 


r 2 

0.0009 
0,0081 

.00049 

0.0009
 

0.0121
 

0.0144
 

0.0001
 

O.0144 

0.00000004
 

0.0256
 

0.0036
 

0.0009
 

0.0001
 

0.0064
 

0.0196
 

0.CQ36 

0.0289
 

0.0169 

o.0064 

0.0625
 

0.0100
 

http:o.000000-0.o6
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U1P.C.? NON- IMPACT 
2 2 

r r r r 

Home Economics* 

Level V -0.,08 o.o064 0.32 0.1024 

Level VI 0.2.,26 0.0676 -0.11 0.0121 

*Administerued only in Leves V and VI 

The coefficients of correlation between scores in
 

a non-verbal mental ability -test and g.rowth/gains in
 

achievement range from -0.25 to 0.32.
 

The followin, di11ti'ibutirm of the correlation values
 

gives indicotDn7 ofr. the of the re.lationship:
oi riq;h 

r Interpretation f r IMPACT NON-IMPACT 

0.00 	 to +0.20 Tndifferent or 20 22
 
rea i 1. b I
 

+0.20 to +O.L,K) Low corr, l]. 3 on. 6 "4 
--	 r-c nt "eut" , i iht 

A's shn in the .or,,in; tabulation, 20 or 77 per cent 

of the correl.tin v.u, frr I.MPA,T .nd 22 or 85 per cent 

of t .U frr Vnon-IM/,CT indicate indifferent or 
neglig[ible linear re l.at I oJr>h * *; 

2
The cor,spent m . :,ef:lent. of determination (r 2 ) 

range from ).0000( t .... This ,s.ns that at best or even 

in tho twc , ubj et:: with theu hi.chast r" values, only 8 

per cent of the 	var latiryn in g;rowth/fgains in achievement i:: 

accounted for, , r eplained by the m,..ntal ability test scores. 

r one-C uetly , .:'.parionc o~f' growth/gains in achievement 

of IT. ICT nrid No r,--T MPACT l, with the. same mental ability 

s3cores wie no o' -cr ad­

,e.ryF(,arrett, Ibid. 



IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
 

Summary 

The main concern of this study was to evaluate the learning 

effectiveness of the IMPACT system by comparing the achievement of 

pupils in IMPACT schools with the achievement of pupils in comparable 

Non-IMPACT schools. The evaluation of achievement involved: (1) a 

comparison of mean scores in achievement tests of IMPACT and of Mon-

IMPACT pupils by subject area and level; and (2) a comparison of the 

growth/gains in the achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils 

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 1978f, for which Part Iahd 

Part II, respectively, of the IMPACT 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 October 1977 consisted 

of 2169 pupils (1049 IMPACT and 1120 Non-IMPACT), 68 teachers of 



these pupils (33 IMPACT and 35 Non-IMPACT), and 16 school heads 

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


1978 2096 pupils (1004 IMPACT and 1092 Non-IMPACT), 71 teachers
 

of these pupils (31 IMPACT and 40 Non-IMPACT) and 15 school heads
 

(9 IMPACT and 6 Non-IMPACT).
 

There were differences in the number of pupils included in the 

the initial evaluation and final evaluation because some pupilsstudy in 

who took the tests in October 1977 were unable to take the tests in 

tests in February­February-March 1978 and some pupils who took the 


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; 

in Pilipino and in English,achievement tests in the Language Arts 

Science, Mathematics, Social Studies, Work Education/Home Economics; 

and questionnaires for pupils, teachers and school heads. With the 

of the non-verbal mental ability test which was administeredexception 

only once, these instruments were administered in IMPACT and in control 

both the initial evaluation and final evaluation fromschools during 

October 11 to 28, 1977 for the initial evaluation, and from February 20 

to March 22, 1978 for the final evaluation. 
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During both the initial evaluation and final evaluation, the 

SOUTELE instruments were administered by an external group - a team 

of educational researchers from the Bureau of Elementary Education, 

Ministry of Education and Culture. 

Scoring of the tests w.as undertaken by the University of the 

Philippines Computer Center. Processing and statistical treatment of 

test results and questionnaire data were done by the University of the 

Philippines Computer Center and INNOTEC.H. In the analysis of 

questionnaire data, percentages were computed. The statistical analysis 

relative to test development involved the computation of the following: 

biserial 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 significance of thc difference in the mean achieve­

ment test scores of IM'iPACT and Non-IMPACT pupils in each subject 

for each level; and analysis of variance to test homogeneity and 

concurrence of regressions of the extent of growth/gains in achievement 

on initial scores in achievement tests for IMPACT and for Non-IMPACT, 

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 

I. 	 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-IIMiPACT pupils 

who were at the right age for their levels. 

b. 	 The median educational attainment of family heads of 

IMPACT as well as of Non-IivIPACT pupils in the three 

levels tested was completion of primary (elementary) 

education. 

The family heads of Levc1 IV IMPACT pupils had 

higher educational attainment than family heads of 

Level IV Non-IMPACT pupils, as indicated by a bigger 

percentage 	of Non-IiY; PACT family heads (73.2 o) who 

clementary education, withfinished at most ompared 

a lower percentage for IMPACT family heads (64.4%o). 

This indicates that a biggcr percentage of IMPACT family 

heads had educational attainment beyond or higher 

than compltion of primary (elementary) education. 

In Lcvel V and Level VI, Lhe educational attainment 

of family heads of IMvtPACT pupils was approximately the 

same as that of family heads of Non-IMPACT pupils. 
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c. 	 Bigger percentages of IMPACT than of Non-IMPACT pupils 

spoke Pilipinc, at hom :. This was true for all levels 

tested, 

The number of pupils who spokc English often at 

home was minimal. Approximately three-fifths to four­

fifths of the pupils investigated did not speak English at 

home. 

d. The average monthly family income of IMPACT pupils 

was higher than that of Non-IMPACT pupils except In 

Levels V and VI in Sapang Palay. 

2. 	 On Teachers 

a. 	 The IMPAC T teachers were approximately of the same age 

as the L\on-IM\CT teachers. 

Vhile the average number of years of teaching service 

of IMPACT teachers was slightly higher than that of Non-

IMPACT teachers, their cxperh-ncc in the IMPACT system 

was much shorter than the uxp.rincc of the Non-IMPACT 

teachers in the conventional system. 

b. 	 Approximately one-third of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT 

teachers were single. 

c. 	 All the teachers in the IMPACT and Non-IMPACT schools 

included in the study wore educationally qualified with 
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the exception of one teacher in the IMPACT group who had 

not earned the degree, Bachelor of Science in ilementary 

Education (BSEEd), the minimum educational attainment 

required of teachers in the Philippin,., elementary schools. 

Fifty-four and five-tenths per cent of the teachers 

in the IMviPACT schools had earned at least 15 units 

toward the Master's degree; in Non-IMPACT schools, 

45.8 	per cent. 

d. 	 All the teachers, both IMPACT and Non-IMPACT, felt that 

they were at least good (Good and Excellent) in commu­

nicating with pupils in the dialect e,cept for one IMPACT 

teacher who rated himself "Fair in communicating in the 

dialect. 

'Jith regard to the use of Pilipino as a medium of 

instruction, 78.8 per c.-nt of the IMPACT teachers 

considered themselves at least good. The corresponding 

perccntage for the Non-IMPACT teachers was 85.7 per cent. 

The percentage of IMPACT teachers who considered 

themselves either good or excellent in the use of English 

as a medium of instruction was 78.8, the same percentage 

of IMPACT teachers who rated themselves at least good in 

the use of Pilipino as a medium of instruction. A bigger 
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percentage of Non-IMPACT tuachers, 97. 1, considered 

themsclvus proficient in the use of English as a medium 

of instruction. 

3. 	 On Schools 

School resource materials in IMPACT schools were more 

adequate than those in Non-IMPACT schools, especially with 

regard to tht following: library raiders, teacher's guides, 

lists of objectives, bulletins, supplementary readers, audio­

visual materials and classroom equipment. 

B. 	 School Personnel's Attitude Toward Educational Innovations 

1. 	 On the whole, INVLPACT teachers had a more favorable attitude 

toward educational innovations than the Non-IlMPACT teachers, 

as indicated by larger percentages of IMPAC:T teachers agree­

ing 	to most of the positiv . or favorable statements about 

innovations and smaller percentages of IMPACT teachers than 

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

unfavorable statements about innovations. The same pattern 

holds for school heads in IMPACT and in Non-IMPACT schools. 

2. Lack of funds was the most serious constraint to the imple­

mentation of innovations in the Opinion of teachers and school 

.heads in both IMIPACT and Non-'IMPACT schools. 
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C. 	 Teachers' Perception of the Pupils' Level of Motivation 

I. 	As of Fbruary- March 1978, the percentages of pupils perceived 

by their teachers to have from moderatc to very high motivation 

were higher for lhIiPAC:T than for Non-IAPACT in all levels. 

2. 	 Except in Level VI, the bigger decreases in the percentages 

of IMAPACT pupils with low and very low motivation from 

October 1977 to February-jvarch 1978, as compared with those 

of Non-IiPACT pupils, reflect favorably on IMPACT, More­

over, even with the bigger decrease 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-!i arch 1978 was lower for IMPACT 

(14.50,')) than for Non-.IMPACT (23.35:/). 

D. 	 Academic Achievemcnt 

1. 	 Comparison of 'Mean Scors 

a. 	 The results of comparisons of means in achievement tests 

of IMPACT aad of N\on-IIiPACT in the initial evaluation 

and final evaluation for the three sites combined and 

for Naga, Cebu are summarized by subject in Tables 23 

and 	24. 

Thce interpretation of the summary of findings by 

subject is made first for thu three sites combined, followad 

by that [or Naga, Cebu. 



Table 23 

Summary Table Showing Consistency or Inconsistency of Results in the Comparison of Means 
in Achievement Tests of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in the Initial Evaluation and Final Evaluation 

for the Three Sites Combined 

ii 	 2nsistentResults2. Inconsistent Results 

e.Means of IMPACT and b. i-eans of IMPACT !a. Means of IMPACT b. lveans of IMPACT 
of Non-IMPACT not and of Non- L ,.:- and of Non-I.PACT and of i'('on-IMPACT 
significantly different PACT siganficant- significantly dif- not significantly

Achicvcment Tests 	 in both initial evalu- ly different, in f7e-nt, in favor different in initial 
ation and final favor of Ii:,,IPACT, Df IMiPACT, in evaluation, but 
evaluation in both initial initial ev3luation significantly dif­

evaluation and but nt _ignificantly f-rent, in favorfinal evaluation different in final of IMPPCT, in 
--- evaluation

Ivltofinal 	 evaluation 
1. Language V 	 IV, VI 

2. 	 Reading IV VI V
 
,ia 
 V, VI IV
 

Pabasa IV, V, VI
 

5. Science 	 IVV, VI 
6. ",.athematics 	 IV, V, VI 

7. Social Studies - English 	 IV, V, VI 

C. Aralinq Panlipunan* 	 IV 
(Social -.tudies in
 
Pilipino)
 

9. 	 W"'ork Education- English V, VI IV 
10. 	 Edukasyong Panggawain* IV 

C -ork Education in Pil.) 
11. 	 Home Economics V 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 IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in the Initial Evaluation and Final Evaluation 
for Naga, Cebu 

* 1. Consistent Results 	 2. Inconsistent Results 

:a. 	i.Leans of IMPACT b. Means of IMPACT a. i,,eans of IiPACT b. tv eans of TiViPACT 

and of Non-I-PACT and of Non-IivPACT and of Non-IMPACT and of PACT 

not significantly significantly dif- significantly dif- not significantly 
different in both ferent, in favor ferent, in favor different in initial 

Achievemc.nt Tests 	 initial evaluation of IiMPACT, in of IM1PACT, in evaluation, but 

and final evalu- both initial initial evaluation significantly clif­

ation evaluation and but not signifi- ferent, in favor 
final evaluation 	 cantly different of IMPACT, in 

in final evaluation final evaluation 

VI1. 	Language IV, V 


2.Reading IV, V 	 VI 

3. ika IV, V 	 VI
 

4. 	Paqbasa V VI IV 

5. Scienco IV, V, VI
 

V, VI
0. 	 i athernatics IV 

7. 	Social Studies -English IV, V, VI 

. fork Education- V, VI IV
 

English
 

9. Home Economics VI 	 V
 

http:Achievemc.nt
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(1) 	 Language 

In LevA V, the means of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT were not significantly different, i.e., they 

were comparable in both thr- initial evaluation and 

final evaluation for the threc sites combined. How­

ever, in Levels IV and VI, INIPACT obtained signifi­

cantly higher means In the initial evaluation 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 initial evaluation and final evaluation. 

However, for the Level VI pupils, there was a change 

from comparable achievement of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT in the initial evaluation to higher achievement 

of IMPACT in the final evaluation. 

(2) 	 Reading 

In Reading, there was a clifftrent pattern for each 

level for the three sites combined. In Level IV, the 

means of IMPAC' and of iNon-IvipACT were not
 

significantly dlfftcr-nt in both the 
initial evaluation 

and final 	evaluation. In Level VI, Iv PACT scored 

significantly higher than iN\on-IMPACT in the initial 
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evaluation but In the final evalua!on the performance 

of both groups was comparable. In Level V, the change 

was from comparable achievement 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-IMPACT in both the initial 

evaluation and final evaluation. In Level VI, IMPACT 

scored significantly higher in the initial evaluation 

but had comparable achievement as Non-IMPACT in 

the final evaluation. 

(3) Wjka (Language in Pilipino) 

For the three sites combined, the means of IMPACT 

in WAika were significantly higher than those of Non-

IMPACT in both the initial evaluation and final eval­

uation in Levels V and VI. In Level IV, while 

IMPACT scored significantly higher than Non-IMPACT 

in the initial evaluation, the two groups had comparable 

achievement in the final evaluation. 

For Naga, Cebu, the means of IMPACT and of 

Non-IIPACT 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 evaluation the 

achievement of thc two groups became comparable. 

(4) Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino) 

In all the levels tested (IV, V, VI), the results 

indicate higher achievement of IMPACT in Pagbasa 

in both the initial evaluation and final evaluation for 

the three sites combined. 

The consistently better performance of IMPACT 

in both the initial evaluation and final evaluation 

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

Level IV, there was a change from comparable achieve­

ment of IMPACT and of Non-IMIPACT in the initial 

evaluation to the higher achievement of IMPACT in 

the final evaluation. In Lvel V, IM'1PACT and Non-

IMPACT had comparable achievement in Pagbasa in 

both the initial evaluation and final !.:valuation. 

(5) Science 

The findings in Science for the three sites 

combined indicate that in th.: in~tial evaluation, 

the means of iviPACT werc significantly higher than 

those of Non-IPACT in all the: levels tested (IV, 

V, VI). In the final (.valuation, however, the means 

of the two groups wecre comparable. 
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In Naga, Cebu, IMPACT had significantly higher 

achievement than Non-IMPACT in Science in all the 

levels tested in both the initial evaluation and final 

evaluation. 

(6) Mathematics 

As was the case in Science, the means in Mathematics 

of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in all the levels tested 

(IV, V, VI) for the three sites combined were signifi­

cantly different during the initial evaluation, in favor 

of IIvPACT; 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.e., IMPACT had significantly 

higher achievement in the initial 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 

achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in both 

the initial evaluation and final evaluation. 

(7) Social Studles-Enqlish 

There was no significant difference in the achieve­

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

(8) 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 

Se.pang Palay opted to take the test in 7lliplno; the 

Level IV pupils in Naga, C.ebu and in Lapu-Lapu City 

took the English version of the Social Studies test. 

The results for Sapang Palay indicate significantly 

higher achievement for IiVIPACT in the initial evaluation 

but comparable achievment of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT in the final evaluation. 

(9) Work Education-English. 

Data for the three sites combined indicate com­

parable achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT 

in both the initial evaluation and final evaluation in 

Levels V and VI. In Level IV, while the achievement 

of IMPACT and of Non- ivPACT was comparable in 

the initial -valuation, IMPACT did significantly 

better in the finai evaluation. 
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For Naga, Cebu, the pattern for Levels V and VI 

was similar to that for the three sites combined in the 

same levels, i.e., there was no significant difference 

in the achievement of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT in 

both the initial evaluation and final evaluation also 

in Levels V and VI. In Level IV, IMPACT did signifi­

cantly better than Non-IV'PACT in both the initial 

evaluation and final evaluation. 

(10) 	 Edukasyong Panggawain ( "'ork Education in Pilipino) 

As was the case with Aralin PFdnlipunan, only 

the Level IV pupils in Sapang Palay cook the Work 

Education test in Pilipino; the Level IV pupils in 

Naga, Cebu and in Lapu-Lapu City took the English 

version of 	the test. 

The results obtained were similar to the results 

on the Pilipino version of the Social Studies test, 

also administered only in Sapang Palay. rhile the 

means of 	IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT were signifi­

candy different in the initial evaluation, in favor 

of IMPACT, they were comparable during the final 

evaluation. 
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(11) 	 Home Economics 

The achiev:ment in Hiome Economics of IMPACT 

and of Non-IMPACT vwas not significantly different 

in the initial evaluation and final evaluation in 

Level V for the three sites combined. In Level VI, 

the results indicate higher achievement of IMPACT 

in the initial evaluation but comparablc achievement 

of thc two groups in the final evaluation. 

In Naga, Gcebu, Level V IMPACT had higher 

achievement than Level V Non-IMPACT in both the 

initial evaluation and final evaluation. In Level VI, 

the achievement of IvjPI.CT and of Non-Ii.PACT in 

both the initial evaluation and final evaluation was 

comparable. 

From the: data presented in T'ables 23 and 24 and the 

corresponding interpretations of these data, the following 

salient observations may bc made­

(a) 	 EData for the thre, sites combined Indicate that 

except for 'J,!ika in Level IV, Tfv'iPbC'T did 

significantly better than Njn-IMi PACT in the 

Language: Arts subjects in Pilipino (ika and 

Pagbasa) in all le'vels tested in both the initial 

evaluetion and final evaluation. 

http:IvjPI.CT
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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.
 

(c) 	 The subjects in each of which there was a change 

from comparable achievement of IMPACT and of Non-

IMPACT in the initial evaluation to higher achLvement 

of IIPACT in the final evaluation were as follows: 

T
Reading in Level V and "ork Education-English in 

Level 	IV for the three sites combined; and Language 

in Lcvel VI &nd Pagbasa (Reading in Pilipino) in 

Level 	 IV for Naga, C.ebu. 

(d) 	 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 

are 	equally effective:in the teaching of Social Studies-

English. 

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

for Naga-, Cebu, there was no single instance when 

Non-IMPACT did significantly better than IMPACT. 

b. 	 The analysis by levels of mental ability during the initial 

evaluation involved twenty-eight comparisons (ten in 

Level IV and nine each in Level V and In Level VI) for each 

mental ability level (High, Average, Low). 

Among pupils of high mental ability, six differences 

were statistically significant: five in Level IV (Language, 

Reading, 'ika, Pagbasa and ,'orkEducation-English) in 

favor of Non-IMPACT; and one in Level V (Mathematics), 

in favor of IMPACT. In Level VI, differences between 

mean scores of IMPACT and of Non-IMPACT pupils of 

high mental ability were non-significant in a!.' subjects 

tested.
 

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

conventional system is more effective 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 riullifled beginning Level V. Furthermore, 

in Level V, IMPACT pupils of high mental ability performed 

significantly better in Mathematics than Non-IMPACT 

pupils of comparable ability. In Level VI, there was no 

significant difference in the achievement of IMPACT and 

of Non-IMPACT pupils of high mental ability in each of 

the subjects tested. 

For pupils in the average and low ability groups, 

significant differences in mean scores were all in favor 

of IMPACT. Im-PACT pupils of average mental ability 

scored significantly higher than Non-IMPACT pupils of 

comparable ability in eight tests: four in Level IV 

(Paqbasa, Science, iiathematics, and Social Studies-

Pilipino), one in Level V (Pabasa); and three in Level VI 

(Wika, Pagbasa, and Social Studies-English). Likewise, 

IMPACT pupils of low mental ability scored significantly 

higher than 1'.'on-Ii1\PACT pupils, also of low mental 

ability, in sevn tests, three in Level IV (Wlka, Pagbasa 

and Science); .ne in L-jvel V (Science); and three in 

Level VI ("!ika, Pagbasa and Social Studies-English). 
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This means that forpupils of average ability, the 

IMPACT system is more effective than the conventional 

system in the .eght aforementioned subjects. In the other 

subjects, the IMPACT systcm and the conventional system 

are equally effectiv for the average punils. For pupils 

of low mental ability, the IMPACT system is likewise more 

effective in the seven subjects pnviously enumerated. In 

the remaining subjects, the IMPACT system is as effective 

as the conventional system for the low ability group. 

It may be seen from the foregoing that the use of the 

conventional system does not result in relatively higher 

achievement for pupils of average and low mental ability. 

Neithcr does the use ')f the conv.ntional system give a 

consisterit or lasting advantage to pupils of high mental 

ability. -)n the other hand, thd IMPACT system tends to 

h elp the aiveragt-, and slow.erners achieve more, compared 

to the conventional system. 

2. Comparison of Growth/Cains in'Achievement 

Lata for Naga, Cebu, the original IMiPACT site, were used 

in the analysis. 

a. 	 All the obtained correlation coefficients between gains 

in achievement and initial scores were negative, a 
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finding consistent with available research evidence 

that there is a negative correlation between growth/ 

scores.gains in achievement and protest or initial test 

This meanis that as the initial score increases, the 

amount of gain decreases, and, conversely, as the 

initial score decreases, the amount of gain increases. 

b. The correlation coefficients ranged from -0.10 to 

-0.89. Nineteen or 73 per cent of the 26 obtained 

correlation coefficients for IMPACT indicate sub­

stantial or marked negative relationship. The same 

holds true for Non-IMPACT. 

c. The IMPACT pupils made significantly bigger gains 

in achiev;_ent than the Non-iViPACT pupils in three 

of fourteen subjects for which statistical tests were 

mad: (' ilka in Level V, Pagbasa in Level IV, and 

,ork Education-English also in Level IV). For each 

of the:: remaining elevn subjects, there was not 

enough evidence to show a significant diffi'ence in 

the Cxtent of growth/gains in the achievement of 

IMPACT and Non-Iiv PA(C;T pupils. 

:4 correlation between growth/gainsd. The coefficients 

in achievment and scores in a non-verbal mental 

from -J. 25 to 0. 32. Twenty orability test ranged 
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7.7 per cent ofthe 26 correlation values for IMPACT 

and 22 or 85 per cent of thosc values for Pon-IivPACT 

indicate nogligible linear relationship. 

Conclusions 

•.-Qn 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. 	 On the whole, the parents' education and average family income 

ofIMPACT pupils are slightly higher than those. of Non-IMPACT 

pupils. 

2. 	 Teachers in IMPACT schools are comparable to teachers in Non-

IMPACT schools with regard to a-, civil status, educational 

attainment and length of teaching experience. 

3. 	 IMPACT schools hav_ a more adequate supply of school resource 

materials than the Non-IMPACT schools. 

4. 	 IMPACT teachers and school heads have a more favorable attitude 

toward educational innovations than the Non-IMPACT teachers 

and school heads. 

5. 	 Lack of funds is the most serious constraint to the implementation 

of innovations, in the opinion of teachers and school heads In both 

the IMPACT and Non-ii' PACT schools. 
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6. 	 IMPAC;T pupils are more highly motivated than the Non-IMPACT 

pupils as perceived by teachers of these pupils. 

7. 	 There is an inverse relationship between growth/gains in achieve­

ment as measured by achievement tests and initial scores in these 

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

test, the bigger the gains in achievement as measured by the same 

the 	higher the initial scores in the achievementtest; conversely, 


test, the smaller the gains in achievement.
 

in achieve­8. 	 There is a negligible relationship between growth/gains 

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

Pupils taught through the IMPACT system achievc as well as, or9. 

better than pupils taught through the conventional system 

10. 	 There is a marked trend for IPAC T pupils to do better than the 

PilipinoNon-IMPACT pupils in the Language Arts subjects in 


(i/ika and PLagbasa) and in Science and Mathematics.,
 

to help thr, average and slow learners11. 	 The IMPACT systern tends 


On the other
achieve more compared to thc conventional system. 

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

slow learners when comparisonshigher achievement of the averag(e and 

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

and the conventional system tend to be equally effective. 

The resojarch findings clearly ilidicatc highe-r achievement for pupils 

taught through the Ii.IPACT system, compared to that of pupils taught 

through the conventional system, in ',Vika and Pagbasa, Language Arts 

subjects in Pilipino which are essential to the development of literacy 

skills. The IMPACT puoils also tend to do better than the Non-IMvIPACT 

pupils in Science and iviathumatics, subjects iecessary to the develop­

ment of numeracy skills as wil as a scicntific outlook and an 

elementary understanding of ther processers of nature. Thes, findings 

suggest that the use of the IMiPACT systum is more conducive to meeting 

the children's minimum essential learning needs than the use of the 

conventional system. 

The research findings likewise indicate that the use of the IMPACT 

system, as compar,.;td to the use: of the conventional system, tends to result 

in higher achievement for the av!,,ragu and slow learners, who together 

constitute a very large, segment of the school population. It may there­

fore be said that the IivPACT system is more effective than the conven­

tional system In ecquali::ing educational opportunity. 
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APPENDIX A
 

SUBJECTS OF THE STUDY 
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Anpendi: _, (cort'6)
Number and Por Cent of -unils, Toachcrs -mdSchcoo .aco in 

Snh-IMPACT Schools Includ:-l in thE Study.2 
 T-e ch- ,-cj7,66 

S-i% Y--/'-chools IP U P I L s-_ _ __ _ _.__ __ _ _ers__ _ __ _ _ __ _ __ _ -chool_ heads 
bLevel IV Level V Level V-, 

nro'-I Number 1Per Cent Enrol- Number :Per Cent:Enrl-1 umbe i er Ceni 
rent Tested jPested jment Tested± Testted ien n cIese. :'e 

'aga, Cebu I 
ainlt - 43 I 40 93.02 33 27 81. 28 27 )4 3 

81 
,-,'i -

3
o-.ch l 36 21 58.3 31 27 .1 3 1 

C -r . Sc.h2 I 14 700 14 99 64.70.0 64.) ii 11 100.0 22 i 1 
OT! 107 90 86.5 83 57 65.7 69 65 94.2 8 3 

.....Sc. 3 16 53.3 23 22 78.6 25 
 18 72.0 4 1
 
Pajc -1 --chool 110 90 81.8 
 117 109 93.2 98 93 94.9 8 1L,70 52 74.3 64 50 78.1 45 42 i 93.3 5 

210 15 75.2 209 18i 86.4 
 168 153 91.1 17 3
 

2u Lac an 
azo0nc-ua~I 
Tlem. School 1'4 !29 78.66 1199 160 I80"4 171 127 74.3 10 1 

GR.AI., TOTAL 431 y77 7..4 491 398 81.06: .VL1o9 3Li 5 1844 3S835
 
* 
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Table 3
 

Numer and er 'Cent of Pupi1s. Teach rs and School Heads
 
in iNACT Schocls Included in the Study
 

(Februa_ -Harch 197&-)
 

Sitcs/Sc hec(.(
s U I L STeach- School
 
ISers: Heads 

i Level IV ne!-NEnrol-~L Cet 
 Lev1l Vj -uh~Levcl VI -fer 
"u;br
. rCent uErol- Per Cent Enrol- -;umber Per Cent 

::ent Tested Tcsted ment Tested ls ted e Tested Testednent 

..a.la Elfc. School 4' 48 100 15 5 33 I10 40 1 
:tiwn2 

Lcuopzte 

1iev. School 

1........ 

26 

17 

16 

10 

62 

59 

S 

5 

8 

1 

100 

20 

7 

6 

5 

6 

72 

100 L 
2. 

1 

1 

1 
Ui1::- Ei V* Scol6 12 17 15 14 93 8 6 75 2 1 
P..j .p EIlv. School 32 32 100 23 23 100 15 10 67 2 1 

TOTAL 192 118 61 66 51 77 46 31 67 9 5 (2)* 

Lapu-L311 )1 Cit; 
Gun-ot; Ec. . Schoc! 57 43 75 69 54 78 48 45 94 4 1 

.SCh!(,l 34 24 71 35 26 74 36 31 86 3 1 
DtS;izjf-m 62 56 90 54 47 87 47 44 94 4 1 

0OYAL153 123 80 158 127 80 131 120 92 11 3 
S apaa-. alay. 3ulacan 

le.tr School 188 149 79 189 151 
 80 179 134 75 12 1 

GRAND TOTAL 533 390 73 413 329 80 356 285 80 31 6 

*Four scho; ! h,.s in N?.i:g Cebu were relocated to other schools in twc supervisory districts in the School Year 1976-1977
'-id one Instr:uctionaI Sunrvisor from Lutac was assigned to carry out supervisory functions in the five learning centers
 
in ,Ta'a, Ceu.. The corrected figures are in the parenthesis.
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Table 

£lumber and I'er Cent of I'upils, Teachers and School Heads 
in Non-Ifd?-CT Schools Included in

(Fe-hru;ary-,:iarc- 1970) 
the Study 

' " School 

~I:/Sr2...o-el " P U P I L S Schooler 
,_ ; Heads 

-u,.er Pcr Cent Enro,- "v,.cr >;r Ce-nt Enrol- ',u9e-r z'er Cen 
n'cnC Te-sted Tested i nt Testcd TeseK :ent ste- Tetcd 

::xirit Llr.. Schcol 43 30 70 33 25 76 22 26 93 3 1 

-:n- n Io-le. Sch. z4 29 66 36 20 56 31 25 il 3. -

L-:as El c':. School 20 17 35 14 11 79 11 9 82 2 1 

T . t a 1 107 76 71 33 56 67 70 60 6 3 2 

Ln--Ljpu City 

Ti Elm. School 30 17 57 22 22 79 25 21 64 5 1 
Elum.. School 110 36 73 117 99 05 3 35 S" 1 

L, . -l4e. Sch'>i 70 51 73 64 47 73 45 41 91 5 1 

Z lt1210 154 73 20. 163 30 168 145 El6 13 3 

Lle:mentarvy Schol 164 129 79 199 165 83 171 13991 ! 1 

421 359 75i4 1 389 79 45097 344 4 40 
.1RiTq____________________________35_________5_ 



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 Achicvni-en 
by School, Site u-d fo 

Achievement Tests NAUI: CEBU LPU-LPU CITY 

Naalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan Total Gun-ob Babag MAcr 

1. Language (40*) 
N 40 13 9 12 26 100 42 24 51 
M 
SD 

14.22 
4,2 

16.15 
4,9 

13.78 
3,2 

16,42 
4,6 

11.96 
3.6 

14.11 
4.4 

13.62 
4,3 

19.17 
3,5 

16.7 
5 

2. Reading (35*) 
N 40 13 7 12 27 99 43 25 51 
M 
SD 

9,22 
2,9 

9.46 
1.9 

7.71 
2.9 

8.08 
3 

7.89 
2.5 

8.65 
2,8 

9,42 
3 

12.88 
4.1 

1.2.0 
4.3 

3. Wika (500) 
N 52 19 9 12 28 120 47 23 54 
M 
SD 

4. Pagbasa (40*) 
N 

13,37 
4,3 

40 

16.63 
4,8 

13 

14.44 
4,4 

9 

15.75 
3.3 

12 

13,46 
3,1 

26 

14.22 
4.3 

100 

16,79 
6.6 

47 

18.83 
6.0 

24 

12.4 
7,4 

51 
M 
SD 

10,57 
3.2 

14,54 
5 

12,56 
3,7 

13 
1.8 

11.58 
2.7 

11,82 
3,6 

13.45 
4.6 

14.50 
4.3 

16,4 
6.7 

5. Elem. Science(40*) 
N 52 
M 13,52 
SD 3,8 

19 
18,84 
5.7 

10 
14,40 
5,2 

12 
15.08 
2.8 

28 
11.57 
3.9 

121 
14.13 
4.8 

46 
14,24 
5,3 

23 
17.70 
4,.7 

54 
19,7 
6,8 

6. Elem. Math.(30*) 
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 54 
M 
SD 

6.42 
3.1 

9 
3,4 

8,80 
2,7 

8 
2.4 

8,43 
2.6 

7.64 
3,2 

7,65 
2.1 

9.61 
2.5 

10O 
3,0 

7, SocStud.-Eng.(35*) 
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 46 
M 9.65 
SD 2.6 

8. Soc.Stud.-Pil.(35*) 
N 

10,11 
3,6 

7.20 
2.8 

8,50 
3,2 

9 
2.6 

9,26 
2.9 

9,74 
3,2 

9,48 
2.6 

11.3 
2,9 

M 
SD 

9, Work Educ.-Eng.(35*) 
N 52 19 10 12 28 121 46 23 54 
M 9,19 
SD 2,7 

10. Work Educ.-Pil.(35* ) 

N 
M 

11,84 
3,6 

8,60 
3,4 

12.33 
3 

8,32 
2,9 

9.67 
3,3 

10,57 
3,1 

11,39 
3.1 

10,7 
3 

SD 

*No, of test items 
N = Number of pupils tested M= Mean 'Df Standard Deviation
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Means and Standard Deviations in Achiev,mment T ' N.P h. " Wd.Non-I T Pupils 

by School, Site mnd foithe. Three Sites Cowtined 

IMP.C NON-11VACT 

CEi3U L"PU-LhPU CITY-___PII Snpang GRANDTOTAL NAGAq CEBU 

Uling Pangdan Total 
U___g 

Gun-ob Babag 
Air B_ 

Total B-Buhay 'init Cantao-an Lan .is Tc 

12 
16.42 
4.6 

26 
11.96 
3.6 

100 
14.11 
4.4 

42 
13.62 
4.3 

24 
19.17 
3.5 

51 
16.74 
5 

117.0 
16,13 
4.9 

136 
.14.54 
4.1 

353 39 
14.95 13.03 
4.6 4.5 

31 
13.58 
4,.2 

14 
11.3 
3.2 

84 
12, 
4, 

12 27 99 f43 25 51 119 146 364 38 30 14 82 
8.08 
3 

7.89 
2.5 

8.65 
2:8 

9.42 
3 

12.88 
4,' 

12.0t: 
4.3 

11.27 
4.1 

10.12 
3.4 

10.1 
3.7 

10.16 
2.8 

8.23 
2.6 

6.5. 
2.4 

8, 
3, 

12 28 120 47 23 54 124 149 393 35 32 14 81. 
15.75 

3.3 

13.46 

3,1 
14.22 

4.3 

16.79 

6.6 
18.83 

6.0 

22.4V 

7,4 

19.65 

7.3 

27.66 

9,4 

21.03 14.80 

9.3 5.6 

15.50 

4.3 
13,3 

3.3 

14, 

4., 

12 26 100 47 24 51 122 135 357 39 31 14 84 
13 

1.8 
11.58 
2.7 

11.82 
3.6 

13.45 

4.6 
14.50 
4.3 

16.4 17 
5.7 

14.92 
5,7 

22.47 
7.4 

16.90 10,62 
7.4 3.4 

12.42 
4.0 

10.36 
2.3 

11, 
3, 

12 
15.08 
2.8 

28 
11.57 
3.9 

121 
14.13 
4.8 

46 
14.24 
5.3 

23 
17.70 
4.7 

54 
19.74, 
6.8 

123 
17.31 
6.4 

149 
16.66 
5.8 

393 34 
16.08 11.38 
5.9 4.4 

32 
12.47 
4.1 

14 
10.29 
3.3 

80 
11, 
4. 

12 28 121 46 23 54 123 149 393 35 32 14 81 
8 
2.4 

8.43 
2.6 

7.64 
3.2 

7.65 
2.1 

9.61 
2.5 

1060f, 
3.0 

9.07 
2.9 

9.21 
3.3 

8.68 
3.2 

6.74 
2.9 

7.87 
2.6 

7 
2.4 

7, 
2. 

12 
8.50 

28 
9 

121 
9.26 

46 
974 

23 
9.48 

46 
11.30 

115 
10.31 

41 
10.59 

277 
9.89 

32 
8.53 

30 
10.13 

14 
3.64 

76 
9. 

3.2 2.6 2.9 3.2 2.6 2.9 3.1 2.6 3.0 2.6 2.7 3.1 2. 

93 93 
12.68 12.68 
3,5 3.5 

12 
12.33 
3 

28 
8.32 
2.9 

121 
9.67 
3.3 

46 
10.57 
3.1 

23 
11.39 
3.1 

54 
10.70 
3 

123 
10.78 
3.1 

41 
14.32 
4.1 

85 
10.82 
3.7 

35 
7.97 
2.2 

30 
9.10 
3.0 

14 
9.07 
2.1 

79 
8 
2 

107 .07 
14.46 I 14.46 
3.9 3,9 

n SDZ Standard Deviation
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e~t~s - -_K .- .nd. Non - ! i :1A CT Pupils 

:he Tlarcc Sites Cowtined 

NON-I iPtCT 

S ~;pangGRAND NAGA9 CEBU LAPU-LAPU CITY Sapang GRAND 

TOTAL- B-Buhay TAL 
Tot il B.-Buha.y 2init Cantao-an Lanas Total Tiangue Pajo Loqp! Total 

117.0 136 353 39 31 14 84 14 81 46 141 120 3/:5 
16.13 .14.54 14.95 13.03 13.58 11.43 12.96 15.43 15.05 13.9 .14.74 14.41 14.19 
4.9 4.1 4.6 4.5 -4.2 3.2 4.3 3.6 5 5 4.9 4.5 4.7 

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 6.86 9.57 5,74 9.03 11.27 9.77 
4.1 3.4 3.7 2.8 2.6 2.4 3.0 2.3 3.9 .2 3.6 3.3 3.6 

124 149 393 35 32 14 81.0 16 88 49 153 123 357 
19.65 27.66 21.03 14.80 15.50 13.43 14.84 16.37 14.92 15.2C 15.16 26.33 18,94 
7.3 9.4 9.3 5.6 4.3 3.3 4.8 5.3 5.9 5.6 5.7 10. 9.1 

122 135 357 39 31 14 84 14 81 46 141 120 345 
14.92 22.47 16.90 10.62 12.42 10.36 11,24 9.57 11.46 11.33 11.23 20.41 14.!i2 
5.7 7.4 7.4 3.4 4.0 2.3 3.6 3.4 4.3 2.8 3.8 c%5 7.3 

123 149 393 34 32 14 80 16 88 49 153 123 356 
17.31 16.66 16.08 11.38 12.47 10.29 11.62 15.25 14.33 12.76 13.92 14.50 13,61 
6,4 5.8 5.9 4.4 4.1 3,3 4.2 4.6 5,4 4.9 5.2 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 7.23 8.87 7.86 6,66 7.58 8.82 7,92 
2.9 3.3 3.2 2.9 2.6 2,4 2.7 4,1 3.0 2.9 3.2 3.3 3.2 

115 41 277 32 30 14 76 16 87 50 153 11 240 
10.31 10,59 9.89 8.53 10.13 3.64 9.18 10.50 9,21 8,48 9,10 11409 9,22 
3.1 2.6 3.0 2.6 2.7 3,1 2.8 2.2 2.7 2.3 2.6 3,4 2.7 

93 93 106 106 
12.68 12,68 11.24 11.24 
3.5 3.5 3.2 3.2 

123 41 285 35 30 14 79 16 87 50 153 43 275 
10.78 14.32 10.82 7.97 9.10 9,07 8.59 11.06 10.83 9.92 10,56 15.44 10.76 
3.1 4.1 

1 
3,7 2.2 3.0 291 2.6 4,5 3,5 3.2 3,6 3,6 4,0 

107 07 80 80 
14.4 6 14.46 13.04 13.04 

] 3.9 3.9 
_ _ _ ___ _ _____ 

4.0 
_ 

4 
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"';eans and Standard Deviations in Achievement
 
by School, Site and for 

IMPACT 

Achievement Tests NAGip CEBU LAPU-LAPU CITY 

Naalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan Total Gun-ob Babag 
MactanAir Base. 

1. Language (70*) 
N 3, 8 2 14, 25. 52,2 55 29. 44 
M 20.33 17,38 21,00 19,21 20,72 19,79 20,53 19,59 21,55 
SD 1.7 3.0 1,0 1,7 3,4 261 3,5 4.0 5.3 

2. Reading (40*) 
N 3 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 2,5 2,6 3.7 3,1 3,4 

3. Wika (60*) 
N 3. 8 2.1 14. 24 51 55 28 44 

M 22,67 15.62 15.50 16,57 13,54 15.31 15.31 16,32 19.02 
SD 5.7 3.6 2,5 3,2 3,0 4.1 4,6 3,3 6,2 

4,, Pagbasa (50*) 

N 3 8 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 2,4 2,7 3,8 4.2 4,9 

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 7,4 3.9 3.6 2,9 4,3 4,3 3,8 5,0 

6. Elem. Mith, (40*) 
N 4. 9 3 14, 27' 57 57. 28 49 
M 10.25 11.67 12.33 10.36 11,30 11,11 9.46 9,86 10,82 
SD 3,1 2.7 0.5 2.6 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.4 3,5 

7, Soc.Stud.-Eng,(30*)
N 4 9 3 14 27 7 54. 29 46.3 

M 10,00 10.56 7,67 8.64 8.30 8,82 8.85 9,41 10.91 
SD 1,4 2.5 2,9 2.5 2.2 2,5 2,9 3.5 3.3 

8. Work Educ.-Eng. (30*) 
N 1. 6, 3 6 14.) 30 29, 9 25 
M 14.00 8,50 8.00 9,17 8,86 8,93 8.66 8,56 10,00 
SD 0.0 3,2 1.4 2.9 1.6 2,4 1,8 2.2 2,5 

9. Home Economics (30*) 
N 3 .' 3 3. 8. 13 30 28, 19-. 24. 
M 10.00 9,33 7.33 7,25 9.62 8.77 8,43 8.37 10.37 
SD 1.6 1.7 1.7 2.4 2,6 2,6 1.9 2.0 3,8 

*No. of test items
 

N = Number of pupils tested M = Mean SD = Standard Deviation
 



122 Table 6 

Tests of Level V f21ACT and Non-ITACT Pupils
mIeans and Standard Deviations in Achievenent 

the Three Sites Combined
by School, Site and for 


NON-I__P

LP ACT 

1T, V
)U LgU-LAP CITYPalay Spang GRAND NAGA9 CEBU
 
LAPU-LAPU CITY
3U 
 s
 

_ _ _initCantao-_n_
Mactan Totuaay 
 L,.ms IAir Base tCanto-aning PanGdan Total Gun-ob Babag 


55 29 44 128 132 312 22 21 9 5;
25. 52, 20.15 18,59 17.81 20,67 11 

.21 20,72 1 19.79 20.53 19,59 21,55 20,66 19,80 

3.5 4,0 5,3 4.3 4.7 4,3 4.4 3.1 3.9
 
.7 3.4 2I 


29 44 127. 132 310. 22, 21, 9 
25. 51 54. 

10,93 10,71 9,86 10,10 10.33 1(
.50 10.16 10.20 10.31 10,34 11,36 10.69 

3,5 3,5 2,6 2,3

,5 2,5 2.6 3,7 3,1 3.4 3.8 2,2 


44 127 136 314 21 21. 9. 1­
24 51 55 28 


16.82 23.75 17.29 15.14 19,4/

.57 13.54 15.31 15.31 16.32 19,02 33.38 


6,2 5.2 9.1 110 5.5 3,8 4.1 
,.2 3.0 4.1 4.6 3.3 


127 133 311 -21 21. 9. 5
55 44
24. 51 28. 
13.71 14.64 15,84 14,65 22,64 17,80 14.24 13.24 11,22 1 

.86 12.08 13.00 

6.9 3.8 


,7 2,4 2,7 3.8 4,2 4,9 4.4 6.9 4.2 2,0 

136 327 - 25 21. 9, 5 
27 57 57 28.0 49 134 

14.25 16,67 15,84 16,17 15:881 14,24 11.86 12,89 1 
1.00 14.63 15.32 15.89 


2.9 4.3 4,3 3,8 5.0 4.6 4.9 4.7 4,5 3,4 4.1
 
.6 


21 9..
134 136." 327 1 25.


28 49
27 ' 57 57 
11.11
10.72 9,40
10,82 10,04 10,51 9.76 


).36 11.30 11.11 9.46 9.86 

2.6 3.0 2.4 3.5 3,2 3,3 3,2 3,3 2.8 2,2


?.6 2.5 


21 954. 29 46.) 129 136. 322. 2527 r7 
9,71 8.91 9.22 9.24 8,00 8.78

3.64 8.30 8.82 8.85 9,41 10.91 
3.5 3.3 3,3 2,7 3,0 2,6 1.7 2,8


£.5 2.2 2.5 2.9 


9 25 63 63 156. 12 12 4,0 2

14 ) 30 29. 

8.86 8.93 8.66 8,56 10,00 9,17 8,98 9,05 9,67 8.25 9.75
 

3.17 

2.9 1.6 2.4 1.8 2.2 2,5 2,3 2,4 2,3 2.1 3,0 1.5
 

3 13 30 28, 19. 24. 71, 70, 171. 12 8 5 2 

7,23 9.62 8.77 8.43 8.37 10,37 9,07 9.10 9.03 7,50 6.37 7.60 

2.9 3.5 3.1 3.6 1.4 1.9

2.4 2,6 2.6 1.9 2.0 3.8 


SD = Standard Deviation
Mean 
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 Appendix q (Cont'd)
 

'sts of Level V I:,TACT and Non-INPACT Pupils 
le Three Sites Combined 

Sa pang iGRAND 

..... 

NON-IMPiCT 
NAGA, OEBU 

B-Dubay iT~fB-Palay 
lainit Cantao-atn Lanas Total 

LAPU-LIPU 

Tiangue Pajo 

CITY 

Look 

Sapang 

- Pala 
Total-uhay 

GRAND 

T T -

13 
)66 19,80 
.3 4.7 

- 132 
.69 10.93 
5 3.8 

136 
.82 33.33 
.2 9.1 

7 133 
4,65 22.64 
4.4 6.9 

136 
.84 16,17 
.6 4.9 

136. 
.04 10.72 
,2 3.3 

136.' 
71 8.91 
,3 2.7 

63 
1 8.98 
3 2.4 

70, 
07 9.10 
9 3.5 

12 212 
20.15 18,59 
4,3 4.4 

310. 22, 
10.71 9.86 
3,5 2,2 

314 21 
23.7 17.29 
11.0 5.5 

311 21 
-17.8 14,24 
6,91 4.2 

327 "25 
15.88 14.24 
4.7 4,5 

327 25. 
10,51 9.40 
3.2 3.3 

322. 25 
9.22 9.24 
3.0 2,6 

156.- 12 
9,05 9.67 
2.3 2.1 

171 12 
9:03 7,50 
3.1 , 3.6 

21 
17.81 
3.1 

21, 
10.10 

2.6 

21. 
15.14 
3,8 

21. 
13.24 
3.8 

21. 
11.86 
3,4 

21 
9,76 
2.8 

21 
8.00 
1,7 

12 
8,25 
3,0 

8 
6,37 
1.4 

20.67 
3.9 

9 
10,33 

2,3 

9. 
19.44 
4.1 

9. 
11,22 
2.0 

9, 
12.89 
4,1 

11,11 
2.2 

9 
8.78 
2,8 

4.0 
9.75 
1,5 

5 
7,60 
1.9 

52 
18,63 
4.0 

52 
10.04 

2,4 

51 
16.78 
4.9 

51 
13,29 
3.9 

55 
13,11 
4,2 

-9.5 
9,82 
3.0 

55 
8.69 
2.4 

28,0 
9.07 
2,5 

25. 
7.16 
2.8 

20 
18.75 
3.3 

20 
9,30 

3,5 

20 
17,30 
4,2 

20 -

12.25 
3.1 

22 
14.18 
3.6 

22, 
9,55 
3.2 

22 
9,41 
3.1 

9-
7,00 
1.2 

13. 
8,85 
2.6 

8. 
20.28 
4.9 

92 
10,55 

3,1 

88-
.17.05 
5,1 

88, 
13.60 
3.6 

105, 
14,41 
4.3 

104 
9,70 
2.8 

105. 
9.90 
3*3 

56<' 
8,75 
2,5 

49 
9.27 
3.3 

41 149 148 349. 
20,68 20,19 ;19.05 19,42 
4,2 4.6 4,1 4.3 

41 153 147 352. 
9.73 10.17 10.46 10.27 
2,7 3,1 3,1 3.0 

46 154 1L7, 352 
17,41 17.19 28.6.7 21.93 
5.4 5.1 9.0 9.0 

41 149 " 148 ; 348. 
13,63 13.43 21,22 16,72 
3.2 3.4 7,0 6,5 

46., 173 - 155.. 383 
14.02 14,28 14,91 14.37 
3.9 4,2 4,0 4,2 

46 172." 155 382, 
10,24 9.83 990 9,86 
2.4 2.8 3.0 2.9 

47. 74, 152. 381. 
9.53 9s74 834 9.03 
2.8 3.1 2,8 390 

27-, 92, 75. 95 ., 
9,37 8,76 8.95 8,88 
2,5 2.5 2,6 2.6 

21 - 83 69 1 -77 
9.91 9,36 9.01 8.92 
2.7 3.1 2,8 3.0 
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Means and Standard Deviations in Achievc:v.ent 
by School, Site and for 

Achievement Tests NAGA, CEBU LAPU-LAIU CITY 

Naalad Balirong Lutac Uling Pangdan Total Gun-ob Babag Nactan 

1. Language (70*) 
N 
M 
SD 

5 
27 
3,7 

4 

17,75 
1,5 

4 

21.75 
3,3 

7 

20.43 
4,9 

9 

20.11 
4,7 

29 

21,28 
5.0 

37 

23.24 
6.0 

30i 

20,53 
4.6 

Q 

25,30 
52 

2. Reading (40*)
N 

SD 

3. Wika (60*) 

5 

14.20 
1.9 

4 

11.50 
4 

3 

13,33 
1,2 

7 

7.36 
2,4 

9 

11,0 
2,1 

28 

11.11 
3.3 

37 

12,19 
3,9 

30 

12.17 
3,5 

40 

14,32 
4,2 

N 
M 
SD 

5 
22.40 
4,4 

4 
16.50 
2.3 

4 
17.75 
3.3 

7 
19.29 
2.1 

9 
17,89 
2.8 

29 
18.79 
3,6 

37 
21.73 
5,8 

29 
18.79 
6,3 

40 
28,57 
8.1 

4. Pagbasa (50*) 
N 5 
M 17.40 
SD 5 

5. Elem. Science (50)
N 5 

M 22.60 
SD 4,9 

6. Elem.Math. 40O 

4 

15,25 
2,2 

5 

15.60 
2,4 

4 

13,50 
i. 

4 

17.50 
1.1 

7 

16.29 
3,6 

7 

16.71 
3,0 

9 

12.33 
2.3 

11 

15,82 
3.4 

29 

14,72 
3,7 

32 

17,25 
4,1 

37 

15,32 
4,6 

45 

19.18 
6,4 

29 

16,00 
5,8 

27 

17.96 
4,5 

40 
20,72 
7,6 

40 

20,27 
5,4 

N 
H 
SD 

5 
13.20 
3.9 

5 
12.80 
0,7 

4 
9.50 
2.1 

7 
11.14 
3.4 

11 
11,27 
2.3 

32 
1156 
2.9 

45 
10.42 
2,7 

27 
9,96 
2,6 

40 
12,42 
3,8 

7. Soc. Stud.-Eng.(30*) 
N 5 
H 12.60 
SD 4,3 

8. Work Educ.-Eng. (30*)
N 0 
M 0 
SD 0 

5 
10.80 
1,5 

1 
5 
0 

4 
8,50 
2,3 

4 
10.25 
0.8 

7 
10,71 
1.8 

5 
10,00 
2.4 

11 
8,36 
1.1 

9 
9.22 
3,2 

32 
9,94 
2,7 

19 
9,42 
2.8 

45 
11.89 
33 

16 
10,87 
3,2 

27 
10,33 
4,1 

16 
8,69 
3,1 

38 
11,66 
3,6 

21 
10Q43 
2,2 

9. Home Economics (30*)
N 5 
M 13.40 
SD 1,2 

4 
12.50 
1.5 

4 
6,50 
1.1 

2 
9.00 
1 

2 
12.00 
3 

17 
10.88 
3.2 

26 
12.12 
4.3 

11 
10.09 
1.8 

19 
11.74 
3.6 

*No. of test items 
N = Number of pupils tested = Mean SD = Standard Deviation 
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Means and Standard Deviations in Achievement "_v-21 f Level VI ACT and Non-ITACT Pupils 
by School, Site and for . hzr-e Sitecs Combined 

PNON-I 

CEBU LAPU-LAPU CITY 
k 

a GRAND 
ayv..TOTAL -

NAGA,CEBU 

Uling Pangdan Total Gun-ob Babag MactanAir Base Total B-Buhay F Mainit Cantao-an Lanas 

7 
20.43 
4.9 

9 
20,11 
4.7 

29 
21.28 
5,0 

37 -
23.24 
690 

30f 
20,53 
46 

40 
25,30 
5,2 

107." 
1 23,25 

7 

141 
21,66 
57 

277 
22,23 
5,7 

27 
19 78 
4U0 

27 
20,43 
4,6 

1] 
19.00 
2,9 

7 9 28 37 30 40 It7 139 274 27 27 11 
7,86 
2,4 

11.0 
2.1 

11.11 
3.3 

12.19 
3,9 

12,17 
3.5 

14.32 
4.2,J 

'2.98 111,60 
3,1, 

12,09 
3,7 

10.07 
2,8 

9,33 
2.4 

8.82 
10,8 

7 9 29 37 29 40 $ 131 266 27 27 11 
19.29 
2.1 

17,89 
2,8 

18.79 
3.6 

21.73 
5,8 

18.79 
6.3 

28.57 
8.1 

321 38,54 
0 7,9 

30,40 
11.1 

17,07 
4,5 

16,93 
4,1 

16,82 
3,6 

7 9 29 37 29 40 
16.29 12.33 14.72 15,32 16,00 20.72 .I 131 266 27 27 11 
3,6 2.3 3,7 4,6 5.8 7.6 . Z7,,05 21 92 1389 11i96 12.73 

7 li 32 45 27 40 
:i 700 8,3 3,5 2.9 3;2j 

16,71 15,82 17.25 19.18 17.96 20.27 112 148 292 27 25 11 
3.0 3,4 4,1 6.4 4.5 5.4 19,28 18,]6 18c49 14,48 15.,20 15,91 

5,7 407 5.1 3,3 4.0 3,5 
7 11 32 45 27 40 

11.14 11.27 11,56 10.42 9,96 12,42 2 "1 148 292 27 25 11 
3.4 23 2.9 2.7 2.6 3,8 11.03 1.1,91 11.53 10.00 9.04 13,18 

3,3 3M7 3,5 2,7 2,1l 3,9 
7 11 32 45 27 38 

10,71 8,36 9.94 11.89 10,33 11,66 1C 290 27 25 11 
1.8 il1 27 33 4.1 3,6 0,53 10o80 9,96 8,12 12,09 

3,7 3,6 3,6 2,8 2.2 1.9 
5 9 19 16 16 21 

10,00 9,22 9.42 10,87 8,69 10,43 5 62 134 10 12 4 
2.,4 3.2 2.8 3.2 3,1 2.2 j.0,04 9,94 9,90 7,80 8,25 7.00 

2 2 1 26 11 19 
2 3 .06 2,4 3,3 1.6 

9.00 
1 

12.00 
3 

10.88 
3.2 

12.12 
4.3 

10,09
1.8 

11.74 
3,6 :59 

75I10.,32 148 
10.86 

16 
1042 

12 
9.67 

7 
6,71 

S3. _ 3.3 3,5 3,3 24 2,5 

H= Mean SD = Standard Deviation
 



A :t ' Appendix B (Cont'd) 

uf LvI l V'E:IA CT and Non-lxiPACT Pupils
 
'-' i Sites Combined
ie 

NON-IDPACT 
IA
 :N$I A NAGA, CEBU LAPU-LAPU CITY 
 Sapang GRANDPala 'RAN

~-pn*TOTAL P 
.otal ID-Buhay F i - TCLMainit Cantao-an Larias Total Tiangue LookPajo Total : uha 

07 - 1277 27 27 11 65 17 90 38 145 9o 32%5-,5 21,66 22,23 19,78 2043 
 19.00 19.94 21.29 22,47
S 5,7 5a7 14,0 21@53 22.0819,98 20.96
4,6 2,9 4,1 5.0 6.0 4.9 '5.7 416 '5.2 

.274 
38 

27 27 11 65 17 90 38 99-,1,60 12,9 10,07 9.33 8,82 
145 309 

t 3,1 3,7 
9v55 11,29 11.92 11.50 11.7 11,41i 11.172,8 2.4 18 2.6 3.6 4.2 3,6 32
4.0 3.6
 

!9 38,54 30.40.2131 266 17.0727 277.9 11.1 16293 16.8211 16,9765 19,47 39
4,5 3,6 4a2 17
6,6 19.7390 146 92
4.1 19.62 19.673328 23a22
7.3 4.6 6.6 83,3 9.5
 

'131 266 
 27 27 11 65 17 
 90 39 92
.. 71.05 21.92 13,o9 11.96 12.75 12.89 12.76 
146 303
 

15.62 15.44 15.2423.82, 17.34
37.0 
 6,3 3o'5 2.9 3 
 3e3 29 4 4.754, 3.2 
 7,,6 37;
 

'2 .148 292 
 27 25 
 11 63 
 18 92 
 39 149 97 309
28.- 18,16 
 1849 14.48 1520 15,91 15,02 16.28 17.67 17,3 16.67
.30 4,7 5.1 3,3 
17.21 16,64
4.0 3.5 3,7 5,5
5.7 4.8 5.4 4.6 4.9 

:_:_ 48 292 27 25 63
11 18
~1.O3 311,91 11,53 :10.00, 91 39 148 97 308
9.04 13.18 10,17 10.28 11.35 11.08
3,3 3,7 305 2,7 2,1 11.15 10.90 10.873,9 3,l 3.7 3,7 3.6 3,7 3.2 34 

10 ~ 4 290 27 25 11 63 
 18 91 39 148 97 308
Kl43~0,3 080 
 9.96 8.12 12.09 9,60 11.83 11.22 11.1c
3,7 3,6 3.61 2@8 10.82 9,80 10,43
2,2 1.9 
 2.8 4.6 4.1 3.0 3,4
309 366
 
62 134 10 
 12 4 26 6 48 20 74
.0,04 9,94 9,90 7,80 43 1438c25 7.00 7.88 9,33 
 9o29 11.05 9,7 9,53 9.36
23 2,6 2.4 3,3 
 1.5 2m8 2.1 3.2 4.0 3e5 2o7 3,2 
f-9~ 148 16 12 
 7 35 12' 44, 20 76 48 593.0032 10,86 10.12 9.67 


____M. 3,5 
6,71 9.29 11.92 10.66 10.35 10,7E 9,46 10,0513.3 2,4 25 3.1 45 3.7 3, 3,3.9 3.5
 

http:15.2423.82


APPENDIX C 

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

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN THE ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
 
OF LEVELS IV, V AND VI IMPACT AND NON-IMPACT PUPILS 
FOR THE THREE SITES COMBINED AND FOR NAGI4 CEBU 
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T::ile 	VL 

Significance of Differeiices ietwE 

l.*PaCT and Non-IPACT 

LEVEL IV 
Subjects Tested Nu.9ber of Differ-

mupils Scores enceItems Tested 

1. Language 40 
IiPACT 343 15.32 0,839 
Non-IiPACT 326 14.193 

2. Reading 	 35 

IMPACT 359 10.095 

Non-IiACT 
 327 9.338 0.257 


3. Wika (Language in Pil.) 50 

IMPACT 357 21.588 2.057 

Non-IMPACT 316 19,532 


4. Pagbasa (Reading in Pil,) 40 
IMPACT 343 17,006 
Non- hPACT 326 14.644 2.362 

5. Elementary Science 40 

IMPACT 
 356 	 16.132 

Non-I 	 PACT 315 	 13.790 2.342 

6. Elementary Mathematics 30 

IMPACT 
 356 8.851 

Non-IMiPACT 317 8e044 
 0.807 


7. Social Studies-English 35 

IHPACT 243 9,922 

Non-I"XACT 
 207 9,444 0.478 


8, Social Studies-Pilipino 35
 

IMPACT 	 91 12.692 1,389 

Non-liPACT 	 99 11,303 


9. Work Education-English 35 

IMPACT 251 11,044 

Non-IMPACT 
 240 	 11.079 0.35 


10. 	Work Education-Pilipino 35
 
ILPACT 
 101t 14.462 1,76 

Non-I iACT 
 73 12.986 14 


11. Home Economics 

IMPACT 


Non-IMPACT 


t 


206 


0.93 


2.88 


4.08 


5.55 

3.37 


1.78 


2,89 


0.10 


241 

(For the Three 

Signifi- NeanN u of 
Pupilscanoe Items Tested 

70
 
05 305
 

S - I 338
 

40
 
305
 

NS 	 305
345
 

60
 
.01 300
 

VS - I 340
 

101 50
 
301
 

VS - I 303
 

50
 
.01 303
 

VS - I 350
 

40
 
.01 300
 

VS - I 	 350 

30
 
299
 

NS 349
 

101 

VS - I 

30
 
139
 

NS 	 176
 

.05 
S - I
 

30
 
162
 

166
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Table 14 

Significance of Differcwices betwe 
II.Phig and Non-I!PACT 

(For t'.e Three 

en Means of Levels IV, 
Pupils by Subject Arca 
Sites Comthined) 

V and VI 

LEVEL IV LEVEL V 

-

Mean DiffCr-
Scores enco 
cTested 

Signifi-
cance 

N 
Items 

Puberof i 
PplsScor 

ean 
es 

Differ-
ence 

t Signifi-
cance 

Nurf 
It L:KS 

I . )32 
1,193 

0.839 2.36 
S 

,05 
- I 

70 
305 
338 

20.151 
19.538 

0,613 1.7 14 S 
7( 

10095 
9.38 

0.257 
2 

0.93 NS 
40 

305 
345 

10.761 
10.304 0,457 1.80 NS 

40 

21.588 
19.532 2.057 2.88 VS-

,01 
I 

60 
300 
340 

23,823 
22.050 1.773 2.24 

.05 
S - I 

60 

17,006 
14.644 "3624.08 Vs 

101 
01 50 

50 303 

337 

17,891 

16.712 1.179 2.22 

05 

S - I 

50 

16.13? 
13.790 

2342 
3 

5,55 

VS -

.01 

I 

50 
303 

350 

15.815 

14.509 

1 

1.306 3.75 VS 

01 

- I 

50 

81351 
8.044 

001 
0.307 3 VS - I 

40 
300 
350 

10,620 
91991 

0.629 2.71 .01 
VS - I 

40 

92 
9.972 
9,444 0,478 

1 7 

178 NS 

30 
299 

349 

9.214 

9,072 0.142 0,61 NS 

30 

12.692 
11,303 

1,389 2.89 
VS 

.01 
- I 

11.0441311.079 0.35 0.10 NS 

30 

139 9089.086 0.217 0,78 US 
30 

1109176 3.869 021 0.8 N 

14.462 
12.986 1.476 2.41 

,*05 
S - I 

30 
162 
166 

9 1086 
3.916 

0,170 0.50 NS 
30 



Appendix D
 

en Means of Levels IV, V and VI
 
Pupils by Subject Area
 
Sites Combined)
 

LEVEL V 
 LEVEL VI
 

Mviean Differ- Signifi- Number of 
Scores ence t cance Ites Pupils Mean Differ- Signif i 

Tested Scores ence cance 

70 
20,15127 	 1 
.53 0.613 1,7 uS 	 271 22.303 2,93 101 
19.538 	 304 20.974 1.S-9
 

40
 
10.761 0,457 1.80 
 NS 	 273 12.095 
 101
 
10.304 	 3047118181 0,914 2.99
0 4304 1 181 VS - I
 

60
23.823
22050. *1.773 2.24 .'05 	 260952.1 30.115 70122050 	 S - 1 295 7.004 7.98­23 312 	 VS - I
 

50
 
17,891 
 . -05260 
 21.892 
 01
 
16.712 	 1.179 2.22 S- I-. 295 "17.380 4.513 6.90 

17 380Vs - I 
50

15.815 1.0.37S14.509 1.306 3.7 01 273 	 1.743 42VS"I251.2 	 186465 1731459VS - 1 	 4.12 VS 01 I295 16.722 	 VS " I
 

40

1l0.620 
 .01 	 273 11.626 
 .05

C9.991 0629 
 271 VS - I 294 10.891 	 0735 2o55 

30
9.214 0142 
 061 	 271
!9.072 014 061 N 10.849
 

294 10.510 0.339 1.12
 

30 
9,086 	 126 a
 
8.869 	 0.217 0,78 NS1 9 0,433 1,16 Ns
 

130 9.0400 043 116 N
 

30
 
.9,086 0.170 0.50 NS 
 13 10,855 0855 2,04

3O916 
 156 10.000 	 " S - I 



Table 1.5 

Significance of Differences eLween 
. and 1'.on-jDiiAT kupi. 

LEVEL IV 

Subjeus Tested Number of 'Inumber of 

Items PupilsTested iehanScores Differ-
ence 

t Signifi-
cance 

Items Pupils
Tested 

1. Language 40 70 
IMPACT 100 .1411 52 
Non-IMPACT P4 12 96 

26 Reading 35 40 
IMPACT 99 8.65 51 
Ncn-IMPACT C2 8.83 -0.18 -. 414 NS 52 

3. Wika (Language in Pil.) 50 60 
INPACT 120 14.22 5] 

Non.-IMPACT 81 14,84 -0.62 -. 956 NS 

4. Pagbasa 'Reading in Pilb) 
IMPACT 
..ion..12PACT 

40 
100 

84 
11.72 
11.24 9. 1.09 

N5 
NS 

50 
1. 

51 

5o Elementary Science 
INPACT 
Non, IMPACT 

40 
121 

'0 
14,13 
11.62 

.01 
VS 

50 
57 
55 

6, Elementary Mlathematics 
UI2ACT N~nIM C 
"'on -NPIiiT 

30 
12181 
31 

7.647,3 
74,23 

41 e.951 NS 
40 

7 . 

55 

7. Social Studies-English
IM;PACT 

35 
121 926 NS57 

30 

Non-.-1"ACT 76 957 

8, Social Studies-Pilipind& 35 
IMPACT 
Non-.IMPACT 

9. Work Education-English 
IHPACT 

35 
121 9,67 105 

30 
30 

Non-IMPACT 79 9,59 S 29 

10. Work Education-Pilipino* 35 
_liPACT 
Non-IWPACT 

11., .iome Economics 30 
IPA CT 

Non-IIiACT 
30 
25 

___.?upili in Nasa. Cebu did not tak :P-i tr 



Table 15 

Sijnificance of Differenctr etween Means of Lcvels IV) V and VI IhPiCT 
an!'To.-i:T ?&pils by Subject Area in Naia, Ccbu 

LZVbL LV LEVEL V 

ScOre s 
Ea Differ-
Dnce ttns 

Signifi-
caffce-

Itens of 
Tomsted 

Mean 

Scores 

Differ-

ence 
Signifi­

cance Items 

70 70 
14.11 
12,96 

1.15 1,7T NS 52 
52 

19,79 
18,63 

1,16 1.65 NS 

C.65 
40 

5 02 
40 

-0.12 
352 

-. 414 NS 10,20 
10.04 

,16 
16.21 

*321 NS 
N 

60 60 
14. 22 -0.62 -.956 NS 51 15.31 -1.47 -1.64 NS 
14.24 51 16.0 

50 50 

11.2 1y 
1132 

1.09 NS 51 
1 

13.00 
13. 29 

_2 
-. 9-4 

,4 N 
' 

50 50 
14o13 2,51 3,77 .01 57 15.32 2,21 2,71 .01 
11.62 Vs 55 13.11 VS 

7.64 
7.23 .41 .951 NS 

40 
57 I.I 

111129 2,41 
05 

40 

55 9.(2 1 

30 30 
9.26 
9. 1NS 

57 
57 

8*02
8,6 13 ,2t0 NS 

30 30 
9.67 1.0. 245 .05 30 8,93 -14 -193 NS 
9,590 S 2 9,07 

30 
30 

25 

1,77 
7,16 1,61 

605 

2,16 S 

30 

t%t:t . 



Appendix D (Cont'd) 

Me-2;ns of Levels 
by Subject Area 

IV, V and VI IhiPCT 
in Naga, Ccbu 

LEVEL V LEVEL VI 

Mean 
Scores 

Differ-
ence t 

Signifi­
cance Items Pupils 

Tested 
Mean 
Scores 

Differ-
ence 

t Sign if i­
cance 

19,79 
18,63 

1.16 1.65 NS 
70 

29 
65 

21.211 
19.94 134 1,35 NS 

10,20 
10004 

e16 *321 NS 
40 

2 
65 9,55 

1.56 2.43 05 
S 

15,31 
16.7P 

-1.47 -1,64 NS 
60 

29 
65 

1182 
16.97 

2.02 
S 

13.00 
13,29 .4 Ns265 

50 
29 14,7212.9 l,3 2436 S05 

15,32 
13,11 

221 
2 

271 .01 
VS 

50 
32 
63 

17.25 
15.02 

201 
2.23 2,69 V; 

11,11 
9,,02 

1,29 2,41 e05 
S 

40 
32 
63 

11.56 
10.17 

105 
109 2,04 S 

8,213 
8,6963 

*2 
30 

32 9.94 
9,60 e34 .564 NS 

8,93 

90726 

-.,14 -o193 NS 
30 

19 9.42 
78 1.54 1,77 NS 

30
 
,77 1.61 2.16 0 
 17 10 811 .
71,16 S 35 9.27 1.61 1,69 NS
 



APPENDIX E 

Significance of Differences Between Means of
 
Levels 'V, V and VI IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils 

CiRssified by Levels of Mental Ability
 
in the October 1977 Evaluation
 



Table 

Sic;nificanc, of Differnces t.:c i'U,r?ns of 1 
Classified by Levcls ("t i(:-tal Abil itv 

LOW 
Subjects Tested* 

bv roup 

1. Language (40)
IiPiCT 

No. oi liean Differ-
Pupils cnc" t 
Tested 

(n) (7) (D) 

62 12.887 
1n-I1PACT18 12.373 .514 .78 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance** 

NS 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

No. of 
Pupils 
Tested 

(n) 

173 
1471 4 7 

liean 

(X) 

14.757 
141.6613. 993 

Dicfcr-

once 

(D) 

Lc-v 

i 
ca 

2. Reading (35) 
IHPACT 
Non-I.PACT 

65 
118 

9.138 
3.551 .588 1.21 NS 

180 
18 

9822 

9.187 .52 

3. WiW-. (Language in 
P;lipino) (50) 
L'hpnCI 
::rli-INPACT 

68 
113 

16.382 
14,230 2.152 2,60 .01 

178 
144 

21.169 

19507 1662 1,70 

4. Par:':, s, (40)
IiPACT 

Non-IELPACT 
63 

118 

13.476 

11.068 

2 408 

-
3.50 ,01 174 

147 

16.454 

13.653 

2,801 3.30 

. Sc'ice (40)
LIP,,CT 
lc'-LMCT 

67 
112 

12.221 
11.!616 1,.20 .05 

178 
144 

15.376 
13.271 2.106 3,98 

6 .cnai ics (30) 
L PACT 

\:CnIMIPACT 
___ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

67 8.030 
113 7.239 
113_7_2391 

.791 1.71 NS 
178 

45 

9.730 

7.862 .868 2.77 

7. Social Studies­
Er,,,ish (35) 
IliPACT 
Non-IMPACT 

54 
93 

9.278 
9,161 . 

119 

93 
9941 

9.527 .414 1.06 

8. Araling ?:mlipunan 
(S ceial St1dies 
iii Pilipin)O (35)
I'iACT 

Non-IMl,%CT 
10 

19 
11.700 

10.105 1.595 1,53 NS 
47 

45 
11.809 

10.578 
1.231 2.00 

9. Wor!z Education-
English (35)
I~hPCT 

Nc n-L.PACT 
55 
92 

9.527 
9.446 082 14 NS 

128 
103 

10.805 
10.670 135 30 

10. Erhe. .on' 
(',. r 

F-'nwai 
Educ . in 

LIPACT,on-IPACT ' - 1320 11.077II ni00 . 77
577 

f) Ms 
39 

14.167
13.051 1.115 1.42 

*Thr 

NS 

,F t..; t: items is in the p;ronthesis.
significant riffercuces are! all in favor 
means not significant at the .05 level, 

of IliP0CT. 



Table ­

Sic;nificinc: of Differances Yutwc tn i':ns of Level 1V IWiPhCT and Non->&ACT Pupils
 
Classified by LRv ls f nca:tl Abil ity in th; October 1977 Evaluation
 

L{evel of No. of 
Siegnt fi- Pupils 

nCe"i 
(n) 

173 
i147 

AV Dh GE 

Miean Di~fcr-
cc 

(_)__D) 

14,757
13.993 " 

Level of 
Signifi-

can ce** 

NS 
_61 

c. Af 
Pupils 
Tested 

(n) 

108 
618 

HIGH 

Mean Differ-
:nce 

(x) (D) 

16.704 
1).19741,61.49313,197 2.03 

Level et 
Signifi-

cn c'K 

.05 

A 
V 
T. 

.21 NS 180 
148 

9.822 
9.635 .187 .52 NS 

114 
61 

11.070 
12.820 

0 
60 .1 

.01 
178 
174
144 

21,169 
2 9
19.507 

1.662 1.70 NS 
Ill 
11 
59 

25450 
29.40 
29.746 

4.295 2.85 .01 

,50 .01 
174 16,543 2.801 

2.01661 
330 .01 106 20.009 

23.951 3.941 2.97 .01 

.01 Oq
( 

173 
144 

15.376 
13.271 

2.06 
2.106 

398.1l1 
3.98 .01 59 

19.342 
19.186 

.16 
,156 

16S 
16 A 

L.71 NS 
178 
145 

3.730 
7.862 6868 2,77 101 

ill 
59 

9.541 
10.034 .493 .91 

NS 
Ns 

119
93 

9.941
9.527 .414 1.06 NS 

70 
21 

10.386 
10.333 

L,.53 NS 47 
45 

11.309 
10.578 

1,231 2.00 
.05 

34 
35 

14,206
12886 

14 NS 28103 10.80510,670 .135 .30 NS 6845 12.72115.356 2.635 3.88 .01 

r 

,4P 

of 

NS 

lhP1 ,CT. 

"2
39 

14.167 
13.051 

1,115
1 

1,42 As 43 
14 

15.814 
16.357 

543 45 NS 
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-

tHIGH 

-
Pupi]:{ 

(n) 

108 
61 

i::.n 

(X) 

1 6 . 70 

18.197 

ifyc-
xnc 

(D) 

14,33 
1.493" 

t 

2.03 

Level of 
Signifi-

C11 C 

.05 

No. of 
Pupils 

TscT 0 
(n) 

326 

iean 

(X) 

15032 
14.193 

TOTaL 

Differ-
nceS 

(D) 

339" 2,36 

Le:vi-l of 

cnce 

.05 

114 
61 

11.070 
12.820 

359 
327 

10.095 
9,838 .257 93 

Ill 
59 

25.465 
29.746 

4,295 2.85 .01 35 
316 

21.588 
19.532 2.057 2.88 .01 

1066] 
61 

200093 ,95 1 3 .94 1 2.97 .012 343 
326 

17.006 
14.644 

. 24 
2.362 

0 gO 
4.0- .01 

111 
59 

19.342 
19.186 .156 .16 NIS 

315 
16.132 
13.790 

. 3 4 2 01 

ill 
59 

S70 

9,541 
10.034 

10.386 

4 91 N 356 
317 

8.851 
8.044 807 3,37 '01 

21 10.333 .052 .07 NS 243 
207 

9.922 
9.444 .477 1,78 Ns 

34 

35 

14.206 

12.86 1.320 1.57 NS 91 
99 

12.692 
11.303 1.389 2.89 .01 

6P 

45 

12. 721 

15.356 2635240 

251 11.044 
11.079 035. .10 NS 

43 
14 

15.314 
16.357 

3 45 s 104 
73 

14.462 
12.986 1.475 2.41 .05 
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'Cable 

Significance of Differences 
Classified by Levels 

Between I:c'ns 
of tiental iLbil: 

Subjecxs Psrer 
by roup 

1. LanFuage (70) 
IWiPACT 

Non-IIPACT 

-No. of 
Pupils 
Tested 

(r. ) 

65 
103 

sean 

(x) 

19,046 
18.806 

LOW 
Differ-

encc 

(D) 

Level of 
Signifi-

cance* 

.;o. of 
Pupils 
Tested 
(n) 

135 
153 

Hean 

(:) 

19,637 
18.902 

AV D1AGE 
Differ­

ence 

(D) 

2. Reading (40)
I'*PACT 
'on- [ iPACT 

65 
110 

10.077 
9.373 

2L 
20 .44 N1 

135 
153 

10.570 
10.085 485 

3 Wika (Language in 
1:Ji-pino) (60)
LIPACT 

L'Yon-IIPACT 
64 

104 
17.984 
16.875 I 

134 
154 

22.052 
20.708 1,344 

4., Pa,-lhasa (50) 

..9ACT 
.n-PCT102 64 

102 

14 141
13.490 
13,490 

.650 1.03 S 135
153 

16,970
15.627 1.343 2,16 

5. Science (50) 
.- PACT 
i: n-IHPACT 

66 
114 

15,030 
12.719 2.311 3.99 .01 

131 
152 

15115 
14.691 424 87 

6., Mathematics 
3._. 'iCT 
Nr I"IiPACT 

(40) 
66 

114 
9.530 
9.518 .013 .03 NS 

131 
1 

10,489 
1469 1.37 

7, 
r"ls (3)154 

Seci-4l Studies-
EnrLish (30) 
7~iC7on-I FACT 63

117 
______________149 

9,063
8.590 

*7 .9 NS
S 131 

144999 

10.020 

8,634 
9.027 

.69 

33 
381.33 

13 

12 
12 

8. Wor, Education-
Engslish (30)
IMPACT 
Aon.-IMPACT 

34 
61 

8.500 
7,918 .582 1.44 NS 

61 
72 

9,148 
9.042 06 c25 

9., Hoe EconomicsLE'ACT 
N;n.IXPACT 

(307 
32 
53 

1.094 
038 .056 .09 NS 

70 
70 

8.914 
.974 

0359 1 
u.b-!! f test items is in the parenthesis,

.T. ;i;'nificant diffc.rences are -il in favor of IifPACT. 
N means not significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 11 

Significmccc of Differences Between I'Qerns of Levcl V IMPACT and Non-IlPiCT Pupils 
Clissifi,!d by Lcvrvl,: . Intl .,1-hility in the October 1977 Ev:luation 

AV~A'7 1 E HIGH 
Lcvl of Ic. nf Mean DifF(r- Level of No. of Mean Differ- Level ofS t nt fi- fupils once Signifi- Pupils once t Si nii­

* '  Tes2 _ Testedni T d cance J cancol 
(n) CO) (D) (n) (7) (D) 

,38 S 135 19,637 
 105 21.495
 

153 18.902 ,735 1,51 NS 
 82 21.646 .151 .22 NS 

,44 is 135 10.570 
 105 11.429
153 10.085 485 1,39 NS 
 82 11.293 .136 .25 

1,23 N S 134 22.052 102 29.814 1 0
154 20.708 1,344 1.30 82 31.134
 

..03 iS 135 16.970153 15.627 1,343 2,16 104 21.394
.05 82 22.744 1.350 1.15 NL
 

3.99 O0 131 15.1153 152 14.691 .424 .87 NS 106 17,170
84 16.607 .563 .78 
 NS
 

.03 NS 131 10.489 .469 NS 10 11.462 1.98 .0515 000 1.37 106 142 .879154 10.020 
 84 10583
 

.99 NS 131 8.634 NS 105 10.029 197 41 NS
 
149 9.027 . 1.27 83 9.831
 

1.44 NS 61 9.148 
 44 9.455 476 .30 NS72 9,02 .43 9.930 

.08. 314 NS 60 9.817
59 39 10.000 183 .24 

of INACT. 
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:Levcl V IPACT and Non-IMPiCT Pupils 
:y in the October 1977 Evaluation
 

HIG H TOTAL 
vel of 

Lgnifi-
:ance * 

No. of 
Pupils 
Tested 

(n) 

Mean 

(A) 

Differ-
nce 

(D) 

t 
Level of 
Signi! i-

cance** 

No. of 
Pupils 
Tcsted 

(n) 

2ean 

( ) 

Differ-
ence 

(D) 

LevC1 of 
Sif.-nifi­
cance** 

NS 105 
82 

21.495 
21,646 

151- 22 NS 305 
333 

20.151 
19.538 

612 1.78 NS 

105 
82 

11.429 
11.293 136 25 NS 

305 
345 

10.761 
10.304 456 10 NS 

NS 102 
82 

29.814 
31.134 1,320 84 NS 

30 
340 

2.2 
222,050 1.773 2.24 a05 

205104 21.394 1.350 1.15 NS 303 17,891 

82 22.744 1 337 16.712 1.179 2,22 .05 

NS 10684 17,17016.607 .563 .78 NS 303
350 

15815
145091 

NS 106 
84 

11.462 
10.583 1.98 .05 

303 
387950 

10.620 
9.991 

629 2.71 .01 

NS 10583 10,0299.831 .41 NS 
299 
31972142 

9,214 
*61 NS 

NS 44 9.455 .476 80 139
176 

9.086 
9.869 

"s 60 
39 

9.817 
10.000 

.183 a24 NS 162 
166 

9.086 
8.916 

110 
171 
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Table
 

Significa'nce of Differences Between '.cans
 

Classified by Levels of Ilental Abi 

LOW VERLGE 
Subjects Tested* No. of. Mean Differ- Levcl of No. of Mean Differ­

by Group Pupils once t Signifi- Pupils cnce t 
Tested

(11) (7) (D) 
cance** Tested

P(n) (_X) (D) 

1. Language (70)
 
I2.2?A CT 42 20.571 1170 1,66 NS 124 20,847 .330 .56
 

Non-IMPACT 117 19,402 120 20,517
 

2, Reading (40) 
 f
 
ILfACT 44 11000 	 124 11.137
 

120 10,667
Non-IMNPACT 177 10.333 


3. Wika (Language in
 
Pilipino) (60)
 
IMPACT 40 24.350 177 29,009 

''on-IMPACT 114 18.088 116 23.707 

4., Pagbasa (50)

1Ii.PhCT 40 18.400 	 117 20.453 314 35
4 18404.663 
 6,14 .01 11 043 3,1904 3.53
 
Nen-IIfPACT 114 13.737 116 17,259
 

5, Science (50)
 
IMPACT 45 15.111 	 123 17.244
 

117 16.752 o492 1.01
 .
Non- IMPACT 112 14.170 


6. Mathematics (40)
 
LiPACT 45 10.556 73 NS 123 10.862
 
Non-IPACT 112 10.161 118 119008
 

7, SocLal Studies­
En!lish (30) 
R'TACT 44 10.068 122 9.9751,095 2.11 ,05 ,837 2,07
 
.Non-IMPACT i1 8.973 117 10.812
 

8. Work Education-
English (30) 
IUhaCT 15 9.133 56 9,607 
Non-IMPaCT 57 8,526 47 9,617 

9. Hone Economics (30)
 

I-LEPACT 26 9.692 62 9.935
 
7.000 .235 43
 

.on-iMPACT 	 3.52 156 Ns 


'umher of test items is in the parenthcsis. 
*""The sifnificant differences are all in favor of INiCT. 

NS means not significant at the .05 level. 



Table 

Signijfic.nc of Differences Eetween -­cans of Leve-I- VI INPAC7 

Clhssifier by Levcls of 7>ent1.] Abi lity in The October 

and Non-IhPACT Pupils 

1977 Evaluation 

Levl of 
Si-nifi-

c~uce* 

[;o. of 

Pupils 
ITested 

(n) 

wean 

(W) 

avERAGE 
Differ-
cnce t 

(D) 

Lvei o 
Signif-
cancn* 

INo0 of 
Pupils 
-LTe3ted 

(n) 

Mean 

() 

HIGH 
Differ-
ence 

(D) 

t 
Level of 
Signifi-

cance** 

No, 
Pu; 
Tel 

(r 

.66 Ns 124 
120 

20.847 
20.517 .330 o56 

105 
67 

24,714 
24.537 

. 

.177 
.S 
.17 NS 

22 .NS 124 
120 

11.137 
10.667 

470 1.19 NS 
L 

105 
67 

13.686 
13.582 

.16 NS 2104 
Y 

36 .01 
177 
116 

29.009 
23.707 5.302 4j19 G0% 

103 
65 

33,922
31.769 2.153 .23 NS 

2( 

14 

55 

.01 

NS 

117 20.45311617.459116 17.259 

123 17.244 

117 16.752 

3.194 

4105 

.492 

3.53 

1.01 

01 

NS 

1036565 

66 

24)88323,8523°985 

21:33 

21000 

.899 

32 

o2 

.64 NS 2 
2'p 

.1 

7 .s 

I .5 

123 

118 

122 

122 

117 

10.862 

11.008 
1 

9S375 

105 

10.812 

.147 
00864 

.837 

.36 

2.07 

NS 

102912: 

5 
11.9S13 

105 12.190 

105 12.1 

66 12,5612' 
.370 

1.981 

.58 

s 
N 

NS 

2,081.4 

2 

2: 

' 756 
47 

9.607 
9,617 

0255 
26 

10,255 
10,923 

669 
. 

o89 
8S 

NSI 

c~ S62 
70 

70 

9,935 

.700, 
.235 .43 US 

50 
3 
37 

1260l 
12,600 
12.432 

.168 .20 NS L 
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.evei VI INPACI and Non-lhPACT Pupils 
t:he October 1977 Eva luatiorn 

L 0 
if-

-,111," 

o,, of 
1i1Pupils 
Te3ted 
(n) 

>iecn 

(R) 

HIGH 
Differ-
ence 

(D) 

t 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance** 

No. of 
Pupils 
Tested 

(n) 

TOTZL 
Mean Differ-

ence 

(X) (D) 

t 
Level of 
Signifi­
cance ** 

105 
67 

24,714 
24537 177 .17 NS 

271 
304 

22.303 
20.974 1.329 2,93 01 

105 
67 

13.686 
13.582 

273 
304 

12.095
11.181 

i 103 
65 

33.922 
31.769 2.153 1.23 NS 

260 
295 

30.315 
23,312 

7.004 7.98 *01 

103O].899 
65 

24,P3 
23L985 

.64 NS 260 
295 

21.892-17.380 4.513 6.90 .01 

NS 
105
66 21,3332100066 .3331.00295 .36 NS 23273 1.618.46516,722 1.743 4.12 *01 

64 

105 

11.953 

12.981 

1.028 1.74 NS 273 

294 

11.626 

10.891 

.735 2.55 .05 

,05 105 
66 

12,190 
12.561 

.370 .58 NS 271 
294 

10.849 
10.510 

.339 1,12 NS 

5526 
26 

10,2551092 
10.923 

669 .89 NS 12613 
130 

9,833.0 
9,400 

,433 1.16 NS 

5037 12.6001243 168 .20 NS 13815 10.855O,)O 0855 2,04 05 



APPENDIX F 

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TO TEST HOMOGENEITY
OF REGRESSIONS AND POSITIONS FOR IMPACT AND 

NON-IM PACT PUPILS IN NAGA, CEBU 
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Table 19
 

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCF TO TEST HOMOGEVeITY 
OF ; .ONS FOR IMPACT %\NDNON-IMPAC: PUPILS. IN NAGA, CEBU 

Reading, Level IV 

Sources of Variations df SS VIS F
 

Regression, over-all 1 "*?74.6,Z352 
Difference of positions 1 3.7447 3.7447 0.2745 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
 

N.S -. not significant at the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation: Yi = 8.74 -".84X 1 

Reading, Level V
 

Sources of Variations df SS MS F 

Re.rssionj. over-all. 1 248.9243 

Difference of positions 1 29.6474 29.6474 3.0560 NS 

Difference of regressions 1 0.717.. 0.7171 0.0739 NS 
Error, combined 70 679.0896 9.7013 

Total, over-all 73 958.3784 

NS - not significant at -the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation: Yi 8.74 - .81X.
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Reading, Level VI 

Sources of Variations df SS MS F 

Regression;. over-all 

Diff erenc..o.f po.sitions 

Difference of regressions 

Error, combined .. 76 

1 327.0505 

1 1.7195 

Q88 

-791.8913. 

1.7195 

0" 

l0.4196 

0.0887

0.1650 NS 

NS-0.0085 

Total9 over-a.l 79 1120,7500 

NS - not significant at the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation, Y, - 8.25 - ..72X. 

Wikal Level V
 

Sources of Variations 


Regression, over-all 


Difference of positions 


Difference of regressions 


Error, combined 


Tct l,- nwor-ll 

NS - not significant at the 

df SS 

1 350,9828 

1 253.7232 

1 5.6120 

74 1033.1820 

7i 1643.5000 

.05 level
 
** - significant at the .01 level 

Estimated iegression eqUationsi IMPACT: 


NON-IMPACT: 


MS F
 

253.7232 18.1725**
 

5.6120 0.4020 NS
 

13.9619
 

Y = io36 4 .45Xi 

7.80 w.45X
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Pagbasa 
Reading in Pilipino), Leve IV
 

Cl..or offesVariations df SS 
 MS F 
Regrssion, over-all 1 218.4148 
Difference of positions 
 1 460.9363 460.9363 
 30.314o ** 
Difference of regressions 
 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$ 
 IMPACTt Y.
i 812 - 58x. 
NON-IMPACTt 
 Yij 5.9* 5 

Pagbasa (Reading in Filipino), Level VI
 

Sources of Variations 
 df SS 
 MS F
 

Regression, over-all 
 I 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 

Tctrl, qver-all 81 1156.5000 

NS - not significant at the .05 level
 

Estimated common regression equations 
 i = 9.04 - .61X i 
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Science, Level V 

Sources of Varpations df SS M
 
.Regress ion, ovei-all 1 371.7308
 
Difference of positions 1 60.6504 60.6504 
3.1334 NS 
Difference of regressions 1 1.5247 1.5247 0.0788 NS
 
Error, combined 91 1761.3994 
19.3560
 

To.tal, over-'al l. 94. 2195.3053 
NS - -not signifitant 'at the .Q5 level 

Estimated common regression equation: =
Yi 8.69 - 48X i 

Mathematics, Level V 
Sources of Vari.tinns df 9S MS F 
Reg r e s .s-joi .ov. er -al l : . . . . ... 3 . 4 
Difference of positions, 
.Difference cf regressions 

1 

1 
2..,-550.. 
1.0344 

2-.-5550 
1.0344 

0-2045" NS 
0.0829 NS 

Error, combined 90 1124.5389 12.4949 

Total, over-rill 93 1791.8723 

..NS - not "significahtat the .05 level 

Estimated common 
A 

regression equation:IY 
 10.26 95X.
-.
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.athematics, Level VI
 

Sources of Variations df SS 

Regression, over-all 1 438.4657 
Difference of pnsitions 1 0.1840 
Difference of reIressior 1 0.6206 
Error, combined 81 1003.5532 

Total, over-il 84 1442.8235 

NS - not significant at the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation: Yi = 

Social Studies., Level IV. 

Sources of Variations df SS 

Regr'-ssion, ov1r-al]. i 910.1572 
Difference of positions 1 10.5751 
Difference of r-,.ressions 1 4. 3428 
Error, combined 160 14.85.8700 

Total, over-ill 163 2410,9451 

NS - not significant at the .05 level 

Estimated common re,,re...inn equation. = 

APPENDIX F (cont'd)
 

NIS F 

0.1840 0.0149 NS 
0.6206 0.0501 NS 

12.3895
 

10.23 - .81X i 

MS F
 

10.5751 1.1387 NS 
4.3428 0.4,676 NS 

9.2867 

7.92 .82Xi 
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Social Studies, Level V 

Sources of Variations .f... . YS F 

Re gression, over-all 1 423.9619 

Difference of positions 1 9.1494, 9.1494 1.2646 NS 
Differencc of reiressions 1 8.8I56 8.8456 1.2226 NS 
Error, combined 91 658.4010 7.2352 

Total, over.-all 94 1100.3579 

NS - not significant at. the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation: Y. = 7.49i - .88X.1 

Work Education, Level IV 

Sources of' Variations df 3S MS F 

Regression-, over-all .1 74 3. 1401 
Difference of positns iI !l..1 J.48 118. 8148 15.5107"* 
Difference of r res-iono 1 1...,5 1.2625 0.0164 NS 

Error, combined 158 1210.3135 7.6602 

Ttvl, ovr- l1 161 2073.5309 

- not sijgnificant at the .05 level 
** - significant at the .01 level" 

Estimated regression equations: IMPACT: Yi = 8.62 - .76X i 

NON-IMPACT: Yi = 7.43 - .76X i 
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Work Education, Level VI 

Sources of Variations df SS AIS F 

Regression, over-all 1 367.5473 
Difference of positions 1 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 36 490.4324 

NS - not significant at the .05 level. 

Estimated common regression equation: Y.1 = 9.49 - 1.04X.1 

Home Economics, Level V 

Sources of Variations df 33is F 

Regression, over-all 1 61.130 
Difference n f positions .1 7.44,77 7.4477 1.8514 NS 
Difference of re-rg'essions 1 0-3935 0.3935 0.0978 NS 
Error, combined 40 160.9072 4.0227 

Total, over-all 43 229. 886 

INS - not significant ,t the .05 level 

Estimated common regression equation: Yi = 5.02 - .49x 
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ACHTEVEMENT PROFTiS Cr LEVElS TV, V AND VI 
TINIPACT AND ; Ou-I ]:,ACY PUPIFS 
FOR TH-E P~F2IE ~l3TNED 

EC,F, ;; 
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APPENDIX G - 2
 

ACHIEVJVENT PROFIIZS OF IEVELS IV, V AND VI
rMACT AND NON.-IMPACT PUPILS 
FOR TIE THREE SITES CG-MBINEt 

AND FOR NAGA, CEBU 

(Fcobruary-March 1978) 
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Fig. 1. Achievement Prof-',,-of Level IV IMPACT and'Non-rTMPACT 
Pupils in the Fe -
Three Sites .Co b.;,"-' 

, -March, .1978 Testing'in the 
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Fig. 2. 	Achievement Profile of Level V IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils

in::the February-March, 1978 Testing in the Three Sites Combined
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Fig. 	3. Achievement Profile of Level VI Jt.?AC 
 an(' Non-IMPACT Pupils
in the February-March, 1978 	 Testi i.,itht. Three Sites Combined 
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Fig. 5. Achievement Profile of Level V IHPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils
in the February-March, 1978 testing in Naga, Cebu
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,g. 6. 	Achievement Profile of,Lpvel VI rMPACT and Non-!MPACT Pupils 
in" the February-March, ".I"978 Tes :ng in Naga, Cebu 
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Fig. 7. 	Achievement Profile of Level IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils

in the February-March, 1978 Testing in Lapu-Lapu City
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Fig. 8. Achievement rofile of Level V IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupil,) 
in the Febory-March, 1978 Testing in Lapu-Lapu City 
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Fig. 10. Achievement Profile of Level IV IMPACT and Non-IMPACT Pupils

in the February-March, 1978 Testing in Sapang Palay
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Fig. 11. Achievement Profile of Level 
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Fig. 12. Achieveaent Pv-ofile of bevel VI IMPACT anl Non-IMPACT Pupils
 
in the ?ebruar'-March, 1978 Testing ,n Sa',3ang Palay
 



APPENDIX H 

LINEAR RE:AT10NSHIP BETWEEN GAINS AND ZN!TA3 SCORES 
IN THE ACHIEVEMENT TSTS a IVAGA, CEBU 
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