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I. INTRODUCTION 

The past decade has seen remarkable progress toward the Millennium Development Goals of 
universal primary school completion and gender parity in education, both around the world and in 
the Latin America and Caribbean (LAC) region in particular. Yet deficits related to learning and 
access to education for poor and marginalized populations persist, particularly for groups whose 
mother tongue is not the same as the societal or official language of their country or region 
(McEwan and Trowbridge 2007). In Guatemala, for example, there are disparities in performance 
on the national 6th grade reading test: the average test score for Mayan students in 2008 was 20 
versus an average score of 35 for all 6th grade students assessed with the national test (Asturias de 
Barrios et al. 2011). 

Researchers and education practitioners generally agree that learning a subject—for example, 
reading—is easier in a familiar language than in an unfamiliar one (Abadzi 2006, 2008; Cummins 
1979). Therefore, to address poor education outcomes like low literacy rates among poor and 
marginalized populations in linguistically diverse areas of the LAC region and to meet their 
educational needs and demands, ministries of education, policymakers, international aid agencies, 
and members of the international nongovernmental organization (NGO) community have 
developed intercultural bilingual approaches to education in countries with linguistically diverse 
populations such as Guatemala and Peru (Trapnell 2003; U.S. Agency for International 
Development [USAID] 2011). These approaches include formal school-based programs that 
involve instruction in the mother tongue to varying degrees as well as informal communitywide 
efforts to address disparities in reading ability and educational achievement affecting children from 
poor and marginalized populations (King and Arnal forthcoming). 

Guatemala has a longstanding tradition of bilingual education at the national level. The 
National Program for Bilingual and Intercultural Education (known by its Spanish acronym 
DIGEBI) was created in the 1980s and remains a permanent program within the government’s 
Ministry of Education. DIGEBI’s objectives are to develop and implement bilingual educational 
curricula, strengthen the identity of different ethnic groups in the country, and consolidate and 
preserve additive bilingualism within the Mayan-speaking student population (Chesterfield et al. 
2003). DIGEBI serves more than 1,400 bilingual schools and 12 linguistic groups in 19 of the 21 
departments or regions in the country (Ministerio de Educación 2009). In addition to serving 
communities where the main Mayan languages are spoken (K’iche’, Kaqchikel, Q’eqchi’, and 
Mam), DIGEBI serves communities where less common languages are spoken (such as Xinca and 
Garifuna). 

In Guatemala, as in other LAC countries with large linguistically diverse populations, children 
enter school with a wide range of ability to understand and speak the country’s official language 
(Spanish). Some children have no knowledge of the official language, whereas others speak and 
understand it fluently, even if they live and attend school in a region where the predominant 
language is the same as their mother tongue. Therefore, the challenge for educational programs 
aimed at improving reading skills is to be able to work with a range of instructional approaches in 
a context of significant language diversity. Such programs must focus on helping children develop 
the underlying skills that will ultimately result in improved reading outcomes. 

Several studies have demonstrated that programs involving instructional practices and other 
supports in children’s mother tongue improve academic outcomes in the United States and 
developing countries (Chesterfield and Abreu-Combs 2011; Crouch et al. 2009; Hornberger 1988; 
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Francis and Hamel 1992; Patrinos and Velez 2009; Piper 2009; Slavin and Cheung 2003; Thomas 
and Collier 1997). However, no studies based on a rigorous evaluation design have been 
implemented in LAC. Moreover, existing studies have not focused on assessing the effectiveness 
of comprehensive reading programs that incorporate both transitional instructional approaches in 
the classroom and mother tongue supports for building reading abilities outside the classroom. 
Although models aimed at increasing instruction time in the classroom and reading practice time 
at home (such as community engagement models, training volunteers to teach low-performing 
students, and providing remediation by locally trained teachers) have shown promise (Banerjee et 
al. 2010, 2007; Bruns and Luque 2014), those models have not been rigorously evaluated in the 
LAC region and their cost effectiveness is unknown. 

To address this need for rigorous evidence, the U.S. Agency for International Development 
(USAID) contracted with Mathematica Policy Research (Mathematica) to design and conduct a 
study of approaches to early grade reading instruction in LAC communities with large 
linguistically diverse populations. The approaches to be evaluated in the current study include a 
teacher training component and a community involvement component that we describe below. 

The current study includes 295 schools in two countries, Guatemala and Peru. The research 
team randomly assigned the schools in two phases (one phase with 149 schools in 2013 and another 
with 146 schools in 2014) to three intervention groups, which we call groups A, B, and C, 
described below. The sample sizes were nearly evenly divided between the two countries, with 
Guatemala accounting for 51 percent of the schools and 57 percent of the students.1 Data collection 
activities for the study include surveys, classroom observations, and child assessments that will be 
conducted through 2016. This report presents the baseline results from the schools in Guatemala, 
providing a summary of the study population and context. 

A. Three approaches to improving early grade reading in linguistically 
diverse communities 

1. Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos 
The first of the three approaches is Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos (group A), which means 

“Read Together, Learn Together.” This intervention was developed by Save the Children based 
on its experiences with the “Literacy Boost” model in El Salvador, Haiti, Ethiopia, and Pakistan, 
among other developing nations. Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos combines an in-school component 
that includes teacher training and coaching with a community component that relies on community 
volunteers to engage with young students and promote a culture of reading outside of regular 
instructional periods at school. These community activities include reading camps, reading buddies 
(peer assistance), book banks, workshops with parents, story hours, reading festivals, reading 
marathons, and community accountability meetings. The in-school component of the program is 
designed to equip teachers with instructional practices that focus on core reading skills (alphabet 
knowledge, phonological awareness, decoding, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) and 
monitor students’ mastery of these skills. The program incorporates instruction in mother tongue 
but adapts to the linguistic background of teachers and students. In addition to the teacher training, 

1 The planned target was 300 schools for the two phases (150 schools in 2013 and another 150 schools in 2014). That 
target number was not reached because many smaller schools in Peru did not meet the minimum eligibility 
requirements for the number of children enrolled in first grade. 
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the school-based component of the intervention includes teacher coaching and providing schools 
with printed materials and assistance to adapt their reading curriculum to emphasize the five core 
reading skills. Community-based activities are designed to strengthen parental and community 
involvement in building children’s reading abilities and opportunities to practice outside of school. 
The program works with communities to create printed materials for book banks—collections of 
books and reading materials—in children’s mother tongue and/or in Spanish as relevant and 
promotes reading activities for children and parents through activities and workshops. 

The strategies that underlie Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos have been identified as effective at 
improving early grade reading. These strategies include supporting the teaching of reading in 
children’s first language when possible; independent instruction on the component skills of 
reading, as well as their integration to make meaning of text; and adequate time on task to make 
progress (Comings 2012). Furthermore, the Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos program includes the 
four system components that Comings (2012) has identified as effective for reading instruction 
when implemented simultaneously: (1) text and materials, (2) teacher training and support, (3) 
community and parental support, and (4) assessment and tracking. Therefore, in addition to 
targeting important changes in the classroom, the Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos program engages 
community members and parents in the learning process. The community outreach component is 
a potentially low cost, effective way to increase children’s time on task. 

Literacy Boost, the model on which Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos was based, combines 
teacher training and support and community action components. By 2013, programs modeled on 
Literacy Boost had been implemented by Save the Children in 24 countries (Save the Children 
2013). Teachers who receive training based on the Literacy Boost model are presented with the 
majority of the training content at the beginning of the school year, and the remainder of their 
training is completed throughout the school year. In Guatemala and Peru, teachers form “learning 
circles” to share with each other their experiences in teaching the reading skills that were taught 
in the trainings and receive support from coaches. In addition, the program provides guidance on 
how to adapt and create mother tongue reading materials and use them to support literacy and 
language activities in children’s communities and homes. Evaluations of the Literacy Boost model 
conducted by Save the Children in Ethiopia, Mozambique, and Pakistan found that students in 
intervention schools had significantly higher reading skills than did those in comparison schools 
after one school year (Save the Children 2011a). However, those evaluation studies were not based 
on experimental designs and used relatively small samples. Findings based on information from 
intervention and comparison groups that were not randomly assigned could be construed as less 
credible evidence than studies using random assignment. As discussed in more detail in the next 
sections of this report, the evaluation of Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos will be able to expand the 
evidence base on the effectiveness of the program because it is based on an experimental design, 
uses a larger sample than did previous evaluations of the Literacy Boost model, and separately 
assesses the effects of the community activities component and the teacher training and coaching 
component. 

The Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos program adapted the teacher training and community action 
components of Literacy Boost to K’iche’- and Quechua-speaking populations in Guatemala and 
Peru. The program’s primary implementers—Save the Children in Guatemala and Kallpa, its local 
partner in Peru—trained and empowered teachers to deliberately teach and monitor students’ 
mastery of core reading skills. In the program, teaching and monitoring take place in the mother 
tongue whenever teachers’ language skills permit; otherwise, they are done in Spanish. Save the 
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Children and Kallpa have also worked to strengthen parent and community involvement in 
building children’s mother tongue reading abilities and opportunities to practice, including 
creating and providing context-relevant mother tongue reading materials and community activities 
that promote reading engagement and a culture of literacy. 

2. Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos: School-Only 
The second approach considered in this study is a variant of Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos that 

includes the in-school component, but not the community component (group B). We refer to this 
as Leer Juntos School-Only. Including this approach in the study allows us to isolate the separate 
effects of the in-school intervention. 

3. Prevailing practice 
The third approach is the prevailing early grade reading approach currently being 

implemented by the Ministry of Education in the regions where the study is taking place (group 
C). Here, we discuss the strategies currently being pursued in Guatemala. Information on the 
strategies being pursued in Peru are available in a separate baseline report. 

Since the 1980s the government of Guatemala, through the Ministry of Education’s DIGEBI, 
has designed and implemented initiatives that aim to deliver bilingual education services in the 
mother tongue and in Spanish. The DIGEBI prescribes that children whose mother tongue is not 
Spanish enter bilingual education programs as early as possible, preferably in preschool (if 
preschool is available) or in first grade (Rubio 2004). The DIGEBI recommends that bilingual 
education programs initiate instruction of literacy skills in mother tongue but also provide oral 
instruction in Spanish. According to DIGEBI, children should first acquire literacy skills in their 
mother tongue and then gradually transition to learning those skills in Spanish. Therefore, in 
Guatemala there is not a pre-set grade level at which instruction should transition fully from mother 
tongue to Spanish; rather, the transition should be gradual and at each grade level the amount of 
instruction in Spanish should be increased. The expectation for bilingual programs is that in grades 
4, 5, and 6, the amount of instruction provided in mother tongue and Spanish in bilingual education 
programs is about the same (Rubio 2004). 

Published reports suggest that implementation of bilingual education programs in Guatemala 
has not been universal (Instituto Centroamericano de Estudios Fiscales (ICEFI) and Save the 
Children 2011; Rubio 2004). In most of the schools with large populations of monolingual Mayan 
language speaking students, instruction is provided by teachers who are monolingual Spanish 
speakers or who have some knowledge of the students’ Mayan language but use it only as a support 
while they teach in Spanish (ICEFI and Save the Children 2011). This occurs because bilingual 
teachers are in short supply—in 2009, less than 50 percent of Mayan language speaking primary 
school students received instruction in a school that had at least one bilingual teacher (ICEFI and 
Save the Children 2011). In addition, not all bilingual teachers have full command of their 
students’ mother tongue: less than 50 percent of bilingual teachers can speak that language fluently 
and less than 40 percent can write in the language (Müller 2009). Therefore, a majority of teachers 
are more comfortable teaching in Spanish and use the other language only for oral communication 
with their students (ICEFI and Save the Children 2011; Rubio 2004). 

Perceptions in the community about using languages for instruction that are different to the 
societal or official language in the country or region contribute to the complexity of implementing 
bilingual education programs. Speakers of those languages often experience a tension between the 
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desire to use their mother tongue, preserving their cultural heritage, and the knowledge that another 
language (the societal or official language, which is Spanish in Guatemala and Peru) is more 
commonly used (Cerron-Palomino 1989; Gleich and Wolck 1994; Haboud 1998). Furthermore, 
parents of children whose mother tongue is not the societal or official language do not always 
support education programs that provide instruction in the mother tongue because they believe that 
instruction in a language different from their country’s official language would inadequately 
prepare their children for the job market, thus depriving them of economic and social mobility 
(Albó 1999; Carpenter 1983; Hornberger and Coronel-Molina 2004). 

One of the most recent and largest bilingual education initiatives in Guatemala is the Leamos 
Juntos program, which was established in 2012 and is implemented by the Guatemalan Ministry 
of Education. The primary objective of the program is to promote reading comprehension and 
values among bilingual and monolingual students at all grade levels. To meet this objective, the 
Ministry of Education is training teachers, developing and distributing reading materials in Spanish 
and in all the languages of the numerous ethnic groups in the country, establishing community 
alliances, and encouraging parents to visit communal libraries with their children and practice 
reading at home. Before the Leamos Juntos program, the Guatemalan Ministry of Education 
implemented other programs (such as Todos a Leer [2006] and A Leer Se Ha Dicho [2011]) that 
supported a culture of reading and provided books and reading materials to schools, students, and 
families (Ministerio de Educación 2012). However, the Leamos Juntos program goals are more 
comprehensive than those of previous Ministry of Education programs because they include 
promoting and supporting multicultural education and implementing the guidelines established by 
the Guatemalan national curriculum (Curriculum Nacional Base). This program has been adopted 
by a sizeable number of schools participating in this study—35 percent of schools report 
participating in Leamos Juntos. 

In addition to national-level programs to promote literacy among the Mayan language 
speaking population, schools in the control group may also be subject to local decisions about 
education priorities and practices. The curriculum in use in a particular school will likely be 
influenced by both national and local efforts. Therefore, the control group in this study must be 
understood to include exposure to practices and programs that are specifically aimed at improving 
early grade literacy. It is the effect of Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos above and beyond these 
coexisting efforts that we hope to discover in the present study. 

B. The study 

The purpose of this evaluation is to determine the relative impact of the three approaches laid 
out above. Knowing which approach is most effective in improving reading skill acquisition can 
guide future efforts to promote child literacy. The primary outcomes of interest are early grade 
reading skills outcomes such as fluency and comprehension, but we will also examine other 
outcomes like improved classroom practices and culture of reading at home and in schools. 

To provide rigorous evidence on the relative impacts of the three alternative approaches, we 
designed a study in which we randomly assigned schools to intervention groups corresponding to 
the approaches just described. Random assignment assures that differences between the groups at 
the end of the study period can be attributed to the intervention itself rather than to unobservable 
characteristics that make some schools more or less likely to participate in educational programs. 
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1. Research questions 
The evaluation aims to answer the following two primary research questions: 

• What is the impact of the community action component of Leer Juntos, Aprender 
Juntos on early grade reading and other outcomes relative to an intervention that does 
not have the community action component? This question contrasts schools in group A 
to those in group B. 

• What is the impact of the teacher training and support component of Leer Juntos, 
Aprender Juntos on early grade reading and other outcomes relative to prevailing 
practice? This question contrasts schools in group B to those in group C. 

The evaluation will also conduct an implementation study and a cost-effectiveness analysis to 
examine additional research questions related to the program components. For each component of 
the intervention, the implementation study will report on the services delivered; whether they were 
delivered as intended; and, if not, why not. For those components with documented impact, we 
will measure the additional cost of implementing each component and assess the requirements for 
implementing them in the future. For positive impacts, we will compare the magnitude of the 
effects with the costs of generating those improvements, and we will express the results in units 
that allow comparison with other options for investing scarce resources to improve educational 
outcomes. 

2. Study design 
The evaluation is being conducted in two overlapping phases in two countries. In phase I in 

Guatemala, the research team selected and assigned 75 schools to intervention groups in 2013. A 
similar number of schools (74) were assigned in the same manner in Peru. In phase II, which began 
in early 2014, another 75 schools in Guatemala (71 in Peru) were selected for the study and 
randomly assigned to the three intervention groups. All schools in Guatemala were in the 
Department of El Quiché, where the predominant language is K’iche’. 

Data collection for each baseline phase includes teacher surveys, school infrastructure and 
classroom observations, and student assessments. We will administer a household survey, as well 
as data collection protocols and instruments for the implementation study, at the end of the second 
year of participation in the evaluation for each cohort. Data collection will also include follow-up 
teacher surveys and classroom observations in each subsequent year of the study, student 
assessments in the third year of participation in the evaluation, and one more round of student 
assessment for the phase I cohort when students in this cohort will be attending grade 4. Thus, the 
phase I cohort will be followed for four years and the phase II cohort will be followed for three 
years. Table I.1 shows the timing of the data collection for each study phase.  
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Table I.1. Timing of data collection 

Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Semester 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 

Phase I Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 
Individual reading assessment . X . . . X . X 
School and classroom observations . X . X . X . . 
Teacher survey . X . X . X . . 
Household survey . . . X . . . . 
Implementation data collection . . X X X X X X 
Cost analysis data collection . . X X X X X X 
Phase II Blank cell Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 
Individual reading assessment . . X . . . . X 
School and classroom observations . . X . . X . X 
Teacher survey . . X . . X . X 
Household survey . . . . . X . . 
Implementation data collection . . . X X X X X 
Cost analysis data collection . . X X X X X X 

Note: The data used for this report come from the individual reading assessments, school and classroom observations, and 
teacher survey data collection conducted at the beginning of the second semester of the 2013 school year in first grade 
for the phase I cohort and early in the first semester of the 2014 school year in first grade for the phase II cohort in 
Guatemala. Grade levels indicate the grade at which most sampled students are expected to be enrolled in each study 
phase and year. 

C. This report 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the information obtained from the phase I and 
phase II baseline data collection efforts in Guatemala (school years 2013 and 2014).2 It describes 
the context in which students receive literacy instruction in the study schools and discusses the 
results of the students’ baseline literacy assessments. 

The report first presents information on data collection activities, followed by background 
characteristics of participating schools, teachers, and students. It then provides a description of the 
literacy environment and instructional practices in the classroom at baseline, followed by the 
results of the student literacy assessments. The main body provides a high-level overview 
emphasizing the main findings, and a series of appendices provides much more detailed 
information. 

1. Summary of findings 
We do not find noteworthy differences between schools and classrooms in the three study 

groups in terms of school infrastructure, access to books and other educational materials, or teacher 
background and qualification. Students in study schools are linguistically diverse, with large 
proportions of the student sample in each of the three language dominance groups: Spanish only, 
K’iche’ only, and both Spanish and K’iche’. However, despite high rates of K’iche’ use among 
both students and teachers, the predominant language used for instruction in the classroom (written 
and oral) is Spanish. 

2 School years in Guatemala and Peru follow the calendar year. 
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Our results suggest that as they enter first grade, students in the Guatemala sample are in the 
early stages of literacy acquisition, a finding that is consistent with other research on this 
population. We did not find any differences in literacy assessment scores between students in the 
three study groups at baseline in our analysis of the entire sample of students. We present the 
findings for the entire sample in Chapter V. However, when we examined subgroups of students 
defined by the language in which they were assessed (Spanish only, K’iche’ only, or both Spanish 
and K’iche’), we found some differences between groups A and B and groups B and C within the 
subgroups. The findings from the subgroup analysis are presented in Appendix F. The impact 
analysis we will conduct at the end of the study will control for any initial differences in the 
calculation of intervention impacts to ensure that the estimated impacts reflect the effect of the 
intervention and not the effect of any initial or baseline differences between study groups. 

Because the study is being conducted in two countries, Guatemala and Peru, comparisons 
between the two will be of interest throughout the evaluation. The baseline results in Guatemala 
are comparable to those in Peru. The target populations are similar (dual language learners in rural 
areas), and the study is being conducted in very similar ways. In Peru, as well, the children are in 
the early stages of developing reading skills. These similarities indicate that it may be possible to 
relate the results of the interventions in the separate countries to each other and to make inferences 
about which of the three approaches is most effective in increasing early literacy among 
linguistically diverse populations on a broader scale.  
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II. DATA 

This report draws on three types of data: (1) school and classroom observations, (2) teacher 
surveys, and (3) student rosters and individual reading assessments in Spanish and K’iche’. 

A. Data collection instruments 

The study’s data collection instruments, including the school and classroom observations and 
the teacher survey, were prepared in Spanish. The student individual early reading skills 
assessments were prepared in Spanish first and then translated into K’iche’ by accredited 
translators and bilingual staff. The translation process ensured linguistic, conceptual, and metric 
equivalence across versions. Some of the items in the early literacy skills assessments did not 
require translation by the study team because a version in K’iche’ already existed. All instruments 
were pretested and adjusted as needed to account for linguistic and cultural nuances following the 
recommendations of local field staff supervisors.  All instruments, except the preLAS language 
screener for which there are copyright restrictions, are available from Mathematica at 
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/~/media/publications/pdfs/international/2016/LJAJ 
Guatemala Baseline Instruments.pdf. 

1. School and classroom observations 
School infrastructure observation form. The school infrastructure observation form was 

used to gather information on general school characteristics (for example, number of classrooms 
and number of shifts); school infrastructure; and facilities and utilities available in the school. It 
also asked about other regional and national educational programs taking place at the school. This 
instrument consists of a checklist that can be completed based on an environmental scan of the 
school premises and buildings. 

Classroom observation form. The baseline classroom observation instrument was developed 
to measure teachers’ instructional practices, teachers’ and students’ language use in the classroom 
and time on task, and other school and classroom characteristics. This observation instrument has 
six sections (described in Table II.1) and can be completed in one hour. 

2. Teacher surveys 
Teacher survey. The teacher survey asked first grade teachers to provide information on their 

instructional practices; education and experience; participation in professional development 
activities; occupational needs; career expectations; and background characteristics such as K’iche’ 
proficiency, ethnicity, and income. Interviewers administered the survey in person. 

3. Student roster form and assessments of emergent literacy skills 
Student roster form. Data collectors used the student roster form to collect information on 

students’ background characteristics such as gender, date of birth, whether the student repeated 
first grade, any cognitive or physical disability, and attendance on the day of the school data 
collection visits. It also includes the teacher’s report of the student’s dominant language (Spanish 
or K’iche’ or both). The sources of these data are teacher reports and classroom rosters.  
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Table II.1. Description of classroom observation instrument 

Leer Juntos, 
Aprender Juntos 
observation 
instrument Description 

Instrument 
sources 

Classroom overview Teacher’s gender and contract type, content subject area observed, 
number of students, classroom layout, student seating arrangement, and 
intercultural bilingual education approach. 

OLLI 

Time use Teacher’s use of class time in different types of literacy-related activities: 
print-related language and reading, oral language use, phonologic 
awareness, vocabulary development, and other opportunities for reading 
practice. Observers record the language of instruction, duration, and 
structure (whole-class, group, or pair) of the activity. 

LBTO 
LISn 

ELLEa 

Teacher’s spoken 
language 

Teacher’s use of Spanish versus mother tongue to communicate with 
students for different types of interactions—behavior management, 
directions/instructions, conversation, content delivery, and 
questions/checking for comprehension—and differences in teacher’s 
spoken language by student’s gender. 

OLLI 

Children’s spoken 
language 

Children’s use of Spanish and K’iche’ to communicate with the teacher and 
peers. 

OLLI 

Classroom literacy 
environment 

Availability of books and print materials; variety and overall quality of books 
and materials; types of print materials (for example, commercial, student- 
or teacher-made); variety of books (for example, informational text, 
narrative); and availability of resources for writing. 

ELLE 

Instructional 
practices 

Teacher’s use of literacy instruction practices: book-reading instruction; 
fluency; comprehension and vocabulary development; phonemic 
awareness and phonics; oral language development; and general teaching 
practice. 

LBTO 
CETT 

aThe ELLE instrument was adapted (with permission) from (1) the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool 
(ELLCO)— Research Edition (Smith, Miriam W., and David K. Dickinson with Angela Sangeorge and Louisa Anastasopoulos. “Early 
Language & Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO) Toolkit, Research Edition.” Newton, MA: Education Development Center, 
2002.); (2) the Child/Home Early Language and Literacy Observation Tool (CHELLO) (Neuman, Susan B., Julie Dwyer and Serene 
Koh. “Child/Home Early Language & Literacy Observation Tool (CHELLO).” Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing, 2007.) and (3) the 
ELLCO Addendum (Castro, Dina. “The ELLCO Addendum.” Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina, 2005). 
CETT: Centers of Excellence for Teachers Best Practices Rating Form (Culver et al. 2006); ELLE: Early Language and Literacy 
Environment (Atkins-Burnett, et al., 2010b); LBTO: Literacy Boost Teacher Lesson Observation (Save the Children Malawi, SUPER 
Fellow 2011); LISn: Language Interaction Snapshot (Atkins-Burnett et al. 2010a); OLLI: Observation of Language and Literacy 
Instruction (Mathematica Policy Research 2012). 

Student language screener. As the second part of the protocol to determine the child’s 
language dominance, we used the preLAS instrument (De Avila and Duncan 2000) to verify the 
teacher’s report on language dominance. Direct screening of children’s receptive and expressive 
language skills ensured that the assessment of emergent literacy skills was done in the language in 
which children are most competent. Some children were assessed in both languages when the 
teacher could not establish the students’ language dominance. 

Assessments of emergent literacy skills. The assessment consists of selected subtasks from 
two instruments that have been used with dual language learners: (1) the Emergent Literacy Profile 
(La Evaluación de Lectoescritura Emergente, or LEE; Dickinson et al. 2004) and (2) EGRA 
(adapted for Guatemala as Evaluación de Lectura para Grados Iniciales, or ELGI; 
USAID/Reforma Educativa en el Aula 2013). The instrument was designed with consideration 
given to length and difficulty and with a focus on key literacy skills that are predictive of reading 
comprehension in later grades: alphabet knowledge, phonological awareness/phonics, decoding, 
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listening comprehension, oral reading, and writing. We refer to this instrument as the Leer Juntos, 
Aprender Juntos early literacy skills assessment. The instrument was prepared in Spanish and then 
translated to K’iche’ by accredited translators and bilingual staff. However, for some of the items 
of the ELGI, there was a translation to K’iche’ already available from USAID/Reforma Educativa 
en el Aula (2013)—this translation was used in the Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos early literacy 
skills assessment instrument. Both the Spanish and K’iche’ versions of the instrument are available 
from Mathematica upon request. 

B. Data collectors training and quality assurance 

Mathematica partnered with DMC Consultores (DMC) to collect data. Field staff were divided 
into two groups for specialized training. The first group (observers) specialized in the classroom 
observation instrument, school infrastructure checklist, teacher survey, and student roster form. 
The second group (assessors) specialized in conducting the individual assessments of students’ 
early literacy skills. Quality assurance procedures and supervision took place during training and 
throughout the entire data collection period to ensure compliance with data collection guidelines. 
Data quality assurance was also conducted at several stages to ensure reliability and accuracy. 
Detailed information on data collection, training, and quality assurance procedures in Guatemala 
can be found in Appendix A. 

C. Procedures for assessing children 

Students’ early literary skills were assessed in the language in which students were most 
competent. For each student sampled in the classroom, the teacher reported if he or she was 
proficient in Spanish, K’iche’ or both languages. Assessors verified children’s language 
proficiency with the preLAS screener. Students who passed the screener in the language indicated 
by their teacher were assessed in that language. Students who did not pass the screener in the 
language indicated by their teacher were given the opportunity to take the screener in the other 
language and were assessed only if they passed the second screener. Children who did not pass the 
receptive and expressive language screener in Spanish or K’iche’ were not assessed further. 
Students whose language dominance could not be established clearly, and who passed the screener 
in both Spanish and K’iche’, were assessed in both languages. In these dual language assessments, 
the language order was randomized so that any practice or learning effects in student’s 
performance in the second assessment would not be confounded with the language of assessment. 

More details on the process of assessing students are available in Appendix A. 

D. Sampling procedures and response rates 

In each phase, we randomly assigned schools to study groups, stratifying on municipality, 
cohort size, and a language index.  We also selected a random sample of about 10 students within 
each school rather than using the school’s entire population of first graders. This was a cost 
effective way to conduct the study because the goal was not to get precise estimates for each school 
but instead to measure group mean differences across schools. Response rates were more than 96 
percent in each study group and for all instruments and did not differ meaningfully or statistically 
by treatment group. More detail on the sampling procedures and response rates can be found in 
Appendix B. 
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E. Time line 

Random assignment for the phase I cohort was conducted in May 2013. The Leer Juntos, 
Aprender Juntos intervention was rolled out in Guatemala in June 2013 with the first teacher 
training sessions for phase I teachers in the intervention groups. Recruitment and training of the 
community volunteers happened in August 2013, as did the beginning of the community action 
components of the intervention. Data collection for the phase I cohort started in August as well. 

For the phase II cohort, random assignment was completed in December 2013. The first 
teacher training sessions for phase II teachers in the intervention groups began in January 2014. 
Training of the community volunteers took place in May, and in July the community action 
components began. Data collection for phase II started in March 2014. 

The lag between the beginning of teacher training and the start of data collection was in each 
phase about two months. There was no lag between the start of the community action component 
and data collection. It was not feasible to measure baseline student outcomes before random 
assignment because several evaluation activities needed to be completed before data collectors 
could begin baseline data collection; these included identifying a local partner that could assist in 
recruiting and training field workers, implementing the data collection plan, and supervising data 
collection activities. As a result of the late baseline, the children’s skills described in this report 
represent the ability of first grade students after up to three months of potential exposure to 
different conditions caused by assignment of schools to different intervention groups. 

However, we believe it is still appropriate to characterize this report as the “baseline” report 
even though it was possible for very early intervention effects to be reflected in the data. Under 
most circumstances, a late baseline—in other words, one that is not administered before the start 
of an intervention—will still be useful for estimating the impact of that intervention as long as the 
impact on skill development is slow in the early period of program implementation (Schochet 
2010), as we hypothesize is the case in the present context because intervention group teachers 
had only been practicing their newly acquired skills for at most two months and literacy acquisition 
in children is a process that happens gradually over many months or even years. 
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Figure II.1. Time line of evaluation activities in the base year for phase I (2013) and phase II (2014) in Guatemala 
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III. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS, TEACHERS, AND 
STUDENTS IN THE BASE YEAR 

Background characteristics of schools, teachers, and students are helpful for understanding 
the context for the study. 

Throughout this section we report regression-adjusted group-level means for several 
measures. These are group means that control for study design elements, specifically, stratification 
and the two-phase implementation. We present the regression-adjusted differences in group means 
and show whether those differences are statistically significant. Details on how we conducted the 
tests of differences in group means are presented in Appendix B. 

The measures for which we provide results in this section are a subset of all measures on 
which we collected data. Here we present those measures that are most important for illustrating 
the context of the study. Results for the larger set of measures are in Appendix C. 

A. Schools 

The schools in the study are located in the Department of El Quiché of Guatemala. The 
Department of El Quiché is one of the most populous regions in the country and is located 
northwest of the country’s capital, Guatemala City, as shown in Figure III.1. The Department of 
El Quiché has 21 municipalities. In 2010, the region’s population was about 921,000 inhabitants, 
72 percent of whom lived in rural areas (Arriola and Escobar 2011). The Department of El Quiché 
was selected for the study because its population is ethnically and linguistically diverse (90 percent 
of the population in the Department of El Quiché in 2006 was indigenous; Arriola and Escobar 
2011), which provides the opportunity to examine how the Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos 
intervention works for that population. The language spoken by most people in the region is 
K’iche’, which is the Mayan language with the highest prevalence in the country. Other Mayan 
languages spoken in this region are Ixil, Q’eqchi’, Poqomchi’, Sakapulteko, Mam, and Uspanteko. 

Figure III.1. Study location is the Department of El Quiché of Guatemala 

 
Source: Wikimedia Commons. 

 
 
 15  



EVALUATION OF LEER JUNTOS EARLY GRADE READING INTERVENTION IN GUATEMALA: FINAL BASELINE REPORT 

The study includes schools from five municipalities in the Department of El Quiché, selected 
with the following criteria in mind. The locations had to be within reasonable driving distance of 
the regional office of Save the Children, the organization implementing Leer Juntos, Aprender 
Juntos. They also had to contain communities with a high percentage of Mayan language speakers 
where K’iche’ was the only, or almost the only, Mayan language spoken. For practical reasons, it 
would have been difficult to design a literacy intervention and an evaluation study that included 
several Mayan or other indigenous languages. K’iche’ is the dominant language and cultural group 
in the five municipalities in the study. Phase I schools were drawn from three of those five 
municipalities: San Antonio Ilotenango, Santa Cruz del Quiché, and Santo Tomás 
Chichicastenango (municipalities 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in the map of the Department of El 
Quiché presented in Figure III.2). Phase II schools were drawn from the other two municipalities: 
San Andrés Sajcabajá and Zacualpa (municipalities 4 and 5 in Figure III.2). 

Figure III.2. Municipalities in the Department of El Quiché  

 

1. School characteristics 
Random assignment produced three groups of schools that were almost perfectly balanced in 

terms of location, setup, number of classrooms in use, and class size. Across all study groups, a 
slight majority of schools (56 percent, 54 percent, and 50 percent in groups A, B, and C, 
respectively) have multi-grade classrooms (those in which more than one grade is taught at the 
same time). The remainder of the schools have single-grade classrooms (those in which only one 
grade is taught).3 The mean class sizes in the groups are similar, around 21 in all groups. 

3 In schools with single-grade classrooms, only one grade is taught in each classroom. Schools with single-grade 
classrooms can offer the same grade in several classrooms, and each of those classrooms is taught by a different 
teacher. In schools with multi-grade classrooms, one to four teachers provide instruction to all the primary grades 
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Table III.1. Characteristics of schools in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Percentage of schools in the following 
municipalities 

. . . . . 

San Antonio Ilotenango 14.0 12.0 16.0 2.0 
(1.000) 

-4.0 
(1.000) 

Santa Cruz del Quiché 18.0 18.0 16.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

2.0 
(1.000) 

Santo Tomás Chichicastenango 18.0 20.0 18.0 -2.0 
(1.000) 

2.0 
(1.000) 

San Andrés Sajcabajá 22.0 22.0 22.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-0.0 
(1.000) 

Zacualpa 28.0 28.0 28.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-0.0 
(1.000) 

Percentage of schools with multi-grade classrooms 56.0 54.0 50.0 2.0 
(0.714) 

4.0 
(0.464) 

Number of primary grades classrooms in use (average) 5.1 5.4 5.3 -0.3 
(0.420) 

0.1 
(0.818) 

Number of students enrolled in observed first 
grade classrooms (average) 

. . . . . 

Total 21.1 21.4 20.6 -0.3 
(0.824) 

0.7 
(0.527) 

Female  10.1 9.9 9.8 0.2 0.2 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014; Leer Juntos, Aprender 
Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 

Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 
presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table were statistically significant at the 
0.05 level. 

2. School infrastructure 
The school infrastructure assessments revealed that a majority of the schools have electricity, 

running water, toilets, and kitchens; overall, however, the schools’ facilities and utilities are basic 
(Table III.2). For instance, although nearly all of the schools (more than 90 percent in each group) 
have access to running water, access to drinking water is much more limited. Few schools have 
amenities like a sports facility, nurse’s office, or library, and computers are uncommon. 

The schools’ infrastructure and utilities were similar across groups; however, we did find 
differences in access to potable water and electricity, with group C schools less likely to have 
potable water and group A schools less likely to have electricity as compared to schools in group 

offered in the school. Instruction in multi-grade classrooms is sometimes offered in shifts because some teachers 
provide instruction to more than one grade. In single-teacher schools, one teacher provides instruction to all the 
primary grades offered in the school, usually in the same classroom. Two schools in the Guatemala sample (one in 
group A and one in group B) are single-teacher schools. 
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B. In addition, we did not find any statistically significant difference between study groups, on 
average, in the number of hazards, either physical (such as broken glass or furniture, dangerous 
materials, and unsafe building structures) or health related (such as stagnant water reservoirs), 
observed in the schools (Table III.3). There were also differences between groups in the number 
of schools with painted exterior walls, vegetable gardens, waste disposal plumbing, and Internet 
connectivity. These differences and other measures can be seen in Tables C.3 and C.4 in Appendix 
C. 

Table III.2. Available utilities and facilities in schools in base year (percentages of 
schools) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Piped water supply 92.0 94.0 90.0 -2.0 

(0.726) 
4.0 

(0.484) 
Potable drinking water supply 44.0 48.0 24.0 -4.0 

(0.651) 
24.0* 

(0.008) 
Electricity 70.0 86.0 80.0 -16.0* 

(0.037) 
6.0 

(0.429) 
Working restroom facilities for children 98.0 94.0 90.0 4.0 

(0.386) 
4.0 

(0.386) 
Kitchen 72.0 78.0 78.0 -6.0 

(0.448) 
0.0 

(1.000) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table III.3. Physical and health hazards observed in schools in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Number of physical hazards observed (average) 2.3 2.2 2.4 0.1 

(0.763) 
-0.2 

(0.508) 
Number of health hazards observed (average) 2.2 2.1 2.2 0.1 

(0.801) 
-0.1 

(0.801) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table were statistically significant at the 
0.05 level.  
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B. Teachers 

We identified one teacher of first grade students from every study school (selecting randomly 
if there was more than one), and interviewed the teachers to learn about their personal and 
professional backgrounds. Response rates were 98 percent, 100 percent, and 100 percent for 
groups A, B, and C, respectively. The results are summarized in Table III.3, which shows that the 
average teacher has about seven years’ experience, including about four and a half years in his or 
her current school and just under four years in the first grade.  

Table III.3. Teacher background characteristics in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Female (percentage) 56.0 72.0 64.0 -16.0 

(0.090) 
8.0 

(0.394) 
Age (average) 33.9 32.6 30.5 1.3 

(0.537) 
2.1 

(0.343) 
Highest level of education (percentage) . . . . . 

Degree in rural pedagogya 20.1 14.0 20.0 6.1 
(0.294) 

-6.0 
(0.295) 

Degree in urban pedagogya 45.0 46.0 42.0 -1.0 
(0.923) 

4.0 
(0.691) 

Degree in intercultural bilingual educationb 8.9 18.0 14.0 -9.1 
(0.180) 

4.0 
(0.553) 

Otherc 26.1 22.0 24.0 4.1 
(0.647) 

-2.0 
(0.820) 

Years of teaching experience (average) 7.6 7.6 6.9 -0.0 
(0.992) 

0.7 
(0.353) 

Years teaching at current school (average) 4.5 4.5 4.2 -0.0 
(0.975) 

0.3 
(0.639) 

Years teaching first grade (average)  3.9 3.5 4.1 0.4 
(0.568) 

-0.6 
(0.422) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

a Teachers with a degree in urban (rural) pedagogy have completed a secondary school-level pedagogy program and have 
practiced in schools in urban (rural) areas. 

b Teachers with a degree in intercultural bilingual education have the ability to understand, speak, and write in K’iche’ (or the 
indigenous language of the community where they teach). In addition, teachers with this degree have received training in 
pedagogical methods to teach bilingual and multicultural students. 

c Includes Bachelor Degree in Pedagogy or Education, Professoriate, Technician in Social Work, and PEM in Intercultural Education. 

At least 50 percent of the teachers in each study group reported their mother tongue is K’iche’, 
and a majority of teachers in each study group (87 in group A, 82 in group B, and 80 in group C) 
reported they are capable of understanding that language (Table III.4). In addition, about half of 
the teachers in groups A and B, and about one third of teachers in group C, reported their 
proficiency level in spoken K’iche’ is good or very good. With respect to written K’iche’, about 
one third of the teachers in each study group reported their proficiency level is good to very good. 
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We did not find any statistically significant difference between study groups in the language skills 
reported by the teachers (Table III.4). 

Table III.4. Teacher-reported language skills (percentages of teachers) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Teacher-reported mother tongue 

(percentage) 
. . . . . 

Spanish only 33.0 34.0 30.0 -1.0 
(0.908) 

4.0 
(0.635) 

K’iche’ only 55.0 50.0 58.0 5.0 
(0.581) 

-8.0 
(0.377) 

Spanish and K’iche’ only 12.0 16.0 10.0 -4.0 
(0.559) 

6.0 
(0.380) 

Kaqchikel only 0.0 0.0 2.0 -0.0 
(0.990) 

-2.0 
(0.226) 

Capable of understanding the following 
Mayan languages 

. . . . . 

K'iche’ only 87.1 82.0 80.0 5.1 
(0.511) 

2.0 
(0.796) 

K'iche’ and one other Mayan languagea 4.0 6.0 6.0 -2.0 
(0.666) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

None 8.9 10.0 14.0 -1.1 
(0.864) 

-4.0 
(0.515) 

Proficiency level in spoken K'iche’ . . . . . 
Very poor to poor 14.8 14.0 18.0 0.8 

(0.872) 
-4.0 

(0.297) 
Fair 34.0 38.0 46.0 -4.0 

(0.872) 
-8.0 

(0.297) 
Good to very good 51.2 48.0 36.0 3.2 

(0.872) 
12.0 

(0.297) 
Proficiency level in written K'iche’ . . . . . 

Very poor to poor 30.7 30.0 44.0 0.7 
(0.862) 

-14.0 
(0.144) 

Fair 36.0 40.0 28.0 -4.0 
(0.862) 

12.0 
(0.144) 

Good to very good 33.3 30.0 28.0 3.3 
(0.862) 

2.0 
(0.144) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

a The other Mayan languages are either Kaqchikel or Q’eqchi’. 

C. Students 

The students in the study were drawn randomly from schools’ student rosters. Although the 
student-level randomization happened a few months after the school-level randomization (see 
Section II.E above), we think it is unlikely that the assignment of schools to study groups affected 
students’ choice of school. There is student mobility in schools in Guatemala, but we have no 
evidence to indicate that it is more or less common in the schools participating in our study 
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compared to the other schools in the Department of Quiché. Qualitative data obtained at baseline 
do not indicate that parents decided to move their children out of or into schools based on treatment 
status. Furthermore, the lag of two to three months between school-level random assignment and 
student-level randomization and data collection is likely too short to afford students the 
opportunity to move between schools in large numbers. 

We did not find differences between study groups on student background characteristics such 
as gender, age, repetition, or absenteeism (Table III.5). The study sample contains nearly the same 
number of boys and girls. The official age to begin first grade in Guatemala is seven years old 
(Ministerio de Educación 2013), but the mean age of students at the beginning of the school year 
was seven years, nine months, reflecting that some first grade students are below their grade for 
age. On average, slightly more than one-third of the students in each study group had repeated first 
grade, which may account for the older average age in the sample. This is in line with estimates of 
a 32 percent repetition rate obtained in earlier studies of first grade students in Guatemala’s 
K’iche’-speaking regions (Richards 1990). An average of 7 percent of the students in group A, 9 
percent of the students in group B, and 12 percent of the students in group C were absent at least 
50 percent of the school days in the month prior to the data collection. 

Table III.5. Student background characteristics in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Female (percentage) 49.2 50.4 50.7 -1.2 

(0.522) 
-0.3 

(0.889) 
Agea (average) 7.8 7.8 7.9 0.0 

(0.590) 
-0.2 

(0.063) 
Overageb (percentage) 14.3 15.1 16.8 -0.8 

(0.716) 
-1.8 

(0.421) 
Repeated first grade (percentage) 35.2 35.5 40.3 -0.3 

(0.939) 
-4.8 

(0.143) 
Absent more than 50 percent of school 
days in prior month (percentage) 

6.8 9.0 12.1 -2.2 
(0.382) 

-3.1 
(0.270) 

Number of students 478 496 496 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Roster Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These test account for clustering of students within schools. None of the 
differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

a As of January 14, 2013, for phase I students, and as of January 16, 2014, for phase II students. 
b We considered a first grade student to be over age for grade if he or she is age 9 or older as of the start of the school year. 
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IV. LITERACY ENVIRONMENT AND INSTRUCTION PRACTICES IN THE 
CLASSROOM 

This chapter presents the results of the teacher survey and classroom observation in the first 
year of program implementation. Because of the late baseline, we would expect to see some early 
effects of the intervention in terms of teacher-reported professional development training because 
at the time of survey the teachers in groups A and B had already received some training. In 
addition, beliefs and practices that could have been influenced by the training might be expected 
to show differences between intervention and nonintervention groups. 

A. Teacher-reported participation in professional development in base year 

In Table IV.1 we summarize teachers’ self-reported participation in reading instruction 
professional development in the first year of program implementation (2013 for phase I and 2014 
for phase II). Most teachers in the two intervention groups (88 percent of teachers in groups A and 
B) reported that they had participated in professional development on reading instruction during 
the baseline school year, compared to 24 percent of group C teachers. The difference between 
teachers in group B and teachers in group C in participation in professional development activities 
is statistically significant. 

Those reports are consistent with the teachers’ reports on the source of the reading instruction 
professional development they received. In the intervention groups, more than 78 percent of 
teachers reported receiving training from Save the Children through Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos. 
Others reported receiving training from the Ministry of Education or another institution. Only one 
of the teachers in group C reported receiving training from Save the Children through the Leer 
Juntos, Aprender Juntos program. This is preliminary evidence that there was minimal crossover 
by the control group in the initial teacher training portion of the intervention. Although having 
crossover (from the control group to either of the intervention groups) does not threaten the 
integrity of the evaluation, it could dilute the estimated impacts of the Leer Juntos or Leer Juntos 
School-Only interventions. 

A large percentage of teachers in the intervention groups (83 percent for group A and 72 
percent for group B) reported they received training on reading instruction focused on teaching 
reading in K’iche’ or teaching bilingual students, in contrast to only 14 percent of the group C 
teachers. Similar differences between teachers in the two intervention groups and teachers in the 
prevailing practice group occurred regarding participation in training on specific reading 
instruction topics: at least 75 percent of the teachers in the intervention groups participated in 
training on each of the specific reading instruction topics, while less than 25 percent of the teachers 
in the prevailing practice group participated in those types of trainings. These are topics include 
phonological awareness, letter knowledge, and reading fluency, and are specifically addressed in 
the Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos training, which advocates and trains for using a deliberate and 
step-by-step approach to teaching literacy. 

Finally, more teachers in the intervention groups reported they used what they learned from 
the reading instruction professional development activities at least twice a week (72 and 66 percent 
of teachers in groups A and B, respectively) than did teachers in group C (16 percent). 
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Table IV.1. Teacher participation in reading instruction professional development in base 
year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Percentage of teachers who participated in reading instruction 
professional development activities during the baseline school 
year 

87.6 88.0 24.0 -0.4 
(0.958) 

64.0* 
(0.000) 

Percentage of teachers who reported they received reading 
instruction professional development froma 

. . . . . 

Ministry of Education or other institution 11.9 12.0 22.0 -0.1 
(0.988) 

-10.0 
(0.153) 

Save the Children through Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos 85.9 78.0 2.0 7.9 
(0.220) 

76.0* 
(0.000) 

Average length of reading instruction professional 
development (in hours) received from 

. . . . . 

Ministry of Education or other institution 1.3 4.0 2.6 -2.7 
(0.270) 

1.4 
(0.567) 

Save the Children through Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos 12.7 12.8 0.3 -0.1 
(0.950) 

12.4* 
(0.000) 

Percentage of teachers who participated in professional 
development activities focused on: 

. . . . . 

Teaching reading in K’iche’ or teaching bilingual students 82.8 72.0 14.0 10.8 
(0.187) 

58.0* 
(0.000) 

Teaching letter knowledge 75.5 86.0 16.0 -10.5 
(0.177) 

70.0* 
(0.000) 

Teaching reading fluency 87.7 88.0 22.0 -0.3 
(0.960) 

66.0* 
(0.000) 

Teaching reading comprehension 83.6 86.0 20.0 -2.4 
(0.749) 

66.0* 
(0.000) 

Teaching vocabulary 81.6 82.0 20.0 -0.4 
(0.960) 

62.0* 
(0.000) 

Teaching phonological awareness 77.7 76.0 14.0 1.7 
(0.834) 

62.0* 
(0.000) 

Creating a suitable classroom environment for learning 
reading 

69.5 76.0 14.0 -6.5 
(0.458) 

62.0* 
(0.000) 

Providing support for conducting literacy activities at home 47.4 44.0 12.0 3.4 
(0.703) 

32.0* 
(0.000) 

Percentage of teachers who did the following: . . . . . 
Used what they learned from the reading instruction 

professional development activities daily 
46.4 40.0 12.0 6.4 

(0.478) 
28.0* 

(0.002) 
Used what they learned from the reading instruction 

professional development activities at least twice a week 
71.6 66.0 16.0 5.6 

(0.525) 
50.0* 

(0.000) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

a The percentages in each column do not sum up to the percentage of teachers who report participating in reading instruction 
professional development activities (first row) because teachers may report receiving training from multiple sources or another 
source (not reported). 
*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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B. Teacher-reported needs and challenges 

We did not find any differences across study groups in the resources and support that teachers 
lack or in the challenges that they face in teaching reading. However, as shown in Table IV.2, more 
than 70 percent of the teachers in each study group reported they lack training in methods to teach 
literacy, and at least 50 percent of teachers in each study group lack training in bilingual 
intercultural education and K’iche’ language teaching skills. In addition, a majority of the teachers 
(at least 79 percent in each study group) reported that students’ absenteeism and malnutrition or 
poor health are challenges to teaching reading. 

Table IV.2. Teacher-reported needs and challenges in base year (percentages of 
teachers) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A - B B - C 

Lack of support and resources for teaching 
reading and writinga 

. . . . . 

Lack of books 70.0 68.0 70.0 2.0 
(0.836) 

-2.0 
(0.836) 

Lack of pedagogical resources 59.8 64.0 80.0 -4.2 
(0.640) 

-16.0 
(0.078) 

Lack of sufficient instructional or class time 38.9 50.0 36.0 -11.1 
(0.265) 

14.0 
(0.156) 

Lack of training in methods to teach literacy 72.9 76.0 76.0 -3.1 
(0.713) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Lack of training in bilingual intercultural 
education 

51.8 68.0 56.0 -16.2 
(0.089) 

12.0 
(0.203) 

Lack of K’iche’ language teaching skills 50.8 68.0 54.0 -17.2 
(0.096) 

14.0 
(0.171) 

Otherb 14.9 16.0 26.0 -1.1 
(0.892) 

-10.0 
(0.223) 

Challenges to teaching readinga . . . . . 
Students’ absenteeism 85.9 94.0 92.0 -8.1 

(0.175) 
2.0 

(0.736) 
Students’ lack of motivation 65.0 72.0 62.0 -7.0 

(0.474) 
10.0 

(0.306) 
Students’ lack of Spanish language knowledge 58.0 56.0 60.0 2.0 

(0.840) 
-4.0 

(0.684) 
Lack of parents’ involvement in school activities 75.8 90.0 84.0 -14.2 

(0.061) 
6.0 

(0.423) 
Students’ malnutrition or poor health of students 79.9 90.0 84.0 -10.1 

(0.195) 
6.0 

(0.438) 
Students’ vision problems  25.9 34.0 24.0 -8.1 

(0.323) 
10.0 

(0.217) 

Total number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A-B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B-C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. 

a The percentages do not sum up to 100 because multiple responses may have been provided. 
b Includes not having enough teachers in the school and lack of support from parents. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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C. Teachers’ approach to teach reading 

Through the teacher survey, we asked teachers to report whether they use on a regular basis 
each of the following methods to teach reading to their students in first grade: (1) syllabic, (2) 
communicative-textual, (3) phonological/global, and (4) positioning.4 Teachers could also report 
that they use a method different to those four, or that they do not use a method at all. To develop 
the list of the four methods included in the survey, we first conducted a pilot survey with a group 
of first grade teachers in Guatemala. In that pilot, we asked teachers, using an open-ended question, 
what method/approach they used to teach reading to their students. The answers that most teachers 
reported during the pilot of the survey were the four methods we ended up including in the final 
version of the baseline teacher survey. 

Table IV.3 presents information on the pedagogical approaches to reading instruction teachers 
reported using in Guatemala in the first year of the study. A majority of teachers (91 percent in 
group A and 88 percent in each group B and C) reported using the syllabic method. In addition, 
the percentage of teachers who reported using the phonological/global method is higher for group 
B (78 percent) than for group A (61 percent) and group C (46 percent). However, only the 
difference between groups B and C is statistically significant. We found no other statistically 
significant difference between study groups on the methods teachers reported using to teach 
reading to their first grade students. 

The other methods that teachers reported they use to teach reading to their first grade students 
(Table IV.3) included the following: (1) phonetic method, (2) onomatopoeic (echoic) method, (3) 
holistic method, (4) constructivist method, (5) deductive method, (6) inductive method, (7) 
analytic method, (8) eclectic method, (9) integrative method, (10) ABCs, (11) word generating 
approach, (12) research, (13) active approach, (14) a method to learn how to read in one month, 
and (15) reading aloud as a group. Finally, Table IV.3 also shows that only one teacher in each 
study group (2 percent in each group) reported they do not use a method to teach reading to their 
first grade students.  

4 Teachers using the positioning method focused on teaching letter knowledge using cards with letters and a game that 
resembles bingo and is based on letters instead of numbers. Some of the teaches who reported using the positioning 
method also reported that they learned about this method through colleagues or directly from a Guatemalan NGO 
called “Asociación de Padres de Familia San Miguel ASOSAM”, which provides teachers with teaching materials and 
professional development activities that include training in pedagogical methods. 
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Table IV.3. Teacher-reported approach to teach reading in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Percentage of teachers who reported using 
the following methods to teach readinga 

. . . . . 

Syllabic 91.1 88.0 88.0 3.1 
(0.593) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Communicative-textual 55.0 46.0 62.0 9.0 
(0.376) 

-16.0 
(0.115) 

Phonological/global 61.0 78.0 46.0 -17.0 
(0.083) 

32.0* 
(0.001) 

Positioning 26.9 36.0 24.0 -9.1 
(0.309) 

12.0 
(0.176) 

Other method 20.8 34.0 28.0 -13.2 
(0.118) 

6.0 
(0.472) 

Percentage of teachers who reported they 
do not use a method to teachi reading 

2.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 
(.) 

-0.0 
(.) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. p-values could not be obtained when none of the teachers in one of the groups 
reported using the pedagogical approaches described in the table. This is indicated by (.). 

a The percentages do not sum to 100 percent because multiple responses may have been provided. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

D. Literacy materials and language use 

Classroom observers noted the physical print resources available to students (including their 
language and quality) and documented the language(s) used most frequently in the classrooms. 

We found only a few differences in the availability and characteristics of books and textual 
materials in classrooms and no differences in the language used by teachers to provide instruction. 
Spanish is the most commonly visible language in the classroom; the Spanish alphabet is 
prominently displayed in a majority of the classrooms, and books and other materials in Spanish 
are more widely available than equivalent books or materials in K’iche’. Appendix D provides 
detailed information on classrooms’ availability and characteristics (including physical condition) 
of books and other textual materials. 

We did find some statistically significant differences between groups in terms of the printed 
materials with text available in the classroom (see Table IV.4).5 First, classrooms in group B were 
less likely than those in group A to have books in K’iche’ observed. This occurred when the 
observer either did not find any books in the classroom or had no access to the area in the school 
where the books were kept (we cannot observe which is the case for individual schools). Second, 
classrooms in group C were more likely to not have any noncommercial handmade materials with 
text in Spanish than classrooms in group B. We also found that more classrooms in group C than 
in group B do not have any printed materials with text in Spanish, however, this difference is not 

5 This includes any printed materials, such as books and posters that were not hand made by the teachers or the 
students. 
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statistically significant at the .05 level (but it is at the .10 level [p-value = 0.054]). Finally, as 
reported in Table D.4 in Appendix D, classrooms in group C were more likely than those in group 
B to have observers report that they could not observe the condition of printed materials in Spanish, 
and that when observed such materials were more likely to be in acceptable (rather than good or 
excellent) condition. Table D.4 in Appendix D provides additional information on the physical 
condition of books and materials with text in the classrooms. 

Table IV.4. Availability of books and printed materials in classrooms in base year  

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Percentage of classrooms where: . . . . . 
Twenty-six or more books in Spanish were 

observed 
66.0 66.0 64.0 0.0 

(1.000) 
2.0 

(0.822) 
Twenty-six or more books in K’iche’ were 

observed 
40.0 26.0 36.0 14.0 

(0.062) 
-10.0 

(0.181) 
Books in K’iche’ were not observeda  22.0 40.0 30.0 -18.0* 

(0.021) 
10.0 

(0.197) 
The following materials were not 

available: 
. . . . . 

Printed materials with text in Spanish 34.0 34.0 52.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-18.0 
(0.054) 

Printed materials with text in K’iche’ 84.0 80.0 86.0 4.0 
(0.588) 

-6.0 
(0.416) 

Noncommercial handmade materials with 
text in Spanish 

6.0 6.0 18.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-12.0* 
(0.041) 

Noncommercial handmade materials with 
text in K’iche’ 

68.0 78.0 90.0 -10.0 
(0.191) 

-12.0 
(0.117) 

Printed materials with text appropriate for 
students’ age/grade 

20.0 28.0 36.0 -8.0 
(0.353) 

-8.0 
(0.353) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. 

a The quantity of books in the classroom was not observed when the observer either did not find any books in the classroom or had 
no access to the classroom area where the books are kept. Our observation checklist did not distinguish between these two cases.  
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Spanish is the spoken language that teachers use most often to communicate with their 
students. As shown in Table IV.5, teachers in more than 68 percent of the classrooms in each study 
group were observed using only Spanish or mostly Spanish to discipline and manage student 
behavior, provide instructions, provide literacy and other academic content instruction, ask 
questions to students, and have informal conversations or socialize with students. In contrast, 
teachers in less than 13 percent of the classrooms in each study group were observed using only 
K’iche’ or mostly K’iche’ to communicate with their students. We did not find any statistically 
significant differences between study groups in the teachers’ use of Spanish and K’iche’ in the 
classroom. 

Table IV.5. Observed language use of teachers in the classroom in base year 
(percentages of classrooms) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A - B B - C 

Classrooms where teachers were observed 
using only Spanish or mostly Spanish to: 

. . . . . 

Discipline and manage student behavior 82.0 82.0 77.9 0.0 
(1.000) 

4.1 
(0.603) 

Provide instructions to students 70.0 78.0 82.0 -8.0 
(0.319) 

-4.0 
(0.618) 

Provide literacy and other academic content 
instruction 

68.0 76.0 78.0 -8.0 
(0.340) 

-2.0 
(0.811) 

Ask questions to students during class 69.8 76.1 82.6 -6.3 
(0.451) 

-6.5 
(0.440) 

Have informal conversations or socialize with 
students 

97.8 80.7 90.6 17.0 
(0.163) 

-9.9 
(0.467) 

Classrooms where teachers were observed 
using only K’iche’ or mostly K’iche’ to: 

. . . . . 

Discipline and manage student behavior 10.0 6.0 8.0 4.0 
(0.362) 

-2.0 
(0.651) 

Provide instructions to students 10.0 12.0 8.0 -2.0 
(0.701) 

4.0 
(0.444) 

Provide literacy and other academic content 
instruction 

10.0 8.0 8.0 2.0 
(0.669) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Ask questions to students during class 12.1 7.9 10.0 4.1 
(0.447) 

-2.0 
(0.711) 

Have informal conversations or socialize with 
students 

4.7 10.6 3.7 -6.0 
(0.510) 

7.0 
(0.494) 

Total number of classrooms 49 46 48 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A-B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B-C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level.  
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Students’ language use in the classroom resembled teachers’, with Spanish dominant for 
communicating with the teacher. In a majority of the classrooms (at least 66 percent in each group), 
at least as many students were observed using Spanish as K’iche’ to ask or respond to questions 
from their teachers (see Table IV.6). When conversing with each other, students were more likely 
to use K’iche’, with at least 66 percent of classrooms in all groups having more students observed 
using K’iche’ to communicate with each other than were observed using Spanish. No group 
differences in students’ language use were statistically significant. 

Table IV.6. Observed language use of students in the classroom in base year 
(percentages of classrooms) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Classrooms where at least as many students 
were observed using Spanish as K’iche’ to 

. . . . . 

Ask their teachers questions 70.0 66.0 70.0 4.0 
(0.664) 

-4.0 
(0.664) 

Answer their teachers’ questions 78.0 80.0 72.0 -2.0 
(0.795) 

8.0 
(0.301) 

Talk to each other 34.0 38.0 42.0 -4.0 
(0.646) 

-4.0 
(0.646) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. No differences in group means were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

E. Use of time and literacy instructional practices in the classroom 

1. Teacher-reported practice 
We asked teachers about their literacy practices in their classrooms, including students’ use 

of reading materials, the frequency that they assess students’ literacy skills, and the typical use of 
time in a literacy class. 

The most common types of books teachers reported using every day were textbooks. Forty-
nine percent of the teachers in group A, 56 percent of the teachers in group B, and 66 percent of 
teachers in group C report using textbooks daily. These differences between the groups were not 
statistically significant (Table IV.7). The teachers’ reports of the use of textbooks are consistent 
with the findings from classroom observations reported in Appendix D (Table D.3), in which 
textbooks are found in nearly every classroom and are more common than any other type of reading 
material. 

After textbooks, the most frequently used texts, according to teachers, are books to name 
objects or letters, workbooks or exercise guides, and picture books (Table IV.7). Teachers in group 
B were more likely to report using picture or artwork books every day than were teachers in group 
A (38 percent versus 19 percent, respectively, and the difference was statistically significant). 
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Table IV.7. Teacher-reported students’ use of different types of text in base year 
(percentages of teachers) 

Blank cells 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Teachers who reported their students use 
the following types of text every day 

. . . . . 

Books to name objects or letters of the 
alphabet 

32.7 42.0 50.0 -9.3 
(0.355) 

-8.0 
(0.421) 

Picture or artwork books 18.7 38.0 32.0 -19.3* 
(0.032) 

6.0 
(0.498) 

Simple reading booksa 18.9 24.0 26.0 -5.1 
(0.546) 

-2.0 
(0.812) 

Books with chaptersb 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 
(0.392) 

-2.0 
(0.393) 

Workbooks or exercise guides 27.8 38.0 38.0 -10.2 
(0.263) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Cards with syllables or words 23.0 26.0 20.0 -3.0 
(0.733) 

6.0 
(0.493) 

School textbooks 48.8 56.0 66.0 -7.2 
(0.456) 

-10.0 
(0.301) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

a Such as illustrated short stories with one or two simple sentences. 
b Such as novels. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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As shown in Table IV.8, at least 40 percent of the teachers in each of the three study groups 
reported they assess their students’ literacy skills on a daily basis. There was a statistically 
significant difference between groups B and C on the percentage of teachers who stated that they 
assess phonological awareness on a daily basis (70 versus 40 percent, respectively). This is 
consistent with the findings laid out earlier in this chapter (in Section C) that intervention group 
teachers were more likely to report using the phonological/global method of teaching literacy. In 
addition, those two results (more teachers in group B than in group C reporting they use the 
phonological/global method and assess students’ phonological awareness on a daily basis) are 
consistent with the focus of the training provided as part of the intervention to teachers in group 
B. 

Table IV.8. Teacher-reported frequency of assessment of students’ literacy skills in 
base year (percentages of teachers) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Teachers who reported assessing 
every day the following student 
literacy skills  

. . . . . 

Alphabet knowledge 60.0 64.0 52.0 -4.0 
(0.678) 

12.0 
(0.207) 

Phonological awareness 55.0 70.0 40.0 -15.0 
(0.107) 

30.0* 
(0.001) 

Reading comprehension 47.9 50.0 52.0 -2.1 
(0.837) 

-2.0 
(0.841) 

Reading fluency 63.4 50.0 40.0 13.4 
(0.184) 

10.0 
(0.315) 

Word knowledge or vocabulary 57.2 48.0 48.0 9.2 
(0.343) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. 

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

There were some differences between study groups in the teachers’ reports on the frequency 
with which they use certain practices to help students understand what they say (see Table IV.9). 
More teachers in group B than in group A reported using those visual aides all the time (46 and 35 
percent, respectively). Also, although not a statistically significant difference, more teachers in 
group B than in group A (62 and 54 percent, respectively) reported they translate what students 
say (from K’iche’ to Spanish or from Spanish to K’iche’) all the time.  
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Table IV.9. Teacher-reported frequency of use of practices to help students 
understand what the teacher says (percentages of teachers) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A - B B - C 

Frequency of repeating words or phrases in K’iche’ 
to help students understand what teachers says in 
Spanish 

. . . . . 

Never to a few times 39.3 26.0 34.0 13.3 
(0.206) 

-8.0 
(0.461) 

Many times 18.0 18.0 20.0 0.0 
(0.206) 

-2.0 
(0.461) 

All the time 42.7 56.0 46.0 -13.3 
(0.206) 

10.0 
(0.461) 

Frequency of using images or visual aides to help 
students understand what the teacher says 

. . . . . 

Never to a few times 17.0 28.0 18.0 -11.0* 
(0.007) 

10.0 
(0.249) 

Many times 48.0 26.0 32.0 22.0* 
(0.007) 

-6.0 
(0.249) 

All the time 35.0 46.0 50.0 -11.0* 
(0.007) 

-4.0 
(0.249) 

Frequency of using facial expressions to help 
students understand what the teacher says 

. . . . . 

Never to a few times 22.0 24.0 18.0 -2.0 
(0.192) 

6.0 
(0.652) 

Many times 33.5 20.0 20.0 13.5 
(0.192) 

-0.0 
(0.652) 

All the time 44.5 56.0 62.0 -11.5 
(0.192) 

-6.0 
(0.652) 

Frequency of translating what students say in 
K’iche’ to Spanish and vice versa 

. . . . . 

Never to a few times 30.0 22.0 28.0 8.0 
(0.461) 

-6.0 
(0.272) 

Many times 16.0 16.0 22.0 0.0 
(0.461) 

-6.0 
(0.272) 

All the time 54.0 62.0 50.0 -8.0 
(0.461) 

12.0 
(0.272) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey —Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A-B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B-C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. 

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Finally, we found no statistically significant differences in teacher-reported use of time in the 
classroom. Teachers reported spending roughly equal amounts of time on activities for (1) learning 
to identify letters of the alphabet, (2) phonemic awareness, (3) practicing reading aloud and reading 
comprehension, (4) building vocabulary and learning new words, (5) narrating familiar stories 
without reference to text, (6) copying letters or words, and (7) dictation. These results can be found 
in Table D.5 in Appendix D. 
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2. Observed practice 
The classroom observations revealed that teachers in the three study groups are similar in 

terms of their use of language, time, and literacy instruction strategies. Therefore, the teacher 
trainings provided by the intervention had not yet changed classroom practices by the time we 
collected baseline data, two months after the very first teacher trainings. 

Teachers were observed while providing reading instruction to first grade students during a 
typical language or reading class. For a period of about 50 minutes (as presented in Table IV.10, 
on average teachers in each study group were observed for 46 minutes), observers recorded 
whether teachers spent time conducting different activities related to reading instruction and if they 
used instructional practices focused on teaching children five essential literacy skills: (1) letter 
knowledge, (2) vocabulary, (3) phonemics and phonological knowledge, (4) fluency, and (5) 
reading comprehension. 

Table IV.10 shows that teachers in the three study groups use their reading instruction time in 
similar ways. For example, in all study groups, on average, teachers spent the highest number of 
minutes providing instruction in Spanish only: 26.4 minutes in group A, 29.4 minutes in group B, 
and 29.1 minutes in group C. Additionally, teachers in the three study groups, on average, spent 
the majority of the observed literacy class period reading aloud to or with students and teaching 
letter knowledge and phonemic awareness in a large group setting (information on class structure 
during the observed instruction time can be found in Table D.6 in Appendix D). 

We found one statistically significant difference between study groups in the amount of 
teachers spent on literacy instruction activities: on average, teachers in group B spent more minutes 
(23.3 minutes) than teachers in group A (20.4 minutes) using written text to read aloud to students 
or to read with students as a group (Table IV.10). 

Teachers in the three study groups are also similar in terms of their use of instructional 
practices to teach letter knowledge, vocabulary, phonemics and phonological knowledge, fluency 
and reading comprehension. As shown in Table IV.11, most of the teachers in the three study 
groups (at least 90 percent in each study group) were observed teaching letter knowledge by 
encouraging students to recognize letters, identify the names of letters, or distinguish upper and 
lower case. 

A majority of teachers in all study groups (at least 80 percent in each study group), as indicated 
in Table IV.11, were observed providing instruction on phonemic awareness, and about 50 percent 
of teachers in each study group (52 percent in the Leer Juntos group, 50 percent in the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group, and 54 percent in the prevailing practice group) were observed teaching 
fluency. In contrast, few teachers in all study groups (between 2 to 12 percent in each study group) 
were observed using instructional practices focused on teaching book reading and reading 
comprehension, and none of the teachers were observed using concepts about print to teach book 
reading. We did not find any statistically significant difference between study groups in the 
instructional practices that teachers were observed using in the classroom and that are presented 
in Table IV.11.  
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Table IV.10. Observed teachers’ use of time in the classroom in base year (average 
number of minutes) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Minutes Over Which Teachers Were Observed 46.2 46.3 45.8 -0.1 
(0.945) 

0.5 
(0.729) 

Minutes teachers spent on: . . . . . 
Instruction in the following languages: . . . . . 

Spanish only 26.4 29.4 29.1 -3.0 
(0.432) 

0.3 
(0.937) 

K'iche’ only 0.2 0.6 1.9 -0.4 
(0.704) 

-1.3 
(0.219) 

Both Spanish and K’iche’ 19.0 16.2 14.7 2.8 
(0.430) 

1.5 
(0.672) 

The following literacy instruction activities: . . . . . 
Use of written text to read aloud to students or to 
read with students as a group 

20.4 23.3 21.7 -2.9* 
(0.042) 

1.6 
(0.261) 

Talk to students without using written text, tell stories, 
and promote discussions with students 

0.3 0.2 0.9 0.2 
(0.693) 

-0.8 
(0.109) 

Work with the alphabet and written words to cultivate 
phonemic awareness and alphabet knowledge 

17.6 16.7 16.2 0.9 
(0.478) 

0.5 
(0.677) 

Teach new words and discuss meaning of words with 
students to cultivate vocabulary development  

1.6 1.7 1.8 -0.1 
(0.843) 

-0.1 
(0.903) 

Provide opportunities for students to practice reading 
by themselves  

2.1 1.7 2.8 0.4 
(0.682) 

-1.1 
(0.242) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Table IV.11. Observed teachers’ use of literacy instructional practices in the 
classroom in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A - B B - C 

Percentage of classrooms where teachers used 
the following practices to: 

. . . . . 

Teach letter knowledge . . . . . 

Encouraged students to recognize letters, 
identify the names of letters, or distinguish 
upper and lower case 

94.0 94.0 90.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

4.0 
(0.465) 

Teach vocabulary . . . . . 

Introduced or rehearsed vocabulary words 
and explained word meaning or elaborated 
on new concepts 

6.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 
(0.277) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Teach phonemics and phonological 
knowledge 

. . . . . 

Provided instruction on phonemic awareness 84.0 86.0 80.0 -2.0 
(0.791) 

6.0 
(0.428) 

Prompted students to segment words into 
specific units (syllables or phonemes) 

12.0 20.0 22.0 -8.0 
(0.310) 

-2.0 
(0.799) 

Provided instruction on grammar, mechanics, 
or spelling 

36.0 42.0 36.0 -6.0 
(0.467) 

6.0 
(0.467) 

Provided instruction on word writing 56.0 64.0 54.0 -8.0 
(0.418) 

10.0 
(0.312) 

Teach fluency 52.0 50.0 54.0 2.0 
(0.754) 

-4.0 
(0.532) 

Teach book reading and reading 
comprehension 

. . . . . 

Pre-reading or book-preview  4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
(0.545) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Encouraged predictions 4.0 4.0 4.0 -0.0 
(1.000) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Explored children’s interest in the story and 
facilitated connections with their lives 

4.0 4.0 6.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-2.0 
(0.621) 

Used concepts about print 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(.) 

0.0 
(.) 

Encouraged students to use context clues for 
reading comprehension 

6.0 10.0 8.0 -4.0 
(0.444) 

2.0 
(0.701) 

Discussed text structure 4.0 6.0 8.0 -2.0 
(0.646) 

-2.0 
(0.646) 

Discussed the characters in the text, who they 
are, their motivation and/or goals 

8.0 8.0 4.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

4.0 
(0.359) 

Guided students in the use of reading 
comprehension strategies 

4.0 6.0 12.0 -2.0 
(0.698) 

-6.0 
(0.247) 

Total number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and Baseline 2014. 
Note: Column A-B presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer 

Juntos School-Only group and column B-C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the 
Leer Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. A p-value could not be calculated when none of the teachers were observed using 
a practice. This is indicated with a (.).None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level.  
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Teachers’ use of instructional practices to stimulate oral language and general teaching 
practices, such as providing verbal reinforcement to students and helping students correct their 
mistakes, is similar across study groups (see Table IV.12). A majority of the teachers in all study 
groups (at least 74 percent in each study group) were observed using general teaching practices, 
and we did not find any statistically significant difference between study groups in the teachers’ 
use of instructional practices to stimulate oral language. We did find one statistically significant 
difference in teachers’ use of general teaching practices: more teachers in group B than in group 
A were observed helping students correct their mistakes (100 and 88 percent, respectively).  

Table IV.12. Observed teachers’ use of oral language stimulation and general teaching 
practices in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A - B B - C 

Percentage of classrooms where teachers 
used the following practices to: 

. . . . . 

Stimulate oral language . . . . . 
Gave students opportunities to respond to 
the print/text materials 

12.0 24.0 20.0 -12.0 
(0.111) 

4.0 
(0.593) 

Asked open-ended questions 66.0 66.0 66.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Provide verbal reinforcement to students 82.0 74.0 88.0 8.0 
(0.272) 

-14.0 
(0.056) 

Help students correct their mistakes 88.0 100.0 96.0 -12.0* 
(0.009) 

4.0 
(0.376) 

Total number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and Baseline 2014. 
Note: Column A-B presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer 

Juntos School-Only group and column B-C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the 
Leer Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

a The number of classrooms presented in this row is the number of classrooms that were observed (98.6 percent). 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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V. STUDENTS’ EMERGING LITERACY SKILLS 

As mentioned before, the student literacy assessments were completed three months, on 
average, after random assignment and two months, on average, after the intervention had been 
launched (that is, two months after the first teacher training session occurred). Although it is a 
possibility that early intervention effects could have arisen in the first few months of 
implementation, we believe that the likelihood of the intervention inducing differences in two to 
three months is low. 

Consistent with the teacher reports and classroom observations, the child assessment results 
suggest that the linguistic environment in the study’s schools is highly diverse. None of the schools 
and first grade classrooms in the study can be classified as completely monolingual or bilingual. 
Rather, the language abilities of first grade students in the study fall along two dimensions of 
proficiency: (1) fully functional to not at all functional in Spanish and (2) fully functional to not at 
all functional in K’iche’. With such a linguistically diverse sample, identifying the dominant 
language6 of students becomes essential for conducting appropriate and effective assessment of 
emergent literacy skills of young dual language learners (National Association for the Education 
of Young Children 2005; Roseberry-McKibbin 1994). However, at the end of the study, when we 
estimate program impacts, we will assess all students in Spanish. This is in order to have a common 
metric and because that is the main language of instruction in the classroom and students whose 
mother tongue is K’iche’ are expected to be functional in both Spanish and K’iche’ by the end of 
third grade. 

For the baseline data collection, we first attempted to identify the dominant language of the 
first grade students in the sample and then assessed their early literacy skills in that language. The 
skills assessed are predictive of reading comprehension in later grades: alphabet knowledge, 
phonological awareness, decoding, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. 

A. The study sample is linguistically diverse 

As described in Chapter II, teachers were asked about the dominant language of each first 
grade student selected for the study sample. They were asked about the language each student uses 
to (1) ask questions of the teacher, (2) talk to his or her friends during play time, and (3) talk to his 
or her parents. Points were assigned to each answer and then added to form a total score for each 
student. Given this score, the provisional dominant language of each student was determined to be 
either Spanish, both Spanish and K’iche’, or K’iche’. Because K’iche’ is the main Mayan language 
of the Department of El Quiché in Guatemala, we expected it to be the dominant language for the 
majority of students in the sample as well. 

Teacher reports support that expectation: slightly more than 67 percent of students in each 
study group are reported to be dominant in K’iche’-only by their teachers (see Table V.1). By these 
reports, Spanish is less prevalent among their students, although not uncommon: about 33 percent 
of students are reported to speak Spanish, either as their single dominant language or equally 
comfortably as K’iche’. We did not find any statistically significant differences across groups in 
the teacher reports on first grade student language skills. 

6 Dominant language is the language in which the student is more comfortable. 
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Table V.1. Teacher-reported dominant language of students 

Blank cells 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Percentage of students whose teacher 
reported as having the following dominant 
languagesa 

. . . . . 

Spanish only 9.0 6.8 5.5 2.2 
(0.666) 

1.3 
(0.873) 

K’iche’ only 67.5 67.1 67.2 0.4 
(0.666) 

-0.1 
(0.873) 

Both Spanish and K’iche’ 23.5 26.1 27.3 -2.6 
(0.666) 

-1.1 
(0.873) 

Number of students 478 496 496 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Language Screener—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools. None of the 
differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

a Teachers were asked three questions about the language students use to ask questions to the teacher, talk to friends during play 
time, and talk to their parents. The questions were scored and a total score was created to determine the students’ dominant 
language (Spanish only, K’iche’ only, or both Spanish and K’iche’). 

In order to verify the teachers’ reports of each student’s dominant language, we administered 
a language screener that tested students’ facility with understanding and communicating spoken 
language. Based on the results of the screener, students were classified into their final language 
dominance groups for the purposes of taking the literacy assessments. This process can be 
interpreted as dividing children into groups based on their demonstrated oral language competence. 

As a result of the language group selection process, 67 percent of the students were ultimately 
assessed in K’iche’ only, 24 percent assessed in both Spanish and K’iche’, and 9 percent assessed 
in Spanish only. A detailed description of the process of assigning children to language groups for 
assessment is found in Appendix A. 

B. Construction of early literacy measures 

The six early literacy skills we assessed are (1) letter identification, (2) emergent writing, (3) 
emergent reading, (4) phonemic awareness, (5) decoding skills, and (6) passage comprehension. 
These skills are important precursors to reading comprehension. Given that students in the first 
grade are just beginning their literacy instruction, assessing students’ performance in these areas 
will provide a valuable baseline for evaluating the change in their literacy skills over the 
subsequent two or three years. 7 

1. How scores were computed 
The instruments used to assess letter identification, emergent writing, and emergent reading 

are based on their respective tasks of the Emergent Literacy Profile (La Evaluación de 

7 The study plan is to conduct follow-up assessments at the end of the third year of program implementation for both 
cohorts and again at the end of the fourth year for the cohort that began in 2013. 

 
 
 40  

                                                 



EVALUATION OF LEER JUNTOS EARLY GRADE READING INTERVENTION IN GUATEMALA: FINAL BASELINE REPORT 

Lectoescritura Emergente, or LEE; Dickinson et al. 2004) that measures early alphabet knowledge, 
oral reading skills, and writing skills. 

Letter identification. The letter identification task has 12 items. Each item in that letter 
identification task can be scored with the values of 2 (student names the letter or produces the 
sound of the letter correctly), 1 (student identifies letter correctly after assessor names it), or 0 
(student cannot identify letter even after assessor names it). The letter identification score is 
computed by adding the scores of the 12 items. Thus, the letter identification score can take values 
from 0 to 24. The standard deviation in our sample was six points. 

Emergent writing. The emergent writing task has 10 items. Students are asked to write their 
own name and write self-selected and dictated words. Four items in this task are scored with values 
of 0 or 1 (1 = correct; 0 = incorrect) and six items with values of 0 to 3 (3 = correct or most 
complete answer; 0 = incorrect answer or answer not showing the relevant skill). The emergent 
writing score is computed by adding the scores on the 10 items. The range of possible scores is 0 
to 22. The standard deviation in our sample was seven points. 

Emergent reading. The emergent writing task has nine items. Students are asked to read eight 
familiar words and read their own name. Each item in this task can be scored with the values of 1 
(student names reads word correctly) or 0 (student does not read word correctly). Thus, the 
emergent reading score can take values from 0 to 9. The standard deviation in our sample was 
three points. 

The instruments used to assess phonemic awareness, decoding, and passage comprehension 
are drawn from tasks in the Early Grade Reading Assessment instruments (EGRA) adapted for 
Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Guatemala as Evaluación de Lectura para Grados Iniciales (ELGI 
in Spanish, EESNAJ in K’iche’; USAID/Reforma Educativa en el Aula 2013). 

Phonemic awareness. The phonemic awareness task has 10 items. Students are asked to 
identify the initial sound in a word. Each item in this task can be scored with the values of 1 
(student recognizes phoneme correctly) or 0 (student does not recognize phoneme correctly). Thus, 
the phonemic awareness score can take values from 0 to 10. The standard deviation in our sample 
was four points. 

Decoding: pseudo-word decoding. Decoding is the ability to translate a printed word into 
sound. In this task, students are asked to read as many as 50 pseudo-words within 60 seconds (for 
example, “duso” in Spanish and “kile” in K’iche’). The number of correctly read or decoded 
pseudo-sense words is the pseudo-word decoding score, and the standard deviation in our sample 
was six points. We also used the number of correctly read or decoded pseudo-words to compute 
automaticity and accuracy scores. These other scores take into account the amount of time children 
took to complete the task and the number of pseudo-words that they attempted to decode during 
the task.8 

8 The automaticity score is the reading rate in the pseudo-word decoding task of the ELGI, and is calculated as the 
difference between the number of correctly decoded pseudo-words and the number of incorrectly decoded pseudo-
words divided by the proportion of time used to complete the task. The range of automaticity scores for students in 
the sample was -30 to 45. A positive number means that the student decoded most of the items correctly and a negative 
number means that he or she more often got them incorrect. The standard deviation in our sample was 10. The accuracy 
score is calculated as 10 times the ratio of correctly decoded pseudo-words to the number of pseudo-words the student 
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Passage comprehension. In the passage comprehension task, students listen to a passage and 
respond to comprehension questions. Each item in this task can be scored with the values of 1 
(correct) or 0 (incorrect). The ELGI assessment has six items and the ESSNAJ assessment has five 
items. We therefore divide the sum of correct items by the appropriate number (six or five), so the 
passage comprehension score can take values from 0 to 1, reflecting the proportion of questions 
answered correctly. The standard deviation in our sample was 0.8. 

Additional details on these early literacy skills scores can be found in Appendix E, such as 
correlations between the scores as well as a measure of the internal consistency of the scores 
(Cronbach’s alpha). This last measure sheds light on how closely related the components of each 
score are as a group and is often used as a lower bound estimate of the reliability of psychometric 
tests such as the literacy assessments presented here. Our results indicate that the components of 
our literacy scores were internally consistent. This assures us that all the questions used to create, 
for example, the phonemic awareness score were measuring the same underlying skill. 

C. Children in the study are in the early stages of literacy development 

In this chapter, we provide results that are based on one “combined” score per skill assessed. 
These combined scores were constructed as follows: for students who were assessed in only one 
language (in Spanish only or in K’iche’ only), we used the one score they have, and for students 
who were assessed in both languages(so they have two scores per skill assessed, one in Spanish 
and one in K’iche’) we used their score in Spanish. Therefore, for each skill assessed, we treated 
a score in Spanish and a score in K’iche’ as if they come from the same instrument and are 
equivalent.9 There are a number of reasons why a combined metric is attractive. First, the final 
assessments (in third grade for phase II and third and fourth grade for phase I) will be conducted 
in Spanish, so it is desirable to have baseline measures in Spanish wherever possible.10 Second, 
including all students’ results in the same scale allows us to use the full sample, maximizing 
statistical precision. Third, presenting all language findings in one estimate allows for comparisons 
between the results in Guatemala and Peru. And finally, combining language results improves ease 
and clarity of presentation. 

We performed several robustness checks on this construction of combined scores. Results do 
not change if, for students who were assessed in both languages, instead of using their score in 
Spanish we use their scores in K’iche’, the average of their two scores, the higher of their two 
scores, or the score on the assessment they were given first. See Appendix F for results using 
scores in K’iche’ instead of scores in Spanish. Results from the other robustness checks mentioned 
are available from the authors by request. We also performed the analyses of the emergent literacy 
skills scores for subgroups of students defined by their dominant language, that is, we report 
findings for the students assessed in Spanish and K’iche’ separately for students assessed in only 
one language and for students assessed in both languages. We do this to explore the degree to 
which the impacts might vary for different linguistic subgroups of students. These subgroup 

attempted to decode during the task. The accuracy score can take values from 0 to 10, and the standard deviation in 
our sample was 3. 
9 We do not have evidence to support or refute the assertion that the assessments in Spanish and K’iche’ employed in 
this study are psychometrically equivalent. 
10  Where students are not yet comfortable with Spanish, however, their results in K’iche’ form an acceptable 
alternative baseline because they also capture emerging literacy skills. 
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analyses may yield important insights into the interplay of pedagogy and mother tongue in these 
two countries, which might be valuable for program implementation and policymaking. These 
results are available in Appendix F. By way of preview, when we separated by language 
dominance group we found some differences in average literacy scores between the study groups 
(A, B, and C) among the subgroups of students who were assessed in Spanish only, K’iche’ only, 
and those who were assessed in both Spanish and K’iche’.  Upcoming results from the household 
survey will likely shed some light on possible reasons for these findings. It is possible that these 
findings are reflecting the correlation between having oral proficiency in the official language of 
the country (Spanish) and higher socioeconomic status, which can be correlated with academic 
performance.  More details on those findings are given in Appendix F. 

1. Summary of early literacy results 
On average, scores on all skills are low, reflecting that children in this study are in the early 

stages of literacy development and that many, if not most, are experiencing formal instruction for 
the first time.11 The emergent literacy skills scores students obtained in the baseline assessments 
discussed in this report are similar to scores on the same test administered to first graders of 
comparable backgrounds in other countries. The ELGI/EESNAJ scores in our sample were similar 
to the EGRA scores of first graders in the socioeconomically disadvantaged Mindanaoan-speaking 
regions of the Philippines (USAID 2014a) and slightly better than scores of Haitian first graders 
(USAID 2014b).That the baseline scores are low is reflective of the disadvantages facing children 
whose first language or mother tongue is not the same as the main language of instruction. The 
existence of those disadvantages generate interest in educational programs aimed specifically at 
such groups (like the present effort) and demonstrates that there is substantial room for 
improvement over the course of the study. 

We did not find any statistically significant differences between study groups on any measure 
of early literacy in our analysis of the entire sample of students (see Table V.2)12. We also present 
these results normalized to standard deviation units in Appendix F. However, we found some 
differences between study groups when we conducted the analysis for subgroups of students 
defined by their language dominance (these results are presented in Appendix F). We will control 
for those initial differences in the impact analysis that we will conduct at the end of the study to 
ensure that the estimated impacts reflect the effect of the intervention and not the effect of any 
initial or baseline differences between study groups.  

11 As illustrated by Figure II.1 in Chapter II, while first-grade students in the phase I sample were assessed two-thirds 
into the school year (the baseline data collection occurred in August 2013 and the school year started in January 2013) 
first graders in the phase II sample were assessed only three months into the 2014 school year (school year started in 
January 2014 and the baseline data collection occurred from mid-March to mid-April). Therefore, students in the 
phase I sample outperformed, on average, students in the phase II sample in all measures of emergent literacy skills. 
These findings are not presented in this report but are available from the authors upon request.  
12 We also did not find any statistically significant differences between study groups on the students’ automaticity and 
accuracy scores. These results are not presented in this report but are available from the authors by request. 
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Table V.2. Students’ scores on early literacy skills assessments in base year, by study 
group 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Letter identification score (out of 24) 16.7 17.4 18.1 -0.7 

(0.108) 
-0.7 

(0.062) 
Emergent writing score (out of 22) 7.8 8.4 8.9 -0.6 

(0.288) 
-0.5 

(0.394) 
Emergent reading score (out of 9) 2.2 2.2 2.5 0.1 

(0.804) 
-0.3 

(0.163) 
Phonemic awareness score (out of 10) 3.2 3.5 3.4 -0.3 

(0.387) 
0.1 

(0.716) 
Number of correctly decoded pseudo-words in 
one minute (out of 50) 

3.2 3.6 3.5 -0.4 
(0.389) 

0.1 
(0.860) 

Passage comprehension score (range of 
possible scores is 0 to 1) 

0.6 0.7 0.7 -0.1 
(0.321) 

-0.0 
(0.637) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish 
and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students  461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. No differences were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The scores include 
K’iche’ scores for students assessed only in K’iche’, and Spanish scores for students assessed only in Spanish or in both 
Spanish and K’iche’.  
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VI. CONCLUSION 

In the first few months after implementation, we did not find any differences between study 
groups in the background characteristics of schools or students in Guatemala. However, we did 
find differences in teachers’ activities and practices. In particular, we found that more teachers in 
the two intervention groups (Leer Juntos and Leer Juntos School-Only groups) than in the 
prevailing practice group participated in reading instruction professional development. In addition, 
we found that more teachers in the Leer Juntos School-Only group and the Leer Juntos group than 
in the prevailing practice group reported they use a phonological/global pedagogical approach. 
This result was not unexpected because teachers in the intervention groups receive different 
training than teachers in the prevailing practice (control) group. 

Even though K’iche’ is more commonly spoken among students and most teachers report 
proficiency in K’iche’, Spanish is overwhelmingly the language of instruction in the classroom, 
both in written materials and in the language used for oral communication. Teachers in all groups 
tend to use Spanish to communicate with students; we found no statistically significant between-
group differences on this measure. 

Results from the literacy assessments indicate that students in the Guatemala study sample are 
in the early stages of literacy acquisition—their scores on most subtasks were low. This reflects 
national child literacy rates as well as difficulties specifically faced by K’iche’ speaking children. 
Low scores are also to be expected since the students were tested at the beginning of first grade, 
when most of them have not yet experienced academic instruction. When we examined the full 
sample of students, we found no statistically significant differences between study groups on any 
of the literacy subtasks. However, we found a few statistically significant differences between 
study groups on some of the literacy subtasks when we examined subgroups of students formed 
according to the language in which they were assessed (Spanish only, K’iche’ only, and both 
languages). We will take into account those initial differences when we conduct impact analysis 
at the end of the study to endure that any impacts that we may find are attributable to the 
intervention and not to any of those initial differences. 

The current report presents the main results from the baseline data collection efforts in 
Guatemala. A subsequent report will present the findings from Peru. 
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A. Data collector selection and training 

Mathematica partnered with DMC Consultores (DMC) to conduct data collection activities. 
The State Department of Education in the Department of El Quiché collaborated in the recruitment 
of field staff, providing a list of candidates who had teaching experience in the Department of El 
Quiché, were proficient in both Spanish and K’iche’, and had good performance references. DMC 
interviewed and selected the best candidates, giving preference to those who had completed 
technical university studies in intercultural bilingual education. 

Field staff were organized into two groups and each specialized in a set of instruments. The 
first group (observers) was trained in the classroom observation instrument, school infrastructure 
checklist, teacher survey, and the student roster form. The second group (assessors) was trained in 
conducting the individual assessments of students’ early literacy skills. Finally, field coordinators 
and supervisors were responsible for ensuring compliance of field staff with the data collection 
protocols and planned logistics; they also monitored the team’s adherence to the work schedule 
and verified and delivered completed hard-copy instruments to the local office in Quiché. 

Field staff were trained in the administration of school-based instruments and individual 
assessment protocols in Spanish and K’iche’. Field staff training was conducted in July 2013 for 
phase I and in February 2014 for phase II. 

1. Observation field staff training and quality assurance 
The observation field staff group was trained in the use of the classroom observation 

instrument and school infrastructure checklist through training videos and in-school practice 
sessions. After video training sessions, field staff visited schools in pairs for live practice 
observations. At the end of training, each field staff member was certified based on two different 
school videos. 

Certification at the end of training. To be certified and considered a reliable observer, field 
staff had to achieve an average reliability of 80 percent agreement13 on the certification videos. 
The video certification procedures reflected “real-life” field procedures for the observation and 
coding processes as closely as possible. No discussion of master codes or ratings occurred during 
certification. Only trainees that met specified certification requirements (that is, cut-off scores of 
inter-observer agreement) became part of the data collection field staff. We encouraged the use of 
different videos during the training phase and certification, and videos were drawn from the type 
of classrooms observers would encounter during fieldwork. 

Quality assurance visits during data collection. We recommended that, to the extent 
possible, supervisors conduct quality assurance visits at least once with every observer during the 
data collection period and apply the standard of 80 percent agreement to the quality assurance 
visits. If an observer did not meet this standard, the supervisor notified the project coordinator, 
explained the observer’s areas of difficulty, and specified the needs for any retraining. 

13 Total percentage of agreement is defined as the number of agreements between two observers on observed and 
unobserved code divided by the total number of agreements and disagreements on observed and unobserved code 
between the two observers. Occurrence percentage of agreement is defined as the number of agreements on observed 
code between two observers divided by the number of agreements and disagreements on observed code between the 
two observers. 
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2. Assessment field staff training and quality assurance  
The assessment field staff group was trained on the administration and scoring of the Leer 

Juntos, Aprender Juntos early literacy skills assessment protocol and on the protocol for random 
selection of students. In total during their training, each staff member conducted 12 assessments 
(six students in each language), and their learning was reinforced with 16 additional training hours. 

Each assessor was certified in the Spanish and K’iche’ protocols—two certifiers completed a 
standard certification form that rated assessors on technical aspects of the assessment and on 
rapport and fluidity. During the practice days, the trainers supervised the teams, answered 
questions, and gave on-site feedback to staff. During the last two training days, field staff cemented 
their skills and finalized logistic and procedural aspects of fieldwork. 

We used additional quality assurance procedures for the child assessments. The practice 
sessions during training aimed to provide opportunities to build the necessary assessment skills 
before the certification. To obtain the certification at the end of training, field staff administered 
the assessment while being observed by a member of the training team. The trainer rated field staff 
on the technical aspects of the assessment (for example, reading items as worded, not inserting 
extra words, and scoring items as instructed) as well as the rapport with the respondent and fluidity 
of administration. 

In order to obtain certification, an assessor could receive no more than a cut-off number of 
overall error points. In some cases, trained field staff can meet the overall certification level but 
fail to reach the certification level on a particular task or skill (for example, avoiding coaching or 
gestures). If this happens, the staff member will have to practice and show improvement on that 
dimension before being certified. Supervisors and/or the training leader continued to monitor staff 
in the field to ensure that all members of the team conducted their work at a high level of 
competency. 

B. Data quality assurance 

DMC conducted double data entry of 100 percent of the survey responses. At Mathematica, a 
data quality assurance team conducted a three-step quality assurance review: hard-copy quality 
assurance, data consistency checks, and a review of frequencies by variable. We randomly selected 
10 percent of the hard-copy completed forms (by instrument type) and compared information 
recorded in the paper-and-pencil questionnaires with the information in the data set. To verify the 
quality of the data sets, we checked that all the fields in the instrument were represented as 
variables in the data set and that the values in the hard-copy instruments matched the values in the 
data files. 

C. Language screening 

This section provides a detailed description of how students were classified into language 
dominance groups based on their teachers’ report of their dominant (or more comfortable) 
language and an oral language screener. 

Teachers were asked about the dominant language of each first grade student selected for the 
study sample. They were asked about the language a student uses to (1) ask questions of the 
teacher, (2) talk to his or her friends during play time, and (3) talk to his or her parents. Points were 
assigned to each answer according to a Likert scale from “Only in Spanish” (1 point) to “Only in 
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K’iche’” (5 points) and then summed to form a total score for each student. Given this score, the 
provisional dominant language of each student was determined to be Spanish, both Spanish and 
K’iche’, or K’iche’. 

After obtaining the teachers’ reports on student language dominance, we verified those reports 
by screening students’ receptive and expressive oral language proficiency in the dominant 
language indicated by the teacher. Receptive oral language is the ability to listen to and understand 
language. Expressive oral language is the ability to communicate with others using the language. 
We conducted this verification to ensure that subsequent student assessments were administered 
in the language in which students are most comfortable (Spanish or K’iche’) or in both languages 
in some cases. This language screening also served as a warm-up procedure to build rapport and 
make students comfortable in the testing situation before the assessment of early literacy skills. 

The language dominance verification screening was based on the receptive and expressive 
language proficiency subtasks of the preLAS (De Avila and Duncan 2000). The preLAS language 
screener was designed to assess language proficiency, defined as having the “linguistic elements 
necessary for successful communication within the school environment” (De Avila and Duncan 
2000, p. 2). The preLAS is widely used in the United States to assess language dominance of dual 
language children (Bandel et al. 2012), is brief, and is available in Spanish; in addition, the sample 
used to validate it included bilingual children from LAC countries. 

The preLAS was already available in Spanish and was translated into K’iche’ for the Leer 
Juntos, Aprender Juntos study by accredited translators.14 We administered the adapted receptive 
and expressive language proficiency screeners, with some students being assessed in Spanish only, 
others in K’iche’ only, and others in both Spanish and K’iche’, depending on the language that 
teachers indicated is the student’s dominant language. In the receptive language subtask, students 
were asked to follow 10 oral instructions; in the expressive language subtask, students were asked 
to name the object they saw in 10 pictures. A correct answer for each item in the receptive and 
expressive oral language proficiency screening received one point, resulting in a receptive 
language score and an expressive language score, each of which could take values of 0 to 10. 

The results from the administration of the language proficiency screener revealed that in 
nearly all cases (1344 out of 1433, or 94 percent), students passed the preLAS in the language 
teachers identified as their dominant language. Eighty-nine students did not pass the preLAS in 
the language reported dominant by the teacher. Of these, 37 were reported by their teachers as 
equally comfortable in both languages but only passed the preLAS in one language (21 in Spanish, 
16 in K’iche’). Students who were reported dominant in only one language who did not pass the 
preLAS in that language were administered the preLAS in the other language. Fourteen students 
passed the preLAS in the language not reported dominant by their teacher, and 38 students (3 
percent of the total) could not pass the preLAS in either language. 

Following the protocol, the 38 students who could not pass the preLAS in either language 
were not given the literacy assessments. This was to account for two possibilities. First, students 
who were unable to pass the preLAS in either language were potentially demonstrating insufficient 

14 Although the preLAS in Spanish has been validated with a sample that included bilingual children from LAC 
countries, the preLAS in K’iche’ has not been validated with children who are bilingual in Spanish and K’iche’. 
Therefore, the preLAS scores from language screeners administered in Spanish are not directly comparable to those 
administered in K’iche’. 
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receptive and expressive language skills to be able to complete the literacy assessments. In this 
case, we ended the assessment to avoid causing undue stress to the child. Second, failing to pass 
the preLAS in either language could indicate that a child was simply not prepared for a testing 
situation like the one required for the literacy assessment. Most students at that point had been 
experiencing formal education for the first time, and many had likely never experienced a test 
before. These students are not disabled, and we anticipate including their subsequent scores in the 
final evaluation. For these students, we classified them in the language dominance group reported 
by their teachers and assigned them scores of 0 on all literacy subtasks. The three treatment groups 
had similar numbers of such cases—13 in group A, 15 in group B, and 10 in group C. 

As shown in Table A.1, we did not find any statistically significant differences between study 
groups in the percentage of students who were classified as dominant in Spanish only, in K’iche’ 
only, or in both Spanish and K’iche by the preLAS language proficiency screener. 

Table A.1. Dominant language of students based on oral language proficiency screener 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Percentage of students classified as dominant 
in the following languages according to the 
preLAS screenera 

. . . . . 

Spanish only 12.3 9.7 7.1 2.5 
(0.582) 

2.6 
(0.622) 

K’iche’ only 67.1 66.7 67.5 0.4 
(0.582) 

-0.8 
(0.622) 

Both Spanish and K’iche’ 20.7 23.5 25.3 -2.9 
(0.582) 

-1.8 
(0.622) 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in Spanish only 

40 31 28 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in K’iche’ only 

286 315 315 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in both Spanish and K’iche’ 

135 139 144 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in either language 

461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Language Screener—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools. None of the 
differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

a The preLAS (De Avila and Duncan 2000) is a screening instrument used to measure students’ receptive and expressive language 
skills. 

It is possible that children assessed in both Spanish and K’iche’ learn the tasks used in the 
assessments when administered in one language and then use what they learned when taking the 
assessment in the other language. Therefore, for students assessed in both languages, we randomly 
switched the order of languages so any effects of practice or learning in student’s performance in 
the second assessment would cancel out. Because language order was random, we expect the 
distribution of any practice effects (that is, how much children learn the test material after they 
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have taken it once) to be similar between the group of bilingual students who took the tests in 
Spanish first and the group who took them in K’iche’ first. Figure A.1 provides an illustration of 
the decision tree to determine the language in which assessments were administered, including the 
strategy of randomizing the order for bilingual students. Because we classified students who did 
not pass the preLAS in either language as part of the language dominance group reported by their 
teachers and assigned them scores of 0 on all literacy subtasks, our sample includes 135 scores 
from literacy assessments that were administered in Spanish only, 960 scores from literacy 
assessments administered in K’iche’ only, and 338 scores from literacy assessments administered 
in both Spanish and K’iche’ (see Figure A.1). 

We measured the size of the practice effect by testing the differences in mean scores of 
students assessed in both languages who took the Spanish assessment first and those who took the 
K’iche’ assessment first. Table A.2 presents the results. There were only two statistically 
significant differences in the assessment scores in K’iche’ (preLAS receptive language and 
phonemic awareness) between the students who were assessed in Spanish first and the students 
who were assessed in K’iche’ first, with students assessed in Spanish first performing slightly 
better. We therefore conclude that any learning effects were small and unlikely to bias scores.
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Figure A.1. Decision tree for language of assessment 
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Table A.2. Language proficiency screener and literacy skills assessment scores of 
bilingual students 

Blank cell 

Scores of bilingual 
students assessed in 

Spanish first 
(S) 

Scores of bilingual 
students assessed in 

K’iche’ first 
(K) S – K 

PreLAS receptive language scores . . . 
Assessment in Spanish 8.6 8.8 -0.199 

(0.283) 
Assessment in K’iche’ 8.3 7.7 0.586* 

(0.013) 
PreLAS expressive language scores . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 5.6 5.4 0.186 
(0.381) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 6.0 6.0 0.057 
(0.835) 

Letter identification scores . . . 
Assessment in Spanish 19.1 19.1 0.019 

(0.973) 
Assessment in K’iche’ 19.3 18.7 0.666 

(0.252) 
Emergent writing scores . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 12.3 12.1 0.237 
(0.718) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 8.6 8.2 0.410 
(0.448) 

Emergent reading scores . . . 
Assessment in Spanish 3.6 3.6 0.005 

(0.986) 
Assessment in K’iche’ 3.0 3.0 0.004 

(0.988) 
Phonemic awareness scores . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 5.8 5.9 -0.089 
(0.814) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 3.8 3.2 0.619* 
(0.043) 

Number of correctly decoded words in one 
minute 

. . . 

Assessment in Spanish 5.3 6.1 -0.791 
(0.165) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 4.3 4.6 -0.297 
(0.504) 

Passage comprehension scores . . . 
Assessment in Spanish 0.4 0.4 -0.023 

(0.486) 
Assessment in K’iche’ 0.8 0.8 -0.013 

(0.871) 
Number of students 173 165 . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Language Screener and Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 
2013 and 2014. 

Note: The p-values from tests of differences in group means between the group of bilingual students assessed in Spanish first 
and the group of bilingual students assessed in K’iche’ first are presented in parentheses. These tests account for 
clustering of students within schools. 

* Indicates difference is significant at 0.05 level.
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The interventions in this study are being implemented at the school level, so we conducted 
random assignment at the school level as well. To maximize efficiency and minimize cost and 
burden on children, we drew a random sample of eligible students in each school. 

A. Sample selection 

The random assignment design was implemented in Guatemala and Peru in a similar fashion. 
First, random assignment was conducted in two phases—the first in 2013 and the second in 2014. 
For each phase, Save the Children, in consultation with Mathematica, prepared a list of schools 
eligible to participate in the study. The schools are within the target regions for each country. Both 
Save the Children and the ministries of education screened and deemed the schools eligible to 
participate in the study. Save the Children, bearing in mind logistical considerations and other 
aspects of program rollout, determined the eligibility criteria. Each country’s ministry of education 
approved the final list of schools considered for the study. 

The list of eligible schools included a minimum of 75 schools in each phase, with some 
additional schools identified to replace any schools that dropped out of the sample or refused 
consent before random assignment in each country for each phase. After the list of potentially 
eligible schools was developed, study representatives visited and sought consent from the director 
(principal) of each school, explained the interventions and impact evaluation protocol, and 
obtained the director’s consent to include the school in the evaluation. 

Consenting schools were randomized into one of the three previously described groups. The 
schools had a one-third probability of assignment to one of the three intervention groups (Leer 
Juntos, Leer Juntos-school only, and prevailing practice). Random assignment was stratified on 
municipality, cohort size, and a language index.15 That is, we sorted schools into groups (or “bins”, 
each bin with three schools) so that the schools in the same group or bin were balanced in terms 
of those three key variables (municipality, cohort size, and the language index). We then randomly 
assigned the schools within each bin (or group) to one of the three intervention groups. 

The study team randomly selected one classroom in which first grade students were taught 
per school for the sample. In addition, the study team identified one teacher of first grade students 
from each study school and selected randomly if there was more than one first grade teacher. 

The sample for Guatemala targeted one classroom and about 10 first grade students per school 
in 150 schools, distributed evenly among the three intervention groups. We drew a random sample 
of 3 to 13 eligible students per included classroom, where eligibility was determined by being 
currently enrolled in the school and not having a severe cognitive or physical disability. 16 The 
number of students targeted per school was based on the number of first grade students enrolled. 
We had hoped to include 5 or 6 students of each sex per school, although in some cases schools 

15 The language index is composed of three data elements: (1) the proportion of students who understand Spanish, (2) 
the language of instruction, and (3) whether teachers speak K’iche’. We assigned schools a score of 3 points if less 
than 25 percent of the students understand Spanish, 2 points if between 26 and 50 percent understand Spanish, 1 point 
if 51 to 75 percent understand Spanish, and 0 points if 76 percent or more understand Spanish. We also awarded one 
point if K’iche’ is the language most used in the classroom and one other point if teachers speak K’iche’. Therefore, 
a higher score (higher index value) is associated with more K’iche’ use/ability and less Spanish use/ability in the 
school. 
16 Down syndrome and autism were considered severe cognitive disabilities, and blindness, deafness, and muteness 
were considered physical disabilities. 
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had fewer than 10 enrolled students or had fewer children of a particular gender than our target. 
Students who were eligible and selected for the study but were absent from school on the days 
when field workers collected data were included in the sample regardless of whether field workers 
were able to reach them for completing student literacy assessments. 

B. Response rates 

The study obtained participation consent for 150 schools (Table B.1). All schools were 
observed by field staff to complete the school infrastructure form and the classroom observation 
form. All but one teacher (in group A) consented to be surveyed. 

Table B.1. Number of schools, teachers, and students and response rates in the 
Guatemala sample in the base year 

Blank cell 

Number 
of 

Schools/
Class-
rooms 

School 
Observation 
Response 

Rate 

Classroom 
Observation 
Response 

Rate 

Target 
Number 

of 
Teachers 

Teacher 
Survey 

Response 
Rate 

Target 
Number of 
Studentsa 

Number of 
Students in 

Final 
Sample 

Student 
Assessment 

Response 
Rate 

A. Leer Juntos 50 100.0 100.0 50 98.0 495  478 96.4 

B. Leer Juntos 
School-
Only 

50 100.0 100.0 50 100.0 507  496 97.7 

C. Prevailing 
practice 50 100.0 100.0 50 100.0 505  496 98.2 

Total 150 100.0 100.0 150 99.3 1,507  1,470 97.5 
a The study aimed to randomly select 3 to 13 students per school, depending on school size. The 1,507 students were sampled from 
a total of 5,328 first grade students. The final sample includes students who were currently enrolled in the school and who did not 
have a physical or severe cognitive disability. 

The study team selected a target sample of 1,507 students (4 to 12 students per school, 
depending on school size) from a total of 5,328 first grade students in the study schools. Field 
workers drew 1983 student names from the student rosters at the schools. Of these, 132 were 
ineligible because of a physical or severe cognitive disability. The final sample consists of 1470 
students, with a roughly even split of 478 in group A, 496 in group B, and 496 in group C (Table 
B.1). The breakdown of the students included and excluded is found in Table B.2. Thirty-seven 
students (17 in group A, 11 in group B, and 9 in group C) were absent the day of the assessment 
and were therefore not given the preLAS language screener or the early literacy assessment, 
although they were included in the sample (Table B.1). In some cases, the target was not met 
because of small class size, and in three schools the target of 12 was exceeded because examiners 
tested additional students even though the original draw (sample) students were all available.  
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Table B.2. Construction of Guatemala student sample and final sample count (numbers 
of students) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) Total 
Drawn from rosters 639 672 672 1983 
Excluded from sample frame . . . . 

Ineligible because of having a physical or severe 
cognitive disabilitya 

12 10 18 40 

Ineligible because of having dropped out of the 
schoolb 

29 39 30 98 

Not selected into the sample 120 127 128 375 

Selected to be in the study sample 478 496 496 1470 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Roster Form—Baseline 2013, Student Language Screener—Baseline 2013, 
Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013. 

a  A student was identified as having a physical disability if the teacher indicated the student was blind, deaf, or mute. A student was 
identified as having a severe cognitive disability if the teacher indicated the student had Down syndrome, autism, or a similar 
disability. 
b  A student was identified as having dropped out of the school if the teacher indicated (1) the student had been absent for a long 
period and his or her return date to the school was unknown, or (2) the student was deceased. 

C. Analytic methods 

To assess differences between study groups in measurable characteristics of schools, teachers, 
classrooms, and students, we conducted regression analyses that controlled for the stratification of 
the random assignment of schools. For each contrast we examined, the regression model we used 
to test for differences between study groups in school, teacher, and classroom characteristics in the 
base year can be expressed as follows: 

(1)  ssssBCsABs ZPTCTAw ηγλββα +++++= 00  

where 0sw is the characteristic of interest for school, teacher, or classroom s in the base year (time 
0). The variable sTA  is an indicator equal to one for schools (or teachers or classrooms) assigned 
to group A and zero for those assigned to groups B and C. The variable sTC  is an indicator equal 
to one for schools (or teachers or classrooms) assigned to group C and zero for those in schools in 
groups A and B. According to the evaluation design, we will compare intervention groups A versus 
B and B versus C, so group B serves as the reference group. The parameter ABβ  indicates the 
difference in school (or teacher or classroom) characteristic between the Leer Juntos and the Leer 
Juntos School-Only groups for the A versus B comparison, and the parameter BCβ  indicates the 
difference between the Leer Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group for the B 
versus C comparison. The variable sP  is an indicator equal to one for schools in the phase II cohort 
and zero for those in the phase I cohort. 0sZ  is a vector of indicator variables for the strata within 
which random assignment of schools was conducted. The term sη  is a school-specific error term. 

Additionally, for each contrast we examined, the regression model we used to test for 
differences between study groups in students’ characteristics and emergent literacy skills during 
the base year can be expressed as follows: 
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(2)  000 issssBCsABis ZPTCTAy εγλββα +++++=  

where 0isy  is the outcome or characteristic of interest (such as reading skills) for student i in school 
s at time 0 (the base year). The variables sTA , sTC , and sP , the parameters ABβ  and BCβ , and the 
vector 0sZ  are defined the same way as in Equation (1). The term 0isε  is a random error term for 
student i in school s in the base year (at time 0). Because random assignment occurred at the school 
level, the standard errors of the parameter estimates in the equation were adjusted for clustering of 
students within schools (we used a clustered sandwich estimator).  

By including the stratification indicators, we capture the design effect generated by the 
stratified randomization. In other words, stratification (conducting random assignment within 
groups of similar schools) improves efficiency by reducing the amount of variation between 
schools of different treatment status, but at the same time, it imposes a small penalty associated 
with the need to account for the block effect associated with each group (stratum) of similar 
schools. 

The data in Equation (2) were reweighted such that each school has equal weight to account 
for the different sizes of the first grade in each school and for differences in the number of students 
who were assessed (also called “respondents”) in each school, since the school was the unit of 
randomization. Therefore, the estimates obtained from Equation (2) report the mean outcomes for 
the typical first grade in the schools in our sample. We computed the weight for each student i in 
school s using the following formula: 

(3) is
Average numberof first grade students perschool inthe sampleweight

Numberof first graderespondents in school s
=  

The average number of first grade students per school in the sample is the same for each 
student i included in the sample from Guatemala, that is, 10 students (1,1470 students included in 
the sample divided by 150 schools that participated in the study’s baseline data collection in 
Guatemala). The number of first grade respondents in school s is the number of first grade students 
in each school s who are included in the sample and who completed the study’s baseline early 
literacy skills assessments. The weights are based on the number of respondents within the first 
grade in each school rather than the total number of first grade students from each school included 
in the sample in order to avoid underweighting students whose classmates were absent. 
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A. Schools 

We showed in Chapter III that schools in each of the study’s three treatment arms were similar 
in terms of selected characteristics. Table C.1 reinforces that finding with 13 out of 14 comparisons 
of additional characteristics showing mostly statistically insignificant differences between groups.  

Table C.1. Characteristics of schools in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Distance (in kilometers) from school to municipal 
capital (average) 

11.5 10.9 11.2 0.7 
(0.649) 

-0.3 
(0.833) 

Percentage of schools offering an early childhood 
education program or preschool 

68.0 70.0 68.0 -2.0 
(0.801) 

2.0 
(0.801) 

Distance (in kilometers) from school to closest 
preschool (average) 

1.2 3.4 2.7 -2.2 
(0.277) 

0.7 
(0.699) 

Percentage of schools offering primary grades 1 
through 6 

100.0 100.0 94.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

6.0* 
(0.033) 

Percentage of schools offering secondary grades 1 
through 3 

10.0 6.0 14.0 4.0 
(0.515) 

-8.0 
(0.194) 

Percentage of schools offering a single shift 98.0 100.0 100.0 -2.0 
(0.224) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Number of classrooms in school (average) 6.2 6.5 6.6 -0.3 
(0.525) 

-0.0 
(0.928) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014; Leer Juntos, Aprender 
Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 

Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 
presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos School-
Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group means are 
presented in parentheses. 

*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

We also measured school participation in other programs besides Leer Juntos, Aprender 
Juntos. The study’s interventions do not operate in a vacuum. Schools in the study participate in a 
variety of education, nutrition, and health programs. Specifically, we asked about school 
participation in the following programs: 

• Programa de Educación Bilingüe Intercultural o Alfabetización Bilingüe is an initiative of 
the Dirección General de Educación Bilingüe Intercultural (DIGEBI), a division of the 
Ministry of Education in Guatemala, and it is designed to promote and support bilingual 
education in schools at all levels. Through this initiative, the Ministry of Education provides 
schools with textbooks that are appropriate for teaching bilingual students, offers 
professional development to teachers on intercultural and bilingual instruction, provides 
technical assistance to school administrators, and monitors the quality of bilingual 
instruction in schools. 

• The following Ministry of Education programs: (1) Escuelas del Futuro, a school 
intervention designed to improve schools’ infrastructure, provide access to computer 
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equipment to schools and teachers, and promote involvement and support on educational 
activities from parents and the community; (2) the Programa de Apoyo a la Calidad 
Educativa o Proceso de Formación de Funcionarios de la Educación (PROFFE), which 
provides professional development support to teachers, offers technical assistance to 
educators and school administrators, and receives funding from the Deutsche Gesellschaft 
für Internationales Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) in Germany; and (3) Abriendo Futuro, an 
initiative to provide financial support to teachers to acquire computers and obtain 
professional development on using the computers to improve instruction. This project 
receives support from Microsoft and the Fundación Sergio Paiz Andrade (FUNSEPA) in 
Guatemala. 

• Fortalecimiento Educativo Institucional para la Mejora de la Asistencia Técnica 
Administrativa en el Departamento de Quiché is implemented by the nonprofit organization 
Asociación Verde y Azul, with funds from the international development NGO Intervida 
and with the collaboration of Guatemala’s Ministry of Education. This program provides 
culturally appropriate teaching materials, coaching and technical assistance to educators and 
school administrators, and support to schools for infrastructure improvements. 

• Other programs including (1) participation in professional development provided by private 
organizations; (2) implementation of the Nueva Escuela Unitaria Bilingüe (NEUBI) model, 
a teaching model tailored to the students’ cultural and language context that promotes 
interaction of the students with their teacher and classmates during instruction; (3) Hambre 
0, an initiative of the government of Guatemala with the purpose of reducing malnutrition in 
children and eliminating extreme poverty in the country (one school); and (4) participation 
in physical education initiatives from the Ministry of Education. 

• Programa Infantil de Nutrición is provided by the Ministry of Public Health in Guatemala. 
The program offers free breakfast, lunch, and/or snacks for children in participating schools. 

• Two health promotion programs: (1) Escuelas Saludables, a program implemented by the 
Peace Corps and the Ministry of Education in Guatemala. This program offers hygiene 
education and provides assistance to schools to get the necessary infrastructure to create a 
healthy environment for students and teachers. (2) A program supporting access to safe 
drinking water, improved sanitation, and hygiene education, provided by Water for People, 
an international, nonprofit, humanitarian organization that works in the Department of 
Quiché.  
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As indicated in Table C.2, there are no statistically significant differences between groups in 
schools’ reported participation in the different programs, which means that the study interventions 
are not confounded with other interventions. Leamos Juntos, the national reading program, is the 
most prevalent program in the study schools; 44 percent of group A schools, 38 percent of group 
B schools, and 22 percent of group C schools reported participating in this program. The schools’ 
reported levels of participation in programs vary somewhat. For instance, almost 43 percent of the 
schools in the study did not report participating in any of the programs listed in Table C.2, whereas 
16 percent of the schools reported that they take part in more than one program. 

Table C.2. Reported school participation in education and social programs in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Percentage of schools participating in the 
following education-focused programs 

. . . . . 

Leamos Juntos 44.0 38.0 22.0 6.0 
(0.535) 

16.0 
(1.000) 

Intercultural Bilingual Education and Literacy 
Program 

8.0 6.0 10.0 2.0 
(0.726) 

-4.0 
(0.484) 

Other Ministry of Education programs 12.0 6.0 14.0 6.0 
(0.329) 

-8.0 
(0.194) 

Education support and technical assistance 
program in the Department of El Quiché 

4.0 8.0 8.0 -4.0 
(0.419) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Other programs 12.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 
(0.517) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Percentage of schools participating in the National 
Children’s Nutrition Program 

10.0 10.0 10.0 -0.0 
(1.000) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Percentage of schools participating in Health 
Promotion Programs 

6.0 8.0 4.0 -2.0 
(0.620) 

4.0 
(0.322) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

We also measured more detail on school infrastructure than the characteristics summarized in 
Chapter III. Consistent with findings on other characteristics, schools in the three treatment arms 
had similar infrastructure. Twenty-three out of 26 comparisons of utilities and facilities were 
statistically insignificant (Table C.3) and 15 out of 18 comparisons of other facilities were 
statistically insignificant (Table C.4). We did find differences between groups in prevalence of 
painted exterior walls, plumbing waste disposal, and vegetable gardens, but there was no pattern 
of systematic advantage for a single study group. 
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Table C.3. Available utilities and facilities in schools in base year (percentages of 
schools) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Unpiped water supply 6.0 4.0 8.0 2.0 

(0.686) 
-4.0 

(0.419) 
Permanent building 98.0 96.0 96.0 2.0 

(0.545) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Painted interior walls 98.0 90.0 94.0 8.0 

(0.085) 
-4.0 

(0.386) 
Painted exterior walls 100.0 86.0 92.0 14.0* 

(0.009) 
-6.0 

(0.259) 
Perimeter fence 50.0 44.0 52.0 6.0 

(0.565) 
-8.0 

(0.444) 
Latrines or urinals 72.0 68.0 68.0 4.0 

(0.682) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Functional toilets 68.0 74.0 58.0 -6.0 

(0.501) 
16.0 

(0.075) 
Separate facilities for boys and girls 68.0 74.0 66.0 -6.0 

(0.506) 
8.0 

(0.376) 
Hand washing facilities 64.0 72.0 72.0 -8.0 

(0.383) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Working waste disposal 72.0 82.0 80.0 -10.0 

(0.215) 
2.0 

(0.803) 
Plumbing waste disposal 0.0 6.0 0.0 -6.0* 

(0.033) 
6.0* 

(0.033) 
Septic (or similar) disposal 54.0 66.0 72.0 -12.0 

(0.170) 
-6.0 

(0.491) 
Other waste disposal (absorption bed or 
trench, river) 

24.0 14.0 20.0 10.0 
(0.234) 

-6.0 
(0.474) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Table C.4. Other facilities available in schools in base year (percentages of schools) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Vegetable garden 26.0 2.0 26.0 24.0* 

(0.000) 
-24.0* 
(0.000) 

Teachers’ lounge 6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 
(0.587) 

2.0 
(0.587) 

Outdoors recreational space 38.0 54.0 41.9 -16.0 
(0.066) 

12.1 
(0.167) 

Gymnasium or sport facilities 12.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 
(0.462) 

4.0 
(0.462) 

Infirmary 4.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 
(0.481) 

2.0 
(0.481) 

Computers for students 4.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-4.0 
(0.359) 

Computers for teachers 10.0 8.0 16.0 2.0 
(0.744) 

-8.0 
(0.194) 

Internet connectivity 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-6.0* 
(0.033) 

Library or resource room 6.0 6.0 12.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-6.0 
(0.293) 

Number of schools 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos School Infrastructure Observation Form—Baseline 2013. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses.  

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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B. Teachers 

We found no statistically significant differences between teachers in groups A, B, and C on 
any measure of background characteristics or qualifications (Table C.5). Most are early in their 
careers; in terms of teachers’ professional level, which takes into account teachers’ years of 
experience, education, and performance, there are more teachers in the lowest levels, A and B 
(between 66 and 76 percent), than there are in the three highest levels (levels C, D, and F). Teachers 
also reported that they were absent between one and two days in the month prior to the survey, on 
average. According to the teachers, most of the reported time absent was not due to sickness or 
disability. Most of the teachers in the study have a K’iche’ ethnic background (Table C.5). 

Table C.5. Teacher background characteristics in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Professional levela (percentage) . . . . . 
A or none 41.0 40.0 40.0 1.0 

(0.922) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
B 34.1 26.0 36.0 8.1 

(0.369) 
-10.0 

(0.262) 
C 12.0 18.0 10.0 -6.0 

(0.379) 
8.0 

(0.241) 
D or F 13.0 16.0 14.0 -3.0 

(0.666) 
2.0 

(0.775) 
Has a long-term contractb (percentage) 62.9 70.0 70.0 -7.1 

(0.425) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Number of days absent in the previous month 
because of illness or disability (paid leave) 
(average) 

0.7 0.5 0.6 0.1 
(0.472) 

-0.0 
(0.838) 

Number of days absent in the previous month not 
because of illness or disability (average) 

1.1 1.1 0.7 0.0 
(0.893) 

0.4 
(0.276) 

Ethnicity (percentage) . . . . . 
K'iche’ only 77.1 74.0 72.0 3.1 

(0.693) 
2.0 

(0.796) 
Ladino only 20.9 22.0 28.0 -1.1 

(0.889) 
-6.0 

(0.437) 
K’iche and Ladino 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 

(0.993) 
2.0 

(0.393) 
Kaqchikel only 0.0 2.0 0.0 -2.0 

(0.225) 
2.0 

(0.226) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

a Professional levels are determined based on teachers’ years of experience, education level, and performance. Level A is the 
starting or most basic level, and the highest professional level is level F. Teachers’ salaries and bonuses are set according to the 
teachers’ professional level, with teachers in higher professional levels receiving higher pay. Teacher performance is evaluated on 
an annual basis, and every four years teachers are considered for a professional level promotion. 
b Teachers with a long-term employment contract do not have to renew their contract every year. 
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A. Literacy environment 

We probed teachers’ beliefs about the pace of literacy acquisition. Across study groups, 
teachers had similar opinions about the importance of reading in Spanish and K’iche’ and about 
when students should reach a number of literacy milestones. Of the six questions about milestones, 
only one generated a statistically significant difference: group B teachers reported believing 
students should be able to understand a story read aloud slightly earlier than teachers in group C 
did (Table D.1). 

Table D.1. Teachers’ beliefs about students’ milestones in the acquisition of literacy 
skills in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Teachers’ beliefs about the importance 
(from 1 = lowest importance to 10 = highest 
importance) of learning to read in 

. . . . . 

Spanish (Average) 9.6 9.8 9.7 -0.2 
(0.302) 

0.1 
(0.493) 

K’iche’ (Average) 9.0 9.2 9.0 -0.2 
(0.553) 

0.2 
(0.536) 

Percentage of teachers who reported 
students should  

. . . . . 

Learn to recognize and identify the letters of the 
alphabet in 

. . . . . 

Preschool 14.0 20.0 12.0 -6.0 
(0.393) 

8.0 
(0.255) 

Grade 1 62.9 66.0 66.0 -3.1 
(0.737) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Grade 2 19.1 10.0 14.0 9.1 
(0.206) 

-4.0 
(0.576) 

Grade 3  4.0 4.0 8.0 -0.0 
(0.993) 

-4.0 
(0.361) 

Learn to read a short story in . . . . . 
Preschool 10.1 4.0 2.0 6.1 

(0.160) 
2.0 

(0.643) 
Grade 1 47.8 60.0 54.0 -12.2 

(0.236) 
6.0 

(0.556) 
Grade 2 23.9 26.0 34.0 -2.1 

(0.819) 
-8.0 

(0.385) 
Grade 3 14.1 8.0 8.0 6.1 

(0.309) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Grades 4 and up 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

(0.542) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Learn to decode new or unfamiliar words in . . . . . 

Preschool 4.0 8.0 4.0 -4.0 
(0.360) 

4.0 
(0.361) 

Grade 1 64.1 66.0 52.0 -1.9 
(0.839) 

14.0 
(0.133) 

Grade 2 23.9 24.0 38.0 -0.1 
(0.986) 

-14.0 
(0.082) 

Grade 3 8.1 2.0 4.0 6.1 
(0.135) 

-2.0 
(0.619) 

Grades 4 and up 0.0 0.0 2.0 -0.0 
(0.990) 

-2.0 
(0.226) 
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Table D.1 (continued) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Learn to infer word meaning based on story 
context in 

. . . . . 

Preschool 0.0 4.0 0.0 -4.0 
(0.084) 

4.0 
(0.085) 

Grade 1 39.1 42.0 30.0 -2.9 
(0.761) 

12.0 
(0.212) 

Grade 2 29.9 36.0 38.0 -6.1 
(0.528) 

-2.0 
(0.836) 

Grade 3 21.1 14.0 22.0 7.1 
(0.375) 

-8.0 
(0.311) 

Grades 4 and up  10.1 4.0 10.0 6.1 
(0.294) 

-6.0 
(0.295) 

Understand a story read aloud in . . . . . 
Preschool 8.1 4.0 0.0 4.1 

(0.306) 
4.0 

(0.317) 
Grade 1 42.9 58.0 34.0 -15.1 

(0.123) 
24.0* 

(0.014) 
Grade 2 24.0 16.0 30.0 8.0 

(0.342) 
-14.0 

(0.096) 
Grade 3 11.9 14.0 20.0 -2.1 

(0.778) 
-6.0 

(0.417) 
Grades 4 and up 13.0 8.0 16.0 5.0 

(0.447) 
-8.0 

(0.223) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. 

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

The classrooms in the three study groups did not differ greatly in terms of the reading 
resources available to students. Although few classrooms (fewer than 7 percent) have an area 
dedicated specifically to reading, materials to facilitate reading instruction are present in study 
classrooms. These materials include displays of alphabets and familiar words in Spanish and 
K’iche’. Spanish is the most commonly visible language to students in the classroom. For instance, 
at least 50 percent of the classrooms in each study group have the complete Spanish alphabet 
displayed, but in only a few classrooms (fewer than 7 percent) is the complete K’iche’ alphabet 
visible to students (Table D.2). The presence of materials in Spanish or K’iche’ that facilitate 
reading instruction does not differ across study groups enough to be statistically significant.  
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Table D.2. Available reading area and materials to facilitate early reading instruction 
in classrooms in base year (percentages of classrooms) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Reading area equipped with reading materials for 
students 

6.0 8.0 6.0 -2.0 
(0.702) 

2.0 
(0.702) 

Materials to facilitate early reading instruction . . . . . 
Complete alphabet in Spanish visible to 
students 

60.0 52.0 50.0 8.0 
(0.418) 

2.0 
(0.839) 

Complete alphabet in K’iche’ visible to 
students 

10.0 6.0 2.0 4.0 
(0.386) 

4.0 
(0.386) 

Familiar words written in Spanish visible to 
students 

78.0 80.0 70.0 -2.0 
(0.795) 

10.0 
(0.195) 

Familiar words written in K’iche’ visible to 
students 

24.0 16.0 8.0 8.0 
(0.269) 

8.0 
(0.269) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

Among the books available in study classrooms, textbooks are by far the most common. A 
majority of classrooms (at least 56 percent in each study group) also have picture books with some 
text (Table D.3). We found no statistically significant differences between study groups in the 
difficulty or genre of the books found in classrooms.  
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Table D.3. Characteristics of books in classrooms in base year (percentages of 
classrooms) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Difficulty level of booksa . . . . . 
Simple books for naming objects or the 
alphabet  

22.0 24.0 24.0 -2.0 
(0.816) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Picture books 28.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 
(0.341) 

0.0 
(1.000) 

Picture books with some textb 56.0 58.0 60.0 -2.0 
(0.848) 

-2.0 
(0.848) 

Chapter booksc  14.0 8.0 12.0 6.0 
(0.331) 

-4.0 
(0.516) 

Textbooks 92.0 88.0 84.0 4.0 
(0.515) 

4.0 
(0.515) 

Other 12.0 18.0 16.0 -6.0 
(0.378) 

2.0 
(0.768) 

Not observed 2.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 
(0.481) 

-4.0 
(0.160) 

Book genre . . . . . 
Textbooks 88.0 88.0 86.0 0.0 

(1.000) 
2.0 

(0.755) 
Reference books 12.0 14.0 8.0 -2.0 

(0.754) 
6.0 

(0.348) 
Narrative books 34.0 32.0 32.0 2.0 

(0.833) 
0.0 

(1.000) 
Workbooks 20.0 20.0 28.0 0.0 

(1.000) 
-8.0 

(0.289) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

a The percentages do not sum up to 100 percent because multiple responses may have been provided. 
b For example, stories illustrated with one or two simple sentences. 
c For example, plays and novels. 

In a majority of classrooms, the books and the handmade and printed materials were in an 
acceptable, good, or excellent condition as reported by the observer (see Table D.4). In a large 
number of classrooms, the physical condition of printed or handmade materials could not be 
observed because the observer either did not find any such materials in the classroom or had no 
access to the classroom area where the materials are kept. We found one statistically significant 
difference between study groups in the observed quality of books and printed materials in the 
classrooms: in fewer classrooms in group B than in group C printed materials with text in Spanish 
could not be observed or were in acceptable physical condition, and more classrooms in group B 
than in group C had printed materials with text in Spanish in good or excellent physical condition 
(Table D.4).  
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Table D.4. Physical condition of books and materials with text in classrooms in base 
year (percentages of classrooms) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Physical condition of books . . . . . 
Very poor or poor 4.0 10.0 7.0 -6.0 

(0.169) 
3.0 

(0.521) 
Acceptable, good, or very good 96.0 90.0 93.0 6.0 

(0.169) 
-3.0 

(0.521) 
Physical condition of printed materials with 
text in Spanish 

. . . . . 

Acceptable 28.0 28.0 32.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-4.0* 
(0.017) 

Good or excellent 38.0 38.0 18.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

20.0* 
(0.017) 

Not observeda 34.0 34.0 50.0 0.0 
(1.000) 

-16.0* 
(0.017) 

Physical condition of printed materials with 
text in K’iche’ 

. . . . . 

Acceptable 6.0 4.0 12.0 2.0 
(0.673) 

-8.0 
(0.053) 

Good or excellent 12.0 16.0 6.0 -4.0 
(0.673) 

10.0 
(0.053) 

Not observeda 82.0 80.0 82.0 2.0 
(0.673) 

-2.0 
(0.053) 

Physical condition of noncommercial 
handmade materials with text in Spanish 

. . . . . 

Acceptable 32.0 30.0 24.0 2.0 
(0.876) 

6.0 
(0.744) 

Good or excellent 18.0 16.0 18.0 2.0 
(0.876) 

-2.0 
(0.744) 

Not observeda 50.0 54.0 58.0 -4.0 
(0.876) 

-4.0 
(0.744) 

Physical condition of noncommercial 
handmade materials with text in K’iche’ 

. . . . . 

Acceptable 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 
(0.721) 

2.0 
(0.868) 

Good or excellent 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 
(0.721) 

-0.0 
(0.868) 

Not observeda 90.0 94.0 96.0 -4.0 
(0.721) 

-2.0 
(0.868) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences presented in this table are statistically significant at the .05 
level. 

a The physical condition of the materials was not observed when either the observer did not find any of these type of materials in the 
classroom or had no access to the classroom area where the materials are kept.  
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B. Instructional practices 

We found no statistically significant differences in the teachers’ reported use of time during a 
typical language class (Table D.5). Interestingly, although more teachers in the intervention group 
B reported using the phonological/global method than teachers in group C (Table IV.3) and 
although teachers in groups B also were more likely to report assessing phonological awareness 
every day (Table IV.8), the number of minutes the teachers in group B reported students spend on 
phonemic awareness activities is not statistically higher than the number of minutes reported by 
the teachers in group C, the prevailing practice group (see Table D.5).  In addition, teachers in 
group B tended to report spending more time than teachers in group C in activities with students 
for building vocabulary and learning new words, narrating familiar stories without reference to 
text, and copying letters or words. However, none of those differences between groups B and C 
are statistically significant. 

Table D.5. Teacher-reported time use during a typical language class in base year 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Number of minutes that teacher reported 
students spend on the following activities 
during a typical language and reading class: 

. . . . . 

Learning to identify the letters of the alphabet 32.4 31.0 32.8 1.4 
(0.695) 

-1.8 
(0.615) 

Practicing phonemic awareness activitiesa 22.6 26.6 27.6 -4.0 
(0.187) 

-1.0 
(0.738) 

Practicing reading aloud and reading 
comprehension 

26.3 23.2 24.6 3.1 
(0.228) 

-1.4 
(0.588) 

Building vocabulary and learning new words 26.9 25.2 23.2 1.7 
(0.546) 

2.0 
(0.462) 

Narrating familiar stories without reference to 
text 

17.7 20.6 19.2 -2.9 
(0.179) 

1.4 
(0.518) 

Copying letters or words 22.4 27.0 24.8 -4.6 
(0.101) 

2.2 
(0.424) 

Taking dictation 19.1 17.6 20.4 1.5 
(0.466) 

-2.8 
(0.172) 

Number of teachers 49 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Teacher Survey—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

a This includes doing activities such as identifying the initial sound of a word, combining two-letter sounds, separating the different 
sounds in a word, and rhyming.  
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We did not find any statistically significant differences between study groups in the number 
of minutes teachers spent providing literacy instruction to first graders in a whole class setting, a 
small group setting, or individually with each student (see Table D.6). In addition, we did not find 
any statistically significant differences between study groups in the number of minutes teachers 
spent during a typical language and reading class, on average, on activities not related to literacy 
instruction. 

Table D.6. Class structures used by teachers during reading instruction (average 
number of minutes) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Minutes teachers spent providing literacy 
instruction using the following class 
structures: 

. . . . . 

Whole class 45.2 44.2 45.4 1.0 
(0.545) 

-1.3 
(0.471) 

Small groups 0.0 1.4 0.0 -1.4 
(0.096) 

1.4 
(0.096) 

Individuals 0.0 0.7 0.0 -0.7 
(0.084) 

0.7 
(0.084) 

Minutes teachers spent on activities not related to 
literacy instruction 

4.1 2.7 2.4 1.4 
(0.118) 

0.3 
(0.719) 

Number of classrooms 50 50 50 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Classroom Observation Instrument—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. None of the differences were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
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A. Correlations between scores on the language screener and early literacy 
skills assessments 

We tested the correlations between the various assessments given to students in the study (see 
Tables E.1 and E.2). We did this to explore three issues. First, our assessment procedure assumed 
that children needed basic receptive language (such as following a simple instruction like “touch 
your head”) and expressive language (such as naming parts of the body) to recognize simple words 
in a picture. We used the preLAS screener to assess children’s readiness for the early literacy skill 
test. Children that failed it were not tested with the early literacy assessment. 

The correlations between the preLAS scores and the early literacy scores illustrate the extent 
to which basic language skills are related to early literacy. Tables E.1 and E.2 show that preLAS 
scores are positively correlated with the early literacy assessment scores. The correlations were 
stronger in Spanish than in K’iche’ and also were stronger between preLAS and ELLE scores 
(letter identification, emergent reading, and emergent writing) than between preLAS and EGRA 
scores (phonemic awareness, nonsense word decoding, and passage comprehension). 

Second, because we used components of two different tests (ELLE and EGRA), we wanted 
to check the relationship between scores on similar skills tested by two different sources. For 
example, emergent reading (ELLE) and nonsense word decoding (EGRA) both involve translation 
of written text to spoken language, so we might expect the scores on those assessments to be highly 
correlated. Indeed, the correlations are 0.809 for Spanish and 0.817 for K’iche’. Third, the 
correlations allow us to see if the scores on the various tasks are consistent with the expected 
developmental progression of early literacy skills. Some skills are acquired first and serve as 
building blocks for other skills. For example, letter identification is required for writing, which 
shows up in the correlations in both Spanish (0.732) and K’iche’ (0.608). 

Table E.1. Correlation matrix for scores constructed from assessments administered 
in Spanish 

Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. PreLAS receptive 

language 
1 . . . . . . . . 

2. PreLAS expressive 
language 

0.671* . . . . . . . . 

3. PreLAS total 0.920* 0.907* . . . . . . . 
4. Letter identification 0.467* 0.350* 0.462* 1 . . . . . 
5. Emergent writing 0.389* 0.371* 0.436* 0.732* 1 . . . . 
6. Emergent reading 0.309* 0.293* 0.345* 0.704* 0.812* 1 . . . 
7. Phonemic awareness 0.335* 0.330* 0.382* 0.619* 0.606* 0.593* 1 . . 
8. Number of nonsense 

words decoded correctly 
0.255* 0.251* 0.291* 0.543* 0.635* 0.809* 0.481* 1 . 

9. Passage comprehension 0.525* 0.625* 0.667* 0.369* 0.443* 0.366* 0.368* 0.312* 1 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baselines 2013 and 2014. 
* Pairwise correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level.  
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Table E.2. Correlation matrix for scores constructed from assessments administered 
in K’iche’ 

Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. PreLAS receptive 

language 
1 . . . . . . . . 

2. PreLAS expressive 
language 

0.384* 1 . . . . . . . 

3. PreLAS total 0.833* 0.831* 1 . . . . . . 

4. Letter identification 0.453* 0.256* 0.440* 1 . . . . . 

5. Emergent writing 0.307* 0.200* 0.315* 0.608* 1 . . . . 

6. Emergent reading 0.252* 0.120* 0.230* 0.604* 0.690* 1 . . . 

7. Phonemic awareness 0.319* 0.207* 0.326* 0.564* 0.602* 0.648* 1 . . 
8. Number of nonsense 

words decoded correctly 
0.210* 0.079* 0.179* 0.509* 0.611* 0.817* 0.582* 1 . 

9. Passage comprehension 0.125* 0.036 0.100* 0.169* 0.100* 0.141* 0.112* 0.096* 1 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baselines 2013 and 2014. 
* Pairwise correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level. 

B. Internal consistency coefficients 

We calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficients to assess the internal consistency reliability of 
the early literacy skills measures (the scores) we constructed, that is, to determine the extent to 
which all the assessment items included in the calculation of each score we constructed measure 
the same concept or construct. This information is important because it allows us to estimate how 
likely it is that the scores we constructed actually measure the emergent literacy skills we are 
interested in examining in this study. 

The alpha itself is a function of the number of individual items (the component questions), the 
inter-item covariance among the items, and the variance of the overall score (the literacy 
construct). It increases toward a value of one as the intercorrelations among the component 
questions increase because higher intercorrelations of the component questions are more likely 
when the components measure the same construct (emergent reading ability, for example). 

In general, a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.6 to 0.7 is considered acceptable (Nunnally and 
Bernstein 1994; DeVellis 2003), and a value higher than 0.7 is considered good or excellent 
(although scores too close to 1 might indicate redundancy in the items). In the case of the literacy 
constructs considered here, almost all of our constructs generate good or excellent Cronbach’s 
alphas (see Table E.3). 17  The exceptions are phonemic awareness in Spanish and passage 
comprehension in K’iche’, both of which generate acceptable alphas. Overall, this indicates that 
our constructs are reliable measures of early literacy skills. 

17 The nonsense word decoding task involves 50 items of the same type (combinations of vowels and sounds), and 
the score is the sum of correct answers. In this case, it is not appropriate to construct the Cronbach’s alpha. 
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Table E.3. Internal consistency reliability coefficients 

Blank cell 

Cronbach’s Alpha 
for Scores Constructed  

from Assessments  
Administered in Spanish 

Cronbach’s Alpha 
for Scores Constructed  

from Assessments  
Administered in K’iche’ 

PreLAS receptive language score 0.908 0.794 
PreLAS expressive language score 0.772 0.753 
Letter identification score 0.889 0.885 
Emergent writing score 0.767 0.732 
Emergent reading score 0.859 0.799 
Phonemic awareness score 0.664 0.826 
Passage comprehension score 0.726 0.639 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Language Screener and Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baselines 
2013 and 2014. 

C. Task discontinuation 

For three of the literacy skills tasks (emergent writing, emergent reading, and phonemic 
awareness), examiners are told to discontinue the assessment after a certain number of failed items 
(for instance, in the nonsense word decoding task, if the child answers the first five questions 
incorrectly). This stopping rule exists in order to avoid causing excessive stress to the child, who 
might be frustrated or discouraged by performing poorly. 

Table E.4 shows, by language of assessment, the percentage of students in each group that 
discontinued the tasks. When students discontinued a task, they were given scores of 0 on the 
remaining items in the task. Large numbers of students discontinued the emergent writing task in 
K’iche’ (more than 75 percent in each group) and the phonemic awareness task in K’iche’ (more 
than 49 percent in each group). In both languages, students discontinued the nonsense word 
decoding task at high rates (more than 50 percent in each group in each language). There was only 
one statistically significant difference in discontinuation rates by group, with a higher percentage 
of students in group B discontinuing the emergent reading task in K’iche’. The other 15 hypothesis 
tests showed no significant differences in discontinuation rates between intervention groups.  
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Table E.4. Percentages of students for whom early literacy assessment tasks were 
discontinued 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in Spanish 

Emergent writing task 42.9 44.0 36.7 
-1.0 

(0.867) 
7.3 

(0.164) 

Emergent reading task 19.2 16.2 20.7 
3.0 

(0.444) 
-4.5 

(0.248) 

Phonemic awareness task 13.3 14.3 14.0 
-1.1 

(0.786) 
0.4 

(0.921) 

Nonsense word decoding task 64.1 50.6 51.7 
13.6 

(0.100) 
-1.2 

(0.834) 

Number of students who were assessed in 
Spanisha 157 156 160 . . 

Students assessed in K’iche’ 

Emergent writing task 77.6 76.2 75.0 
1.4 

(0.549) 
1.2 

(0.624) 

Emergent reading task 9.8 16.1 14.1 
-6.3* 

(0.002) 
2.0 

(0.380) 

Phonemic awareness task 56.7 50.3 49.3 
6.4 

(0.070) 
1.0 

(0.759) 

Nonsense word decoding task 62.6 61.9 61.2 
0.8 

(0.818) 
0.7 

(0.836) 

Number of students who were assessed in 
K’iche’b 406 441 451 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baselines 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools, different school 
sizes, and nonresponse.  

a Includes the students who were assessed in Spanish only and the students who were assessed in both Spanish and K’iche’. 
b Includes the students who were assessed in K’iche’ only and the students who were assessed in both Spanish and K’iche’. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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A. Robustness checks on construction of outcome measures 

As explained in Chapter V of the report, we conducted a number of robustness checks by 
constructing outcome variables in different ways and repeating the analyses. For each skill, we 
analyzed outcome variables constructed as presented in the main body of the report and also as 
follows: (1) using scores in Spanish for students assessed in Spanish only and scores in K’iche’ 
for all students who were administered tests in K’iche’; (2) using scores in Spanish for students 
assessed in Spanish only, scores in K’iche’ for students assessed in K’iche’ only, and for students 
who were assessed in both languages using the average of their scores in Spanish and K’iche’; (3) 
using scores in Spanish for students assessed in Spanish only, scores in K’iche’ for students 
assessed in K’iche’ only, and for students who were assessed in both languages using the highest 
of their scores in Spanish and K’iche’; and (4) using scores in Spanish for students assessed in 
Spanish only, scores in K’iche’ for students assessed in K’iche’ only, and for students who were 
assessed in both languages using the score in the language of the assessment that was administered 
first (either Spanish or K’iche’). 

Here we provide the results for the first robustness check above, the set of measures using 
scores in Spanish for students assessed in Spanish only and scores in K’iche’ for all students who 
were administered the assessment in K’iche’ (See Table F.1). The results are qualitatively the same 
as the results presented in the main body of this report. That is, all of the hypothesis test results 
(rejection or failure to reject) are the same. The same is true for the other constructions; those 
results are available from the authors upon request.  
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Table F.1. Literacy assessment results using alternative outcome measure (Spanish 
scores for students assessed only in Spanish and K’iche’ scores for all students 
assessed in K’iche’) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Letter identification score 16.7 17.4 18.0 -0.7 

(0.065) 
-0.6 

(0.094) 
Emergent writing score 7.0 7.5 8.1 -0.5 

(0.256) 
-0.6 

(0.241) 
Emergent reading score 2.1 2.0 2.4 0.1 

(0.727) 
-0.3 

(0.143) 
Phonemic awareness score 2.6 3.1 2.8 -0.5 

(0.068) 
0.2 

(0.328) 
Nonsense word decoding score 3.0 3.1 3.3 -0.2 

(0.734) 
-0.2 

(0.694) 
Passage comprehension score 0.8 0.8 0.8 -0.0 

(0.504) 
-0.0 

(0.473) 
Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish and 
K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students 461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools. No differences were 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level.  
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B. Students’ early literacy scores in standard deviation units 

Table F.2 presents the same information as Table V.2 with the results transformed into 
standard deviation units. 

Table F.2. Students’ scores on early literacy skill assessments in base year (standard 
deviation units) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 
Letter identification score -0.11 0 0.11 -0.11 

(0.108) 
-0.11 

(0.062) 
Emergent writing score -0.08 0 0.07 -0.08 

(0.288) 
-0.07 

(0.394) 
Emergent reading score -0.03 -0.03 0.06 0.03 

(0.804) 
-0.09 

(0.163) 
Phonemic awareness score -0.05 0.03 0 -0.08 

(0.387) 
0.03 

(0.716) 
Number of correctly decoded pseudo-words in one 
minute 

-0.03 0.03 0.02 -0.06 
(0.389) 

0.02 
(0.860) 

Automaticity score -0.02 0.02 0.03 -0.03 
(0.672) 

-0.01 
(0.887) 

Accuracy score -0.03 0 0.07 -0.03 
(0.621) 

-0.07 
(0.480) 

Passage comprehension score -0.13 0 0 -0.13 
(0.321) 

0 
(0.637) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish 
and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students 461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present the z-scores of group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a 

regression. Column A–B presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group 
and the Leer Juntos School-Only group, divided by the standard deviation. Column B–C presents differences in the 
regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group, divided 
by the standard deviation. The p-values from tests of differences between groups are presented in parentheses.  
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C. Students’ early literacy skills by language dominance group 

We also looked at the emergent literacy skills scores separately for subgroups of students 
defined by their dominant language (that is, the language in which they were assessed): Spanish 
only, K’iche’ only, and both Spanish and K’iche’ (Tables F.3–F.9). The reason for doing this 
subgroup analysis was that it is possible that students who speak both languages comfortably 
enough to have their teachers designate them as capable of understanding and speaking both 
languages, and who are proficient enough in both to pass the preLAS in both languages, may have 
different skill levels than students who clearly demonstrated oral proficiency in only one language 
(either Spanish or K’iche’). 

Tables F.3 through F.9 present the results of the emergent literacy assessments by language 
dominance subgroup, and a brief discussion of the findings precedes each table. 

PreLAS. For the oral language proficiency screener, students in group B who were assessed 
only in K’iche’ scored slightly higher than did students in group C on the expressive language test 
(6.6 versus 6.3). Among students assessed in both languages, students in group C outscored 
students in group B on both receptive (7.6 versus 8.4) and expressive language (5.8 versus 6.9) in 
K’iche’ (Table F.3).  
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Table F.3. Students’ preLAS scores in base year, by language dominance (averages 
out of 10 possible points) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Scores of students screened in one language 
onlya 

. . . . . 

Receptive language score in Spanish only 9.0 9.1 9.5 -0.2 
(0.850) 

-0.3 
(0.584) 

Expressive language score in Spanish only 7.4 6.4 6.8 1.0 
(0.072) 

-0.4 
(0.446) 

Receptive language score in K’iche’ only 7.2 7.5 7.6 -0.2 
(0.312) 

-0.1 
(0.661) 

Expressive language score in K’iche’ only 6.6 6.6 6.3 -0.1 
(0.585) 

0.3* 
(0.043) 

Scores of students screened in both languagesa . . . . . 
Receptive language score in Spanish 8.8 8.6 8.9 0.2 

(0.464) 
-0.4 

(0.339) 
Expressive language score in Spanish 5.1 5.4 6.0 -0.3 

(0.452) 
-0.6 

(0.089) 
Receptive language score in K’iche’ 8.1 7.6 8.4 0.4 

(0.110) 
-0.8* 

(0.016) 
Expressive language score in K’iche’ 5.3 5.8 6.9 -0.5 

(0.292) 
-1.1* 

(0.008) 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in Spanish only 

40 31 28 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in K’iche’ only 

286 315 315 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in both Spanish and K’iche’ 

135 139 144 . . 

Number of students who were administered the 
preLAS in either language 

461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Language Screener—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. 

a The preLAS (De Avila and Duncan 2000) is a screening instrument used to measure students’ receptive and expressive language 
skills. Ten items from the preLAS receptive language task and 10 items from the preLAS expressive language task were adapted to 
be administered in Spanish and K’iche’. A correct answer for each item received one point. Thus, the receptive and expressive 
language scores can take values from 0 to 10. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Letter identification. Among students assessed in K’iche’ only, we found that students in 
group C had higher average scores (17.1) than did students in group B (16.9). Among students 
assessed in both languages, students in group C performed better in Spanish than did students in 
group B (20.8 versus 18.7; Table F.4). 

Table F.4. Students’ letter identification scores in base year, by language dominance 
(averages out of 24 possible points) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer Juntos 
School-Only 

(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in one language onlya . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 18.4 19.5 19.2 -1.1 

(0.278) 
0.3 

(0.773) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 15.7 16.9 17.1 -1.2* 

(0.007) 
-0.2 

(0.529) 
Students assessed in both languagesa . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 17.7 18.7 20.8 -1.0 
(0.439) 

-2.1* 
(0.022) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 17.3 18.9 20.6 -1.6 
(0.121) 

-1.7 
(0.060) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish 
only 

55 44 36 . . 

Number of students assessed in K’iche’ 
only 

304 329 327 . . 

Number of students assessed in both 
Spanish and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students  461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. 

a The instrument items used to assess this skill are based on the 12-item letter identification task of the Emergent Literacy Profile (La 
Evaluación de Lectoescritura Emergente, or LEE; Dickinson et al. 2004) that measures early alphabet knowledge, oral reading 
skills, and writing skills. Each item in that letter identification task can be scored with the values of 2 (student names the letter or 
produces the sound of the letter correctly), 1 (student identifies letter correctly after assessor names it), or 0 (student cannot identify 
letter even after assessor names it). The letter identification score is computed by adding the scores of the 12 items. Thus, the letter 
identification score can take values from 0 to 24. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Emergent writing. Table F.5 shows that of the students assessed in K’iche’ only, those in 
group B scored higher than those in group A (6.5 versus 5.7). 

Table F.5. Students’ emergent writing scores in base year, by language dominance 
(averages out of 22 possible points) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in one language onlya . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 12.7 12.8 15.0 -0.2 

(0.910) 
-2.2 

(0.053) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 5.7 6.5 6.9 -0.8* 

(0.034) 
-0.4 

(0.382) 
Students assessed in both languagesa . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 10.5 12.8 13.4 -2.3 
(0.141) 

-0.6 
(0.621) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 6.6 8.7 9.8 -2.0 
(0.050) 

-1.1 
(0.293) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish 
only 

55 44 36 . . 

Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both 
Spanish and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students  461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. 

a The instrument items used to assess this skill are based on the 10-item emergent writing task of the Emergent Literacy Profile (La 
Evaluación de Lectoescritura Emergente, or LEE; Dickinson et al. 2004) that measures early alphabet knowledge, oral reading 
skills, and writing skills. In that emergent writing task, students are asked to write their own name and write self-selected and 
dictated words. Four items in this task are scored with values of 0 or 1 (1 = correct; 0 = incorrect) and six items with values of 0 to 3 
(3 = correct or most complete answer; 0 = incorrect answer or answer not showing the relevant skill). The emergent writing score is 
computed by adding the scores on the 10 items. The range of possible scores is 0 to 22. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Emergent reading. We found that students in group C who were assessed in K’iche’ only 
scored higher on emergent reading than did the students in group B (1.8 versus 1.4; see Table F.6). 

Table F.6. Students’ emergent reading scores in base year, by language dominance 
(averages out of 9 possible points) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in one language onlya . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 3.7 4.1 4.0 -0.4 

(0.731) 
0.1 

(0.899) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 1.5 1.4 1.8 0.2 

(0.405) 
-0.4* 

(0.018) 
Students assessed in both languagesa . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 3.0 4.0 4.0 -1.1 
(0.114) 

-0.0 
(0.999) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 2.3 3.3 3.6 -1.0 
(0.064) 

-0.3 
(0.474) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish 
only 

55 44 36 . . 

Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both 
Spanish and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students  461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse.  

a The instrument items used to assess this skill are based on the 9-item emergent reading task of the Emergent Literacy Profile (La 
Evaluación de Lectoescritura , or LEE; Dickinson et al. 2004) that measures early alphabet knowledge, oral reading skills, and 
writing skills. In that emergent reading task, students are asked to read eight familiar words and read their own name. Each item in 
this task can be scored with the values of 1 (student names reads word correctly) or 0 (student does not read word correctly). Thus, 
the emergent reading score can take values from 0 to 9. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Phonemic awareness. In the phonemic awareness task, students in group B who were 
assessed in both languages achieved higher K’iche’ scores on average than did students in group 
A (Table F.7). 

Table F.7. Students’ phonemic awareness scores in base year, by language dominance 
(averages out of 10 possible points) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in one language onlya . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 6.0 6.4 6.0 -0.4 

(0.548) 
0.5 

(0.443) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 1.9 2.3 2.2 -0.4 

(0.078) 
0.1 

(0.546) 
Students assessed in both languagesa . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 5.8 6.0 5.9 -0.2 
(0.827) 

0.0 
(0.954) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 2.3 4.2 4.1 -1.9* 
(0.000) 

0.1 
(0.881) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish 
and K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students 461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. 

a The instrument items used to assess this skill are based on the 10-item phonemic awareness task of the Early Grade Reading 
Assessment instruments (EGRA) adapted for Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Guatemala as Evaluación de Lectura para Grados 
Iniciales (ELGI in Spanish, EESNAJ in K’iche’; USAID/Reforma Educativa en el Aula 2013). In that phonemic awareness task, 
students are asked to identify the initial sound in a word. Each item in this task can be scored with the values of 1 (student 
recognizes phoneme correctly) or 0 (student does not recognize phoneme correctly). Thus, the phonemic awareness score can take 
values from 0 to 10. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Pseudo-word decoding. There were no statistically significant differences between groups 
among students assessed in a single language (Table F.8). However, among students assessed in 
both languages, students in group B could decode more pseudo-words correctly and had higher 
automaticity scores in Spanish than did students in group A. It is worth noting that the students in 
group B who were assessed in Spanish (either in Spanish only or in both Spanish and K’iche’) 
obtained higher scores on average, than the students in group C who were assessed in Spanish. 
However, none of the differences between groups B and C are statistically significant at the .05 
level.  
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Table F.8. Students’ decoding skills scores in base year, by language dominance 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Number of correctly decoded pseudo-words in one 
minute (range of possible scores is 0 to 50)a 

. . . . . 

Scores of students assessed in one language only . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 4.9 7.3 6.6 -2.4 

(0.491) 
0.7 

(0.792) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 2.2 2.1 2.4 0.1 

(0.793) 
-0.3 

(0.344) 
Scores of students assessed in both languages . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 4.2 7.4 5.9 -3.2* 
(0.028) 

1.5 
(0.350) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 3.2 4.9 5.5 -1.7 
(0.106) 

-0.6 
(0.564) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish and 
K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students  461 485 487 . . 
Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools, as well as for 
differing school size and student nonresponse. 

a The instrument items used to assess decoding skills are based on the nonsense word decoding task of the Early Grade Reading 
Assessment instruments (EGRA) adapted for Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Guatemala as Evaluación de Lectura para Grados 
Iniciales (ELGI in Spanish, EESNAJ in K’iche’; USAID/Reforma Educativa en el Aula 2013). In that task, students are asked to 
decode as many as 50 nonsense words within 60 seconds. The number of correctly decoded nonsense words by students in the 
study ranges from 0 to 45 among students assessed in Spanish and from 0 to 35 among students assessed in K’iche’.  
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Passage comprehension. As presented in Table F.9, the mean passage comprehension score 
of students who were assessed in Spanish only in group B (2.8) is lower than the mean score of 
students in group C (3.9). For students assessed in both languages, the mean K’iche’ score of 
students in group B (3.7) is lower than the mean score of students in group C (4.6).  
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Table F.9. Students’ passage comprehension scores in base year, by language 
dominance (averages are normalized to represent fraction correct) 

Blank cell 

Leer 
Juntos 

(A) 

Leer 
Juntos 
School-

Only 
(B) 

Prevailing 
Practice 

(C) A–B B–C 

Students assessed in one language onlya . . . . . 
Assessment in Spanish only 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.1 

(0.454) 
-0.2* 

(0.033) 
Assessment in K’iche’ only 0.8 0.8 0.8 -0.0 

(0.849) 
-0.0 

(0.522) 
Students assessed in both languagesa . . . . . 

Assessment in Spanish 0.4 0.4 0.5 -0.0 
(0.759) 

-0.1 
(0.360) 

Assessment in K’iche’ 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.0 
(0.702) 

-0.2* 
(0.017) 

Number of students assessed in Spanish only 55 44 36 . . 
Number of students assessed in K’iche’ only 304 329 327 . . 
Number of students assessed in both Spanish and 
K’iche’ 

102 112 124 . . 

Number of students 461 485 487 . . 

Source: Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Student Early Literacy Skills Assessment—Baseline 2013 and 2014. 
Note: Columns A, B, and C present group means that are adjusted for the stratification design with a regression. Column A–B 

presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer Juntos group and the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group and column B–C presents differences in the regression-adjusted group means between the Leer 
Juntos School-Only group and the prevailing practice group. The p-values from tests of differences between group 
means are presented in parentheses. These tests account for clustering of students within schools as well as for differing 
school size and student nonresponse. 

a The instrument items used to assess this skill are based on the passage comprehension task of the Early Grade Reading 
Assessment instruments (EGRA) adapted for Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Guatemala as Evaluación de Lectura para Grados 
Iniciales (ELGI in Spanish, EESNAJ in K’iche’; USAID/Reforma Educativa en el Aula 2013). In that passage comprehension task, 
students listen to a passage and respond to comprehension questions. Each item in this task can be scored with the values of 1 
(correct) or 0 (incorrect). The ELGI assessment has six items and the ESSNAJ assessment has five items. Thus, we normalized the 
passage comprehension scores in Spanish by dividing by six and the passage comprehension score in K’iche’ by dividing by five. 
Scores given in the table represent the fraction correct. 
* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.  
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Once we restricted the analyses to subgroups of students defined by the language in which 
they were assessed (Spanish only, K’iche’ only, and both Spanish and K’iche’), we found 
statistically significant differences between study groups (between groups A and B, and groups B 
and C) at baseline on all dimensions of early literacy. The differences occurred in both Spanish 
and K’iche’ (although they were more common in scores in K’iche’) and among both students 
assessed in a single language and students assessed in both languages (although they were more 
common among students assessed in both languages). 

The statistically significant differences between study groups (A, B, C) we found when we 
split the sample in language dominance subgroups did not follow a clear pattern in terms of one 
study group consistently outperforming another study group or in terms of having all the 
differences between study groups happen within a particular language dominance group (Spanish 
only, K’iche’ only, or both Spanish and K’iche’). Of the 11 statistically significant differences we 
found in the subgroup analyses, 6 involved group C outperforming group B (one of these 
differences occurred for each of the subgroups of students assessed in Spanish only and K’iche’ 
only, and the other four differences in the subgroup assessed in both languages (one for the 
assessments in Spanish and three for the assessments in K’iche’), and 4 involved group B 
outperforming group A (two of these differences occurred for the subgroup of students assessed 
in K’iche’ only, and the other two differences in the subgroup assessed in both languages (one for 
the assessments in Spanish and one for the assessments in K’iche’). The remaining difference 
involved group B outperforming group C (occurring for the subgroup of students assessed in 
K’iche’ only). Because the baseline data collection in Guatemala occurred only two months after 
implementation of the intervention started, it is unlikely that the significant differences in mean 
student assessment scores between students in the three study groups are due to early intervention 
effects. A more plausible explanation for those findings may be preexisting differences in student 
and teacher background characteristics that can arise by chance. For example, students in the Leer 
Juntos group could be socioeconomically more disadvantaged than students in the Leer Juntos 
School-Only group. We will explore this issue further using household surveys that will be 
conducted in the second year after implementation. In any case, we will use regression adjustment 
to control for chance differences in observable characteristics from the base year. 

From the findings on the students’ literacy scores by language dominance subgroups, it is 
worth noticing that on average, the emergent literacy assessment scores in Spanish were generally 
higher than the scores in K’iche’ (oral comprehension scores were a notable exception; see Table 
F.9). However, we did not test for statistically significant differences between average scores in 
Spanish and K’iche’. 

It is also notable that students who were assessed in both languages had on average higher 
scores on the assessments in K’iche’ than the students who were assessed in K’iche’ only. 
Although we did not test the statistical significance of the differences in the scores in K’iche’ 
between students assessed in one language and students assessed in two languages, the pattern 
holds for all of the literacy assessment subtasks except one. The one subtask in which students 
assessed only in K’iche’ had average scores as high as the students assessed in both languages was 
oral (listening) comprehension (Table F.9). A possible explanation for this is that first grade 
students who are not orally proficient in Spanish—the predominant language of instruction in the 
study classrooms (see Chapter IV)—have not yet had a chance to learn the skills assessed. 
Therefore, we should note that at the end of the study, when we will estimate program impacts, we 
will assess all students in Spanish in order to have a common metric and because that is the main 
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language of instruction in the classroom, with all students expected to have transitioned to Spanish 
by the third grade. 

The finding that K’iche’-speaking students who also speak Spanish have an advantage over 
monolingual K’iche’-dominant students in the first grade is consistent with the linguistic 
interdependence hypothesis (Cummins 1979; Durgunoglu 2002; Odlin 1989; Toukomaa and 
Skutnaabb-Kangas 1977). The linguistic interdependence hypothesis suggests that children who 
have already achieved a particular level of competence in both mother tongue and the language of 
instruction have a cognitive advantage over children who are just starting to learn the language of 
instruction (Cummins 1978). Given that the predominant language of reading instruction in study 
classrooms is Spanish, it is not surprising that first grade children who are proficient in Spanish as 
well as K’iche’ performed better, on average, on most reading subtasks than did students proficient 
in K’iche’ only. However, we did not test for differences in average scores between language 
dominance groups. We only tested for differences between study groups (A, B, and C) within each 
language dominance group. 

Our findings are also consistent with the results from a reading assessment that Save the 
Children conducted in the Department of El Quiché in Guatemala in February 2011 (Save the 
Children 2011a). The results from that assessment showed that children had stronger letter 
knowledge, decoding skills, and oral reading skills in Spanish than in K’iche’, although we do not 
know how they scored by language dominance. 

The listening comprehension skills assessment is also the only assessment in which the 
students who were assessed in K’iche’ performed as well as the students who were assessed in 
Spanish. This finding makes sense because listening comprehension is a skill that can be developed 
at home (and in the home language), so it is possible that all children in the study have had 
opportunities to develop the skill. Moreover, this finding suggests that students who are proficient 
only in K’iche’ may well be able to acquire the skills necessary for achieving reading 
comprehension abilities in later years. This is because research has found that although some early 
literacy skills, such as decoding skills, level off in the beginning to middle of elementary school, 
linguistic comprehension skills (for example, narrative understanding and oral vocabulary skills) 
gain importance in supporting the acquisition of reading comprehension skills (Lervag and 
Aukrust 2010; Melby-Lervag and Lervag 2014). 

 
 
  F.15  



 

This page has been left blank for double-sided copying. 

 



 

This page has been left blank for double-sided copying. 



U.S. Agency for International Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20523
Tel: (202) 712-0000
Fax: (202) 216-3524

www.usaid.gov

http://www.usaid.gov

	Latin American and the Caribbean (LAC) Reading Evaluation Contract: Evaluation of Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos Early Grade Intervention in Guatemala: Final Baseline Report
	Acknowledgments
	CONTENTS
	I. Introduction
	A. Three approaches to improving early grade reading in linguistically diverse communities
	1. Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos
	2. Leer Juntos, Aprender Juntos: School-Only
	3. Prevailing practice

	B. The study
	1. Research questions
	2. Study design

	C. This report
	1. Summary of findings


	II. Data
	A. Data collection instruments
	1. School and classroom observations
	2. Teacher surveys
	3. Student roster form and assessments of emergent literacy skills

	B. Data collectors training and quality assurance
	C. Procedures for assessing children
	D. Sampling procedures and response rates
	E. Time line

	III. Background Characteristics of Schools, Teachers, and Students in the Base YEAr
	A. Schools
	1. School characteristics
	2. School infrastructure

	B. Teachers
	C. Students

	IV. Literacy Environment and Instruction Practices in the Classroom
	A. Teacher-reported participation in professional development in base year
	B. Teacher-reported needs and challenges
	C. Teachers’ approach to teach reading
	D. Literacy materials and language use
	E. Use of time and literacy instructional practices in the classroom
	1. Teacher-reported practice
	2. Observed practice


	V. Students’ Emerging Literacy Skills
	A. The study sample is linguistically diverse
	B. Construction of early literacy measures
	1. How scores were computed

	C. Children in the study are in the early stages of literacy development
	1. Summary of early literacy results


	VI. Conclusion
	References
	Appendix A:  Data Collection, Training, and Quality Assurance Procedures in Guatemala
	A. Data collector selection and training
	1. Observation field staff training and quality assurance
	2. Assessment field staff training and quality assurance

	B. Data quality assurance
	C. Language screening

	Appendix B:  Sampling, Response Rates, and Analytic Methods in Guatemala
	A. Sample selection
	B. Response rates
	C. Analytic methods

	Appendix C:  Additional Information on the Background Characteristics of Schools and Teachers in the Base YEar
	A. Schools
	B. Teachers

	Appendix D:  Additional Information on Literacy Environment and Instructional Practices in the Classroom in the Base Year
	A. Literacy environment
	B. Instructional practices

	Appendix E:  Diagnostic Statistics for Early Literacy Skills Measures
	A. Correlations between scores on the language screener and early literacy skills assessments
	B. Internal consistency coefficients
	C. Task discontinuation

	Appendix F:  Additional Information on Students’ Early Literacy Skills
	A. Robustness checks on construction of outcome measures
	B. Students’ early literacy scores in standard deviation units
	C. Students’ early literacy skills by language dominance group





Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		LJAJ Guatemala Baseline Report.pdf




		Report created by: 

		

		Organization: 

		




[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.


		Needs manual check: 2

		Passed manually: 0

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 1

		Passed: 29

		Failed: 0




Detailed Report


		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting






Back to Top


