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Executive Summary 

Context: Improving the skills of young people is critical to the economic and political stability of 
Liberia as the country continues its transition into a post-conflict nation. Approximately 75% of the 
total Liberian population are under the age of 35, and 32.5% are between the ages of 15 to 35; as 
the majority of the population, youth are critical to Liberia’s future (LISGS, 2011).  Adversely affected 
by war and instability, this population either did not have access to formal learning opportunities or 
their schooling was severely disrupted.  They lack the basic literacy and numeracy skills critical to 
furthering their education and to improving their economic conditions.  
 
According to Liberia’s 2010 national census data, only 57% of the total population is literate. Literacy 
rates are lower for women (49.2%) than for men (65.6%) and lower in rural areas than in urban. The 
literacy rate for young people between the ages of 15 to 24 in Liberia is higher (79.3%) than for 
those between the ages of 25 to 34 (58.7%), likely because of increased access to learning 
opportunities since the war ended in 2003. However, because Liberia’s national census defines 
literacy narrowly (whether a person can read and write a simple sentence in any language), the 
above data paints a limited picture of literacy skills of Liberians.   The census data does not provide 
information on ability to decode words, read text with understanding, or perform real-life literacy 
tasks.    
 
Project Overview: With its mandate to provide alternative basic education (ABE) and sustainable 
livelihoods pathways to Liberian youth, the USAID Advancing Youth Project (Advancing Youth) will 
ensure that the Ministry of Education (MoE) and key Liberian organizations are able to provide youth 
with the education and skills necessary to succeed, including reading skills.  Advancing Youth’s target 
population is between the ages of 13 and 35 and includes those who are either out-of-school, or 
have never been to school. They have marginal or no literacy, numeracy, or formal work readiness 
skills.  In order to fill this gap in knowledge, attitudes, and skills, the project provides three levels of 
Alternative Basic Education in the form of literacy, numeracy, life skills and work readiness 
instruction; activities that link youth to leadership and livelihoods opportunities through 
participation in Youth Clubs, group mentorships and short-term skills training; and other training and 
internship opportunities as available. 

Evaluation Design: The USAID Advancing Youth project evaluation framework is designed to assess 
progress towards the expected results of the literacy, numeracy, and work readiness training 
activities, as well as participation in livelihoods strengthening activities.  The literacy evaluation was 
designed to test whether ABE classes are successful in effecting a positive change in learner 
performance in targeted literacy sub-skills, including decoding and comprehension. The evaluation 
question states:  

Do youth respondents demonstrate improved literacy skills at the end of ABE Level 2 
(grade 3.5 to 4 equivalency) per ABE standards? Were there any differences between 
men and women? 
 

The design employed for this evaluation is quasi-experimental using pre and posttests with two 
intervention groups and a comparison group, drawn from another intervention receiving a less-
intensive literacy program. The test was administered mainly to Level 1 youth, with a small subset of 
Level 2 youth, at the beginning of USAID Advancing Youth’s first ABE cycle. The same group of youth 
was tracked over the course of the ABE year and was tested 8 to 9 months after the baseline.  This 
report will reflect the results of the Level 1 youth only, as Level 2 was not a representative sample 
and was collected for programmatic reasons only.  The same group of ABE Level 1 youth will be 
tested again at the end of their Level 2 ABE year (May/June 2014), at which time we will be able to 
fully address the evaluation question.    An additional report will be submitted following this second 
test administration.  
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The assessment tool employed was the Out-of-School Youth Literacy Assessment (OLA)1, designed 
by literacy experts at EDC in 2011/12 to orally assess the reading skills of older youth and young 
adults in developing countries. It builds on reading research, best practices in evidence-based 
literacy instruction and assessment and on existing youth literacy assessment tools. It is unique 
among other literacy assessment tools in that it is designed for use with marginalized youth with 
limited literacy skills, individuals who are living in extreme poverty or post-conflict environments. 
OLA assesses some aspects of phonics, word recognition (decoding), oral reading fluency, 
comprehension, and some real-world literacy skills. Although OLA is currently designed only to 
measure reading, a writing test is being developed by EDC for future assessments.   

Background of respondents:  The 507 posttest respondents are Level 1 learners, categorized in two 
intervention groups:  Group 1 participated in regular ABE literacy instruction; Group 2 received 
Interactive Audio Instruction (IAI)2 during class time in addition to regular facilitator-led instruction.  
The comparison group posttest consists of 151 learners participating in a different literacy program. 

More than three-quarters of the intervention group respondents were female, a figure that is 
consistent with overall enrollment trends, and the comparison group was largely female (90.6%) as 
their intervention primarily targets market women.  The median age of the intervention group was 
29 and 37 for the comparison group.   A little more than half of the total respondents (57%) were 
rural and 43% were peri-urban and urban.  The majority of respondents classified themselves as 
currently living with a partner or spouse. The median number of children living with program 
participants was 3 for intervention group, and 4 for the comparison group.  Over three quarters 
(77.9%) of the comparison group had never attended school before, whereas 60% of the combined 
intervention group respondents had never attended formal school.  The majority of respondents 
reported that they spoke Kpelleh at home (51.4% of all groups), while less than 10% spoke English at 
home. 

Results: Analysis  of the assessment results showed that Intervention Group #2 (IAI) had a significant 
improvement in their overall scores, moving from 17.5% correct across all OLA subtests at baseline 
to 23% correct at the endline. The increase in learner achievement is statistically significant at the p 
< .01 level. By contrast, the data analysis showed an overall low achievement on the majority of OLA 
subtests among Level 1 participants who scored on average only 20% correct across nine subtests. 
This result remained virtually unchanged between the baseline and the endline. Learners from the 
comparison group showed no change in scores between the baseline and the endline.  Level 2 
participants performed well during both assessments, with an average of nearly 70% correct at the 
baseline, and 62% correct at the endline.  This reduction can be explained by the smaller number of 
Level 2 learners tested at the endline.  A possible cause may be that higher achieving learners 
dropped out of the program, but the most likely reasons are that the two tests were not fully 
equated and there were some variances in difficulty, especially with the comprehension questions.  

  

                                                             
1 See Appendix A for the description of the assessment tool. 
2 Interactive audio instruction (IAI) programs provide direct instruction on topics that may be difficult for the facilitator.  The audio 

programs model good instructional practices for the facilitator, and supplement the printed lesson guides. IAI for literacy classes 
focus on phonics, phonemic awareness and word analysis skills.  
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The table below gives highlights of the findings for each of the OLA sub-tests.  

Table 1: Pre-literacy Sub-tests 

Sub-test Literacy Skill Findings 
Letter naming The minimum prerequisite 

for early reading 
development in English is 
usually 26/26 letters.  

 All Level 1 learner groups showed an increase 
between pre and posttests. Of the total 
respondents (comparison and intervention 
groups), over half (52.7%) could read 19-25

3
 

letters, a skill that is a prerequisite to reading 
instruction in English. Approximately 11% could 
read either 7-12 or 13-18 letters respectively, while 
11.2% could not read any letters at all.4  

 There were some significant differences between 
males and females on letter naming, namely more 
males were able to read all 26 letters and females 
were more likely to read less than 13 letters 
correct (38.8%) as compared to males (21.5%).  

Letter sounds Generally, beginning readers 
need to be able to identify 
letter sounds as well as 
letters names to be able to 
ready quickly and accurately.   

 Intervention Group #2 (IAI) learners started with 
lower average scores than Intervention Group #1 
learners, but made greater gains.  The Comparison 
Group learners’ scores declined slightly at the 
endline.  However, scores were extremely low, 
with only 0.9% of the respondents able to sound 
out all or almost all letters correctly. 

Real-life Reading Sub-tests  

Sub-test Literacy Skill Findings 
Real-life 
reading 
questions 

Items are designed to give 
respondents an opportunity to 
demonstrate their literacy skills 
in real-life contexts, i.e. value 
of Liberian money, labels on 
food items, signs on buildings. 
The level of difficulty varies 
across the 5 items (7 
questions).  

 The overall results showed a very slight decline 
between the baseline and the endline scores. 
Level 1 learners answered correctly between one 
in three and one in four real life items, on 
average.  In general, learners were able to 
answer the locator items (finding the word rice 
on a bag), but had more difficulty with inferential 
items where they had to apply the information 
(medicine bottle).  

Word and Story Reading Sub-tests (fluency and comprehension)   

Sub-test Literacy Skill Findings 
Word reading 
(100 words)  

Rapid, accurate word 
recognition is critical for 
successful reading and 
comprehension.   

 Two out of five respondents were not able to read 

any words, and nearly 95% read 20 words or less. 
Learners from all groups except the Intervention 
Group #2 (IAI) group actually showed a slight 

decline in scores at the endline. 

                                                             
3 Note that there was an error, and one letter was repeated (O) and the letter “M” was missing. This was corrected for 
the posttest. 
4 Note that a few changes were made after the May baseline, including timing the test, increasing the font size and 
changing the font to Comic Sans so it most resembled written text. The May baseline letter-naming fluency formulas 
were assumed to be 60 seconds in lieu of actual timed data. 
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Story 1-Oral 
passage 
reading (33 
words) 

This Grade Equivalency (GE) 1 
story is similar in content and 
readability to Level 1 
curriculum materials and 
measures reading of connected 
text.  

 Distribution of the percent of words read correctly 
shows that the majority of learners were still in the 
zero scores range at the endline, although the 
percent of learners with zero scores declined 
somewhat. Only one in five learners were able to 
read all or nearly all words in the story at the 
endline.  Disaggregation of the results by locale 
shows that urban Intervention Group #2 (IAI) 
participants more than doubled their results at the 
endline, compared to the baseline.   

 Given how few Level 1 test takers were able to 
read the story, the standard fluency measure of 
words correct per minute may not be very 
informative. At the baseline, Level 1 learners read 
correctly on average about 6 words per minute; at 
the endline, the average fluency was about 10 
words per minute. The comparison group’s fluency 
rate did not change.  

Story 1-
Reading 
compre-
hension 

Only respondents who were 
able to read ten or more words 
in the passage were asked 
literal comprehension 
questions. The two baseline 
questions were expanded to 
five at endline.  

 Overall, Level 1 learner groups showed a gain in 
average percentage of correct answers at endline.  
However the endline average was still low, just 
over 20%. 

Story 2-Oral 
passage 
reading (85 
words) 

This Grade Equivalency (GE) 1-
1.5 story is similar in content 
and readability to Level 1 
curriculum materials. Only 
respondents who were able to 
answer two comprehension 
questions on Story 1 continued 
on to Story 2. The questions (2 
at baseline; 5 at endline) 
include locator and inferential 
questions. 

 Level 1 learner groups were able to read 
approximately 40% of the story correctly at 
endline.  Of those learners that attempted Story 2, 
Intervention Group #1 showed a gain of 15.8% over 
baseline and Group #2 showed a 18.5 % gain.  The 
increase for the Comparison Group was 7.26%.  

 Level 2 learners showed good results on this 
subtest, with reading on average about 80% of 
words correctly. The improvement between 
baseline and endline Level 2 scores was 10.3%. 
About 80% of Level 2 learners read between 80 
and 100 % of words correctly in this story. 

Story 2-
Reading 
compre-
hension  

Those learners that could 
answer at least two Story 1 
comprehension questions 
attempted this GE 2.5 story. 
The questions (2 at baseline; 5 
at endline) include locator and 
inferential questions.  

 At the endline, 33.9% of learners attempted Story 
2.  Learners from Intervention Group #2 showed 
significant improvement between the baseline and 
the endline, while other learner groups did not. 

 

Silent 
reading 
compre-
hension  

Those learners that could 
answer at least two Story 2 
comprehension questions 
attempted this GE 6 passage.  
The text was solely for 
measuring comprehension, 
fluency wasn’t measured.  

 Less than 2% of Level 1 youth attempted the silent 
reading sub-test at the endline. Over half of Level 2 
endline learners did not answer a single 
comprehension question correctly, and no one 
answered all five comprehension questions 
correctly.  
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Summary and Implications: The USAID Advancing Youth Literacy assessment shows that the majority 

of learners tested at baseline are very beginning level English Language Learners (ELL) with pre-

literacy skills not adequate enough to allow them to read and comprehend simple text; for the 

majority of these learners (60% of whom never attended school before, and only 10% of whom 

speak English at home), the type and intensity of instruction was not sufficient for them to 

demonstrate overall progress on a test.   At endline testing, upon completion of ABE Level 1, the 

statistically significant gains were for Intervention Group 2, those learners receiving additional 

support through Interactive Audio Instruction.  

All learner groups showed some improvement on letter naming, but only 53% could correctly 

identify more than 19 letters, a skill that is a pre-requisite to reading.  There were also very low 

scores on letter sounds, with less than one percent of learners able to sound out all or almost all 

letters.  Urban learners who had the added IAI intervention, which focuses on phonics and decoding 

skills, showed the most improvement in letter sounds with a six percentage point gain.   Of all the 

Level 1 learners, they also showed the most improvement in reading words in a connected text, 

more than doubling their results at endline compared to baseline.  At endline, these urban learners 

who received IAI were able to read 53% of the words in Story 1 correctly.  However, the majority of 

learners at endline were not able to read any of the words correctly.  Of those few Level 1 learners 

who were able to read Story 1, their average fluency went from 6 words per minute at baseline to 10 

words per minute at endline.  Predictably, results for Level 2 learners were much higher; at endline 

they read correctly 99% of Story 1, a 5.2% increase over baseline. The change in fluency (words 

correct per minute) was particularly impressive: it went from 37 to 74 words correct per minute. 

Given that the majority of the population tested is over age 26, did not previously attend school, and 

do not speak English at home, these low and slow gains are not surprising.  The results provide 

support for decisions that the USAID Advancing Youth project has already started implementing: 1) 

expansion of interactive audio instruction from pilot sites to all Level 1 classes; 2) revision of the 

Level 1 literacy curriculum to be more appropriate for English Language Learners rather than for 

native English speakers; 3) slowing down the pace of lessons to allow more time for practice and 

application.  In addition, the project needs to continue to monitor closely the attendance of both 

facilitators and learners to make sure that youth are exposed to the full curriculum and enforce a 

system whereby attendance data is available, accurate, and can be integrated into the data analysis.  

More specifically, the results point to the need to strengthen teaching and learning activities in the 

foundational reading skills associated with decoding and to enhance instruction and practice in 

reading comprehension.  
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Introduction 

Project Background 

The effects of the long civil war, including no or disrupted schooling, dismal employment or 
livelihood opportunities, and ineffectual or non-existent government services, have dominated the 
lives of the young people in Liberia. Donors have helped fill the gaps in education and training for 
youth, but youth strategies must balance literacy and numeracy acquisition with workforce 
development and livelihoods skills development to ensure youth have both relevant skills and 
adequate support to participate fully in society. With its mandate to provide alternative basic 
education (ABE) and sustainable livelihoods pathways to Liberian youth, the USAID Advancing Youth 
Project (Advancing Youth) will ensure that the Ministry of Education (MoE) and key Liberian 
organizations are able to provide youth with the education and skills necessary to succeed, including 
reading skills.   

Advancing Youth’s target population is between the ages of 13 and 35 and includes those who are 
either out-of-school, or have never been to school. They have marginal or no literacy, numeracy, or 
formal work readiness skills.  In order to fill this gap in knowledge, attitudes, and skills, the project 
provides regular literacy, numeracy, life skills and work readiness content to youth, as well as 
activities that link youth to leadership and livelihoods opportunities through participation in Youth 
Clubs, group mentorships and short-term skills training, as well as other training and internship 
opportunities as available. 

The USAID Advancing Youth project evaluation framework, which consists of four parts, is designed 
to assess progress towards the expected results of the literacy, numeracy, and work readiness 
training activities, as well as participation in livelihoods strengthening activities. This report provides 
detailed findings from the Out-of-school Youth Literacy Assessment (OLA).  OLA is  used for the 
following purposes: 1) as a confirmatory tool to measure change in a sample group at two to three 
points in the intervention (for the project team and stakeholders), 2) to inform the continuation, 
expansion, revision and adaptation of project teaching and learning activities and materials, 
trainings, and placement tools (diagnostic and adaptive management for the project team), and 3) to 
contribute to the body of knowledge on literacy skills in Liberia (for stakeholders), and 4) to lay 
groundwork for the utilization of the new assessment tools that are relevant for out-of-school youth 
in post-conflict environments (for wider research audience). 

Per the USAID Advancing Youth’s Result Framework, the project’s goal is to Enhance the capacity of 
government and NGOs to provide increased access to quality alternative basic education services, 
social and leadership development and livelihoods for youth and young adults, ages 13-35 who are 
out of school and have no, or marginal, literacy and numeracy skills.5 This goal will ultimately 
contribute to USAID’s 2011 Education Strategy Goal One of improved reading skills for 100 million 
children in primary grades by 2015 and Goal Three of increased equitable access to education in 
crisis and conflict environments for 15 million respondents by 2015.6   

The project goal is in part supported by Intermediate Result Two, Increased access to relevant basic 
education and life, work, and technical skills training. The main activities for this Intermediate Result 
support improved literacy skills and include: developing literacy curriculum for three levels, 
producing and distributing literacy learning and teaching materials, and training ABE facilitators in 
literacy content and teaching strategies.  

Curriculum for ABE Level 1 is designed to help respondents develop literacy skills that are roughly 
equivalent to primary grade 1.5 to 2 over the course of 108 lessons or 81 instructional hours.  ABE 
Level 2 materials are designed to help respondents progress to approximately a 3.5 or 4 grade 

                                                             
5 USAID Advancing Youth. Performance Monitoring Plan. Approved May 29, 2012, p 5-8.  
6 USAID Education Policy, 2011.  
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equivalency (GE) in literacy, over the course of 108 lessons or 162 instructional hours.  Following the 
completion of ABE Level 3 (GE 6), learners will be prepared to transition to Grade 7, or Junior 
Secondary School (JSS).  Level 3 content includes 135 hours of Language Arts instruction. 

The development hypothesis states in regards to literacy: If direct learning and teaching instructional 
support in the area of literacy is provided through ABE classes, then youth respondents will have 
improved literacy (reading) skills and therefore a better chance of defining and meeting their relevant 
education and/or livelihoods pathways. This report attempts to test the hypothesis and ultimately to 

answer the evaluation question described below. UATION METHODOLOGY  

Evaluation Purpose and Question 

This evaluation provides the framework for assessing progress made towards the results of the 
literacy intervention activities (summative). The evaluation questions state:  

Do youth respondents demonstrate improved literacy skills at the end of ABE Level 2 (grade 
3.5 to 4 equivalency) per ABE standards? Were there any differences between men and 
women? 

The results from USAID Advancing Youth’s evaluation activities assess the extent to which youth 
respondents demonstrate improved reading and comprehension at the end of ABE Levels 2 (grade 
3.5 to 4 equivalence) as defined by ABE standards. The subordinate evaluation question aims to 
explore any differences between men and women that may exist.  

Sampling Design 

The sample was drawn from stratified random samples of youth from two distinct cohorts (May and 
October/November 2012) selected and tested from a total of 25 intervention group sites (10 of 
which were receiving IAI in addition to regular instruction7 and 12 comparison group sites.  The 
sample size was determined based on the following inputs: paired t-test, one tail, effect size .35, 
alpha = 0.005, beta = .8, attrition up to 30%.  

The total baseline sample included in the analysis was 946 participants (567 ABE participants, 198 
ABE + IAI participants, and 181 comparison group participants). The endline sample was 711 
participants (422 ABE participants, 138 ABE + IAI participants, and 151 comparison group 
participants). The sample parameters are presented in the table below. Note that the number in 
parenthesis is the total tested at the posttest.  

Although the evaluation primarily focused on Level 1 learners, a small sample of Level 2 learners 
were included to provide programmatic data for teams to gauge literacy levels for placement and 
curriculum development purposes. 

  

                                                             
7 Interactive audio instruction (IAI) programs provide direct instruction on topics that may be difficult for the facilitator.  The audio 

programs model good instructional practices for the facilitator, and supplement the printed lesson guides. Literacy IAI programs 
focus on phonics, phonemic awareness and word analysis skills. 
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Table 2: Advancing Youth (ABE) Sample for Testing Literacy (OLA) for Complete Baseline (Endline) 

 
Bong Lofa Montserrado Nimba Total 

LEVEL 1 

Intervention Group 1 
(Non-IAI) 

147 (112) 83 (74) 163 (113) 89 (69) 482 (369) 

Intervention Group 2 
(With IAI) 

101 (81) 0 97 (57) 0 198 (138) 

Comparison Group 
(NAEAL) 

84 (69)  97 (82)  181 (151) 

Total Number of Youth 
Tested 

    861 (658) 

LEVEL 2 

Intervention Group 3 
(Non-IAI) 

23 (15) 15 (13) 16 (10) 19 (15) 73 (53) 

 

In addition to stratification by county and level, the sample was also stratified by gender. Although 
enrollment of females is higher than that of males, an attempt was made to test an equal number of 
males and females from the intervention groups to allow an analysis of statistical significance 
between sexes. This was not possible for the comparison group as the program is made up of 90% 
females.  

Data Collection Tool and Methods 

A literacy test developed specifically for out-of-school youth was employed. The test, the Out-of-
School Youth Literacy Assessment (OLA)8, was designed by literacy experts at EDC in 2011/12 to 
measure the literacy skills of older youth and young adults in developing countries. It builds on 
reading research, best practices in evidence-based literacy instruction and assessment, and on 
existing youth literacy assessment tools.  It is unique from other literacy assessment tools in that it is 
designed for use with marginalized youth with limited literacy skills, living in extreme poverty or 
post-conflict environments. The instrument assesses some aspects of phonics, word recognition 
(decoding), oral reading fluency, and comprehension. OLA is administered to test takers one-on-one 
and each respondent has a Test Taker’s Booklet as a stimuli. The test has the following sections: 

 Letter naming 

 Consonant letter sounds 

 Word reading 

 Real-life reading 

 Oral reading and comprehension 

 Silent reading comprehension 
 

Paper-and-pencil versions of the OLA pre and posttests were piloted in Liberia in January 2012 with a 
sample of approximately 70 youth from Montserrado County, using test administrators from the 
Advancing Youth team and the MoE; all of whom received three days of training. The analysis of the 
pilot data focused on the test-re-test reliability of the pre and posttests, validity and reliability of 
individual questions, the ordering and sequencing of the questions, and inter-rater reliability in 
administration of the tool.   

 
After the initial data analysis and slight revisions to the instrument, an electronic version (eOLA) was 
developed to run on a tablet.  A small baseline was conducted in May on the first cohort of 

                                                             
8 See Attachment 1 for the description of the assessment tool. 
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Advancing Youth learners in Level 1 and 2 (see May 2012 OLA Baseline Report). This report presents 
the findings of the literacy assessment using the tablet version of eOLA.  
 
All OLA administrators were young adults that had previous administration experience with Early 
Grade Reading Assessment, Early Grade Math Assessment, National Census, or the January 2012 
OLA pilot. Seven Advancing Youth County Staff (M&E Officers) were trained to oversee the testing 
and to serve as master trainers for each of the test tools. All administrators participated in data 
collection in Montserrado and Bong counties, and five of these administrators participated in 
collection in Nimba and Lofa respectively. Grand Bassa was not included in this baseline as it had not 
yet established sites. In efforts to build the ministry’s capacity in conducting assessments, MoE ABE 
and M&E staff members were also trained to administer OLA. 
   
To measure how well individual observers understood the observation criteria and to what extent 
they scored the sub-tests similarly, inter-rater reliability (IRR) exercises were conducted during the 
training. All administrators took part in IRR exercises. During the group role play, administrators 
scored the mock youth respondent and the trainer noted the variances in the scores for each of the 
OLA items. Administrators with consistent discrepancies were given additional training, monitoring 
and support. Items with larger discrepancies were furthered reviewed with the larger group during 
practice sessions.  In addition, during the practice testing with actual youth, two administrators were 
paired together to score the same youth respondent.  Each administrator scored the respondent 
separately. At the end of the testing, the administrators compared scoring data and discussed 
discrepancies with the oversight of the trainers. Those administrators that were not consistent in 
their OLA scoring by the end of training were not allowed to participate in the baseline and endline 
testing. 
 
The baseline was collected in May over the period of two weeks, and in October/November over a 
period of five weeks. The duration of each baseline was determined by the number of sites and the 
condition of the roads in the rainy season. At the time of baseline collections, the intervention 
group’s ABE classes had only been open three to five weeks and attendance and placements were 
just stabilizing. However, in the case of the Comparison Group, the total number of months in class 
varied as each start date depended on the site. The range of exposure was one month to three 
months.  This will be controlled for in the final analysis.  In the May baseline, the lead Advancing 
Youth M&E officers oversaw the full testing at all sites with the support of the EDC US office staff. In 
the October/November baseline, a team of EDC US office staff oversaw two weeks of data collection 
in efforts to ensure that the field team leaders (M&E Specialist and 5 County M&E Officers) were 
fully ready to lead and troubleshoot the baseline activities. Data entry was automatic per the tablets 
and eOLA was programmed to limit errors or missing data.   

The endline was conducted over a period of six weeks between May and June 2013 at the end of the 
ABE year when youth had nine to twelve months of classroom exposure. The cohort that started in 
May 2012 had roughly 12 months of exposure at the time of the endline, and the October cohort 
had approximately nine months of exposure. Note that both of these cohorts covered the same 
amount of material but the May cohort took three months longer.  

Table 3: Data collection schedule 

Test Dates of administration Administrators 

Pilot of test (70 youth) January 2012 (paper) 
8 administrators 

3 project supervisors 

L1 and L2 Pretest (cohort 1) May 2012 (tablets) 15 administrators 

L1 Pretest (cohort 2) October/November 2013 (tablets) 
24 administrators 

8 project supervisors 

L1 and L2 Posttest (cohorts 1 and 
2) 

May-June 2013 (tablets) 
20 administrators 

7 project supervisors 
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Given that the majority of respondents had no prior experience with schooling and test taking, data 
collection was challenging as administrators spent considerable time making sure the respondents 
felt comfortable and understood the overall purpose of the assessment.  Generally, the respondents 
were excited to take part in the sample as they saw it as a way of getting one-on-one attention and 
support. When asked for feedback on the assessment process, respondents were most enthusiastic 
about the real life reading questions as it gave them a chance to demonstrate what they had 
acquired outside of a school environment. 

OLA Reliability analysis 

A reliability analysis was conducted to examine how and to what extent the tasks in the OLA at the 
baseline were consistent with each other. A statistical analysis of test reliability is based on the 
correlations between different items (subtests). Internal consistency of the test is measured with 
Cronbach’s alpha which is the result of pairwise correlations between items. Chronbach’s alpha 
ranges from zero to 1, where zero denotes an absence of any correlation across items on the test, 
and 1 denotes a perfect correlation across items. A typical and acceptable range for Chronbach’s 
alpha is above .7. A good internal consistency of a literacy assessment means that a child who scores 
higher on some items would also score higher on other items in the test.  

A reliability analysis of the OLA baseline found that the test had a high rate of reliability. Level 1 

assessment had Chronbach’s alpha of .886, and level 2 assessment had Chronbach’s alpha of .767. At 

the endline, the test achieved similarly high level of alpha: 

Table 4: Reliability Analysis 

 Chronbach’s alpha 

Level 1 Level 2 

Baseline .886 .767 

Endline .853 .829 

 

A subtest-level analysis showed that not all individual subtests correlated highly with the total test. 

The lowest correlation with the total test was found for the letter sounds and letter naming subtests. 

Silent reading comprehension also did not correlate very well with the rest of the items. Word 

reading, real life reading and oral reading correlated highly with the test overall. 

Table 5: OLA item-total correlations, by level and baseline/endline 

# Subtests 
Level 1 Level 2 

baseline endline baseline endline 

1 Letter Naming  .544 .253 .311 .517 

2 Letter Sounds .552 .291 .221 .266 

3 Word Reading  .699 .746 .615 .698 

4 Real Life Reading .624 .507 .469 .572 

5 Story 1 Oral Reading .857 .629 .626 .478 

6 Story 1  Comprehension .836 .648 .379 .567 

7 Story 2 Oral Reading .786 .815 .739 .745 
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8 Story 2  Comprehension .732 .765 .534 .834 

9 Silent Reading Comprehension .482 .615 .338 .401 

10 
Level 2 Only Reading 
Comprehension 

Not included Not included Not included .485 

 

Data Analysis 

Assessment data were analyzed with Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) utilizing standard 
statistical methods. The results were disaggregated by sex, county, urban/rural locale, age and Level 
1 and 2 when applicable. Quantitative analyses used univariate and multivariate statistical analyses 
for different analytical purposes. Central tendency analysis (e.g., mean, median) was conducted for 
continuous demographic variables.  Comparison of means statistical tests were conducted where 
appropriate. All main findings were disaggregated by level and sex as relevant. Bivariate statistical 
analyses (e.g., correlations) were conducted to examine the relationship between different 
variables. Multivariate analyses (e.g., regression) were used to determine relationships between 
variables.    

Inter-rater reliability was also conducted on 100 youth respondents to examine the agreement 
between pairs or raters during the endline administration on the sub-test scores. Twenty 
administrators, each rating approximately 10 respondents, produced 100 paired ratings.  Since the 
OLA rating data is categorical and not nominal, an interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was used to 
examine rater pairs in the IRR analysis. The ICC, computed for each pair of raters, adjusts for chance 
agreement among raters. The coefficient potentially ranges from 0 to 1 where 0 equals a complete 
lack of agreement among raters, and 1 equals perfect agreement. The formula for the ICC is: 

 

 


 2(b) 
 

ICC    =        

 


 2(b) +  2 (w) 
 

where  2 (w) is the pooled variance within subjects, and  2 (b) is the variance of the trait between 
respondents.  It is considered to be desirable to achieve an ICC of .85 or higher. The ICC for rater 
pairs across the 100 respondents ranged from .995 to 1 with a mean of .996, which represents a high 
and desirable agreement.  

Data Limitations 

The Intervention Group #1 appears to have higher literacy outcomes overall, which is likely because 
the intervention group consists of four counties, including Nimba and Lofa, where respondents had 
higher pretest scores on average. Given that the NAEAL sites were active primarily in Bong and 
Monserrado, comparisons were limited to two counties.  

Finding an ideal comparison group was challenging, given there are few organized youth programs 
working in the USAID Advancing Youth target counties that will be consistently managing youth 
literacy programs for the duration of the project cycle.  As the Comparison Group has rolling start 
dates depending on each site, it was challenging to coordinate the baseline to occur at the same 
point in implementation as the intervention groups. Finally, as matriculation in both programs tends 
to be on-going in the first few weeks of the program and does not stabilize until late in the first 
month of classes, conducting pre-surveys was not feasible as site enrollments were still stabilizing at 
the time the baseline commenced.  A set of variables will be used to control for observable 
differences between intervention and comparison groups during the final analysis.      
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The major limitation with respect to the assessment tool pertained to the oral reading and 
comprehension sections. On the baseline OLA, there were only two comprehension questions for 
Stories 1 and 2 and four for the silent reading sub-test. Two comprehension questions are not 
sufficient to establish a relationship between reading fluency and comprehension.  For the posttest 
additional questions were written. Another limitation was the absence of timed data on the May 
2012 baseline, which affected 108 of the 861 respondents, due to errors by some test 
administrators. This has been accounted for by assuming the total test time for this group is at two 
minutes, the maximum time limit, for the word reading and oral reading (connected text) sections.  

Finally, accurate classroom participation or attendance data would have made the analysis stronger. 
Although the project collects this information as part of their classroom practices, the data was not 
readily available for this analysis.    

The assessment findings are not representative of the entire youth population in Liberia but only 
describe the Advancing Youth and Comparison Group target populations.  
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Youth Respondents  

Respondent Demographic characteristics 

The first section of OLA is comprised of a series of demographic questions, including age, education, 
and family status. For those respondents who also completed the USAID Advancing Youth 
Livelihoods Survey,9 additional demographic information on employment status and income proxies 
were incorporated.  Below are some highlights from the demographic data describing the sample 
(intervention and comparison groups). Please note that the intervention groups were combined for 
a number of the descriptive data below, given that Intervention Group #2 was relatively small and 
was meant to be a sub-analysis to detect any possible differences in literacy acquisition for those 
respondents exposed to IAI.   

Level 

Of the 710 final posttest respondents, 657 were Level 1 (L1) and 53 were Level 2 (L2). Level 2 data 

was only collected for programmatic purposes. The demographic characteristic below will only refer 

to the Level 1 learners as they constitute the majority of the respondent population.  

Table 6: Program level of assessed youth (n=710) 

 

Gender 

More than three-quarters of the intervention group respondents were females, despite attempts to 
try to draw an equal number of males and females for analysis purposes. The total enrollment for 
these cohorts was 78.6% female so the sample is consistent with overall enrollment trends. The 
comparison group was largely female (90.6%) as their intervention predominantly targets market 
women. Of the 53 Level 2 learners, 17 (32%) were male and 36 (68%) were females, which is 
consistent with project enrollment figures where the percentage of males is higher for Level 2 than 
for Level 1. 

 

  

                                                             
9 Note this is a survey tool developed by USAID Advancing Youth to measure changes in livelihoods ranging from income, to type of 

income, to working conditions and environment, attitudes about work, and other measures.   

92.5% 

7.5% 

Level 1

Level 2
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Figure 1. Gender by Group  

 

Age 

The respondents ranged from 13 to 72 years old across the three groups, with the median of 29 for 
the Intervention group participants (for both Level 1 and Level 2), and 37 for the comparison group 
participants. For the L2 youth, 26.4% (n=14) were younger than 18 and an equal number were in the 
26-35 age range.10 

Figure 2 shows the baseline distribution by an age group of respondents from two intervention 
groups and from the comparison group. The endline distribution did not differ in a significant way. 

Figure 2. Age by Group  

 

                                                             
10 Four percent of Advancing Youth learners in academic year 2013-2014 are above 35 years old. The larger percentage of over 35 

in this study is due to a larger number of older learners in the comparison group and the May cohort, which included learners who 
were “grandfathered” in from a previous project but efforts have been made to reduce participation of overage learners. 
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Locale 

USAID Advancing Youth Project works in five counties, Bong, Lofa, Montserrado, Nimba, and 
recently Grand Bassa. The evaluation was conducted in four of the target counties, excluding Grand 
Bassa as ABE activities had not commenced at the time of the initial baselines in May and October 
2012, but may be included in subsequent evaluations.  

An analysis by urban, rural and peri-urban locales was conducted. Although officially Liberia 
disaggregates by urban and rural in their census data (LGSIS 2010), the ILO disaggregates by peri-
urban and rural, peri-urban being economic or administrative centers with a more urban-like 
infrastructure and a smaller population. This evaluation analyzes by urban, peri-urban and rural 
based on the population density and infrastructure of the location.  

County-level analysis was not built into the sampling frame.   However, as implementation of 
activities is carried out by county-level teams, data is disaggregated by county to provide data useful 
for program improvement, including training ABE Master Trainers and Facilitators and monitoring 
implementation activities.  Only Bong and Montserrado counties had respondents from all three 
groups (the two intervention groups and the Comparison Group) as the Comparison Group did not 
have activity activities in Lofa and Nimba that could be sampled at the time of the baselines.  

Montserrado County, where the capital of Monrovia is located, has the largest population of any of 
Liberia’s 15 counties, with over 1 million residents.  Bong, Lofa and Nimba counties are 
predominantly rural, with populations of approximately 329,000, 270,000, and 225,000 inhabitants 
respectively. Each of these regions has unique economic and other characteristics that will be 
described in the Livelihoods and Work Readiness Evaluation Report.  

A little more than half of the total youth respondents (57%) were rural and 43% were peri-urban and 
urban. Intervention Group #1 had a larger percentage of rural learners (60.7%) than Intervention #2 
(40.9%) and the Comparison Group (47%).  Of the L2 learners, 77.4% (n=41) were from rural areas, 
whereas 22.6% (n=12) were from urban or peri-urban communities.  

Figure 3. Locale by Intervention/Comparison Group 

 

Figure 4. Locale by Gender 

 

As noted above, Lofa and Nimba did not have respondents from Intervention Group #2 due to 
limitations to project resources.  The Comparison Group does not conduct classes in either of these 
counties. Therefore the percentage of total respondents from Lofa and Nimba is notably less than 
from Bong and Montserrado.   
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Figure 5. County by Intervention/Comparison Group  

 

Family Characteristics 

There were two main demographic variables that measured familial characteristics: marital or civil 
status and number of children. The majority of respondents classified themselves as currently living 
with a partner or spouse. Only 10% of respondents labeled themselves as divorced or widowed at 
present, of which only three cases were male.  The majority of the overall sample was women living 
with a partner (61.5%).  The majority (62.3%) of L2 youth were living with a partner, while 35.8% 
were single and only one woman was divorced (none reported being widowed). 

Figure 6. Civil Status by Intervention/Comparison Group 

 

Over 90% of the total respondents had between one to 12 children living with them and for whom 
they are responsible for financially.  As it is common to raise children of immediate and extended 
family members in Liberia, the question intentionally did not ask about biological children but rather 
the number of children living with them. It is interesting to note that between the baseline and 
endline, there were a number of reported changes to children living with the respondent due to 
births, deaths, and children moving out of the household. Only 3.3% of the Comparison Group 
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participants said they had no children living with them. Given the median age difference of 8 years, 
this difference is not surprising.  
 
As the majority of ABE and Comparison Group respondents are responsible for one or more children, 
ABE life skills classes that cover child rearing, child health, and child-adult literacy activities are 
directly relevant for these learners.  Additionally knowing the home-life demands on the ABE 
participants can also help project staff in the planning of ABE activities and intervention. In addition, 
a number of respondents mentioned informally that their children assisted them with their literacy 
and numeracy homework and practice.   
 
The median number of children living with program participants was 3 for Intervention Group 
participants, and 4 for the Comparison Group participants.  
 

Figure 7. Number of children living with test takers (N=860) 

 
 

All of the L2 Respondents reported having children, and the majority (58.4%) had 3 or more children. 

Level of Education  

Over three quarters (77.9%) of the Comparison Group had never attended school before, whereas 
about 60% of the combined intervention group respondents had never attended formal school.  
Even excluding Intervention Group male participants from the analysis, fewer Comparison Group 
participants ever went to school: 20.7% comparison group women said they attended school, 
comparing to 35.2% of Intervention Group women. 
 
Figure 8. School Attendance Status by Intervention and Comparison Groups  
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More than half (60%) of those in both the combined intervention and comparison groups had not 
progressed past the third grade, and only a little more than 10% of the combined intervention had 
progressed past the fifth grade. Of the 32 total respondents that had reached 6th grade or higher, 
follow-up questions were asked at a later date to understand why they enrolled in Level One classes 
given they had completed advanced primary school grades or beyond. The responses were 
summarized by the following statements:  

 I dropped in and out of school, and because of what happened during the war I couldn’t 
concentrate.  

 I don’t remember a lot of what I learned when I first was in school because of all the bad 
things that happened to me.  

 I was in an Arabic school, not learning in English. 

 I was in a French school, not learning in English. 

 The school system was very poor, and I did not learn much. 
 
It was clear during these interviews with these 32 individuals that the war had interrupted their 
education. For those that were not originally from Liberia but settled there with their Liberian 
spouse after the war ended, ABE classes are a way to learn English and better integrate into the 
Liberian community. For others that are reintegrating after living in a French-speaking neighboring 
country during the war, ABE classes are a way to learn skills they missed out on due to their 
displacement. This indicates that Advancing Youth should continue to provide training for ABE 
facilitators in psycho-social support and other areas addressing mental health and wellness, and to 
consider that some of the learners are English as Language Learner (ELL) students and English is not 
their first language.  This data is consistent with the quantitative data being collected, that indicates 
the learners may have different levels of proficiencies in English as the majority are not speaking it at 
home.   
 
Table 7: Last Grade Attended in School  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

While less than a half of participating males never attended school before, two-thirds of 

participating females said they have never been to school.  
 
Table 8: Last Grade Attended in School, by Gender 

 

Last Grade Attended in School 
Intervention 
(combined) 

Comparison 

Count Percent Count Percent 
Did not attend 455 60.0 141 79.2 

1st grade 76 10.0 13 7.3 

2nd grade 37 4.9 5 2.8 

3rd grade 63 8.3 12 6.7 

4th grade 50 6.6 4 2.2 

5th grade 35 4.6 0 0 

6th grade 24 3.2 1 .6 

7th grade 7 .9 0 0 

8th grade 2 .3 0 0 

9th grade  5 .7 2 1.1 

10th grade 4 .5 0 0 

Total 758 100% 178 100% 

 

Last Grade Attended in School 
Male Female 
Count Percent Count Percent 

Did not attend 105 47.5 491 68.7 

1st grade 32 14.5 57 8.0 

2nd grade 13 5.9 29 4.1 

3rd grade 25 11.3 50 7.0 

4th grade 15 6.8 39 5.5 
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Language 

The majority of respondents (L1 and L2) reported that they spoke Kpelleh at home (51.4% of all 
groups), while less than 10% spoke English at home. This data is consistent with the qualitative data 
being collected which indicates the learners may be at different proficiencies in English as the 
majority are not speaking it home.  This indicates that Advancing Youth is serving a population 90% 
of whom are either English Language Learners (ELL), not English dominant, or bilingual. As 
mentioned above, this suggests that teachers should receive training in teaching English as a second 
or third language, with a focus on  techniques developed for learners who are not literate in native 
language. A small-scale study of the language/literacy interactions and how they affect English 
literacy acquisition would be helpful to inform future curriculum development.  Among other things, 
such a study should focus on learners’ English speaking and listening skills to see whether they need 
to be strengthened in the literacy programs. 
 
Table 9: Primary Language Spoken at Home  

Language/Dialect 
Spoken at Home Study Groups (n=710) 

 Intervention #1 Intervention #2 Comparison Total 

Bassa  6 (1.6%) 17 (12.3%) 18 (11.9%) 41 (5.8%) 

English 40 (9.5%) 12 (8.7%) 17 (11.3%) 61 (9.7%) 

Foula 0 (0%) 1 (0.7%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.1%) 

Gbandi 18 (4.3%) 2 (1.4%) 2 (1.3%) 22 (3.1%) 

Gio 41 (8.7%) 1 (0.7%) 0 (0%) 42 (5.9%) 

Grebo 5 (1.2%) 2 (1.4%) 1 (0.7%) 8 (1.1%) 

Kissi  23 (5.5%) 1 (0.7%) 7 (4.6%) 31 (4.4%) 

Kpelleh 191 (45.4%) 80 (58.0%) 94 (62.3%) 365 (51.4%) 

Krahn 1 (0.2%) 2 (1.4%) 0 (0%) 3 (0.4%) 

Kru 4 (1.0%) 3 (2.2%) 1 (0.7%) 8 (1.1%) 

Lorma 35 (8.3%) 2 (1.4%) 4 (2.6%) 41 (5.8%) 

Mandingo 8 (1.9%) 4 (2.9%) 2 (1.3%) 14 (2.0%) 

Mano 44 (10.5%) 3 (2.2%) 1 (0.7%) 48 (6.8%) 

Mende 1 (0.2%) 3 (2.2%) 0 (0%) 4 (0.6%) 

Sapo 2 (0.0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (0.3%) 

Vai 0 (0%) 3 (2.2%) 3 (2.0%) 6 (0.8%) 

Total Respondents 421 138 151 710 

5th grade 10 4.5 25 3.5 

6th grade 8 3.6 17 2.4 

7th grade 5 2.3 2 0.3 

8th grade 1 0.5 1 0.1 

9th grade  4 1.8 3 0.4 

10th grade 3 1.4 1 0.1 

Total 221 100.0% 715 100.0% 
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Literacy Findings 

The examination of the assessment results showed that Intervention Group #2 (IAI) had a significant 
improvement in their overall scores, from 17.5% correct across all OLA subtests, to 23% correct at 
the endline. The increase in learner achievement is statistically significant at the p < .01 level. By 
contrast, the data analysis showed an overall low achievement on the majority of OLA subtests 
among Level 1 participants who scored on average only 20% correct across nine OLA subtests. This 
result remained virtually unchanged between the baseline and the endline. Learners from the 
comparison group showed no change in scores between the baseline and the endline. 

Level 2 participants performed well during both assessments, with an average of nearly 70% correct 
at the baseline, and 62% correct at the endline. This reduction can be explained by the smaller 
number of Level 2 learners tested at the endline. A possible cause may be that higher achieving 
learners dropped out of the program, but the most likely reasons is that the two tests were not fully 
equated and there were some variances in difficulty, especially with the comprehension questions. 

Figure 8 shows the distribution of average results for all tested subgroups. The total mean score was 
computed by adding up the percent correct score for each of the OLA subtests and then dividing 
them by the number of subtests. The subtests of the assessment were not weighted in the 
composite score. 

Figure 9. Overall scores on OLA, by subgroup  

 

An analysis of various factors potentially predictive of learner achievement revealed that a prior 
schooling had the most significant impact on the Level 1 learner’s performance. The longer the 
learner said he or she stayed in school, the better their OLA results were. The relationship was 
particularly significant for Intervention Group #2 (IAI) participants, where prior participation in 
formal schooling explained 29% of variance in learner OLA scores. The relationship was not found 
among Level 2 learners. 

Prior enrollment in an ABE program was also found to be correlated with OLA results; however, the 
relationship was rather weak.  Other factors, such as age, number of children, and ability to read 
without glasses were also examined. The need for glasses were found to have a very slight negative 
correlation with the OLA results, and other factors were not found to be relevant in predicting OLA 
results. 
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Overall, young men performed significantly better than young women, at the p < .001 level. Both 
young men and young women in Intervention Group #2 (IAI) improved significantly between the 
baseline and the endline. However, young women attending Intervention Group #1 (non-IAI) did not 
improve at all, and young men showed only slight improvement. It should be noted per the figure 
below that the sample was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% 
female and the Intervention groups were approximately 74% female. 

Figure 10. Overall scores on OLA, by tested subgroup, by gender 

 

Disaggregated by locale, the results of the analysis show that the most improvement occurred 
among learners from urban areas. While IAI participants from rural areas also improved, their 
change was not nearly as significant as the change in scores demonstrated by Intervention Group 
youth from urban areas. Results for the participants from peri-urban areas were not included in the 
graph because their number was relatively small.  

Figure 11. Overall scores on OLA, by tested subgroup, by locale 
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Majority of participants demonstrated an increase in scores across most of the subtests between the 
baseline and the endline. Participants did better on letter naming than on other subtests. Scores on 
some subtests show a decline between the baseline and the endline which is likely a result of 
attrition among better-performing learners.  

Figure 12. Summary of Performance on Literacy Subtests, Level 1 Learners 

 

 

Comparisons of performance on individual subtests among learners from rural versus urban locales 
showed that learners from urban centers made significantly larger progress between the two 
measurements. The difference is particularly noticeable among IAI Intervention Group #2 
participants, who more than doubled their scores on reading a connected passage, as the following 
two graphs demonstrate. 
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Figure 13. Summary of Performance on Literacy Subtests for Level 1 Learners in Urban Locale 
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Figure 14. Summary of Performance on Literacy Subtests for Level 1 Learners in Rural Locale 

 

 

Results for the participants from peri-urban areas were not included in the graph because their 
number was relatively small. 
 
Level 2 participants did not have a comparison group, so all the comparisons are performed between 
the baseline and the endline. Level 2 learners did very well at the baseline, scoring over 70% correct 
on letter naming, passage reading and comprehension subtests. They did not do as well on letter 
sounds, word reading and silent reading comprehension11, as the figure below shows.  These 
learners tested into the program at Level 2, and therefore did not benefit from instruction in phonics 
which is integrated into the Level 1 curriculum.  This is likely why there was no gain in letter sounds 
or in word reading.  The decline in comprehension scores is likely because the comprehension 
questions were not fully equated and there were some variances in difficulty.  
 

                                                             
11 The silent reading comprehension text is equivalent to primary grade 6, and Level 2 learners are not expected to read at this  level.   
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Figure 15. Summary of Performance on Literacy Subtests for Level 2 Learners 

 
 
 
Overall, the data analysis reveals a promising trend in improved reading results among learners 
exposed to IAI Intervention Group #2 programming. Learners from Intervention Group #1 ABE 
programming did not show similar gains. The intervention was found to be particularly effective 
among urban participants.   
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Pre-Literacy Skills 

Letter Naming  

Letter naming is the most basic reading skill.  The minimum prerequisite for early reading 
development in English is usually 26/26 letters. This subtest includes 26 letters that the respondent 
is supposed to name. The test is timed at 60 seconds. All Level 1 groups showed an increase in scores 
on this subtest.   

Figure 16. Average Percent of Letters Named Correctly, by Level  

 

 

Of the total respondents (comparison and intervention groups), over half (52.7%) could read 19-2512 
letters, a skill that is a prerequisite to reading instruction in English. Approximately 11% could read 
either 7-12 or 13-18 letters respectively, while 11.2% could not read any letters at all.13  

There were some significant differences between males and females on letter naming, namely more 
males were able to read all 26 letters and females were more likely to read less than 13 letters 
correct (38.8%) as compared to males (21.5%). The graph below shows the distribution of average 
percent of letters read correctly by males and females from different study groups, and the average 
gains for each group by gender.  It should be noted per the figure below that the sample was largely 
female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the Intervention groups 
were approximately 74% female.  

 

  

                                                             
12 Note that there was an error, and one letter was repeated (O) and the letter “M” was missing. This was corrected 
for the posttest. 
13 Note that a few changes were made after the May baseline, including timing the test, increasing the font size and 
changing the font to Comic Sans so it most resembled written text. The May baseline letter naming fluency formulas 
were assumed to be 60 seconds in lieu of actual timed data. 
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Figure 17. Average Percent of Letters Named Correctly, by Gender 

 

There were gains in the proportion of students who could read correctly between 80 and 100 

percent of letters across all three groups, as the graph below demonstrates. 

Figure 18. Distribution of Gains on Letter Naming Subtest  

 

A much higher proportion of Comparison Group participants than Intervention Group learners had 
zero or very low scores at the baseline as well as the endline.  This data suggests substantial 
differences in letter naming between the intervention groups and comparison, even though the 
Comparison Group was much further along in their school calendar at the time of testing.  
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Comparisons by urban/rural locale show that learners from urban centers responded better to the 
intervention, in both intervention groups. The graph below shows the results. 

Figure 19. Average Percent of Letters Named Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Locale 

 

Appendices show details of baseline and endline results on this subtest, including mean scores, zero 
scores, and disaggregation by gender and locale (urban/rural). Results for the participants from peri-
urban area were not included in the graph because their number was relatively small. 

Finally, the analysis by letter showed C, O, and Y to be the letters most frequently identified 
correctly, and letters Q, L and V to be the least frequently recognized correctly.  In the case of the 
letter L, this could be because of a tendency to exchange or substitute the letters L and R in local 
language and subsequent language interference, or confusion between lower-case l (L) and the 
numeral 1. As the letter Q has a low frequency in English, it is not surprising this was one of the 
letters not as easily identified.  

Table 10: Percent Correct Answers, by Letter 

Letter Named Correct Letter Named Correct 
C 87.00% I 62.70% 

O 84.56% J 61.58% 

Y 81.10% X 61.20% 

T 78.27% B 60.26% 

W 76.44% G 60.11% 

P 75.84% K 59.56% 

A 75.54% D 59.52% 

E 74.8% R 57.11% 

H 73.99% S 51.43% 

U 73.14% V 50.90% 

F 72.10% L 49.81% 

Z 66.88% Q 26.65% 

N 64.90%   
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Consonant Letter Sounds 

The ability to identify and correctly pronounce consonant letter sounds is critical for reading and 
spelling in alphabetic languages (NRP, 2000).  Letter sounds were especially challenging for all but 
about 0.9% of the respondents who were able to sound out all or almost all letters correctly. As with 
the letter naming tests, males did better overall, but in general, youth did poorly on letter sounds. 
This indicates that they likely have had little to no exposure to letter sound instruction. 

Despite this difficulty with letter sounds, many respondents were nevertheless able to read some 
words on the Word Reading Test and parts of the Oral Reading Passages.  Although the ABE 
curriculum developed by Advancing Youth teaches letter sounds as part of their literacy pedagogy, 
outside of ABE classes it is unlikely that respondents were introduced to letter sounds and phonics-
based approaches through their language or literacy classes.  

Figure 19 shows the distribution of average scores on this subtest. Intervention Group #2 (IAI) 
learners started with lower average scores than Intervention 1 learners, but scored higher at the 
endline. Comparison Group learners’ scores had a minor decline at the endline.  

Figure 20. Average Percent of Letters Sounded Correctly, by Level  

 

 

A comparison of Level 1 group results by gender shows that although males again outperformed 

females at the baseline, at the endline females in ABE + IAI group scored higher. It should be noted 

per the figure below that the sample was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group 

was 90.6% female and the Intervention groups were approximately 74% female. 
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Figure 21. Average Percent of Letters Sounded Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Gender 

 

 

A comparison of results by locale shows dramatic improvements experienced by Intervention Group 

#2 (IAI) from urban areas. Results for the participants from peri-urban areas were not included since 

their number was relatively small. 

Figure 22. Average Percent of Letters Sounded Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Locale 

 

The data analysis of grouped distributions showed that the vast majority of learners have either zero 
scores or correctly pronounced less than 20% of letters. The overall shape of the distribution is 
heavily skewed toward the lower end. Very few learners were able to sound out more than half of 
the letters correctly.  
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Figure 23. Distribution of Gains on Letter Sounds Subtest   

 

The analysis by letter showed consonants s, m and p to be most frequently pronounced correctly, 
which is likely because these were the letter sounds given to test takers as an example during 
administration. After these three initial sounds, t, k, and f were pronounced correctly by roughly 
between 32 to 36% of the respondents, which is consistent with the May baseline report (phase 
one). The consonants y and hard g, were the least likely to be sounded correctly (~5%), followed by l 
(L), soft g, and w (~7%).  Again in the case of l (L) this is likely because of language interference and 
because the y and soft g are likely less frequently used to begin words. (Respondents tended to use 
the starting sound of words to decode the letter sounds). Generally, in reading acquisition, beginners 
need to be able to identify letter sounds as well as letters names to be able to read quickly and 
accurately, but as in the past letter sounds have not been commonly taught as part of literacy 
pedagogy outside of ABE classes.14 Findings may differ from those found in countries where phonics 
and phonemic awareness are an integral part of reading instruction.   

Table 11: Percent Correct Answers, by letter 

Letter Named Correct Letter Named Correct 
s 69.4% b 16.3% 

m 53.9% c (hard) 15% 

p 51% r 11.6% 

t 36.1% z 10.2% 

k 34.7% h 8% 

f 32.9% l 7.2% 

c (soft) 25.%% g (soft) 7.2% 

v 20.4% w 7% 

n 18.5% g (hard) 5.9% 

d 17.6% y 5.5% 

i 16.8%   

                                                             
14 This situation has changed in literacy instruction programs in recent years. For example the EGRA Plus 
program, implemented in many Ministry of Education primary schools, incorporates letter sounds in their 
curriculum and assessments.   
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Literacy Skills  

Word Reading 

Reading words in a list is often more difficult for youth and adult readers than reading words in 
connected texts – especially for beginning and struggling readers – because there is no context to 
help the reader guess and confirm the pronunciations of unfamiliar words. Two out of five 
respondents were not able to read any words, and nearly 95% read 20 words or less indicating that 
the majority of respondents in all groups (intervention and comparison) have minimal literacy. This 
data, in addition to findings on Letter Naming and Letter Sounds, confirms that the Level 1 ABE 
curriculum and lessons must continue to emphasize research-based decoding strategies so that 
respondents can confidently decode unfamiliar words.     

The average results shown in the graph below demonstrate a low level of performance across all 
groups, including Level 2 participants. Learners from all groups except the Intervention Group #2 
(IAI) group actually showed a slight decline in scores at the endline.  

Figure 24. Average Percent of Words Read Correctly, by Level 

 

 

Disaggregation of Level 1 results by gender showed that both males and females from ABE + IAI 
group more than doubled their average score at the endline. As with other subtests, males scored 
significantly higher, on average, across all study groups. It should be noted per the figure below that 
the sample was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the 
Intervention groups were approximately 74% female. 
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Figure 25. Average Percent of Words Read Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Gender 

 

 

A comparison of results by locale further highlights differences across subgroups of intervention 
recipients.  

Figure 26. Average Percent of Words Read Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Locale 

 

An examination of scores among Level 1 learners shows that nearly half of learners had zero scores 
on this subtest. The other half read less than 20% of words on the subtest correctly within the 
allocated time of two minutes. Only a handful of learners were able to read more than 20 words out 
of 100 words on the list, both at the baseline and at the endline.  
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Figure 27. Distribution of Gains on Word Reading Subtest   

 

Real Life Reading  

There were five items on the “real life” reading section with a total of seven questions (two of the 
items had two questions each-see Appendix 1 for a full description). The test taker looked at pictures 
with text from the Liberian context (i.e. money, the label on a bag of rice, signs on building, bank 
hours, and an aspirin bottle) and was asked to locate or infer from the text. The overall results 
showed a very slight decline between the baseline and the endline. Level 2 learners answered more 
than half of questions correctly, and Level 1 learners answered correctly between one in three and 
one in four questions, on average. 

Figure 28. Average Percent of Real Life Reading Items Answered Correctly, by Level 

 

 

Gender patterns persist in this subtest, with males outperforming females, although ABE + IAI group 
does not show as dramatic differences between genders as other two groups. It should be noted per 
the figure below that the sample was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 
90.6% female and the Intervention groups were approximately 74% female. 
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Figure 29. Average Percent of Real Life Reading Items Answered Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Gender 

 

 

Comparisons by locale show the same pattern of urban learners participating in Intervention Group 
#2 (IAI) outperforming their counterparts from other groups. Results for the participants from peri-
urban areas were not included since their number was relatively small. 

Figure 30. Average Percent of Real Life Reading Items Answered Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Locale 

 

The real life reading questions were more challenging for the comparison group as compared to the 
Intervention Group #1, which is consistent with the findings from the word reading section. The 
Intervention Group #2 did surprisingly well on the real life reading section (with the exception of the 
two inferential questions on the bank sign and aspirin label questions), given their word reading was 
lower overall than the Intervention Group #1 and the Comparison Group. The decline in average 
scores at the endline might be due to the questions being more difficult for the respondents. Despite 
all efforts by the evaluation team to ensure equivalency of the tests, it is possible that the pilot 
sample was too small to reveal actual differences between the difficulty levels of the real life reading 
questions.   
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The overall shape of the distributions in the graph is a normal “bell-curve” that is associated with a 
more homogeneous classroom filled with learners with similar level of competencies. The majority 
of learners got at least one or two questions correct, and very few learners answered nearly all or all 
questions correctly.  The majority of learners were able to answer the easy locator questions, i.e. 
identifying the word “five” on a five dollar bill and the word “beans” on a bag of beans.  Item 3 was 
also a locator question, but more difficult. The percentages of learners able to answer Items 4 and 5 
correctly were a lot lower as the respondent had to interpret information from a sign or a medicine 
bottle label and had to answer two inferential questions, requiring them to apply skills beyond 
locating the word.  

Figure 31. Average percent of Items Answered Correctly by 
Level 1 Learners, Intervention Group #1 

 

Figure 32. Average percent of Items Answered Correctly 
Level 1 Learners, Intervention Group #2 

 

Compared with male respondents, female respondents answered fewer questions correctly, with a 
mean score of correct answers reported in appendices. The difference is statistically significant at 
p<.001.  

Table 12: Distribution of Real Life Reading Subtest Results, by Question 

Test Questions from Baseline*  Baseline/ 

Endline 

Intervention 
Group #1 

Intervention 
Group #2 

Comparison 
Group  

Level 2 
Learners 

1. "Look at the drawing of Liberian 
money. How much is this bill 
worth?" 

Baseline 82.6% 80.2% 69.1% 98.6% 

Endline  84.4% 87.7% 79.9% 100% 

2. "Here is a picture of a bag of 
rice. I want you to circle the word  
'rice' on this picture of the bag" 

Baseline 62.9% 66.7% 50.9% 100% 

Endline  57.1% 53.6% 44.3% 98.1% 

3. "Here is a drawing of three 
buildings. Can you circle the 
building where you'd go if you are 
feeling sick?" 

Baseline 38% 35.2% 33.3% 80.6% 

Endline  28.8% 31.9% 27.9% 79.2% 

4-a. "This is a sign on the front 
door of a bank. What time does 
the bank open on Saturday 
mornings?" 

Baseline 17.9% 11% 20.4% 55.6% 

Endline  10.4% 15.9% 16.4% 47.2% 

4-b. "What time does the bank 
close on Wednesday evenings?" 

Baseline 10.3% 9.6% 6.2% 29.2% 

Endline  4.4% 5.1% 5.5% 17% 

5-a. "A man has a headache. He 
takes 2 aspirin at 8 AM. If his head 

Baseline 20.4% 20.1% 20.5% 37.5% 
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Test Questions from Baseline*  Baseline/ 

Endline 

Intervention 
Group #1 

Intervention 
Group #2 

Comparison 
Group  

Level 2 
Learners 

still hurts later on, how soon can 
he take more aspirin?" 

Endline  6.4% 6.5% 2.8% 20.8% 

5-b. "How many tablets should you 
give a 6 year old child?" 

Baseline 4.8% 3.1% 8.2% 11.1% 

Endline  1.4% 2.9% 1.4% 11.3% 

*Endline questions were different, but very similar to the baseline questions. 

 

Oral Reading and Comprehension  

Story 1: Oral Reading Fluency and Accuracy 

This 33-word Grade Equivalent 1 (GE 1) story (written for the OLA) is about a young person who is 
attending an adult literacy program. The respondent is asked to read the OLA story out loud, while 
the test administrator marks any errors, including mispronunciations, substitutions, omissions, and 
words not pronounced within 5 seconds.  Self-corrections are counted as correct. After the 
respondent reads the story, the test administrator asks five comprehension questions, with some 
locator and other inferential. Level 2 learners were also asked to read the text, and predictably their 
results were much higher than Level 1 results. The test was designed to capture oral reading fluency 
in proportion of words read correctly within the allocated amount of time, and a number of words 
read correctly per minute (wcpm).   

Figure 33. Average Percent of Story 1 Words Read Correctly, by Level. 

 

 

Comparisons of Level 1 results by gender show same patters as other subtests, with males reading 
faster and more accurately than females. As the graph below demonstrates, gains were found in all 
study groups. It should be noted per the figure below that the sample was largely female in all three 
groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the Intervention groups were approximately 
74% female. 
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Figure 34. Average Percent of Story 1 Words Read Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Gender 

 

 

Disaggregation of the results by locale shows that urban Intervention Group #2 (IAI) participants 
more than doubled their results at the endline, compared to the baseline. Results for the 
participants from peri-urban areas were not included since their number was relatively small. 

 

Figure 35. Average Percent of Story 1 Words Read Correctly by Level 1 Learners, by Locale 

 

Distribution of the percent of words read correctly shows that the majority of learners were still in 
the zero scores range at the endline, although the percent of learners with zero scores declined 
somewhat. Only one in five learners was able to read all or nearly all words in the story at the 
endline.   
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Figure 36. Distribution of Gains on Story 1 Reading Subtest  

 

This distribution of oral reading results suggests that ABE Level 1 facilitators will need to strive to 
find ways to work separately with three groups of respondents: those with fairly proficient GE 1 and 
above skills, those with some reading ability, and the respondents who are complete beginners. In 
addition, the placement test process may need to be refined so that fairly proficient GE 1 readers are 
placed in ABE Level 2 classes. 

Given how few Level 1 test takers were able to read the story, the standard fluency measure of 
words correct per minute may not be very informative. At the baseline, Level 1 learners read 
correctly on average about 6 words per minute; at the endline, the average fluency was about 10 
words per minute. The Comparison Group’s fluency rate did not change. The difference in the Level 
2 fluency change was particularly impressive: it went from 37 to 74 words correct per minute. The 
table below shows changes in learners’ fluency between the baseline and the endline: 

Table 13: Fluency results, by group 

 Baseline wcpm (SD) Endline wcpm (SD) 

Level 1 Intervention 1 5.94 (12.39) 10.64 (21.09) 

Level 1 Intervention IAI 5.22 (13.23) 11.23 (21.7) 

Level 1 Comparison 8.2 (22.15) 8.55 (21.89) 

Level 2 36.85 (28.91) 73.78 (29.36) 

 

Story 1: Reading Comprehension 

Reading the passage was followed by fairly easy literal questions (baseline test, "What subject does 
Ben most like in school?”; “What is the name of Ben’s friend?”). Because only two comprehension 
questions were asked at the baseline, and 5 at the endline, direct comparisons between the baseline 
and the endline for Level 1 respondents might not be very appropriate. This is shown in a graph 
below as an average percentage of correct answers to comprehension questions, followed by the 
disaggregation by locale. 
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Figure 37. Average Percent of Story 1 Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly, by Level 

 

 

Comparing result of comprehension subtest among male and female Level 1 learners, we find that 

males on average answer twice as many comprehension questions correctly. It should be noted per 

the figure below that the sample was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 

90.6% female and the Intervention groups were approximately 74% female.  Learners from ABE + IAI 

intervention group in the urban program sites gained significantly more between the baseline and 

the endline, comparing to other locales. It should be noted per the figure below that the sample was 

largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the Intervention 

groups were approximately 74% female.   

Figure 38. Average Percent of Story 1 Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly by L1 Learners, by Gender 

 

 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Level 2 

Level 1 

Intervention 1 

Intervention 2 

Comparison  

Intervention 1 

Baseline 
Level 1 Endline Gain Endline Loss 

Baseline 
Level 2 

Male  

Female  

Male  

Female  

Male  

Female  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Intervention 1 

Intervention 2 

Comparison 

Endline Gain Endline Loss 



 

45 
 

Figure 39. Average Percent of Story 1 Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly by L1 Learners, by Locale 

 

Table 14 shows a percent of learners in study groups who answered Story 1 comprehension 

questions correctly.  

Table 14: Percent of Learners Who Answered Story 1 Comprehension Questions Correctly 

Test Questions*  Baseline/ 

Endline 

Interventio
n Group #1 

Intervention 
Group #2 

Comparison 
Group  

Level 2 
Learners 

1. “What is the name of the young 
man in the story?” 

Baseline 29.4% 21.8% 29.1% 87.5% 

Endline  27.0% 31.9% 17.2% 90.6% 

2. “How old is the young man in the 
story?”    

Baseline 56.8% 45.1% 46.0% 98.6% 

Endline  86.2% 70.8% 83.7% 98.1% 

3. “What does the young man in the 
story wants to study in school?” 

Endline  34.2% 30.8% 18.8% 73.6% 

4.”What job does the young man 
want to do after he finishes school?” 

Endline  46.1% 38.5% 39.1% 100.0% 

5.”I want to call the name of this 
story, and you tell me which one is 
the best name.” 

Endline  33.1% 36.9% 33.3% 43.4% 

 

Story 2: Oral Reading Fluency and Accuracy 

This 82-word (baseline) and 85-word (endline) Grade Equivalent 2.5 (GE 2.5) story is also about a 
young person who is attending an adult literacy program. The respondents were asked to read the 
story out loud, and the test administrator kept track of errors, which includes mispronunciations, 
substitutions, omissions, and words not stated within five seconds.  Self-corrections were counted as 
correct. The test was designed to capture oral reading rate in words-correct-per-minute (wcpm), but 
it will not be reported in this report for the following reasons: 1) at the baseline test, administrators 
had difficulty operating the timers accurately during the May baseline, and 2) on the October 
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baseline the high incidence of zero readers and untimed data made calculating wcpm not feasible. 
Therefore, the data reported below refer to the percent of words read correctly, not wcpm.   

Only those learners who were able to read at least some words in Story 1 were asked to read Story 
2. At the baseline, this was 37.3% of all learners who took the test, and at the endline this was 
33.9%. As the graph below demonstrates, the average percent of words in the text read correctly 
increased substantially between the baseline and the endline. Level 2 learners showed good results 
on this subtest, with reading on average about 80% of words correctly. The improvement between 
baseline and endline Level 2 scores was 10.3%. About 80% of Level 2 learners read between 80 and 
100% of words correctly in this story. 

Figure 40. Average Percent of Story 2 Words Read Correctly, by Level 

 

 

The endline assessment captures the fluency measure, presented in the table below. 

Table 15: Endline Fluency results, by group 

 Endline wcpm (SD) 

Level 1 Intervention 1 20.89 (23.14) 

Level 1 Intervention IAI 20.01 (20.90) 

Level 1 Comparison 21.89 (26.05) 

Level 2 61.03 (28.64) 

 

Comparing the distribution of percent of words read correctly in this story by gender, males did 
better overall in Intervention Group #1 and the Comparison Group, but females did better in 
Intervention Group #2.  Note that the sample size in the Comparison Group was very small for men, 
which is why the gains appear to be large. It should be noted per the figure below that the sample 
was largely female in all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the 
Intervention groups were approximately 74% female. 
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Figure 41. Average Percent of Story 2 Words Read Correctly, by Gender 

 

Story 2: Reading Comprehension 

After the respondent reads the story, the test administrator asks 2 (baseline) or 5 (endline) 
comprehension questions. The answers to the questions (baseline: "Who is Sonie going to teach?" 
and "Why doesn't Sonie's mother know how to read?") are not stated directly (e.g., “Sonie will teach 
her mother”) and require skills somewhere between location and inference.  

At the baseline, fewer than half of the total OLA test takers attempted the Story 2 comprehension 
questions. Of those that did attempt these questions, only a little less than a quarter (23.4%) could 
answer question one and a little more than a quarter could read question two. For the overall 
sample, including those that didn’t attempt the comprehension questions, only one in twenty could 
answer one comprehension question correct, and fewer than one in ten were able to answer two. 
This suggest that even though many of them were unable to meet the criterion of reading 95% of 
the words correctly for Story 2, they still understood the story fairly well and 8.7% could read both 
questions. This was good news and a tribute to the persistence and intelligence of these readers – 
they know how to get information from print even when that print is challenging to read. 

At the endline, 33.4% of learners attempted Story 2. Learners from intervention 2 group showed 
significant improvement between the baseline and the endline, while other learners did not. 

Because of the small number of learners who were able to progress to Story 2, the results were not 
disaggregated by locale. 
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Figure 42. Average Percent of Story 2 Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly, by Level 

 

 

Comparisons by gender show that ABE + IAI learners show meaningful gains, while learners from 

other groups did not. It should be noted per the figure below that the sample was largely female in 

all three groups; the Comparison Group was 90.6% female and the Intervention groups were 

approximately 74% female. 

Figure 43. Percent of Story 2 Comprehension Questions Answered Correctly, by Gender 
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Table 16: Percent of Learners Who Answered Story 2 Comprehension Questions Correctly 

Test Questions*  Baseline/ 

Endline 

Intervention 
Group #1 

Intervention 
Group #2 

Comparison 
Group  

Level 2 
Learners 

1. “What subject does Ben like the  
most in school?” 

Baseline 24.9% 15.9% 22.7% 86.1% 

Endline 20.9% 36.6% 23.3% 69.8% 

2.” What is the name of Ben’s 
friend?” 

Baseline 29.0% 21.0% 24.3%   80.6% 

Endline  34.5% 34.1% 40.0%  81.1% 

3.” Does Sam have a job?” 
Endline  33.0% 34.1% 41.4% 77.4% 

4.”Why did Sam not go to school?” 
Endline  33.6% 26.8% 41.4% 86.8% 

5.”I want to call the name of this 
story, and you tell me which one is 
the best name.” 

Endline 39.8% 56.1% 50.0% 52.8% 

 

Silent Reading and Comprehension 

The GE 6 silent reading informational texts on various health-related topics were offered to Level 2 
learners to be read silently and then answer five comprehension questions. The purpose of this 
subtest was to identify ABE learners whose reading ability might enable them to skip the ABE 
programming and enroll directly into secondary education.  Only respondents who were able to 
answer correctly two questions following Story 2 were asked to try the silent reading passage. The 
following graph shows the distribution of the number of questions answered correctly by Level 2 
learners at the endline. 

The endline assessment included one additional passage to be read by Level 2 learners only, and 
then answer five comprehension questions. The following graph shows that over a half of Level 2 
endline test-takers did not answer a single comprehension question correctly, and no one answered 
all five comprehension questions correctly.  

Figure 44. Percent of Level 2 learners who at the endline answered silent reading comprehension questions correctly, by 
number of questions 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The USAID Advancing Youth Literacy assessment shows that the majority of learners tested at 

baseline are very beginning level English Language Learners (ELL) with pre-literacy skills not 

adequate enough to allow them to read and comprehend simple text; for the majority of these 

learners (60% of whom never attended school before, and only 10% of whom speak English at 

home), the type and intensity of instruction was not sufficient for them to demonstrate overall 

progress on a test.   At endline testing, upon completion of ABE Level 1, the statistically significant 

gains were for Intervention Group 2, those learners receiving additional support through Interactive 

Audio Instruction.  

All learner groups showed some improvement on letter naming, but only 53% could correctly 

identify more than 19 letters, a skill that is a pre-requisite to reading.  There were also very low 

scores on letter sounds, with less than one percent of learners able to sound out all or almost all 

letters.  Urban learners who had the added IAI intervention, which focuses on phonics and decoding 

skills, showed the most improvement in letter sounds with a six percentage point gain.    Of all the 

Level 1 learners, they also showed the most improvement in reading words in a connected text, 

more than doubling their results at endline compared to baseline.  At endline, these urban learners 

who received IAI were able to read 53% of the words in Story 1 correctly.  However, the majority of 

learners at endline were not able to read any of the words correctly.  Of those few Level 1 learners 

who were able to read Story 1, their average fluency went from 6 words per minute at baseline to 10 

words per minute at endline. Predictably, results for Level 2 learners were much higher; at endline 

they read correctly 99% of Story 1, a 5.2% increase over baseline. The change in fluency (words 

correct per minute) was particularly impressive: it went from 37 to 74 words correct per minute. 

Although there was a decline in the comprehension questions answer correctly, this is likely 

explained by the reality that the tests may have not been fully equated.  

Given that the majority of the population tested is over age 26, did not previously attend school, and 

do not speak English at home, these low and slow gains are not surprising.  The results provide 

support for decisions that the USAID Advancing Youth project has already started implementing: 1) 

expansion of interactive audio instruction from pilot sites to all Level 1 classes; 2) revision of the 

Level 1 literacy curriculum to be more appropriate for English Language Learners rather than for 

native English speakers; 3) slowing down the pace of lessons to allow more time for practice and 

application.  In addition, the project needs to continue to closely monitor the attendance of both 

facilitators and learners to make that youth are exposed to the full curriculum and enforce a system 

whereby attendance data is available, accurate, and can be integrated into the data analysis.  More 

specifically, the results point to the need to strengthen teaching and learning activities in the 

foundational reading skills associated with decoding and to enhance instruction and practice in 

reading comprehension. 

The results of this assessment have pointed to additional key research questions that the project will 

address in the next several years through a Learning Agenda.  The purpose of the Learning Agenda is 

to provide the Ministry of Education and other key stakeholders with relevant information to inform 

policy and to improve the design and implementation of alternative basic education services in 

Liberia.  Through a combination of research methods, USAID Liberia Advancing Youth will answer 
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questions such as “Given the large number of learners entering Level 1 with no prior schooling, how 

can we best ensure reasonable learning gains?”  and  “What are the factors for effective continuous 

professional development for ABE facilitators?”  By interrogating our own practice and sharing 

results with a large group of stakeholders, the project will contribute to the body of knowledge 

around how best to address the specific learning needs of the Liberian youth population. 
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Appendix 1: OLA Description 

OLA was designed to be similar to the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) with respect to its 
coverage of the components of beginning reading.15  However, for those familiar with EGRA, OLA 
differs from EGRA in the following ways:  

 Five of OLA’s items follow international approaches of adult literacy assessment using real-
life examples such as medicine labels, street signs, and health bulletins (LAMP, 2012; PIAAC, 
2012; Kirsch & Mosenthal, 1990).  

 OLA uses oral reading passages that are more age appropriate to youth and adult 
respondents, while EGRA’s are geared towards younger respondents. 

 OLA’s Word Reading contains a wider range of words sampled from Liberia’s ABE curriculum, 
in contrast with EGRA’s much more basic Familiar Words.  

 OLA has Silent Reading passage(s) in which respondents read a passage to themselves and 
then answer comprehension questions, whereas EGRA has a Listening Comprehension 
section where the administrator reads a story out loud and the respondent listens and then 
answers comprehension questions. The purpose of this passage was to identify those young 
people that may actually qualify for secondary school level.  This text was at a grade 6 
equivalency and requires the ability to acquire new information from print (read-to-learn).   

 

Letter Naming 

Letter Naming and Consonant Letter Sounds are alphabetical skills that are strongly related to early 
reading success (NRP, 2000; Adams 1990).  Letter naming is timed for speed and accuracy of letter 
identification.  The OLA English Letter Reading Test consists of the 26 lower-case letters of the 
alphabet arranged randomly on the page. The respondent is asked to say the names of the letters as 
fast as possible without making a mistake. The task was not timed on the May baseline test16, but 
was timed on the October baseline per recommendations made during the OLA-EGRA comparative 
analysis.  Note that being able to name 18 letters correctly indicates that a person is starting to 
master letter names. 

Letter Sounds 

The OLA English Letter Sound Test consists of the 20 consonant letters arranged randomly on a page. 
For “c” and “g,” both the hard and soft sounds of those letters are requested, bringing the total 
possible number of responses to 22. The respondent is asked to say the sounds the letters make as 
fast as possible, but this test is not timed. Three examples are given at the beginning, “s, p, m.” 
Letter sounds are a critical foundation skill for being able to sound out words.  

Word Reading 

Rapid, accurate word recognition is critical for successful reading.  If word reading is inaccurate, 
slow, and laborious, less mental energy and attention is available for thinking about what is being 
read and interacting with the text – e.g., efficient comprehension (Perfetti, 1985).   The word reading 
section was developed using A Manual for the Development of a Rapid Assessment of Reading Skill 
(RARS Test), using level appropriate text from Liberia’s ABE curriculum. The words in these texts 
were randomly sampled and arranged in order of their frequency and length in the texts.  Short 
high-frequency words (to, one, fun) are placed near the beginning of the test, and longer less-
frequent words (expensive, shopkeeper) are placed at the end.  

                                                             
15 For a comparative analysis of OLA and EGRA in Liberia see Comparison of OLA and EGRA for the Advancing Youth Project, Liberia 

(2012) by John Strucker, Dan Finkelstein, and Emily Morris.  
16 Please note that May timing data was entered at 60 seconds to allow for consistent comparison.    
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OLA Word Reading is timed so that word reading fluency in words-correct -per-minute (wcpm) could 
be calculated in addition to accuracy. Respondents are given 120 seconds to attempt the 100 words.  
If a respondent misreads a word, skips a word, or is unable to read a word within five seconds, it is 
counted as an error, but self-corrections are counted as correct.  After six errors in a row, the 
administrator moves the respondent on to the real-life reading section.17 The RARs procedure also 
gives teachers and technical team direct feedback for placement purposes as to how well learners 
are able to read words that actually occur in grade appropriate text. 

Real-Life Literacy Items 1-5 

These items were designed to allow youth, young adults, and adults to demonstrate their ability to 
use functional literacy skills in their daily lives. They are patterned on the OECD’s literacy 
assessments that were used in developed countries like the Program for the International 
Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC, 2012) and UNESCO’s literacy assessment for developing 
countries, the Literacy Assessment and Monitoring Program (LAMP, 2012).  Similar to PIACC and 
LAMP, OLA’s real-life items are based on research into what contributes to item difficulty with 
regard to documents, labels, and signs as well as text (Kirsch & Mosenthal, 1990).  

For this section, the respondent refers to the pictures and text on their stimulus and then responds 
to oral questions asked by the administrator. The questions are a range of easy text locator 
questions to moderately difficult inferential questions.  

Item 1 –Money 

The stimulus is a line drawing of a Liberian ten dollar bill. The respondent is asked how much the bill 
is worth. Almost all respondents were able to answer this item correctly. It serves the role of 
allowing illiterate and low-literate respondents to answer at least one question correctly and may 
give them confidence to try some of the more challenging items that follow. 

Item 2- Bag of Rice 

The stimulus is a line drawing of a bag of rice with product label on it that includes the word “rice” 
along with other words. The respondent is given a pencil and asked to circle the word “rice” on the 
picture of the bag.  The answer is correct only if the word “rice” is circled.  

Item 3- Three Buildings 

The stimulus is a line drawing of three one-story buildings, each with an identifying sign in identical 
block letters: a police station, a medical clinic, and a bank.  The respondent is asked to “…circle the 
building you would go to if you’re feeling sick.” Correct responses can be either the entire medical 
clinic building, the sign, or word “clinic” circled. 

Item 4 – Banking Hours 

The stimulus (below) is a sign stating the days and hours that a bank is open. It was adapted directly 
from a real bank sign in Monrovia.  Because the sign contains information about both days and 
hours, making use of it involves finding and collating two pieces of information. The respondent is 
told that this is a sign on a bank, asked to look at the sign, and then asked two questions. The first, 
“What time does the bank open on Saturday mornings?" is based on information directly stated on 

                                                             
17 Please note that for the May baseline study test administrators had difficulty operating the manual, so the elapsed time data for 

Word Reading and Oral Reading passages were deemed to be unreliable. Therefore, the analysis focuses on the proportion of words 
read correctly for this baseline as opposed for the wcpm for the October baseline. The proportion correct metric does not capture 
reading rate directly, but the proportion correct can serve as a rough proxy for rate. Generally speaking, faster readers read more 
words more accurately than slower readers who read fewer words slowly because the latter are uncertain of pronunciations and 
make more mistakes.  In terms of the distribution of word reading and passage reading ability, speed and accuracy are closely 
related. (See Sabatini, 2002, for a discussion of this issue).  
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the sign. The second question, "What time does the bank close on Wednesday evenings?" involves 
inferring from information that is not directly stated (i.e., implied by the dash marks).  

BANKING HOURS 

MONDAYS----FRIDAYS 

8:00AM---------12:00PM 

2:00PM--------5:45PM 

SATURDAYS 

9:00AM--------12:00PM 

3:00PM--------5:30PM 

 

Item 5 – Directions for Aspirin 

The stimulus (below) was based on a real label from the back of an aspirin bottle. The tests 
administrator says, “This is a label from an aspirin bottle,” and after giving the respondent time to 
look at it, asks the first question:  "A man has a headache. He takes two aspirin at 8 AM. If his head 
still hurts later on, how soon can he take more aspirin?" The second question asks, "How many 
tablets should you give a 6-year-old child?" (Correct answers include, “none,” “ask a doctor,” 
“consult a doctor,” etc.)  Both of these questions require that the respondent arrive at the correct 
answer by applying general directions to specific cases.   

Directions for Aspirin 

Adults: 1 to 2 tablets with water. Dosage may be repeated every 4 hours, not to exceed 12 
tablets in 24 hours. 

Children under 12: consult a doctor 

Important: If pregnant or breastfeeding consult a doctor before use. 

 

Oral reading passages (Story 1 and Story 2) and reading comprehension 

Story 1 and Story 2 were written at approximately GE 1 and GE 2, respectively, using some longer 
words that occur frequently in Level 1 curriculum materials (“teacher,” “school,” “reading”).  The 
content is meant to be familiar; the main character is a young woman enrolled in an ABE class. Story 
1 is entirely in third-person narrative, while Story 2 contains some dialogue between the young 
woman and her mother. 

The purpose of the stories is to capture oral reading accuracy and rate in words-correct--per-minute 
(wcpm).  At this time prosody (expression) is not assessed.   

During the first administration of the comprehension section of both Stories 1 and 2, two easy 
check-in questions were asked orally after the respondents read the passage. The initial purpose of 
these questions was to verify whether a learner had understood basic facts and the gist of each 
story. Unlike EGRA, learners are allowed to look at the stories while attempting to answer the 
comprehension questions. The subsequent version (posttest) of OLA asks five questions per passage 
to allow for correlations and analysis of wcpm and story comprehension.  The first two questions ask 
the respondents to locate single words while the third and fourth questions ask for information 
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contained in sentences. The fifth question requires respondents to choose the best title for the 
story, requiring main idea skills.   

Silent reading comprehension 

The GE 6 silent reading passage, “Whooping Cough” was taken from a Word Health Organization 
bulletin. The purpose of this very challenging passage is to identify any ABE respondents whose 
reading ability might enable them to skip the ABE programming and enroll directly into secondary 
education.  Only respondents who were able to answer correctly both questions following Story 2 
were asked to try “Whooping Cough.”  

Initially there were four questions on the pre-test passage, the first four questions require 
respondents to locate information from sentences. On the posttest a fifth inferential question was 
added to allow for analysis by quintile.     
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Table 17: Endline Test Item Description 

# Description 
(Instrument) Tasks Max. 

Pts. Timed Results presented 
as 

1 
Letter Naming 
Test 

26 letters 26 
Yes 
(60 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct / 26 *100) 

2 Letter Sounds 21 letters 21 No 
Percent correct  
(# correct / 21 *100) 

3 
Word Reading 
Test 

100 words 100 
Yes 
(120 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct / 100 
*100) 

4-8 
Real Life 
Reading 

7 tasks 7 No 
Percent correct  
(# correct / 7 *100) 

9a 
Oral Reading 
Story 1 

33 words 33 
Yes 
(120 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct / 33*100) 

9b 
 
Comprehension 
Story 1 

5 tasks 5 No 
Percent correct  
(# correct / 5*100) 

10a 
Oral Reading  
Story 2 

85 words 85 
Yes 
(120 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct /85 *100) 

10b 
 
Comprehension 
Story 2 

5 tasks 5 No 
Percent correct  
(# correct / 5*100) 

11a 

Oral Reading 
Comprehension 
for Level 2 
Learners  

5 tasks 5 
Yes 
(300 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct / 5 *100) 

11b 
Silent Reading 
Comprehension 

5 tasks 5 
Yes 
(300 sec.) 

Percent correct  
(# correct / 5 *100) 
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Appendix 2: Description of Literacy Curriculum:  Regular ABE Literacy 

Instruction (Intervention Group #1 and 2) 

Table 18: ABE Level 1  

Modules 
# of Literacy 
Lessons 

Summary of Literacy Skills Competencies Achieved 

A 22 

Recognizing and Using Individual Letters and their Sounds at the 
Initial, Middle, and Ending Positions in Listening, Speaking, Reading, 
and Writing 

 Recognize 18 sight words   

 Demonstrate familiarity with concepts of print 

 Name and write the English alphabet 

 Identify sounds made by consonants 

 Identify short sounds of vowels 

 Recall prior knowledge to assist in understanding. 

B 17 

Recognizing and using short vowel sound 

 Recognize and use short and long vowel sounds in the beginning, 
middle and ending positions 

 Read selected key words and sight words, with some support 

 Write all letters in upper and lower cases; write own name and 
selected sight words 

 Demonstrate listening comprehension by discussing details of 
short stories and other text 

C 20 

Recognizing and using long vowel sounds. 

 Read simple sentences made of key words and sight vocabulary. 

 Pronounce words clearly and more fluently, with less effort 

 Use a pencil or pen with more confidence and to write letters and 
words clearly. 

 Generate their own written text, working with others.  

 Attend to the sequence of events in a story.  

D 14 

Recognizing and Using Consonant Digraphs 

 Read  and write words and simple sentences that contain the 
consonant digraphs ch,sh,ph,th,wh 

 Read and write words and simple sentences that contain 
consonant blends 

 Use prediction and inference to help with reading comprehension 

E 14 

Recognizing and Using Consonant Blends 
 Read and write words and sentences that contain consonant 

blends, of two and three letters 

 Identify  <’s> as a possessive 

 Identify (hear) consonant blends of two and three letters  

 Read and write ending consonant blends 

F 18 

Recognizing and using adjacent letters and their sounds at the 
Initial, Middle, and Ending Positions in Listening, Speaking, 
Reading, and Writing 

 Recognize and read  36 sight words   

 Demonstrate familiarity with concepts of print 

 Identify sounds made by adjacent letters: diphthongs, vowel 
diagraphs, silent letters and /zh/ sound. 
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 Write simple texts; poems, song, complete a story etc. 

  Recall prior knowledge to assist in understanding. 

G 5 

Using Punctuation and Reviewing Sight Words 

 Recognize and use punctuation marks 

 Review and use sight words 

 Review Sonie’s story 
Total 
Lessons 

108 
 

Instructio
nal Time 

75 m per 
lesson 

Total Instructional time is 378 hours for Level 1 
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Appendix 3: Description of Supplementary Literacy Curriculum: 

Interactive Audio Instruction (IAI) (Intervention Group #2) 

IAI is an interactive pedagogy that combines learning content with stories, songs, and other creative 
activities where both respondent and facilitator (teacher) are engaged and interacting through the 
audio program. The goal of IAI is to offer a creative and interactive approach to teaching and to 
support instruction. The USAID Advancing Youth Literacy IAI programs are 15 to 20 minutes in 
duration and are part of every Level 1 class session in addition to the regular literacy content. IRI 
Literacy programs were developed to help learners with curriculum “rough spots”, which included 
standardized pronunciation, differentiation of vowel sounds, and reading comprehension. 

Level 1 IAI Literacy programs development began in July 2012.  All programs were designed to 
complement and reinforce the existing Level 1 print lessons. Content was directly related to the 
content of the print lessons, as outlined in the following table: 
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Appendix 4: Fidelity of Implementation: Comparison and Intervention 

Group Programs  

Comparison Group Intervention Groups (1 and 2) 

Total program length: 8-9 months per 
level/year. Total program is 1 level (A, B, C) 
corresponding with 1 year. Sites start at various 
times in the year and meet for 4.5-5 hours a week.  

Total program length: 10 months per each  
level. Total program is 3 levels, or 
corresponding with 3 years and meet for 10.5 
hours a week.  

Literacy Curriculum: already developed for 
Level 1 only.  
Instruction at site: literacy (100-120 total hours) 
and numeracy  

Literacy Curriculum: already developed for 
Level 1 and 2; Level 3 in development. 
Instruction at site: literacy (81 total hours), 
numeracy, work readiness and livelihoods 

Facilitator characteristics: Nominated by the 
communities – have some training but no 
certification. Receive $50 a month.  

Facilitator characteristics: Certified formal 
schoolteachers with certification.  

Facilitator Training: Total 40 hours of training 
before they start teaching. Refresher training (16-
24 hours) after 3-4 months of their year. On-going 
support provided by staff from Monrovia.  

Facilitator Training: Total 80 hours of 
training before the start teaching. 
Refresher/additional training for 4 days (24 
hours) per in-service cluster training.  

Space: permanent (school or other space 
provided by the community) 

Space: permanent (school) 

Learning Materials: Respondent workbook for 
each learner  

Learning Materials: Respondent workbook 
for each learner 

Attendance: NAEAL tracks attendance. Facilitator 
tracks and gives to central NAEAL office.  Class 
size varies from 15-90.  

Attendance: USAID Advancing Youth Project 
facilitator tracks attendance and reports to 
the county office. Class size varies from 15-
90. 

Respondent Demographics: all female, except a 
few exceptions, age range is over 13  

Respondent Demographics: % female and 
% male, target age range is 13-35  

Tracks disability at registration Tracks disability at registration 
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Appendix 5. Summary of OLA Results by Sub-test  

Table 19: Sub-test Results Summary 

Baseline: Intervention 1 (N=489) / Intervention IRI (N=198) / Control (N=181) / Endline: Intervention 1 (N=369)  / Intervention IRI 

(N=138) / Control (N=151)  

Level 1 

Subtest  Mean % (SD) % with Zero Scores 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming 

Intervention 1 61.9 (36.1) 64.8 (35.6) 10.2 9.8 

Intervention 2 61.0 (35.2) 67.5 (34.6) 9.6 4.3 

Comparison 46.5 (37.3) 51.9 (38.2) 19.9 15.2 

Letter Sounds 

Intervention 1 22.1 (20.2) 24.5 (22.2) 20.4 16.0 

Intervention 2 17.5 (17.5) 24.2 (22.2) 23.7 18.1 

Comparison 13.3 (18.5) 11.2 (13.7) 44.2 36.4 

Word Reading 

Intervention 1 5.2 (11.9) 3.8 (9.0) 38.0 41.7 

Intervention 2 2.8 (4.8) 6.6 (13.5) 42.9 37.0 

Comparison 4.0 (10.1) 2.8 (8.1) 54.1 51.7 

Real Life Reading 

Intervention 1 31.8 (19.5) 27.6 (16) 11.9 10.6 

Intervention 2 29.7 (19.9) 29.1 (16.9) 17.7 8.7 

Comparison 27.5 (22.5) 25.3 (16.5) 23.2 9.3 

Oral Reading Story 1 

Intervention 1 21.6 (34.8) 29.4 (38.8) 64.8 57.2 

Intervention 2 16.6 (31.6) 31.0 (39.1) 71.7 51.4 

Comparison 17.4 (33.4) 22.3 (36.3) 72.4 62.9 

Comprehension Story 1 

Intervention 1 20.3 (35.6) 21.8 (32.3) 0.0 61.2 

Intervention 2 15.2 (31.8) 23.0 (33.1) 0.0 59.4 

Comparison 18.0 (35.7) 14.4 (25.5) 0.0 70.2 

Oral Reading Story 2 

Intervention 1 8.6 (22.4) 12.2 (27.9) 75.3 70.5 

Intervention 2 5.8 (18.3) 11.8 (26.5) 81.3 70.3 

Comparison 9.1 (25.4) 9.1 (24.6) 81.8 78.8 

Comprehension Story 2 

Intervention 1 10.6 (28.4) 9.4 (23.2) 0.0 80.2 

Intervention 2 7.6 (25.1) 11.2 (23.6) 0.0 76.1 

Comparison 9.7 (28.4) 7.3 (21.6) 0.0 86.1 

Silent Reading Story 

Intervention 1 4.8 (13.3) 2.8 (11.1) 0.0 0.0 

Intervention 2 1.3 (6.0) 3.0 (10.5) 0.0 0.0 

Comparison 2.3 (9.0) 0.7 (5.4) 0.0 0.0 
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Baseline: Intervention 1 (N=72) / Endline: Intervention 1 (N=53)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Level 2 

Subtest Group Mean % (SD) % with Zero Scores 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming Intervention 3 97.2 (5.6) 95.7 (14.0) 0.0 0.0 

Letter Sounds Intervention 3 
51.5 (23.1) 51.0 (27.3) 5.6 1.9 

Word Reading Intervention 3 
35.9 (29.7) 34.6 (25.5) 1.4 1.9 

Real Life Reading Intervention 3 
58.5 (16.8) 53.4 (19.0) 0.0 0.0 

Oral Reading Story 1 Intervention 3 
93.8 (14.6) 99.0 (2.1) 0.0 0.0 

Comprehension Story 1 Intervention 3 
93.1 (17.4) 81.1 (15.4) 0.0 0.0 

Oral Reading Story 2 Intervention 3 
76.5 (30.4) 86.8 (22.1) 1.4 0.0 

Comprehension Story 2 Intervention 3 
83.3 (31.4) 73.6 (28.2) 0.0 0.0 

Oral Reading Level 2  Intervention 3 
0.0 (0.0) 29.4 (23.7) 0.0 26.4 

Silent Reading Story Intervention 3 
30.6 (25.3) 20.4 (25.0) 0.0 0.0 
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Level 1, by Locale 

 RURAL URBAN 

Subtest Group 
Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD) 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming 

Intervention 1 63.2 (36.6) 64.1 (37.1) 59 (36.1) 68.1 (31.5) 

Intervention 2 55.3 (34.2) 61.5 (34.5) 69.2 (33.0) 81.2 (27.9) 

Comparison 41.1 (38.6) 48.1 (39.7) 52.2 (36.0) 59.7 (36.5) 

Letter Sounds 

Intervention 1 22.0 (21.2) 26.1 (23.9) 23.4 (18.9) 22.1 (19.3) 

Intervention 2 14.8 (15.4) 18.5 (19.0) 21.8 (18.8) 33.9 (23.2) 

Comparison 9.9 (13.7) 10.2 (12.9) 18.0 (22.8) 13.9 (15.1) 

Word Reading 

Intervention 1 6.3 (14.8) 4.7 (10.7) 3.5 (5.0) 2.1 (3.9) 

Intervention 2 1.7 (2.6) 2.1 (4.0) 3.9 (5.1) 12.7 (18.4) 

Comparison 4.6 (11.9) 3.4 (8.9) 4.0 (8.9) 2.6 (8.1) 

Real Life Reading 

Intervention 1 32.1 (19.7) 28.6 (16.3) 32.3 (18.5) 27.1 (16.7) 

Intervention 2 29.3 (18.3) 23.9 (14.9) 31.7 (20.8) 37.8 (16.5) 

Comparison 25.2 (21.3) 22.2 (15.3) 28.9 (24.3) 30.1 (17.5) 

Oral Reading Story 1 

Intervention 1 22.2 (36.0) 29.9 (39.7) 19.4 (31.6) 29.6 (37.7) 

Intervention 2 11.3 (27.4) 16.5 (30.1) 22.3 (34.9) 53.2 (40.7) 

Comparison 19.3 (36.1) 21.5 (36.8) 17.1 (31.8) 26.1 (37.2) 

Comprehension Story 1 

Intervention 1 20.6 (36.5) 21.6 (32.3) 18.7 (32.9) 20.8 (30.5) 

Intervention 2 9.3 (26.4) 13.8 (27.3) 22.2 (36.8) 37.5 (35.9) 

Comparison 19.4 (37.9) 12.2 (24.8) 18.1 (34.9) 18.8 (27.4) 

Oral Reading Story 2 

Intervention 1 10.4 (25.8) 46.1 (39.5) 5.3 (14.5) 33.5 (33.0) 

Intervention 2 2.2 (9.3) 19.6 (28.9) 9.0 (23.0) 46.7 (34.8) 

Comparison 10.8 (27.4) 59.7 (38.5) 8.4 (25.0) 28.5 (34.2) 

Comprehension Story 2 

Intervention 1 11.0 (29.3) 10.7 (25.8) 11.0 (27.6) 8.9 (19.4) 

Intervention 2 2.5 (13.5) 5.6 (15.7) 12.4 (31.5) 19.6 (29.9) 

Comparison 10.6 (29.0) 8.3 (23.2) 9.4 (28.8) 7.4 (22.0) 

Silent Reading Story 

Intervention 1 5.3 (13.8) 3.6 (12.9) 4.1 (12.1) 1.3 (6.7) 

Intervention 2 0.6 (3.9) 1.9 (9.2) 2.1 (7.8) 4.6 (12.0) 

Comparison 2.9 (9.8) 1.1 (7.4) 1.6 (7.3) 0.3 (2.5) 
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Level 2, by locale 

 RURAL URBAN 

Subtest Group 
Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD) 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming Intervention 1 97.7 (3.5) 94.8 (15.8) 98.6 (2.6) 98.1 (3.2) 

Letter Sounds Intervention 1 53.3 (24.2) 50.4 (28.3) 45.8 (23.4) 55.6 (29.5) 

Word Reading Intervention 1 39.5 (30.1) 34.1 (24.9) 25.5 (31.6) 34.3 (35.9) 

Real Life Reading Intervention 1 58.3 (18.0) 49.1 (15.7) 62.3 (13.2) 71.4 (27.1) 

Oral Reading Story 1 Intervention 1 93.8 (16.4) 98.7 (2.4) 91.5 (12.1) 100.0 (0.0) 

Comprehension Story 1 Intervention 1 94.1 (16.3) 82.9 (15.8) 90.9 (20.2) 80.0 (12.6) 

Oral Reading Story 2 Intervention 1 78.7 (29.2) 87.0 (20.5) 55.7 (37.1) 73.9 (36.9) 

Comprehension Story 2 Intervention 1 84.3 (30.8) 71.7 (27.6) 77.3 (34.4) 70.0 (41.5) 

Silent Reading Story Intervention 1 31.4 (26.9) 20.5 (25.9) 27.3 (23.6) 10.0 (16.7) 

Oral Reading Level 2 Intervention 1 0.0 (0.0) 29.8 (22.9) 0.0 (0.0) 20.0 (25.3) 
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Literacy Assessment Summary Results L1 by Gender 

 Male Female 

Subtest Group 
Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD) 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming 

Intervention 1 71.6 (33.1) 77.8 (29.7) 58.4 (36.5) 60.2 (36.5) 

Intervention 2 65.9 (33.0) 73.7 (28.2) 59.4 (35.8) 65.3 (36.5) 

Comparison 61.8 (37.8) 72.3 (37.2) 44.9 (37.1) 49.6 (37.8) 

Letter Sounds 

Intervention 1 28.5 (23.9) 33.0 (26.9) 19.9 (18.2) 21.5 (19.4) 

Intervention 2 16.8 (17.4) 22.2 (21.4) 17.8 (17.5) 24.9 (22.5) 

Comparison 14.1 (16.5) 14.9 (15.3) 13.2 (18.7) 10.7 (13.5) 

Word Reading 

Intervention 1 10.0 (18.6) 8.8 (15.4) 3.5 (7.7) 2.1 (3.8) 

Intervention 2 3.8 (6.8) 9.4 (17.4) 2.6 (4.0) 5.5 (11.8) 

Comparison 7.1 (14) 8.2 (13.5) 3.7 (9.6) 2.2 (7.1) 

Real Life Reading 

Intervention 1 38.3 (20.1) 35.3 (17.4) 29.5 (18.8) 24.4 (14.7) 

Intervention 2 31.8 (18.7) 30.6 (13.7) 29 (20.2) 28.6 (17.9) 

Comparison 37.0 (23.2) 27.6 (17.5) 26.5 (22.3) 24.7 (16.6) 

Oral Reading Story 1 

Intervention 1 33.2 (40.8) 45.3 (44.0) 17.4 (31.4) 23.7 (35.2) 

Intervention 2 22.1 (34.9) 39.9 (38.2) 14.8 (30.4) 27.9 (39.1) 

Comparison 41.5 (44.3) 45.1 (46.4) 14.9 (31.1) 19.8 (34.3) 

Comprehension Story 1 

Intervention 1 31.6 (42.5) 35.3 (38.9) 16.3 (32) 17.0 (28.1) 

Intervention 2 19.8 (35.3) 27.8 (33.9) 13.7 (30.6) 21.4 (32.9) 

Comparison 38.2 (45.2) 21.3 (25.6) 15.9 (34) 13.7 (25.5) 

Oral Reading Story 2 

Intervention 1 18.1 (32.4) 28.1 (40.6) 5.2 (16.4) 6.5 (18.6) 

Intervention 2 6.5 (20.2) 13.6 (30.1) 5.5 (17.8) 11.2 (25.2) 

Comparison 20.2 (36.1) 29.2 (42.7) 7.9 (23.9) 6.8 (20.8) 

Comprehension Story 2 

Intervention 1 21.5 (37.5) 21.4 (34.4) 6.8 (23.3) 5.1 (15.6) 

Intervention 2 7.3 (25.2) 9.4 (19.4) 7.7 (25.1) 11.8 (24.9) 

Comparison 17.6 (35.1) 25.3 (38.9) 8.8 (27.7) 5.3 (17.9) 

Silent Reading Story 

Intervention 1 9.4 (18.0) 7.8 (17.9) 3.2 (10.7) 1.0 (6.3) 

Intervention 2 1.0 (5.0) 2.8 (9.7) 1.3 (6.3) 3.1 (10.8) 

Comparison 4.4 (13.2) 5.3 (16.0) 2.1 (8.5) 0.1 (1.7) 
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Literacy Assessment Summary Results L2 by Gender 

 Male Female 

Subtest Group 
Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD) 

Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

Letter Naming Intervention 1 97.1 (7.2) 95.7 (11) 97.3 (4.1) 95.7 (15.4) 

Letter Sounds Intervention 1 56.2 (18.5) 53.2 (27.2) 47.9 (25.6) 50.0 (27.7) 

Word Reading Intervention 1 40.8 (28.3) 42.4 (25.9) 32.1 (30.6) 30.9 (24.8) 

Real Life Reading Intervention 1 58.5 (17.0) 52.1 (21.4) 58.5 (16.8) 54.0 (18.1) 

Oral Reading Story 1 Intervention 1 96.5 (7.5) 98.6 (2.4) 91.8 (18.1) 99.2 (2.0) 

Comprehension Story 1 Intervention 1 90.3 (20.1) 82.4 (17.1) 95.1 (15.0) 80.6 (14.7) 

Oral Reading Story 2 Intervention 1 82.1 (25.9) 88.2 (19.9) 72.3 (33.1) 86.1 (23.3) 

Comprehension Story 2 Intervention 1 88.7 (24.9) 77.6 (24.4) 79.3 (35.3) 71.7 (30.0) 

Silent Reading Story Intervention 1 36.3 (24.9) 18.8 (25.0) 26.2 (25.0) 21.1 (25.3) 

Oral Reading Level 2 Intervention 1 0.0 (0.0) 30.6 (24.6) 0.0 (0.0) 28.9 (23.6) 


