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1. Background 
Concern Worldwide, with funding from USAID and Irish Aid, implements the Education Quality 
and Access in Liberia (EQUAL) project (September 2013-2017). The project supports one 
hundred schools in Grand Bassa County, Liberia.  
The EQUAL Early Grade Literacy Assessment (EGLA) was conducted in May 2014 to provide 
baseline data on children’s literacy levels in project schools. Concern’s EQUAL School Census 
Report (July 2014) provides additional baseline data for the project and is available as a 
separate document.  
EQUAL is a four-year project working in partnership with the Ministry of Education in Liberia to 
support extremely poor and marginalised children realize their right to quality primary 
education. Concern Worldwide implements EQUAL in partnership with Liberia Translation and 
Literacy Organisation (LIBTRALO), a national NGO with expertise in mother-tongue education. 
The project continues to build on the Liberian Teacher Training Program’s literacy intervention 
in the English language, and will pilot the first comprehensive early grade mother-tongue 
literacy intervention in formal schools (in Bassa). Comparative research was originally a 
proposed component of the EQUAL project design to facilitate progress tracking of cohorts of 
students participating in the English Literacy Intervention (ELI), Bassa Literacy Intervention (BLI) 
and a new Family Literacy Intervention (FLI) being piloted by EQUAL but will now not be part of 
the project. Another revision has been made to the English Literacy Intervention component 
also. In the 25 schools not using the BLI, the schools will use the Liberian government’s 
curriculum.  
Strategic Goal: Extremely poor and marginalized children realize their right to quality primary 
education.  
Project Purpose: Girls and Boys access safe, quality education and achieve basic literacy and 
numeracy. 
Project Outcomes:   

 Improved learning outcomes in early grade literacy and numeracy in targeted schools. 

 Increased commitment to ensuring equitable access and improving literacy outcomes by 
stakeholders at school, district, county and national level. 

 A safe and child friendly school environment is experienced in all target schools.  
 
The EQUAL EGLA 2014 was conducted in English, to achieve two objectives. The main objective 
is to provide baseline data for 100 EQUAL-supported schools on the following indicators of the 
EQUAL Performance Management Plan:  

 Proportion of pupils who, by the end of two grades of primary schooling demonstrate that 

they can read and understand the meaning of grade level text (USAID 3.2.1-27), [F indicator] 

 Early Grade Literacy Assessment results in targeted schools [custom indicator] (IA 2.1) 

 
Additionally, the EGRA baseline will inform school selection for the mother-tongue literacy 
intervention. Literacy levels from schools in two districts will be analyzed to determine 
eligibility for inclusion in the comparative research design.  
 

1.1 Early Grade Literacy Assessment Design 

The EGLA tools are comprised of the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) tools developed 
by Research Triangle Institute (RTI) for the Liberia Teacher Training Programme, supplemented 
with additional subtasks, detailed below. 
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The Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) is a 15-20 minute test administered orally to 
students in the early grades of primary school, designed by RTI. EGRA evaluates students’ 
foundation literacy skills, including pre-reading skills like phonemic awareness and listening 
comprehension, which have been shown to predict later reading abilities. As this is an oral test, 
we can test young children who are not ready to independently sit a paper-and-pencil test. 
Only sub-tasks intended to measure writing skills (dictation) require students to respond in 
written form. The benefit of this is that we can address their learning needs at the right point in 
time, as emergent literacy skills are forming, rather than waiting until the end of primary school 
to test children when they are expected to be proficient at reading and writing.   

 

1.2 EGRA subtasks 

The EGRA tool developed by RTI for Liberia and applied within this assessment provides six sub-
tasks: (1) letter-name knowledge; (2) phonemic awareness: beginning sounds; (3) familiar word 
identification; (4) unfamiliar (nonsense) word identification; (5) connected text oral reading 
fluency and reading comprehension questions on the passage just read; and (6) dictation. These 
are validated tests and have been applied by Concern in Liberia since 2010.  
Each sub-task is described in the table below.  

Component  Early Reading Skill Demonstrated by student 
students’ ability to: 

Letter-name knowledge Letter recognition  Provide the name of 
upper- and lowercase 
letters in random 
order 

Phonemic Awareness Segment words into 
phonemes 

 Identify beginning 
sound in different 
words 

Familiar word reading Word reading  Read simple and 
common one-and 
two-syllable words 

Unfamiliar non-word 
reading 

Alphabetic principle  Grapheme-phoneme 
correspondence 
(GPCs) by decoding 
simple nonsense 
words 

Oral reading fluency with 
comprehension 

Oral reading fluency  Read a text 
accurately, with little 
effort, and at a 
sufficient rate 

Reading comprehension  Respond correctly to 
different types of 
questions including 
literal and inferential 
questions about the 
text they have read. 

Dictation Alphabetic principle  Write, spell, and use 
grammar properly 
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through a dictation 
exercise. 

 

1.3 Additional subtasks 

Additional sub-tasks were designed to enhance the EGRA tool by including measures of 
language comprehension. The expanded version of the test was labelled the Early Grade 
Literacy Assessment, signifying a broader scope than reading alone. This is especially relevant 
to the EQUAL programme for the mother-tongue intervention, as we intend to demonstrate 
the benefits of learning in a language familiar with the child. The EQUAL project includes 
explicit language instruction – in English and in Bassa – to support learners improve aural and 
oral language skills. This is directly linked to reading progression, considering the direct 
relationship between reading comprehension and vocabulary knowledge.  
Two sub-tasks were added to the EGLA tool. The first is a receptive vocabulary sub-task. 
Students are required to answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to two statements about a vocabulary word. This 
was adapted from the Two-Questions Vocabulary Assessment (2010) developed by Kearns and 
Biemillier1. The purpose of the test is to check for language/vocabulary understanding. Kearns 
and Biemillier verified this test using words from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-
III), Form A (Dunn and Dunn, 1997), generating two statements per word to be read orally to 
students. Correct responses are required for both sentences, with a probability of answering 
two questions correctly by chance of 0.25. This is the same probability as the four options 
multiple choice format in the PPVT-III. Both tests were applied to 259 students from 24 
Kindergarten, Grade 1 and Grade 2 classrooms in New England, USA. This provided an 
opportunity to validate the Two-Questions Vocabulary Assessment through score comparisons 
across the two tests.  
For the purposes of the Liberia EGLA, local educators and assessors with experience assessing 
young children in Liberia in English were supported by an experienced education psychologist 
to generate suitable vocabulary words. These words were then generated into six pairs of 
statements (twelve statements in total). The statements used are provided below, in the order 
read to children.  

i. A mountain is very small (no) 

ii. Goats eat grass (yes) 

iii. Many people use a cutlass to wash their hands (no) 

iv. A canoe can be used for fishing (yes) 

v. Goats can learn to read (no) 

vi. We cut milk (no)   

vii. A canoe can be used to dig in the garden (no) 

viii. People use a cutlass to cut down the bush (yes) 

ix. My mother cooks bicycles (no) 

x. A mountain can be seen from far away (yes) 

xi. My mother cooks plantain (yes) 

xii. We cut rice (yes) 

                                                 
1
 Kearns and Biemiller (2010) Two-Questions Vocabulary Assessment: Developing a New Method for Group 

Testing in Kindergarten through Second Grade, Journal of Education, 01/2009, Volume 190, Issue 1/2 
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Results for this sub-task are provided in section 2. While the sub-task shows potential for 
further use, it is not yet designed to fulfil the purposes required in an EGLA. Students generally 
scored quite high in this sub-task, which is not well aligned with assessor perceptions of student 
vocabulary levels in English among the target group.2 Analysis suggests the items tested were 
levelled below grade appropriate expectations and too few items were included in the sub-task. 
The Two-Questions Vocabulary Assessment should be verified for future use as part of an EGLA. 
Additionally, the number of items tested should be increased and difficulty levels should be 
aligned to grade levels for the context.  
The second sub-task introduced for EGLA was silent reading comprehension. Students were 
asked to read a passage that had been calibrated for grade level difficulty with the oral reading 
passage task. Students were asked to read silently and then, when finished, respond to 
comprehension questions. The comprehension questions were asked orally by the assessor, 
applying the same methodology as the oral reading comprehension questions.  
This sub-task was introduced to provide data on potential differences in student 
comprehension for students asked to read aloud or silently. This sub-task provides an 
opportunity for students to read internally without the additional task of monitoring of speech, 
which may interfere with memorisation. Students did score slightly higher in comprehension of 
the silent reading passage when compared to the oral reading passage. However, without 
sufficient inter-correlation studies between the two passages these differences cannot be 
attributed to silent versus oral reading of passages.  
 
Tangerine 
 
Tangerine™ is electronic data collection software designed by RTI for use on mobile computers, 
including netbooks, tablet computers and smartphones. Its primary use is to enable recording 
of students’ responses in Early Grade Reading Assessments (EGRA) and Early Grade 
Mathematics Assessments (EGMA), and interview responses from students, teachers and 
principals on home and school context information.  This EGLA tool was rendered into 
Tangerine and used electronically by Concern, with training and support from RTI.  

1.4 Methodology 

The EQUAL EGLA baseline was managed by Concern Worldwide with technical support from 
Marcia Davidson, Cambridge Education. Being a baseline assessment, the EQUAL programme 
was in its start-up phase and had recently recruited new staff members. It was decided that the 
assessment team should consist of both internal and external assessors, building the capacity of 
new staff to use and understand EGLA sub-tasks which would support their roles as teacher 
trainers. Additionally, officers from the Ministry of Education District Education Office were 
invited to be trained and supported as assessors.  
A team of twenty enumerators was identified (ten experienced external enumerators and ten 
EQUAL staff members) to conduct the EGLA over a ten day period. It was anticipated that each 
enumerator could conduct an average of eight EGLAs per day, allowing for completion of 1,600 
assessments (10*8*10). However, inter-rater reliability tests conducted during assessor training 
resulted in the exclusion of two enumerators. Further, low attendance in target schools during 
data collection (see below) created a need to expand the number of days of data collection to 
thirteen days.  

                                                 
2
 Grade 2 & 3 mean- 4.1 and 4.7. standard deviation 1.38 and 1.22 respectively.  
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The assessment was scheduled for the end of May 2014, towards the end of the academic year 
in Liberia (September to mid-June). Students in grades 2 and 3 were tested, providing baseline 
data against the USAID outcome indicator of “Proportion of pupils who, by the end of two 
grades of primary schooling demonstrate that they can read and understand the meaning of 
grade level text” in addition to cohort tracking of students participating in three consecutive 
levels of literacy support through the program.  
Table 1: Population of 100 EQUAL Program Schools 

Population in 100 EQUAL Program schools 

District  # 
Schools 
Visited 

Sex Grade 
2 

Grade 
3 

Total 

    

1+5 13+9 

M 223 195 418 

F 183 149 332 

T 406 344 750 

2 27 

M 214 165 379 

F 126 94 220 

T 340 259 599 

3 36 

M 214 222 436 

F 189 173 362 

T 403 395 798 

4 15 

M 122 123 245 

F 77 67 144 

T 199 190 389 

Total 100 

M 773 705 1478 

F 575 483 1058 

T 1348 1188 2536 

 
High absenteeism among students (and teachers) is a common problem in the EQUAL target 
schools. The EGLA sample plan is described below, alongside the actual sample achieved. Very 
high absenteeism (most schools had attendance rates below 50%) affected the team’s ability to 
conduct sampling as planned, leading to a convenience methodology of testing all children 
present on the day of data collection (census of all children in school that day, but not 
representative of the school population).  

Planned sample: 

The original plan involved multi-stage stratified sampling. Firstly schools were organised by 
location as follows:  

 District 1 & 5 combined – peri-urban schools, English intervention schools 

 District 2 – rural, schools benefited from previous education support from Concern 

Worldwide, English intervention schools 

 District 3 – rural, Bassa and English intervention schools 

 District 4 – rural, Bassa and English intervention schools 
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Secondly, student populations within each school were stratified by sex. More boys were 
selected for sampling than girls, aligned with unequal sex representation within the student 
population, but the number of girls to be selected for sampling was higher than the Gender 
Parity Ratio of the student population to ensure sufficient sample points for sex disaggregated 
data analysis.  
For programme planning reasons (the selection of schools for Bassa interventions) the large 
sample populations were designed for districts 2, 3 and 4 to have sufficient sample points to 
support a separate analysis. This is not detailed for this report as the actual sample was 
reduced significantly. A separate language mapping exercise was conducted following this 
survey to serve programme planning instead.  
 

Proposed Sample 

District  # 
Schools 
Visited 

Sex #children 
sampled 

per 
school 

Grade 
2 

#children 
sampled 

per 
school 

Grade 
3 

#children 
sampled 

per 
school 

Total 

    

1+5 10+12 

M 5 117 6 130 11 247 

F 6 125 5 108 11 233 

T   242   238 22 480 

2 27 

M 5 138 4 116 9 254 

F 4 96 3 76 6 172 

T   234   192 15 426 

3 36 

M 4 127 4 141 7 268 

F 3 118 4 120 7 238 

T   245   261 14 506 

4 15 

M 6 93 7 104 13 197 

F 5 79 4 58 9 137 

T   172   162 22 334 

Total 100 

M 

  

475 

  

491 40 966 

F 418 362 33 780 

T 893 853 73 1746 

 

Actual data collection: 

All children found in school on the day of data collection were assessed. As a convenience 
approach, it is not representative of the wider school population. Significantly fewer children 
were tested than planned – the planned sample targeted 1,746 children (780 female) in 100 
schools, but the actual sample was 940 children (359 female) in 85 schools. While all 100 
schools were visited, only 85 had students present and no randomisation was applied – all 
students found in all schools were assessed. Findings of this report should be interpreted as 
findings for students present during data collection and not generalised to the wider school 
population. One could hypothesize that scores for students absent on the day of the study 
could potentially be lower (this baseline finds a significant negative correlation between 
student scores and self-reported student absenteeism) but there is no data within this study to 
support any findings on students out of school on the day of data collection. 
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Table 2: Final Population tested 

Final Population Tested 

District 

 # 
Schools 
Visited 

Sex 
Grade 2 Grade 3 Total 

    

1 10 

M 49 36 85 

F 39 29 68 

T 88 65 153 

2 19 

M 43 63 106 

F 47 36 83 

T 90 99 189 

3 33 

M 102 93 195 

F 64 53 117 

T 166 146 312 

4 14 

M 68 63 131 

F 30 23 53 

T 98 86 184 

5 9 

M 40 24 64 

F 20 18 38 

T 60 42 102 

Total 85 

M 302 279 581 

F 200 159 359 

T 502 438 940 

 
Absenteeism among girls was higher than boys. Fewer girls are enrolled in the 100 program 
schools than boys, with a mean Gender Parity Ratio of 0.72. The original sample design was 
stratified to include more girls, to have sufficient sample points to support a separate analysis 
of sex disaggregated scores, with an intended Gender Parity Ratio of 0.81. However, due to 
high absenteeism during data collection a census approach was used resulting in a Gender 
Parity Ratio of just 0.62. Sex disaggregated scores in the baseline should be considered as 
representative of girls and boys actually attending school on the day of data collection.  
That said, the findings of this study do reflect the reading scores of a significant group of 
students (37% of children enrolled in primary school), providing good baseline data on the 
levels of many students in the 100 program schools.  

2. Study Findings  
 

EQUAL EGLA baseline findings are presented below in two ways. Section 2.1 presents findings 
per sub-task, disaggregated by sex and grade. Section 2.2 presents an analysis of student 
reading scores correlated to student context interviews. Both sections are used to inform 
programme planning.  
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2.2 EGLA Results Presented by Sub-Task 

2.2.1 Letter Name Identification 

 

 Children are given one minute to name as many randomly ordered upper and lower case letters 

as they can. The results are presented as correct words per minute (cwpm).  

 

 

Summary statistics for Letter Name Identification test 

Sample = 940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 76.4 69.6 84.2 

Mean - male 77.1 70.4 84.3 

Mean - female 75.2 68.3 83.8 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 5.0 

Maximum 146.3 143.4 146.3 

Median 76.0 70.0 86.0 

1st Quartile 61.0 56.0 68.0 

3rd Quartile 91.2 83.0 98.0 

Standard Dev. 22.89 20.73 22.79 

 
Mean scores for students in grade 2 were 69.6 correct letters identified, increasing to 84.2 for 
students in grade 3. Variation within the population is significant however – the standard 
deviation for students in grade 2 was 20.73 and 22.79 for grade 3. The difference in variation 
between grades is not significant- this is 2.06.  
Mean scores for boys were slightly higher than for girls in both grades 2 and 3. In grade 2 girls 
had a mean score of 68.3 compared to 70.4 for boys. The mean score for girls in grade 3 was 
83.8 compared to 84.3 for boys. 
Only two students, one from each grade, were unable to answer any letters correctly. 
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2.2.2 Phonemic discrimination 

 Students are given 10 collections of three words and asked to name the word the word that 

begins with a different sound to the other two. This is designed to test student’s ability to 

distinguish between sounds they should be familiar with. 

Summary statistics for Phonemic discrimination test 

Sample = 
940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 4.7 4.3 5.1 

Mean - 
male 4.6 4.2 5.0 

Mean - 
female 4.8 4.5 5.2 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Median 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Standard 
Dev. 2.68 2.64 2.68 
    
    

 
The mean score for this test is 4.7 sounds identified. This rises from 4.3 sounds in grade 2 to 5.1 
sounds in grade 3.  This is evidence of student’s ability progressing through the grades. The 
mean gap between the grades is 0.8 sounds.  
There is a small difference in scores between males and females across both grades. A gap of 
0.3 in grade 2 falls slightly to 0.2 in grade 3. 
A significant amount of students were unable to correctly identify any incorrect sounds. This 
amounts to 12% of the students interviewed and there is some variation when disaggregated 
by gender and grade. Boys are twice as likely to receive a zero as girls with 2nd grade students 
more likely to receive the zero than 3rd graders. 
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2.2.3 Familiar word reading 

 Children have a minute to read as many simple words as possible displayed to them by the 

assessor. These words are frequently occurring and likely ones they have seen before. The result 

of the test is presented as correct words per minute (cwpm).  
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Summary statistics for familiar word reading test 

Sample = 940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 14.9 10.2 20.3 

Mean - male 15.7 10.8 11.0 

Mean - female 13.6 9.4 18.8 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 94.8 76.9 94.8 

Median 10.0 7.0 17.0 

1st Quartile 5.0 4.0 7.3 

3rd Quartile 21.0 14.0 30.0 

Standard Dev. 14.41 10.60 16.23 
    

 
The mean score overall was 14.9cwpm but a large difference drives the variation between 
grades. In grade 2 the score was 10.2cwpm and in grade 3 doubles to 20.3cwpm. This 
represents some progression but not a significant amount. The standard deviation among the 
grades increases from 10.6cwpm to 16.2cwpm. This may be partly attributed to the increase in 
the maximum but the change in the quantile scores also shows greater variation and an upward 
shift in the distribution of scores. The variation within grade 3 is greater than grade 2 - this may 
be explained by the greater growth in the third quartile - the upper part of the distribution. The 
increase to 30cwpm for quantile 3 is much more than the increase for the first quartile. It 
appears as though most of the progression is occurring for the best students. 
When disaggregated by gender a gap of 1.4wpm in grade 2 becomes a gap of 7.8wpm in grade 
3 with girls moving ahead of boys.  
More children scored zero in second than third grade- this falls by more than half for each sex. 
The percentage of boys scoring zero decreases by 3.8% while for girls the score fell by 2.9%. 
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2.2.4 Invented word reading 

 Children have one minute to identify as many invented words as possible. These could exist in 

the language but do not. This tests the student’s ability to grapple with words they have not 

learned before but should be familiar with. This is indicative of the student’s ability to transfer 

skills learned to an unseen task. The results are presented as cwpm.  

Summary statistics for Invented word reading test 

Sample = 940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 1.0 0.4 1.7 

Mean - male 1.1 0.4 2.0 

Mean - female 0.7 0.4 1.1 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 40.0 28.0 40.0 

Median 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1st Quartile 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3rd Quartile 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Standard Dev. 3.41 2.04 4.40 
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This was an extremely challenging exercise for the students tested. The mean score was 1cwpm 
with those in grade 2 scoring 0.4cwpm on average while for grade 3 the score was 1.7cwpm. 
Only 10.6% of students tested scored higher than 2cwpm.  
The mean gap between the genders increases significantly between the grades. A gap of 0 
becomes a gap of 0.9cwpm. In addition, variation within each grade has doubled. This is not 
significant given the low scores and could in part be attributed to a larger maximum.  
A large number of students were unable to identify a single word as invented. This constituted 
56% of boys and 38% of girls in grade 2 decreasing to 47.3% and 30.1% in grade 3. This shows 
marginal progress between the grades but given the nature of the task results from this sub-
test are indicative that the learning taking place is not preparing students for more complex 
literacy exercises.  
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2.2.5 Reading fluency 

 This is a key sub-test of the EGRA assessment and further analysis of associated characteristics is 

described in section 2.2. The students are presented with a short story printed on laminated 

paper written in a simple font. The results are presented as cwpm.  

Summary statistics for reading fluency test 

Sample = 940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 14.4 9.7 19.9 

Mean - male 15.4 10.4 20.8 

Mean - 
female 12.9 8.7 18.2 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 105.0 61.1 105.0 

Median 9.0 6.0 17.0 

1st Quartile 4.0 2.0 6.0 

3rd Quartile 22.0 14.0 29.0 

Standard 
Dev. 14.91 10.68 17.07 

 

Mean scores for this sub-task are extremely low and fall well below the standard achievable. 
3The mean score is 14.4wpm and there is some evidence of progression as seen in the score of 
9.7wpm in grade 2 and 19.9wpm in grade 3.   
The variation in each grade is increasing. The standard deviation increases from 10.7 in grade 2 
to 17.7 in grade 3. Although this can be partly attributed to a larger maximum the percentile 
values indicate an increase in the dispersion of scores. It is again indicative of the improvement 
for the best students that the third quartile increases by much more than the first quartile- an 
increase of 15 compared to an increase of 4. This is evidence of growing dispersion driven by 
changes at the top rather than the bottom.  
14.7% and 13.7% of students score zero in grade 2 and grade 3 respectively. This is a marginal 
fall and may be symptomatic of little progression near the bottom of scores. When 

                                                 
3
 45-60cwpm is considered a reasonable goal for any country and necessary to achieve comprehension.  
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disaggregated by gender boys in both grades are significantly worse than girls. A gap of 6.5% 
and 7% for each grade is found.  
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2.2.6 Reading comprehension 

 Students are asked up to 5 questions on the text they read in the previous test to check 

their understanding. The first four questions asked for information provided directly in 

the text, the fifth required the student to apply reasoning skills (“why is John happy?”). 

Students must read enough text in the previous test to be asked any questions. This 

design means that scores in this test are indicative of scores in the previous test and 

vice-versa.43 students were unable to read enough text to warrant a single question 

leaving the number asked at least one question at 897.  

Summary statistics for reading comprehension test 

Sample = 
897 Total 

Grade 
2 

Grade 
3 

Mean 0.6 0.5 0.8 

Mean - 
male 0.7 0.7 0.8 

Mean - 
female 0.6 0.6 0.8 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 5.0 4.0 5.0 

Median 0.0 0.0 1.0 

Standard 
Dev. 0.79 0.62 0.90 
    

 
Mean scores for this test are extremely low. The mean score for students is 0.6 questions 
correctly answered. When unasked questions are excluded (not presented here) this increases 
to 1.2 – a significant increase but still too low. 
 
Number of correct answers disaggregated 

Number of correct answers Number of students 

1 correct  371 

2 correct 65 

3 correct 17 

4 correct 6 

5 correct 3 

 
 
When the number of correct answers is disaggregated the vast majority (78%)4 of students 
correctly answering a question are only able to answer one question correctly.  
There is little variation between or among the grades. The percentage of students scoring zero 
is 54% in grade 2 and 40% in grade 3.  

                                                 
4
 371 out of 478. 
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2.1.7 Dictation 

 Students are asked to write words from sentences read aloud by the assessor. The 

maximum score achievable on this test is 4.  
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Summary statistics for dictation test 

Sample = 940 Total 
Grade 
2 Grade 3 

Mean 2.3 2.2 2.4 

Mean - male 2.3 2.3 2.4 

Mean - female 2.2 2.1 2.3 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Median 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Standard Dev. 0.79 0.79 0.77 

 
Mean scores for students in this sub-task are grouped around a score of 2.2 correct words. 
There is little variation between and within each grade. The mean gap between each grade is 
0.2.   
The small variation is also evident in the standard deviation; these are 0.79 for grade 2 and 0.77 
for grade 3. Although this can be attributed to the construction of the test scoring this supports 
the conclusion that student’s scores are tightly clustered around the mean.  
Similarly, when disaggregated by gender the mean gap falls from a 0.2 to 0.1 - a marginal 
decrease.  
Very few children fail to write a single word correctly. This falls from 3.2% of students in grade 2 
to 1.2% students in grade 3. 
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2.1.8 Oral language comprehension 

 

 This sub-test is part of the additional questions added to the EGRA assessment. The 12 

questions were presented to students in pairs so the maximum score is 6. This test was not 

timed and questions were presented to students orally.  

 
Summary statistics for oral language test 

Sample = 940 Total Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean 4.4 4.1 4.7 

Mean - male 4.4 4.2 4.7 

Mean - 
female 4.3 4.0 4.6 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 6.0 6.0 6.0 

Median 5.0 4.0 5.0 

Standard 
Dev. 1.34 1.38 1.22 
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As discussed above students have performed well on this test. The mean score of 4.4 correct 
answers is high. This score increases to 4.7 in grade 3 from 4.1 in grade 2.  
There is little variation with both the male and female mean within 0.2 correct answers of each 
other. In addition, the standard deviation is low indicating that most scores are clustered 
around the mean.  
Very few students were unable to correctly answer a single question. This decreases from 2.6% 
of grade 2 students to 0.4% in grade 3. This is indicative of some progression for the weakest 
students but the fact that the test was not aligned with grade ability shows how poor the oral 
language skills of students is.  
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2.1.9 Silent reading comprehension 

 
 This test, as described above, is supplementary to the core EGRA tests. Students are asked to 

read a text silently and 4 questions are asked of them once they have indicated finishing. 

Students have the ability to indicate they cannot read any more at any point they wish and this 

has resulted in some students not being asked any questions, less than four questions and, in 

some cases, all four questions.  

Number of correct answers in the silent reading sub-test 

Number correct Number of 
students 

Percentage 
of total  

1 correct 186 42.3% 

2 correct 128 29.1% 

3 correct 86 19.5% 

4 correct 40 9.1% 

 
Similarly to the reading comprehension sub-test the number of questions asked is dependent 
on the student indicating thy have finished or would like to stop. In this case 164 (17.5%) 
students were not asked any questions. This left 776 students who answered any questions and 
of those 440 were able to correctly answer at least one. The above table shows their scores.  
As noted earlier the scores here are better than the previous comprehension test. However, 
without further analysis the better performance cannot be attributed to the type of reading 
exercise (silent).  
 

2.2 Additional analysis of reading fluency scores 

The analysis in this section was completed by comparing students’ average scores in the Oral 

Reading Fluency test (Correct words per minute) with the context questions asked at the end of 

the EGLAs.  

The disaggregation was done by grade, gender, and age. The results below reflect the findings 

when disaggregated by age. Although the actual ages of the tested students ranged from 5 to 

19, the focus has been on those age groups with more than 25 students – in this case it’s ages 

10 to 17.  

It must be noted that Q10 refers to whether a teacher practices letter sounds with pupils; for 

this, I have disaggregated and analysed using BOTH Oral Reading Fluency test AND Letter 

Sounds test (both CWPM).  

The dataset contains an extra tab named “EGLA Additional”, which contains more data. Having 

looked through this, I chose not to include it as there are portions of information missing from 

the tests in EGLA Additional. It is difficult to tell whether there was an error with the tests or 

whether the student’s chose to end the tests early, but due to numerous questions not having 

been asked, it is assumed that there was an error with these tests.  
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DISSAGGREGATED BY AGE 
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

Total Average Scores 15.7 15.1 13.3 12.9 15.7 16.2 12.7 12.0 

Minimum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 78.1 71.3 62.3 90.8 90.8 105.0 60.0 38.0 

Standard Deviation 18.1 16.5 13.4 13.6 15.3 16.9 13.1 10.9 

Q.1 Did you eat lunch at break time at 
school yesterday [or last school day]? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no 16.7 12.0 12.0 10.7 15.1 14.1 13.0 12.4 

yes 14.5 17.5 14.6 15.0 16.2 18.9 12.4 11.7 

Don't know - - - - - - - - 

Refuse/ no answer - - - - - 8.0 - - 

 11 to 15 year olds who didn’t have lunch at school the previous day have lower average 

scores than 11 to 15 year olds who had lunch the previous day. 

 

Q.2 Did you eat before coming to 
school today? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  15.9 15.9 12.1 12.5 14.8 15.2 13.6 10.2 

yes 15.6 13.5 14.0 13.7 17.0 18.0 11.4 15.4 

don't know - - - - - - - - 

refuse/ no answer - - - - - - - - 

 12 – 15 year olds who ate before school have higher average scores than 12 – 15 year 

olds who didn’t eat before school.  

 

Q.3 How many 
reading books do 
you have?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

0 16.0 15.0 9.3 10.4 14.8 12.3 13.0 12.9 

1 15.7 18.7 13.1 13.5 13.4 16.1 15.5 11.2 

2 21.0 11.9 14.4 15.5 19.4 24.2 9.3 13.5 

3 16.6 12.0 19.5 14.7 16.9 14.9 9.8 5.7 

4 6.3 10.3 5.0 21.6 21.0 31.8 - - 

5 0.0 12.0 14.0 16.0 18.7 16.5 - - 

6 15.0 - 26.6 - 5.7 - - - 

7 - - - - 50.0 - - - 

8 - - - - - - - - 

9 - - - - - - - - 

10 - - - 8.0 - 4.0 - - 
 There appears to be no relationship between the self-reported number of books a student has 

and their oral fluency score. In particular, increasing the number of books available to a student  

doesn’t appear to result in a higher score.  

 

 
Q.4 Do you have a library or 
reading room at your school?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
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no  16.2 14.4 12.7 13.0 16.2 15.0 12.8 13.0 

yes 13.5 19.1 17.8 13.4 12.5 22.2 11.8 5.5 

don't know - - 8.5 7.0 - - - - 

refuse/ no answer - 3.0 - 3.0 2.5 - - - 

 When disaggregated by age, student’s average scores don’t appear to be affected by 

whether their school has a library or not. 

 

Q.5 Do you have books at school that 
you can take home to read? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no 19.4 16.4 13.3 11.1 18.1 15.3 13.5 14.4 

yes 11.6 14.0 13.6 14.9 13.1 17.3 11.2 7.6 

Don't know - - 4.0 - - - - - 

Refuse/ no answer - - - - - - - - 

 Students who have books at school that they can take home to read do not have higher 

average scores than students who don’t have books at school that they can take home 

to read.  

Q.6 Who in your house can read and 
write? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no, no one in my household - - - - 16.0 - - - 

yes, my mother 54.8 14.5 14.9 10.2 19.8 9.0 12.3 - 

yes, my father 21.1 15.0 15.6 11.8 17.5 21.5 15.1 11.8 

yes, my sister(s) or brother(s)  17.4 16.7 16.8 16.5 16.9 13.1 16.6 13.0 

yes, my guardian 0.0 32.0 13.7 9.8 13.0 13.0 4.9 - 

yes, other 2.1 10.0 10.2 11.2 11.4 20.7 41.0 9.0 

don’t know - - - - - - - - 

no response - - - 9.0 - - - - 

 No particular trend when disaggregated by literacy of family member. For 10 year olds 

maternal literacy results in a much higher wpm but this  

Q.7 Does anyone in your house read and 
write? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

No 8.2 15.2 7.2 12.8 11.8 15.8 9.3 13.1 

Yes 16.9 15.0 15.3 13.1 16.8 16.4 15.4 11.7 

No response - - 27.0 3.5 - - - 0.0 

Don't know - - - 12.0 21.0 - - - 

 10 year olds who live in a house where someone can read and write have significantly 

higher average scores than 10 year olds who don’t live in a house where someone can 

read and write.  

 12 to 16 year olds who live in a house where someone can read and write have higher 

average scores than 12 to 16 year olds who don’t live in a house where someone can 

read and write.  
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 Although 11 & 17 year olds have lower average scores in cases where someone in their 

house can read and write, when disaggregated by grade and gender, the benefit of 

living with someone who is literate is evident.  

 

Q.8 Does anyone read aloud to 
you at home?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  19.3 12.5 13.7 11.4 16.0 13.6 11.1 11.9 

yes 15.6 16.6 16.1 14.7 17.3 18.8 18.8 11.4 

don't know - - - - - - - - 

Refuse/ no answer - - - - - - - - 

 11 to 16 year olds who have someone read aloud to them at home have higher average 

scores then 11 to 16 year olds who don’t have someone read aloud to them at home.  

 

 
 
Q. 9 The last time you did NOT do 
well on a test or assignment in 
school, did your parent(s)/ 
guardian find out? If yes, what did 
they do?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no/ never heard about it 7.8 14.9 12.0 11.7 16.4 12.5 10.0 5.9 

they knew, but did nothing 22.3 17.3 12.4 12.8 14.4 13.0 9.5 25.7 

helped/ encouraged me to do 
better 14.8 17.5 15.1 11.9 19.1 20.5 8.1 11.6 

punished me physically 12.3 8.5 13.3 14.4 14.2 15.5 19.1 5.0 

shouted at me 22.7 22.2 11.2 15.2 11.7 16.4 15.5 16.8 

spoke with the teacher - 7.3 1.7 9.3 32.1 21.1 15.5 12.5 

argued with the teacher - - - - - - - - 

other (don’t specify) 6.3 12.0 35.0 5.0 11.0 22.6 11.0 5.0 

don't know 5.0 16.0 1.0 10.7 33.3 38.9 32.0 21.0 

refuse/ no answer - 12.0 30.3 - 1.7 6.7 - - 

 Overall, students whose parents are aware when they do not do well in a school 

assignment have higher average scores than students whose parents are not aware of 

whether their children do well or not, regardless of the outcome. 

 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 17 year olds whose parents encourage them to improve, or even 

shouted at them for bad results, have better average scores than 10, 11, 12, 14, 15 and 

17 year olds whose parents punish them physically.   

 

Q.10 The last time you did WELL on 
a test or assignment in school, did 
your parent(s)/ guardian find out? 
What did they do?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no/ never heard about it 30.0 11.6 9.7 12.2 17.3 8.0 6.2 8.2 
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yes/ they knew but did nothing  30.8 7.4 15.0 8.0 10.9 12.1 9.4 8.0 

yes/ congratulated or encouraged 
me 12.9 16.8 13.7 13.8 16.4 16.7 14.0 13.3 

yes/ other (don't specify) - 12.0 8.0 4.3 0.0 56.0 4.0 - 

don't know - - 0.0 15.5 - 58.8 - - 

refuse/ no answer - 14.5 0.0 - 0.0 - 16.0 - 

 11 to 13 year olds whose parents encouraged them when they did well on an 

assignment have higher average scores than 11 to 17 year olds whose parents didn’t 

know how their children did.  

 15 to 17 year olds whose parents encouraged them when they did well on an 

assignment have higher average scores than 15 to 17 year olds whose parents didn’t 

know how their children did.  

 

Q.11 Does anyone help you to 
study after school? If so, who? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

nobody 9.3 13.6 10.3 12.3 14.2 14.0 11.7 11.7 

my mother - 29.0 26.5 7.5 20.5 14.0 8.0 - 

my father 31.4 16.5 15.6 12.4 19.7 27.3 14.3 11.5 

sister/ brother 16.3 14.5 14.6 16.4 16.3 10.9 18.1 9.0 

guardian 0.0 - 21.0 11.7 24.5 25.4 12.0 - 

teacher - - - 0.0 - - 21.5 - 

classmates - - - 13.8 10.4 27.0 18.0 19.0 

other (don't specify) 12.8 19.9 2.8 9.7 24.1 27.4 2.7 19.7 

no response - - - - - - - - 

don't know - - - 13.0 0.0 - 5.0 - 

 Students who receive help with their study after school (from mother, father, siblings, 

and guardian) have higher average scores than students who don’t receive help with 

their study.  

 

Q.12 Does your current teacher ever 
practice letter sounds with you? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  16.1 12.8 12.2 11.6 13.3 12.8 11.3 9.7 

yes 15.4 17.1 13.9 14.1 18.1 19.7 14.3 13.9 

Refuse/ no answer - - 20.3 12.0 0.0 23.0 12.8 - 

 11 to 17 year olds whose teacher practices letter sounds with them have higher average 

scores than 11 to 17 year olds whose teacher doesn’t practice letter sounds with them.  

 

 

Q. 13 Does your current teacher ever 
read aloud to you? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  - 2.0 14.3 12.0 9.7 9.0 7.5 6.0 
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yes 15.7 15.2 13.3 13.0 15.9 16.3 12.8 12.2 

Refuse/ no answer - - - 3.0 0.0 - - - 

 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 year olds whose teacher reads aloud to them have higher 

average scores than 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 year olds whose teacher doesn’t read 

aloud to them.  

 

Q.14 Does your teacher make you 
practice reading quietly to 
yourself in class?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  12.5 12.5 9.6 10.7 13.5 12.1 12.7 14.5 

yes 17.0 16.6 15.2 14.1 16.8 18.2 12.6 11.1 

don't know - - 2.0 - - - - - 

refuse/ no answer - - - 0.0 - - - - 

 10 – 15 year olds whose teacher makes them practice reading quietly to themselves in 

class have higher average scores than 10 – 15 year olds whose teacher doesn’t make 

them practice reading quietly to themselves in class.  

  

Q.15 Does your teacher make you 
practice reading out loud in class? 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no  0.0 16.0 8.9 8.2 16.1 7.6 9.2 9.3 

yes 16.6 15.0 13.7 13.2 15.7 16.8 13.0 12.5 

don't know - - - - - - - - 

refuse/ no answer - - - - 18.0 - - 11.0 

 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, and 17 year olds whose teacher makes them practice reading out 

loud in class have higher average scores than 10, 12, 13, 15, 16 and 17 year olds whose 

teacher doesn’t make them read aloud.  

  

Q.16 Did you miss any school days last 
week?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

no 17.1 15.6 13.6 13.6 16.0 17.7 14.7 12.2 

yes 8.2 13.2 12.0 9.9 14.4 11.6 9.2 13.2 

Don't know - - 3.0 - - - - - 

Refuse/ no answer - - - - - - - 0.0 

 10 to 16 year olds who didn’t miss any school days the previous week have higher 

average scores than 10 to 16 year olds who missed school day(s) the previous week.  

Q.17 If the answer 
to Q13 was "yes", 
how many?  10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1 12.0 13.7 15.9 9.9 16.1 13.3 13.4 17.0 

2 - 3.0 11.3 4.3 12.5 5.0 5.6 7.5 

3 5.0 12.0 4.5 11.8 9.0 18.5 7.0 - 

4 - 47.0 12.7 43.0 - 3.8 3.0 - 

5 4.2 4.5 0.0 8.4 16.1 12.0 10.0 - 
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 10 year olds are the only age group that show a constant negative relationship between the 

numbers of days missed and the number of words per minute. There appears to be no 

consistent relationship for other age groups.  

 

 
The findings from these additional questions can be broadly grouped as follows. The effect of 
nutrition (Q1 & Q2) , the effect of having books to read (Q2, Q3, Q5), adult and peer effects 
(Q3,Q4, Q5 Q6,Q7,Q8), teacher effects (Q9, Q10,Q11,Q12) and attendance (Q13 and Q14). The 
questions presented here are not exhaustive and some questions have been excluded due to 
insignificance.  
Having a meal before and during school is associated with higher reading fluency scores. The 
question is broad and does not capture the quantity or quality of the food consumed but is 
consistent with expectations.  
The effect of access to books appears to be ineffective in promoting reading fluency. Students 
who report having books or the ability to take them home do not score higher than students 
who report no access. In particular Q5 asks students how many books they have and the 
marginal effect of each additional book does not appear to be positive.  
The availability of adults and peers for support and help practising literacy skills is consistently 
positive. Reading aloud to a child and giving help to a sibling/child are both associated with 
higher scores. When a parent takes an interest in their child’s studies and encourages them 
when they did well has a significantly positive association with higher reading scores. This 
seems a natural outcome but further analysis is needed to identify the possible links between 
this and adult literacy. 
Teachers who practise skills associated with or directly tested in the EGRA test have a positive 
effect on test scores. This is not surprising but does indicate variation in teaching styles- 
something that can be addressed in the programme design.      
Attendance is naturally associated with higher reading scores. The follow-up question (Q14) 
investigates the number of days missed (if any are missed)  does not indicate that those who 
missed more days (apart from 10 year olds) scored worse than those who were absent less in 
the previous week.  
 

3. Conclusion 
 

This baseline survey finds reading fluency scores of children fall well below the target of 45-
60cwpm. Unfortunately these results are not sample based and cannot be used to make 
inferences about the larger student population. There were a significant number of students 
tested and this baseline is indicative of those present on the day. 
Low scores were expected given the targeting of schools which are attended by the extremely 
poor but it appears that no useful literacy skills are being learned. The results of the sub-tests 
show that students have some pre-reading skills (letter identification) but fail to be able to 
apply this to more complex age appropriate emerging literacy skills like reading fluency and 
comprehension. In particular, the ability to apply learned skills to tackle unfamiliar words in the 
invented word sub-test was illustrative of the lack of transferable learning that is happening for 
these students. When compared to international standards these scores fall far below an 
appropriate level for these grades. Significant changes to the quality of teaching and learning 
are clearly needed and will be addressed in the programme. 
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The gender parity ratio of the students tested was 0.62, significantly below the population 
equivalent. It’s not possible to infer the effect this might have had on scores without further 
testing but it’s possible that a selection effect has occurred. This means that the counterfactual 
scores of female students absent on the day of testing were not randomly distributed but were 
consistently better (negative selection) or worse (positive selection) than those tested. This 
would imply that girls scores presented here are either understating or overstating the true 
scores. This is something that subsequent evaluations will address further.  
Although the additional questions find some teachers are having a positive effect they are not 
large enough to regard as sufficient. There was also evidence that teachers varied in the 
exercises they did with the students - this is unacceptable and something that will need to be 
improved through the programme.   
In all tests bar dictation there is evidence of progression but this is much too slow to be 
considered acceptable. In addition, in almost all tests variation within the grades is increasing. 
It’s difficult to draw conclusions about the reason for this without further tests but one 
possibility is that the weakest students (1st quartile for example) are not progressing at the 
same rate as the median or stronger (2nd, 3rd quartile) students. By improving the quality of 
teaching and learning Concern Worldwide will influence the grade progression efficiency so 
that all children can improve at an acceptable rate.  
Unsurprisingly, it was also found that absenteeism was associated with lower reading ability 
scores. An important objective of the programme is to insure equality of access to education 
and if any barriers to attendance exist these will also be addressed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


