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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT BACKGROUND

United States Agency for International Development Mission in Jordan awarded RTI International (RTI)
the task to implement the Early Grade Reading and Math Project (RAMP) from 2015 to 2019. RAMP aims
to improve: |) teaching and learning by introducing new materials and curricula; 2) teacher and
administrator instructional practices through pre-service and in-service training, mentoring and
supervision; 3) community engagement activities; and 4) support for Jordan’s Ministry of Education (MoE)
efforts to institutionalize early grade reading and math policies, standards, and assessment (RTI 2014).

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND METHODS

The RAMP Impact Evaluation (IE) aimed to measure the impact of the intervention on teachers’
instructional practices and student learning. The study selected a sample of 240 schools across Jordan
(120 intervention schools receiving RAMP and 120 comparison schools that were to receive RAMP one
year later). The quantitative analytical strategy of the evaluation used a longitudinal quasi-experimental
design incorporating analytic strategies' to adjust for preexisting differences between intervention and
comparison schools and students. The study created equivalent groups for comparison at baseline allowing
measurement of RAMP impacts on students’ reading and math scores and teachers’ instructional practices.
The design permits the study to test whether the intervention is the cause of any changes observed in
students and teachers. The quantitative analytic strategy was complemented with a qualitative study using
in-depth interviews and discussions with teachers and principals to gauge their general perceptions on
early grade education in Jordan and about RAMP. This report presents the results of the IE, which follows
the USAID evaluation report guidelines to summarize findings by evaluation questions.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS

I. How does the RAMP training and mentoring support affect teachers’ instructional
practices? Do teachers’ (1) use of instructional time, (2) student engagement, and (3)
management of the classroom environment differ based on RAMP training and do they
change over time?

Overall, there were few statistically significant differences between Grade 3 (G3) intervention and
comparison teachers on their use of instructional time, student engagement, and management of the
classroom environment and no statistically significant impacts on teachers’ instructional practices during
reading lessons.

During math lessons, intervention teachers spent significantly less time than comparison teachers on
number identification and writing. In addition, intervention teachers provided more specific and strategic
feedback during math lessons than comparison teachers did. Table | summarizes the outcomes that had
significant impacts in math and reading (out of the total number that were measured), and the direction
of each impact (negative or positive).

G3 intervention teachers participated in RAMP trainings, received at least some coaching or mentoring,
and were more likely than comparison teachers to use RAMP assessment tools in the classroom. Some

I The analytic strategies included propensity score matching to select a sample of similar intervention and comparison schools
and propensity score weights at the student level to improve baseline equivalence between the groups.

USAID.GOV RAMP IMPACT EVALUATION FINAL REPORT | 9



G3 comparison teachers also reported participating in training and receiving coaching, as well as using the
coarse- and fine-grained assessment tools.

While it is plausible that spillover, from intervention to comparison teachers, may have reduced the
analytic ability to detect the impact of RAMP, it is unlikely given the small number of coaching visits to all
teachers. RAMP teachers, on average, reported receiving fewer mentoring and coaching sessions than
anticipated. Teachers also reported that it was difficult to integrate RAMP strategies with the MoE
curriculum given time limitations, a lack of adequate materials, the high workload and requirement for
documentation, and no incentives to implement RAMP. Additionally, some teachers admitted to
implementing RAMP routines only when being observed.

TABLE |: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES AT ENDLINE

During reading lessons, RAMP teachers: During math lessons, RAMP teachers:

Implemented RAMP in the classroom.

e Used RAMP worksheets during lessons
o Implemented RAMP strategies
¢ Integrated RAMP and MoE curriculum in lessons

o Implemented RAMP strategies
¢ Integrated RAMP and MoE curriculum in lessons

Shifted some lesson time away from basic skills towards more G3-appropriate content.

e Were less likely to include writing activities in the
lesson

e Spent less lesson time on reading and identifying
written characters

e Spent more lesson time on vocabulary

e Were less likely to cover number writing and
identification during the lesson

e Spent less lesson time on number writing and
identification

Had few impacts on classroom management and student engagement.

e Provided better feedback on student participation
and written work
o No significant impacts on classroom structure.

¢ No significant impacts on student engagement.
e Were more likely to use whole-class instruction

2. What are the impacts of RAMP on students’ proficiency in reading and math?

After approximately two school years of implementation, RAMP had few statistically significant, positive
impacts on students’ reading and math outcomes (see Table 2). In other words, while students
demonstrated growth in learning outcomes from year to year as they progress through grades, we do not
see significant differences in the rate of growth between students that could be attributed to the RAMP
intervention. Specifically:

e RAMP had a statistically significant positive impact on G2 students’? ability to segment words into
syllables, but there were no other positive impacts on either G| or G2 students’ math or reading
outcomes.

e RAMP had a statistically significant negative impact on G| and G2 students’ knowledge of letter
sounds and on the percentage of G| students who obtained a zero-score in the phoneme isolation
and oral passage reading subtasks. The negative impact on knowledge of letter sounds and
phoneme isolation may be related to intervention teachers’ decreased focus on character reading
and identification (see Table ).

e The MoE set the goal of reducing the proportion of students unable to answer a single reading
comprehension question correctly from 34 percent to |3 percent, by 2019. By 2017, when endline
data were collected, about 40 percent of G| students and 20 percent of G2 students (who were

2 These students were in G3 at endline.
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in G2 and G3 at endline, respectively) obtained a score equal to zero in the reading
comprehension subtask, in both the intervention and comparison groups.

The overall lack of impacts at endline is consistent with teacher-level findings in this report (see Annex

Q).

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF RAMP READING AND MATH AVERAGE AND SUBGROUP
AT MIDLINE AND ENDLINE, BY GRADE

Midline Endline
READING Gl G2 Gl G2
I. Orientation to print No impact NA NA NA
2. Phoneme isolation No impact NA No impact NA
3. Syllable segmentation FOSItwes F’osmves No impact Positive impact
impact impact
4. Letter sound knowledge No impact  No impact ::1 (:)g:ct;ve Negative impact
5. Non-word decoding NA No impact® NA No impact
6. Reading vocabulary Noimpact® Noimpact Noimpact® No impact
. Positive . S . S .

7. Passage reading impact® No impact® No impact No impact
8. Reading comprehension 2‘0 MPact N6 impact  No impact®  No impact

Midline Endline

MATHEMATICS Gl G2 Gi G2
I.  Counting numbers .Negat“ge NA No impact NA
impact
2. Counting objects (or enumerating quantities) No impact NA No impact NA
3. Number identification No impact L\lo 'MPact Nio impact No impact
4. Number discrimination No impact  No impact  No impact No impact
5. Missing numbers No impact  No impact  No impact No impact®
6. Addition facts - LI No impact  No impact Negatlve No impact
impact

7. Addition facts — L2 NA No impact  NA No impact
8. Subtraction facts - LI NA No impact  NA No impact®
9. Subtraction facts — L2 NA No impact NA No impact®

Note: G denotes different impacts of RAMP for boys versus girl. S denotes different impacts of RAMP for students in single-
versus double-shift schools. LI

3. Do the RAMP impacts vary by gender, location (urban or rural), nationality (Jordanian or
other), session (morning or afternoon), school type (boys, girls, or mixed; single or double
shift), or whether the school received infrastructure support from USAID?3
e Overall, there were few statistically significant differences in RAMP impacts between boys
and girls and no discernible patterns indicating that the intervention was more beneficial for
either gender (see Figure I).
e There were differential impacts on the proportion of students who obtained zero-scores in
three reading subtasks (knowledge of letter sounds, invented word reading, and reading
comprehension), but neither gender had a consistent advantage.

3 Due to small sample sizes in some cells, several variables could not be included in the analysis. Additionally, there was insufficient data on students’ nationality and

school infrastructure to include these items in the analysis.
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e The endline results reveal a tendency for RAMP to have a negative impact in single-shift
schools and a positive impact in double-shift schools. However, most differences between
intervention and comparison students in each type of school were not statistically significant
(see Figure 2). A similar consistent pattern was not detected at midline (see Annex R)

FIGURE |. GRADE | AND GRADE 2 STUDENTS’ READING COMPREHENSION
SCORES BY GENDER, FOR INTERVENTION (RAMP) AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS

6 6
G 6
) )
5 5
87 8t
o o
- -
O 2 O 2
. El mm
O O
s ] 3o
w0 o
T Girls Boys S Girls Boys
mRAMP m Comparison mRAMP m Comparison

Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 Student Assessments. The figure shows endline scores equated into the baseline scale.

FIGURE 2. GRADE | AND GRADE 2 STUDENTS’ READING COMPREHENSION
SCORES BY NUMBER OF SCHOOL SHIFTS, FOR INTERVENTION (RAMP) AND
COMPARISON SCHOOLS
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Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 Student Assessments. The figure shows endline scores equated into the baseline
scale.

Overall, the analysis revealed limited RAMP impacts, likely due to implementation issues, including going
to scale too quickly or scaling up prior to fully developing intervention components. In addition, for

example:

e The school operating environment for RAMP implementation was complex; and
e RAMP program modifications may have affected learning outcomes.

As we have shown, with all such matters considered, the measurable impacts of RAMP are limited.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The study provides the following recommendations for stakeholders working to improve student level
outcomes at the early grade level, including USAID, MoE officials, RTI| and other implementers, school
leaders, teachers, and other practitioners.

Recommendations are organized in five main categories: program design, program implementation,
monitoring and evaluation, reporting and dissemination, and evaluation timeline.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROGRAM DESIGN

RAMP could benefit from a more detailed development hypothesis or theory of change (ToC) that is
clearly based on evidence of what works in early grade reading and math. In the future, program
developers should develop the ToC in collaboration with key stakeholders to critically asses and validate
the program’s framework and logic model. Programmatic components should be adapted to reflect the
local context and it should be clear which components need to be prioritized during implementation, how
each component should be implemented, and how each is expected to contribute to achieving the
program’s goals. The ToC should also specify short, medium, and longer-term indicators that the
implementer and evaluator can measure to track progress. Finally, it is advisable that the design call for
implementer and evaluation partners to work closely from the beginning. This partnership can ensure that
all necessary information is efficiently collected, analyzed, and utilized to improve program implementation.
Additionally, such a partnership would be expected to enable an external evaluation team to consider and
propose implementation plans that would support a randomized control trial with data collection intervals
matched to implementation.

To support the implementer-evaluation partnership, USAID is advised to include in its design a full
recognition of planned evaluation efforts, commencing both program implementation and evaluation
design at the same time

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Despite the urgency to quickly improve the quality of education throughout Jordan, it is recommended
stakeholders extend the implementation timeframe to ensure quality rollout of the program. A country-
wide effort is too large in scale to implement with fidelity when the intervention is still adapting to
challenges and not externally tested. An intervention can only be scaled with fidelity and sustainability after
reaching success at a small scale. In future programming, it is recommended that stakeholders consider
conducting an evaluability assessment prior to large scale program implementation to ensure the
intervention has the potential to achieve its goals. Another way to improve RAMP implementation is to
conduct frequent analysis of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data collected during teacher coaching and
mentoring visits. These data can inform stakeholders of the implementation gaps in real time and support
improved fidelity to the program design.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Program refinement requires collecting high-quality M&E data to inform and guide implementers on which
components need improvements. Implementers should align their M&E plan, staffing time, and technical
capacity to ensure that data are used in a timely manner. It is essential to articulate a clear data collection
and analysis plan to ensure that the data can provide valid answers to the implementer team’s questions.
For example, implementers should guard against bias during data collection due to over sampling from
stronger regions or schools. Further, measurement instruments should be chosen that are valid and
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reliable methods to assess the outcomes of interest in the target populations. For example, grade-specific
EGRA and EGMA tools should be developed and tested for validity and reliability, rather than relying on
one tool to measure learning in multiple grades, particularly given the expected growth and changes in
curriculum from year to year.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REPORTING AND DISSEMINATION

Sharing program and M&E information is essential to developing fruitful collaborations among
stakeholders. From the evaluation perspective, it would have been beneficial to have access to program
materials at the onset of the project to inform measurement decisions. Also, to better coordinate data
collection and dissemination efforts, especially in the face of disparate findings, the evaluation team would
have benefitted from detailed and timely information about data collection efforts by the implementing
team (for example, regarding instrumentation, sampling approach, and analytic strategy).

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EVALUATION TIMELINE

Funders and stakeholders desire quick results; however, evaluations need to be designed to allow a longer
exposure period. As mentioned, teachers may need more time to fully adopt and implement RAMP
instructional strategies and students may require more years of teachers trained on RAMP to demonstrate
improved performance. If funders, implementers, evaluators and other stakeholders work in partnership
to carefully determine the length of exposure needed to meet short, medium, and long-term program
goals, then the evaluation should be designed with a long enough timeline to measure these outcomes.
The evaluation team recommends a second endline to test whether RAMP had impacts after a longer
period of exposure.

INTRODUCTION

The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, through the Ministry of Education (MoE) and USAID, began a
partnership in the 1950s to improve human potential by investing in public education. Since then, Jordan
has achieved elevated levels of net enrollment in primary and secondary schools for both boys and girls
(United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 2015).

Significant challenges remain, however. The quality of education remains weak, particularly in the early
grades. Teachers’ instructional practices have not kept up with best practices for student learning.
Teachers have also lacked curriculum to guide their lessons and materials to support instruction. In
addition, given the growing population of students and an influx of Syrian refugees, overcrowded
classrooms pose an important challenge to teacher effectiveness and student learning (USAID 201 I).

In the face of these challenges, the Government of Jordan (GoJ) has shown persistent commitment to
investing in education, and the USAID Jordan Mission has supported the GoJ’s efforts to address the
continuing challenges. Current USAID investments aim to continue improving the quality of public
education by supporting an evidence-based intervention and a rigorous evaluation, both of which were
designed to advance progress in early grade reading and math. These investments support the MoE's
efforts to increase literacy and numeracy, school completion rates, and access to schools, as well as to
decrease gender disparities in education.
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EARLY GRADE READING AND MATH PROJECT (RAMP)

USAID contracted RTI to implement the early grade reading and math program (RAMP). According to
project documents, the RAMP intervention consists of: |) developing evidence-based early grade learning
materials to be integrated into every Kindergarten 2 (KG2) to Grade 3 (G3) classroom; 2) improving
teacher and administrator instructional skills through training, mentoring, and supervision; 3) mobilizing
communities and parents to participate in children’s learning; and 4) supporting MoE efforts to
institutionalize early grade reading and mathematics policies, standards, and assessment (RTI 2014). The
RAMP development hypothesis is as follows:

The RAMP Initiative is a response to [these] challenges for early grade education in Jordan. Its
primary goal is to improve or change the learning outcomes for reading and mathematics from
K2 to G3 (Brombacher and Gargano 2017). The activity is constructed based on the following
development hypothesis:

By investing in building MoE staff capacity, especially that of public-school teachers and supervisors, to use
appropriate materials; research-based pedagogies; and, differentiated support to students according to
their needs, RAMP will contribute to a substantially higher proportion of grade 2 and grade 3 public school
students being able to read with comprehension and do mathematics with understanding by the end of
the initiative. By also involving parents and communities in general in support of RAMP, the impact of the
initiative will be significantly enhanced. Also, these gains will be sustained and built upon beyond the life
of the initiative through the institutionalization of RAMP’s research-based methodologies within a context
of strong reflective practice.

The development hypothesis is also presented in Figure |. Note that the development hypothesis and
other RAMP project descriptions present the intervention somewhat differently. Further, not all project
activities listed in the hypothesis and project descriptions were implemented. The evaluation results
identified weaknesses in the RAMP model (Figure 1) primarily in information/feedback portion and the
mentoring component. There were several problems discovered in the quality and processes to monitor
and assess RAMP. These are discussed in the qualitative report. RTI’s own mentoring data was not
complete and presented significant challenges for the evaluation team to use in analysis (as discussed in
the qualitative report, Annex V). However, during the time of data collection, the team learned of the
significant changes being carried out by RTI to create a modern robust M&E platform to track all
indicators/metrics related to mentoring and trainings.

The IE did not address issues related to community participation as this was not part of the USAID-
approved IE design. However, the qualitative report did go into some detail about the positive strides the
IP had made on this front.

USAID.GOV RAMP IMPACT EVALUATION FINAL REPORT | 15



FIGURE |: USAID RAMP DEVELOPMENT HYPOTHESIS
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While the RAMP intervention did not specify the change in teacher and student outcomes expected in
the short-, medium-, and long-term, a 2017 presentation by RTI states that the 5-year goal of RAMP is:
“By 2019, 55 percent of early grade students in Jordanian public schools will be reading with
comprehension and doing mathematics with understanding.”

RAMP EVALUATION

To assess the contributions of RAMP to improve student learning outcomes, USAID contracted MSI,
through the Jordan Monitoring and Evaluation Support Project (MESP), with support from its
subcontractors Mathematica, Integrated, and Mindset, to conduct an impact evaluation (IE) of RAMP. Using
both quantitative and qualitative approaches, the evaluation aims to measure RAMP’s impacts on teachers’
instructional practices and students’ learning outcomes after one and two years of exposure to the
intervention, as well as determine the cost effectiveness of the RAMP approach. After revisions to the
evaluation’s scope, per USAID’s request, a cost-effectiveness analysis was not included as part of the
evaluation.

This report describes the endline evaluation findings, synthesizes the findings of the evaluation as a whole,
and provides an overview of the steps implemented for data collection and analysis, both for the
quantitative and qualitative approaches.

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND QUESTIONS

PURPOSE

Results from the comprehensive quasi-experimental impact evaluation and the qualitative evaluation are
intended to provide recommendations to improve the implementation of RAMP and its impact on school
children. The findings will also guide future investments in education interventions for early grade reading
and mathematics, as well as future RAMP evaluations.

The evaluation aimed to estimate the impact of the RTI-implemented RAMP intervention on students’
literacy and numeracy and teachers’ instructional practices. The evaluation team estimated the impacts of
RAMP using a quasi-experimental design to compare students and teachers in two groups of schools that
were as similar as possible—except for their exposure to RAMP. This design provided a robust test of
differences between groups that result from the RAMP4 intervention.

RTI worked to quickly scale the intervention across Jordan, assigning governorates and devising a schedule
to implement RAMP in three phases across Cohorts |, 2, or 3. RTl implemented a pilot version of RAMP
in Cohort | schools prior to this evaluation. Cohort 2 schools were scheduled for implementation in
August 2016, followed by Cohort 3 schools one year later. Therefore, for the impact evaluation, a sample
of Cohort 2 schools were selected for the intervention group (T) and similar schools in Cohort 3
were selected for the comparison group (C).

Using a matched comparison design, with data collection at baseline, midline, and endline, the research
team tested the causal relationships between the RAMP intervention, teachers’ instructional practices,
and math and reading performance for students in grades one through three. Note that a randomized
control design, in which schools are randomly assigned to the intervention, was not feasible because RAMP
had already determined which schools would receive the intervention first. Further note that Cohort 2
results can be generalized throughout Cohort 2, as the sample is representative of Cohort 2 governorates.

4 For details on the IE design and sampling process see Annex B.
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Cohort 3 schools and students were matched to Cohort 2, so results are not generalizable throughout
Cohort 3. Given that some districts in governorates were not reachable, the results likely capture some
of the strongest performing schools in each Cohort, omitting hard-to-reach schools where systems and

teaching may be lower quality, such as in Cohort 3.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The evaluation questions are as follows:

I. How does the RAMP training and mentoring
support affect teachers’ instructional practices? Do
teachers’ (1) use of instructional time, (2) student
engagement, and (3) management of the classroom
environment differ based on RAMP training and do
they change over time?

a. What practices do trained and non-trained
G|l and G2 teachers implement with regard
to teaching reading, writing, language and
mathematics?**

b. What are the impacts of RAMP on G3
teachers’ instructional practices in reading
and math?

c. How do practices change over time given

Impact Evaluation Approach:

Test the causal relationship between
the RAMP intervention and students’
learning and teacher instructional
practices using:

I. A quasi-experimental design
because an RCT was not feasible
due to the RAMP implementation
plan.

2. A matched comparison design
at the school level.

3. Propensity score weights at
the student level.

4. Data collected in three
rounds: baseline, midline and
endline.

ongoing mentoring and support for RAMP trained teachers?

2. What are the impacts of RAMP on GI, G2, and G3 students’ proficiency in reading and math?

3. Did the RAMP impacts vary by gender, location (urban or rural), school type (boys, girls, or
mixed; single or double shift), or whether the school received infrastructure support from
USAID? (Note that the analysis focuses on the subgroup findings for child’s gender and the

number of school shifts.)

4. How cost-effective is the RAMP intervention for impacts on reading and math outcomes? **

BACKGROUND

EGRA AND EGMA PILOT

From 2002 to 2014, USAID has invested $458 million in the Jordanian education sector, with programming
focused on early childhood education (ECE), teacher training, technical training, and school infrastructure.

In 2011, as part of this commitment, USAID/Jordan commissioned a study, in partnership with the MoE,
to measure basic reading (in Modern Standard Arabic) and mathematics skills among early-grade students.
The study assessed students from a nationally representative sample of 156 schools using the Early Grade
Reading and Early Grade Math Assessment tools (EGRA and EGMA). The findings revealed important

5> Note that the questions marked with “**’ were removed. Question |a required data collection among G| and G2 teachers;
however, it was determined that this effort would not yield enough valuable information to observe these teachers a third time.
Upon USAID’s advice, the team removed Evaluation Question 4 due to limitations in accessing the required data.
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deficiencies in both reading and mathematics skills among most students in G2 and G3 (Brombacher et al.
2012). The average G2 and G3 students had not mastered reading at their respective grade levels. Further,
by the end of G3, most students had not yet acquired sufficient fluency skills to read with comprehension.
The study also found that G2 and G3 students scored well on simple addition and subtraction but
performed poorly on mathematics tasks that require both the understanding and application of procedural
knowledge and problem solving (RTI 2014).

Following this assessment, RTI piloted an early grade reading and math intervention from 2011 to 2014.
The pilot required teachers to implement brief daily sessions to reinforce past lessons. Also, students
received workbooks to practice basic reading and mathematics skills. By the 2013-2014 school year, the
pilot project trained more than 400 teachers in 43 schools serving nearly 12,000 students (Brombacher
etal. 2014).

RTI conducted an internal evaluation of the pilot project using purposive sampling to construct
intervention and comparison groups of schools. It is not clear whether the study groups were similar
enough at baseline for the comparison group to accurately represent what would have happened without
the pilot project. Nevertheless, RTI reported that students exposed to the pilot improved their reading
and mathematics scores. However, these differences were not consistent across gender. Girls —
particularly those in all-girls schools — achieved significant gains across every subtask, whereas boys in
intervention schools did not perform significantly better than boys in comparison schools on any subtask.
In Jordan, girls tend to outperform boys academically, so the intervention may have increased the gap
between boys’ and girls’ learning outcomes (Brombacher et al. 2014).

Given RTI’s interpretation of promising results, USAID/Jordan contracted with RTl in 2015 to develop
and implement the RAMP early grade reading and math program countrywide. The RAMP activity built
on, and was expected to improve upon, the results from the EGRA/EGMA pilot activity.

READING AND MATH PROJECT (RAMP)

USAID Jordan contracted with RTI to implement RAMP from 2015 to 2019. The Mission’s $47.8 million
investment in this project focused on improving learning outcomes for students in KG2 (the second year
of a two-year preschool education), and in first through third grades (G, G2, and G3).

The RAMP intervention aimed to improve Jordanian students’ reading and math performance by providing
teachers with (I) in-service and pre-service training opportunities, (2) mentoring, supervision, and
coaching, (3) developing materials to support teaching and learning, training, and monitoring and evaluation
efforts, and (4) encouraging community participation in students’ learning process. Teacher training, in
particular, aimed to develop teachers’ skills to identify students’ learning needs in reading and math and
to apply differentiated teaching methodologies to respond to those needs. The main goal of RAMP was to
build students’ foundational skills in reading and math, so they demonstrate improved learning outcomes
from KG2 to G3. RAMP’s development hypothesis was that mastering early grade reading and math skills
is essential to students’ academic success and important to future economic opportunities (see Figure 1).
Targeted investments in teacher training and mentoring, materials and other supplementary interventions
will significantly increase the number of children performing at grade-level in reading and math.
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During the period of the evaluation, the RAMP intervention consisted of:

The development of evidence-based early grade reading and mathematics learning materials to
be integrated into every KG2 to G3 classroom;

Improved preparation of teachers and administrators to provide effective reading and
mathematics instruction through pre-service training, in-service training, induction support,
mentoring, and supervision;

Community engagement activities to mobilize parents to participate in reading and
mathematics education for all children and to hold schools accountable for results; and
Advocacy for nationwide adoption of early grade reading and mathematics policies, standards,
curricula and assessments (RTI 2014).

RTI implemented RAMP in all public schools throughout Jordan in three phases:

Phase | (Cohort ) began in January 2016 and included the training of 3,718 KG2—-G2 teachers
in 623 schools; G3 teachers were trained in July-August 2016, before the start of the 2016-
2017 academic year.6

Phase 2 (Cohort 2) was launched in July-August 2016 and included the training of 4,509 KG2—-
G2 teachers in 1,087 schools; G3 teachers were trained in July-August 2017.

Phase 3 (Cohort 3) was launched in July-August 2017 and included the training of 2,458 KG2-
G2 teachers in 749 schools; G3 teachers were trained in July-August 2018.

For details on the implementation of RAMP by governorate, see Annex A.

Given the development hypothesis and program parameters, the evaluation includes activities to assess
and measure both:

l.
2. Student learning outcomes

Teachers’ instructional practices and

The research team observed teachers during reading and mathematics lessons to assess their instructional
practices and administered learning assessment tools to measure students’ mastery of foundational reading
and math skills. Additional data collection was conducted to understand implementation and interpret
study findings. The study methods are described in more detail in the next section.

EVALUATION METHODS

DESIGN

To answer the evaluation questions, the team used the following complementary approaches and data
collection methods:

A quasi-experimental impact study to estimate the impacts of the intervention on G3
teachers’ practices, using classroom observations. Impacts were estimated after teachers had
one year of exposure to RAMP.

A descriptive study that explored Grade | (Gl) and grade 2 (G2) teachers’ instructional
practices using classroom observations. This study was discontinued at endline because the
completed impact study provides more rigorous evidence of RAMP implementation in the
classroom.

6 The academic year in Jordan starts in September and ends in June.
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3. A qualitative study exploring adherence to the RAMP design and exposure/dosage issues that
could potentially influence effectiveness of RAMP on students. Teachers, principals, RAMP staff,
trainers, mentors and coaches were interviewed to help explain the “how” and “why” driving
the observed quantitative outcomes. The full qualitative study is provided in Annex V.

4. A quasi-experimental longitudinal study to estimate the impacts of the intervention on
students’ learning outcomes, using the Early Grade Reading and Early Grade Math Assessments
(EGRA and EGMA). Two impact estimates were calculated: impacts of two years versus one
year of RAMP for students who were in G| at baseline and impacts of two years versus no
exposure to RAMP for students who were in G2 at baseline.

The evaluation questions are in Table 3 including their associated approaches and data sources (Figure

2).

FIGURE 2. RAMP IE DESIGN AND TIMELINE

TABLE 3. EVALUATION QUESTIONS, APPROACH, AND DATA SOURCE

Evaluation Question (EQ)

Approach

Data Source

I. How does RAMP training and mentoring support affect
teachers’ instructional practices? Do trained and non-trained
teachers’ |) use of instructional time, 2) student engagement,
and 3) management of the classroom environment and do
these differences change over time!?

(See details for each sub-question below)

la. What practices do trained and non-trained G| and G2
teachers implement with regard to teaching reading, writing,
language and math?

Descriptive Study

Classroom observations
of Gl and G2 teachers
(baseline and midline

only)

Ib. What are the impacts of RAMP on G3 teachers’
instructional practices in reading and math?

Quasi-experimental
Impact Study of
Teacher’s Practices

Classroom observations
of G3 teachers

Ic. How do practices change over time given ongoing
mentoring and support for RAMP trained teachers?

Descriptive Study

Classroom observations
of G| and G2 teachers
(baseline and midline

only)

Quasi-experimental
Impact Study of
Teachers’ Practices

Classroom observations
of G3 teachers
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Evaluation Question (EQ) Approach Data Source

In-depth interviews with
teachers, principals, and
education leaders
Student academic
assessments and surveys
of students, teachers,
and principals

Qualitative
Assessment

Quasi-experimental
Impact Study of
Students’ Learning

2. What are the impacts of RAMP on GI, G2, and G3
students’ proficiency in reading and math?

3. Do the RAMP impacts vary by gender, location (urban or Student academic

rural), nationality (Jordanian or other), session (morning or Quasi-experimental
. . : assessments and surveys
afternoon), school type (boys, girls, or mixed; single or Impact Study of
. . . , . of students, teachers,
double shift), or whether the school received infrastructure Students’ Learning

and principals

Per USAID’s request, a

support from USAID?

4. How cost-effective is the RAMP intervention for impacts Cost Effectiveness cost-effectiveness
on reading and math outcomes? Analysis analysis was not
conducted.

DESCRIPTIVE AND IMPACT STUDIES OF TEACHERS’ PRACTICES

The evaluation aimed to measure changes in teachers’ instructional practices by conducting two systematic
classroom observation studies:

e First, a small descriptive study was conducted of a sample G| and G2 teachers in intervention
and comparison schools at two-time points:

0 Several months following RAMP training in 2016 (base year); and
0 One school year post-RAMP training in 2017 (midline)

e Second, an impact study was conducted of G3 teachers’ instructional practices and classroom

management at two-time points.
0 Prior to RAMP training for Cohort 2 in 2017 (baseline); and
0 One school year post-RAMP training for intervention teachers (endline)

o Finally, a detailed qualitative study was carried out, with focus on teacher training and
mentoring, addressing (a) the extent and modes of adherence to the RAMP design; and (b)
exposure/dosage issues that could potentially influence the effectiveness of RAMP on students.
Interviews with teachers, principals, RAMP staff, trainers, mentors and coaches were conducted
in the spring of 2018. The full qualitative study is provided in a separate report.”

For the descriptive study of Gl and G2 teachers’ practices, classrooms were observed, and teacher
practices were assessed at two time points (in December 2016 and April-May of 2017, respectively four
and nine months after the implementation of RAMP had begun). Results from this descriptive study are
available in Annex I.

This report focuses on results from the quasi-experimental impact study of G3 teacher’s
practices, which takes advantage of the staggered rollout of RAMP to observe teachers with a true
baseline prior to RAMP training. Baseline data in G3 classrooms coincided with midline data for the other
studies in April 2017, prior to RAMP training (conducted in the summer of 2017). G3 teachers in
comparison schools were trained in the summer of 2018. This design generates rigorous evidence on the

7 Teacher Training and Mentoring: A Qualitative Study of RAMP (May 2019), Annex V to this report.
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impact of one year of RAMP on instructional practices, provides insights into short-term outcomes along
the causal pathway, and presents context to help interpret findings from the student-level impact study.

A separate teacher survey was also conducted to gather data on teachers’ background characteristics and

implementation of RAMP in their classrooms.

One external factor to note is that the MoE disseminated a new
national curriculum booklet and conducted teacher training
during the 2016-2017 school year. This national effort is
expected to affect both the intervention and
comparison schools similarly. Because findings at midline
showed that intervention and comparison G3 teachers
demonstrated similar instructional practices before RAMP was
introduced to Cohort 2, the evaluation was designed to
capture impacts attributable to RAMP.

QUALITATIVE FINDINGS

The evaluation report includes the key highlights from
qualitative data collected over the course of the evaluation to
better understand how and why there might be change/or no
change in student performance and changes in teacher’s
approaches to math and reading. Qualitative data collection
efforts have included:

e In-depth interviews with teachers and principals to
understand their perspectives on RAMP and its
application in classrooms. The team also attended
several RAMP teacher training sessions across the
whole country in August of 2017 to observe the
intervention for both Math and Reading components.

o Key-informant-interviews (Klls) of stakeholders to
capture their perspectives and views of RAMP, as well
as to understand key aspects of implementation
fidelity. This included interviews with RTI, USAID,
Dajani, CADER, QRTA, Ministry of Education, and
other partners.

e In-depth discussions and classroom observations
focused on the mentoring/coaching component of
RAMP. The team interviewed teachers, principals,

Principles of an Impact
Evaluation (IE)

IEs rely on comparing similar
groups at baseline, prior to an
intervention

The two study groups must be
similar at baseline so the
comparison group serves as a an
estimation of what would have
happened without the
intervention (counterfactual).
Similar groups enable evaluators
to confidently attribute any
observed difference in outcomes
to the intervention

Alternative explanations—such
as that differences were due to
pre-existing between-group
differences—can be ruled out
At times an IE uses baseline data
that captures status of an
intervention some time later
than the actual beginning of the
intervention. This is the case for
this evaluation. In such cases, the
evaluation team uses various
appropriate and accepted
techniques to mitigate against
technically inappropriate analysis
of baseline data.

RAMP staff, trainers, coaches and mentors. Additionally, the team analyzes some of the
monitoring data on mentoring collected by RTIl. Results are provided in the qualitative study

report (Annex V).
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QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL IMPACT
STUDY OF STUDENTS’ LEARNING

The evaluation used a quasi-experimental design to
estimate the impact of RAMP on the learning
outcomes of Gl and G2 students who received
RAMP starting in different years (see Table A.l. in
Annex A).

e Specifically, midline analysis estimated the
impact of approximately one year of
exposure to RAMP versus no exposures,
for both G| and G2 students.

e At endline, for students who were in Gl at
baseline, estimates reflect two years of
exposure for the intervention group versus
one year of exposure for the comparison
group, as opposed to two years versus no
exposure.

e At endline, for students who were in G2 at
baseline, impact estimates reflect two
years of exposure for the intervention
group versus no exposure for the
comparison group.

The study used the EGRA and EGMA to measure
students’ foundational reading and mathematics
skills, such as the knowledge of letter sounds and
the ability to identify numbers, which contribute to
the development of more advanced skills such as
reading with understanding and arithmetic.

SAMPLE

A multistage sampling process was implemented
(Figure 3) to select the schools to conduct the
teacher observations and student assessments (See
Annex B for more information).

e First, the research team examined
Education Management Information System
(EMIS) data to understand the geographical
distribution, characteristics, and the number
of schools across governorates. Cohort 2,
as assigned by RTI, consisted of 1,028
schools, which served as the intervention

FIGURE 3. DIAGRAM OF THE SAMPLE

SELECTION STAGES.

group sampling frame. Cohort 3 was comprised of 679 schools and served as the comparison

group sampling frame.

8 Estimates were actually computed after 6 months of exposure to RAMP.
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e Schools in Cohorts 2 and 3 were classified into six strata based on shift status and gender of the
students (i.e., single-shift all girls, all boys, or mixed-gender schools, or double-shift all girls, all
boys, or mixed-gender schools).

e Next, the research team randomly selected an initial sample of 160 intervention schools and 416
potential comparison schools, proportional to the size of each stratum in the intervention
group.

e Given concerns with EMIS data quality, a verification activity was conducted in which schools
were visited to obtain accurate, up-to-date school level information. This verification data
informed the school matching process.

e The research team used the verified school data to select a final stratified sample of 120 schools,
representative of the intervention group (Cohort 2).

e Then, using a combination of EMIS and verification data, a sample of 120 comparison schools
(Cohort 3) was selected based on their similarity to intervention schools. This multi-stage
sampling process yielded 120 intervention schools and 120 matched comparison
schools suitable for measuring the impacts of RAMP (Table 4).

e Once in schools, the team randomly selected one G| and one G2 classroom and, within each
classroom, a random sample of 10 students to assess with the EGRA and EGMA. At endline,
EGRA and EGMA were administered to the same students who were assessed at baseline and
midline and who had advanced to G2 and G3, respectively.

Subsamples were selected from the above school sample for the descriptive and the impact study of
teachers’ instructional practices:

e For the descriptive study of G| and G2 teachers and qualitative interviews, the team purposively
selected a subsample of 40 schools (20 intervention and 20 comparison) from the 240 schools.
Within schools, the team randomly selected one G| and one G2 teacher per grade to observe
and interview.

e In addition, 200 schools (100 intervention and 100 comparison) were randomly selected from
the 240 schools for the impact study of G3 teachers. At the baseline of the teacher impact
study, which coincided with midline data collection for the student study, teachers were
randomly selected from all G3 teachers in each school. The team tried to observe the same
teachers at endline. However, some teachers were not available because they moved, retired,
or were assigned to another grade. In these cases, a replacement teacher was randomly selected
from the same grade and school.
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TABLE 4. STUDY SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION TIMING

Woas data collected at this time for

. . . . this group?
Stud Intervention Comparison Intervention Comparison Baseline Midline
y Schools Schools Students/ Teachers  Students/ Teachers Endline
(October (May (May 2018)
2016)° 2017) Y
Longitudinal
impact study of 120 120 L:j;iztudents a (Ia: dSIi‘:]:tudents a Yes Yes Yes
student learning
Descriptive
study of GI and Zﬁfer
G2 t(-?achers 20 20 40 teachers at midline 40 teachers at midline  teachers Yes No
practices & had been
qualitative trained)
study*
Yes, data
collected Yes, teachers
Impact study of in 2017 trained after
G3 teachers’ 100 100 100 teachers 100 teachers No served as the endline
practices** baseline, data
prior to collection
training

* Denotes purposive subsample of sample for impact study of students’ learning
** Denotes random subsample of sample for impact study of students’ learning

9 Baseline data was collected six to eight weeks after the 2016-17 school year began. For further information, see the Limitations section below (p. 27) and Annexes G and P.
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MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION OF TEACHERS’
INSTRUCTION (COTI)

Teachers and classrooms were observed using the
COTI to capture information on (l) instructional
practices and resources, (2) use of instructional time,
(3) student engagement, and (4) the classroom
environment. These evidence-based domains have
been widely shown to positively affect student learning
in countries around the world (Hamre et al 2013;
details on the development of COTI are provided in
Annex H. Observers collected data on all math and
reading lesson segments that occurred on the day of
the observation, which ranged between | and 3 per
school. A standard number of lessons could have been
observed across schools, but the team chose to
capture RAMP’s influence on additional weekly math
and Arabic lessons that were implemented under
directions from the MoE.

COTI was also used to capture RAMP implementation
in the classroom. During training, classroom
observers were sensitized to a wide range of RAMP
instructional strategies, such as using clapping and
hand gestures to emphasize and differentiate
phonemes and syllables, asking reading
comprehension questions after each paragraph, using
songs and manipulatives to teach counting skills, and
teaching multiplication as repeated addition (see
Annex H). Teachers were rated on the frequency with
which they demonstrated RAMP strategies and
integrated RAMP and MoE curriculum on a scale from
Zzero to two, where zero indicated that none of the
strategies was used and two indicated that multiple
strategies were used or integrated throughout the
lessons.

Per midline results, the team compiled feedback from
RTI and USAID to revise the tool for endline data
collection. Items on the COTI tool that were not
used in the midline analysis were dropped, and
questions on math and reading lesson content were
broken into |5-minute segments that provide
additional detail on the content covered.

USAID.GOV

FIGURE 4. TOOL DEVELOPMENT
PARTNERS AND STAGES.

RAMP IMPACT EVALUATION FINAL REPORT | 27



EARLY GRADE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS (EGRA AND EGMA)

Students’ foundational reading and mathematics skills were assessed using the EGRA and EGMA at
baseline, midline, and endline (see Figure 4 and Annex E for additional details on these measurement
tools).

The G2 endline EGRA was like the G| version administered at midline, but it did not include the
knowledge of early print concepts (or orientation to print) task. The G2 endline EGMA and G3 endline
EGRA and EGRA were the same as the G2 versions administered at midline.

To account for the difference between the tools from baseline to endline when estimating students’
scores at endline, a psychometric process called test equating was used (Annex F provides more details
on the equating process and on the instrument development process).

ANALYTIC APPROACH

To improve the study’s ability to estimate impacts on

QUANTITATIVE students’ learning, the sample of comparison schools was
selected using propensity score matching and the student

A difference-in-differences approach was  sample was weighted using student-level propensity score

emplgyed to estimate impacts on teacher  yoionss These two strategies improved the similarity
practices because teachers were more

likely than students to move to another
school or teach a different grade, making
it difficult to observe the same teachers
over time. Ordinary least square (OLS)
regressions were used to estimate the and not to pre-existing differences between the groups.
impacts of RAMP on student outcomes.
To account for the nesting of students
within schools, and teacher observation segments within classrooms, robust clustered standard errors
were used. Annex G provides a full description of the analytic approach.

between the intervention and comparison groups on key
school and student characteristics thought to affect student
learning outcomes and allow the attribution of post-
intervention differences in outcomes to the intervention

QUALITATIVE

The team conducted content analysis of all the qualitative data (transcripts of the in-depth interviews and
discussions with teachers and principals). Where appropriate and when large samples were present,
frequency tables were developed to quantify responses against key themes, challenges and opportunities.

HUMAN SUBJECTS AND CONSENT

The evaluation followed standard practices in the protection of human subjects, including standards for
working with children. The MoE approved access to the schools, principals, teachers, and students (see
consent letter in Annex W). Consent from individual participants was requested at the time of data
collection. Participants were read the list of potential benefits and harm and were told about their rights
to discontinue involvement at any point during the evaluation. There was minimal risk associated with
participating in this study.
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LIMITATIONS

This mixed-methods evaluation offers evidence not available from any other sources and has several
notable strengths: 1) a quasi-experimental design with matched schools, rigorous sampling and analytic
approaches, and 2) the use of multiple data sources that can be triangulated, including student assessments,
teacher and principal qualitative interviews, and classroom observation data. However, like all studies, this
evaluation has limitations to consider when interpreting the results.

First, as with all quasi-experimental impact evaluations, there may be observed and unobserved differences
between schools, teachers, and students in the intervention and comparison groups, which may pre-date
RAMP and bias the impact estimates. To address differences in observed characteristics, a propensity score
matching procedure was implemented using administrative and school verification data, which permitted
selecting a sample of comparison schools as similar as possible to the sample of intervention schools. The
data available for matching was limited, however. Notably, the Jordanian educational system does not have
a standardized measure of student achievement in the early grades'9, which prevented the evaluation team
from matching schools on individual student achievement, a key outcome of the evaluation. Therefore,
the study groups had similar school characteristics at baseline, but analysis revealed statistically significant
differences in students’ academic performance. Student-level propensity score weights were used to
rebalance the sample (Golinelli, Ridgeway, Rhoades, Tucker, & Wenzel, 2012; McCaffrey, Ridgeway, &
Morral, 2004). The reweighted student sample has improved comparability in observed baseline student
demographic characteristics and academic outcomes. There may be, nonetheless, differences in unobserved
characteristics that cannot be directly addressed and that could bias the impact estimates. In short, the
evaluation team reduced the threat of bias due to observed differences between the groups, but the threat
of bias due to unobserved differences remains.

Second, although Cohort 2 teachers were trained in the summer of 2016, baseline data collection took
place six to eight weeks into the 2016-2017 school year. The delayed baseline raises the question of
whether differences between the two groups existed prior to RAMP implementation or resulted from up
to six weeks of early RAMP implementation. Classroom observations and interviews with teachers and
principals offered no persuasive evidence to suggest that RAMP caused notable differences in the relatively
short period between the beginning of the school year and baseline data collection for this evaluation.!!
Further, those early weeks of school were interrupted by holidays and teacher strikes. Nevertheless, the
process of analytically adjusting for baseline scores, even if data were collected after the intervention had
begun, would contribute to improving precision in the impact estimates. It is also a requirement for quasi-
experimental designs (Schochet 2008). The results presented in Annex P indicate that the conclusions do
not change when excluding baseline scores from the analysis.

Third, the evaluation timeline may have been too short to detect intervention impacts, should they
emerge. The evaluation followed teachers for only one school year after exposure to RAMP and students
for only two school years of exposure to RAMP trained teachers. It may be that changes in teacher
instructional practices require a longer timeline and the adoption and mastery of RAMP will occur over
more than a year. Further, assuming the development hypothesis of RAMP is correct, students’
performance improve will only improve with full adoption and integration of these practices. The overall
pattern of results from this evaluation, however, does not support the hypothesis that RAMP impacts
grew incrementally over time. There were few statistically significant positive impacts—and even some
negative impacts detected—when comparing G| students exposed to one versus two years of RAMP and

10 Principals’ reports of average achievement were used.

I In response to a draft of this report, RAMP expressed concerns about proper analysis of the baseline data. The evaluation
team carefully considered these concerns, discussing them extensively with RAMP and USAID. Annexes G and P describe the
evaluation team’s analyses and actions to address the concerns.
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G2 students exposed to two years of RAMP versus students who had not been exposed. Despite the
short timeframe of this study, interventions focused on building teachers’ capacity, which have been
evaluated with comparable time frames to the RAMP intervention and evaluation, have been proven
effective in other contexts (McEwan, 2015).

A final key limitation of the study is the role of group contamination and intervention spillover, which may
attenuate the contrast between the intervention and comparison groups. At endline, a non-trivial number
of G3 teachers in the comparison group reported having participated in RAMP trainings (17 percent) and
receiving support from RAMP coaches (5 percent). About half of teachers in the comparison group also
reported being familiar with the coarse-grain tools and a fifth reported using the fine-grain tools.
Comparison teachers may have confused resources provided by the MoE with those provided by the
RAMP intervention, but contamination and spillover cannot be ruled out. Further, RAMP started training
KG2-G2 teachers in Cohort 3 (the comparison group) in the 2017-2018 school year. Therefore, the
design of the implementation plan may have reduced the contrast between intervention and comparison
students who were in G1 at baseline and G2 at endline. Additionally, even though G3 teachers in Cohort
3 were supposed to start participating in RAMP one year after the evaluation was completed (2018-2019),
they may have been exposed to RAMP resources available to other teachers at their school during the
year of endline data collection. Nevertheless, there were statistically significant differences between the
intervention and comparison groups in the proportion of teachers who were trained and who reported
receiving support from RAMP and using RAMP’s tools. Despite contamination and spillover, it was still
feasible for the evaluation to have detected impacts of RAMP, had they emerged. Further, given the low
number of coaching visits to intervention and comparison teachers, it is more likely that the intervention
was not implemented as intended or with the fidelity necessary to change teaching practices within two
school years.

KEY FINDINGS
EVALUATION QUESTION (EQ) |

EQ I.1 - WHAT PRACTICES DO TRAINED AND NON-TRAINED GI AND G2 TEACHERS
IMPLEMENT WITH REGARD TO TEACHING READING, WRITING, LANGUAGE AND
MATH?

Classroom observation data were collected from a small sample of G| and G2 teachers in intervention
and comparison schools to answer this question and provide context to the assessment of the impacts of
RAMP on students’ learning. This activity was conducted approximately six months after RAMP
implementation had begun (corresponding to midline data collection for the full evaluation). While the
observations revealed that RAMP trained teachers were more likely than comparison teachers to use
RAMP materials, there were few significant differences among G| and G2 trained teachers indicating that
teachers may not have fully adopted the key components of RAMP training.

The sample consisted of only 79 teachers (40 or fewer in each grade), which limits the power to detect
differences between the groups. Therefore, the analysis examined both differences between the groups
that were statistically significant, and those with large effect sizes. Statistically significant means that it is
unlikely that differences are due to random chance; differences with a large “effect size” exceed 0.25
standard deviations in magnitude and are considered substantively large (What Works Clearinghouse,
2015). Differences can be statistically significant, have a large effect size, both, or neither. The full results
are provided in Annex |. The main findings from these descriptive analyses indicate that after approximately
six months of implementation:
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e Intervention teachers were implementing RAMP in the classroom. Intervention teachers in
G and G2 showed a greater propensity than comparison teachers to use RAMP worksheets
and RAMP instructional strategies in their classrooms during both math and reading lessons.
These differences were statistically significant.

There were also some differences in lesson content that varied in G| versus G2:

e During reading lessons, G2 intervention teachers were |8 percentage points more likely to
include writing activities in the reading lesson. This difference was large and statistically
significant. However, the evaluation team could not assess the quality of the writing activity to
determine the practical importance of this finding.

e Also, during reading lessons, more G2 intervention teachers covered phonemic awareness, a
2| percentage point difference. This difference was large but not statistically significant, likely due
to the small sample size.

e During mathematics lessons, G2 intervention teachers were 20 percentage points more likely
than comparison teachers to cover foundational skills, such as identifying and writing
numbers. G2 intervention teachers were also |5 percentage points more likely to cover
advanced arithmetic skills, although the reverse was true in GI. These differences were large
but not statistically significant, again, likely due to the small sample size.

There were, however, no clear findings across the |2 measured instructional practices. The only
statistically significant difference was that intervention teachers were less likely than comparison teachers
to use assessment practices during reading lessons, which was surprising given RAMP’s emphasis on
assessing student learning levels. There were also some large but statistically insignificant differences:

® Intervention teachers also scored higher on student engagement practices and
demonstrated fewer behaviors that cultivate a negative classroom climate during reading
lessons.

e During math lessons, teachers in the intervention group spent an additional four percentage
points of the lesson time on task, versus time spent managing disruptions, transitions between
activities, and student behavior.

Data from the descriptive study can provide insights into classroom instruction but cannot be used to
draw conclusions about the impact of RAMP on lesson content or instructional practices. Again, baseline
data were not collected that would be needed to assess equivalency before the introduction of RAMP.
Therefore, this report focuses on EQ.l.2, for which the evaluation team used baseline and endline
classroom observations to estimate RAMP impacts.

EQ 1.2. - WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS OF RAMP ON G3 TEACHERS’ INSTRUCTIONAL
PRACTICES IN READING AND MATH?

Classroom observation data were also collected for a sample of G3 intervention and comparison teachers
to assess their instructional practices at baseline, prior to RAMP training, and after a year of the
intervention. The analysis of G3 teachers’ instruction does not indicate that trained teachers regularly
implemented improved instructional practices in line with the RAMP training.

At baseline, before RAMP was implemented, G3 intervention and comparison teachers were similar in
most characteristics and instructional practices (see Annex ). By endline, nearly one year after G3
teachers were trained, intervention teachers were more likely to use RAMP materials and some RAMP
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strategies than comparison teachers. RAMP trained teachers allocated more lesson time to G3-
appropriate content, such as vocabulary, compared to teachers that were not trained. However, there
were no differences in the amount of classroom time spent on more sophisticated content such as reading
comprehension and advanced arithmetic skills. While RAMP teachers provided higher quality
feedback during math lessons, there were no other significant impacts on teachers’ instructional
practices, even when examining a wide range of outcomes. Table | summarizes the outcomes that had
significant impacts in math and reading (out of the total number that were measured), and the direction
of each impact (negative or positive).

TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES AT ENDLINE

During reading lessons, RAMP teachers: During math lessons, RAMP teachers:

Implemented RAMP in the Classroom.

+Used RAMP worksheets during lessons
+Ilmplemented RAMP strategies
+Integrated RAMP and MoE curriculum in lessons

+Implemented RAMP strategies
+Integrated RAMP and MoE curriculum in lessons

Shifted some lesson time away from basic skills towards other content.

-Were less likely to include writing activities in the
lesson

-Spent less lesson time on reading and identifying
written characters

+Spent more lesson time on vocabulary

Had few impacts on classroom management and student engagement.

No significant impacts on student engagement. +Provided better feedback on student participation and
written work

No significant impacts on classroom structure.

-Were less likely to cover number writing and
identification during the lesson

-Spent less lesson time on number writing and
identification

+Were more likely to use whole-class instruction

Note: Red font indicates a negative impact and blue font indicates a positive impact.

The following sections describe results from a teacher survey and classroom observations of G3 teachers.
Additional details on teacher characteristics are provided in Annex J.

RESULTS FROM THE TEACHER SURVEY: RAMP IMPLEMENTATION

G3 intervention and some comparison teachers that were observed and surveyed at each data collection
interval reported receiving RAMP training and coaching.

e 86 percent of G3 intervention teachers reported receiving RAMP training, as did 17 percent of
comparison teachers.

0 Comparison teachers, however, reported significantly fewer days of training and fewer
coaching sessions.

0 The comparison teachers may be confusing a short RAMP orientation, implemented
countrywide, with the full training. They may also have participated in training earlier
than intended.

e More than 80 percent of trained intervention teachers and five percent of comparison teachers
reported that a RAMP coach observed their lesson during the current school year.

0 Most intervention teachers reported fewer mentoring sessions than RAMP had intended
to provide based on the implementation plan, which specified six visits per intervention
teacher. Only 20 percent of teachers reported four to six visits and 5 percent of
teachers reported six or more visits. Fifty-five percent of intervention and 5 percent of
comparison teachers reported between one and three days of coaching or
mentoring per academic year.
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Teachers self-reported that they used the RAMP assessment tools.

e Most intervention teachers (nearly 90 percent) reported having used the coarse-grain
assessment tool in math and reading in the current school year, compared to about half of
teachers in the comparison group. It is not clear whether all teachers were familiar with the
RAMP tools or if there was confusion with MoE curriculum materials.

e Slightly more than 70 percent of intervention teachers reported using the corresponding fine-
grain assessment tools, compared to about 20 percent of teachers in the comparison group.
Differences in take-up of the two tools may be consistent with the guidance provided by RAMP
that teachers should implement the fine grain tool only with students who performed poorly on
the coarse-grain tool.

Most trained teachers in both groups were able to print out RAMP materials when needed, despite some
initial challenges that were reported earlier in the implementation process. The reported spillover of
RAMP training, coaching, and assessments from intervention to comparison teachers, although modest,
could reduce the contrast between the intervention and comparison groups and make it more difficult to
detect the intervention’s impacts during observations (see Annex Q). Still, the small number of coaching
visits that both intervention and comparison teachers received suggests that implementation goals were
not met, rather than spillover of the intervention to comparison teachers.

USAID.GOV RAMP IMPACT EVALUATION FINAL REPORT | 33



TABLE 6. TEACHER SELF-REPORTS OF RAMP IMPLEMENTATION

Variable Inter(v_lt_e)n tion Com(;z:a)rlson ::'_‘::a)c: p-value Effect Size hfruer::):err:f
RAMP Training (%)
Received training from RAMP 86.2 17.1 69.1%* 0.000 2.06 200
4-5 days of training 0 5.0 -5.0* 0.024 NA 200
6-7 days of training 33 0.9 24 0.24 0.82 200
More than 7 days of training 82.9 1.3 71.6* 0.000 22 200
RAMP Coaching (%)
%MP coach observed classroom this school year 80 | 53 74.9% 0.000 259 200
Coach observed lesson |-3 times 554 5.3 50.1* 0.000 1.87 200
Coach observed lesson 4-6 times 19.9 0 19.9% 0.000 NA 200
Coach observed lesson more than 6 times 49 0 4.9* 0.024 NA 200
Used RAMP Assessment Tools
RAMP math coarse-grain tool 89.3 51.5 37.8*% 0.000 1.24 200
RAMP reading coarse-grain tool 89.3 49.5 39.8* 0.000 1.29 200
RAMP math fine-grain tool 71.7 22.8 48.9%* 0.000 1.3 200
RAMP reading fine-grain tool 73.7 23.8 49.8* 0.000 1.32 200
Trained teachers able to print worksheets for 805 76.9 36 0.75 0.13 103

RAMP

Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 COTI Tool

Note: Columns T and C present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted means (or percentages), with weights accounting for school sampling probabilities. Effect sizes were
calculated as the Cox Index. The numerator is the unstandardized regression coefficient and the denominator is the pooled standard deviation. NA stands for Not Applicable.
Effect sizes are “NA” when the standard deviation for one or both groups equals zero.

*Difference in differences is statistically significant at the .05 level.
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RESULTS FROM READING LESSON OBSERVATIONS: RAMP IMPLEMENTATION, READING
LESSON CONTENT, AND INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

RAMP Implementation and Impacts on Lesson Content

At endline, G3 intervention teachers demonstrated few significant differences in instructional practices
during reading lessons compared to teachers that did not participate in RAMP training. While there were
some differences, there were no clear patterns indicating that the program was implemented with fidelity.
First, G3 intervention teachers were significantly more likely than comparison teachers to use a range of
RAMP strategies during the lesson, such as asking reading comprehension questions, summarizing text
after each paragraph, and integrating RAMP strategies with MoE lessons and strategies.

RAMP had a large, statistically significant, negative impact of 18 percentage points on whether teachers
included writing activities at any point in the lesson, and a large but insignificant effect on character
reading and identification. The reductions in the percent of lessons spent on writing relative to the
comparison group happened across most of the types of writing that were examined, including writing
words, sentences and phrases, practicing grammar and spelling, and functional writing (See Annex K, Table
K.I). While interpretation of this finding is unclear, this shift away from writing may have been due to
teachers using more interactive methods of practice and instruction and other G3-appropriate
foundational skills such as vocabulary (see Table 7).
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TABLE 7. RAMP IMPLEMENTATION AND LESSON CONTENT DURING READING LESSONS

T Group C Group RAMP
Baseline Endline  Change Over Baseline Endline Change Over  Impacts* Effect
Variable Mean Mean Time Mean Mean Time (T-T)) - Size
(T) (T2) (T>-T)) (€) (C2) (C:-C) (C-C)
RAMP Implementation
Teachers or students used a 15 46 32 0.6 |.8 1.2 2.0 0.05

RAMP worksheet (%)
Teacher demonstrated
RAMP strategies (0: not used -2: 0.3 1.7 .4 0.2 1.1 0.9 0.4* 0.53

multiple strategies used)
Teacher integrated MoE and
RAMP Strategies (0 not used -2: 0.3 1.7 1.4 0.2 I.1 1.0 04‘>k 0.55

multiple strategies used)
Lesson Content (% of lessons including a content area)
Character reading and

identification 357 10.2 -255 40.1 21.5 -18.6 -6.9 -0.42
Phonemic awareness 59.8 47.2 -12.6 60.6 45.5 -15.0 2.5 0.05

Vocabulary 6l1.1 64.6 3.5 56.6 52.2 -4.4 7.9 0.21

Writing 92.8 81.5 -11.3 87.6 94.7 7.1 -18.4* -1.20
Reading comprehension 59.6 64.4 4.9 52.2 58.1 59 -1.1 -0.03
Number of schools 100 100 100 100

Number of lessons 135 106 161 109

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Columns T, T2, Ci, and C; present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Teachers were rated on the frequency with which they demonstrated RAMP strategies and integrated RAMP and MoE
strategies on a scale from 0 to 2, where 0 indicates that strategies were not used, and 2 indicates that multiple strategies were used or integrated throughout the lesson. Effect
sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline, calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes. Content
areas covered during a lesson are not mutually exclusive.

*Difference in differences is statistically significant at the .05 level.
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At endline, lesson content during G3 classroom observations was recorded in | 5-minute increments. This
allows more nuanced descriptions of the use of instructional time than the results in Table 7. However, it
does not permit direct comparisons with baseline results. Therefore, this report will present both sets of
results for reading and math lessons.

When comparing the percent of |5-minute segments that included a given content area, RAMP statistically
significantly reduced the number of segments that included identifying and reading written
characters (as opposed to words and sentences) by five percentage points (Figure 5). In contrast, RAMP
increased the amount of time spent on building students’ vocabulary. For example, additional analysis of
the specific topics in each category showed that G3 intervention teachers were 23 percentage points
more likely than comparison teachers to cover word families during the lesson (see Table K.I in Annex
K).

FIGURE 5. PERCENT OF LESSON TIME G3 TEACHERS SPENT ON READING LESSON
CONTENT CATEGORIES.

Character reading &%’

Phonemic awareness &/

B Intervention M Comparison

This figure shows the average proportion of |5-minute lesson segments that included a content area. Content areas covered during a
segment were not mutually exclusive.

Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Figure presents ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group percentages. All regressions include school-level
propensity score weights accounting for school sampling probabilities.

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

RAMP IMPACTS ON TEACHERS’ INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

RAMP did not have a statistically significant impact on any of the instructional practices of G3 teachers
measured during reading lessons. Some outcomes, such as teacher engagement and student participation,
showed substantively large but not statistically significant trends (negative and positive respectively) in the
intervention compared to the comparison group.
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TABLE 8. INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE SCORES DURING READING LESSONS

T Group C Group RAMP
. Baseline . Change Baseline . Change Impacts* Effect
Variabl .
ariable Mean Endh(n.? )Mean Over Time Mean Endll(ng )Mean Over Time (T2-TI)- Size
(T) ? (T-T) (C) 2 (C2-C)) (C2-Cl)

Percent of time on 96.5 96.9 05 95.3 94.1 .12 1.7 021
task
Quality
instructional 86.4 90.8 45 80.1 86.0 59 -1.4 0.07
practices
Teacher
engagement 358 433 7.6 343 46.2 12.0 -4.4 -0.27
practices
Teacher 487 54.1 54 517 525 08 46 0.12
encouragement
Teacher feedback 38.6 408 22 35.1 359 0.9 1.3 0.06
Materials to
support 14.3 21.0 6.7 8.7 15.3 6.6 0.0 -0.05
instruction
Assessment to
support 31.9 45.0 13.1 39,1 50.0 10.9 2.1 0.14
instruction
Differential
) . 28.9 40.0 1.1 30.4 38.0 75 35 0.14
Instruction
Student 67.8 68.4 0.6 68.3 66.0 23 28 0.08
engagement
Student 16.4 2838 12.4 1.8 13.8 2.0 10.4 027
participation
Positive classroom 65.9 74.9 9.0 64.2 69.6 53 37 0.18
climate
Megative 14.6 28.4 13.8 18.7 333 14.5 0.7 -0.01
classroom climate
Number of 100 100 100 100
Schools
Number of 135 106 161 109
Lessons

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool
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Note: Columns Ti, T2, Ci, and C; present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Effect sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline, calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous
outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes. (T = intervention group, and C = comparison group).

*Difference in differences is statistically significant at the .05 level.

Intervention teachers increased the proportion of lessons that incorporated work in small groups by 16 percentage points relative to the
comparison group. This difference was only significant at the 10 percent level (p=0.07), but it is worth noting because it is a substantively large
difference and many RAMP training videos demonstrate students working in small groups to build foundational skills (see Table 9).

TABLE 9. CLASS SIZE AND STRUCTURE DURING READING LESSONS FOR GRADE 3 TEACHERS

T Group C Group RAMP
Baseline Endline C(I;z‘t:je Baseline Endline Change Impacts* Effect
Variable Mean Mean Time Mean Mean Over Time (T2-T1)- (Co- Size
(T)) (T2) (TrT)) (©) (C:) (C:C) <)

Class Size 24.3 234 -09 23.1 21.9 -1.2 0.3 0.03
Whole Group/Whole Class 97.8 99.1 1.3 99.4 91.8 -7.6 8.8% 2.14
t;rsgs‘; group (more than half the 22 15.0 12.8 0 13.7 13.7 09 NA
Small group (half or less than half 226 42.4 19.9 215 25.7 43 15.6 0.42
the class)
Partners/Pairs 20.5 25.9 5.4 10.4 14.0 3.6 1.8 -0.02
Individual 100.0 96.3 -3.7 100.0 93.3 -6.7 2.9 NA
Number of Schools 100 100 100 100
Number of Lessons 135 106 161 109

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Columns T, T2, Ci, and Cz present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Effect sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline, calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous
outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes.

*Difference in differences is statistically significant at the .05 level.
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RESULTS FROM MATH LESSON OBSERVATIONS

RAMP IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPACTS ON LESSON CONTENT

Overall, like the findings on reading lessons, the observations of math lessons yield mixed results such that
RAMP had both positive and negative impacts on teachers’ math instruction. These differences are difficult
to interpret because of the size and direction of the impacts but suggest that teachers may not have
implemented RAMP strategies as the program intended.

Similar to the results for reading lessons, RAMP had a significant positive impact on G3 teachers’ use of
RAMP strategies (for example, introducing teaching multiplication as a process of repeated addition; see
Annex K) during the lesson and on the integration of RAMP strategies with MoE lessons and strategies.
Math lessons were also more likely than reading lessons to include the use of a RAMP-branded worksheets
by students or teachers; 12 percent of lessons used RAMP worksheets, compared to only one percent in
the comparison group (see Table 10).

RAMP significantly reduced the percent of lessons that covered number identification and writing by more
than 30 percentage points, relative to the comparison group. An examination of the specific topics in this
category showed that lessons were less likely to include writing numbers on the board or on paper (see
Table K.2 in Annex K). Since G3 students in both groups scored highly on the number identification EGMA
task (see Table 21 in the next section), this may indicate that assessment tools helped teachers to tailor
lesson content to students’ skills and abilities.
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TABLE 10. RAMP IMPLEMENTATION AND LESSON CONTENT DURING MATH LESSONS

T Group C Group RAMP
Baseline . Change Baseline . Change Impacts* Effect
Variable Mean Endh?.l? )Mean Over Time Mean Endh(n((:e )Mean Over Time (T2-Tl)- Size
(T) : (T-T) (C) ? (C-C)) (C2-Cl)

RAMP Implementation
Teachers or
students used a "
RAMP worksheet 2.7 12.3 9.6 2.0 1.0 -1.0 10.6 .41
(% of lessons)
Teacher
demonstrated
RAMP strategies 0.2 1.8 1.6 0.2 1.2 1.0 0.7%* 1.05
(0: not used -2: multiple
strategies used)
Teacher
integrated MoE
and RAMP 0.2 1.8 1.6 0.2 1.2 1.0 0.6% 0.95
strategies (0: not
used -2: multiple
strategies used)
Lesson Content (% of lessons including a content area)
Number
identification and 70.8 42.7 -28.1 63.4 67.9 4.5 -32.6* -0.83
writing
Counting 48.3 45.1 -3.1 44.3 50.5 6.2 -9.3 -0.23
Basic arithmetic 44,0 67.7 23.7 33.1 55.0 21.9 1.8 0.05
Advanced 70.0 64.6 5.4 63.2 57.0 63 08 0.01
arithmetic
Number of 100 100 100 100
schools
Number of 100 108 101 104
lessons

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Columns T, T2, Ci, and C; present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Teachers were rated on the frequency with which they demonstrated RAMP strategies and integrated RAMP
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and MoE strategies on a scale from 0 to 2, where 0 indicates that strategies were not used, and 2 indicates that multiple strategies
were used or integrated throughout the lesson. Effect sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline,
calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes. Content areas covered during
a lesson are not mutually exclusive.

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

When examining the percent of lesson time spent on each topic, measured in terms of |5-minute lesson
segments that included different content areas, the intervention group also spent less time (a difference
of 18 percentage points) covering number identification and writing than the comparison group (see
Figure 6). Intervention teachers spent nine percentage points more lesson time on basic arithmetic
skills, although this was only significant at the 10 percent level (p=0.08). The likely interpretation is that
intervention teachers were focused on more grade-appropriate skills.

This figure shows the percent of |5-minute lesson segments spent on a content area across all observed lessons.
Content areas during a given lesson segment are not mutually exclusive.

FIGURE 6. PERCENT OF LESSON TIME SPENT ON MATH LESSON CONTENT
CATEGORIES FOR TEACHERS IN GRADE 3.

Basic arithmetic e 39%
Number writing and identification 37% .y
Advanced arithmetic : 22%
Counting 257;8%

B Intervention M Comparison

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Figure presents ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group percentages. All regressions include school-level
propensity score weights accounting for school sampling probabilities.

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

RAMP IMPACTS ON TEACHERS’ INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

RAMP had a positive impact on the quality of feedback teachers provided during math lessons (Table
I'l). Teachers in the intervention group provided more specific feedback, such as “You used those
counters correctly to solve the problem,” and more strategic feedback, such as “How did you figure out
that the answer was 6?” (see Table K.3 in Annex K). These types of feedback help students learn how to
solve problems correctly, rather than merely confirming whether an answer is correct or incorrect. Other
instructional practices, such as student participation and negative classroom climate also showed
large, promising trends, but the differences were not statistically significant. There was also a large but
insignificant decrease in teacher engagement practices such as asking questions and emphasizing
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content, due to large increases in the comparison group and relatively small growth in the intervention
group.
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TABLE 11. INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE SCORES DURING MATH LESSONS

T Group C Group RAMP
Variable Baseline Endline Change Over Baseline Endline Change Over  Impacts*  Effect
Mean Mean Time Mean Mean Time (T2-T))- Size
(T) (T2) (T2-T)) (C) (Cy) (C-C)) (C2-C))

Percent of time on 95.5 95.7 0.2 94.6 92.9 -1.6 1.9 0.21
task
Quality
instructional 87.8 93.0 5.2 87.9 89.7 1.8 35 0.24
practices
Teacher
engagement 42.2 44.2 2.0 44.5 51.5 7.0 -5.0 -0.27
practices
Teacher 49.0 58.1 9.1 52.2 55.4 3.2 5.9 0.17
encouragement
Teacher %
Fodboti 459 59.4 13.5 49.7 469 -2.8 16.3 0.63
Materials to 311 30.4 0.7 23.1 24.6 1.5 2.0 -0.06
support instruction
Assessment to 34.1 48.3 14.2 39.8 53.8 14.0 02 -0.02
SUPPOI"t Instruction
Differential 29.0 403 1.3 33.1 39.7 6.6 47 0.19
Instruction
Student engagement 77.2 79.0 1.7 81.2 80.6 -0.6 23 0.07
Student 305 388 83 23.1 207 24 10.7 0.26
participation
Positive classroom 65.4 73.0 7.6 66.2 72.0 5.8 1.7 0.09
climate
hlegative classroom 16.6 25.6 9.0 17.4 347 17.3 8.4 031
climate
Number of 100 100 100 100
Schools
Number of 108 101 104 100
Lessons

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool

Note: Columns Ti, T2, Ci, and C; present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
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for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Effect sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline, calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous
outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes.

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

Although the intervention group showed an increase of |3 percentage points in the number of lessons that incorporated small group work
relative to the comparison group, this difference was not statistically significant, and was partially offset by a decrease in lessons that included
partner/pair work (Table 12).

TABLE 12. CLASS SIZE AND STRUCTURE DURING MATH LESSONS

T Group C Group RAMP
. Baseline Endline Change Baseline Endline Change Impacts* Effect Size
Variable Mean Mean Over Time Mean Mean Over Time (T2-T))-
(T) (T2) (T>-T) (C) (C2) (C-C) (C:-C))
Class Size 25.0 23.5 -1.5 22.8 21.9 -0.9 -0.6 -0.08
Whole Group/Whole Class 100.0 95.7 -4.3 99.1 95.1 -4.0 -0.3 NA
'c';rsgs‘; Group (more than half the 46 214 16.8 0.9 1.9 11.0 59 -0.56
Small Group (half or less than half 37.3 44.6 7.4 347 29.2 5.5 12.8 0.34
the class)
Partners/Pairs 239 20.9 -3.0 12.0 17.9 6.0 9.0 -0.39
Individual 99.1 96.1 -3.0 99.1 94.| -5.0 2.0 0.24
Number of Schools 100 100 100 100
Number of Lessons 108 101 104 100

Source: RAMP Impact Study — Midline and Endline Data, 2017/2018 COTI Tool.

Note: Columns T, T2, Ci, and C; present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages) at each time point, with weights accounting for school sampling
probabilities. The RAMP Impacts column reflects the coefficient and significance of the difference-in-differences estimator. Errors are clustered at the classroom level to account
for the clustering of observations within some classrooms. Effect sizes are the difference in effect sizes between endline and baseline, calculated using Hedges’ g for continuous
outcomes and the Cox index for dichotomous outcomes.

*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS 2 AND 3

EQ 2.0 AND 3.0- WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS OF RAMP ON GI, G2, AND G3 STUDENTS’
PROFICIENCY IN READING AND MATH? DO THE IMPACTS VARY BY GENDER AND BY
THE NUMBER OF SCHOOL SHIFTS?

Overall, the student assessments, using EGRA and EGMA tools to assess literacy and numeracy, indicate
there were few impacts of RAMP on G| and G2 students in reading and math outcomes over the course
of two school years of RAMP implementation. This pattern of minimal impacts for both G| and G2
students at midline and endline is consistent. These findings are not surprising, given the minimal impacts
on teachers’ instructional practices.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 2 AND 3: SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Endline analysis revealed few substantive differences in reading and math proficiency between
students in the intervention and comparison groups, after approximately one and a half years of
RAMP implementation. This is consistent with the results from midline analyses.

For Gl students in T, two years of exposure to RAMP (compared to one year of exposure for
students in C) had a negative statistically significant impact on letter-sound knowledge and no
impact on other skills. RAMP also had a negative impact on addition and no impact on other
mathematics skills.

For G2 students in T, two years of exposure to RAMP (compared to no exposure for students in
C) had a positive impact on students’ ability to segment words into syllables. However, as
with Gl students, it had a negative impact on students’ knowledge of letter-sound
correspondence. RAMP had no impacts on G2 students’ mathematics skills.

With a few exceptions, there were no statistically significant differences in RAMP impacts between
boys and girls on either reading or math. There was, however, a tendency for RAMP to have some
negative impacts for students in single-shift schools and positive impacts for students in double-
shift schools. Most of these differences were not statistically significant.

Table 13 summarizes the average impacts of RAMP on GI and G2 students’ reading and math scores, as
well as differences in impacts by students’ gender and the number of school shifts, at both midline and
endline. Detailed results are described in the remainder of this section. Results on students’ home learning
environments and reading habits are provided in Annex L.
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TABLE 13. SUMMARY OF RAMP READING AND MATH IMPACTS AT MIDLINE AND
ENDLINE, BY GRADE

Midline Endline
READING G.I at G2 ?t Gl at .ba.se- G2 at .ba.se-
baseline and baseline and midline; and midline;
midline and midline G2 at endline G3 at endline
I. Orientation to Print No impact NA NA NA
2. Phoneme Isolation No impact NA No impact NA
3. Syllable Segmentation SPosmve impact ,F::,:éii No impact Positive impact
4. Letter Sound . . oo oo
Knowledge No impact No impact Negative impact Negative impact
5. Non-Word Decoding NA No impact ° NA No impact
6. Reading Vocabulary No impact * No impact No impact * No impact
7. Passage Reading fosmve MPACt T No impact°  No impact * No impact
8. Reading Comprehension No impact © No impact No impact * No impact
Midline Endline
Gl at G2 at Gl at base- G2 at base-
MATHEMATICS
baseline and baseline and midline; and midline;
midline and midline G2 at endline  G3 at endline
I.  Counting Numbers Negatl\ge NA No impact NA
impact
2 Coun'tlng Ob]gclts (or No impact NA No impact NA
enumerating quantities)
3. Number ldentification No impact No impact © No impact No impact
4. Number Discrimination No impact No impact No impact No impact
5. Missing Numbers No impact No impact No impact No impact®
6. Addition Facts - LI No impact No impact Negative impact No impact
7. Addition Facts — L2 NA No impact NA No impact
8. Subtraction Facts - LI NA No impact NA No impact®
9. Subtraction Facts — L2 NA No impact NA No impact®

Note: G denotes different impacts of RAMP for boys versus girl. S denotes different impacts of RAMP for students in single- versus
double-shift schools. See details about differences below. LI and L2 denote Levels | and 2, respectively, for both addition and

subtraction facts.

EGRA RESULTS: READING BY GRADE, GENDER, AND NUMBER OF SCHOOL SHIFTS

Grade | Reading Results

At the time of endline data collection, students in G at baseline (who had advanced to G2 by endline)
were exposed to RAMP for approximately two years, while G| students in the comparison group were
exposed for about one year. Therefore, impact estimates for G| students reflect the contrast between
one and two years of RAMP, instead of the contrast between two years and no exposure.

Students who were in GI at baseline were assessed on six early grade reading skills, four of which were
foundational literacy skills required to master fluent reading and comprehension (Kim, Boyle, Simmons
Zuilkowski, & Nakamura, 2017): (1) ability to segment a word into individual phonemes and (2) syllables;
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(3) knowledge of letter-sound correspondence; and (4) reading vocabulary. Students were assessed also
on their ability to read fluently and comprehend a short passage.

Two years of exposure to RAMP (compared to one year of exposure) had a negative, statistically significant
impact on students’ letter-sound knowledge and no impact on other skills.

¢ Gl intervention students (who were in G2 at endline) identified about 30 sounds correctly on
average, whereas comparison students identified an average of 34 sounds (a difference of about
four sounds, equivalent to -0.2 standard deviations; see Table 14).

e RAMP did not have a statistically significant impact on the average G| student’s ability to
segment words into phonemes or syllables, reading vocabulary, or reading fluency and
comprehension.

e RAMP also had a negative impact on the percentage of students who obtained a score equal to
zero in the phoneme isolation and oral passage reading subtasks, and no impact on
reading comprehension. The two groups significantly differed by three percentage points in
phoneme isolation and six percentage points in passage reading (see Table M.| in Annex M).

o Figures 7 and 8 are an illustration of change in students’ scores across the three time points of
the study. In general, the figures suggest that both groups of students have similar trajectories
from G| to G2 (see Annex O for figures on other outcomes).

TABLE 14. ENDLINE READING PERFORMANCE SCORES FOR GRADE | STUDENTS

Intervention Comparison Impact Effect Number
Variable (Total # of Items) ™ (PC) (T-C) v :IZ e  Size of
* Students
Phoneme lIsolation (out of 10) 4.6 4.9 -0.3 0.19 -0.1 1931
Syllable Segmentation (out of 10) 6.8 6.6 0.3 0.34 0.1 1931
Letter Sound Knowledge (out %
of 100, prorated) 30.5 343 -3.8 0.008 -0.2 1931
Reading Vocabulary (out of 10) 8.2 8.1 0.0 0.79 0.0 1931
Passage Reading (out of 41, 14.6 14.8 02 0.82 0.0 193]
prorated score) ) ) ) ) )
Reading Comprehension (out of 6) 1.5 1.7 -0.2 0.16 -0.1 1931
Number of Schools 117 120

Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 Student Assessments

Note: Columns T and C present ordinary least squares regression-adjusted group means (or percentages). Regressions adjust for
baseline reading and math scores as well students' demographic characteristics. Students’ home language and whether the student
attended preschool use midline or endline data, when baseline is missing. Errors are clustered at the school level. All regressions
include student propensity score weights to improve baseline equivalence between the groups. Effect sizes are calculated as Hedge’s
g. The table indicates the number of items administered at baseline, because the endline scores were equated into the baseline scale.
Subtasks that were not administered at baseline were equated to the midline scale.

*Difference in group means is statistically significant at the .05 level.
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FIGURE 7. READING VOCABULARY OVER TIME, FOR STUDENTS WHO WERE IN GI

AT BASELINE
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Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 Student Assessments. The figure shows raw baseline scores, and midline and
endline scores equated into the baseline scale.

The MoE set the target that only |3 percent of G2 and G3 students were to obtain a score of zero in
reading comprehension by 2019. RAMP did not have a statistically significant impact on this outcome.
In both the intervention and comparison groups, about 40 percent of students who were in G2 at endline!'2
were still unable to answer correctly a single reading comprehension question (see Table M.| in Annex
M). Supplementary descriptive analysis showed that G| students who read with comprehension (80
percent correct in the reading comprehension subtask) read 40 correct words per minute on average,
while students who did not read with comprehension read only 17 correct words per minute. This level
of fluency is far below the benchmark of 46 words per minute set by the MoE in 2014 (Brombacher et al.,
2015).

12 These students were in G| at baseline.
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FIGURE 8. GRADE | STUDENT READING RESULTS: INTERVENTION (RAMP) AND
COMPARISON SCHOOLS
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Figure 9 shows that a comparison of RAMP and comparison Grade | reading scores features only one
competence area in which there is a statistically significant difference between the two groups, and this
difference shows higher scores for students in the comparison schools than those in the RAMP schools.

FIGURE 9. GRADE | STUDENT SCORES BY READING SUBTASK, INTERVENTION
(RAMP) AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS
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Source: RAMP Impact Study - Endline Data 2018 Student Assessments. The figure shows endline scores equated into the baseline
scale. The number of items administered at baseline are shown in parenthesis.

* Difference in group means is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
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Grade 2 Reading Results

This section summarizes impacts of two years of exposure to RAMP, versus no exposure, for students
who were in G2 at baseline and G3 at endline. Results showed that two years of exposure to RAMP had
a positive impact on students’ ability to segment words into syllables. However, as with G| students, it
had a negative impact on students’ knowledge of letter-sound correspondence.

e G2 intervention students (who were in G3 at endline) were able to correctly segment nearly
one more word into syllables (Figure 10) on average than comparison students (a difference
equivalent to 0.2 standard deviations).

e However, G2 intervention students identified three fewer letter sounds than comparison
students (a difference of -0.1 standard deviations; see Table 15).

TABLE 15. ENDLINE READING PERFORMANCE SCORES FOR GRADE 2 STUDENTS

Intervention Comparison Impact Effect Number
Variable (Total # of items) ™ (pC) (T-O) v :; e  Size of
* Students
Syllable Segmentation (out of 10) 6.0 5.2 0.8* 0.007 0.2 1931
Letter Sound Knowledge (out of 336 36.7 _3.9% 0.025 0.1 193]
100, prorated) ) ) ) ) )
Non-Word Decoding (out of 50, 12.6 1.8 08 027 ol 193]
prorated) ) ) ) ) )
Reading Vocabulary (out of