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Executive Summary 
To gain insight into student facility with foundational skills and to better understand 
characteristics among Jordanian schools that are associated with student performance, 
the Jordan Ministry of Education (MoE) conducted the Snapshot of School 
Management Effectiveness (SSME), including the Early Grade Reading Assessment 
(EGRA) and Early Grade Mathematics Assessment (EGMA), in a sample of primary 
schools in Jordan at the end of the 2011/2012 school year. 

The report on the National Survey of 2012 indicated that although students were quite 
comfortable with some of the procedural mathematics skills, their conceptual 
understanding needed to be strengthened. Similarly, although some students were 
reading with a high level of fluency and understanding and achieving 80% or more on 
their comprehension scores, the majority of students were not reading with fluency 
and lacked strength in the foundational literacy skills normally taught in grade 1. 

In response to the findings of the 2012 National Survey, it was decided to develop an 
intervention pilot program that would support teachers in providing deliberate, 
structured, and developmentally appropriate daily practice in foundational skills for 
reading and mathematics. To measure the impact of the intervention pilot, the 2012 
National Survey was treated as a baseline, and an endline survey was conducted in 
May 2014. The Intervention Impact Report notes that while the percentage of non-
readers or beginning readers and non-mathematicians or early mathematicians 
remained relatively consistent between the baseline and endline for the control group, 
there were large reductions in the proportion of non-readers or beginning readers and 
non-mathematicians or early mathematicians in treatment schools (from 32% to 19% 
in reading and 30% to 22% in mathematics). Additionally, while the proportion of 
readers and mathematicians remained constant for control schools, both proportions 
increased significantly in the treatment schools (13% to 24% in reading and 14% to 
24% in mathematics). The intervention did exactly what it was intended to do, while 
there were virtually no gains in control schools from 2012 to 2014, there were 
significant gains across treatment schools in reducing the proportion of the lowest 
performers and increasing the proportion of the highest performers. 

In 2013 and also in response to the findings of the 2012 National Survey, it was 
decided to develop a remedial pilot research activity that would enable teachers to 
provide support to the children in their classes that are performing below the general 
performance level of the class. 

The aim of the remedial pilot research activity was to develop resources to assist 
teachers to: (1) objectively identify those children performing below the general 
performance level of the class; (2) describe the performance level of those children 
who are performing below the general performance level of the class, in terms of the 
expectations of the syllabus; and (3) provide remedial support to the children 
performing below the general performance level of the class, by using appropriately 
targeted materials. In the context of Jordan and with the Syrian refugee situation, one 
of the additional objectives of the remedial pilot involved developing a diagnostic or 
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placement tool that schools and teachers can use to determine the grade level at which 
children joining the school are performing, both for Arabic and for mathematics. 

The remedial pilot research activity developed two classroom-based diagnostic tools: 
(1) a “coarse-grain” tool to be administered by the class teacher to their entire class, 
with the purpose of identifying the children in the class who are in need of remedial 
support, and (2) a “fine-grain” tool to be administered by the teacher on an individual 
basis to each of the children, who were identified by the coarse-grain tool as being in 
need of remedial support. The fine-grain tool determines the grade level equivalent 
performance of the child in regard to the expectations of the syllabus. The remedial 
pilot research activity developed materials for teachers to use in class to provide 
targeted support to children who were identified as being in need of remedial support.  

The remedial pilot research activity was piloted in the first three grades of 41 
treatment schools by 308 teachers during the 2014/2015 school year. The piloting 
activity included training coaches, who then trained teachers, and provided ongoing 
in-class coaching to these teachers throughout the school year. To determine the 
impact of the remedial pilot research activity, the diagnostic tools were administered 
in the first three grades of 16 control schools both at the start and the end of the 
2014/2015 school year. 

The research questions of the remedial pilot research activity were intended to 
establish the following: 
• Did the children, who were identified as performing below the general 

performance level of the class, benefit from receiving remedial support? 
• Did the range of performance levels between the highest and lowest performing 

students in a class decrease because the poorer performing children received 
remedial support? 

• What were the factors associated with greater and lesser impact? 

More than 10,000 children were assessed using the coarse-grain tool at the start of the 
2014/2015 school year. Of these, some 18% were assessed using the fine-grain reading 
tool, and similarly about 18% were assessed using the fine-grain mathematics tool. Of all 
the children assessed using the fine-grain tools, approximately one half were assessed 
both for reading and mathematics. 

At the end of the 2014/2015 school year, all of the children in the classes that had been 
assessed using the coarse-grain tool at the start of the year were again assessed using the 
coarse-grain tool. In addition, at the end of the school year, all of the children who had 
been assessed using the fine-grain tool at the start of the school year were again assessed 
using the fine-grain tool. The analysis in this report is based on the approximately 7,750 
children for whom complete data is available. 

To answer the first research question: “Did the children, who were identified as 
performing below the general performance level of the class, benefit from receiving 
remedial support?”, the gain in performance level between the performance level of 
the remedial child at baseline and their performance level at endline was calculated. 
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To determine the impact of the remedial pilot research activity, the change in 
performance levels of the treatment children was compared with the change in 
performance levels of the control children. The trend of the change in performance levels 
of the control children was regarded as the normal impact of a year of schooling on the 
performance levels of these children. The difference in the trend between the treatment 
and control children can be interpreted as the impact of the remedial support that the 
treatment children received. Both for reading and for mathematics, the data suggests that 
the remedial children benefited from the remedial support. For reading, 30% more of the 
children who had been identified as being in need of remedial support improved by one 
or more performance levels than would have been predicted in the absence of remedial 
support. For mathematics, the number is 25%.  

With the exception of grade 1 mathematics (where the fine grain tool was unable to 
distinguish between performance at the KG and 1.1 levels), the trend across the grades 
and for both reading and mathematics is clear—the remedial support that the treatment 
remedial children received have contributed to a greater improvement in performance 
levels than would be expected if they had not received the remedial support. For reading, 
the benefit is reasonably even across the grades: an additional 35% of the grade 1 
children, 26% of the grade 2 children, and 23% of the grade 3 children improved their 
performance level by one or more levels than would have been expected if they had not 
received remedial support. For mathematics (and ignoring the case of grade 1 children 
for now), an additional 28% of the grade 2 children and 34% of the grade 3 children 
improved their performance level by one or more levels than would have been expected 
if they had not received remedial support. 

In addition to determining whether or not the remedial children benefited from the 
remedial support that they received, it is also important to know what the impact of those 
children, who needed and received remedial support, was on the class as a whole. To 
answer this question the change in mean scores on the coarse grain tool was analyzed.. 
For the control group, the mean from baseline to endline for the grade 1 children shows a 
marked increase and shows a greater increase for the remedial children than for the non-
remedial children. The greater increase for the remedial children may be attributable to 
the remedial children starting from a lower staring point. However, the same trend is not 
evident among the children in grades 2 and 3. The grades 2 and 3 children in the control 
groups demonstrate very little, if any, improvement in mean score from baseline to 
endline—suggesting that they benefited only very little from the additional year of 
school, at least in terms of what the coarse-grain tool is able to measure. 

With regard to the treatment groups. In all cases, the difference in the mean score 
between the baseline and endline is more pronounced for the remedial children in the 
treatment group than it is for the children in the control group. This is encouraging 
because it demonstrates that the remedial children benefited from the remedial support 
they received. Moreover, equally as encouraging is the performance improvement of the 
non-remedial children in the treatment schools. The performance improvement of the 
non-remedial children in the treatment schools is significantly greater than it is for the 
non-remedial children in the control schools. For reading: 24% vs. 16% in grade 1, 13% 
vs. 0% in grade 2, and 9% vs -2% in grade 3, and for mathematics: 19% vs. 5% in grade 
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2 and 10% vs -1% in grade 3. It is clear that the non-remedial children in the treatment 
schools also benefited from the remedial pilot research activity. This benefit can, in all 
likelihood, be attributed to (1) their teachers having been trained on the more effective 
pedagogies of the remedial pilot research activity and applying these more generally in 
their teaching, and (2) the improved performance of the remedial children changing the 
performance profile of the class as a whole.  

The sample for the remedial pilot research activity was deliberately selected to take 
account of the influx of Syrian refugee children into Jordanian schools in recent years. 
The sample of treatment schools included four different schools types: (1) ordinary 
public schools (or regular schools)—schools with few or no Syrian refugee children; (2) 
ordinary public schools with a significant number of Syrian children in the mainstream 
(mainstream schools); (3) double shift (morning shift) schools—schools with no Syrian 
refugee children, but reduced teaching hours due to the double shifting; and (4) double 
shift (afternoon shift) schools—schools for Syrian refugee children, and with reduced 
teaching hours due to the double shifting.  

There is some evidence of a difference in performance for the different school types. In 
particular for reading, the double-shift morning schools (Jordanian children) saw smaller 
gains across all three categories (remedial, non-remedial, and overall) than the other 
schools did, and for mathematics, the double-shift afternoon schools (Syrian refugee 
children) saw the highest gains across each of the three categories (remedial, non-
remedial, and overall), even if the relative gains over the other schools were small. That 
said, the data from this study is not powerful enough to make claims about the impact or 
not of Syrian refugee children on the performance of children in the different schools, or 
for that matter about whether or not the different schools perform differently. 

Although the remedial pilot research activity was not focused on gender, it was 
nonetheless interesting to examine whether or not any evidence existed that the 
remedial support impacted students differently by gender. Although there are some 
differences in the actual values and various distributions, in general, it seems there is no 
strong evidence of a difference in the impact of the remedial pilot by gender. This is 
significant. The Intervention Impact Report noted that the “intervention was 
significantly more successful for female students.” While the data shows that the 
mean score of the male students on the baseline coarse-grain tool was slightly lower 
than that of the female students for both reading and mathematics (30.3% vs. 35.3% 
for reading and 32.7% vs. 34.9% for mathematics), the increase in the mean score 
between baseline and endline was either the same for male students and female 
students or slightly greater for male students than it was for female students (29.1% 
vs. 26.6% for reading and 26.6% vs. 26.8% for mathematics).  When considering the 
distribution of remedial treatment children, by gender, in terms of those whose 
performance level improved by one or more levels, those whose performance levels did 
not change, and those whose performance levels went down by one or more levels from 
baseline to endline. In much the same way that the mean scores on the coarse-grain 
tool suggest that the male students benefited from the remedial support as least as 
much as the female students did so the data also indicate that the male students 



EdData II: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey–Jordan 
Remedial Pilot Research Activity Report 5 

benefited from the remedial support at least as much as the female students did, and in 
the case of mathematics, they possibly benefited more so.  

The striking difference in the experience of the male students, when compared with 
the female students, with the intervention and remedial studies is a cause for 
reflection. How can it be that in the intervention pilot research study the male students 
did not seem to benefit from the intervention as much as the female students did, yet 
in the remedial pilot research study, the male students benefited as least as much as 
the female students did and maybe more so?  

In an attempt to better understand the gender findings of the Intervention Pilot 
Research Study and, in particular, why male and female students appear to experience 
their education differently, a small research activity, under the technical leadership of 
the author of this report, was launched in Jordan in 2015. At the time of the writing of 
this report, that study was busy with final activities and the findings were not yet 
available. However, the theme that is emerging from the data of that study is that male 
and female students appear to need different support and/or management from their 
teachers. In broad terms, that study is suggesting that when teachers do not pay 
attention to a particular aspect of the class or school environment, then the male and 
female students respond differently. A significant difference between the intervention 
pilot research activity and the remedial pilot research activity is in the way that 
teachers work with the students in their class. In the Intervention pilot research 
activity, teachers worked with the whole class and did not pay particular attention to 
the individual children—at least not as a result of how the activities were designed. 
By contrast, in the remedial pilot research activity, teachers worked on an almost 
individual basis with each of the children in the remedial support groups. In the 
remedial support activities, the male students could not “hide”—they received direct 
and personal attention from their teachers.  

The difference in the nature of teacher interaction with the students in a class for the 
intervention and for the remedial pilot research activities, as well as the emerging 
themes from the gender study being conducted in parallel, provides a hint at both why 
male and female students experience their education differently and how, by 
providing structure and support, teachers may be able to better support male students 
in benefiting more from their educational opportunities. 

Notwithstanding the positive impact of the remedial research pilot activity there are 
lessons to be learned. With the exception of the fine-grain mathematics tool that needs 
to be refined to be able to better differentiate between children performing at the KG and 
at the 1.1 levels, all developed tools were effective in terms of their purpose suggesting 
that it is possible to develop tools to do what they remedial activity required of them.  
Observers of the remedial pilot research activity have questioned whether or not the 
fine-grain tool might be too complex for teachers to administer. The study suggests 
that it is not. In their reports about the teachers’ implementation of the fine-grain tool, 
the project coaches reported that teachers implemented the fine-grain tool with a high 
level of fidelity. Nevertheless, an iPad version of the fine-grain tool was developed 
this version of the tool made administration easier for the teachers because the 
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decision rules were programmed into the iPad application, hence reducing human 
error in the interpretation of results. 

The remedial pilot research activity developed seven sets of remedial materials for 
reading and seven sets of remedial materials for mathematics—one set of materials 
for each of the seven different grade-equivalent performance levels. These remedial 
materials achieved their purpose suggesting that (1) it is possible to develop materials 
that teachers can use to provide effective remedial support to children and, more 
generally, that (2) teachers who are exposed to more research-based pedagogies for 
reading and mathematics are associated with children who perform better.  

The greatest challenge that teachers experienced during the remedial pilot research 
activity was in conducting the remedial support sessions (mini-lessons) with those 
children identified as being in need of remedial support. In their training, teachers were 
presented with three different possible models for implementing the mini-lessons with 
the groups of remedial children: (1) in-class implementation, (2) before or after school 
implementation or during school breaks; or (3) using the teacher in charge of the 
learning resources room to conduct the mini-lessons. In practice, every teacher chose the 
in-class implementation model. That is, they conducted the mini-lessons during regular 
classroom time. The challenge that this presented was not the management of the mini-
lessons. Most teachers managed the mini-lessons with relative ease. The challenge was 
in keeping the other children in the class productively engaged. Teachers did not, in 
general, have experience in providing differentiated support to children and, in 
particular, in working with a subset of the class, while providing the rest of the class with 
work that they could complete independently. Much of the in-class support by the 
project coaches, as well as the additional training that teachers received at the start of the 
second semester, was focused on developing effective strategies for engaging the rest of 
the class in meaningful tasks that supported the lesson outcomes and which allowed the 
children to work independently. At the same time, much of the coaching and training 
was devoted to creating classroom cultures (discipline structures) that enabled this 
differentiated teaching to take place. In future remedial activities implementations, more 
attention will need to be devoted from the start to developing the teachers’ skills in 
creating the necessary classroom culture and in creating activities that keep the other 
children in the class productively engaged. 

In designing the remedial pilot research activity, a conscious decision was made to 
employ external project coaches to conduct the teacher training and provide the in-class 
support. The reason was quite simply an awareness that the nature of the activity—
providing differentiated support to the children in a class—was such a dramatic 
departure from teachers’ typical practice and that they would need intensive and ongoing 
support to implement the program with fidelity. In the Intervention pilot research 
activity, where MoE Supervisors were used to provide the training and in-class coaching, 
it was found that fewer than 8% of the teachers received the requisite number of visits 
(12 to 16 visits in the year); 16% of the teachers received between one half and three 
quarters of the expected visits; 28% of the teachers received between one quarter and 
one half of the number of expected visits; and 48% of teachers (nearly one half of the 
participating teachers) received less than one quarter (25%) of the number of visits 
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expected in terms of the activity design. The reason for this is quite simply that MoE 
supervisors are very busy people, and they have a wide range of responsibilities that get 
in the way of being able to visit teachers as frequently as the activity may require. The 
benefit of using external project coaches is evident in that more than 90% of the teachers 
in the remedial pilot research activity were visited as often as was required. To maximize 
the impact of a project, the benefits of using external project coaches should be 
considered. 

In conclusion, the remedial pilot research activity has been successful in developing the 
early grade remedial programs for reading and mathematics that the Ministry of 
Education identified as a need in response to the 2012 National Survey. It remains now 
for the MoE to implement the program in all schools across the Kingdom. It is 
anticipated that this will form part of the Early Grade Reading and Mathematics 
Initiative (RAMP) that is being implemented by the MoE between 2015 and 2019. 
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1 Background 

1.1 2012 National Survey 

To gain insight into student facility with foundational skills and to better understand 
characteristics among Jordanian schools that are associated with student performance, 
USAID/Jordan, in partnership with the Jordan Ministry of Education (MoE), 
contracted with RTI International in 2011 under the Education Data for Decision 
Making (EdData II) project to conduct the Snapshot of School Management 
Effectiveness (SSME), including the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and 
Early Grade Mathematics Assessment (EGMA), in a sample of primary schools in 
Jordan at the end of the 2011/2012 school year. The hope was that evidence-based 
information resulting from the survey could inform future education policy decisions, 
as needed. 

The report on the National Survey of 2012 (Brombacher et al) 1 indicated that 
although students were quite comfortable with some of the procedural mathematics 
skills, their conceptual understanding needed to be strengthened. Similarly, although 
some students were reading with a high level of fluency and understanding and 
achieving 80% or more on their comprehension scores, the majority of students were 
not reading with fluency and lacked strength in the foundational literacy skills 
normally taught in grade 1. 

1.2 2013/2014 Intervention Pilot and 2014 National Survey 

In response to the findings of the 2012 National Survey, it was decided, after 
discussions with the MoE Curriculum Team and Senior Reading and Mathematics 
Supervisors, to develop an intervention pilot program that would support teachers in 
providing deliberate, structured, and developmentally appropriate daily practice in 
foundational skills for reading and mathematics. 

The intervention was implemented during the 2013/2014 school year by more than 
400 teachers in 347 classrooms across 43 schools, reaching approximately 12,000 
students. 

To measure the impact of the intervention pilot, the 2012 National Survey was treated 
as a baseline, and an endline survey was conducted in May 2014. The Intervention 
Impact Report (Brombacher et al)2 notes that while the percentage of non-readers or 
beginning readers and non-mathematicians or early mathematicians remained 
relatively consistent between the baseline and endline for the control group, there 

                                                 
1 Brombacher, A., P. Collins, C. Cummiskey, E. Kochetkova, and A. Mulcahy-Dunn. 2012. Student 
Performance in Reading and Mathematics, Pedagogic Practice, and School Management in Jordan. Prepared 
by RTI International for USAID. Available at 
https://www.eddataglobal.org/countries/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&ID=425 
2 Brombacher, A., J. Stern, L. Nordstrum, C. Cummiskey, and Amy Mulcahy-Dunn. 2014. Jordan Intervention 
Impact Analysis Report. Prepared by RTI International for USAID. Available at 
https://www.eddataglobal.org/math/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=794  

https://www.eddataglobal.org/countries/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&ID=425
https://www.eddataglobal.org/math/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=794
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were large reductions in the proportion of non-readers or beginning readers and non-
mathematicians or early mathematicians in treatment schools (from 32% to 19% in 
reading and 30% to 22% in mathematics). Additionally, while the proportion of 
readers and mathematicians remained constant for control schools, both proportions 
increased significantly in the treatment schools (13% to 24% in reading and 14% to 
24% in mathematics). The intervention did exactly what it was intended to do. In 
summary, while there were virtually no gains in control schools from 2012 to 2014, 
there were significant gains across treatment schools in reducing the proportion of the 
lowest performers and increasing the proportion of the highest performers. The results 
of the intervention were extremely promising, particularly because the intervention 
was implemented for only one school year. 

1.3 Remedial Pilot Description and Components  

1.3.1 Rationale and Description 

In 2013 and also in response to the findings of the 2012 National Survey, it was 
decided, at the request of the MoE, to develop an remedial pilot research activity that 
would enable teachers to provide support to the children in their classes that are 
performing below the general performance level of the class. 

In a typical school class, and for most subjects, children will be at different stages of 
development in terms of the developmental trajectory implied by the syllabus. In 
general, a class will be composed of children who are performing beyond, performing 
at, or performing below the level that the syllabus expects them to be. Children 
performing below the level of curriculum expectation are at risk of falling 
increasingly further behind their classmates, who are performing at or beyond the 
level of curriculum expectation, because children performing below the expected 
level are unlikely to receive support to close the gap. This is particularly true in the 
context of a country like Jordan, where teachers follow a national curriculum 
(textbook) with all classes in the Kingdom being on the same page on the same day. 
Thus, if a child is performing at a level that the syllabus associates with an earlier 
grade level, it is unlikely that this child will receive instruction at the child’s 
developmental level. That child will almost certainly not be able to participate 
effectively in the activities of the class, because these are beyond the child’s 
developmental level.  

The aim of the remedial pilot research activity was to develop resources to assist 
teachers to: (1) objectively identify those children performing below the general 
performance level of the class; (2) describe the performance level of those children 
who are performing below the general performance level of the class, in terms of the 
expectations of the syllabus; and (3) provide remedial support to the children 
performing below the general performance level of the class, by using appropriately 
targeted materials. In the context of Jordan and with the Syrian refugee situation, one 
of the additional objectives of the remedial pilot involved developing a diagnostic or 
placement tool that schools and teachers can use to determine the grade level at which 
children joining the school are performing, both for Arabic and for mathematics. 
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In this context, the remedial pilot research activity developed two classroom-based 
diagnostic tools: (1) a “coarse-grain” tool to be administered by the class teacher to 
their entire class, with the purpose of identifying the children in the class who are in 
need of remedial support, and (2) a “fine-grain” tool to be administered by the teacher 
on an individual basis to each of the children, who were identified by the coarse-grain 
tool as being in need of remedial support. The fine-grain tool is more detailed and 
nuanced than the coarse-grain tool; in particular, the fine-grain tool determines the 
grade level equivalent performance of the child in regard to the expectations of the 
syllabus. It is this feature of the fine-grain tool that also allows for it to be used as a 
placement tool. 

In addition to developing the diagnostic tools, the remedial pilot research activity 
developed materials for teachers to use in class to provide targeted support to children 
who were identified as being in need of remedial support. The intention was that 
teachers would, on a regular basis (once to twice per week), work with the children in 
need of remedial support, using activities appropriate to their grade equivalent 
performance level to address the gaps identified by the diagnostic tools. 

As with the materials and activities of the intervention pilot, the diagnostic tools and 
teaching materials developed for the remedial pilot research activity focused on the 
foundational skills for Arabic reading and for mathematics—foundational skills that 
research has shown to be predictive of future success in reading3, 4, 5, 6 and 
mathematics7, 8. 

The remedial pilot research activity was piloted in the first three grades of 41 
treatment schools by 308 teachers during the 2014/2015 school year. The piloting 
activity included training coaches, who then trained teachers, and provided ongoing 

                                                 
3 Saiegh-Haddad, E. 2005. Correlates of reading fluency in Arabic: Diglossic and orthographic factors. Reading 
and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 18, 559–582. See also Taouk, M. and M. Coltheart. 2004. The 
cognitive processes involved in learning to read in Arabic. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 
17, 27–57.  
4 Abu-Rabia, S. 2007. The role of morphology and short vowelization in reading Arabic among normal and 
dyslexic readers in grades 3, 6, 9, and 12. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 36, 89–106. 
5 Elbeheri, G., J. Everatt, A. Mahfoudhi, M. A. Al-Diyar, and N. Taibah. 2011. Orthographic processing and 
reading comprehension among Arabic speaking mainstream and LD children. Dyslexia, 17(2): 123–142. doi: 
10.1002/dys.430 
6 National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. 2000. Report of the National Reading Panel. 
Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its 
implications for reading instruction (National Institutes of Health Publication No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. See also Perfetti, C.A. 1992. The representation problem in reading 
acquisition. In P.B. Gough, L.C. Ehri, and R. Treiman (Eds.), Reading acquisition (pp. 145–174). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Erlbaum. 
7 Baroody, A. J., M.-L. Lai, and K. S. Mix. 2006. The development of number and operation sense in early 
childhood. In O. Saracho & B. Spodek (Eds.), Handbook of research on the education of young children (pp. 
187–221). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; and Chard, D. J., B. Clarke, S. Baker, J. Otterstedt, D. Braun, R. Katz. 2005. 
Using measures of number sense to screen for difficulties in mathematics: Preliminary findings. Assessment for 
Effective Intervention, 30(2), 3–14; and Clements, D. and J. Samara. 2007. Early Childhood mathematics 
learning. In F.K. Lester, Jr. (Ed.), Second handbook on mathematics teaching and learning (pp.461–555). 
Charlotte, NC: Information Age. 
8 Baroody et al. 2006; Clements and Samara. 2007; and Foegen, A., C. Jiban, and S. Deno. 2007. Progress 
monitoring measures in mathematics: A review of literature. The Journal of Special Education, 41(2), 121–139. 
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in-class coaching to these teachers throughout the school year. To determine the 
impact of the remedial pilot research activity, the diagnostic tools were administered 
in the first three grades of 16 control schools both at the start and the end of the 
2014/2015 school year. 

The research questions of the remedial pilot research activity were intended to 
establish the following: 
• Did the children, who were identified as performing below the general 

performance level of the class, benefit from receiving remedial support? 
• Did the range of performance levels between the highest and lowest performing 

students in a class decrease because the poorer performing children received 
remedial support? 

• What were the factors associated with greater and lesser impact? 

1.3.2 Materials  

The materials for the remedial pilot research activity were developed by two teams of 
writers, one for reading and one for mathematics. Each consisted of at least one MoE 
representative and a number of materials developers from various organizations. RTI 
appointed one technical expert per subject to provide leadership and guidance to the 
teams during the materials development process. These were the same technical 
experts responsible for leading the development of the materials for the 2013/2014 
pilot intervention activity. In addition, RTI partnered with the Queen Rania Teacher 
Academy (QRTA) for the materials development process, with the technical experts 
from QRTA working with the RTI experts to manage the development process. 
Furthermore, and because there are a number of agencies working in Jordan, who are 
providing remedial support across the education sector, representatives from a range 
of such agencies were invited to be part of the materials development activity. Relief 
International, Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), The Association of Volunteers in 
International Service (AVSI), and United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) 
participated throughout the development process.  

Coarse-grain diagnostic tool 

The coarse-grain diagnostic tool was developed so that it could be administered by a 
teacher to the whole class. The EGRA and EGMA instruments used in the national 
surveys are oral assessments that are individually administered, allowing for the 
targeted skills to be assessed without being confounded by problems with reading 
instructions or writing that might otherwise impede performance. The challenge in 
developing the coarse-grain diagnostic tool was to develop an instrument that could 
be administered to a group (class), while still ensuring that problems that children 
may have with reading instructions or writing answers would not impede the 
measuring of the targeted skills.  

The coarse-grain tools that were developed consist of a student sheet and an 
administrator (teacher) sheet. On the student sheet, the student was presented with a 
range of stimuli in numbered boxes. In administering the assessment, the 
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administrator (teacher) followed the instructions in the administrator sheet and guided 
the students to each consecutive stimulus box, described the task to be completed, and 
monitored the children in the class as they completed the task before moving to the 
next item. For many of the items, the children either had to circle the most appropriate 
answer or write down an answer, for example the solution to an addition problem in 
mathematics.  

Figures 1a and 1b9 show the relationship between the student and administrator 
sheets for the grade 2 and 3 coarse-grain mathematics tool. The full set of coarse-
grain diagnostic tools are supplied in Annex A.  

Different coarse-grain tools were developed for grade 1 and grades 2 and 3, both for 
reading and for mathematics. The coarse-grain tools were designed to be marked by 
the administrator (teacher) to identify the children in each class whose performance 
was below the general performance level of the class. For the purpose of the remedial 
pilot research activity, “below the general performance level of the class” was 
interpreted as either the poorest performing 20% or the eight poorest performing 
children in the case of a class with more than 40 children.  

Fine-grain diagnostic tool 

The fine-grain diagnostic tool was developed as an oral assessment to be individually 
administered, allowing for the targeted skills to be assessed without being confounded 
by problems with reading instructions or writing that might otherwise impede 
performance. Both the reading and mathematics fine-grain tools assessed grade level 
equivalent performance on selected foundational skills. In the case of Arabic reading, 
the assessed skills included: vocabulary, letter sounds, phonemic awareness, oral 
reading and comprehension, and writing. For mathematics, the assessed skills 
included: operations with numbers, manipulating numbers, comparing and ordering 
numbers, reading and writing numbers, and pattern completion. For the mathematics 
fine-grain tool, it was intended to also develop a counting subtask; however, this was 
not done, and the need to still do so will be discussed in the analysis section of this 
report. 

The fine-grain diagnostic tool developed by the remedial pilot activity is a 
sophisticated diagnostic tool. The aim of the tool is to determine the grade level 
equivalent performance of each child at one of seven different grade levels, ranging 
from kindergarten (KG) to grade 1 semester1 (1.1), grade 1 semester 2 (1.2), and so 
on, up to grade 3 semester 2 (3.2). To do so, the tool consists of a number of grade-
level appropriate assessment items (ranging from 6 to 12, or more) for each grade 
level (KG to 3.2) and each skill being assessed. However, for some skills, items do 
not exist at all seven grade levels because the syllabus does not expect children to be 
performing the skills at those grade levels. Figure 2 illustrates the skills and the grade 
levels for which assessment items exist in the fine-grain tool. 

  

                                                 
9 The instructions in the illustrated tools have been translated from Arabic into English for the benefit of the 
reader. 
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Figure 1a. An extract from the administrator sheet for the grade 2 and 3 
coarse-grain tool for mathematics  

 Put your finger on the box with the number "2" 

 Circle the symbol that represents the number three-quarters 
           

2 

          
 ٣

٤
 

 ٤

٣
 

 ٢

٤
 

    

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "3" 

 Circle the word for the number 37 
           

3 
          
     س�ع وعشرون   عون ثلاث وس�  س�ع وثلاثون  
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "4" 

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number 

٣٠،  ٢٥،  ... ،  ١٥ 
           

4 
          
 ١٠  ٢٠  ٤٠     
          

           

Figure 1b. An extract from the administrator sheet for the grade 2 and 3 
coarse-grain tool for mathematics 

           

2 

          
 ٣

٤
 

 ٤

٣
 

 ٢

٤
 

    

          
           

 Circle the word for the number 37 
           

3 
          
     س�ع وعشرون   ثلاث وس�عون   س�ع وثلاثون  
          

           

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number 

٣٠،  ٢٥،  ... ،  ١٥ 
           

4 
          
 ١٠  ٢٠  ٤٠     
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Figure 2. Skill and grade levels for which fine-grain assessment items were 
developed 

Reading KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
Vocabulary        
Letter sounds        
Phonemic awareness        
Oral reading and comprehension        
Writing        
        
Mathematics KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
Operations with numbers        
Manipulating numbers        
Comparing and ordering numbers        
Reading and writing numbers        
Pattern completion        

 

A single fine-grain tool was developed for reading and a single fine-grain tool was 
developed for mathematics. Both fine-grain diagnostic tools are supplied in Annex A. 

The fine-grain tool is administered to children individually. The administrator 
(teacher) needs a copy of the fine-grain tool and a set of stimulus sheets. At the start 
of the 2014/2015 school year, the administrators (teachers) used paper copies of the 
fine-grain tool; at the end of the school year, an electronic iPad-based version of the 
tool had been developed and was used by the administrators.  

Administering the fine-grain tool involves following a series of well-defined decision 
rules. The administration is described in the steps below: 

1. The age of the child determines the starting grade level for the first skill. For 
children up to seven years of age, the assessment starts with the level 2.1 task. 
For children age eight or above, the assessment starts with the level 3.1 task. 

2. For each grade-level task, the administrator (teacher) explains the task to the 
child and scores the child’s response (correct []/incorrect []) for each item. 

3. On completion of a grade-level task, the administrator (teacher) follows one of 
the following decision rules: 

o If the child achieves less than a given score for the task (typically 
about one-third of the items correct), the administrator then administers 
the task for the same skill, but at the next lower grade level. 

o If the child achieves more than a given score for the task (typically 
about two-thirds of the items correct), the administrator then 
administers the task for the same skill, but at the next higher grade 
level. 

o If the child achieves a score within a given range for the task (typically 
more than one-third and less than two-thirds of the items correct), the 
administrator stops assessing that skill and starts assessing the next 
skill at the grade level on which the child ended the current skill. 
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(Figure 3 illustrates a possible set of child’s responses and the 
corresponding decisions for a child being assessed for the manipulating 
numbers skill.) 

4. At the conclusion of the assessment, the assessor records in the summary table 
the grade level at which the child stopped for each skill. 

5. Finally, the assessor records on the summary table, the grade level equivalent 
of the child’s performance, by determining the grade level at which the child 
performed most frequently. Figure 4 illustrates a possible summary table for a 
child for the fine-grain reading tool. 

Figure 3. A possible set of responses and the corresponding decisions for 
a child being assessed for the manipulating numbers skill 

1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 
        

Question  Question  Question  Question  
 Determine the 
number that solves 
the problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

[۹]= ۲  +۷   ٥۷ = ٥۰ + [۷]  ۷۰ = [٤] + ٦٦  [۱۹۰] = ۱ + ۱۸۹  
[۳] = ٥ – ۸  ٤۰ = [۹] – ٤۹  ۸۰ = ۸ – [۸۸]  [۱۱۳] = ٥ + ۱۰۸  

[۳٦] = ٦ + ۳۰  ۹۰ = [۳] + ۸۷  [۱۸۰] = ۷ + ۱۷۳  ٦ + [۲۰] + ۱۰۰ = ۱۲٦  
[٤۰] = ٤٦ – ٦  ۷۰ = [٥] – ۷٥  ۱٥۰ = [۹] – ۱٥۹  [۱۰۰] = ٥٦ + ٤٤  
[۱۰] = ۲ + ۸  [۱۰۳] = ۳ + ۱۰۰  [۱٥۳] = ۱۰۰ + ٥۰ + ۳  ۱۰۷ = [٦۰] – ۱٦۷  

۹۳ = [۳] + ۹۰  [۲٤] = ٦ + ۱۸  [۱۰۰] = ٤۰ + ٦۰  [۲۱۰] = ۸۰ + ۱۳۰  
Total (6)  Total (6) 6 Total (6) 5 Total (6) 3 
Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 3: 2.1  Total < 3: 2.2  
Total > 4: 2.1  Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 4: 3.1  Total > 4: 3.2  
Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 1.2 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 2.1 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 2.2 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 3.1 

 

Figure 4. A possible summary table for a child for the fine-grain reading 
tool 

Reading KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
Vocabulary        
Letter sounds        
Phonemic awareness        
Oral reading and comprehension        
Writing        
Grade level equivalent of the child’s performance        
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Remedial teaching and learning materials 

In addition to the diagnostic tools developed for the remedial pilot research activity, 
remedial teaching and learning materials were also developed to support the teacher in 
remediating the gaps in foundational reading and/or mathematics skills identified by 
the fine-grain diagnostic tool. 

The teaching and learning materials for the remedial pilot research activity were based 
on the materials developed for the 2013/2014 intervention pilot and consisted of: (1) a 
teacher’s guide, (2) lesson notes for between 20 to 24 mini-lessons (about 15 minutes 
each) at each of the seven grade levels (KG to 3.2), and (3) student workbooks for each 
of the seven grade levels. The teaching and learning materials, together with the 
diagnostic assessment tools, were packaged in a ring binder, and a separate ring binder 
was developed for reading and for mathematics. 

The rationale for the design of the teaching and learning materials was that once a 
teacher has determined the performance level(s) of the children in the class who are 
performing below the general performance level of the class, the teacher will, on a 
regular basis (once to twice per week), conduct a mini-lesson of about 15 to 20 
minutes for these children, targeted at their actual performance level. Given that the 
expectation is that teachers will work with the children in need of remedial support at 
least once or twice a week, and further that a typical semester is about 12 weeks, it 
was decided to develop coherent units of about 20 to 24 mini-lessons.  

Teacher’s guide. The teacher’s guide for each subject was the same as the teacher’s 
guide already developed for the intervention pilot. It provides a resource to provide 
teachers with both a pedagogical rationale for the foundational skills teaching 
approach that was adopted in the intervention and remedial activities, as well as with 
guidance for how to conduct the different teaching activities associated with the 
different foundational skills (Tables 1a and 1b). The teacher guide, previously 
developed for the intervention pilot, was refined for the remedial pilot by the writing 
teams and is based on the feedback from the intervention activity.  

The teacher’s guide for each subject includes detailed notes explaining why each of the 
skills targeted in the remedial activities is critical (foundational) for students’ 
development of reading and mathematics skills. Although the notes are not as 
comprehensive as they would be if they were part of a university course or a textbook 
chapter on the importance of the skills, they do provide sufficient background to 
encourage the teachers to include the approach in their general teaching approach. 

In addition to notes on the importance of the skills targeted by the remedial pilot research 
activity, the guide also provides clear guidance on how to conduct each of the different 
teaching activities for each of the foundational skills. For the activities associated with 
each foundational skill to be conducted with fidelity, teachers need to have clarity about 
what is expected of them as they conduct these activities. The teacher notes were, 
therefore, designed to provide a comprehensive guide about how to conduct and manage 
each of the activities—a series of mini-scripts, one for each activity.  
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Table 1a. Reading skills and the associated teaching and learning activities 

Skill Activities 
Phonemic 
awareness: 

• Distinguishing sounds 
• Blending sounds 
• Manipulating sounds 

Letter sounds: • Letter sounds with a short diacritic 
• Letter sounds with a long diacritic 
• Distinguishing between short and long diacritics 
• Blended words 

Vocabulary: • Contextualized words 
• Word families 
• Synonyms 
• Elaborating adjectives 
• Vocabulary networking 

Comprehension: • Predicting the title of a story based on the illustration of the story 
• Predicting the title of a story based on the text of the story 
• Summarizing 
• Self-regulation 
• Responding both to recall and to inferential questions 

Writing: • Writing letters 
• Writing words 
• Writing sentences 
• Functional writing 
• Creative writing 

Table 1b. Mathematics skills and the associated teaching and learning 
activities 

Skill Activities 
Rote counting: • Counting in ones 

• Counting rhymes and songs  
• Counting in steps 

Rational counting: • Counting small sets of counters in ones 
• Counting out small groups of counters 
• Estimating and counting larger sets of counters in ones 
• Counting in groups  
• Counting large sets of counters in groups 

Manipulating 
numbers: 

• Single digit arithmetic 
• Arithmetic with multiples of ten, hundreds, and thousands 
• Completing tens (hundreds and thousands), including adding to and 

subtracting from multiples of ten 
• Bridging tens (hundreds and thousand) 
• Doubling and halving 
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Skill Activities 
Solving problems: Problems that support the development of: 

• Addition and subtraction (change, combine, and compare problems) 
• Division (sharing and grouping) 
• Multiplication (repeated addition and situations with a grid- or array-type 

structure)  
• Fractions, ratio, rate, and proportion, including sharing in a ratio 

Lesson notes. Lesson notes for 20 to 24 mini-lessons of about 15 minutes each were 
developed for each of the seven grade levels (KG to 3.2). These were filed as units in 
the ring binder with the teaching notes and the corresponding page from the student 
book on facing pages.  

For each mini-lesson of the unit, the skills to be included in the mini-lesson are listed, as 
well as the activities to be used to develop each skill. Furthermore, details are provided 
for each activity with the letters or words, numbers, and problems to be used during the 
activity. Figure 5 illustrates a typical pair of facing pages for a mini-lesson. 

Figure 5. A typical pair of facing pages for a mini-lesson in the unit for 
mathematics at level 2.2 
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Teachers are expected to use the lesson notes to guide the contents and to structure the 
remedial mini-lessons. It is expected that teachers would plan for the mini-lesson by 
referring to the lesson notes and identifying the skills to be addressed in the 15 minutes 
and, in particular, identifying the activities to be used to develop those skills. Teachers 
would then refer to the teacher’s guide to remind themselves of how to conduct the 
activity and would think about how to do that for the particular letters/words/numbers/ 
problems targeted on that day. Because there are a finite number of activities for each 
skill, it was hoped that over time, the teacher would need to refer to the teacher’s guide 
less frequently for how to conduct the activity.  

In developing the lesson notes, the writing teams first developed scope and sequence 
maps for the seven units (KG to 3.2) and for the 20 to 24 mini-lessons in each unit, to 
ensure that the range of foundational skills to be practiced through the mini-lesson were 
appropriate for the performance level being targeted. The scope and sequence were, in 
effect, a developmental trajectory for the foundational skills. 

Workbooks. In addition to the resources already described (teacher’s guide and seven 
units of 20 to 24 mini-lessons) that enable the teacher to conduct lessons targeted to 
the needs of the children in the remedial group(s), it was decided to also develop a 
series of workbooks. It was expected that the workbooks would provide a source of 
independent work for the remedial children. That is, in addition to the mini-lessons 
provided by the teacher, the workbook would engage the children in independent 
practice of the skills that the teacher had worked on with them during the mini-lesson. 
The workbook provided an “additional resource” for teachers and students. It was not 
expected that the workbook should be used as part of the 15 minute mini-lesson, but 
instead that the workbook could be used at another time when the teacher wanted to 
assign work for the students, or as homework. Workbooks were developed for each of 
the developmental levels from 1.1 to 3.2. It was decided not to develop a workbook 
for children at the KG performance level. 

1.3.3 Training and Support 

In contrast to the approach of the intervention pilot, where the training and ongoing 
support of teachers was carried out exclusively by MoE supervisors with technical 
support from RTI, it was decided to use project coaches for the remedial pilot 
research activity. This decision was made for two reasons: (1) the nature of the 
remedial pilot research activity is so different from anything that teachers in the early 
grades have previously done, such that sustained coaching support would be critical; 
and (2) during the intervention pilot, the MoE supervisors had shown that they did not 
have enough time to be able to visit teachers at least once every two weeks. For the 
purposes of training and support, RTI partnered with ChangeAgent for Arab 
Development and Education Reform (CADER). 

Training was conducted in two stages: (1) training of trainers and (2) training of 
teachers. The training of trainers (CADER coaches) was provided by the RTI 
technical experts, while the training of teachers was provided by the CADER coaches. 
Teacher training occurred in two sets. The first set was held at the start of the first 
semester of the 2014/2015 school year, and the second set was held at the start of the 
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second semester. Teacher training was typically conducted over a number of weeks, 
with training taking place in the afternoons after school. 

First semester training  

Training for the first semester of the 2014/2015 school year focused on the structure 
of the remedial activity. The training involved extensive modelling and practicing, 
both of the diagnostic tool administration and of the different activities associated 
with each of the reading and mathematics skills. 

Training for the first semester also focused on three different possible models for 
implementing the mini-lessons with the groups of remedial children, namely: (1) in-
class implementation, (2) before or after school or during school breaks; and (3) by 
using the teacher in charge of the learning resources room.  

In-class implementation. In this model, the class teacher is responsible for 
implementing the remedial activity during the lesson, with the remedial reading lesson 
taking place during the scheduled Arabic lessons and the remedial mathematics 
lessons being implemented during the mathematics class. To do so, the teacher must 
allocate a place in the class to work with the remedial group, for example, one table or 
a set of chairs or a number of chairs placed in a particular order. While the teacher 
works with the remedial children, productive work should be set for the rest of the 
class. The other children should work independently during the time of the remedial 
lesson, either individually or in pairs or groups. The work should reinforce the lessons 
of the Arabic or mathematics class. During the Arabic lesson, this could involve 
children reading or working on consolidation or enrichment worksheets. During the 
mathematics lesson, children could be solving problems from the textbook, a 
worksheet, or problems written on the chalkboard by the teacher.  

Before or after school or during the breaks. In this model, the school principal and 
the class teacher should advise the parents of children in the remedial groups about 
the need for their children to come early to school or to stay after school hours. The 
main challenge of this option is overcoming the negative attitudes of the children in 
the remedial groups to coming early or staying after school or missing their breaks. 

Using the teacher in charge of the learning resources room. If the school has a 
learning resources room and a specialized teacher to manage its activities, this teacher 
could be responsible for conducting the remedial lessons with the remedial students.  

Finally, training for the first semester also focused on the importance of the school 
administration and early grade teachers to communicate with the parents of the 
remedial children about the goals of the program before implementing it. This 
communication could include meeting with the parents to explain the criteria for 
selecting students and the mechanism for implementing the program. In the same 
way, teachers also should be reminded of the importance of creating a positive class 
environment that not only helps all the students to be more understanding and 
considerate about some of their classmates needing special support to achieve 
learning, but also that discourages any sort of teasing or bullying of the children 
receiving remedial support.  
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Second semester training 

A second round of training was held before the start of the second semester. This 
second round of training focused on issues and concerns that had arisen during the 
first semester, in particular on strategies for keeping the children not in the remedial 
group productively engaged while the teacher was conducting a mini-lesson with the 
children in the remedial group. 

Ongoing classroom support 

In addition to the training that coaches provided to teachers, they also provided in-class 
coaching and support and coordinated a monthly reflection session among the 
participating teachers in their district. 

Coaches visited participating teachers at their schools to observe and support them in 
implementing the remedial program. Coaches were encouraged to visit each school at 
least once every two weeks. For each visit, the coaches completed an observation form 
and submitted an encoded summary of that form to the project staff via short message 
service (SMS). These SMS, and the data they contained, provided the project staff with a 
monitoring mechanism that not only allowed them to know which teachers were being 
visited how often and by which coach, but also allowed them to monitor the quality of 
implementation.  

Finally, in addition to the school visits, coaches also arranged a monthly meeting with 
the participating teachers from the schools for which they were responsible.  

1.4 Implementation  

The remedial pilot research activity was piloted in the first three grades of 41 
treatment schools by 308 teachers during the 2014/2015 school year. To determine the 
impact of the remedial pilot activity, the diagnostic tools were also administered in the 
first three grades of 16 control schools, both at the start and at the end of the 
2014/2015 school year. 

The schools in the remedial pilot research activity were selected in cooperation with 
the MoE, so that the sample would consist of at least 40 treatment schools and 15 
control schools—i.e., approximately 45 to 60 schools in total. The schools were 
selected as follows: 
• The MoE identified at least 15 double shift schools—with each shift being treated 

as a separate school. From these 30 schools:  
– 20 schools were selected as treatment schools, and 
– 8 schools from the remaining 10 schools were selected as control schools. 

• The MoE identified at least 15 mainstream schools—schools with a reasonable 
percentage of Syrian students. From these schools: 
– 10 schools were selected as treatment schools, and 
– 4 schools from the remaining 5 schools were selected as control schools. 
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• The MoE identified at least 15 regular schools—schools which did not 
necessarily have any Syrian students enrolled in the school. From these schools: 
– 10 schools were selected as treatment schools, and 
– 4 schools from the remaining 5 schools were selected as control schools. 

In selecting the schools for the remedial pilot research activity, efforts were also made 
to ensure that: 
• These schools were clustered in districts with about 4 to 6 treatment schools and 1 

to 2 control schools in a district—i.e., about 6 to 7 schools per district and about 9 
districts in total. 

• Ideally, the remedial pilot research activity would be conducted in schools where 
there was no other project/similar activity in the school—in particular not in 
grades 1 to 3. The schools that had been involved in the intervention pilot activity 
were specifically excluded from this activity. 

• Each selected school had at least one class in each of the grades—preferably two. 
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2 Findings 

2.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 summarizes the characteristics of the children in the remedial pilot research 
activity. In treatment schools, all of the children in each grade 1, 2, and 3 class, and in 
control schools, all of the children in a single class per grade 1, 2, and 3, were assessed 
using the coarse-grain tool at the start of the 2014/2015 school year. Both in treatment 
and in control schools, the poorest performing 20% of the children in the class (or the 
eight poorest performing children in the case of a class with more than 40 children) 
were also assessed using the fine-grain tool. In treatment schools, these children also 
received remedial support at their identified performance level. For the purposes of 
analysis, the children who were assessed using the fine-grain tool are referred to as 
remedial children, whether they received remedial support (treatment schools) or not 
(control schools), and the other children are referred to as non-remedial children. 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the children in the study 

 

Non-remedial children Remedial children 
Total Complete 

data 
Incomplete 

data 
Complete 

data 
Incomplete 

data 

Reading 
Control 791 242 241 116 1,390 

10,375 
Treatment 5,496 1,921 1,222 346 8,985 

Mathematics 
Control 840 192 266 92 1,390 

10,275 
Treatment 5,361 1,999 1,218 307 8,885 

 

More than 10,000 children were assessed using the coarse-grain tool at the start of the 
2014/2015 school year. Of these, some 18% were assessed using the fine-grain reading 
tool, and similarly about 18% were assessed using the fine-grain mathematics tool. Of all 
the children assessed using the fine-grain tools, approximately one half were assessed 
both for reading and mathematics. 

At the end of the 2014/2015 school year, all of the children in the classes that had been 
assessed using the coarse-grain tool at the start of the year were again assessed using the 
coarse-grain tool. In addition, at the end of the school year, all of the children who had 
been assessed using the fine-grain tool at the start of the school year were again assessed 
using the fine-grain tool. Due to a range of factors, including absence on the testing days, 
children leaving the schools, and some difficulties with data management across the 
many data sets associated with this study, complete data is available for approximately 
75% of the children who were assessed at the start of the school year. Complete data 
means having both baseline and endline coarse-grain test data for the non-remedial 
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children and both baseline and endline coarse-grain and fine-grain test data for the 
remedial children. The analysis in this report is based on the approximately 7,750 
children for whom complete data is available. 

2.2 Remedial Activity Impact on the Remedial Children  

Figure 6 summarizes the distribution by performance level, as determined by the fine-
grain tool for the 1,925 children assessed for reading and 1,883 children assessed for 
mathematics using the fine-grain tool at baseline.  

For reading, 89% of children assessed using the fine-grain tool were found to be 
performing at a performance level that was one or more levels below their grade level, 
10% were found to be performing at their grade level, and only 1% were found to be 
performing above their grade level. Given that the remedial research activity was as 
much about developing a tool that could determine the level of the grade level equivalent 
performance of a child using the fine-grain diagnostic tool as it was about researching 
the impact of the remedial activity itself, the results for the fine-grain reading tool are 
most encouraging. 

Figure 6. Distribution of remedial students across the performance levels at 
baseline, by grade 

 

For mathematics, 64% of children assessed using the fine-grain tool were found to be 
performing at a performance level that was one or more levels below their grade level, 
34% were found to be performing at their grade level, and 2% were found to be 
performing above their grade level. In contrast to the fine-grain reading tool, it would 
appear as if the fine-grain mathematics tool was not sensitive enough to correctly 
identify the children performing at the KG level. This is almost certainly because the 
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counting subskill was not included in the tool. Thus, the tool will need to be revised 
accordingly before it is used more widely.  

To answer the first research question: “Did the children, who were identified as 
performing below the general performance level of the class, benefit from receiving 
remedial support?”, the gain in performance level between the performance level of 
the remedial child at baseline and their performance level at endline was calculated as 
follows: 

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔 = 𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 − 𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 

Figure 7 summarizes the distribution of remedial children in terms of those whose 
performance level improved by one or more levels, those whose performance levels did 
not change, and those whose performance levels went down by one or more levels from 
baseline to endline.  

Figure 7. Change in performance levels from baseline to endline for 
remedial children 

  
To determine the impact of the remedial pilot research activity, the change in 
performance levels of the treatment children needs to be compared with the change in 
performance levels of the control children. The trend of the change in performance levels 
of the control children should be regarded as the normal impact of a year of schooling on 
the performance levels of these children. In other words, if there is no remedial activity, 
then according to the data for the control children, it might be expected that, for reading, 
the performance level of one half of the children would improve by one or more levels, 
that more than 10% would go down by one or more levels, and that the performance 
level of approximately 40% will remain unchanged over the course of a year. For 
mathematics, the data suggests that some 44% of the remedial children would improve 
by one or more levels, that nearly 20% would go down by one or more levels, and that 
the performance level of approximately 40% would remain unchanged over the course 
of a year. 
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The difference in the trend between the treatment and control children can be interpreted 
as the impact of the remedial support that the treatment children received. Both for 
reading and for mathematics, the data suggests that the remedial children benefited from 
the remedial support. For reading, 30% more of the children who had been identified as 
being in need of remedial support improved by one or more performance levels than 
would have been predicted in the absence of remedial support. For mathematics, the 
number is 25%. The benefit of the remedial support for mathematics, while very 
encouraging, may be deflated because of the lack of sensitivity of the fine-grain tool at 
the lower performance levels (see earlier discussion). 

Figures 8, 9, and 10 summarize the change in performance levels for the remedial 
children by grade. In grade 1 for mathematics, while the difference in the performance of 
the treatment children and the control children is still in favor of the treatment children, 
the impact of the remedial support does not seem to be as evident. This is, however, 
most likely due to the inability of the fine-grain tool to effectively discriminate between 
performance levels at the lower end of the performance spectrum. 

Figure 8. Change in performance levels from baseline to endline for the 
remedial children in grade 1 

  
With the exception of grade 1 mathematics, the trend across the grades and for both 
reading and mathematics is clear—the remedial support that the treatment remedial 
children received have contributed to a greater improvement in performance levels than 
would be expected if they had not received the remedial support. In grade 3 
mathematics, the benefit is an increase of nearly 34% in the proportion of children 
improving by one or more performance levels over the course of the year—that 
percentage is almost double the number of children than would be expected if they had 
not received remedial support.  
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Figure 9. Change in performance levels from baseline to endline for the 
remedial children in grade 2 

  

Figure 10. Change in performance levels from baseline to endline for the 
remedial children in grade 3 

  
In summary, the data indicates quite clearly that the children, who were identified by the 
coarse-grain tool as performing below the general performance level of the class, 
benefited from receiving remedial support. For reading, the benefit is reasonably even 
across the grades: an additional 35% of the grade 1 children, 26% of the grade 2 
children, and 23% of the grade 3 children improved their performance level by one or 
more levels than would have been expected if they had not received remedial support. 
For mathematics (and ignoring the case of grade 1 children for now), an additional 28% 
of the grade 2 children and 34% of the grade 3 children improved their performance 
level by one or more levels than would have been expected if they had not received 
remedial support.  
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2.3 Remedial Activity Impact on the Whole Class  

In addition to determining whether or not the remedial children benefited from the 
remedial support that they received, it is also important to know what the impact of those 
children, who needed and received remedial support, was on the class as a whole. 
Because children in need of remedial support in any class are performing below the 
general class performance level, this can have an impact on the class in several ways. In 
particular, children performing below the general class performance level can slow down 
the progress of the class as a whole, as a result of needing special attention from their 
teacher. 

2.3.1 Reading  

Table 3 summarizes the mean reading scores on the coarse-grain tool at baseline and 
endline for the control and treatment groups, as well as by grade. In addition, the table 
also summarizes the difference in the mean reading scores between baseline and endline 
for the different groups. As with the analysis of the change in performance levels 
measured by the fine-grain tool and discussed in Section 2.2, the difference in means 
between baseline and endline for the control group could be interpreted as the natural 
change associated with an additional year of schooling.  

Table 3. Mean reading scores on the coarse-grain tool at baseline and 
endline and the difference between these 

Reading 

Baseline Endline Difference 
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Control 41% 64% 58% 56% 68% 65% 14% 4% 7% 

Treatment 33% 62% 57% 61% 78% 75% 28% 16% 18% 

Grade 1 
Control 27% 46% 41% 54% 62% 60% 27% 16% 19% 

Treatment 25% 53% 48% 63% 77% 75% 37% 24% 27% 

Grade 2 
Control 44% 68% 62% 52% 68% 64% 8% 0% 2% 

Treatment 33% 62% 57% 57% 75% 72% 24% 13% 15% 

Grade 3 
Control 55% 77% 72% 61% 74% 72% 6% -2% 0% 

Treatment 44% 73% 68% 64% 81% 79% 20% 9% 10% 

 

There are a few striking features in the Table 3 data. The first is with the control group. 
The mean from baseline to endline for the grade 1 children shows a marked increase and 
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shows a greater increase for the remedial children than for the non-remedial children. 
The greater increase for the remedial children may be attributable to the remedial 
children starting from a lower staring point. However, the same trend is not evident 
among the children in grades 2 and 3. The grades 2 and 3 children in the control groups 
demonstrate very little, if any, improvement in mean score from baseline to endline—
suggesting that they benefited only very little from the additional year of school, at least 
in terms of what the coarse-grain tool is able to measure. 

The next striking feature of the Table 3 data is apparent in the treatment group. In all 
cases, the difference in the mean score between the baseline and endline is more 
pronounced for the remedial children in the treatment group than it is for the children in 
the control group. This is encouraging because it demonstrates that the remedial children 
benefited from the remedial support they received. Moreover, equally as encouraging is 
the performance improvement of the non-remedial children in the treatment schools. The 
performance improvement of the non-remedial children in the treatment schools is 
significantly greater than it is for the non-remedial children in the control schools: 24% 
vs. 16% in grade 1, 13% vs. 0% in grade 2, and 9% vs -2% in grade 3. It is clear that the 
non-remedial children in the treatment schools also benefited from the remedial pilot 
research activity. This benefit can, in all likelihood, be attributed to (1) their teachers 
having been trained on the more effective pedagogies of the remedial pilot research 
activity and applying these more generally in their teaching, and (2) the improved 
performance of the remedial children changing the performance profile of the class as a 
whole.  

An additional measure of improvement at the class level comes from an examination of 
the spread of data across classrooms (measured by standard deviations [SDs]). Both the 
treatment and the control schools had reductions in standard deviations from baseline 
to endline. However, the difference for treatment schools was significantly larger. 
Grade-specific results showed a significant reduction in SDs for all grades for 
treatment schools. However, they actually showed an increase in spread for control 
schools in grade 1, with no significant differences in grades 2 and 3. At the school 
level, results show that there were significant reductions in SDs for only 5 out 17 
control schools (29%), while there were significant reductions in SDs for 26 out of 40 
treatment schools (65%). Lastly, while there was a significant difference in SDs for 
treatment and control schools at baseline (with larger SDs in treatment schools), there 
was no significant difference at endline. 

All results provide evidence of a larger reduction in the spread of scores in treatment 
schools than in control schools. In other words, it seems that remedial support resulted 
in a larger reduction in the overall variation in scores (i.e., made classes more 
homogenous).  

Figure 11 summarizes the cumulative distribution of reading scores for the treatment 
and control groups at baseline and endline.  
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Figure 11. Cumulative distribution of reading scores for treatment and 
control groups, at baseline and endline 

  

Figure 11 graphs show evidence of improvement in performance from baseline to 
endline, both for treatment- and for control-school students. In both instances, it is 
clear that the distributions shifted to the right, meaning that relative reading scores 
were higher for students at any given percentile. For example, an average student 
(scoring at the 50th percentile) in treatment schools scored 58% for reading at 
baseline, but 78% at endline—an increase of 20 percentage points. By comparison, an 
average student (scoring at the 50th percentile) in control schools scored 60% in 
reading at baseline and 68% at endline—an increase of 8 percentage points. As a 
more concrete measure, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test can be used to determine 
whether or not the baseline and endline distributions are statistically significantly 
different from one another. While there are significant increases (shifts) in the 
distribution of scores, both for treatment and for control students, the magnitude of 
the difference is 2 times larger for treatment schools (D = 0.31 versus D = 0.15).10 

Figure 12 summarizes the probability density distribution of reading scores for all 
children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline. 

                                                 
10 D is calculated as the largest difference in scores for any given percentile in the distribution. 
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Figure 12. Probability density distribution of reading scores for 
treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline 

  

Figure 12 graphs show a greater shift toward higher reading scores for the treatment 
schools when compared with the control schools. The probability of scoring between 
approximately 10% and 50% was slightly reduced from baseline to endline for control 
schools (where the solid line is below the dashed line). Similarly, the likelihood of 
scoring between 70% and 80% was increased slightly (where the solid line is above the 
dashed line). In treatment schools, however, there was a larger reduction in the 
probability of low scores (0% to 55%) and a very large increase in the probability of 
scoring at the high end (above 80%). 

Figure 13 graphs summarize the probability density distribution of reading scores for the 
non-remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline. In the 
Figure 13 graphs, it is evident that there was a small shift toward higher reading scores 
among the non-remedial children in the control schools—the impact of a year of 
schooling. By contrast, there was a much greater shift toward higher reading scores 
among the non-remedial children in the treatment schools. This shift is most 
encouraging, because it demonstrates that even though the non-remedial children in the 
treatment schools did not receive deliberate attention, they benefited (1) from their 
teachers having been exposed to more effective pedagogies, and (2) from the remedial 
children “catching up” to the rest of the class. 

Figure 14 graphs summarize the probability density distribution of reading scores for the 
remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline. In the 
Figure 14 graphs, it is evident that there was a general shift toward higher reading scores 
among the remedial children in the control schools—a shift that is greater than the shift 
for the non-remedial children (compare with Figure 13). This shift reflects what is 
presented in Table 3, above, where the difference of the means at baseline and endline 
was greater for the remedial children (an increase of 14%) than it was for the non-
remedial children (an increase of 4%). As suggested earlier, the impact of a year of 
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schooling may be felt more by the remedial children because they start from a lower 
starting point. 

Figure 13. Probability density distribution of reading scores for non-remedial 
children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and 
endline 

  

Figure 14. Probability density distribution of reading scores for remedial 
children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and 
endline 

  

What is striking about the treatment graph in Figure 14 is that, in contrast to the other 
graphs where we see a shift, Figure 14 illustrates a fundamental reshaping of the 
graph, with a dramatic decrease in the number of children scoring less than 50% on 
assessment and an even more dramatic increase in the number of children scoring 
more than 55%. This is clear evidence that the children receiving remedial support 
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benefited from it, and that they benefited much more than they would have from 
simply another year of schooling. 

2.3.2 Mathematics  

This section (2.3.2) presents results for mathematics similarly to how Section 2.3.1 
presented results for reading. Because the trends for mathematics and reading are 
decidedly similar, the sections are also similarly structured. Rather than reducing the text 
to only the key observations, a full commentary is also provided in this section to enable 
the section to stand alone. 

Table 4 summarizes the mean mathematics scores on the coarse-grain tool at baseline 
and endline for the control and treatment groups, as well as by grade. In addition, the 
table also summarizes the difference in the mean mathematics scores between baseline 
and endline for the different groups. As with the analysis of the change in performance 
levels measured by the fine-grain tool and discussed in Section 2.2, the difference in 
means between baseline and endline for the control group could be interpreted as the 
natural change associated with an additional year of schooling. 

Table 4. Mean mathematics scores on the coarse-grain tool at baseline and 
endline and the difference between these 

Mathematics 

Baseline Endline Difference 
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All 
Control 41% 64% 58% 57% 70% 67% 16% 7% 9% 

Treatment 34% 59% 55% 61% 76% 73% 27% 16% 18% 

Grade 1 
Control 48% 67% 62% 71% 83% 80% 24% 16% 18% 

Treatment 40% 67% 63% 74% 85% 83% 34% 17% 20% 

Grade 2 
Control 33% 55% 50% 48% 60% 57% 15% 5% 7% 

Treatment 28% 48% 44% 51% 67% 64% 23% 19% 20% 

Grade 3 
Control 45% 70% 64% 53% 69% 65% 8% -1% 1% 

Treatment 35% 64% 59% 58% 75% 72% 23% 10% 13% 

 

There are a few striking features in the Table 4 data. The first is with the control group. 
The mean from baseline to endline for the grade 1 children shows a marked increase and 
shows a greater increase for the remedial children than for the non-remedial children. 
The greater increase for the remedial children may be attributable to the remedial 
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children starting from a lower starting point. However, the same trend is not as evident 
among the children in grade 2 and certainly not among those in grade 3. The grade 3 
children in the control groups demonstrate very little, if any, improvement in mean score 
from baseline to endline—suggesting that they had not benefited from the additional 
year of school, at least not in terms of what the coarse-grain tool is able to measure. 

The next striking feature of the Table 4 data is apparent in the treatment group. In all 
cases, the difference in the mean score between the baseline and endline is more 
pronounced for the remedial children in the treatment group than it is for the children in 
the control group. This is encouraging because it demonstrates that the remedial children 
benefited from the remedial support they received. Moreover, equally as encouraging is 
the performance improvement of the non-remedial children in the treatment schools. For 
the grade 2 and grade 3 children, the performance improvement of the non-remedial 
children in the treatment schools is significantly greater than it is for the non-remedial 
children in the control schools: 19% vs. 5% in grade 2 and 10% vs -1% in grade 3. It is 
clear that the non-remedial children in the treatment schools also benefited from the 
remedial pilot research activity. This benefit can, in all likelihood, be attributed to (1) 
their teachers having been trained on the more effective pedagogies of the remedial pilot 
research activity and applying these more generally in their teaching, and (2) the 
improved performance of the remedial children changing the performance profile of the 
class as a whole.  

An additional measure of improvement at the class level comes from an examination of 
the spread of data across classrooms (measured by standard deviations [SDs]). Both the 
treatment and the control schools had reductions in SDs from baseline to endline. 
While treatment schools had significant reductions in SDs from baseline to endline, 
control schools actually had an overall increase in the spread of their scores across 
grades and schools. Although grade-specific results showed large reductions in SDs in 
grades 1 and 3 for treatment schools, there was an increase in SDs for grade 2. 
Control schools had a small reduction in spread in grade 1, with no significant 
differences in grades 2 and 3. School-specific results show that there were no 
significant reductions in SDs for control schools and reductions in only 12 out of 28 
treatment schools (43%). Similar to what was found for reading, there was a 
significant difference in SDs for treatment and control schools at baseline (with larger 
SDs in treatment), but no significant difference at endline 

All results provide evidence of a larger reduction in the spread of scores in treatment 
schools than in control schools. In other words, it seems that remedial support resulted 
in a larger reduction in the overall variation in scores (i.e., made classes more 
homogenous).  

Figure 15 summarizes the cumulative distribution of mathematics scores for the 
treatment and control groups at baseline and endline. 
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Figure 15. Cumulative distribution of mathematics scores for treatment and 
control groups, at baseline and endline 

  

Figure 15 graphs show evidence of improvement in performance from baseline to 
endline, both for treatment- and for control-school students. In both instances, it is 
clear that the distributions shifted to the right, meaning that relative mathematics 
scores were higher for students at any given percentile. For example, an average 
student (scoring at the 50th percentile) in treatment schools scored 55% for 
mathematics at baseline, but 76% at endline—an increase of 21 percentage points. By 
comparison, an average student (scoring at the 50th percentile) in control schools 
scored 58% in mathematics at baseline and 68% at endline—an increase of 10 
percentage points. As a more concrete measure, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test 
can be used to determine whether or not the baseline and endline distributions are 
statistically significantly different from one another. While there are significant 
increases (shifts) in the distribution of scores, both for treatment and for control 
students, the magnitude of the difference is 1.6 times larger for treatment schools (D = 
0.36 versus D = 0.22).11 

Figure 16 summarizes the probability density distribution of mathematics scores for all 
children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline. 

                                                 
11 D is calculated as the largest difference in scores for any given percentile in the distribution. 
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Figure 16. Probability density distribution of mathematics scores for 
treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline 

  

Figure 16 graphs show a greater shift toward higher mathematics scores for the 
treatment schools when compared with the control schools. The probability of scoring 
between approximately 10% and 70% was slightly reduced from baseline to endline for 
control schools (where the solid line is below the dashed line). Similarly, the likelihood 
of scoring between more than 80% was increased slightly (where the solid line is above 
the dashed line). In treatment schools, however, there was a larger reduction in the 
probability of low scores (0% to 60%) and a very large increase in the probability of 
scoring at the high end (above 75%). 

Figure 17 graphs summarize the probability density distribution of mathematics scores 
for the non-remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and 
endline. In Figure 17 graphs, it is evident that there was a small shift toward higher 
mathematics scores among the non-remedial children in the control schools—the impact 
of a year of schooling. By contrast, there was a much greater shift toward higher 
mathematics scores among the non-remedial children in the treatment schools. This shift 
is most encouraging, because it demonstrates that even though the non-remedial children 
in the treatment schools did not receive deliberate attention, they benefited (1) from their 
teachers having been exposed to more effective pedagogies, and (2) from the remedial 
children “catching up” to the rest of the class. 

Figure 18 graphs summarize the probability density distribution of mathematics scores 
for the remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline and endline. In 
Figure 18 graphs, it is evident that there was a general shift toward higher mathematics 
scores among the remedial children in the control schools—a shift that is greater than the 
shift for the non-remedial children. This shift reflects what is presented in Table 4, 
above, where the difference of the means at baseline and endline was greater for the 
remedial children (an increase of 16%) than it was for the non-remedial children (an 
increase of 7%). As suggested earlier, the impact of a year of schooling may be felt more 
by the remedial children because they start from a lower starting point. 
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Figure 17. Probability density distribution of mathematics scores for non-
remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline 
and endline 

  

Figure 18. Probability density distribution of mathematics scores for 
remedial children in the treatment and control groups, at baseline 
and endline 

  

What is striking about the treatment graph in Figure 18 is that, in contrast to the other 
graphs where we see a shift, Figure 18 illustrates a fundamental reshaping of the graph, 
with a dramatic decrease in the number of children scoring less than 45% on assessment 
and an even more dramatic increase in the number of children scoring more than 60%. 
This is clear evidence that the children receiving remedial support benefited from it, and 
that they benefited much more than they would have from simply another year of 
schooling. 
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2.4 Remedial Activity Impact on the Different School Types 

The sample for the remedial pilot research activity was deliberately selected to take 
account of the influx of Syrian refugee children into Jordanian schools in recent years. 
As mentioned earlier, one hope for the fine-grain tool is that it can be used by schools to 
determine the grade level equivalent performance of Syrian (and other) children, who are 
without reliable school records when they try to enroll at a school.  

As described in Section 1.4, the sample of treatment schools included four different 
schools types: (1) ordinary public schools (or regular schools)—schools with few or no 
Syrian refugee children; (2) ordinary public schools with a significant number of Syrian 
children in the mainstream (mainstream schools); (3) double shift (morning shift) 
schools—schools with no Syrian refugee children, but reduced teaching hours due to the 
double shifting; and (4) double shift (afternoon shift) schools—schools for Syrian 
refugee children, and with reduced teaching hours due to the double shifting. 

Table 5 compares the reading performance at baseline and endline for the non-remedial 
and remedial children in each of the four different school types. 

Table 5. Mean reading scores on the coarse-grain tool, at baseline and 
endline for treatment schools and by school type 

Reading 

Baseline Endline Difference 
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Ordinary public schools 35% 64% 58% 64% 80% 77% 30% 16% 19% 
Ordinary public schools with Syrian 
refugee children in the mainstream  33% 60% 55% 59% 76% 73% 26% 15% 17% 

Double-Shift (Morning) – Jordanian 38% 67% 62% 60% 78% 74% 22% 11% 13% 

Double-Shift (Afternoon) – Syrian 27% 52% 47% 55% 70% 67% 29% 18% 20% 

 

Table 5 shows that while the gains in scores from baseline to endline were similar for 
ordinary public schools, ordinary public schools with Syrian refugee children in the 
mainstream, and for double-shift afternoon schools (Syrian refugee children) it was the 
double-shift morning schools (Jordanian children) that saw smaller gains across all three 
categories (remedial, non-remedial, and overall).  

Table 6 compares the mathematics performance at baseline and endline for the non-
remedial and remedial children in each of the four different school types. 
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Table 6. Mean mathematics scores on the coarse-grain tool, at baseline 
and endline for treatment schools and by school type 

Mathematics 

Baseline Endline Difference 
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Ordinary public schools 36% 62% 57% 62% 79% 75% 26% 17% 18% 
Ordinary public schools with Syrian 
refugee children in the mainstream  33% 58% 53% 59% 73% 71% 26% 15% 18% 

Double-Shift (Morning) – Jordanian 37% 63% 68% 63% 76% 73% 26% 13% 15% 

Double-Shift (Afternoon) – Syrian 34% 56% 52% 62% 75% 73% 28% 19% 21% 

 

Table 6 shows that the gains in scores from baseline to endline were strikingly similar 
for ordinary public schools, ordinary public schools with Syrian refugee children in the 
mean stream, and for double-shift morning schools (Jordanian children). Double-shift 
afternoon schools (Syrian refugee children) saw the highest gains across each of the 
three categories (remedial, non-remedial, and overall), but the relative gains over the 
other schools were small. 

There is some evidence of a difference in performance for the different school types. In 
particular for reading, the double-shift morning schools (Jordanian children) saw smaller 
gains across all three categories (remedial, non-remedial, and overall) than the other 
schools did, and for mathematics, the double-shift afternoon schools (Syrian refugee 
children) saw the highest gains across each of the three categories (remedial, non-
remedial, and overall), even if the relative gains over the other schools were small. That 
said, the data from this study is not powerful enough to make claims about the impact or 
not of Syrian refugee children on the performance of children in the different schools, or 
for that matter about whether or not the different schools perform differently. 

2.5 Remedial Activity Impact, by Gender 

Because gender equity in education is an important topic, particularly so in Jordan, it 
is useful to examine this intervention’s impact on male and female students. 
Furthermore, the Intervention Impact Report (Brombacher et al., March 2015)12 notes 
that the “intervention was significantly more successful for female students.” The 
report showed that female students tended to benefit significantly more from the 
intervention than male students did. In addition, the report’s authors noted that “it is 
not possible from these data to determine why this was the case” and that the “gender 

                                                 
12 Brombacher, A., J. Stern, L. Nordstrum, C. Cummiskey, and A. Mulcahy-Dunn. March 2015. Intervention 
Impact Analysis Report. EdData II Task Order 16: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey—
Jordan. Prepared by RTI International for USAID.  
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difference is an issue that is worth exploring further in future studies.” Although the 
remedial pilot research activity was not focused on gender, it is nonetheless 
interesting to examine whether or not any evidence exists that the remedial support 
impacted students differently by gender. 

Table 7 compares the reading and mathematics performance at baseline and endline for 
the remedial children, by gender. The Figure 19 and Figure 20 graphs summarize the 
probability density distribution of the reading and mathematics scores, by gender, for the 
remedial children in the treatment groups, at baseline and endline. Although there are 
some differences in the actual values and in the shapes of the respective graphs, in 
general, it seems there is no strong evidence of a difference in the impact of the remedial 
pilot by gender. This is most encouraging. The implications of these data will be 
discussed in Section 3 of this report.  

Table 7. Mean scores on the coarse-grain tool, at baseline and endline for 
remedial children, by gender 

 

Baseline Endline Difference 

Reading 
Female 35.3% 61.8% 26.6% 

Male 30.3% 59.3% 29.1% 

Mathematics 
Female 34.9% 61.6% 26.8% 

Male 32.7% 59.3% 26.6% 

Figure 19. Probability density distribution of coarse-grain readings scores 
for remedial children, by gender and at baseline and endline 

  

Table 8 compares percentage of attendance and percentage of course completion by 
gender. Both for reading and mathematics, it is clear that no significant difference 
exists, by gender, for either the percentage of attendance of the remedial support 
sessions or the percentage of course completion. 
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Figure 20. Probability density distribution of coarse-grain mathematics 
scores for remedial children, by gender and at baseline and 
endline 

  

Table 8. Remedial session attendance and course completion data for 
remedial children, by gender 

 

% attendance of 
remedial support 

sessions 

% of children with 
baseline and endline 

scores 

Reading 
Female 85.5% 78.6% 

Male 85.1% 77.1% 

Mathematics 
Female 85.6% 82.2% 

Male 84.6% 76.4% 

2.6 Remedial Activity Impact, by Nationality 

The remedial pilot research activity did not intend to provide support according to the 
nationality of the participating children. However, given the reality of the Syrian 
refugee situation in Jordan and its impact on schooling in general, the hope in 
designing the coarse-grain tool was that it could play the role of a “placement” tool to 
be used in general and, more specifically, to determine the grade equivalent 
performance level of Syrian children enrolling in schools in Jordan. For this reason, 
the schools in the sample were carefully selected to represent the various school 
realities in Jordan at the time of the study. In addition, the nationalities of the remedial 
students in the treatment schools were recorded. Recording students’ nationalities 
allows for the data to be disaggregated by the nationality of the participating children. 

Table 9 compares the reading and mathematics performance at baseline and endline for 
the remedial children, by nationality (non-Syrian and Syrian). The Figure 21 and Figure 
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22 graphs summarize the probability density distribution of the reading and mathematics 
scores, respectively, by the nationality of the remedial children in the treatment groups, 
at baseline and endline. Although some differences in the actual values and in the shapes 
of the respective graphs exist, there is no strong evidence of a general difference in the 
impact of the remedial pilot by the children’s nationality. 

Table 9. Mean scores on the coarse-grain tool, at baseline and endline, for 
remedial children, by nationality 

 

Baseline Endline Difference 

Reading 
Non-Syrian 35.4% 62.1% 26.7% 

Syrian 28.5% 57.5% 29.1% 

Mathematics 
Non-Syrian 34.2% 59.9% 25.8% 

Syrian 33.3% 62.0% 28.6% 

Figure 21. Probability density distribution of coarse-grain readings scores 
for remedial children, by nationality and at baseline and endline 

  

Table 10 compares percentage of attendance and percentage of course completion by 
the children’s nationalities. Both for reading and mathematics, it is clear that no 
significant difference exists, by nationality, in either the percentage of attendance of 
the remedial support sessions or the percentage of course completion.  
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Figure 22. Probability density distribution of coarse-grain mathematics 
scores for remedial children, by nationality and at baseline and 
endline 

  

Table 10. Remedial session attendance and course completion data for 
remedial children, by gender 

 

% attendance of 
remedial support 

sessions 

% of children with 
baseline and endline 

scores 

Reading 
Non-Syrian 86.3% 81.7% 

Syrian 84.2% 78.0% 

Mathematics 
Non-Syrian 85.0% 83.7% 

Syrian 84.8% 80.7% 
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3 Lessons Learned 
The aim of the remedial pilot research activity was to develop resources to assist 
teachers to: (1) objectively identify those children performing below the general 
performance level of the class; (2) describe the performance level of those children 
who are performing below the general performance level of the class, in terms of the 
expectations of the syllabus; and (3) provide remedial support to the children 
performing below the general performance level of the class, by using appropriately 
targeted materials. In addition to developing these resources, the remedial pilot 
research activity researched the effectiveness of the materials in achieving their 
purpose. The previous section has shown quite clearly that the resources 
accomplished what they were designed to do and that the research activity was a 
success in that regard. Nevertheless, there are lessons to be learned, some of which 
are discussed in this section. 

3.1 Diagnostic Tools  

With the exception of the fine-grain mathematics tool that needs to be refined to be able 
to better differentiate between children performing at the KG and at the 1.1 levels, all 
developed tools were effective in terms of their purpose. The coarse-grain tools were 
reliably able to identify the children performing below the general performance level 
of the class. In the pre-pilot study that was used to refine the instruments, teachers of 
the tested classes were asked to rate the children in their classes according to whether 
they believed the children to be performing below, performing at, or performing 
above the level of the class. These predictions were compared with the results of the 
coarse-grain tool, and a reasonable correlation was found between the teacher’s 
prediction and the coarse-grain assessment results. It goes without saying that the 
correlation was not perfect, and this is, in part, because teachers cannot always have 
an objective opinion of the performance level of all the children in their class. The 
correlation was, however, strong enough to be acceptable.  

The study also found that the fine-grain tools were, in general, able to differentiate 
between the children and to determine their grade equivalent performance levels. In 
the pre-pilot study that was used to refine the instruments, the fine-grain tool was not 
administered to the lowest performing students in each class, but rather to a 
deliberately selected sample of the children in a class. A sample of 10 children per 
class was selected by ranking the children in the class according to their score on the 
coarse-grain tool from highest to lowest, dividing the number of children in the class 
by 10, to determine k (the skip interval), and then selecting every kth child from the 
list. The fine-grain tool was administered to the 10 sampled children in each class and 
their grade equivalent performance level (as determined by the fine-grain tool), 
compared with their rank in the class as determined by the coarse-grain tool. The 
results of this comparison confirmed the effectiveness of the instrument, because the 
grade equivalent performance levels of the sampled children compared well with their 
ranking on the coarse-grain tool. The grade equivalent performance level of the 
children who performed the least well on the coarse-grain tool was, in general, below 
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that of the class level; the grade equivalent performance level of the children who 
performed the best on the coarse-grain tool was, in general, above that of the class 
level. 

As mentioned earlier, the fine-grain mathematics tool does, however, need some 
refinement to enable it to differentiate more effectively between performance at the 
KG and 1.1 levels. 

Observers of the remedial pilot research activity have questioned whether or not the 
fine-grain tool might be too complex for teachers to administer. The study suggests 
that it is not. In their reports about the teachers’ implementation of the fine-grain tool, 
the project coaches reported that teachers implemented the fine-grain tool with a high 
level of fidelity. Nevertheless, as part of the remedial pilot research activity, an iPad 
version of the fine-grain tool was developed with the project’s Yemen-based partner, 
Prodigy. The iPad version of the tool made administration easier for the teachers 
because the decision rules were programmed into the iPad application, hence reducing 
human error in the interpretation of results. 

3.2 Remedial Activities  

The remedial pilot research activity developed seven sets of remedial materials for 
reading and seven sets of remedial materials for mathematics—one set of materials 
for each of the seven different grade-equivalent performance levels. Each set of 
materials consisted of approximately 20 to 24 15-minute mini-lessons. Twenty mini-
lessons were developed with the expectation that a teacher would typically meet with 
the remedial children (in each subject) twice per week, and thus 20 to 24 mini-lessons 
were thought to be enough for one semester (typically about 12 to 16 weeks). It was 
also expected that a teacher would retest each child using the fine-grain tool at the end 
of the 20 to 24 mini-lessons or at the end of the semester—whichever occurred 
sooner. 

The contents of the mini-lessons were derived from the foundational materials that 
had already been developed for the remedial pilot research activity. As such, the 
materials focused on developing children’s foundational skills for reading and 
mathematics using research-based pedagogies. 

On reflection, the remedial materials achieved their purpose. The survey results show 
quite clearly that the remedial children benefited from the support they received, and 
thus the results suggest that attention to foundational reading and mathematics skills can 
help children catch up to their appropriate grade equivalent performance level if they are 
behind in the grade equivalent performance level of their class. In addition, the results 
also show that non-remedial children in treatment classes, where teachers were 
implementing the remedial support activities, benefited more than the non-remedial 
children in control classes, where teachers did not implement such activities. This may 
be attributed to teachers, who implement the remedial support activities, having received 
exposure to more research-based pedagogies through the training that they received, and 
thus enabling them to implement these pedagogies more generally in their classes. 
Certainly anecdotal evidence gleaned from feedback sessions with teachers is very clear 
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on this count: teachers who were trained to implement the remedial activities in their 
classes recognized the value of the pedagogical approach and found ways of 
implementing these approaches more generally.  

Of concern in the data from the study is that, in general, the mean score on the coarse-
grain tool for children in grades 2 and 3 in the control schools did not change 
significantly. Although it is possible to speculate on the reasons for this observation, the 
fact remains that the grade 2 and grade 3 children in the control schools did not, on 
average, benefit from the additional year of schooling that the period of the research 
represents. 

The research suggests that (1) it is possible to develop materials that teachers can use to 
provide effective remedial support to children and, more generally, that (2) teachers who 
are exposed to more research-based pedagogies for reading and mathematics are 
associated with children who perform better.  

3.3 Implementing Differentiated Support in Class 

The greatest challenge that teachers experienced during the remedial pilot research 
activity was in conducting the remedial support sessions (mini-lessons) with those 
children identified as being in need of remedial support. In their training, teachers were 
presented with three different possible models for implementing the mini-lessons with 
the groups of remedial children: (1) in-class implementation, (2) before or after school 
implementation or during school breaks; or (3) using the teacher in charge of the 
learning resources room to conduct the mini-lessons. In practice, every teacher chose the 
in-class implementation model. That is, they conducted the mini-lessons during regular 
classroom time. The challenge that this presented was not the management of the mini-
lessons. Most teachers managed the mini-lessons with relative ease. The challenge was 
in keeping the other children in the class productively engaged. Teachers did not, in 
general, have experience in providing differentiated support to children and, in 
particular, in working with a subset of the class, while providing the rest of the class with 
work that they could complete independently. Much of the in-class support by the 
project coaches, as well as the additional training that teachers received at the start of the 
second semester, was focused on developing effective strategies for engaging the rest of 
the class in meaningful tasks that supported the lesson outcomes and which allowed the 
children to work independently. At the same time, much of the coaching and training 
was devoted to creating classroom cultures (discipline structures) that enabled this 
differentiated teaching to take place.  

In future remedial activities implementations, more attention will need to be devoted 
from the start to developing the teachers’ skills in creating the necessary classroom 
culture and in creating activities that keep the other children in the class productively 
engaged. 
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3.4 Gender 

As previously mentioned, the Intervention Impact Report notes that the “intervention 
was significantly more successful for female students.” The report showed that female 
students tended to benefit significantly more from the intervention than male students 
did. While gender was never intended to be a focus of the remedial pilot research 
activity, in light of the findings of the intervention study, it is logical that the data for 
the remedial pilot research activity were reviewed in terms of the students’ gender. 
While the data shows that the mean score of the male students on the baseline coarse-
grain tool was slightly lower than that of the female students for both reading and 
mathematics (30.3% vs. 35.3% for reading and 32.7% vs. 34.9% for mathematics), 
the increase in the mean score between baseline and endline was either the same for 
male students and female students or slightly greater for male students than it was for 
female students (29.1% vs. 26.6% for reading and 26.6% vs. 26.8% for mathematics). 
Figure 23 summarizes the distribution of remedial treatment children, by gender, in 
terms of those whose performance level improved by one or more levels, those whose 
performance levels did not change, and those whose performance levels went down by 
one or more levels from baseline to endline. In much the same way that the mean 
scores on the coarse-grain tool suggest that the male students benefited from the 
remedial support as least as much as the female students did, so the graphs of Figure 
23 also indicate that the male students benefited from the remedial support at least as 
much as the female students did, and in the case of mathematics, they possibly 
benefited more so. 

Figure 23. Change in performance levels from baseline to endline for 
remedial treatment children, by gender 

  
The striking difference in the experience of the male students, when compared with 
the female students, with the intervention and remedial studies is a cause for 
reflection. How can it be that in the intervention pilot research study the male students 
did not seem to benefit from the intervention as much as the female students did, yet 
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in the remedial pilot research study, the male students benefited as least as much as 
the female students did and maybe more so?  

In an attempt to better understand the gender findings of the Intervention Pilot 
Research Study and, in particular, why male and female students appear to experience 
their education differently, a small research activity, under the technical leadership of 
the author of this report, was launched in Jordan in 2015. At the time of the writing of 
this report, that study was busy with final activities and the findings were not yet 
available. However, the theme that is emerging from the data of that study is that male 
and female students appear to need different support and/or management from their 
teachers. In broad terms, that study is suggesting that when teachers do not pay 
attention to a particular aspect of the class or school environment, then the male and 
female students respond differently. In particular, in that study it has been noted that: 
when teachers do not pay attention to how the children wear their uniforms, the 
female students generally continue to wear their uniform more neatly than the male 
students; when teachers do not monitor homework, the female students generally 
continue to do homework more diligently than the male students; and when teachers 
do not monitor the absence of the children in their class, the male students tend to be 
more absent than the female students. In summary, it appears from that study as if 
male students need more supervision and structuring than female students. 

A significant difference between the Intervention pilot research activity and the 
remedial pilot research activity is in the way that teachers work with the students in 
their class. In the Intervention pilot research activity, teachers worked with the whole 
class and did not pay particular attention to the individual children—at least not as a 
result of how the activities were designed. By contrast, in the remedial pilot research 
activity, teachers worked on an almost individual basis with each of the children in 
the remedial support groups. In the remedial support activities, the male students 
could not “hide”—they received direct and personal attention from their teachers.  

The difference in the nature of teacher interaction with the students in a class for the 
intervention and for the remedial pilot research activities, as well as the emerging 
themes from the gender study being conducted in parallel, provides a hint at both why 
male and female students experience their education differently and how, by 
providing structure and support, teachers may be able to better support male students 
in benefiting more from their educational opportunities. 

3.5 Nationality 

The remedial pilot research activity data does not provide any evidence of a significant 
difference in the experience of the children in the study for either school type (ordinary 
public schools with few or no Syrian refugee children; ordinary public schools with a 
significant number of Syrian children in the mainstream; double shift [morning shift] 
schools—schools with no Syrian refugee children; and double shift [afternoon shift] 
schools—schools for Syrian refugee children) or nationality (non-Syrian or Syrian). 
Although this is encouraging as it suggests that children, irrespective of school type and 
nationality, can benefit from remedial activities, caution needs to be exercised in 
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interpreting this finding—there are more factors involved than this study can account for, 
e.g., the experience of the teachers varies across the different school types, and so forth. 

3.6 Use of Project Coaches 

In designing the remedial pilot research activity, a conscious decision was made to 
employ external project coaches to conduct the teacher training and provide the in-class 
support. The reason was quite simply an awareness that the nature of the activity—
providing differentiated support to the children in a class—was such a dramatic 
departure from teachers’ typical practice and that they would need intensive and ongoing 
support to implement the program with fidelity. In the Intervention pilot research 
activity, where MoE Supervisors were used to provide the training and in-class coaching, 
it was found that fewer than 8% of the teachers received the requisite number of visits 
(12 to 16 visits in the year); 16% of the teachers received between one half and three 
quarters of the expected visits; 28% of the teachers received between one quarter and 
one half of the number of expected visits; and 48% of teachers (nearly one half of the 
participating teachers) received less than one quarter (25%) of the number of visits 
expected in terms of the activity design. The reason for this is quite simply that MoE 
supervisors are very busy people, and they have a wide range of responsibilities that get 
in the way of being able to visit teachers as frequently as the activity may require. The 
benefit of using external project coaches is evident in that more than 90% of the teachers 
in the remedial pilot research activity were visited as often as was required. To maximize 
the impact of a project, the benefits of using external project coaches should be 
considered. 

4 Conclusion and Recommendations 
It is clear from this report that the remedial pilot research activity was successful in 
achieving the objectives. Namely, the remedial pilot research activity was successful in 
developing resources to assist teachers to: (1) objectively identify those children 
performing below the general performance level of the class; (2) describe the 
performance level of those children who are performing below the general 
performance level of the class, in terms of the expectations of the syllabus; and (3) 
provide remedial support to the children performing below the general performance 
level of the class, by using appropriately targeted materials. 

The impact of the research activity on those children, who were identified to be in need 
of remedial support, was determined by considering the difference in the trend between 
the children in the treatment and in the control schools. Both for reading and for 
mathematics, the data suggests that the remedial children benefited from the remedial 
support. For reading, 30% more of the children, who had been identified as being in need 
of remedial support, improved by one or more performance levels than would have been 
predicted in the absence of remedial support. For mathematics, the number is 25% more 
children. 
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The data indicates quite clearly that the children, who were identified as performing 
below the general performance level of the class, benefited from receiving remedial 
support. For reading, the benefit is reasonably even across the grades: an additional 35% 
of the grade 1 children, 26% of the grade 2 children, and 23% of the grade 3 children 
improved their performance level by one or more levels than would have been expected 
if they had not received remedial support. For mathematics, an additional 28% of the 
grade 2 children and 44% of the grade 3 children improved their performance level by 
one or more levels than would have been expected if they had not received remedial 
support. 

In addition to determining whether or not the remedial children benefited from the 
remedial support that they received, it is also important to know what the impact of those 
children, who needed and received remedial support, was on the class as a whole. As 
much as the data demonstrates that the remedial children benefited from the remedial 
support they received, as encouraging is the performance improvement of the non-
remedial children in the treatment schools, which is significantly greater than it is for the 
non-remedial children in the control schools: 24% vs. 16% in grade 1, 13% vs. 0% in 
grade 2, and 9% vs -2% in grade 3 for reading and 19% vs. 5% in grade 2 and 10% vs -
1% in grade 3 for mathematics. It is clear that the non-remedial children in the treatment 
schools also benefited from the remedial pilot research activity. This benefit can, in all 
likelihood, be attributed to (1) their teachers having been trained on the more effective 
pedagogies of the remedial pilot research activity and applying these more generally in 
their teaching, and (2) the improved performance of the remedial children changing the 
performance profile of the class as a whole. 

The data shows that male students benefited as much from the remedial pilot research 
activity as female students. This is encouraging because (1) it is different from what was 
experienced in the intervention pilot research activity; and (2) given the difference in the 
nature of the interaction of teachers with their students between the intervention and the 
remedial research pilot activities, it may provide some insight into how male students 
need supervision and structuring that differs from that provided to female students. 

Moving forward, it is recommended that the fine-grain tool for mathematics be refined 
(and possibly re-piloted) to ensure that the tool is better able to differentiate between 
students performing at the KG and 1.1 performance levels. 

In conclusion, the remedial pilot research activity has been successful in developing the 
early grade remedial programs for reading and mathematics that the Ministry of 
Education identified as a need in response to the 2012 National Survey. It remains now 
for the MoE to implement the program in all schools across the Kingdom. It is 
anticipated that this will form part of the Early Grade Reading and Mathematics 
Initiative (RAMP) that is being implemented by the MoE between 2015 and 2019. 
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Annex 1:  
This Annex contains the following instruments: 

• The coarse grain reading assessment for grade 1 (assessor version) 

• The coarse grain reading assessment for grades 2 and 3 (assessor version) 

• The fine grain reading assessment 

• The coarse grain mathematics assessment for grade 1 (assessor version) 

• The coarse grain mathematics assessment for grades 2 and 3 (assessor version) 

• The fine grain mathematics assessment 
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First Grade – Reading  
Coarse Grain Assessment Tool  

(Teacher's Copy) 
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Prior to the assessment, make sure that every child has a seat, desk, a pencil and a rubber.  If possible, 
re-arrange the children so that there is only one child at a desk.  This will ensure they cannot see each 
other’s work. If there are two or more children at a desk put up a barrier (book or bag) between the 
children so that they cannot see each other’s work. 

• Give each student a test paper and make sure that they write their name at the top of the test. 
• Say to the class: 
 We are going to do a short task.  For each question I will first tell you where to point so that you 
are answering the correct question. For each question I will read the instruction and give you time to 
answer each question.  Do not go to the next question until I tell you to do so. Are you ready? Let’s 
begin. 

• For each question: 
o Tell the child to point to the box that corresponds to the question by saying: 
 Put your finger on the box with the number “3”. 

o Read the question to the class. 
o Tell the children to record their response. 

• When the test is completed collect the test papers and mark them according to the marking 
memorandum. 
 

Name: ______________________________________________________________ 
 

 Put your finger on the box with the number "0" 

 Where is the sound (    ) in the word (         ) 
           

0 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "1" 

 Where is the sound (    ) in the word (        ) 
           

1 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "2" 

 Where is the sound (    ) in the word (          ) 
           

2 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "3" 

 Where is the sound (    ) in the word (          ) 
           

3 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "4" 

 Where is the sound (   ) in the word (           ) 
           

4 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "5" 

 Where is the sound (    ) in the word (          ) 
           

5 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "6" 

 Where is the sound (   ) in the word  (          ) 
           

6 
          
     آخر  وسط  أول 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "7" 

 Where is the sound (   ) in the word (           ) 
           

7 
          
     مِ   مُ   مَ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "8" 

 Circle the sound (  ) 
           

8 
          
     يص  صو  صا 
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "9" 

 Circle the word which contains a stressed letter  
           

9 
          
     انعَمّ   جَرَشُ   إِرِْ�د 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "10" 

 Circle the word which contains (    )  (that is pronounced) from the following words 
           

10 
          
ارعُ        النَّظَرُ   البَیْتُ   الشَّ

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "11" 

 Circle the word which contains  (         ) 
           

11 
          
     ز�دٍ   ز�دًا  زَ�دٌ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "12" 

 Circle the right form that contains the syllables of the word (          ) 
           

12 
          
   ـسُ  ـجْلِـ مَـ   ـلِسُ  مَجْـ  ـسُ  ـلِـ مَجْـ  ـلِسُ  ـجْـ مَـ 
          

           

 
Put your finger on the box with the number "13" 
Write what is dictated to you (   ) 

           

13 
          
          
          

           

 
Put your finger on the box with the number "14" 
Write what is dictated to you (    ) 

           

14 
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 
Put your finger on the box with the number "15" 
Write what is dictated to you (      ) 

           

15 
          
          
          

 
 
 
 

          

 
Put your finger on the box with the number "16" 
Write what is dictated to you (       ) 

           

16 
          
          
          

           

 
Put your finger on the box with the number "17" 
Write what is dictated to you (       ) 

           

17 
          
          
          

           

 
Put your finger on the box with the number "18" 

Write what is dictated to you (        ) 
           

18 
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Second & Third Grade – Reading  
Coarse Grain Assessment Tool  

(Teacher's Copy) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Prior to the assessment, make sure that every child has a seat, desk, a pencil and a rubber.  If possible, 
re-arrange the children so that there is only one child at a desk.  This will ensure they cannot see each 
other’s work. If there are two or more children at a desk put up a barrier (book or bag) between the 
children so that they cannot see each other’s work. 

• Give each student a test paper and make sure that they write their name at the top of the test. 
• Say to the class: 
 We are going to do a short task.  For each question I will first tell you where to point so that you 
are answering the correct question. For each question I will read the instruction and give you time to 
answer each question.  Do not go to the next question until I tell you to do so. Are you ready? Let’s 
begin. 

• For each question: 
o Tell the child to point to the box that corresponds to the question by saying: 
 Put your finger on the box with the number “3”. 

o Read the question to the class. 
o Tell the children to record their response. 

• When the test is completed collect the test papers and mark them according to the marking 
memorandum. 

 
Name:  ______________________________________________________________ 

 Put your finger on the box with the number "0" 

 Add a sound to the word (      ) to form a new meaningful word 
           

0 
          
   �عود  سَعیدُ   د�ع   عَدّ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "1" 

 
Substitute the sound (     ) in the word (      ) by another letter to form a new 
meaningful word 

           

1 
          
   لَمَعَ   مع  عَ مَ سَ   عم 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "2" 

 Circle the word which contains  (    ) from the following words 
           

2 
          
   حاَمِدُ   جَمِیلُ   عِمَادُ   مَحْمُودُ  
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "3" 

 Circle the word which contains (    ) from the following words 
           

3 
          
رْسَ        المُعَلِّمُ       قرأ     للطُّلابِ         الدَّ

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "4" 

 Circle the word which contains    (    )     in the following sentence 
           

4 
          
یفِ   لَة    فى    فصلِ     الصَّ    .العِنَبُ    فاكهتي    المُفَضَّ

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "5" 

 Circle the word which contains  (      )    in the following sentence 
           

5 
          
   اشْترى   مُحَمَّدٌ    قَلَمَ    حِبْرٍ    جَدِیدًا . 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "6" 

 Circle the word which contains  (    )    in the following sentence 
           

6 
          
   .المسْجِدِ       أَب�هِ    في   مَعَ      صَلَّى     عَلِّيٌ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "7" 

 Circle the right form that contains the syllables of the word (      ) 
           

7 

          
   قَ ـ ـَ شـ ــنْ  ـتَ اسْ   ـقَ  شـَ ـنْ  ـتَ ـ اسْـ  شَقَ  ـتنَـْ  ـْ س ا  قَ ـ شـَ  ـتنَـْ  اسـْ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "8" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word: التقط الطائر الحب 
           

8 
          
   تركَ   رمى  شربَ   أكلَ  
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "9" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word:  َارِع  عَبَرَ مُحَمَّدٌ الشَّ
           

9 
          
   أحبَّ   قطعَ   سارَ   أخذَ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "10" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word:  . ِرَاجَة  غیَّرتُ عَجَلَةَ  الدَّ
           

10 
          
   لكسِ   كرسي  إطار  دقوَ مِ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "11" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word: .كُنْتُ فى عجَلَةٍ  من أمري 
           

11 
          
   ضعفٍ   قوةٍ   �طءٍ   سرعةٍ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "12" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word:  ِنَظَرَ  سَعِیْدٌ إلى الُ�سْتَان 
           

12 
          
   سافرَ   شاهدَ   رجعَ   ذهبَ  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "13" 

 Specify the meaning of the underlined word:  ِمُحَمَّدٌ ضَعِیْفُ النَّظَر 
           

13 
          
   ال�صر  القدم  القلب  الید 
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "14" 

 Choose three words related in meaning to the word:   ُرمَضَان 
           

14 

          
   هلال  نظارات  ك�ةرُ   ص�ام 

   أنف  حاسوب  فطور  رأس 

          
  

 
 
 

         

 Put your finger on the box with the number "15" 

 Choose three words related in meaning to the word:  ُعِیْد 
           

15 

          
   دراسة  قلم  عمل  ضیوف 

   أوراق  ألعاب  بهجة  مدرسة 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "16" 

 Choose three words related in meaning to the word:  ُفَوَاكِه  
           

16 

          
   عنب  س�ارة  مشمش  تفاح 

   كرسي  أخ  صدیق  رجل 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "17" 

 
Complete the following sentence with an appropriate adjective: 

  __________ تناثر الزَّهْرُ على الأرْضِ  
           

17 
          
   الرف�عة  السمینة  الخضراء  الطو�لة 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "18" 

 
Complete the following sentence with an appropriate adjective: 

   __________ نَظَّفَ الطُّلابُ الملعبَ 
           

18 
          
   الناعم  الكبیر  ال�ارد  الدافئ 
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 
Put your finger on the box with the number "19" 
Write what is dictated to you  ًةً جَمِیلَة  قَرَأ زَْ�دٌ قِصَّ

           

19 
          
          
          

 
 

          

 Put your finger on the box with the number "20" 

 
What do you say when someone gets back from travel? 

   ( _______________ )  
           

20 
          
          
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "21" 

 Read the following paragraph to answer the questions that follow: 
           

21 

          
سند�اد وكتا�اً حول ال، واشترت قصة عرض الكتاب السنوي في مدینة عمانذهبت سلمى إلى م 

 .صناعة الطائرات

  
   

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "22" 

 Answer the following question: ؟إلى أي مكان ذهبت سلمى  
           

22 
          
   معرض الكتاب  الألعابدكان   الطیور حد�قة  الخضارسوق  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "23" 

 Answer the following question:  ما اسم القصة التي اشترتها سلمى؟  
           

23 
          
   الأ�ام   السندباد  كلیلة ودمنة  ة ولیلةألف لیل 

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "24" 

 Answer the following question: في أي مدینة كان معرض الكتاب الذي زارته سلمى؟ 
           

24 
          
   الرّمثا  السّلط  عمّان  العق�ة 
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "25" 

 Answer the following question: كم مرة  �قام معرض الكتاب في العام الواحد؟ 
           

25 
          
   أر�ع مرات  مرة واحدة  ثلاث مرات  نمرتی 
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Fine grain individual oral assessment 

READING 
 
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Make sure that you have the following ready: 
o A fresh test paper for each child 
o A stimulus book 
o Pencil and paper for the child to write on (reading and 

mathematics) 
o A comfortable setting where you can sit on opposite sides of the 

table with the child.  
• Administer the test starting with the first task.   
• For each task: 

o Remember to check if the task uses a stimulus sheet or not and if 
it does to open the stimulus book to the correct page. 

o Give the child the instructions as provided in the test. 
o Record the response of the child to each item:  = correct,  = 

incorrect. 
o After completing the task follow the decision rules to determine 

the next task. 
• On reaching the end of the assessment complete the summary table by 

inserting a () into the space that corresponds to the task on which you 
stopped for each category. 

• Determine the grade equivalent of the student by selecting the grade in 
which there are the most () marks.  If there is more than one grade 
with the same highest number of tick marks select the lower grade. 

 

Name _____________________________________________ 

Class ______________ Grade ______________ 

Gender  ______________ Age  ______________ 
 

Reading KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
Vocabulary        
Letter sounds        
Phonemic awareness        
Oral Reading and 
Comprehension 

       

Writing        
Grade equivalent of the 
student 

       
 

 
  



EdData II: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey–Jordan 
Remedial Pilot Research Activity Report 63 

Vocabulary   
General 
instructions 

1. Read the text slowly with correct inflections  
2. Correct answers in slang language are accepted   

3. Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
4. Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

 Start: five to seven years  2.1 2.2 Start: over 8 years 3.1 3.2 

 

    
Question   Question  Question  Question  

What is the meaning of the word that I will specify in 
the following sentences: 

What is the meaning of the word that I will specify in 
the following sentences: 

What is the meaning of the word that I will specify 
in the following sentences: 

What is the meaning of the word that I will specify 
in the following sentences: 

ّ�ادُ َ�طْنَ  شَقَّ  مكَةِ فَوَجَدَ لُؤْلُؤَةً ثَمینَةً.الصَّ ةِ. طْفَالُ حَوْلَ الْمُعَلِّ لأا تَحَلَّقَ   )(مانعًا. اعائقً الطل�ةُ إلى المدرسةِ لأنَّ الثلجَ كانَ  لم یذهبِ   فتح )(السَّ   تجمّع )  –( التف مَةِ لِسَماعِ الْقِصَّ
 –فك  –(نقّى . رعَ ل�ستخرجَ حّ�اتِ القمحِ الذهب�ةِ الفلاحُ الزَّ  درسَ 
 جمع )  -حصد  –فصل  –عزل 

 

مَ الْجَْ�شُ الْعَرَِ�يُّ تَضْحِ�اتٍ   مرتفعة )  –( غال�ة الثمنِ.  �اهظةُ ها لم تشترِ سلمى اللع�ةَ لأنّ   ضرب )  –رنّ  –( دقّ الوَلَدُ جَرَسَ المَدْرَسَةِ.  قَرَعَ    یذهب ) –( یزور  ا للعلمِ المكت�اتِ ح�� ل�ةُ الطَّ یرتادُ   عظ�مة ) –( كبیرة .  جَس�مَةً قَدَّ
 –(جماعة ا في السماءِ. عال�ً  �طیرُ من الطیورِ  اسِر�ً شاهدتُ 

 مجموعة )
مُ.  ضَمَّدَ     عالج ) –داوى  –( لفّ الطَّبیبُ جُرْحَ عاصِمٍ فَتَوَقَّفَ الدَّ

 Differentiate the meaning of the following words:  Differentiate the meaning of the following words: 

 Differentiate the meaning of the following words:  Differentiate the meaning of the following words:  َحصد)  –یجمع  –( �قطف . النّاضجةمارَ الفلاحُ الثّ  یجني  خطط)  –رسم  -( شكّل ا جَم�لاً. الْمُهَنْدِسُ بَیْتً  صَمَّم�  

  ألحّ)  –( أصرّ الْوَلَدُ عَلى النَّجاحِ.  صَمَّمَ   �حصل)  -�صیر –( �حدث . یجري هُ �ما مَّ فلُ أُ أخبرَ الطِّ   ( أخو أمي ) یَوْمَ العیدِ.   خاليزُرْتُ مَنْزِلَ 
یوقع نفسه  –�قتل  –یهلك  –( �قضى قُ على نفسهِ.ارِ السّ  یجني

 فى المهالك) 
 

رِ.  الخاليأَشْرَبُ العَصیرَ  كَّ   ( زار ) الطلابُ زمیلهم المر�ضَ.  عادَ   بلغ )  –( انتهى النّهاَ�ةِ. الْمُتَسابِقُ إلى خَطِّ  وَصَلَ   �مشي )  –یتدفق  –( �سیر هرِ الماءُ في النَّ  یجري   (الفارغ ، لا �حتوي)مِنَ السُّ
  ( رجع) ا.سالمً  هِ المسافرُ إلى وطنِ  عادَ   ضمّ ) .  –جمع –( ر�ط الطَّالِبُ الأسْلاكَ الْكَهْرَ�ائِ�َّةَ .  وَصَلَ   مكان )  –( مدینة . الأزرقِ هابَ إلى واحةِ الذّ  بُّ حِ أُ   ) شخص واحد -واحد,(ا.المُسَافِر�نَ مِنْ رِحْلَتِهِ مُتْعَ�ً  أَحَدُ عَادَ 

وامُ  سْمِيُّ لِلطَّ یَبْدَأُ الدَّ   ( لون أزرق ) .الأزرقَ حنینُ تحبُّ الفستانَ   ( یوم).الأَحَدِ لََ�ةِ یَوْمَ الرَّ
Give three words related to the following 
word: 

Give three words related to the following 
word: 

Give three words related to the following 
word: 

Give three words related to the following 
word: 

  شارع ... )  –راكب  –( سائق سَّ�ارَةٌ   )  ...�ضاعة –آلة  –( عامل مَصْنَع . 

  )...ماء –مزارع  –ح فلاّ  –( أشجار ُ�ستانٌ   لثة ...) –معجون  –فرشاة  –( فم أَسْنانٌ 
 complete the following sentences using 
the appropriate description: 

 complete the following sentences using the 
appropriate description: 

  )  ...سفینة –شاطئ–( ماء �حرٌ   )  ...هدف –جمهور  –حكم  –( كرة مَلْعَبٌ 
 –المفقودة  –... ( الضائعة أعََادَ الطَّالِبُ النُّقُودَ 

 ) الكثیرة
 

 –الفائزات  –...( المتفوقات تكرم المدیرة الطال�ات
 ) . ...النجی�ات

 

 complete the following sentences using the 
appropriate description: 

 complete the following sentences using the 
appropriate description:  َهائلاً  – اكبیرً  – ا...( عظ�مً  الفر�قُ فَوْزًا حَقّق  (  

غیر  – ...( الضارةمُ المبیداتُ لقتلِ الحشراتِ دَ تُستخْ 
 ) غیر المفیدة –النافعة 

 

 في حروفها )كتبَ (كلمة  انأعط كلمتین تشارك   ) ...( الشدیدأَحَسَّ المَر�ضُ ِ�الأَلَمِ    �س�طة ) –سهلة  -شدیدة –صع�ة  –(كبیرة هذهِ مشكلةٌ 
 مكت�ة ...) –كتاب  –مكتوب  –(كاتب 

 
 ) في حروفهاَ�حَثَ أعط ثلاث كلمات  تشارك كلمة(  
 )...�حّاث  –َ�حْث  –م�حوث  –�احث (

 
  ) المرتفعة –الطو�لة  –(العال�ة ا�ةُ فوقَ السار�ةِ ارتفعت الرَّ   كبیرة)  –واسعة  –جمیلة  –( �عیدة سَافَرَ أَبي إِلى ِ�لادٍ  

Total (11)  Total (11)  Total (10)  Total (10)  
  Total < 5: 2.1  Total < 4: 2.2  Total < 5: 3.1  

Total > 8: 2.2  Total > 8: 3.1  Total > 7: 3.2    
Stop and go to Letter sound 2.1  Stop and go to Letter sound 2.2  Stop and go to Letter sound 3.1  Stop and go to Letter sound 3.2  
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Letter sound  
General 
instructions:  

 

1. Allow the student 5 seconds to respond to each item. 
2. Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  

3. Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be 
assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
       

Question   Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  

 
Read the sound of 
the following: 

Read the sound of 
the following: 

Read the sound of 
the following: 

Read the sound of 
the following: 

Read the sound of 
the following: 

Read the sound of 
the following: 

  اتّصَلَ   ذَهَبَتْ   خالدٌ   امُ سِه  ها  عَ   

  ورُ عَم  رُلى  ینُ حَن  ارُ ثِم  ظي  لُ   

  هِ َ�أصْدِقائِ   إلى  رُ�وعُ   هارِ زْ أَ   ضو  بِ   

  اديش  وقِ السّ   فادي  َ�حْمي  صادَ   را  
  ىو مُصْطف  تْ تعَ مْ تَ واسْ   نىمُ   رَشَ فَ   سوسُ   ثو  
  واتَّفّقوا   رِ یْ السَّ �ِ   الْماءَ   رٌ و ر غُ   قَلَمُ   تي  
  على  على  السّحابُ   نَظّمَ   اسَهْمً   جادَ   
  هابِ الذّ   دامِ الأَقْ   بَ لَّ قَ   افً �ْ سَ   أَرْضٍ   دارَ   
  لىإِ   ارَتْ زَ   دُ دِّ ُ�شَ   زةٌ جْهِ أَ   حَسَنٌ   نورُ   
  كَ لِ ذَ   عُلا  وّعَ نَ تَ   جَرٍ شَ   دٌ مُحمَّ   رَ زا  
  جدِ سْ مَ الْ   رَ وْ غَ   مُسْتَق�مٌ   ىهُد  العَمَلُ   ر�شُ   
مسُ   سَر�عُ      ر�بِ قَ الْ   افيالصّ   اسْتِمْتاعُ   یلٌ تطمُسْ   الشَّ
  Total (12)  Total (12)  Total (12)  Total (12)  Total (12)  Total (12)  

    Total < 4: 1.1  Total < 4: 1.2  Total < 4: 2.1  Total < 4: 2.2  Total < 4: 3.1  
  Total > 9: 1.2  Total > 9: 2.1  Total > 9: 2.2  Total > 9: 3.1  Total > 9: 3.2    

  

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehension 
1.1 

 

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehension 
1.2 

 

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehension 
2.1 

 

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehension 
2.2 

 

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehensio
n 3.1 

 

Stop and go to 
Listening 

comprehension 
3.1 

 

 
  



EdData II: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey–Jordan 
Remedial Pilot Research Activity Report 65 

Listening comprehension:  
General instructions:  

 
 

1. Allow the student 5 seconds to respond to each item. 
2. Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  

3. Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be 
assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
       

Question   Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  
 What is the sound of 
the first letter that you 
hear in the following 
words: 

 What is the first 
syllable that you hear in 
the following word:  

 What is the first 
syllable that you hear in 
the following word:  

 Delete the sound of the 
first letter in the beginning 
of the following words 
and pronounce the new 
word: 

 Delete the sound of the 
first letter in the beginning 
of the following words 
and pronounce the new 
word: 

 Delete the sound of the 
first letter in the beginning 
of the following words 
and pronounce the new 
word: 

 

    مُسافر  عادُ سُ   مالٌ جَ   یَرْكضُ   حُ امِ سَ   كَتَبَ 
    یَدقّ   جِدارُ   سَماءُ   مُرتَضى   دُ مَسْجِ   سَمِعَ 
    ذابعَ   ساءُ نِ   رِجالٌ   شفىتَ مُسْ   یَرْمي  خُبْزُ 

  What is the last  سِهامُ 
syllable that you hear in 
the following word:  

 What is the second 
syllable that you hear in 
the following word:  

  Add a sound to the  بیرُ كَ    مْ لَ قَ 
beginning of the following 
words: 

  

    جَمَعَ   كر�مٌ   قَلمٌ 

    (�قف)ف قِ    عیدُ سَ   حُ أُسامِ   تارٌ سِ   أرضُ   قِرْدُ 

  Add a sound to the    أزهارُ   منهُ   مُنى
beginning of the following 
words to read new words: 

    سقم...) –(رقم  مقَ 

 رِضا
 

 زارَ 
 

 طُیورُ 
   

حرج  –فرج  –(درج  جرَ 
 رج...)ه –

   

     What is the last 
syllable that you hear in 
the following word:  

  Substitute the first  رهَ   
sound of the following 
words:  

  
    رمَ       
    كمالُ   سَد     مُصطفى    
    ماهرُ   ماء     ر�احٌ     
    سمیرةُ   فرَ     اهاتفً     
Total (8)  Total (6)  Total (9)  Total (6)  Total (11)  Total (9)    

  Total <3: KG  Total <4: 1.1  Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 5: 2.1  Total < 4: 2.2    
Total > 4: 1.1  Total > 4: 1.2  Total > 6: 2.1  Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 7: 3.1      

Stop and go to 
writing (KG)  Stop and go to 

writing 1.1  
Stop and go to the 
oral reading and 

comprehension 1.2 
 

Stop and go to the 
oral reading and 

comprehension 2.1 
 

Stop and go to the 
oral reading and 

comprehension 2.2 
 

Stop and go to the 
oral reading and 

comprehension 3.1 
   

 
  



EdData II: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey–Jordan 
Remedial Pilot Research Activity Report 66 

Oral reading and comprehension  
1.2 2.1 2.2 
   

Question  Question  Question   
This is a short story, be careful and read it clearly and 
loudly. When you finish, I will ask you some questions on 
what you have read. When I tell you "let's start", start 
reading, ready? Let's start. 

This is a short story, be careful and read it clearly and 
loudly. When you finish, I will ask you some questions on 
what you have read. When I tell you "let's start", start 
reading, ready? Let's start. 

This is a short story, be careful and read it clearly and 
loudly. When you finish, I will ask you some questions on 
what you have read. When I tell you "let's start", start 
reading, ready? Let's start. 

كُ  ھَا سِنِّ بِ  لیَْلىَ  أحََسَّتْ  رَتِ  أنْ  وَرْدةَِ ال مِنْ  حْلةَُ نَّ ال اسْتأَذنََتِ  ذھَبَتْ  .تتَحَرَّ  یةِ مَحمِّ لِ  بِرِحْلةٍَ  القِیامَ  سرَةُ الأُ  قَرَّ
ُ ال اسَألَتَھْ .ھَارَحیقَ  تأَخُذَ  تنموسَ  لاَ تخََافي :قاَلَتْ فَ  ،مُعَلِّمَتھَِا إِلىَ ع  ،طیفِ لَّ ال ھاجَوِّ ل عَجلونَ  غَاباتِ  ذاَما :وَرْدةَ  وتنَوُّ
فَ تَ فَ  ھا،حَیَواناَتِ و نبَاَتاَتھِا .العَسَلَ  سَأصْنعَُ  بَتْ أجَا بِرَحیقي؟  سَتفَْعلَینَ     ةٌ.جَدِید سِنٌّ   جَدیدةًَ. بیئةًَ  تعَرَّ

               
               

Total (12)  Total (15)  Total (15)  

 Total < 6: 1.2 Total < 6: 2.1 
Total > 7 : Ask the student the comprehension 
questions 

Total > 10 : Ask the student the comprehension 
questions 

Total > 10 : Ask the student the comprehension 
questions 

Stop and go to writing 1.2 Stop and go to writing 2.1 - 
ةِ؟ ( الوردة والنحلة)   ( تحركت) نِّ لَیْلَى ؟ ماذا حَصَلَ لِسِّ    ( الق�ام برحلة) سْرَةُ الْقِ�ام �ه؟ الأُ ا الَّذِي أَرَادَتْ م  مَنْ أَْ�طالُ القِصَّ

  لتأخذ رح�قها) ( ؟مِنَ الوَرْدَةِ  ذَا اسْتَأذَنَتْ النَّحْلَةُ مالِ   (�الخوف ) �ماذا شَعَرَتْ لَیْلَى ؟ 
محم�ة غا�ات ز�ارته ؟ ( على سْرَةُ اذْكُرْ اسْمَ المَكانِ الّذي اتَّفَقَتِ الأُ 

 عجلون)
 

  ( ماذا ستصنعین برح�قي)  ؟ الوَرْدَةُ ذَا سَأَلَتْ ما  المعلمة ) إلى ( إِلَى مَنْ ذهبت لَیْلَى ؟ 
مَحم�َّةَ غا�اتِ عَجْلونَ( لجَوِّها اللَطیف وتَنوُّعِ سْرَةُ اخْتَارَتِ الأُ  لماذا

 حَیواناتِها ونَ�اتَاته) 
 

  بیئة جدیدة)  (؟ماذا سَتَتَعرفُ الأُسْرَةُ في مَحم�َّةَ غا�اتِ عَجْلونَ   ( العسل ) ؟مِنَ الرَّحیقِ  النَّحْلَةُ ا سَتَصْنَعُ ماذ  ( سن جدیدة) لِلَیْلَى ؟  سینمومَاذَا 
Total (4)  Total (4)  Total (4)  
Total > 2: 2.1  Total > 2: 2.2  Total > 2: 3.1  

Stop and go to writing 1.2  Stop and go to writing 2.1  Stop and go to writing 2.2  
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Oral reading and comprehension  
3.1 3.2 
  

Question   Question   
This is a short story, be careful and read it clearly and 
loudly. When you finish, I will ask you some questions on 
what you have read. When I tell you "let's start", start 
reading, ready? Let's start. 

This is a short story, be careful and read it clearly and 
loudly. When you finish, I will ask you some questions on 
what you have read. When I tell you "let's start", start 
reading, ready? Let's start. 

 الأْشَْیاَءَ  تحَُوِلُ  مُبْدِعَةٌ   سَلْوَى  وَالِدةَُ  طَیَّارَةٍ  صُنْع لِ  وَرَشا رامي  تعَاوَنَ 
ن   .وَرَقیَِّةٍ   الْخُیوُطِ  من  جُ سِ نْ ت جَدیدةَ؛ٍ لِمَوادَّ  وَالأْخَْضَرِ  وَالأْسَْوَدِ  باِلأْحَْمَرِ  ااھلَوَّ

یْتِ  مِنَ  تصنعُ و ،بِسَاطًا ارْتفَعََتِ  .سُباعِیَّةً  نَجْمَةً  اسَمرَ و ،وَالأْبَْیَضِ    ،ناًوصَاب الزَّ
 اسْتِخْداَمَ  یدُ تعُو ،زَبیِباً العِنَبِ   مِنَ و .اقً مُحَلِّ  مِ لَ عَ ال لِرُؤیةَِ  افَرِحفَ  الطَّیَّارَةُ 

 .أدَوَاتھِا ا فیھ تحَْفظََ ل الفاَرِغَةِ  الْعلَُبِ      
Total (20)  Total (25)  
Total < 7: 2.2 Total < 9: 3.1 
Total > 15 : Ask the student the comprehension 
questions 

Total > 17 : Ask the student the comprehension 
questions 

Stop and go to writing 3.1 Stop and go to writing 3.2 
  (لأنها تحول الأش�اء لمواد جدیدة)لِمَاذَا تُعَدُّ أُمُّ سَلْوَى مُبْدِعَةً ؟   ( رامي ورشا) صُنْعِ الطَّ�َّارَةِ الْوَرَقِ�َّةِ؟لمن تَعاوَنَ 

  ( �ساطاً) صَنَعَتْ أم سَلْوَى من  الْخُیُوطِ ؟  ذامَا  أحمر وأخضر وأسود وأب�ض)(أَلْوانُ الطَّ�َّارَةِ الْوَرَقِ�َّةِ ؟ما 
ابُونَ ؟ يش يأ من  ( س�اع�ة)على الطَّ�َّارَةِ ؟ تْ ما شَكْلُ النَّجْمَةِ الَّتي رُسِم   ( من الز�ت) ء تَصْنَعُ الصَّ

نت دَوْلَةٍ ِ�عَلَمِ أَيِّ    ( الز�یب ) مَاذَا تحضّر أُمُّ سَلْوَى مِنْ الْعِنَبِ ؟   ؟ ( الأردن ) الطَّ�َّارَةُ  لُوِّ
Total (4)  Total (4)  
Total > 2: 3.2    

Stop and go to writing 3.1  Stop and go to writing 3.2  
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Writing   
General instructions: 1. Allow the student 5 seconds to respond to each item. 

2. Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
3. Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be 

assessed. 
KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
       

Question   Question   Question   Question   Question   Question  Question  
 Write what is dictated to 
you: 

 Complete the words 
according to what you 
hear: 

 Complete the words 
according to what you 
hear: 

 Write what is dictated 
to you: 

 Write what is dictated 
to you:  ِلى رَافَقَ مُحَمَّدٌ والِدَهُ إ
 صَلاةِ الجُمُعَةِ . 

 Write the sentence that 
you hear using the 
appropriate:  

ثَتِ الْنُّفَاَ�اتُ المَ�اهَ العَذَْ�ةَ.  لَوَّ

 Write the sentence 
that you hear using the 
appropriate:  

  رَافَقَ   مُصْطَفى   ___ـتَحَ (ف)  فَّاح (ت)ــ___  بَ  الكَعَْ�ةِ. طَافَ الحُجّاجُ حَوْلَ 
  مُحَمَّدٌ   مَسْعود   قَطَـ___ (ف)  بَیْــ___ (ت)  فَ 
ثَتِ   والِدَهُ   اكْتَشَفَ   مَــ___ــارْ (ط)  مَلْـ__ـب (ع)  مَ    طَافَ   لَوَّ
  Write what is dictated  بَــ___ (ط)  رَ�یــ___ (ع)  دَ 

to you:  
رْسَ   كَتَبَ الوَلَدُ الدَّ

  الحُجّاجُ   الْنُّفَاَ�اتُ   إِلى

 

 یَـ___ـرَب (ش)
 

 Write down the 
following word: 

  حَوْلَ   المَ�اهَ   صَلاةِ 

  .الكَعَْ�ةِ   العَذَْ�ةَ.  الجُمُعَةِ   كَتَبَ   رامي   َ�عیـ___ (ش)
  الوَلَدُ   مُعَلّم 

 

Complete the 
sentence to have a 
proper meaning: 

عِنْدَما َ�أْتي شَهْرُ رَمَضانَ 
أَقُولُ لأَِصْدِقَائِي( رمضان 

 كر�م ) 

 

Complete the 
sentence to have a 
proper meaning: 

عیدِ،   في عیدِ الفِطْرِ السَّ
ئَ أَصْدِقائي  ذَهَبْتُ لأُِهَنِّ
 فَقُلْتُ لَهُم( عید سعید ) 

 
 

رْسَ    الدَّ
 

Total (4)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (5)  Total (5)  
  Total < 3: KG  Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 3: 2.1  Total < 3: 2.2  Total < 3: 2.2  

Total > 2: 1.1  Total > 2: 1.2  Total > 2: 2.1  Total > 2: 2.2  Total > 2: 3.1  Total > 2: 3.2    
Stop and go to the 

summary  
 

Stop and go to the 
summary  

 
Stop and go to the 

summary  
 

Stop and go to the 
summary  

 
Stop and go to the 

summary  
 

Stop and go to the 
summary  

 
Stop and go to the 

summary  
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Coarse Grain Assessment Tool  

 
(Teacher's Copy) 

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Prior to the assessment, make sure that every child has a seat, desk, a pencil and a rubber.  If possible, 
re-arrange the children so that there is only one child at a desk.  This will ensure they cannot see each 
other’s work. If there are two or more children at a desk put up a barrier (book or bag) between the 
children so that they cannot see each other’s work. 

• Give each student a test paper and make sure that they write their name at the top of the test. 
• Say to the class: 
 We are going to do a short task.  For each question I will first tell you where to point so that you 
are answering the correct question. For each question I will read the instruction and give you time to 
answer each question.  Do not go to the next question until I tell you to do so. Are you ready? Let’s 
begin. 

• For each question: 
o Tell the child to point to the box that corresponds to the question by saying: 
 Put your finger on the box with the number “3”. 

o Read the question to the class. 
o Tell the children to record their response. 

• When the test is completed collect the test papers and mark them according to the marking 
memorandum. 

 
Name: ______________________________________________________________ 

  Put your finger on rectangle number "0" 

 Circle the symbol that represents the number one 
           

0 

          
 ٣  ١  ٢      

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "1" 

 Circle the symbol that represents the number three 
           

1 

          
 ٣  ١  ٢      

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "2" 

 Circle the symbol that represents number five 
           

2 
          
 ٨  ٧  ٥     
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 Put your finger on rectangle number "3" 

 Circle the word for the number 2 
           

3  
          
     ثلاثة  اثنان  واحد 

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "4" 

 Circle the word for the number 4 
           

4 
          
     خمسة  ثلاثة  أر�عة 

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "5" 

 Put () below the larger group 
           

5 

          
      

          

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "6" 

 Put () below the larger group 
           

6 
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 Put your finger on rectangle number "7" 

 Put () below the smaller group 
           

7 

          
      

          

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "8" 

 Put () below the smaller group 
           

8 

          
      

          

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "9" 

 Circle the largest number 
           

9 

          
 ٦  ٧  ٩     

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "10" 

 Circle the smallest number 
           

10 
          
 ٧  ٤  ١١     
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 Put your finger on rectangle number "11" 

 How many objects are there? Circle the correct number 
           

11 

          
 

  
 

  

  

 ٨  ٧  ٦  ٥   

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "12" 

 How many objects are there? Circle the correct number 
           

12 

          
 

  
 

  

  

 ٨  ٧  ٦  ٥   

          
           

 Put your finger on rectangle number "13" 

 How many objects are there? Circle the correct number 
  

13 

          
 

 

 

 

  

 
٢٢  ٢١  ١٧  ١٥ 
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 Put your finger on rectangle number "14" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

14 

          

 Iiiiiiii = ١ +  ٣ 
    

          
 Put your finger on rectangle number "15" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

15 

          
 

٢ = ٥ + Iiiiiiii 
    

          
 Put your finger on rectangle number "16" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

16 

          
 

٦ =  Iiiiiiii  - ٨ 
    

          
 Put your finger on rectangle number "17" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

17 

          
 

Iiiiiiii = ٩ - ٤ 
    

          
 Put your finger on rectangle number "18" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

18 

          
 

Iiiiiiii = ١٢ +  ٣ 
    

          
 Put your finger on rectangle number "19" 

 Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

19 

          
 

Iiiiiiii = ٧ + ٢ 
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 Put your finger on rectangle number "20" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

20 

          
 

١٠ =  Iiiiiiii  - ١٥ 
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Coarse Grain Assessment Tool  

 
(Teacher's Copy) 

 
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Prior to the assessment, make sure that every child has a seat, desk, a pencil and a rubber.  If possible, 
re-arrange the children so that there is only one child at a desk.  This will ensure they cannot see each 
other’s work. If there are two or more children at a desk put up a barrier (book or bag) between the 
children so that they cannot see each other’s work. 

• Give each student a test paper and make sure that they write their name at the top of the test. 
• Say to the class: 
 We are going to do a short task.  For each question I will first tell you where to point so that you 
are answering the correct question. For each question I will read the instruction and give you time to 
answer each question.  Do not go to the next question until I tell you to do so. Are you ready? Let’s 
begin. 

• For each question: 
o Tell the child to point to the box that corresponds to the question by saying: 
 Put your finger on the box with the number “3”. 

o Read the question to the class. 
o Tell the children to record their response. 

• When the test is completed collect the test papers and mark them according to the marking 
memorandum. 

 
Name: ______________________________________________________________ 

 Put your finger on the box with the number "0" 

 Circle the symbol that represents the number five 
           

0 
          
 ٧  ٦  ٥     

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "1" 

 Circle the symbol that represents the number one hundred sixty-five 
           

1 
          
 ٦٥١  ١٦٥  ١٥٦     

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "2" 

 Circle the symbol that represents number three-quarters 
           

2 

          
 ٣

٤
 

 ٤

٣
 

 ٢

٤
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "3" 

 Circle the word for the number 37 
           

3 
          
     س�ع وعشرون   ثلاث وس�عون   س�ع وثلاثون  

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "4" 

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number: 

٣٠،  ٢٥،  ... ،  ١٥ 
           

4 
          
 ١٠  ٢٠  ٤٠     

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "5" 

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number: 

١٥٠،   ... ،  ١٣٠،  ١٢٠ 
           

5 
          
 ۱٤۰  ۱۲٥  ۱۳٥     
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "6" 

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number: 

٣٢٥٠،  ٣١٥٠،  ٣٠٥٠  ، ... 
           

6 
          
 ۳۳۰۰  ۳۲۰۰  ۳۳٥۰     
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "7" 

 
Complete the pattern with the missing number: 

١١٢،  ١١٤،  ... ،  ١١٨ 
           

7 
          
 ۱۱۷  ۱۱٦  ۱۱٥     
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "8" 

 Circle the largest number 
           

8 
          
 ٤۳  ٥۷  ٤۱     
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "9" 

 Circle the largest number 
           

9 
          
 ٦٨٢  ٦٢٩  ٦٩٢     

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "10" 

 Circle the smallest number 
           

10 
          
 ٣٤٠  ٣٥١  ٣٠٩     

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "11" 

 Circle the smallest number 
           

11 

          
 ۲

۹
 

 ۱
۹
 

 ٥
۹
 

    

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "12" 

 Put () below the numbers arranged from the largest number to the smallest number 
           

12 

          
 ٤٢،  ٥٠،  ٦٧  ٦٧،  ٥٠،  ٤٢  ٥٠، ٤٢، ٦٧     

                      
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "13" 
 

Put () below the numbers arranged from the smallest number to the largest number 

13 

          
 ٥۷  ،٥،  ٥٤۹  ،٥۰  ٥۰  ،٥،  ٥٤۷  ،٥۹  ٥۷  ،٥۹  ،٥۰  ،٥٤     
                      
          

           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "14" 
 

Put () below the numbers arranged from the largest number to the smallest number 

14 

          
 ۲

٦
,    ٤

٦
,    ٥

٦
  ٤

٦
,    ٥

٦
,    ۲

٦
  ٥

٦
,    ٤

٦
,    ۲

٦
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "15" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

15 
          
 ٤  +     .   =۷         

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "16" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

16 
          
 ۷۰  =٦٦  +     .         

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "17" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

17 
          
 ۸٥ -      .   =۸۰        

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "18" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

18 
          
 ۱۳٦  =۱۰۰  +     ..   +٦       

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "19" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

19 
          
 ۲۰۷  +۸۳  =     .        

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "20" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space.  

  

20 
          
 ۷  +۸  =     .         
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 Put your finger on the box with the number "21" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space. 

  

21 
          
 ۱۹ – ۷  =     .         

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "22" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space. 

  

22 
          
 ۲٦۲  +٤٥  =     .        

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "23" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space. 

  

23 
          
 ۳٥٦ – ۳۸  =     .        

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "24" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space. 

  

24 
          
 ۱٦ × ۱۰  =     .         

          
           

 Put your finger on the box with the number "25" 
 

Write the number that solves the problem into the space. 

  

25 
          
 ۲٦ ÷ ۲  =     .         
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Fine grain individual oral assessment 

MATHEMATICS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER 
 

• Make sure that you have the following ready: 
o A fresh test paper for each child 
o A stimulus book 
o Pencil and paper for the child to write on (reading and 

mathematics) 
o A comfortable setting where you can sit on opposite sides of the 

table with the child.  
• Administer the test starting with the first task.   
• For each task: 

o Remember to check if the task uses a stimulus sheet or not and if 
it does to open the stimulus book to the correct page. 

o Give the child the instructions as provided in the test. 
o Record the response of the child to each item:  = correct,  = 

incorrect. 
o After completing the task follow the decision rules to determine 

the next task. 
• On reaching the end of the assessment complete the summary table by 

inserting a () into the space that corresponds to the task on which you 
stopped for each category. 

• Determine the grade equivalent of the student by selecting the grade in 
which there are the most () marks.  If there is more than one grade 
with the same highest number of tick marks select the lower grade. 

 

Name _____________________________________________ 

Class ______________ Class ______________ 

Gender  ______________ Gender  ______________ 
 

Mathematics KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
Operations with numbers        
Manipulating numbers        
Comparing and ordering 
numbers 

       

Reading and writing 
numbers 

       

Counting        
Pattern completion        
Grade equivalent of the 
student 
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Operations with numbers  
General 
instructions
: 

1) Clearly read the instructions to the student. 
2) Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
3) Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

   Start: five to seven years   Start: over 8 years  
KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
              

Question   Question   Question   Question   Question   Question   Question   

   
 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

    ۲  +۳ = ] ٤٦١ [ = ٨٦+  ٣٧٥  ] ٣٠٧ [ = ٤٥+  ٢٦٢  ] ١٧٩ [ = ٥٢+  ١٢٧  ] ١٥ [  = ٨+   ٧  ] ٥ [  
    ٥ – ۱ = ] ١٢٧ [ = ٧٨ – ٢٠٥  ] ٣١٨ [ = ٣٩ – ٣٥٧  ] ١١٣ [ = ٢١ – ١٣٤  ] ١٢ [ = ٧ – ١٩  ] ٤ [  
    ۳  +۳٤ = ]  ۳۷[   ٨+  ٤٦ = ] ٢٤٠ [ = ١٥×  ١٦  ]٨٠  [ = ٥×  ١٦  ] ١٩١ [ =٧٨+١١٣  ] ٥٤ [  
    ۲۸ – ٦ = ] ۲۲ [  ۳۲ – ۷ = ] ۲٢٢٥٠ [ = ٩×  ٢٥٠  ] ٣٠٠ [ = ٢×  ١٥٠  ] ٩٧ [ = ٧٠-١٦٧  ] ٥ [  
    ٤+  ٥۸ = ] ٥۳ [  ۳٦  +۲٥ = ] ٦۱ [  ۱۳۷ + ۷٦ = ] ۲۱۳ [  ٦٤  ÷۲ = ] ۳۲ [  ٥۲  ÷٤ = ] ۱۳ [  
    ۳٥ – ۹ = ] ۲٦ [  ٤۰ – ۱۸ = ] ۲۲ [  ۷  ×۸ = ] ٥٦ [  ۸۰ – ۲۷ = ] ٥۳ [  ۱٦۸  ÷٤ = ] ٤۲  [  

    Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  
      Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 2.2  Total < 3: 3.1  
    Total > 4: 2.1  Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 4: 3.1  Total > 4: 3.2    

    
Stop and go to 
Manipulating 
numbers 1.2 

 
Stop and go to 
Manipulating 
numbers 2.1 

 
Stop and go to 
Manipulating 
numbers 2.2 

 
Stop and go to 
Manipulating 
numbers 3.1 

 
Stop and go to 
Manipulating 
numbers 3.2 
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Manipulating numbers  
General 
instructions: 

1) Clearly read the instructions to the student. 
2) Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
3) Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
             

Questio
n   Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  

  
 Determine the 
number that solves 
the problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves 
the problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves the 
problem:  

 Determine the 
number that solves 
the problem:  

   [٤] =   ۱  +۳   [۹]= ۲  +۷   ٥۷ = ٥۰ + [۷]  ۷۰ = [٤] + ٦٦  [۱۹۰] = ۱ + ۱۸۹  ۷ + ٥۰ + [۱۰۰] = 
۱٥۷  

  ۳ + [۲] ٥  =    [۳] = ٥ – ۸  ٤۰ = [۹] – ٤۹  ۸۰ = ۸ – [۸۸]  [۱۱۳] = ٥ + ۱۰۸  [۱۷۲] = ۱۳ + ۱٥۹  

  [۳] = ۳ – ٦   [۳٦] = ٦ + ۳۰  ۹۰ = [۳] + ۸۷  [۱۸۰] = ۷ + ۱۷۳  ٦ + [۲۰] + ۱۰۰ = 
۱۲٦  [٤۰۰] + ٤ = ٦۰٦  

  ۷  =۷   + [۰]  [٤۰] = ٤٦ – ٦  ۷۰ = [٥] – ۷٥  ۱٥۰ = [۹] – ۱٥۹  [۱۰۰] = ٥٦ + ٤٤  ۳۰۳  = [٤۰]  – ۳٤۳  

    [۱۱] ۱۰  +۱ =   [۱۰] = ۲ + ۸  [۱۰۳] = ۳ + ۱۰۰  [۱٥۳] = ۱۰۰ + ٥۰ 
+ ۳  ۱۰۷ = [٦۰] – ۱٦۷  [۱۱۲] = ۲٥ + ۸۷  

  ۱۰ = [٥] - ۱٥  ۹۳ = [۳] + ۹۰  [۲٤] = ٦ + ۱۸  [۱۰۰] = ٤۰ + ٦۰  [۲۱۰] = ۸۰ + ۱۳۰  [۳۰۰] = ۹۳ + ۲۰۷  
  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  

    Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 3: 2.1  Total < 3: 2.2  Total < 3: 3.1  
  Total > 4: 1.2  Total > 4: 2.1  Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 4: 3.1  Total > 4: 3.2    

  

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 1.1 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 1.2 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 2.1 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 2.2 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 3.1 

 

Stop and go to 
comparing and 

ordering of 
numbers 3.2 
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Comparing and ordering numbers  
General 
instructions: 

1) Clearly read the instructions to the student. 
2) Do not read the numbers to the student. 

3) Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
4) Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 

             
 Question   Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  

  Which is greater?  Which is greater?  Which is larger?  Which is larger?  Which is larger?  Which is larger? 

۱  ۱۲٥ ، ۱۰٥ ،  ۱٦۹  ۷۷ أم ٦۷ أم ٥۷  ٤٣  أم ٥٢  ٨ أزرار أم ١٠  أزرار  ١٢ ح�ة فاصول�اء أم ٥ ح�ات 
۸
  , [ ٥

۸
 ]  

ح�ات ٦حّ�ات فاصول�اء أم  ٤     Which is larger? ٦۰  ، ۱۲۰  ، ۹۹    ۱۷۳ ۲  ۱۰۸أم
۷
  , [ ۳

۷
 ]   Which is the smallest? 

  Which is larger? ٦  أم ٢   Which is the smallest? [ ۱
۲
۱  أم [ 

٤
   

 Arrange the following 
numbers from the largest to the 
smallest 

[ ۲
٦
 ]  ،   ٤

٦
   ،   ۳

٦
  

  ۸۰ ،  ٥۲ ،  ٥۷  ٢٥ أم ٣٦  ٩  أم ٢ 
 Arrange the following 
numbers from the largest to the 
smallest 

۱۱۰ , ۱۳٦ , ۱۷۲ , ۱۰٤ 
[۱۰٤, ۱۱۰ , ۱۳٦ , ۱۷۲]  

 Arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to the 
largest 

 ? Which is the smallest  ٧ أم ٨ 
 Arrange the following 
numbers from the largest to the 
smallest 

٦۷ , ۳۸ , ٤۸ 
[۳۸, ٤۸ , ٦۷]  ۹۰۹ , ۱٥۱۲ , ۹۹۰ , ٤۰۰ 

[٤۰۰, ۹۰۹ , ۹۹۰ , ۱٥۱۲]  
٦۹۷۸ , ٥۰۱٥ , ٦۱۰٦ , ۹۹۰۰ 

 [۹۹۰۰, ٦۹۷۸ , ٥۱۰٦ , 
٥۰۱٦] 

 

 ۷ , ٤۳ , ۳٤   ١٠٠ ،  ٣٧  ،  ٨٨  ٧ أم ١١ 
[۷ , ۳٤ , ٤۳]  ۸۷ , ۱۰۷ , ۱۷۰ , ۹۸ 

[۸۷, ۹۸ , ۱۰۷ , ۱۷۰]  
 arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to 
the largest 

۹٦۷, ۸٤۳, ۸٥۲, ٦۹٦ 
 [۹٦۷, ۸٥۲ , ۸٤۳ , ٦۹٦]  

 
 Arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to the 
largest 

 Arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to 
the largest 

۸۹ , ۹٥ , ۹۰ 
[۸۹, ۹۰, ۹٥]  

 Arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to 
the largest 

۷۲۳ , ۲٥٦٤ , ٤٦ , ۷۷۸ 
[۷۷۸, ۷۲۳ , ٥٦٤ , ۲٤٦]  

۱
٥
 , ۱

۳
 , ۱

۷
 

[۱
۳
 , ۱

٥
 , ۱

۷
] 

 

   ۹ , ٤ , ۷ 
[۹ , ۷ , ٤]   ۱۱ , ۸ , ۳٥ 

[۳٥ , ۱۱ , ۸]  
 Arrange the following 
numbers from the smallest to 
the largest 

۱۸۷ , ۷۸۱ , ۱٥۳ , ۲۰۰ 
[۷۸۱, ۲۰۰ , ۱۸۷ , ۱٥۳]   Which is smaller? 

 Arrange the following 
numbers from the largest to the 
smallest 

   
 Arrange the following 
numbers from the largest to the 
smallest 

۱۰۱ , ۱۱ , ۹۰ , ۲۱ 
[۱۰۱ , ۹۰ , ۲۱ , ۱۱]    ۱

۳
  , [ ۱

۷
 ]  

٥
۹
  ,  ۲

۹
  ,  ۷

۹
  ,  ۱

۱۰
  

[  ۱
۱۰

 ,  ۲
۹
 ,  ٥

۹
 , ۷

۹
  ] 

 

   ٦ ,٥٦۸, ۳۹ 
[٥٦ , ۳۹ , ٦۸]     

      

 Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  
   Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 1.2  Total < 3: 2.1  Total < 3: 2.2  Total < 3: 3.1  

 Total > 4: 1.2  Total > 4: 2.1  Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 4: 3.1  Total > 4: 3.2    

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 1.1 

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 1.2 

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 2.1 

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 2.2 

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 3.1 

 
Stop and go to 

reading and writing 
numbers 3.2 
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Reading and writing numbers  
General instructions: 1) Clearly read the instructions to the student. 

2) Do not read the numbers to the student. 
3) Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
4) Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
              

Question   Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  Question  
  read the number   read the number   read the number   read the number   read the number   read the number   read the number 

٩٣٧  ٤٠٧  ١٣٠  ٧٨  ١٦  ٦  ٢  

٤٠٠١  ٦٨٥  ٣٤٧  ١٠٩  ١٨  ٣  ٤  

٥٠١٠  ٣٠١٩  ٥٩٦  ٢١٣  ٦١  ٩  ٥  

  خمسة عشر  ١٩٩  ١٢  ٧
١

٣
   

٣

٤
   

١

٩
   

 write in numbers write in numbers  اثنا عشر  ١٧  ١١
١

٧
   

٣

٨
   

write in numbers ١٦  write in numbers مائة وسبعة  سبع وستون  اكتب بالرموز 
٩

١٠
   

اربعمائة وست   مائة وخمس وسبعون  تسعة عشر  ٥٤  ستة
 write in numbers  ثلاثمائة  وثمانون

  write in numbers  ثمانمائة  تسعمائة وستةّ  سبعمائة وعشرون    مائتان وأربع وستون  اثنان وثمانون  

ألفان ومائتان واثني  write in words write in words  مائة وست وثلاثون  ثلاثة عشر  
  ستة آلاف وخمسة  عشر

  أربع أخماس write in words  ٦٤  ١١١ write in words  سبع وعشرون  
    ١٩٧  ١٢٧  ٥٧  ٧٢    
Total (6)  Total (9)  Total (9)  Total (9)  Total (9)  Total (9)  Total (9)  

  Total < 4: KG  Total < 4: 1.1  Total < 4: 1.2  Total < 4: 2.1  Total < 4: KG  Total < 5: 2.2  
Total > 4: 1.1  Total > 6: 1.2  Total > 6: 2.1  Total > 6: 2.2  Total > 6: 3.1  Total > 6:3.2    

Stop and go to 
counting (KG)  Stop and go to 

counting 1.1  Stop and go to 
counting 1.2  Stop and go to 

counting 2.1  Stop and go to 
counting 2.2  Stop and go to 

counting 3.1  Stop and go to 
counting 3.2  

 
  



EdData II: National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey–Jordan 
Remedial Pilot Research Activity Report 85 

Patterns   
General 
instruction
s: 

1) Clearly read the instructions to the student. 
2) Do not read the numbers to the student. 

3) Mark each item and complete the total for each set of questions.  
4) Follow the instructions at the end of each section to move to next task to be assessed. 

KG 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 
              

Ques
tion   Que

stion   Questi
on   Question   Question   Question   Question   

     Complete the pattern 
with the missing number: 

 Complete the pattern 
with the missing number: 

 Complete the pattern with 
the missing number: 

 Complete the pattern with 
the missing number: 

      [ ۷ ] , ٤ , ٥ , ٦  ۱۸ , [ ۱٦ ] , ۱٤ , ۱۲  ۳۲٥ , ۳۲۰  , [ ۳۱٥] , ۳۱۰  ۸۰۱ , [ ۸۰۰ ] , ۷۹۹ , ۷۹۸  
      ٦۰ ,  [ ٥۰ ] , ٤۰ , ۳۰  [ ٥۰ ] ,  ٦۰ ,  ٤  ٦٥, ٥٥۱٤ ,  ٤۱۲ , ٤۱۰ , [٤۰۸]  ۹٤۰, ۹۲۰ ,  ۹۰۰ , [ ۸۸۰ ]  
      ۲۰ , ۳۰ , ٤۰ , [ ٥۰ ]  ۱٥۰ , ۱٤۰  , [ ۱۳۰] , 

۱۲۰  ٤۰۰ ,۳٥۰ , [ ۳۰۰ ]  ,  ۲٥۰    ۳۳٥۰ , ۳۲٥۰ , [ ۳۱٥۰ ] , 
۳۰٥۰  

      ۳۰ , ۲٥ , [ ۲۰ ] , ۱٥  ۲۰۰, [ ۳۰۰ ]  , ٤۰۰,  
٥۰۰  ۷٤۰ , ٦٤۰ , ٥٤۰ , [ ٤٤۰ ]  ۷۱۰۰, ۷۰٥۰ , ۷۰۰۰ , [ ٦۹۰ ٥]  

      ۷٤ , ۷۲ , [ ۷۰ ] , ٦۸  [ ۲۰۰ ] , ۱٥۰ , ۱۰۰ , ٥۰  ۱۱٦٥ , [ ۱۱٥٥ ] , ۱۱٤٥ , 
۱۱۳٥  ۲٦۳۱۰ , ۲٦۲۱۰ , ۲٦۱۱۰ , [ ۲٦۰۱۰ ]   

      ۱۰۱ , [ ۱۰۲ ] , ۱۰۳ , 
۱۰٤  [ ۱٤۰ ] , ۱٦۰ , ۱۸۰ , 

۲۰۰  ۱۰۷۲۰,۱۰٦۲۰ ,  ۱۰٥۲۰  , [ ۱۰٤۲۰ ]  ۱۱۸ , [ ۱۱۳ ] , ۱۰۸ , ۱۰۳  

              
      Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  Total (6)  

        Total < 3: 1.1  Total < 3: 2.2  Total < 3: 3.1  
      Total > 4: 2.2  Total > 4: 3.1  Total > 4: 3.2    

      
Stop and go to the 

summary  
 

Stop and go to the 
summary  

 
Stop and go to the 

summary  
 

Stop and go to the 
summary  

 

. 


