Early Grades Reading and
Mathematics initiative (RAMP)

Lot Quality Assurance Sampling (LQAS)
Final Report

The 2022-2023 End-of-First-Semester

This report prepared by RAMP Monitoring and Evaluation Unit

February 2023

Prepared for RTI International

RTI International is a trade name of Research Triangle Institute.

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings



Table of Contents

LEST OF FIQUIES ...ttt b bbb b et et e et b e bt bt se et et et et e s eneeaeebenb e b e 3

LIST OF TADIES. ...ttt ettt sttt 4

ADDIEVIALIONS ...t b e bttt s e bt e bt bbbt e et ettt b e a e ne e 6

OVEBIVIBW. ...ttt bbbttt b et b et b et b et b e bbbt e bt b bt et s e e b et b et e b et et et b e e eb e enes 7
BACKGIOUNG ...ttt et h e bbb e e e e et et e bt e bt e bt sb e b e e e s e e eneeneens 7
1Y/ 11 1 g oo (o] (oo Y20 TSRS 7
FINAINGS .ttt e h e bbbt e et a e a e bt bbb e bt a e h e bt bt e b et et et neeneens 7
Conclusions and RECOMMENTALIONS .......c.ccueuiriiuiriiirieirieiret ettt 14

1. BACKGEOUNG ...ttt b ettt et e s e bbb st et e s et et eneeneebeeneneeebe e 18
1.2 INEFOTUCTION .ttt ettt b et b et bt b et b et e b e e bt se st anenentenea 18
1.2 LQAS aSSESSMENT ODJECTIVES. ...ttt sttt ettt s b e st s ettt ebeebesbeebenten 20
1.3 LLIMITATIONS ..cnctiete ettt bbbt a et h et b et bt b e bt e b s bt sa st an st e enea 20

2. Methodology and PrOCEAUIES ........ccuecieieieirtieiert ettt ettt sb ettt a e et eae e b e 21
2.1 PopUIation @Nd SAMPIE ......ccuiiieiecieceeeeeet ettt ettt e s e et e st e s e e tesbaesbesbeesaestesteesaessesssassesreessessessnans 21
2.2 INSEIUIMEINTS ...ttt sttt ettt ettt b et b et e s bt e bt et e s b e e ab e s bt s ae e b e sb e e b e sbeebeenbesbeemee bt sanensesbeenenbeeneens 21
2.3 Data CollECtion @nd @NAIYSIS.........ceeviiiiiieiiiieece ettt sttt te b e besteera e besreesaesbessaestesraenaesreeneens 21
2.4 IMPIemMENtationN PrOCEAUIES.......ccoiirieteieiettet ettt ettt sb ettt et seea et s b st ese e e s et eneebeeseebenaens 21
2.5 FINAL SAMIPIE ...ttt et ettt e st e e e et e s be e st e s beeta e besbaesbeebeesaentesteesaebesasentesreentesteennans 22

K TR 1o 11 o[RS 24
3.1: Results based on the decision-making rule of LQAS .......cc.o oottt 24
3.2: Results based on the RAMP key performance iNdiCatorsS .........cccvecevereereneeiere e se s 26
3.2.1: Field direCtOrates FESUILS ......c..c.iiiiiiirieeeet ettt ettt ettt b e sttt st b e bt 26
3.2.2: National key performance iNdiCators FESUIS............everirieierire e 34

3.3 Correlation between the teachers instruction effectiveness and the students' performance in LQAS 41

4. Conclusions, and reCOMMEBNUATIONS. .....eeeeeeeeee e et et e et e et e e e e e eeseeeeesaeeeeeseaeeeeseaneeeessareeeessareeeessaes 47
4.1 CONCIUSTON ...ttt ettt ettt ae bbbt et et et e st e bt s bt e b s b e st et et e s e st e st ebeebeebeneenen 47
i L Tot ] 0 0] =T T U o] 13RS 50

RETEIEINCES ...ttt sttt e h e bt e bt b s b e s b e b e et e st e bt ebe e bt s b e st e b et et et e st ebeebesbenteaan 52

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 2



List of Figures

Figure 1 Field Directorates achieving the benchmarks of the reading proficiency, Silent Reading Comprehension, and

Mathematics over the LQAS of years 2021 And 2022 ...................oooeeueeeeesueeeesiieeesitieeeestesessstsesssttessssstsesssssesesssssesssssssesssssesees 8
Figure 2 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the Reading proficiency in the year 2022............................. 9
Figure 3 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the Mathematics in LQAS of the year 2022. ...................... 10
Figure 4 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the silent Reading Comprehension in LQAS of the year 2022.
................................................................................................................................................................................................... 11
Figure 5 Illustrates Percent of G2 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and mathematics the

last three LQAS (2019, 2021, AN 2022) ............ccueeeeeeesiiieseeesiiteseie ettt esteeattseateesstsessseasssessssesssssasssasssssssssassssssssssssssssessssees 12
Figure 6 Illustrates Percent of G3 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and mathematics the

last three LQAS (2019, 2021, ANA 2022) .............cccuueesueeesieeesiieesiieesiieestttesiteesttsesiteesttsesassesstessstsessssssssssssssssstsesssesssssssssessssesssses 13
Figure 7 lllustrates the Comprehension Performance of G2 Students over the last three LQASS..............ccccccvvvveeevvveennne. 14
Figure 8 Illustrates the Comprehension Performance of G3 Students over the last three LQASS ..............cccccoevvuvevvvencueennen. 14
Figure 9 lllustrates the G2 key indicators results for all schools sample types in the LQAS of year 2022.............................. 35
Figure 10 lllustrates the G3 key indicators results for all schools types in the LQAS of year 2022......................cccceceuvveeun... 36
Figure 11 lllustrates the teachers’ Reading instruction effectiveness and students performances in Reading in each FD ..45
Figure 12 lllustrates the teachers’ math instruction effectiveness and students performances in Math in each FD ........... 46

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 3



List of Tables

Table 1 Numbers of field directorates that have met the benchmark (55% or more) in each indicator classified by years ..8
Table 2  Percent of studetns meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and mathematics classified by indicator,

GIrAAE IEVEL, ANA YA ...........c.eeeieee ettt ettt ettt et e ettt e bt ettt e st e ettt e s ate ettt e s e e at e e saneenanees 12
Table 3 Percent of Students in each Reader Category in reading comprehension classified by grade level and year .......... 13
Table 4 Numbers and percentages of assessed schools classified by school type and year .................cccoeeecvvveeecvveeeanennn. 22
Table 5 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by school type and year ....................ccccvvvvvecvveevnnncnn.. 22
Table 6 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by year and gender ...................ccccouvvevevvvvievcuveennnennn. 23
Table 7 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by year and grade level .......................cccvveecvvveecnnen.. 23
Table 8 Field directorates that meet the benchmarks of the different indicators ....................ccccccccvvveeccveeecciineecieeeeerenn. 25
Table 9 the results of all field directorates and their performances against the 55% benchmark of each indicator .......... 25
Table 10 Results and performance of G2 in basic sample schools against the key performance indicators classified by field
Lo [1=Tot (o Yo L (=0 T2 1o I =1 1o =1 o SRS 27
Table 11 Results and performance of G3 students in basic sample schools against the key performance indicators
classified by field directorate and geNdEr .........................oooueeiuiiemiieiiieie ettt ettt ettt et nane s 28
Table 12 Percent of G2 students in Syrian refugee students schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance
indicators by field directorate ANA GENAETr ........................ccc.ueeeeeeeeeeeiieeeeee e eee et e e e ettt e e sttt e e e sttt eaestb e e e e ssaaaestaseeesseseesses 29
Table 13 Percent of G3 students in Syrian refugee students schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance
indicators by field directorate and GENAET ........................cocueeiuiieiiieiiieieeet ettt ettt ettt s 30
Table 14 Percent of G2 students in Syrian refugee camps schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance
indicators by field directorate ANA GENAEr ........................cccuveeeeeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeecee ettt e e e et e e et e e e sttt e e e s tts e e e e sssaeestsseeasseseenses 31
Table 15 Percent of G3 students in Syrian refugee camps schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance
indicators by field directorate and GENAET ........................cooueeiuiieiiieiiieieest ettt ettt ettt s 31
Table 16 Percent of G2 students in senior teachers schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance indicators
by field directorate AN GENAETr ........................oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt ee e e ettt e e ettt e ettt e e e st e e etsaa e ettt s aeastsaaeetseseastsssasassseaeesses 31
Table 17 Percent of G3 students in senior teachers schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance indicators
by field directorate aNd GENAET ......................ccooeueieiieeiiieeee ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et ettt ettt e s e e nane s 32
Table 18 Numbers of assessed schools and students by SAMPIE LYPE ................ccoeeeeeeeeeeeciiieeesiieeeiiee e eeeeaeseveaeesreeeas 34
Table 19 G2 key performance indicator results by basic sample schools, Syrian student schools, Refugee camp schools,
AN SENIOE TEACHEE SCROOIS. ...............ooeeniieeeeeeeee ettt ettt e et e ettt e e ettt e et e e e sttt s e e satt e e esastaeeeateaeesassesenasnes 34
Table 20 G3 key performance indicator results by basic sample schools, Syrian student schools, Refugee camp schools,
ANd SENIOF tEACHEIS’ SCROOIS ...............oooeeeieieeeee ettt et ettt et ettt e e e ettt e s at e et e e sate et e sateenateenaneenanees 35
Table 21 Percent of Students in each Reader Category in Year 2022 classified by Reader Category and grade level. ........ 36
Table 22 Percent of the students who achieved the reading proficiency benchmark by school type, year, and grade......... 37
Table 23 Percent of the students who achieved the reading proficiency benchmark in the basic sample schools by grade,
o= aTo LT R g Lo BT | OSSO U SOU PRSPPI 37
Table 24 Percent of Students in each Reader Category classified by indicator, grade level, and year .................................. 38
Table 25 Percent of the students who achieved the silent reading comprehension benchmark by school type, grade, and
=2 PR 38
Table 26 Percent of the students who achieved the silent reading comprehension benchmark in the basic sample schools
By gender, grade, AN YEAF ....................ooooeuuueeeeiee et e ettt e e e e e e sttt e e e e ettt e e e eeesessssbeeaaeeseasstbeseaeesesststtaneaeeeeenrtrenees 39
Table 27 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by school type, year, and grade .................. 39
Table 28 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by gender, grade, and year ......................... 40
Table 29 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by grade and year ......................ccuveeun..... 40
Table 30 Percent of the students who got zero scores in ORF classified by school type, grade, and year ............................. 40
Table 31 Percent of the students who got zero scores in ORF classified by gender, year, and grade level............................ 41
Table 32 Instruction effectiveness rate of CRO data of school year 2021/ 2022 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students
who met the benchmark in reading and mathematics assessments classified by field directorate.......................cc............. 41

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 4



Table 33 Instruction effectiveness rate of CRO data of school year 2022/ 2023 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students
who met the benchmark in reading and mathematics assessments classified by field directorate....................................... 43

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 5



Abbreviations

CRO
EGMA
EGRA
ETMD
G2
G3
GAMA
LQAS
M&E
MOE
ORF
RAMP
USAID

Classroom observation

Early Grade Mathematics Assessment

Early Grade Reading Assessment
Examination and Test Managing Directorate
grade two

grade three

Group-Administered Mathematics Assessment
Lot Quality Assurance Sampling

Monitoring and Evaluation

Ministry of Education

Oral Reading Fluency

Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Initiative

United States Agency for International Development

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings



Overview

This report presents the Lot Quality Assurance Sampling (LQAS) assessment results relevant to reading
and mathematics indicators for early grade students in Jordan. This LQAS assessment was administered
at the end of the first semester of the 2022-2023 school year—in November 2022.

Background

The LQAS is the basis for a monitoring approach that uses binary indicators and small school sample sizes
to inform decision-making and improve program effectiveness by taking remedial and improvement
actions. While small sample sizes limit having accurate findings like those obtained from larger samples,
the value of this approach is that it allows for rapid and reliable identification of the schools and field
directorates that are most in need of additional support. This is done by specifying performance standards
for selected indicators and comparing results across field directorates—the field directorates whose
schools do not meet these performance standards can then be targeted for additional support.

The LQAS assessment has been applied in Jordan's Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Initiative
(RAMP) eight times since the initiative started. The first time this assessment was applied was in 2016.
This activity has taken two forms:

1. Traditional LQAS assessment—a sample of 19 students from each school in a sample of 19 schools
from each field directorate.

2. Comprehensive LQAS assessment—a sample of 19 students from all schools where RAMP is
implemented and where there are grades two and three or at least one of them.

In this iteration of the survey, which took place in November 2022, the traditional LQAS approach was
used.

The main objective of the LQAS assessment is to identify the low-performing schools and field
directorates and, therefore, require immediate action and support. Accordingly, in addition to this
comprehensive report, independent reports have been prepared for all field directorates and for all sampled
schools. These reports aim to help decision makers at the MOE- field directorate-, and school-levels to
utilize the findings in improving student learning by addressing weaknesses and reinforcing strengths.
This report focuses on identifying the field directorates most in need of support, in addition to presenting
national results against the reading and mathematics benchmarks.

Methodology

The LQAS is usually implemented in MOE's public schools that have grade two (G2) and/or grade three
(G3) where the number of students in these two grades is 19 or more. The population of this LQAS
iteration comprised 2,373 schools that had 251,858 male and female G2 and/or G3 students from all field
directorates, including the Syrian refugee camps, 15,419 of whom were sampled in the study and 815
schools. Approximately 170 MOE supervisors were trained. They, in turn, assessed the randomly sampled
students using the reading and mathematics tests (reading texts and mathematical problems) used in 2021.

Findings

The findings consist of two main parts: The first is related to the performance of field directorates against
each key performance indicator, and the second is related to the results of the key performance indicators
at the national level.
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As for part one, the field directorates’ performance, their results are summarized in Table 1, which shows
the number of field directorates that have met benchmark—i.e. 55% in each of the performance indicators
according to the decision-making statistical rule.

We notice that 20 field directorates have met the benchmark in the reading proficiency indicator; and 33
field directorates—in addition to the Syrian refugee camps; the total, therefore, is 34—have met the silent
reading comprehension indicator. The findings of the latter are better than those of the former. As for
mathematics, the results were very low; only 5-field directorate met the benchmark.

Table 1 Numbers of field directorates that have met the benchmark (55% or more) in each indicator classified
by years

# of field directorates meeting the benchmark # of assessed field
. (55% or more) directorates
Indicators
2021 2022
Reading proficiency 6 20 42
Silent reading comprehension 274 33 42
Mathematics with understanding 1 5 42

Figure 1 illustrates the Field Directorates achieving the benchmarks of the reading proficiency, Silent
Reading Comprehension, and Mathematics over the LQAS of year 2021 and 2022.

Figure 1 Field Directorates achieving the benchmarks of the reading proficiency, Silent Reading
Comprehension, and Mathematics over the LQAS of years 2021 and 2022

# of field directorates meeting the benchmark (55% or more)

42

35 33

27
28

21 20

14

5
-

0

Reading proficiency Silent reading comprehension Mathematics with understanding

~

2021 m2022

1 The Syrian refugee camps have also met the benchmark in silent reading comprehension in the year 2021.
2 The Syrian refugee camps have also met the benchmark in silent reading comprehension in the year 2022.
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Figure 2 Map lllustrating the levels of the performance of the FDs in the reading proficiency in the
LQAS of the year 2022.

Figure 2 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the Reading proficiency in the year 2022

a5,201 ddlesdl Dol

FDs reached the benchmark (Achieved 55% and More)

FDs did not reach the benchmark (40< Result<55)

. FDs did not reach the benchmark (25< Result<=40)

FDs did not reach the benchmark (Result<=25)
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Figure 3 Map Illustrating the levels of performance of the FDs in the Mathematics in LQAS of the year
2022.

Figure 3 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the Mathematics in LQAS of the year 2022.

FDs reached the benchmark (Achieved 55% and More)

FDs did not reach the benchmark (40< Result<55)

. FDs did not reach the benchmark (25< Result<=40)

FDs did not reach the benchmark (Result<=25)
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Figure 4 Map lllustrating the levels of performance of the FDs in the silent reading comprehension in
LQAS of the year 2022.

Figure 4 Map showing the levels of performance of the FDs in the silent Reading Comprehension in LQAS of the
year 2022.

. FDs reached the benchmark (Achleved 55% and More)

FDs did not reach the benchmark (40< Result<55)
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FDs did not reach the benchmark (Result<=25)
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As for performance at the national level (MOE level), it is results are summarized in Table 2, which shows
the overall results of early grade students against the key indicators.

The both G2 and G3 results of year 2022 showed statistically significant positive changes compared to

the 2021 results in the four key indicators: Reading proficiency, silent reading comprehension,
mathematics, and the zero scores in the ORF.

Table 2  Percent of studetns meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and mathematics classified
by indicator, grade level, and year

November 2019 | November 2021| November 2022
Indicators
G2 G3 G2 G3 G2 G3
Reading proficiency 16.3% 40.6% | 14.5% | 42.9% | 24.0%* | 52.5%*
Silent reading comprehension 28.8% 52.7% | 28.5% | 56.6% | 38.4%* 62.0%*
Mathematics with understanding 16.3% | 38.3% | 7.7% | 27.2% | 12.6%* | 35.20%
Zero Scores in the ORF 11.7% 6.7% | 13.4% | 5.7% 8.2%* 4.5%*

* P <0.05 (2021 vs. 2022)

Figure 5 Illustrates the Percent of G2 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading
and mathematics over the LQAS of years 2019, 2021 and 2022.

Figure 5 lllustrates Percent of G2 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and

mathematics the last three LQAS (2019, 2021, and 2022)

G2 LQAS Results for years 2019, 2021, and 2022

8.2%
Zero Scores 13.4%

11.7%

Mathematics with understanding 7.7%

A 16.3%

38.4%
Silent reading comprehension 28.5%

A 28.8%

24.0%
Reading proficiency 14.5%

AN 16.3%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0%

B Nov 2022 G2 mNov2021G2 mNov2019 G2
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Figure 6 Illustrates the Percent of G3 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading
and mathematics over the LQAS of years 2019, 2021 and 2022.

Figure 6 lllustrates Percent of G3 students who meeting the key indicators benchmarks in reading and
mathematics the last three LQAS (2019, 2021, and 2022)

G3 LQAS Results for years 2019, 2021, and 2022
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As for performance of students by category of proficiency, it is results summarized in Table 3, which
shows transition between categories of the performance on reading comprehension across three
categories and demonstrates reduction in zero scores showing improvements in the proficient category.

Table 3 Percent of Students in each Reader Category in reading comprehension classified by grade level and

year
No Comprehension (Zero Progressing Comprehension Proficient Comprehension
Year Scores) (1-3) (4-5)
G2 G3 G2 G3 G2 G3
2022 27.53% 12.86% 48.45% 34.61% 24.02% 52.53%
2021 35.3% 15.1% 50.2% 42.0% 14.5% 42.9%
2019 31.5% 15.9% 51.8% 43.5% 16.2% 40.6%

Figures 7 and 8 Illustrates the Reading Comprehension performance of G2 and G3 respectively, in the
LQAS of the years 2019, 2021, and 2022.

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings
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Figure 7 Illustrates the Comprehension Performance of G2 Students over the last three LQASs

Comprehension Performance over three years (Grade 2)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B No Comprehension (Zero Scores) = Progressing Comprehension (1-3)

B Proficient Comprehension (4-5)

Figure 8 lllustrates the Comprehension Performance of G3 Students over the last three LQASs

Comprehension Performance over three years (Grade 3)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B No Comprehension (Zero Scores) m Progressing Comprehension (1-3)

M Proficient Comprehension (4-5)

Conclusions and Recommendations

Regarding the results of field directorates that based on the decision-making rule, they varied according
to the different indicators. Twenty field directorates achieved the decision-making benchmarks for the
reading proficiency indicator in year 2022 compared to six directorates in LQAS of year 2021, while 33
field directorates, in addition to the Syrian refugee camps, achieved the silent reading comprehension
benchmarks compared to 27 directorates in LQAS of year 2021. However, the mathematics results
benchmarks are still significantly low; only 5-field directorate achieved the benchmark compared to one
directorate in the LQAS of the year 2021.
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Although the ultimate goal is having at least 55% of students, nationally, meeting each of these indicators
at the end of the school year, it is important to remember that data was collected in November of 2022—
i.e. before the end of the first semester of the 2022-2023 school year. Therefore, the national average (and
the results of nearly all field directorates) is expected to be less than the 55% benchmark at this time of
this school year. Consequently, these results should not be directly compared to the goals of the end of the
school year. The purpose is to use the results to identify the seemingly low-performing field directorates
that need additional support.

As for the results related to the RAMP key performance indicators, the results indicated the following:

There are a statistically significant progression in reading proficiency in year 2022 compared to
the year 2021 in all types of schools; basic schools sample, Syrian schools inside and outside the
camps, in addition to the schools in which there are senior teachers.

There are a statistically significant difference between males and females in reading proficiency
in year 2022.

There is no statistically significant difference between the results of the basic school sample and
the results of the other schools sample types in reading proficiency in each G2 and G3.

There are a statistically significant progression in the silent reading comprehension in year 2022
compared to the year 2021 in the basic schools sample, Syrian camps schools, and the schools in
which there are senior teachers. However, the results of the G3 students of the Syrian second shift
school were declined.

There are a statistically significant progression in mathematics with understanding in year 2022
compared to the year 2021 in all types of schools; basic schools sample, Syrian schools inside and
outside the camps, in addition to the schools in which there are senior teachers.

The males are better than females in mathematics with understanding in year 2022 in both G2
and G3, as there is a statistically significant difference in favor of males’ students in G3.

There is no statistically significant difference between the results of the basic school sample and
the results of the other schools sample types in mathematics with understanding in year 2022,
except the results of the G3 students in the Syrian camps schools, where there is a statistically
significant difference in favor of the G3 students in the Camps schools.

There are a significant progression in students who got zero scores in Oral Reading Frequency
(ORF) in year 2022 compared to the year 2021 in the basic schools sample, Syrian camps schools,
and the schools in which there are senior teachers, However, it declined among G3 students in the
schools of Second shift Syrian students.

Results also indicate that the percentage of males’ students who got zero scores is higher than that
of females’ students in both G2 and G3.

There is a Moderate positive correlation between the Instruction Effectiveness rate and the
percentage of the students who Read Proficiency, silent reading comprehension, and Mathematics
with understanding. In addition, there is a Moderate negative correlation between the Instruction
Effectiveness rate and the percentage of the students who got zero scores.

In general, the progress made in the results of the G2 and G3 students in the year 2022 compared to
the year 2021 can be explained by a set of reasons such as:

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 15



Schools return to face-to-face learning after a long period of interruption. Face to face learning
returned at the beginning of the second semester of the school year 2021/2022, and it is continues
until now.

An increase in the percentage of early grades teachers who provide effective instruction in the
classroom in the last two school semesters.

Results showed significant reductions in zero scores for G3 and G2 students. These reductions in
‘zero scores’ from 2021to 2022 are arguably the result of RAMP and MOE’s focus on low-
performing students and differentiated instruction over the last two schools semesters. In addition
to that, the learning in the rotational schools in the last school year (2021/2022) helped low
performance students in improve their outcomes, this due to low numbers of students inside
rotational classrooms comparative to the number of students in the non-rotational classrooms, and
the teachers rotational classrooms prioritize the foundational reading and mathematics skills.
The remedial programs carried out by the MOE in cooperation with RAMP during the last period
of the students learning. These programs, which aimed to address students' learning loss, included
conducting workshops for all concerned personnel in the field directorates (technical directors,
heads of supervision divisions, and early grade supervisors) in April and May of the year 2022 to
present the LQAS results of year 2021, and then agree on technical support plans along with
remedial interventions. These plans and interventions included in-class coaching visits,
communities of practice, developing and administering diagnostic tools at the beginning of the
first semester of the school year 2022-2023, designing and remedial activities to be implemented
during free activity lessons, and designing a remedial program on which early grade teachers are
then trained.

The differences in performance between males and females in reading and mathematics, and the
performance of students in the Syrian refugee camps in the mathematics can be explained by the
following:

As for gender, female students have scored higher than male students have in reading skills. This
result does not differ from the pattern found in the results of students at the different levels of
learning in Jordan. Female students outperform their male peers in all Jordanian education
indicators, whether at the level of general education or higher education. However, male students
have achieved higher performance than female students have in all mathematics skills due to the
specificity of the non-achievement mathematics subject.

The presence of a stimulating commercial environment in the camps of Syrian students
contributed to a significant improvement in their skills in mathematics. In addition to that, the
average of the G3 students’ ages in the camps schools is higher than the average of the ages of the
students in the other types of schools.

Recommendations

It is necessary that the MOE provide support to the low-performing field directorates, which in
turn provide support to the low-performing schools based on the performance reports that are
provided to them by the MOE.

Implement special programs to enable parents to teach their children effectively, especially in
mathematics, and to provide them with the necessary tools such as videos and others.
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e Design and implement programs to develop the capabilities of early grade teachers in mathematics
skills. The impact of these programs is then assessed.

e Teachers need to focus on foundational skills in reading and mathematics. The number of weekly
mathematics lessons needs to increase due to the difficulty of the new curriculum. Instead of
classroom teachers, mathematics teachers should be the ones assigned to teach mathematics to
early grade students.

e Continue to build teachers' capacities—with a focus on effective classroom management skills,
formative assessment, and the use of multiple and diverse teaching strategies that consider
students' different abilities and learning styles. There should be another focus on developing
students’ foundational skills in reading and mathematics.

e Provide school principals and supervisors with capacity building on student assessment
methodologies—particularly the LQAS assessments—in terms of planning, implementation, data
analysis, and extracting and utilizing the findings.

e Monitor the supervisors who provide in-class technical coaching to teachers to ensure quality
control. Supervisors should not be tasked with administrative or technical work outside the scope
of their main work.

e Increasing the number of early-grade supervisors in low-performing field directorates.

e Implement case studies for high-performing field directorates to identify success stories, In
addition to case studies of low performance field directorates to identify the difficulties and
challenges.
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1. Background

1.1 Introduction

The Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Initiative (RAMP) is a development program adopted by the
MOE and funded by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). RAMP aims to
consolidate methodologies and practices for learning reading and mathematics in early grades in all
Jordanian public schools. The initiative seeks to improve the performance levels of early grade students
in reading and mathematics and make them able to read with fluency and comprehension, and to do
mathematics with understanding.

In 2012, a national survey of reading and mathematics was conducted. It showed that most early grade
students in public schools in Jordan could neither read fluently and comprehensively, nor solve
mathematical problems with understanding. Consequently, a pilot intervention was implemented in 2014
aimed at improving the skills of early grade students. Another national survey was implemented in the
same year and its findings showed the success of the pilot intervention in improving students’ skills in
reading and mathematics.

To achieve the goal of improving students’ learning outcomes in reading and mathematics, the RAMP
initiative was launched in April 2015. The initiative implements a set of planned activities, including
providing technical in-class coaching to teachers through the MOE educational supervisors. During the
coaching visits, the supervisors also evaluate the effectiveness of teachers' instruction using a classroom
observation tool, which is a rubric.

To identify the extent to which students acquire reading and mathematics skills, and to monitor the
performance of schools and field directorates, RAMP assesses students’ learning annually by
administering the LQAS assessment, which is usually done at the end of the first semester of each school
year. As for the national surveys, which are conducted using the Early Grade Reading Assessment
(EGRA) and the Early Grade Mathematics Assessment (EGMA), they are administered once every two
years and at the end of the second semester.

The LQAS methodology is the basis of a monitoring approach that uses binary indicators. It uses small
school samples to collect and process data quickly to inform decision makers of results and improve the
effectiveness of projects and programs. The LQAS methodology is suitable for continuous project and
program monitoring because it allows for low-cost, routine, and relatively rapid monitoring; provides
detailed, disaggregated, and actionable data; and it identifies the encountered challenges to timely
implementation in target areas.

The LQAS methodology was first developed in the 1920s for use in manufacturing industries as a means
of production quality control. A small sample of the product is randomly selected from each production
“lot” and checked for defects. If the number of defective items is greater than the pre-specified sample
level, the whole lot is rejected. Many manufacturers are starting to prefer the LQAS methodology because
it does not require inspecting all produced items. The only outcomes resulting from this approach are
‘acceptable’ or 'unacceptable’; there are no varying levels of non-acceptance.

When compared to conventional surveys, LQAS is a fast and relatively inexpensive data collection
method. It uses smaller sample sizes and allows for more sampling than standard probability surveys. A
pre-selected area is sampled; and then, if the result of this sample indicator is acceptable, the indicator as

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 18



a whole is considered acceptable; and if the result of the sample is not acceptable, then the result of the
indicator as a whole is not acceptable.

The LQAS methodology is particularly suitable for the education sector where many governments are
seeking to decentralize education responsibilities. Local managers, therefore, need a method through
which they can monitor programs or communities in their areas and identify the areas that achieve certain
goals and objectives.

There are several key characteristics associated with this methodology that should be noted. First, the
LQAS divides the population into administrative units where local supervisors can ensure the quality of
effective administration and teaching in these units. Units must be small enough to be homogeneous in
nature, and with similar socioeconomic characteristics. In education, units are usually defined as learning
areas. Second, as a classification tool, LQAS identifies areas that meet performance expectations and areas
that do not. Framing the analysis in this binary way means that only a relatively small sample is needed.
This methodology combines small random sample sizes with binary questions. Eventually, data would be
available and could be recorded and analyzed relatively quickly and easily. District-level results are
usually available in just a few days, and can be easily tabulated with pen and paper. Third, although this
methodology is designed to estimate binary outcomes at the field directorate level, data can be aggregated
to estimate district or national averages. LQAS allows us to classify field directorates or schools, as
meeting or not meeting the minimum student performance standards, by aggregating students' results at
the district or national level.

In Jordan, the LQAS assessment was applied in the education sector for the first time through the RAMP
initiative in 2016. It was thereafter conducted eight consecutive times, the last of which was in November
2022 when it was applied to a sample of 19 schools from each field directorate. The sampled schools had
to have G2 and G3 students. Reading and mathematics assessments were administer to 19 randomly
selected students from each sampled school. A report is usually prepared for each school that includes its
results in reading and mathematics. Similarly, a brief report is prepared at the field directorate level with
the results of its sampled schools.

The findings in this report are designed to measure progress in four key indicators as follows:

Reading Proficiency: The percent of learners who demonstrate proficiency in reading and
comprehension—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the comprehension questions about reading passage.

Silent Reading Comprehension: Percent of learners who demonstrate silent reading comprehension
proficiency—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the comprehension questions in the silent reading

comprehension task.

Mathematics with understanding: The percent of learners who demonstrate their mastery of
mathematics—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the level-two addition/subtraction task, plus > 70% correct
answers in the missing number task.

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) Zero Scores: The percent of learners who are unable to read at least one
word from the ORF passage—i.e. a zero score in ORF.

This report presents the overall 2022 LQAS results with comparisons with the 2021, 2019, and 2018
LQAS results.

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 19



1.2 LQAS assessment objectives
This LQAS iteration aimed to achieve two objectives:

Identify student performance in reading and mathematics skills at the field directorate level to
provide appropriate support to low-performing schools and field directorates.

Identify student performance in reading and mathematics skills at MOE level through the key
performance indicators.

To achieve the abovementioned objectives, we need to answer the following questions:

1.

What is the level of disparities in students' reading and mathematics skills between the field
directorates?

What is the percentage of G2 and G3 students who meet the benchmark of Reading Proficiency
(Reading with fluency and comprehension)?

What is the percentage of G2 and G3 students who meet the benchmark of silent reading
comprehension?

What is the percentage of G2 and G3 students who meet the benchmark of doing mathematics with
understanding?

What is the percentage of G2 and G3 students who got zero scores in ORF?

Is there a correlation between the teachers’ performance in instruction effectiveness and students’
results in LQAS assessments?

1.3 Limitations
The study had the following limitations:

1.

Spatial limitations: The study was implemented in a sample of MOE public schools that have G2
and/or G3 provided that the number of students in these grades is not fewer than 19 students—19
schools from each field directorate, and from the refugee camps.

Time limitations: The study was implemented at the end of the first semester of the school year
2022-2023.

Human limitations: The study was represented by a sample of 19 male and female students
randomly selected from each school that had G2 and/or G3—10 students from G2 and 9 from G2
or vice versa.

Reading and mathematics assessments were used to collect data related to this study according to
the set implementation and procedural plans that suit the objectives of the study.
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2.

Methodology and procedures

2.1 Population and sample

The population consisted of all MOE's public schools that have G2 and/or G3 where the number of
students in these two grades is 19 or more. The total was 2,373 schools that had 251,858 G2 and G3
students. Eventually, 15,419 students from 815 schools from all field directorates and refugee camps were
sampled in the study. The assessments were administered by a team of assessors comprising 170 MOE
supervisors. The same sample of the year 2021 was used in order to know which schools would make
progress in order to apply a qualitative study on them in RAMP final research.

2.2 Instruments
To collect the data from the G2 and G3 students, the assessors—in this 2022 LQAS study—used the
reading and mathematics tools that used in year 2021.

2.3 Data collection and analysis

Visiting the sampled schools by the assessors according to a previously set schedule

Selecting a random sample of 19 students in each school—10 G2 students and 9 G2 students or
vice versa

Conducting the Group-Administered Mathematics Assessment (GAMA) according to the
specified instructions, marking the assessments, and documenting the results electronically on a
tablet

Administering the electronic reading assessment to each student individually and documenting the
results on a tablet

Auditing, cleaning, and analyzing the data; extracting the results; and writing the report by the
MOE’s Examination and Test Managing Directorate (ETMD) with support from the Monitoring
and Evaluation (M&E) team in RAMP

2.4 Implementation procedures

1.
2.
3.

10.

Coordinating with the MOE to collaborate in the implementation of the study

Checked the study instruments on RAMP electronic system and testing them

Preparing enough mathematics assessment sheets for all students to whom the test will be
administered

Preparing the tablets that will be used to collect the data

Selecting the schools, from which data will be collected, that meet the conditions—having 19 G2
and/or G3 students or more

Selecting a group of schools where the assessors will pilot the instruments in the three regions in
Jordan

Obtaining official letters from the MOE to facilitate the tasks of the data collectors

Obtaining permits from the relevant authorities to enter schools located in the Syrian refugee
camps in Mafraq and Zarga governorates

Selecting the people who will administer the assessments to students—those people comprise 170
MOE supervisors (early grade supervisors and ETMD supervisors from the MOE’s center)
Training the assessors on the use of the instruments (assessments) and the tablet—the training
includes school visits during which, as practical training, the instruments are piloted with the
students.
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11. Collecting data from the sampled schools by the assessors and uploading it to the tablets
12. Conducting quality control visits by the ETMD team
13. Daily monitoring of the data entered into the electronic system by the ETMD and M&E teams
14. Completing the data collection from the targeted schools
15. Examining, cleaning, and analyzing the data to get results related to the study questions; and then

writing the report

2.5 Final sample

The reading and mathematics assessments were administered to 15,419 students in 815 schools across all
field directorates. Below are the types and numbers of schools where the assessments were administered,

and the numbers of assessed students.

A. The assessments were conducted in the MOE public schools, including Syrian refugee student
schools (afternoon schools, and camp schools). The results were analyzed according to the
classification displayed in Table 4, which shows the types of schools along with their numbers
and percentages. This classification includes basic sample schools, Syrian refugee student
(afternoon) schools, Syrian camp schools, and senior teacher schools.

Table 4 Numbers and percentages of assessed schools classified by school type and year

School 2017 2018 2019 2021 2022 LQAS
chool type LQAS | LQAS | LQAS | | 0AS Number of | Percentage
schools of schools
Total schools 1,967 | 2,083 | 2,131 | 768 815
Basic sample schools - - - - 796 97.7%
Syrian refugee (second shift) schools | 8.3% 8.6% 7.9% 2.6% 182 2.2%
Syrian refugee camps schools 0.0% 0.8% 1% 2.5% 19 2.3%
Senior Teacher schools 3.6% 3.6% 3.7% | 20.8% 2164 26.5%

B. The assessments were administered to 15,419 students in 2022. Table 5 shows the numbers
and percentages of the assessed students classified by year and school type.

Table 5 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by school type and year

2017 2018 2019 2021 oD 202f2 LS)AS n
umber o ercentage
School Type LOAS | LQAS | LQAS | LoAs Students of Studengts
Total Students 36,704 | 39,126 | 39,678 | 14,498 15,419
Basic sample Students 15,059 97.7%
Syrian refugee (second shift) Students 8.4% 8.6% 7.8% 2.6% 340 2.2%
Syrian refugee camps Students - 0.8% 1% 2.5% 360 2.3%
Senior teacher schools students 3.6% 3.7% 3.7% | 20.8% 4,089 26.5%

3 The Syrian schools are part of the basic schools.
4 The senior teachers’ schools are part of the basic schools.
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C. The 2022 assessments were administered to 7,112 male students and 8,307 female students—
i.e. 46.1%males and 53.9%females. The numbers and percentages of the assessed students
classified by year and gender are shown in Table 6.

Table 6 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by year and gender

Student’s gender 2017 2018 2019 2021 2022 LQAS
LQAS LQAS LQAS LQAS NSutT(?:r:tgf percentage
Total students 36,704 39,126 39,678 14,498 15,419
Males 48.6% 49.2% 47.3% 45.5% 7,112 46.1%
Females 51.4% 50.8% 52.7% 54.5% 8,307 53.9%

D. The 2022 assessments were administered to 7,552 G2 students and 7,867 G3 students—i.e.
49% G2 students and 51% G3 students. The numbers and percentages of the assessed students
classified by grade and year are listed in Table 7.

Table 7 Numbers and percentages of assessed students classified by year and grade level

Grade 2017 2018 2019 2021 2022 LQAS
LQAS LQAS LQAS LQAS Nsut:];fnrtgf percentage
Total students 36,704 39,126 39,678 14,498 15,419
Grade 2 48.0% 47.0% 46.4% 48.8% 7,552 49%
Grade 3 52.0% 53.0% 53.6% 51.2% 7,867 51%
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3. Findings
The findings are designed to measure progress in four key indicators as follows:

Reading Proficiency: The percent of learners who demonstrate proficiency in reading and
comprehension—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the comprehension questions about reading passage.

Silent Reading Comprehension: Percent of learners who demonstrate silent reading comprehension
proficiency—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the comprehension questions in the silent reading

comprehension task.

Mathematics with understanding: The percent of learners who demonstrate their mastery of
mathematics—i.e. > 80% correct answers to the level-two addition/subtraction task, plus > 70% correct
answers in the missing number task.

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) Zero Scores: The percent of learners who are unable to read at least one
word from the ORF passage—i.e. a zero score in ORF.

Although the ultimate goal is having at least 55% of students at the national level meeting each of these
indicators, it is important to note that data were collected in November 2022—i.e. during the first semester
of the school year 2022-2023. Therefore, these findings should not be directly compared to end-of-school-
year goals; instead, these findings should be used to identify low-performing field directorates that require
additional support. That is why the national average (and results in nearly all field directorates) is expected
to be less than the 55% benchmark at this point in the school year.

Additionally, we have included the detailed results of the key performance indictors at the field directorate
level to examine the performance of early graders in reading and mathematics. The results were
disaggregated by; basic sample, gender, Syrian refugee afternoon schools, Syrian refugee camp schools,
and senior teachers’ schools.

3.1: Results based on the decision-making rule of LQAS

The field directorates’ results based on the decision-making rule—55% of the schools, or more, meet the
benchmark. Based on the decision making rule we consider that the field directorate has achieved the
benchmark if eight schools out of the 19 schools in the directorate achieved the benchmark.

Table 8 shows that 20 out of the 42 field directorates meet the reading proficiency benchmark, 33 field
directorates—in addition to Syrian refugee camps—meet the silent reading comprehension benchmark,
and only 5-field directorate meets the mathematics benchmark.
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Table 8 Field directorates that meet the benchmarks of the different indicators

# of field directorates meeting the benchmark
(55% or more)

# of assessed
field

with
understanding

Indicators LQAS 2021 LQAS 2022 directorates
Reading 6 20 42
proficiency
Silent reading 275 336 42
comprehension
Mathematics
1 5 42

Table 9 shows the detailed results of each field directorate for each of the three indicators, in addition to
the zero scores in ORF. The scores highlighted in green indicate that those field directorates are either at
or above the target—i.e. 55% of their schools meet the benchmark; they are making sufficient progress.
The scores highlighted in red indicate that those field directorates are below the benchmark; and,

therefore, require more attention and support.

Table 9 the results of all field directorates and their performances against the 55% benchmark of each

indicator
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Al gwesmeh-dawy sill &1 51 19 360 10% Yes 60% Yes 65% No 30%
Al taibeh & Al wasteiah-4daw sll s Ankall 11 5l 19 360 3% Yes 80% Yes 95% Yes 80%
Aljamaah-daslall ¢! ) 19 361 2% Yes 75% Yes 90% No 40%
Amman Qashah-clee dsad o] 19 357 9% No 30% Yes 75% No 35%
Bani Obaid-2xe ¢l 19 361 1% Yes 65% Yes 90% No 40%
Bsaira-l s ¢ 41 19 359 9% Yes 65% Yes 85% No 25%
Irbid Qashah-x ) 4uxad ¢!l 19 360 5% Yes 65% Yes 95% No 30%
Jezeh-s jall £l 19 358 4% Yes 75% Yes 80% Yes 60%
Marka-\S jl ¢l ! 19 359 3% Yes 75% Yes 95% No 50%
Mowagar-_a sall ¢/ 5! 19 360 8% No Less than 20% No 30% No Less than 20%
Naaor-_sel ¢l 8 19 361 8% No 40% Yes 70% No Less than 20%
Sahab-claw ¢l 5l 17 322 7% No 40% Yes 55% No Less than 20%
5 The Syrian refugee camps have also met the benchmark in silent reading comprehension in year 2021.
6 The Syrian refugee camps have also met the benchmark in silent reading comprehension in year 2022.
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Wadi Alseer-_ sl 535615l 19 360 1% Yes 70% Yes 95% No 40%

Ain Albasha-Li\l cpe 19 361 2% Yes 95% Yes 95% No 40%
Ajloun-gsiae 19 361 4% Yes 55% Yes 80% No 25%
Alkoura-s_ sl 19 361 3% No 45% Yes 85% No 40%
Algaser- =il 19 361 2% Yes 75% Yes 90% No 35%

Agaba-A.iall 19 355 10% No 30% Yes 55% No 20%
Bani kenana-4s b 19 360 3% Yes 60% Yes 80% No 30%
Dair Alla-3le o 19 361 12% No 30% No 40% No Less than 20%
Jarash-_i> 19 359 6% No 45% Yes 70% No 25%
Karak Qasbah-<l sl 428 19 361 1% Yes 85% Yes 95% Yes 55%
Ma an-glx 19 361 12% No 40% Yes 60% No 40%
Madaba-Lale 19 361 2% Yes 70% Yes 90% No 30%
Mafrag Qasbah-_iall duzd 19 360 11% No 30% No 50% No 20%
North East Badia-48 »&ll 4Ll 4000 19 361 15% No 20% No 40% No 30%
North Ghour-4dldll i 2y 19 361 20% No 45% Yes 60% No 20%
North Mazar- sl ) all 19 361 1% Yes 65% Yes 80% No 35%
North West Badia-dx &) 4leld) 4041 19 361 4% No 50% Yes 70% No 40%
Petra-«! il 19 360 3% No 45% No 50% No 30%
Ramtha-t« il 19 356 10% No 25% No 25% No 30%
Rusifa-4iua )l 19 361 10% No 40% Yes 60% No 20%
Salt-bald) duad 19 360 2% Yes 55% Yes 85% No 25%
Shobak-<l gl 19 338 15% No 25% No 30% No Less than 20%
South Badia-i sial) 404 19 361 13% No 25% No 25% No Less than 20%
South Ghour-4u siall i s ) 19 359 27% No 25% No 30% No Less than 20%
South Mazar- sl i 3l 19 361 1% Yes 95% Yes 95% Yes 65%
South Shouna-i siall &3 34l 19 361 3% Yes 65% Yes 85% No 35%
Tafila-4likl) 19 361 14% No 30% Yes 55% No 20%
Theeban-clw? 19 357 4% No 45% Yes 85% No Less than 20%
Zarga 1-1e4,30 19 361 0% Yes 95% Yes 95% Yes 65%
Zarga 2-2:6,30 19 359 11% No 35% Yes 65% No Less than 20%
Syrian Camps ¢ s-d) dlbll Glada 19 360 6% No 45% Yes 70% No 45%
Total 815 15,419

3.2: Results based on the RAMP key performance indicators
The results of the field directories and the results of the Ministry at the national level against the key
performance indicators are listed in this part.

3.2.1: Field directorates results

In this sub part, the detailed results of all field directorates are specified for each key performance
indicators classified by sample type: basic sample schools, Syrian refugee second shift schools, Syrian
refugee camps schools, and senior teachers’ schools.

3.2.1.1: Basic sample schools results

Table 10 shows the key indicators results of G2 students in the basic sample schools classified by field
directorate and gender. The results highlighted in green either meet or exceed the key indicator national
result, the results are approximately 2% below the national result, and the results
highlighted in red are more than 2% below the national result. The red results mean that those field
directorates require more attention and support.
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Table 10 Results and performance of G2 in basic sample schools against the key performance indicators
classified by field directorate and gender

Field directorate

G2 ORF Zero scores

G2 Reading proficiency

G2 Silent reading
comprehension

G2 Mathematics

Male Female | All Male Female | All Male Female | All Male Female All

Al gqwesmeh-aaws sall ¢ 51 13.5% 11.0% | 12.1% | 29.7% 27.0% | 282% | 39.2% 35.0% 36.8% | 13.5% 4.0% 8.0%
Al taibeh & Al wasteiah- ¢! 51

Ao Ml 5 Akl 5.1% 4.3% 46% | 27.8% 39.4% | 34.1% | 55.7% 61.7% 59.0% | 39.2% | 38.3% | 38.7%

Aljamaah-izdall ¢l 1 2.6% 2.0% 2.3% | 19.5% 333% | 27.3% | 351% 45.5% 40.9% | 10.4% 5.1% 7.4%

Amman Qashah-clee duzi ¢l 17.0% 3.4% 10.2% 13.6% 11.2% 12.4% 25.0% 37.1% 31.1% 10.2% 4.5% 7.3%

Bani Obaid-ue & sl 0.0% 3.4% 2.1% 32.4% 36.8% 35.1% 46.5% 47.0% 46.8% 22.5% 23.9% 23.4%

Bsaira-!_was ¢/ 5 13.0% 148% | 13.9% | 21.7% 19.3% | 20.6% | 39.1% 38.6% 38.9% | 12.0% 6.8% 9.4%

Irbid Qashah-) duad ¢l 1 4.8% 9.8% 7.4% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 52.4% 39.1% 45.5% 17.9% 10.9% 14.2%

Jezeh-o )l ¢ 4 10.6% 2.7% 5.6% 34.8% 31.3% 32.6% 39.4% 42.9% 41.6% 22.7% 26.8% 25.3%

Marka-\S s ¢ 5l 6.0% 2.9% 4.7% 38.0% 37.1% 37.6% 57.0% 51.4% 54.7% 20.0% 24.3% 21.8%

Mowagar-_a sall ¢! 5! 15.3% 11.8% 13.5% 4.7% 6.5% 5.6% 17.6% 16.1% 16.9% 4.7% 7.5% 6.2%

Naaor-_seli &1 5 12.2% 9.5% 10.7% 13.4% 17.9% 15.8% 34.1% 49.5% 42.4% 4.9% 9.5% 7.3%

Sahab-cas <1l 9.2% 4.1% 6.7% | 14.5% 23.0% | 18.7% | 25.0% 28.4% 26.7% 6.6% 5.4% 6.0%

Wadi Alseer- sl 3l 5 15l 2.3% 3.4% 2.9% 24.4% 23.9% 24.1% 47.7% 34.1% 40.8% 22.1% 8.0% 14.9%

Ain Albasha-Lilll e 3.4% 2.3% 2.9% 48.9% 54.0% 51.4% 59.1% 60.9% 60.0% 17.0% 11.5% 14.3%

Ajloun-gsstae 6.6% 4.3% 54% | 23.1% 25.8% | 24.5% | 38.5% 41.9% 40.2% 7.7% 8.6% 8.2%

Alkoura-s_ <V 5.1% 2.4% 3.8% 17.2% 28.9% 22.5% 40.4% 34.9% 37.9% 17.2% 18.1% 17.6%

Algaser- =il 6.7% 1.2% 4.0% 30.0% 30.6% 30.3% 54.4% 54.1% 54.3% 20.0% 14.1% 17.1%

Aqgaba-4iall 18.5% 11.0% 14.9% 14.1% 8.5% 11.5% 22.8% 18.3% 20.7% 8.7% 3.7% 6.3%

Bani kenana-4s b 3.6% 3.4% 3.5% 20.2% 28.7% 24.6% 38.1% 48.3% 43.3% 14.3% 13.8% 14.0%

Dair Alla-Je 25.6% 8.5% 16.5% 6.1% 8.5% 7.4% 13.4% 20.2% 17.0% 3.7% 3.2% 3.4%

Jarash-_ios 7.8% 3.9% 6.2% 15.7% 15.8% 15.7% 38.2% 35.5% 37.1% 13.7% 3.9% 9.6%

Karak Qasbah-<l S 4.8 2.5% 1.0% 1.7% 32.1% 39.6% 36.2% 61.7% 65.6% 63.8% 18.5% 24.0% 21.5%

Ma an-glze 24.0% 16.3% 19.6% 17.3% 8.7% 12.3% 26.7% 19.2% 22.3% 14.7% 14.4% 14.5%

Madaba-Lal 6.2% 3.0% 4.4% 25.9% 33.7% 30.2% 40.7% 48.5% 45.1% 16.0% 16.8% 16.5%

Mafraq Qashah-G_iell duai 13.0% 10.5% 11.9% 10.0% 10.5% 10.2% 20.0% 22.4% 21.0% 8.0% 5.3% 6.8%
North East Badia- 4dledll a0

gl 27.8% 16.8% 21.5% 11.4% 8.4% 9.7% 16.5% 13.1% 14.5% 13.9% 15.0% 14.5%

North Ghour-Adlill &) 29.3% 15.7% 22.9% 16.3% 33.7% 24.6% 21.7% 41.0% 30.9% 9.8% 8.4% 9.1%

North Mazar- il ) 3l 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 10.8% 35.1% 24.6% 27.0% 49.5% 39.8% 12.2% 12.4% 12.3%
North West Badia- 4lteill 20Ul

Ll 5.1% 6.7% 6.0% 15.2% 12.5% 13.7% 36.7% 36.5% 36.6% 12.7% 10.6% 11.5%
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Petra-«|_sll 1.2% 5.4% 3.4% 23.8% 21.7% | 22.7% 32.1% 25.0% 28.4% 4.8% 3.3% 4.0%
Ramtha-tie_ll 16.7% 4.2% 9.8% 5.1% 10.4% 8.0% 14.1% 16.7% 15.5% 9.0% 13.5% 11.5%
Rusifa-aduall 20.0% 6.7% 13.3% 13.3% 15.6% 14.4% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0% 7.8% 1.1% 4.4%
Salt-halull duad 2.4% 2.2% 2.3% 23.2% 19.8% | 21.4% 34.1% 33.0% 33.5% 14.6% 8.8% 11.6%
Shobak-<l sl 29.3% 16.5% 22.3% 9.3% 7.7% 8.4% 10.7% 13.2% 12.0% 1.3% 2.2% 1.8%

South Badia-4s siall 440 22.1% 10.2% 14.8% 4.4% 13.0% 9.7% 13.2% 11.1% 11.9% 0.0% 4.6% 2.8%
South Ghour-4xsiall ) s ¥ 36.4% 33.3% 34.7% 2.6% 2.2% 2.4% 5.2% 12.2% 9.0% 2.6% 0.0% 1.2%
South Mazar-zsiall i el 3.8% 1.1% 2.3% 59.5% 44.1% 51.2% 55.7% 58.1% 57.0% 27.8% 20.4% 23.8%
South Shouna-a siall 43 5.l 6.1% 5.3% 5.6% 24.2% 17.0% | 20.0% 51.5% 42.6% 46.3% 13.6% 13.8% 13.8%

Tafila-4lakl 25.8% 14.3% 20.0% 5.6% 8.8% 7.2% 16.9% 14.3% 15.6% 6.7% 3.3% 5.0%

Theeban-glus 9.3% 1.2% 5.2% 8.1% 23.3% 15.7% | 40.7% 54.7% 47.7% 8.1% 7.0% 7.6%
Zarga 1-1e6)30 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 52.4% 51.1% 51.7% 56.1% 65.2% 60.9% 18.3% 20.7% 19.5%
Zarqa 2-266)30 13.6% 12.5% 13.2% 12.7% 11.1% 12.1% 27.3% 27.8% 27.5% 10.0% 5.6% 8.2%

Table 11 shows the key indicators results of G3 students in the basic sample schools classified by field
directorate and gender. The results highlighted in green either meet or exceed the key indicator national
result, the results are approximately 2% below the national result, and the results
highlighted in red are more than 2% below the national result. The red results mean that those field

directorates require more attention and support.

Table 11 Results and performance of G3 students in basic sample schools against the key performance
indicators classified by field directorate and gender

G3 Reading proficiency G3 Silent reading comprehension G3 Mathematics
Field directorate
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Al gwesmeh-iews sill ¢ 51 40.5% 47.1% 44.1% 56.0% 56.9% 56.5% 36.9% 35.3% 36.0%
Al taibeh & Al wasteiah-ddas: 5l  Apdall 11 5l 63.0% 83.3% 75.4% 72.6% 88.6% 82.4% 58.9% 71.9% 66.8%
Aljamaah-taslall ¢! 5l 49.2% 62.5% 57.8% 60.0% 70.0% 66.5% 41.5% 37.5% 38.9%
Amman Qasbah-glee duai ¢l 5l 31.8% 48.9% | 40.6% | 53.4% 60.9% 57.2% 38.6% 39.1% | 38.9%
Bani Obaid-ue i sl 43.8% 63.3% 56.1% 68.8% 66.1% 67.1% 40.6% 32.1% 35.3%
Bsaira-l e ¢! 51 58.6% 56.3% 57.5% 63.6% 71.3% 67.0% 32.3% 26.3% 29.6%
Irbid Qashah-_)) 4uad ¢1 51 66.1% 59.2% 61.4% 79.7% 71.2% 73.9% 45.8% 22.4% 29.9%
Jezeh-o 3l <1l 62.9% 61.9% | 62.2% | 80.6% 65.3% 70.6% 58.1% 58.5% | 58.3%
Marka-\S e ¢/ 51 67.5% 72.2% 69.3% 72.6% 72.2% 72.5% 44.4% 50.0% 46.6%
Mowagar-_2 sl ¢! 51 27.7% 38.4% 33.5% 42.2% 43.4% 42.9% 25.3% 12.1% 18.1%
Naaor-_sel ¢l 5 34.6% 38.8% 37.0% 45.7% 63.1% 55.4% 18.5% 21.4% 20.1%
Sahab-sw sl 36.4% 50.0% 43.0% 48.9% 60.7% 54.7% 22.7% 25.0% 23.8%
Wadi Alseer-_all 35 ¢ 4l 71.7% 54.3% 62.9% 79.3% 69.1% 74.2% 46.7% 34.0% 40.3%
Ain Albasha-Lilll ¢ 78.0% 82.7% 80.6% 86.6% 82.7% 84.4% 46.3% 48.1% 47.3%
Ajloun-¢siae 45.3% 56.6% 52.5% 65.6% 58.4% 61.0% 35.9% 30.1% 32.2%
Alkoura-s_ 39.7% 57.4% 49.7% 61.5% 67.3% 64.8% 50.0% 29.7% 38.5%
Algaser- =il 65.1% 65.0% 65.1% 75.6% 73.0% 74.2% 32.6% 30.0% 31.2%
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Agaba-igal) 36.8% 43.6% | 40.3% | 46.0% 46.8% 46.4% 29.9% 16.0% 22.7%

Bani kenana-4S & 48.4% 67.7% 58.2% | 57.0% 69.8% 63.5% 23.7% 32.3% 28.0%
Dair Alla-3te 2 27.9% 26.3% 27.0% | 39.5% 41.4% 40.5% 12.8% 7.1% 9.7%
Jarash-_i > 45.7% 53.9% | 49.2% | 55.2% 64.5% 59.1% 36.2% 26.3% | 32.0%

Karak Qasbah-<l_sll 428 72.7% 67.3% 69.6% 77.9% 77.6% 77.7% 44.2% 44.9% | 44.6%
Ma an-gle 41.1% 44.8% | 42.9% | 52.6% 49.4% 51.1% 35.8% 29.9% | 33.0%
Madaba-bale 58.6% 65.3% 63.1% 74.1% 76.0% 75.4% 32.8% 33.1% | 33.0%
Mafraq Qashah-(_iall 4uai 25.6% 33.3% 29.9% | 42.7% 51.0% 47.3% 32.9% 22.5% 27.2%
North East Badia-4:5_»&ll 0Ll 4.0 25.4% 32.8% 30.3% 28.8% 48.3% 41.7% 6.8% 37.1% 26.9%
North Ghour-4tell i s) 29.9% 43.8% 36.6% | 35.1% 51.7% 43.0% 21.6% 22.5% 22.0%
North Mazar- i) ) j<ll 46.9% 63.3% 56.3% 60.5% 68.8% 65.3% 37.0% 35.8% 36.3%
North West Badia-ax &l 4laill ) 63.5% 46.8% 51.7% 63.5% 51.6% 55.1% 55.8% 30.2% 37.6%
Petra-«!_idl 55.0% 42.3% | 47.8% 55.0% 41.3% 47.3% 40.0% 26.9% | 32.6%
Ramtha-ti i 26.8% 30.6% 29.1% 25.4% 36.0% 31.9% 28.2% 30.6% 29.7%
Rusifa-2iual 41.3% 36.0% 38.7% | 48.9% 59.6% 54.1% 32.6% 15.7% 24.3%
Salt-lalull dusd 51.9% 53.8% 52.9% 67.9% 59.4% 63.1% 44.4% 25.5% 33.7%
Shobak-<l; sl 32.1% 34.1% 33.1% | 42.9% 37.5% 40.1% 15.5% 13.6% 14.5%
South Badia-as siall 400l 18.2% 26.1% 23.2% 25.8% 31.1% 29.2% 7.6% 10.9% 9.7%
South Ghour-4usiall ) s Y 20.6% 12.6% 16.7% | 35.1% 26.3% 30.7% 17.5% 3.2% 10.4%
South Mazar- sz sisll )l 73.7% 73.3% 73.5% 74.7% 83.3% 78.8% 59.6% 47.8% 54.0%
South Shouna-as siall 4 5.2 38.5% 58.1% | 48.8% 62.5% 66.7% 64.7% 17.7% 35.2% 26.9%
Tafila-dlskl 32.9% 42.4% 38.1% | 43.9% 53.5% 49.2% 24.4% 31.3% 28.2%
Theeban-gtan 51.3% 52.3% 51.9% 65.4% 66.4% 65.9% 20.5% 10.3% 14.6%
Zarga 1-1¢8,3) 83.1% 88.8% 86.1% | 89.9% 83.7% 86.6% 68.5% 55.1% 61.5%
Zarga 2-2¢8,3) 30.7% 51.7% | 41.2% | 50.0% 59.6% 54.8% 27.3% 25.8% 26.6%

3.2.1.2: Syrian refugee sample schools results (second-shift schools)

Table 12 shows the key indicators results of G2 in Syrian refugee students schools (second-shift/afternoon
shift) classified by field directorate and gender.

Table 12 Percent of G2 students in Syrian refugee students schools who meet the benchmarks of the key
performance indicators by field directorate and gender

Field directorate

G2 ORF zero scores

G2 Reading proficiency

G2 silent reading
comprehension

G2 mathematics

Male Female Al Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Aljamaah-4selsll 1 5] 0.0% 333% | 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% | 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Amman Qasbah-clee Zasé sl | 50.0% 0.0% | 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 143% | 11.1% | 50.0% 0.0% | 11.1%
Marka-S_ ¢! 5l 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 80.0% | 88.9% | 25.0% 20.0% | 22.2%
Mowagar-_ sl ¢! sl 16.7% 0.0% | 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% | 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sahab-law ¢ 5] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 57.1% | 26.3% 16.7% | 14.3% | 15.8% 0.0% 14.3% 5.3%
Ajloun-sise 0.0% 20.0% | 10.0% | 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% | 20.0% | 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Alkoura-s_ < 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% |  40.0% 0.0% | 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Agaba-ii-ll 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 42.9% 36.8% 50.0% | 42.9% | 47.4% 8.3% 14.3% | 10.5%
Bani kenana- & 0.0% 16.7% | 10.0% 0.0% 16.7% 10.0% 25.0% | 33.3% | 30.0% | 25.0% 0.0% | 10.0%
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Jarash-gis 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 50.0% 33.3% 80.0% 75.0% | 77.8% 40.0% 0.0% 22.2%

Karak Qasbah-<l_ sl 428 20.0% 0.0% 9.1% 40.0% 50.0% 45.5% 40.0% 66.7% | 54.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Mafraq Qashah-c_iall duzd 33.3% 50.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 10.0%
Ramtha-t_ll 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 9.1% 66.7% 12.5% | 27.3% 33.3% 0.0% 9.1%
Rusifa-4ua il 16.7% 0.0% 8.3% 16.7% 33.3% 25.0% 33.3% 66.7% | 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 8.3%
South Mazar- 2 siall ) <l 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 60.0% 77.8% 25.0% 60.0% | 44.4% 0.0% 40.0% 22.2%
Zarga 1-1:G,30 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 50.0% 60.0% 100.0% 62.5% | 70.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Table 13 shows the key indicators results of G3 in Syrian refugee students schools (second-shift/afternoon

shift) classified by field directorate and gender.

Table 13 Percent of G3 students in Syrian refugee students schools who meet the benchmarks of the key
performance indicators by field directorate and gender

G3 Reading proficiency G3silent reading comprehension G3 mathematics
Field directorate All All All
Male Female Male Female Male Female
Aljamaah-dadall ¢ 5l 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 60.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Amman Qashah-cles dusd ¢l 5 0.0% 40.0% 25.0% 0.0% 40.0% 25.0% 0.0% 20.0% 12.5%
Marka-\S s ¢ 51 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 75.0% 0.0% | 60.0%
Mowaqar- i sall ¢! 5} 16.7% 0.0% 10.0% 16.7% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sahab-cas 615l 22.2% 40.0% 31.6% 55.6% 60.0% 57.9% | 11.1% 50.0% | 31.6%
Ajloun-gstas 75.0% 40.0% 55.6% | 100.0% 60.0% 77.8% | 25.0% 0.0% | 11.1%
Alkoura-s_ <) 25.0% 60.0% 44.4% 50.0% 80.0% 66.7% | 25.0% 0.0% | 11.1%
Agaba-Asxl) 66.7% 42.9% 57.9% 66.7% 57.1% 63.2% 50.0% 28.6% 42.1%
Bani kenana-iits 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 75.0% | 100.0% 88.9% | 25.0% 20.0% | 22.2%
Jarash-(i > 100.0% 83.3% 90.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 25.0% 16.7% | 20.0%
Karak Qashah-<l_Sll 4uzad 75.0% 50.0% 62.5% | 100.0% 75.0% 87.5% | 75.0% 0.0% | 37.5%
Mafraq Qasbah-c_isll duzd 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Ramtha-tG_ll 50.0% 25.0% 37.5% 50.0% 25.0% 37.5% 25.0% 100.0% 62.5%
Rusifa-idua )l 83.3% 0.0% 71.4% 83.3% 0.0% 71.4% 16.7% 0.0% 14.3%
South Mazar-c: sl ) all 66.7% 50.0% 60.0% 50.0% 75.0% 60.0% | 16.7% 25.0% | 20.0%
Zarga 1-1:8,30 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 85.7% | 100.0% 88.9% | 71.4% 50.0% | 66.7%

3.2.1.3: Syrian refugee camps schools results

Table 14 shows the key indicators results of G2 in Syrian refugee camps

directorate and gender.
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Table 14 Percent of G2 students in Syrian refugee camps schools who meet the benchmarks of the key
performance indicators by field directorate and gender

G2 ORF zero scores

G2 Reading proficiency

G2 silent reading
comprehension

G2 mathematics

Field directorate

Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
tﬁ?&vﬁ‘ iﬁ;f 15.4% 1.4% 6.4% 20.5% 38.6% 32.1% 30.8% 42.9% | 38.5% 2.6% 40.0% 26.6%
Zarga 2-2:6_30 15.0% 11.1% 13.2% 5.0% 11.1% 7.9% 12.5% 27.8% | 19.7% | 17.5% 19.4% 18.4%

Table 15 shows the key indicators results of G3 in Syrian refugee camps schools classified by field
directorate and gender.

Table 15 Percent of G3 students in Syrian refugee camps schools who meet the benchmarks of the key
performance indicators by field directorate and gender

Field directorate

G3 Reading proficiency

G3silent reading
comprehension

G3 mathematics

Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
North West Badia-4x_al! 4dleid) 4000 35.1% 67.7% 55.6% 30.8% 42.9% 38.5% 24.3% 61.3% 47.5%
Zarga 2-2¢8,3 36.6% 54.3% 44.7% 12.5% 27.8% 19.7% 56.1% 20.0% 39.5%

3.2.1.4: Senior teachers schools results

Table 16 shows the key indicators results of G2 at senior teachers’ schools classified by gender and field
directorate. A senior teacher is an early grade teacher who serves as a school-based supervisor who
provides technical support and coaching to fellow early grade teachers at the same school.

Table 16 Percent of G2 students in senior teachers schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance
indicators by field directorate and gender

. . G2 silent reading .
G2 ORF zero scores G2 Reading proficienc - G2 mathematics
Field directorate 9p y comprehension
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All Male Female | All
Al gwesmeh-ew sl &1 5) 15.0% 0.0% 12.0% 40.0% 0.0% 32.0% 40.0% 0.0% 32.0% 15.0% 0.0% 12.0%
i iah- ¢!
Al ta'bemi"jﬁ?'ah S 00w 00% | 00% | 308% | 333% | 321% | 76.9% | 73.3% | 750% | 231% | 26.7% | 25.0%
Aljamaah-dzslall &1 51 4.0% 2.5% 3.1% 16.0% 40.0% 30.8% 24.0% 45.0% 36.9% 4.0% 5.0% 4.6%
Amman Qasbah-lee duad ¢l ) 30.0% 0.0% 30.0% 20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bani Obaid-xue sl 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 22.2% 16.7% 41.7% 33.3% 16.7% 8.3% 11.1%
Bsaira-_sea ¢/ 8.0% 16.1% 12.5% 30.0% 24.2% 26.8% 50.0% 38.7% 43.8% 12.0% 4.8% 8.0%
Irbid Qashah-x_) dusi ¢l ) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.8% 22.2% 40.0% 61.5% 55.6% 40.0% 7.7% 16.7%
Jezeh-s ) ¢l 4 14.3% 3.2% 6.0% 28.6% 28.6% 28.6% 23.8% 38.1% 34.5% 23.8% 25.4% 25.0%
Marka-S ¢! 5l 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 60.0% 55.6% 75.0% 40.0% 55.6% 25.0% 40.0% 33.3%
Mowagar-_2 sall ¢! 51 13.0% 13.6% 13.3% 5.8% 7.4% 6.7% 17.4% 18.5% 18.0% 5.8% 8.6% 7.3%
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Naaor- =G 15 8.3% 60% |  7.0% | 194% | 24.0% | 221% | 444% | 60.0% | 535% | 28% | 12.0% | 8.1%
Sahab-—am =1 15.6% 00% | 7.0% | 18.8% | 23.1% | 21.1% | 21.9% | 385% | 3L0% | 94% | 51% | 7.0%

Ain Albasha-=u e 0.0% 00% | 00% | 333% | 500% | 40.0% | 33.3% | 625% | 45.0% | 250% | 37.5% | 30.0%
Ajloun-osiae 6.1% 00% | 30% | 27.3% | 39.4% | 33.3% | 455% | 545% | 50.0% | 91% | 9.1% | 9.1%
Algaser- = 0.0% 00% | 00% | 16.7% | 50.0% | 326% | 458% | 77.3% | 60.0% | 20.8% | 40.9% | 30.4%
Aqaba-ad 156% | 148% | 152% | 11.1% 56% | 81% | 178% | 167% | 17.2% | 6.7% | 3.7% | 51%

Bani kenana oS = 43% 00% | 27% | 435% | 714% | 541% | 565% | 78.6% | 64.9% | 13.0% | 357% | 216%
Dair Alla-S _» 33.3% 76% | 195% | 88% 76% | 81% | 158% | 19.7% | 17.9% | 35% | 30% | 33%
Jarash-ci 5.7% 23% | 38% | 200% | 20.9% | 205% | 40.0% | 32.6% | 359% | 17.1% | 4.7% | 10.3%

Karak Qasbah-2_<) it 4.0% 30% | 34% | 28.0% | 39.4% | 345% | 520% | 72.7% | 63.8% | 200% | 27.3% | 24.1%
Ma an-cae 348% | 14.7% | 228% | 17.4% 29% | 88% | 2L.71% 88% | 140% | 43% | 118% | 88%
Madaba--s 74% 42% | 509% | 37.0% | 375% | 37.3% | 48.1% | 58.3% | 52.9% | 33.3% | 37.5% | 353%
Mafraq Qasban-c s aast 6.7% 00% | 2.8% | 33.3% | 238% | 27.8% | 26.7% | 38.1% | 33.3% | 20.0% | 14.3% | 16.7%
North East ?ﬂ'i‘ WA 0006 | 1000 | 53% | 222% | 40.0% | 31.6% | 11.1% | 30.0% | 21.1% | 0.0% | 20.0% | 10.5%
North Ghour=lal J2%1 | 16.7% | 12.3% | 14.0% | 30.6% | 31.6% | 31.2% | 38.9% | 36.8% | 37.6% | 11.1% | 105% | 10.8%
North West ?ﬂj’ AT g 706 56% | 75% | 9.7% | 16.7% | 13.4% | 29.0% | 47.2% | 388% | 3.2% | 111% | 75%
Petra-< il 0.0% 34% |  16% | 27.3% | 310% | 29.0% | 27.3% | 27.6% | 27.4% | 91% | 34% | 65%
Ramtha-GeJ 25.0% 00% | 11.1% | 0.0% 0.0% | 00% | 250% | 00% | 1L1% | 50.0% | 0.0% | 22.2%
RUsifa-iiza ) 15.4% 71% | 111% | 7.7% 71% | 74% | 154% | 21.4% | 185% | 154% | 00% | 7.4%
Shobak-520 250% | 235% | 241% | 25.0% 59% | 13.8% | 16.7% 59% | 103% | 00% | 00% | 00%
South Badia-ie: sl &l 24.0% 77% | 141% | 0.0% 51% | 31% | 40% 26% | 31% | 00% | 00% | 00%
South GhourZwsall J2W1 | 33.3% | 27.8% | 30.6% | 56% | 111% | 83% | 56% 56% | 56% | 56% | 00% | 28%
South Shouna-is: sl 2520 35% 47% | 42% | 24.6% | 18.8% | 2L1% | 47.4% | 424% | 444% | 123% | 14.1% | 134%
Theeban-gl 0.0% 00% | 00% | 16.7% | 33.3% | 22.2% | 833% | 100.0% | 88.9% | 00% | 33.3% | 11.1%
Zarga 1-1-6,50 0.0% 00% | 00% | 444% | 60.0% | 50.0% | 55.6% | 70.0% | 60.7% | 11.1% | 50.0% | 25.0%
Zarga 2-2:6,50 7.5% 53% | 66% | 151% | 105% | 13.2% | 245% | 23.1% | 24.2% | 94% | 7.9% | 8.8%

Table 17 shows the key indicators results of G3 in the senior teachers’ schools classified by field
directorate and gender.

Table 17 Percent of G3 students in senior teachers schools who meet the benchmarks of the key performance

indicators by field directorate and gender

. . G3 Reading proficiency G3 Silent Reading Comprehension G3 mathematics
Field directorate
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Al gwesmeh-desy &l ¢l 8 85.7% 66.7% 76.9% 85.7% 66.7% 76.9% | 57.1% 66.7% | 61.5%
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Al taibeh & Al wasteiah-sa il s il Ie1 57.9% | 60.0% | 58.6% | 632% | 80.0% 69.0% | 632% | 70.0% | 65.5%
Aljamaah-iesJi ;1) 70.0% | 604% | 63.2% | 650% | 70.8% 69.1% | 45.0% | 29.2% | 33.8%
Amman Qasbah-cles &usd <1 22.2% 0.0% | 222% | 44.4% 0.0% 44.4% | 11.1% 00% | 11.1%
Bani Obaid-we b ¢/ 62.5% | 50.0% | 550% | 87.5% | 50.0% 65.0% | 50.0% | 25.0% | 35.0%
Bsaira-l_xa: ¢/ 62.5% | 50.0% | 57.0% | 67.2% | 68.0% 67.5% | 37.5% | 28.0% | 33.3%
Irbid Qasbah-xl &ssd <1 00% | 789% | 78.9% 00% | 84.2% 842% | 00% | 21.1% | 21.1%
Jezeh-o = ¢l 4 57.9% | 57.6% | 57.6% | 684% | 62.1% 63.5% | 68.4% | 60.6% | 62.4%
Marka-1S_b ¢! 4 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 83.3% 90.0% | 75.0% | 83.3% | 80.0%
Mowagar- s ¢/ 286% | 41.0% | 353% | 457% | 47.0% 46.4% | 257% | 10.8% | 17.6%
Naaor-_seb o151 35.7% | 512% | 435% | 524% | 79.1% 65.9% | 143% | 27.9% | 21.2%
Sahab-clau ¢ 51 324% | 523% | 432% | 351% | 63.6% 50.6% | 21.6% | 205% | 21.0%
Ain Albasha-L3L e 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 77.8% | 33.3% | 55.6%
Ajloun-Gstas 56.0% | 76.2% | 68.7% | 72.0% | 71.4% 716% | 36.0% | 54.8% | 47.8%
Algaser- il 792% | 80.0% | 796% | 91.7% | 80.0% 85.7% | 50.0% | 52.0% | 51.0%
Agaba-iis]) 282% | 415% | 365% | 30.8% | 46.2% 40.4% | 231% | 185% | 20.2%
Bani kenana-&s 786% | 818% | 795% | 857% | 81.8% 84.6% | 39.3% | 54.5% | 43.6%
Dair Alla-Je 275% | 345% | 306% | 31.9% | 50.9% 403% | 87% | 109% | 9.7%
Jarash-ci > 65.7% | ©59.0% | 622% | 686% | 69.2% 68.9% | 45.7% | 20.5% | 32.4%
Karak Qasbah-<! <)l iuad 833% | 684% | 73.2% | 833% | 76.3% 78.6% | 27.8% | 605% | 50.0%
Ma an-cl= 51.4% | 40.0% | 47.4% | 541% | 40.0% 491% | 405% | 25.0% | 35.1%
Madaba-Lale 50.0% | 80.8% | 68.2% | 94.4% | 84.6% 88.6% | 333% | 42.3% | 38.6%
Mafraq Qasbah-G3 i s 538% | 40.7% | 450% | 69.2% | 63.0% 65.0% | 385% | 29.6% | 32.5%
North East Badia-&s -l &lteal) ol 286% | 583% | 474% | 143% | 66.7% 474% | 143% | 417% | 31.6%
North Ghour-LILai 1231 429% | 403% | 412% | 543% | 51.6% 52.6% | 31.4% | 19.4% | 23.7%
North West Badia-&x ) &bzl 4Ll 53.8% | 49.1% | 50.0% | 76.9% | 43.4% 50.0% | 46.2% | 24.5% | 28.8%
Petra-s/ il 65.5% | 56.1% | 60.0% | 621% | 415% 50.0% | 51.7% | 34.1% | 41.4%
Ramtha-te_l 0.0% | 50.0% | 25.0% 0.0% | 50.0% 250% | 0.0% 00% | 0.0%
Rusifa-daua ) 357% | 313% | 333% | 357% | 56.3% 46.7% | 429% | 25.0% | 33.3%
Shobak-<l s 385% | 60.0% | 50.0% | 462% | 53.3% 500% | 7.7% | 20.0% | 14.3%
South Badia-i siall &l 143% | 293% | 232% | 21.4% | 29.3% 261% | 7.1% 73% | 7.2%
South Ghour-siall 1231 333% | 158% | 250% | 47.6% | 21.1% 35.0% | 28.6% 00% | 15.0%
South Shouna-is siall & sl 50.0% | 57.9% | 552% | 688% | 67.4% 67.8% | 27.1% | 35.8% | 32.9%
Theeban-cls 62.5% 00% | 50.0% | 875% | 50.0% 80.0% | 18.8% 00% | 15.0%
Zarga 1-1<6_ 88.9% | 100.0% | 93.1% | 100.0% | 90.9% 96.6% | 55.6% | 545% | 55.2%
Zarga 2-2¢6,30 20.0% | 520% | 400% | 433% | 62.0% 55.0% | 26.7% | 28.0% | 27.5%
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3.2.2: National key performance indicators results

In this sub part, the detailed results of the Ministry national level are specified for each key performance
indicator classified by schools sample type: basic sample schools, Syrian refugee second shift schools,
Syrian refugee camps schools, and senior teacher schools.

3.2.2.1: Results of year 2022

Table 18 displays the numbers of assessed schools and students classified by sample type: basic sample
schools, Syrian second shift schools, Syrian refugee camps schools, and senior teacher schools.

Table 18 Numbers of assessed schools and students by sample type

Number of
Sample schools type Number of schools students

Basic sample schools {includes the Syrian refugee (outside

. 796 15,059
Camps) and Senior teachers}
Syrian refugee schools (second shift) 18’ 340
Syrian refugee camp schools 19 360
Senior teacher schools 2168 4,089

Table 19 shows the general G2 results in the key performance indicators classified by grade level, basic
sample schools, Syrian refugees’ schools outside and inside the camps, and senior teachers’ schools.

We notice that the G2 students in the Syrian camps schools are better than the results of the students in
the schools basic sample in Mathematics with statistically significant difference.

Table 19 G2 key performance indicator results by basic sample schools, Syrian student schools, Refugee camp
schools, and Senior Teacher schools.

Basic Sample Syrian Camps Senior
Indicator schools sz refugee refugee teachers
schools G2 | schools G2 schools G2
Reading proficiency 24.0% 27.5% 21.8% 27.5%
Silent reading comprehension 38.4% 35.5% 30.5% 38.8%
Mathematics with understanding 12.6% 9.2% 23.1%* 15.1%
ORF zero scores 8.2% 9.7% 9.3% 7.2%

* P < 0.05 (Schools Type 2022)

7 The Syrian schools are part of the basic schools.
8 The senior teachers’ schools are part of the basic schools.
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Figure 9 Illustrates the G2 key indicators results for all schools sample types in the LQAS of year 2022

Key indicators results of G2 by school type

ORF zero scores

Mathematics with understanding

Silent reading comprehension

Reading proficiency

0.00%  5.00% 10.00% 15.00%

H Senior teachers schools G2

Camps schools G2

20.00% 25.00%

B Syrian schools G2

30.00% 35.00%

40.00% 45.00%

M Basic Sample schools G2

Table 20 shows the general G3 results in the key performance indicators classified by grade level, basic
sample schools, Syrian refugees outside and inside the camps, and senior teachers’ schools.

The pattern of the results of the G3 is similar to the results of G2; we notice that the G3 students in the
Syrian camps schools are better than the results of the students in the schools basic sample in Mathematics
with statistically significant difference.

Table 20 G3 key performance indicator results by basic sample schools, Syrian student schools, Refugee camp

schools, and senior teachers’ schools

seioample G5 | ST e | Capp g | Ser e
Reading proficiency 52.5% 51.8% 51.0% 61.0%
Silent reading comprehension 62.0% 56.7% 67.0% 67.3%
Mathematics with understanding 35.2% 28.4% 44.1%* 37.9%
* P < 0.05 (Schools Type 2022)
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Figure 10 Illustrates the G3 key indicators results for all schools types in the LQAS of year 2022

Key indicators results of G3 by school type

Mathematics with understanding

Silent reading comprehension

Reading proficiency

0.00% 10.00%  20.00%  30.00%  40.00%  50.00%  60.00%  70.00%  80.00%

B Senior teacher schools G3 Camp schools G3 B Syrian schools G3 H Basic Sample G3

As for performance of students by category of proficiency in year 2022, it is results are summarized in
Table 21, which shows the categories of zero scores in ORF. The zero grades classified into four
categories: Non-readers ORF, Beginning readers, Progressing readers, and Proficient readers.

Table 21 Percent of Students in each Reader Category in Year 2022 classified by Reader Category and grade
level.

Percent of Students in each Reader Category G2 G3
Non-readers ORF =0 8.2% 4.5%
Beginning readers; 1 <= ORF <= 29 67.9% 41.6%
Progressing readers; ORF >= 30 23.9% 53.9%
Proficient readers; ORF >= 42 & read_comp_score >= 80% 3.4% 10.8%

3.2.2.2: Results of year 2022 compared to the previous years’

To track the changes that have occurred in the students’ results based on the key performance indicators
for year 2022 compared to the previous years’ results. Below are the LQAS results related to the key
performance indicators classified by basic sample schools, Syrian refugee schools (Second-shifted/

afternoon schools), Syrian refugee camp schools, senior teacher schools, and gender.

First: reading proficiency, to get the percentage of students who read a text fluently and with
comprehension, the number of the students who answer 80% of the questions about the text is calculated
and divided by the total number of the assessed students who read a text aloud for one minute. The results

of this indicator are tabulated in Table 22 classified by school type, year, and grade level.
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We notice that percentage of the students who achieved the benchmark in reading proficiency made a
significant progress in 2022 compared to the year 2021 in all types of schools samples; basic sample

schools, Syrian schools—inside and outside the refugee camps, and senior teacher schools.

Table 22 Percent of the students who achieved the reading proficiency benchmark by school type,
year, and grade.

2019 2021
School type 2017 | 2018 2022
G2+G3 G2 G3 G2+G3 G2 G3 G2+G3 G2 G3
i 0, 0, 0,
Basic sample schools ) ) 293% 16.3% | 406% 29.0% 145% | 42.9% 38.6% 24.0% 52.5%
Syrian refugee (Second 39.2% 27.5% 51.8%
shift schools) - - 31.5% - - 26.1% 8.7% 41.2%
Syrian refugee (Camps 36.1% 21.8% 51.0%
schools) - - 25.1% - - 23.5% 9.7% 36.8%
i 0, 0, 0,
Senior Teacher schools ) ) 37.8% ) ) 27.0% 102% | 40.5% 44.0% 27.5% 61.0%

Table 23 shows the percentage of G2 and G3 students who achieved the reading proficiency benchmark

in the basic sample schools classified by gender, grade, and year.

We notice that the percentage of the male and female students who achieved the benchmark in reading
proficiency made a significant progress in 2022 compared to the year 2021. In addition to that, we notice
that there are a statistically significant difference between males and females in 2022 in both G2 and G3.

Where the females are better than males in reading proficiency.

Table 23 Percent of the students who achieved the reading proficiency benchmark in the basic
sample schools by grade, gender, and year

2019 2021 202
Student gender | 2017 | 2018 0
G2+G3 | G2+G3 | G2 G3 | G2+G3 | G2 G3
All Students - - 29.3% 20% | 145% | 42.9% | 38.6% | 24.0% | 52.5%
(Basic sample)
Males - - 262% | 27.40% | 144% | 416% | 36.0% | 23.2% | 49.8%
Females - - 32.1% | 3050% | 14.9% | 442% | 40.7% | 24.8%* | 55.1%*

* P < 0.05 (Student Gender 2022)

As for performance of students by category of proficiency, its results are summarized in Table 24, which
shows transition between categories of the performance on reading comprehension across three categories

and demonstrates reduction in zero scores showing improvements in the proficient category.
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Table 24 Percent of Students in each Reader Category classified by indicator, grade level, and year

No Comprehension (Zero Progressing Proficient Comprehension
Year Scores) Comprehension (1-3) (4-5)
G2 G3 G2 G3 G2 G3
2022 27.53% 12.86% 48.45% 34.61% 24.02% 52.53%
2021 35.3% 15.1% 50.2% 42.0% 14.5% 42.9%
2019 31.5% 15.9% 51.8% 43.5% 16.2% 40.6%

Second: Silent reading comprehension, to calculate the percentage of the students who read a text with
comprehension (silent reading), the number of students who answer 80% of the questions correctly is
calculated and divided by the total number of the students who were assessed by having them read a text
silently for two minutes. The 2022 results are tabulated by in Table 25 by sample type, year, and grade

level.

We notice that percentage of the students who achieved the benchmark in silent reading comprehension
made a significant progress in 2022 compared to the year 2021 in the basic sample schools, G2 in Syrian
Refugee student schools (Second shift schools), Syrian refugee camps schools, and Senior Teacher
schools. However, it was found that the results of the G3 students of the Syrian second shift school were

declined in the silent reading comprehension.

Table 25 Percent of the students who achieved the silent reading comprehension benchmark by school type,
grade, and year

2019 2021
School type 2017 | 2018 2022
G2+ G3 G2 G3 G2+ G3 G2 G3 G2+ G3 G2 G3
Basic sample schools - 41.6% | 28.8% | 52.7% | 42.9% | 285% | 56.6% | ©°04% | 38.4% | 62.0%

i 0, 0, 0,
Sy_rlan refugee (Second ) ) 224% | 19.8% | 62.7% 45.9% 35.5% | 56.7%
shift schools)

i 0, 0, 0,
Syrian refugee (Camps ) . 363% | 205% | 51.4% 48.3% 30.5% | 67.0%
schools)

Senior Teacher schools - - - 40.9% | 26.3% | 52.0% 52.7% 38.8% | 67.3%

Table 26 shows the percentage of G2 and G3 students who achieved the benchmark in silent reading
comprehension classified by gender, grade level, and year. We notice that the percentage of the students
who achieved this benchmark in the basic sample schools increased in both males and females in 2022

compared to the 2021 percentage.
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Table 26 Percent of the students who achieved the silent reading comprehension benchmark in the basic
sample schools by gender, grade, and year

2017 2018 2019 2021 2022
Gender

G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3

All Students 50.4%

] _ 0 .
(Basic sample) 41.6% 42.9%

Males - - - 42.6% 49.1%
Females - - - 43.0% 51.6%

Third: mathematics with understanding, to calculate the percentage of the students who do
mathematics with understanding, the number of the students who answer 80% of addition and
subtraction level 2 questions and 70% of the missing number questions is divided by the total number of

the assessed students.

Table 27 shows the detailed results of the basic sample schools, Syrian refugee schools (Second-
shift/afternoon schools), refugee camp schools, and senior teacher schools. The results are also classified
by year and grade. We notice that percentage of the students who achieved the benchmark in Mathematics
made a significant progress in 2022 compared to the year 2021 in all types of schools samples: basic

sample schools, Syrian student schools—inside and outside the refugee camps, and senior teacher schools.

Table 27 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by school type, year, and grade

Sehool type 2017 | 2018 2019 2021 2022

%23+ %2; %2; G2 G3 %23* G2 G3 %2; G2 G3
Basic sample schools 28.2% | 29.8% | 28.1% | 16.3% | 38.3% | 17.7% | 7.7% | 27.2% | 24.1% | 12.6% | 35.2%
fg’hrc'grl‘s; efugee (Second shift 23.9% | 24.0% | 20.0% | - - | 159% | 41% | 26.2% | 183% | 9.2% | 28.4%
Syrian refugee (Camps schools) - 19.6% | 17.6% - - 19.1% | 10.0% | 27.7% | 33.3% | 23.1% | 44.1%
Senior Teacher schools 355% | 47.0% | 47.8% | - T [ 144% | 64% | 20.8% | 26.1% | 151% | 37.9%

Table 28 shows the percentage of G2 and G3 students who achieved the mathematics benchmark
classified by gender, grade level, and year. We notice that the percentage of both female and male students
who achieved the mathematics benchmark in the basic sample schools made a significant progress in 2022
compared to the 2021 percentage. In addition to that, we notice that there are a statistically significant

difference between males and females G3 in 2022, where the males are better than females in mathematics.
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Table 28 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by gender, grade, and year

2017 | 2018 | 2019 2021
Gender 2022
G2+G3 | G2+G3 | G2+G3 | G2+G3 | G2 | G3 | G2+G3 | G2 G3
0, 0, 0,
All Students | og 500 | 09804 | 28.10% | 17.67% | 7.7% | 27.20 | 241% | 12.6% | 352%
(Basic sample)
Males 28.6% | 30.6% | 25.0% | 195% | 9.6% | 30.5% | 25.8% | 13.8% | 38.4%"
Females 27.8% | 29.1% | 30.9% | 16.2% | 6.2% | 25.0% | 22.7% | 11.4% | 32.9%

* P < 0.05 (Student Gender 2022)

Table 29 shows the percentage of G2 and G3 students in the basic sample schools who achieved the
mathematics benchmark classified by grade level and year. We notice that the percentage of G2 and G3
students who achieved the mathematics benchmark in the basic sample schools made a significant
progress in 2022 compared to the 2021 percentage.

Table 29 Percent of the students who achieved the mathematics benchmark by grade and year

2017 2018 2019 2021
Grade level 2022
G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3 G2+G3
0,
All Students 28.2% 29.8% 28.1% 17.7% 24.1%
(Basic sample)
Grade 2 16.4% 16.3% 16.3% 7.7% 12.6%
Grade 3 39.3% 41.7% 38.3% 27.2% 35.2%

Fourth: Zero scores in ORF, to calculate the percentage of students who got zero scores in ORF, the

number of students who could not read aloud any word in the text is divided by the total number of the

assessed students.

Table 30 shows the results classified by school type, year, and grade level. We notice that the percentage

of G2 and G3 students who got zero scores in ORF in all types of the sample schools made a significant

progress (Decreased) in 2022 compared to the 2021 percentage, except the G3 students in the Syrian

second shift schools, the percentage was increased.

Table 30 Percent of the students who got zero scores in ORF classified by school type, grade, and year

2017 | 2018 2019 2021 2022
School type
G2+ G2+ G2+ G2 G3 G2+ G2 G3 G2+ G2 G3
G3 G3 G3 G3 G3
Basic sample schools 146% | 16.6% | 9.1% 11.7% | 6.7% | 9.4% 13.4% | 5.7% 6.3% 8.2% | 4.5%
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Syrian refugee (Second shift - - - - - 94% | 147% | 3.9% 8.2% 9.7% | 6.3%
schools)

- - R N ;i [) 9 0 9
Syrian refugee (Camps schools) 17.7% | 25.3% | 10.7% 5.8% 9.3% | 2.3%

Senior Teacher schools - - 9.0% | 145% | 7.0% 5.8% 72% | 4.3%

Table 31 shows the percentage of G2 and G3 students who got zero scores in ORF classified by gender,
year, and grade level in 2022. We notice that the percentage of the G2 and G3 students who got zero scores
in the basic sample schools made a significant progress (Decreased) in both males and females in 2022

compared to the 2021 percentage.

Table 31 Percent of the students who got zero scores in ORF classified by gender, year, and grade level

2017 | 2018 | 2019 2021 2022
Gender
G2+ | G2+ | G2+ G2+G3 G2 G3 | G2+G3 G2 G3
G3 G3 G3
All students - - - 9.4% 13.4% | 5.7% | 6.3% 8.2% | 4.5%
Males - - - 11.8% 16.2% | 7.0% | 7.7% | 10.2% | 5.3%
Females - - - 7.4% 10.7% | 4.6% | 5.0% 6.4% | 3.8%

3.3 Correlation between the teachers instruction effectiveness and the students' performance in
LQAS

To make sure that there is a relationship between the early grades teacher performance in the classroom
and the students’ performance in reading and mathematics, the classroom observation data (CRO) of the
second semester of the school year 2021/2022 and the first semester of the schools year 2022/ 2023 were
analyzed.

There was a calculation of the instruction effectiveness rate of the teachers and the percentages of students
who met the benchmarks in LQAS assessment—including reading proficiency, silent reading
comprehension, zero scores in ORF, and mathematics with understanding in each field directorate.

The results of the instruction effectiveness rate of the classroom observation data related to the second
semester of the school year 2021/2022 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students who met the benchmark
in reading and mathematics in LQAS of year 2022 classified by field directorate are shown in table 32.

Table 32 Instruction effectiveness rate of CRO data of school year 2021/ 2022 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students
who met the benchmark in reading and mathematics assessments classified by field directorate

ézgg?ge g Average of Average of
g Reading Math Reading Silent Reading ORF zero .
FDs Math - - - - Mathematics
Instruction Instruction Proficiency | comprehension scores

Instruction

- Effectiveness | Effectiveness
Effectiveness

Al qwesmeh e sill o) 5 74 73 76 36.40% 46.90% 10.00% 22.50%
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Al taibeh & Al wasteiah-isbw s 5 bl le) ) 95 94 95 55.60% 71.10% 2.80% 53.30%
Aljamash-iadal -1 8 g5 80 42.90% 54.00% 1.70% 23.50%
Amman Qashah-glec issd ¢l 81 81 81 26.60% 44.30% 8.70% 23.20%
Bani Obaid-sse i o) o1 %0 93 45.20% 56.50% 1.10% 29.10%
Bsaira-l s o1 80 8 78 39.00% 52.90% 8.60% 19.50%
Irbid Qasbah-2 ) iusi <14 88 89 87 43.60% 60.00% 5.00% 22.20%
Jezehes 3l 1 4 84 86 80 47.50% 56.10% 3.90% 41.90%
Marka-S e o1 87 88 86 54.30% 64.10% 3.10% 34.80%
Mowagar- 55«1 89 89 - 19.70% 30.00% 8.30% 12.20%
NBEOT- 5 1 8 81 83 26.60% 49.00% 7.80% 13.90%
Sahabeta o1 67 67 63 31.70% 41.60% 6.50% 15.50%
Wadi Alseer-sall g3l 61l 7 7 72 44.20% 58.10% 1.40% 28.10%
Ain Albasha-Laldl e g5 g5 86 66.50% 72.60% 2.20% 31.30%
Ajloun-siae 86 87 84 38.20% 50.40% 4.40% 19.90%
Alkourass .8 89 87 o1 36.00% 51.20% 3.00% 28.00%
Algaser- il 87 85 88 48.20% 64.50% 2.50% 24.40%
Aqabacidel 24 24 73 26.20% 33.80% 10.10% 14.60%
Bani kenana s 88 87 9 42.20% 53.90% 3.30% 21.40%
Dair Alla-Se 8 84 80 17.50% 29.10% 12.50% 6.60%
Jarash-ci 86 o5 88 32.60% 48.20% 5.80% 20.90%
Karak Qasbah-&! Sll d.a8 90 90 89 53.20% 70.90% 1.10% 33.20%
Ma an-cis 81 79 86 27.70% 36.80% 12.20% 23.80%
Madaba-Lile - - - 46.50% 60.10% 2.50% 24.70%
Mafraq Qashah-cs i) iouss 85 84 87 20.30% 34.40% 10.80% 17.20%
North East Badia-&s yall 4 lelll 4000 72 69 76 19.70% 27.10% 14.70% 20.50%
North Ghour-idudil 3! 81 80 83 30.70% 37.10% 20.20% 15.80%
North Mazar- Jadll il 93 o 90 41.30% 53.20% 0.60% 24.90%
North West Badia-is &)l &bl &l 84 84 82 32.40% 45.70% 4.20% 24.40%
Petrace sl o1 o1 9 35.60% 38.10% 2.80% 18.60%
Ramtha-te i 73 - 24 18.80% 23.90% 10.40% 20.80%
Rusifa-isa i 79 o1 76 26.60% 42.10% 10.00% 14.40%
Sl s 87 87 87 37.80% 48.90% 2.20% 23.10%
Shobakeds 2l 77 77 75 21.00% 26.30% 15.40% 8.30%
South Badia-is: sial) 12 80 80 79 16.60% 20.80% 12.70% 6.40%
South Ghour-is siall i) 66 63 71 10.00% 20.60% 26.70% 6.10%
South Mazar-.siadl i 3l 78 77 80 62.90% 68.40% 1.10% 39.60%
South Shounazis siall i, 76 - 78 36.00% 56.50% 3.00% 21.10%
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Tafila-iLal) 83 87 72 22.70% 32.40% 14.10% 16.60%
Theeban-clu 92 01 04 34.50% 57.10% 3.60% 11.20%
Zarga 1-1¢5, 3 94 03 96 69.50% 74.20% 0.00% 41.30%
Zarga 2-2:5,3) 72 73 71 26.50% 40.90% 11.10% 17.30%

As for the results of the instruction effectiveness rate of the classroom observation data related to the first
semester of the school year 2022/2023 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students who met the benchmark
in reading and mathematics in LQAS of year 2022 classified by field directorate are shown in table 33

Table 33 Instruction effectiveness rate of CRO data of school year 2022/ 2023 and the percentages of G2 and G3 students
who met the benchmark in reading and mathematics assessments classified by field directorate

2:25?2; ng Average of Average of ) _ )
FDs Math Readlng Math_ Rez?\d_lng Silent Readl_ng ORF zero Mathematics
Instruction Instrl_Jctlon Instrgctlon Proficiency | comprehension scores
Effectiveness Effectiveness | Effectiveness
Al questmoh-iacesl o1 & 7 67 36.40% 46.90% 10.00% 2250%
Aljamahbeial 1 [ " 76 42.90% 54.00% 1.70% 23.50%
Amman Qasbah-che dasd o1 8 7 8 26.60% 44.30% 8.70% 23.20%
Bani Obsid-is= oy ol 8 84 89 45.20% 56.50% 1.10% 29.10%
Bsirat ool 8 8 7 39.00% 52.90% 8.60% 19.50%
Irbid Qasbah-s et ol 89 89 %0 43.60% 60.00% 5.00% 22.20%
Jezehasali o1 8 8 84 47.50% 56.10% 3.90% 41.90%
Marka-S e o1 8 8 86 54.30% 64.10% 3.10% 34.80%
Mowagar-_fsd o1 %2 % o 19.70% 30.00% 8.30% 12.20%
Naaor- b el % 8 8 26.60% 49.00% 7.80% 13.90%
Saabecian 14 59 64 5 31.70% 41.60% 6.50% 15.50%
Wadi Alseer- a3 o1 8 8 7 44.20% 58.10% 1.40% 28.10%
Ain Albasha.Lid) o 8l 81 80 66.50% 72.60% 2.20% 31.30%
Ailoun-ce 82 81 82 38.20% 50.40% 4.40% 19.90%
Alkouras <! 89 88 %0 36.00% 51.20% 3.00% 28.00%
Algaser el 87 86 88 48.20% 64.50% 250% 24.40%
Aqabaciid & 2 & 26.20% 33.80% 10.10% 14.60%
Bani kenanaci s 84 8 83 42.20% 53.90% 3.30% 21.40%
Dair Alla-Se 80 7 81 17.50% 29.10% 12.50% 6.60%
Jarashtn 8 87 83 32.60% 48.20% 5.80% 20.90%
Karak Qasbal-a ! Ao 87 86 88 53.20% 70.90% 1.10% 33.20%
The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 43




Ma anis e 2 S 27.70% 36.80% 12.20% 23.80%
Madaba.Lie 3 3 4 46.50% 60.10% 2.50% 24.70%
Mafraq Qsbalt-c i s 83 82 8 20.30% 34.40% 10.80% 17.20%
North East Badia-6 2 et L 4 3 » 19.70% 27.70% 14.70% 20.50%
North Ghour-iaasi 231 81 82 7 30.70% 37.10% 20.20% 15.80%
North Mazar-oladi J3d o o1 ol 41.30% 53.20% 0.60% 24.90%
. 88 86 90 35.60% 38.10% 2.80% 18.60%
Ramthaie i 4 4 8 18.80% 23.90% 10.40% 20.80%
Rusifaiion i 83 84 81 26.60% 42.10% 10.00% 14.40%

Salt b s 85 87 81 37.80% 48.90% 2.20% 23.10%
Shobakodosil 82 8 82 21.00% 26.30% 15.40% 8.30%
South Badiaies sl il 84 & % 16.60% 20.80% 12.70% 6.40%
South Ghour-e sl J £ 61 % 66 10.00% 20.60% 26.70% 6.10%
South Mazar-otsiad 0 7 & 4 62.90% 68.40% 1.10% 39.60%
South Shounazis sl 6,1 I 4 “ 36.00% 56.50% 3.00% 21.10%
Tafila L) 8 v 3 22.70% 32.40% 14.10% 16.60%
Theebanclus 89 89 8 34.50% 57.10% 3.60% 11.20%
Zarga 1-1:6,30 9 9 %4 69.50% 74.20% 0.00% 41.30%
Zarga 2245, 8 8 8 26.50% 40.90% 11.10% 17.30%

The correlation coefficients between the results listed in table 32 and table 33 were calculated, and the

following correlations were founde:

- There is a Moderate positive correlation between the Reading Instruction Effectiveness rate and
the percentage of students who Read Proficiency with a correlation coefficient of (+0.43) in the
school year 2021/2022 and (+0.40) in the year 2022/2023.

There is a Moderate positive correlation between the Reading Instruction Effectiveness rate and
the percentage of students who read silent comprehensively with a correlation coefficient of
(+0.45) in the school year 2021/2022 and (+0.43) in the year 2022/2023.

There is a Moderate negative correlation between the Reading Instruction Effectiveness rate and
the percentage of students who got a zero score in reading fluency with a correlation coefficient
of (-0.54) in the school year 2021/2022 and (-0.53) in the year 2022/2023.

There was a Moderate positive correlation between the Mathematics Instruction Effectiveness rate
and the percentage of students who do mathematics with understanding, with a correlation

Wayne W. (2021)
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coefficient of (+0.41) in the school year 2021/2022, but the relationship was declined to (+0.26)
to be weak positive correlation in the school year 2022/2023.

At the level of positive correlation for the field directorates with high performance, it was noticed that
there was a strong correlation between the instruction effectiveness of the early grades teachers and the
LQAS results of the students in Al taibeh & Al wasteiah and Zarga-1 field directorates in both school
years 2021/ 2022 and 2022/ 2023. For the field directorates with low performance; it was noticed that
there was a strong correlation between the instruction effectiveness and the LQAS results in South Ghour
and Sahab field directorates in both school years 2021/ 2022 and 2022/ 2023.

The figure 11 illustrates the teachers’ reading instruction effectiveness and students’ performances in
reading, while the figure 12 illustrates the teachers’ mathematics instruction effectiveness and students’
performances in mathematics in each FD.

Figure 11 lllustrates the teachers’ Reading instruction effectiveness and students performances in Reading in
each FD

lllustrates the teachers’ reading instruction effectiveness and students performances in reading in each FD
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Figure 12 lllustrates the teachers’ math instruction effectiveness and students performances in Math in each

FD

lllustrates the teachers math instuction effictiveness and students performances in math in each FD
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4. Conclusions, and recommendations

4.1 Conclusion

Regarding the results of field directorates that based on the decision-making rule, they varied according
to the different indicators. Twenty field directorates achieved the decision-making benchmarks for the
reading proficiency indicator in year 2022 compared to six directorates in LQAS of year 2021, while 33
field directorates, in addition to the Syrian refugee camps, achieved the silent reading comprehension
benchmarks compared to 27 directorates in LQAS of year 2021. However, the mathematics results
benchmarks are still significantly low; only 5-field directorate achieved the benchmark compared to one
directorate in the LQAS of the year 2021.

Although the ultimate goal is having at least 55% of students, nationally, meeting each of these indicators
at the end of the school year, it is important to remember that data was collected in November of 2022—
i.e. before the end of the first semester of the 2022-2023 school year. Therefore, the national average (and
the results of nearly all field directorates) is expected to be less than the 55% benchmark at this time of
this school year. Consequently, these results should not be directly compared to the goals of the end of the
school year. The purpose is to use the results to identify the seemingly low-performing field directorates
that need additional support.

As for the results related to the RAMP key performance indicators, the results indicated the following:
Regarding the reading proficiency results:

e There are a statistically significant progression in reading proficiency in year 2022 compared to
the year 2021 in all types of schools; basic schools sample, Syrian schools inside and outside the
camps, in addition to the schools in which there are senior teachers.

v' In the basic sample, the percentage of G2 students who read fluently and with
comprehension was 14.5% in 2021 and increased to 24.0% in 2022. Regarding G3
results, it became 52.5% after it was 42.9% in the 2021 LQAS.

v"In the Syrian schools, the percentage of G2 students in the afternoon schools increased
from 8.7% in year 2021 to 27.5% in year 2022, while in Camp schools increased from
9.7% to 21.8%. As for the G3, the percentage of G3 students in the afternoon schools
increased from 41.2% to 51.8%, while the percentage increased from 36.8% to 51.0%
in the camp schools.

v' As for the senior teachers’ schools, the percentage of G2 students increased from 10.2%
in year 2021 to be 27.5% in year 2022, while the percentage of G3 students increased
from 40.5% to 61.0%

e There are a statistically significant difference between males and females in reading proficiency
in year 2022. Where the females are better than males in both G2 and G3. 24.8% for females and
23.2% for males in G2, and 55.1% for females and 49.8% for males in G3.

e There is no statistically significant difference between the results of the basic school sample and
the results of the other schools sample types in reading proficiency in each G2 and G3.

Regarding the silent reading comprehension results:

e There are a statistically significant progression in the silent reading comprehension in year 2022
compared to the year 2021 in the basic schools sample, Syrian camps schools, and the schools in
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which there are senior teachers. However, the results of the G3 students of the Syrian second shift
school were declined.
v" In the basic sample, the percentage of G2 students who silent reading comprehension
was 28.5% in 2021 and increased to 38.4%in 2022. Regarding G3 results, it became
62.0% after it was 56.6% in the 2021 LQAS.
v"In the Syrian schools, the percentage of G2 students in the afternoon schools increased
from 19.8% in year 2021 to 35.5% in year 2022, while in Camp schools increased from
20.5% to 30.5%. As for the G3, the percentage of G3 students in the afternoon schools
declined from 62.7% to 56.7%, while the percentage increased from 51.4% to 67.0% in
the camp schools.
v" As for the senior teachers’ schools, the percentage of G2 students increased from 26.3%
in year 2021 to be 38.8% in year 2022, while the percentage of G3 students increased
from 52.0% to 67.3%.

Regarding the mathematics with understanding results:

There are a statistically significant progression in mathematics with understanding in year 2022
compared to the year 2021 in all types of schools; basic schools sample, Syrian schools inside and
outside the camps, in addition to the schools in which there are senior teachers.

v In the basic sample, the percentage of G2 students who do mathematics with
understanding was 7.7% in 2021 and increased to 12.6% in 2022. Regarding G3 results,
it became 35.2% after it was 27.2% in the 2021 LQAS.

v"In the Syrian schools, the percentage of G2 students in the afternoon schools increased
from 4.1% in year 2021 to 9.2% in year 2022, while in Camp schools increased from
10.0% to 23.1%. As for the G3, the percentage of G3 students in the Syrian afternoon
schools increased from 26.2% to 28.4%, while the percentage increased from 27.7% to
44.1% in the camp schools.

v" As for the senior teachers’ schools, the percentage of G2 students increased from 6.4%
in year 2021 to be 15.1% in year 2022, while the percentage of G3 students increased
from 20.8% to 37.9%.

The males are better than females in mathematics with understanding in year 2022 in both G2
and G3, as there is a statistically significant difference in favor of males’ students in G3. The
percentage is 11.4% for females and 13.8% for males in G2, and 32.9% for females and 38.4% for
males in G3.

There is no statistically significant difference between the results of the basic school sample and
the results of the other schools sample types in mathematics with understanding in year 2022,
except the results of the G3 students in the Syrian camps schools, where there is a statistically
significant difference in favor of the G3 students in the Camps schools. The percentage of G3
students who reached the benchmark in Mathematics and understanding is 44.1% in the camps
schools comparative to 35.2% for the basic sample students.

Regarding the students who got zero scores in ORF:

There are a significant progression in students who got zero scores in Oral Reading Frequency
(ORF) in year 2022 compared to the year 2021 in the basic schools sample, Syrian camps schools,
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and the schools in which there are senior teachers, However, it declined among G3 students in the
schools of Second shift Syrian students.
v"In the basic sample schools, the percentage of G2 students who got zero scores in ORF
was 13.4% in 2021 and decreased to 8.2% in 2022. Regarding G3 results, it became
4.5% after it was 5.7% in the 2021 LQAS.
v"In the Syrian schools, the percentage of G2 students in the afternoon schools decreased
from 14.7% in year 2021 to 9.7% in year 2022, while in Camp schools decreased from
25.3% to 9.3%. As for the G3, the percentage of G3 students in the afternoon schools
increased from 3.9% to 6.3%, while the percentage decreased from 10.7% to 2.3% in
the camp schools.
v" As for the senior teachers’ schools, the percentage of G2 students decreased from 14.5%
in year 2021 to be 7.2% in year 2022, while the percentage of G3 students decreased
from 7.0% to 4.3%.
Results also indicate that the percentage of males’ students who got zero scores is higher than that
of females’ students in both G2 and G3. In G2, the 10.2% of male students got zero scores
compared to 6.4% of female students. In G3, the percentage was 5.3% for male students and 3.8%
for female students.

Regarding the correlation between the teachers’ instruction effectiveness and the students’
performance in LQAS:

There is a Moderate positive correlation between the Reading Instruction Effectiveness rate and
the percentage of the students who Read Proficiency and silent reading comprehension.

There is a Moderate negative correlation between the Reading Instruction Effectiveness rate and
the percentage of the students who got zero scores.

There is a Moderate positive correlation between the Mathematics Instruction Effectiveness rate
and the percentage of students who do Mathematics with understanding.

In general, the progress made in the results of the G2 and G3 students in the year 2022 compared to
the year 2021 can be explained by a set of reasons such as:

Schools return to face-to-face learning after a long period of interruption. Face to face learning
returned at the beginning of the second semester of the school year 2021/2022, and it is continues
until now.

An increase in the percentage of early grades teachers who provide effective instruction in the
classroom in the last two school semesters.

Results showed significant reductions in zero scores for G3 and G2 students. These reductions in
‘zero scores’ from 2021to 2022 are arguably the result of RAMP and MOE’s focus on low-
performing students and differentiated instruction over the last two schools semesters. In addition
to that, the learning in the rotational schools in the last school year (2021/2022) helped low
performance students in improve their outcomes, this due to low numbers of students inside
rotational classrooms comparative to the number of students in the non-rotational classrooms, and
the teachers rotational classrooms prioritize the foundational reading and mathematics skills.
The remedial programs carried out by the MOE in cooperation with RAMP during the last period
of the students learning. These programs, which aimed to address students' learning loss, included

The 2022 LQAS Assessment Findings 49



conducting workshops for all concerned personnel in the field directorates (technical directors,
heads of supervision divisions, and early grade supervisors) in April and May of the year 2022 to
present the LQAS results of year 2021, and then agree on technical support plans along with
remedial interventions. These plans and interventions included in-class coaching visits,
communities of practice, developing and administering diagnostic tools at the beginning of the
first semester of the school year 2022-2023, designing and remedial activities to be implemented
during free activity lessons, and designing a remedial program on which early grade teachers are
then trained.

The differences in performance between males and females in reading and mathematics, and the
performance of students in the Syrian refugee camps in the mathematics can be explained by the
following:

As for gender, female students have scored higher than male students have in reading skills. This
result does not differ from the pattern found in the results of students at the different levels of
learning in Jordan. Female students outperform their male peers in all Jordanian education
indicators, whether at the level of general education or higher education. However, male students
have achieved higher performance than female students have in all mathematics skills due to the
specificity of the non-achievement mathematics subject.

The presence of a stimulating commercial environment in the camps of Syrian students
contributed to a significant improvement in their skills in mathematics. In addition to that, the
average of the G3 students’ ages in the camps schools is higher than the average of the ages of the
students in the other types of schools

4.2 Recommendations

It is necessary that the MOE provide support to the low-performing field directorates, which in
turn provide support to the low-performing schools based on the performance reports that are
provided to them by the MOE.

Implement special programs to enable parents to teach their children effectively, especially in
mathematics, and to provide them with the necessary tools such as videos and others.

Design and implement programs to develop the capabilities of early grade teachers in mathematics
skills. The impact of these programs is then assessed.

Teachers need to focus on foundational skills in reading and mathematics. The number of weekly
mathematics lessons needs to increase due to the difficulty of the new curriculum. Instead of
classroom teachers, mathematics teachers should be the ones assigned to teach mathematics to
early grade students.

Continue to build teachers' capacities—with a focus on effective classroom management skills,
formative assessment, and the use of multiple and diverse teaching strategies that consider
students' different abilities and learning styles. There should be another focus on developing
students' foundational skills in reading and mathematics.

Provide school principals and supervisors with capacity building on student assessment
methodologies—particularly the LQAS assessments—in terms of planning, implementation, data
analysis, and extracting and utilizing the findings.
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e Monitor the supervisors who provide in-class technical coaching to teachers to ensure quality
control. Supervisors should not be tasked with administrative or technical work outside the scope
of their main work.

e Increasing the number of early-grade supervisors in low-performing field directorates.

e Implement case studies for high-performing field directorates to identify success stories, In
addition to case studies of low performance field directorates to identify the difficulties and
challenges.
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