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Executive Summary
All Children Reading: A Grand Challenge for Development (ACR GCD)—a partnership between the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID), World Vision, and the Australian Government—is an ongoing 
series of grant and prize competitions that leverage science and technology to source, test, and disseminate 
scalable solutions to improve literacy skills of early grade learners in developing countries. Round 2 of ACR GCD, 
which started in 2014 and continues through 2017, supports technology-based innovations to improve early grade 
reading outcomes in developing countries.1 These technology-based innovations concentrate on three focus areas:

1. Mother tongue instruction and reading materials

2. Family and community engagement

3. Children with disabilities

ACR GCD Round 2 increased its focus on the assessment of early grade reading skills to understand the ability 
of technology-based innovations to improve the literacy skills of early grade learners. To measure this, ACR GCD 
uses the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) to systematically assess reading skills across all Round 2 
grantees. The EGRA is an oral assessment that measures students’ most basic foundational literacy skills in the 
early grades—specifically, recognizing letters of the alphabet, reading simple words, understanding sentences and 
paragraphs, and listening with comprehension. The EGRA methodology was developed under EdData II and has 
been applied in more than 30 countries and 60 languages.2 The EGRA instruments used by ACR GCD grantees 
were adapted to reflect the specific context of each grantee’s project, including adaptations for students who  
have low vision or are blind and students who are deaf or hard of hearing.

Little Thinking Minds (LTM)—an ACR GCD Round 2 grantee—is a Jordanian women-owned for-profit business 
that creates engaging, digital literacy tools to improve children’s Arabic reading skills. LTM implemented the 
Qysas (Stories): An Arabic Leveled Digital Library for Every Classroom (Qysas) project to address the lack of 
leveled Arabic-language reading materials available to early primary school students in Jordan. The project 
aimed to increase early grade literacy skills in Arabic—specifically, oral language and vocabulary, fluency, and 
comprehension—by providing self-paced, interactive, electronic reading materials that supplemented ongoing 
classroom instruction. It began in January 2015 and ended on July 31, 2017. 

The Qysas project developed an Arabic early grade reading and learning platform that is child-centered and 
provides a leveled and differentiated experience. It is designed for Grade 2 students in Jordan to use at school, 
both during and outside of class. The learning platform, also called Qysas, contains a series of interactive 
electronic books (e-books) and teaching materials that focus on developing letter recognition, word formation,  
and reading comprehension skills. Students in the Qysas project accessed the platform during literacy group 
sessions held at their school. LTM implemented the project in partnership with Integrated Services-Indigenous 
Solutions (INTEGRATED) and the Jordan Education Institute (JEI).

To understand how the Qysas project impacted students’ early grade reading skills, School-to-School International 
(STS) and LTM conducted EGRAs twice during the project. Baseline data were collected in September and 
October 2016, and endline data were collected in May 2017.3 During endline data collection, STS also conducted 

I. 

1 All Children Reading. (2017, June). About us. Retrieved from http://allchildrenreading.org/about-us/

2 EdData II was a contract mechanism funded by USAID from January 1, 2004, to December 31, 2013. Implemented by RTI International, the purpose of 
EdData II was to improve the accuracy, timeliness, accessibility, and use of data for education policy and program planning. See http://www.rti.org/sites/
default/files/brochures/eddataii.pdf for additional details.

3 LTM implemented the Qysas project over two academic years with two different cohorts of students. While baseline and endline EGRA data were also 
collected on the 2015–16 cohort of students, results presented in this report are just from the 2016–17 cohort of students. 
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0.1

semi-structured, end-of-project (EOP) interviews with the Qysas project staff, teachers, students, and other 
stakeholders. The interviews were designed to explore any lessons learned from the project’s implementation, 
elicit data that would lead to better understandings about how the project impacted students, and allow funders 
and researchers to assess the potential scalability of the Qysas project.

The following report presents a summary of lessons learned from project implementation, EGRA results, and 
scalability assessments.

Key Findings

4 An asterisk (*) indicates the gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the gain score for the comparison group at p<0.05.  
N sizes: NIntervention=285; NComparison=251.

Figure 1: Average Gain Scores from Baseline to Endline by Subtask and Group4
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• Students who participated in the Qysas project achieved statistically significant greater gains than 
comparison group students who did not participate in the project on three EGRA subtasks: syllable 
identification, oral reading fluency (ORF), and reading comprehension. On the syllable identification subtask, 
students in the intervention group gained 13.5 correct syllable sounds per minute (CSSPM) from baseline 
to endline, in contrast to students in the comparison group, who gained only 10.8 CSSPM from baseline to 
endline. On the ORF subtask, intervention group students were able to read 16.6 additional correct words per 
minute (CWPM) at endline over baseline, as opposed to comparison group students, who read an additional 
13.3 CWPM. On the reading comprehension subtask, intervention students correctly answered an average of 
1.0 additional questions correctly at endline than at baseline, while comparison students correctly answered 
only 0.8 additional questions. These findings are notable, as the project targeted fluency and comprehension.
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• Students participating in the Qysas project had a statistically significant lower proportion of zero scores 
than their peers in the comparison group on two subtasks at endline: ORF and reading comprehension. 
On ORF, 12.6 percent of intervention group students were unable to correctly read a single word, in contrast 
with 19.1 percent of comparison group students. On the reading comprehension subtask, 32.3 percent of 
intervention group students were unable to correctly answer a single question, compared with 49.4 percent 
of comparison students. The proportions of intervention and comparison group students receiving zero scores 
on the other subtasks at endline were comparable.

• Girls who participated in the Qysas project had significantly greater gains than girls in the comparison 
group on three subtasks: syllable identification, ORF, and reading comprehension. There were no significant 
differences in the average gains of boys who participated in the Qysas project and boys in the comparison 
group on any subtask. Specifically, intervention group girls gained 10.0 CSSPM on the syllable identification 
subtask, in contrast with 6.4 CSSPM among comparison group girls. Intervention group girls gained 
14.3 CWPM on the ORF subtask, as compared with 9.4 CWPM among comparison group girls. Finally, 
intervention group girls were able to correctly answer 1.0 additional reading comprehension question at 
endline over baseline, while comparison group girls answered 0.6 additional questions.

• The proportion of girls in the intervention group who received zero scores at endline was statistically 
significantly lower than the proportion of girls in the comparison group on two subtasks: reading 
comprehension and listening comprehension. On all five subtasks, the proportion of boys in the intervention 
group who received zero scores was comparable to the proportion of boys in the comparison group who 
received zero scores. On the reading comprehension subtask, 35.4 percent of intervention group girls were 
unable to answer correctly a single question at endline, compared with 62.4 percent of comparison group 
girls. On the listening comprehension subtask, 12.2 percent of intervention group girls received zero scores  
at endline, while 24.8 percent of comparison group girls received zero scores.

• Over the life of the Qysas project, teachers held an average of 44 literacy group sessions, at which student 
attendance was high. On average, students attended 42 literacy group sessions. The average number of 
sessions held at all-girls schools was slightly higher than the average at all-boys schools—49 sessions versus 
42 sessions, respectively, while co-educational (co-ed) schools held an average of 44 sessions. This means 
that students who attended all-girls schools received, on average, more exposure to the Qysas project than 
students who attended all-boys schools. 

• During the Qysas project, LTM created a total of 145 e-books—126 interactive e-books and 19 basic 
e-books—that were distributed to students through the Qysas platform. On average, each student who 
participated in the project read 105 books on the Qysas platform. The average number of books read per 
student was slightly higher at all-girls schools than at all-boys schools: 127 books per student and 102 books 
per student, respectively. Students at co-ed schools read an average of 104 books during the project. Analysis 
revealed a weak but statistically significant relationship between the number of books read per student and 
EGRA gains on four subtasks: syllable identification, nonword reading, ORF, and reading comprehension.  
This indicates that students who read more books tended to have greater gains on these subtasks.
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II. Project Description
LTM, a Jordanian woman-owned for-profit business that creates engaging, digital, Arabic literacy tools to improve 
children’s reading skills, developed the Qysas project to address the lack of leveled Arabic-language reading 
materials for early primary school students in Jordan. The project, implemented in partnership with INTEGRATED 
and JEI, aimed to increase early grade literacy skills in Arabic—specifically, oral language and vocabulary, fluency, 
and comprehension—by providing self-paced, interactive, electronic reading materials that supplemented ongoing 
classroom instruction. 

The Qysas project developed a child-centered, leveled, and differentiated information and communications 
technology (ICT)-based Arabic early grade reading and learning platform for Grade 2 students in Jordan to use 
at school, both during and outside of class. The learning platform, called Qysas, contained a series of interactive, 
animated e-books and teaching materials that focused on developing word reading and comprehension skills. The 
Qysas platform was used by teachers and students in select schools on pre-loaded tablets. The platform was also 
available to parents for home use with their children on digital devices.

The Qysas project had two key components:

1. Development of the Qysas platform and leveled e-books, which were loaded onto the platform  
for use by students

2. Creation of literacy groups, led by trained teachers, in Jordanian public schools in which students  
could use the Qysas platform on tablets

LTM worked with regional publishers to select 145 engaging books to develop into e-books for the Qysas  
project and loaded them onto the Qysas platform.5 Students logged on to the platform using a unique user name 
and password ensuring that each student’s unique usage data were captured through the platform. Selected 
books represented a range of reading levels and topics; all were gender- and culturally sensitive. Each e-book 
had corresponding audio voice-overs to allow students to listen as they read and quizzes to assess students’ 
comprehension. LTM grouped the e-books into seven levels, and all students began at level one. Once a student 
read all of the books at a given level and completed the corresponding quizzes, he or she could progress to the 
next level. Although the platform was originally designed to be used online, LTM also programmed an offline 
option to accommodate internet connectivity challenges at the schools. The Qysas team collected student usage 
data during site visits by downloading the records onto portable memory devices.

LTM engaged students in the Qysas project by collaborating with JEI Discovery Schools in Amman that were 
equipped with technical infrastructure, including internet access.6 Participating schools provided students with 
opportunities to use the tablets and the Qysas platform either during class or after school during literacy group 
sessions. These sessions were held twice a week for 45 minutes, at which time students could listen to and read 
along with e-books and take quizzes that corresponded to the e-books. Teachers and project staff monitored the 
literacy group sessions to check on student progress and verify that students’ reading abilities matched the level  
of e-books they were reading on the Qysas platform.

5 LTM developed 126 interactive e-books, including comprehension quizzes. LTM uploaded 19 additional basic e-books—with no comprehension quizzes—
for students who had completed all 126 interactive e-books by March 2017.

6 JEI Discovery Schools were created as part of a private-public partnership with Jordan’s MOE and USAID that began in 2004 and ended in 2009.  
JEI schools had access to ICT equipment, broadband connectivity, and a cadre of teachers skilled in using ICT and implementing the electronic 
curriculum. See https://partnerships.usaid.gov/partnership/jordan-education-initiative-jei for more details.
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Prior to the first year of implementation, the Qysas project team trained teachers, JEI interns, and students on how 
to use the platform on tablets and mobile devices. Teachers and JEI interns also received comprehensive training 
on tablet management and upkeep, the types of reading materials available on the platform, how to monitor 
students’ progress to enhance classroom teaching, and how to keep records for project monitoring purposes. 
Participating schools received one tablet and one headset for each student in its literacy group. Students received 
instructions on how to access the platform on mobile phones for use outside of school.

LTM implemented the Qysas project over two academic years with two cohorts of Grade 2 students at ten 
intervention schools. Implementation began in selected schools with the first cohort of Grade 2 students during 
the 2015–16 academic year. During the first year of implementation, teachers and JEI interns were responsible 
for overseeing the literacy groups. Due to technical and implementation challenges during the first year of 
implementation, the project was extended through the 2016–17 academic year. A new cohort of Grade 2 students 
was selected from the same ten intervention schools in the second year. Although many aspects of the project 
were implemented similarly during the 2016–17 academic year, LTM improved the Qysas platform and stabilized 
the implementation model. Additionally, during the second year, only teachers—not JEI interns—lead literacy 
groups.  Teachers were given the option of conducting the group session during the school day, instead of being 
required to host group sessions after school. All teachers opted to hold literacy group sessions at the end of the 
school day as part of an unstructured literacy strengthening class.

Over the course of two years, the project reached 720 students: 381 students in the 2015–16 academic year cohort 
and 339 students in the 2016–17 academic year cohort. Only results from students in the 2016–17 academic year 
cohort are presented in this report.

Research Purpose and Design
The goal of the Qysas project was to increase early grade literacy skills in Arabic for Grade 2 students by  
providing self-paced, interactive, electronic reading materials that supplemented ongoing classroom instruction. 
The research conducted by STS and LTM sought to answer the following research questions specific to the  
Qysas project:

1. Have the literacy skills of students who participated in the Qysas project (intervention group) improved 
relative to the literacy skills of students who did not have access to the project (comparison group)?

2. How have the literacy skills of girls and boys who participated in the Qysas project changed relative to the 
literacy skills of students of the same gender who did not have access to the project? 

In addition, EOP research was conducted to answer the following ACR GCD supplemental questions common  
to all ACR GCD grantees:

1. How successful was the rollout of the project?

2. How did the project influence or impact adults’ (teachers, parents, community members) knowledge, skills,  
or attitude regarding their role in helping children read?

3. How did the project influence certain subsets of the student population more than others based on identifiable 
contextual factors?

4. How much did the development, implementation, and management aspects of the project cost?

5. Are this project and technology suitable for scaling?

III. 
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To answer these research questions, STS and LTM collected EGRA data twice during academic year 2016–17. 
Baseline data were collected in September and October 2016, and endline data were collected in May 2017. 
Qualitative and cost data were also collected to answer ACR GCD’s supplemental questions.

The research design for the Qysas project included one intervention group and one comparison group.

Sample
Before implementation, LTM evaluated 55 JEI Discovery Schools and identified 24 primary schools in a similar 
geographic area that met the following selection criteria: 

• School has 20 computers available with defined specifications.

• Grade 2 students did not participate in a literacy intervention in the 2014–15 academic year.

• School principal is willing to implement the program.

From the 24 schools that met selection criteria, LTM randomly selected 20 schools to make up the research 
sample. The 20 schools were then randomly assigned to the intervention and comparison groups, with ten schools 
in each group. The same ten schools served as intervention schools during both academic implementation years. 
However, two of the ten initial comparison schools were replaced in the 2016–17 academic year, as one of the 
schools merged with another school, and the second school was under construction.

Selection of Grade 2 students for the 2016–17 academic year cohort took place during the baseline data 
collection for the 2016–17 academic year. LTM intended to recruit 50 students per school; however, in reality, the 
number of students selected to participate in the Qysas project varied based on the school. In the second year 
of implementation, student engagement depended on the willingness of teachers to participate, the number 
of students teachers chose to include in literacy group sessions, and purposive selection by school principals 
of Grade 2 classes. In four schools, an entire class was selected, and in the remaining six schools, teachers and 
JEI randomly selected a smaller group of students within a larger class to participate (see Annex Table G.1). 
Comparison group students were randomly selected from all Grade 2 classes in each school.

For the 2016–17 academic year cohort of students, 285 students took part in the intervention group and 251 
students in the comparison group. Table 1 provides characteristics of the student sample used in this report.

7 Because more boys single-sex schools were randomly assigned to the intervention group, the intervention group sample had a larger proportion  
of boys than girls.

Table 1: EGRA Sample Characteristics7

Group
All  

Students Girls Boys
Attending 
single sex 

school

Attending  
co-ed  

school

Number  
of schools

Intervention group 285 82 203 122 163 10

Comparison group 251 125 126 90 161 10

Total: All Students 536 207 329 212 324 20
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STS, with support from World Vision, conducted EOP interviews from May 14 to 23, 2017, during endline EGRA 
data collection. EOP interview details are provided in Table 2.

Table 2: EOP Interview Sample

Type of Interview N Description

Project management 6 Two LTM and four INTEGRATED team members

Principal and teacher 15
13 intervention group teachers, one comparison group teacher, and one  
intervention group principal

Student 11 11 intervention group students

Stakeholder 10
Five staff members from JEI, three staff members from USAID, and two staff  
members from the Abdul Hameed Shoman Foundation

Total 42

STS and World Vision purposively selected the Qysas project managers and key stakeholders for EOP interviews. 
STS and LTM randomly selected four intervention schools and one comparison school to participate in the EOP 
interviews. All participating teachers were interviewed, as was one school principal. Students were randomly 
selected for interviews after completing the endline EGRA.
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Fieldwork Preparation and Data Collection

EGRA Instrument
In 2012, RTI International (RTI) developed an Arabic-language EGRA instrument for Grade 2 students that was 
adapted to the linguistic context of Jordan; the Qysas project utilized this EGRA. The same EGRA instrument was 
used at baseline and endline and consisted of six subtasks: letter sound identification, syllable identification,  
nonword reading, ORF, reading comprehension, and listening comprehension.

During the EGRA, LTM also administered a student demographic survey at baseline and a student questionnaire  
at endline. The student demographics survey was administered at baseline in intervention and comparison schools 
to collect background information on students and provide a better understanding of the student population. 
The student questionnaire administered at endline contained questions related to students’ language exposure, 
socioeconomic status, family literacy, family and teacher reading support, reading materials access, disposition to 
reading, and technology use. Results of the questionnaire were used to better understand the contextual factors  
that may have influenced students’ reading gains from baseline to endline (see Key Factors for Success).

Institutional Review Boards 
Institutional review boards (IRBs) are responsible for ascertaining the acceptability of proposed research  
regarding institutional commitments and regulations, applicable laws, standards of professional conduct and 
practice, and ethical and societal norms. IRBs examine subject recruitment procedures, proposed remuneration, 
and the informed consent process. IRBs also evaluate the potential risks and benefits to participants outlined in 
each protocol.

The Qysas project was included in a request for an IRB-review exemption submitted to RTI’s Committee for the 
Protection of Human Subjects as part of an ongoing study in Jordan. RTI received approval of their request on  
April 12, 2012.

Baseline EGRA 
The original baseline EGRA assessor training, hosted by RTI, took place from August 9 to 13, 2015, prior to 
the operational baseline data collection for the 2015–16 academic year cohort of students. During training, 
the assessors reviewed EGRA principles and gained a comprehensive understanding of the EGRA instrument 
components, practiced EGRA administration and scoring procedures, rehearsed conducting the EGRA assessment 
on tablets,8 and learned about the roles and responsibilities of both supervisors and assessors in the field.

The assessors also underwent assessor accuracy testing, which is conducted to ensure consistency in scoring 
among assessors and to measure the degree to which assessors agree in their assessment decisions.9 At least  
90 percent consistency is considered the minimum requirement; this means that at least 90 percent of assessors’ 
ratings must be consistent with the list of acceptable responses. All assessors met the 90 percent threshold.

IV. 

8 LTM engaged Prodigy Systems to program the EGRA instrument into a digital form on their platform, Prodigy Assessments.

9 Assessor accuracy testing is similar to interrater reliability testing. According to the EGRA Toolkit (2nd Edition), assessor accuracy refers to the testing  
conducted during training, while interrater reliability is conducted during operational data collection.
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Assessors conducted operational baseline data collection for the 2015–16 academic year cohort of students 
between September 6 and October 26, 2015. After receiving an extension to implement the Qysas project with a 
new cohort of Grade 2 students during academic year 2016–17, LTM conducted an assessor refresher training with 
the same assessors that were trained in 2015. The operational baseline data collection for the 2016–17 academic 
year cohort of students took place from September 26 to October 13, 2016.

Endline EGRA 
Endline EGRA data were collected from May 14 through June 1, 2017. Before operational data collection, STS 
conducted a one-day refresher training that included assessor accuracy testing and review sessions on the EGRA 
instrument and its administration. The same assessors who collected baseline data also conducted the endline 
data collection, and all assessors met the 90 percent assessor accuracy threshold.

End-of-Project Interviews 
STS and World Vision conducted EOP interviews from May 14 to 25, 2017. The purpose of the interviews was to 
explore the contextual factors that may have impacted variations in implementation and results among schools 
and students. They also explored the potential scalability of the project. EOP interviews were conducted with four 
groups: project management, principals and teachers, students, and stakeholders.

Project management interviews consisted of open-ended questions related to general information about the 
project and the intervention timeline, characteristics of the implementing organizations, perceptions of project 
design and implementation quality, and considerations for scalability. LTM and INTEGRATED staff members 
directly involved in the implementation of the Qysas project were interviewed.

Intervention school teachers were asked 27 open-ended questions related to the Qysas project and its 
technologies, challenges faced in implementing the project with fidelity, practices for delivering literacy group 
sessions, and perspectives of the platform’s ability to help students learn to read. One principal from an 
intervention school was asked her perspective on the Qysas project and considerations for scalability. One 
comparison school teacher was asked questions about the school’s literacy approaches, use of technology,  
and early grade reading materials. 

Students were asked 13 open-ended questions related to their engagement with the Qysas project, disposition to 
reading, and overall experience using the Qysas platform as well as their access to reading materials and other 
assistive technologies at home and in school.

Table 3: Fieldwork Preparation and Data Collection Timeline for 2016–17 Academic Year

Task Dates

Baseline refresher training and operational data collection 
(2016–17 academic year cohort)

September 26–October 13, 2016

Endline refresher training 
(2016–17 academic year cohort)

May 10, 2017

Endline EGRA operational data collection 
(2016–17 academic year cohort)

May 14–June 1, 2017

EOP interviews May 14–25, 2017
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Project Implementation
The Qysas project began on February 1, 2015, and implementation ended in May 2017. This section presents 
implementation challenges, solutions, and successes that help answer the ACR GCD research question:  
How successful was the rollout of the intervention?

Development
The development phase of the Qysas project consisted of the creation of e-books and the Qysas platform as  
well as the procurement of ICT hardware for use by project participants. 

Before the Qysas project began, LTM engaged with regional publishers whose books were listed in the Arab 
Thought Foundation’s regional Arabi 21 leveled-reading ranking.10 LTM identified 50 engaging books and began 
developing the Qysas platform in the first months of the project. It intended to finalize and roll out the platform 
with e-books prior to the start of the 2015–16 academic year. By September 2015, the project had developed and 
tested the e-books and accompanying audio voice-overs with students in two public schools. After receiving an 
extension for an additional academic year, LTM digitized and created audio voice-overs for 76 additional books.  
In total, LTM created 126 interactive e-books and 19 basic e-books for the Qysas project. The Qysas project team 
did not report any significant challenges or delays in developing the e-books.

Development of the Qysas platform commenced with the project grant in February 2015. The platform was 
finalized by September 2015 and pilot tested in schools in the last months of 2015. The platform was updated 
four times after the start of implementation for the 2015–16 academic year cohort; each version update sought to 
improve user experience and backend data capture. When LTM released the first version of the Qysas platform, 
content was only available online, with student progress intended to be automatically captured and synchronized 
to a server through an internet connection. By the fourth and final version, all books and quizzes were available 
offline, and student progress was saved locally on the tablet with an option on the platform that allowed for 
student-progress data to be manually synchronized with the server. During these version updates, student 
progress data were lost, thus limiting the ability of the Qysas project to track usage data during the first year  
of implementation.

Given the limited access to ICT—including computers and the internet—in Jordanian public schools, LTM 
leveraged the existing resources available in JEI Discovery Schools. LTM expected the JEI Discovery Schools to 
have the technical infrastructure necessary for the project’s implementation. However, after the pool of potential 
implementation schools was identified, LTM realized that the computer labs in the majority of the JEI Discovery 
Schools did not have fully functioning computers; to run the Qysas platform, the computers would require 
software upgrades and memory increases. To mitigate this challenge, LTM secured external funding from the 
Abdul Hameed Shoman Foundation and Itihad Bank, which allowed the Qysas project to provide 250 tablets to 
intervention schools.

Implementation
The first year of implementation was challenging, although it was evident that the project had the potential to be 
improved. As a result, LTM received an extension through the 2016–17 academic year. The details below cover 
both years of implementation.

V. 

10 The Arab Thought Foundation is an international nongovernment organization which’s mission is to advance Arab-cultural solidarity and promote 
Arab-world progress with openness to world cultures. The Arabi 21 project works to create a future in which any Arab citizen could acquire education 
throughout his or her life. The project launched the Arabi 21 Standards to Classify Arab Children’s Literature Books, which have been adopted by 
publishers, governmental, and non-governmental organizations to help teachers build classroom libraries with level-appropriate books. See http://
arabthought.org/en#.WZHNmlGGM2w for more details.
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In October 2015, LTM conducted training for intervention school teachers and JEI interns who helped oversee 
the implementation of the project in the 2015–16 academic year. LTM provided an overview of the project, 
demonstrated the Qysas platform and user manual, and suggested a weekly implementation schedule for literacy 
groups. JEI also provided a follow-up session for ten principals to emphasize the project’s intended outcomes and 
encourage engagement from school leadership with the project.

The Qysas project was rolled out in JEI schools after the teacher and intern training. The project team—particularly 
INTEGRATED—provided significant monitoring support to schools observing progress and tracking challenges 
faced by teachers, interns, and students. One of the first challenges noted by the project team was inconsistent 
start-dates; although LTM distributed tablets to JEI during the last week of October, some schools launched 
literacy group sessions in November, while others did not start until December.

During the first year of implementation, the Qysas project team also noted a number of technology-related 
challenges. These included poor battery charge on the tablets, platform bugs, difficulty retrieving usage data, 
tangled headphones, broken tablets, and poor internet connections. To remedy these issues, LTM built charging 
stations in each classroom to ease the burden on teachers and JEI interns to locate sufficient electrical outlets. 
LTM released several updates to the Qysas platform to resolve programming bugs and reconcile the problems 
faced in downloading usage data. They provided covers for the tablets and replaced damaged headphones. To 
stabilize internet connections, routers provided by Umniah Telecom were installed in each school; this also led to 
faster internet access and improved user experience on the Qysas platform. Furthermore, LTM tasked JEI interns 
with the management of the tablets—ensuring the devices were charged, the platform was connected to the 
server, and the usage data were properly tracked—which allowed teachers to focus on providing the literacy group 
sessions to students.

Although these technical fixes were issued as quickly as possible by the Qysas project team, the initial challenges 
impeded the project from being implemented as intended during the 2015–16 academic year. Luckily, these issues 
were mostly resolved and therefore did not significantly impact the implementation of the Qysas project during 
the 2016–17 academic year. The Qysas project management did note that, in the 2016–17 academic year, when JEI 
interns no longer supported the project, the responsibility of ensuring tablets were charged and functioning fell to 
teachers, who did not always do so. Feedback from teachers indicated that they were concerned about being held 
responsible for the safety and security of the tablets throughout the project. Some noted that charging and storing 
the tablets was a burdensome daily task.

The Qysas project also faced implementation challenges unrelated to the project technology. During the 2015–16 
academic year, teachers were instructed to hold literacy group sessions after school and given a small stipend to 
cover the additional time they spent at work. The number of literacy group sessions offered by teachers during 
the first year was lower than originally targeted, and student attendance was often low. For some schools, literacy 
group sessions were held in the library, but, when the space was occupied for other purposes, teachers were 
unable to find a substitute location and canceled the sessions. Also, because the sessions were held after school, 
teachers would often cancel sessions because of more pressing work tasks or because students were tired. 
Although teachers often intended to make up the session, this did not always occur. Another challenge related 
to holding the literacy group sessions after school was the additional time required of other school personnel. 
Specifically, school security guards were required to stay later to accommodate the after-school sessions, though 
LTM did not have resources available to provide them with additional pay. In the second year of implementation, 
LTM instructed teachers to hold sessions whenever was most convenient for them during the school day, including 
during class. This flexibility appears to have improved the number of literacy group sessions held by teachers, as 
well as student attendance.



17Evaluation Report: Qysas (Stories): An Arabic Leveled Digital Library

During EOP interviews, a majority of teachers, parents, and students indicated that they were satisfied with 
the overall implementation of the project. Project staff mentioned that, to improve upon the Qysas platform, 
incorporating games and activities to teach phonics on the platform would be beneficial, as would embedding a 
time restriction within the e-books to ensure that students were not advancing through the text without reading. 
Teachers reported that students became increasingly engaged and motivated to read throughout the project 
because the e-book content was often more interesting than the school’s reading materials. Several teachers 
mentioned that the Qysas platform would be a good way to support struggling readers and recommended that,  
in the future, the platform be made available as a way to boost struggling readers’ exposure and practice with  
self-paced, individualized books.

Management
The Qysas project benefited from the support and expertise of several organizations. LTM, a company with 
capabilities in educational apps and web-content design, partnered with INTEGRATED, an organization with a 
strong background in monitoring and evaluation (M&E), to implement the Qysas project. From the beginning 
of the project, divisions of labor were well established: LTM was responsible for the development of the Qysas 
platform, managing the tablets, and providing technical support throughout implementation; INTEGRATED was 
responsible for monitoring student progress and ensuring fidelity of implementation (FOI) through the platform’s 
built-in assessments, usage data, and M&E and FOI data collection. The Qysas project team delegated capturing 
attendance data to JEI teachers and interns. 

The Qysas project team quickly learned that the project required more implementation monitoring than originally 
anticipated. LTM conducted routine visits to the schools to provide technical assistance on the platform and 
tablets. Similarly, INTEGRATED dedicated significant time and resources throughout the project, to visit schools 
and provide support to teachers as well as to capture M&E data. Additionally, INTEGRATED hired two full-time 
M&E staff members for the 2016–17 academic year to oversee project implementation and collect data.

Overall, the strong working relationship and understanding of roles and responsibilities between LTM and  
INTEGRATED facilitated the management of the Qysas project throughout the development and implement- 
ation challenges.

Fidelity of Implementation
By definition, FOI is the accurate and consistent application of an agreed-upon procedure. FOI research is used 
to assess the degree to which a project is implemented as intended. Measuring FOI helps implementers and 
researchers understand and differentiate between what was supposed to happen and what actually happened 
during the life of a project. When FOI is high and an intervention group experiences gains, then it is possible to 
associate gains with the intervention; this, in turn, makes it possible to recommend scaling the intervention. FOI 
research also makes it possible to identify which components of an intervention are most strongly associated 
with outcomes. When FOI is low and gains are low, it is impossible to know whether the reason for low gains is a 
poor design or poor implementation. FOI research can be coupled with M&E to provide feedback to implementers 
during the project cycle to improve adherence to project design, in the case of low FOI.11

11 Creative Associates International, Inc. (2015). Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) how-to guide (unpublished). Washington, D.C.: USAID.
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As part of their projects, all ACR GCD Round 2 grantees conducted FOI research during the implementation 
period. The primary objectives of FOI research for grantees were to

1. Understand what FOI research is and why it is important throughout the life of the project

2. Identify essential components, activities, and questions for each phase of project implementation

3. Create relevant, project-specific FOI tools to monitor participant adherence to the intervention plan

STS held a series of FOI meetings with each ACR GCD grantee to develop project-specific FOI tools and an 
implementation plan for FOI research. After finishing the FOI sessions, ACR GCD grantees were expected to  
pilot test their FOI tools and collect data. Grantees were advised to collect a minimum of one round of FOI data; 
two or more rounds of data collection were ideal. The data collected served several purposes:

1. To indicate where revisions in data collection tools were necessary

2. To highlight where improvements in implementation were needed

3. To attribute impact when combined with assessment data

The Qysas project team participated in a series of FOI calls in April and August 2016, developed FOI tools,  
and collected one round of FOI data using the tools during the last two weeks of December 2016. Furthermore, 
INTEGRATED collected student attendance data from teachers and user data from the Qysas platform. Results 
were used to identify challenges and improve implementation; select data were used in correlational analysis with 
EGRA scores (see Key Factors for Success). Select FOI findings from December 2016, as presented by LTM, are 
included below.

Table 4 shows responses to students’ preference of reading material mechanism. Overall, more than half  
(55.8 percent) of students preferred using the Qysas platform to read, compared with nearly one quarter  
(24.7 percent) who preferred print books. A slightly higher percentage of boys said they preferred the platform 
than girls (60.0 percent and 53.8 percent, respectively).

Table 4: Student Reading Material Mechanism Preference by Gender12

Responses
Girls 

(Percentage of Total)
Boys 

(Percentage of Total)
All Students 

(Percentage of Total)

Platform 28 (53.8%) 15 (60.0%) 43 (55.8%)

Print Book 14 (26.9%) 5 (20.0%) 19 (24.7%)

Both 10 (19.2%) 5 (20.0%) 15 (19.5%)

Total 52 (100.0%) 25 (100.0%) 77 (100.0%)

Results in Table 5 indicate that a majority (59.7 percent) of students, regardless of gender, found the platform 
“somewhat easy” to use. Less than 2.0 percent of students thought the platform was hard to use.

12 Due to rounding, total percentages may not equal 100.0.
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Table 5: Ease of Platform Use by Gender

Table 6: Students’ Rating of Teacher Engagement During Sessions

Responses
Girls 

(Percentage of Total)
Boys 

(Percentage of Total)
All Students 

(Percentage of Total)

Somewhat Easy 27 (51.9%) 19 (76.0%) 46 (59.7%)

Very Easy 24 (46.2%) 6 (24.0%) 30 (39.0%)

Hard 1 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.3%)

Total 52 (100.0%) 25 (100.0%) 77 (100.0%)

Responses
Girls 

(Percentage of Total)
Boys 

(Percentage of Total)
All Students 

(Percentage of Total)

Highly Engaged 39 (75.0%) 22 (88.0%) 61 (79.2%)

Moderately Engaged 10 (19.2%) 3 (12.0%) 13 (16.9%)

Not Engaged 3 (5.8%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (3.9%)

Total 52 (100.0%) 25 (100.0%) 77 (100.0%)

Table 6 shows responses from students rating their teacher’s engagement and support during the literacy group 
sessions. Overall, most students (79.2 percent) felt their teacher was highly engaged in the sessions. A slightly 
smaller percentage of girls (75.0 percent) responded this way, and about 5.8 percent of girls said their teacher  
was not engaged during the sessions.

EGRA Data Analysis
EGRA data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS Statistics. Only data from students who 
participated in the EGRA at both baseline and endline were used. EGRA subtask results were matched by student 
and compared by time period to calculate reading gains over the life of the project.13 Gain scores were computed 
as the difference between endline and baseline for each subtask. Student reading performance was calculated 
by comparing gain scores for students in the intervention group to gain scores for students in the comparison 
group. Zero scores14 were also calculated for all subtasks. Differences in gain scores between the intervention 
and comparison groups were tested for statistical significance using independent sample t-test analysis,15 and 
differences in the percentage of zero scores were tested for significance using chi-square test.16 Results with 
statistically significant differences are reported throughout with an asterisk. Where results are not statistically 
significant, it is not possible to assume that there is any difference between the results of students in the 
intervention and comparison groups.

VI. 

13 Because of rounding, mean changes reported may not always equal endline value minus baseline value.

14 Students receive a zero score if they are unable to correctly identify a single item on a subtask. In this report, zero scores are shown as the number of 
students or as the percentage of the total students who were unable to identify correctly a single item on a subtask.

15 The independent-sample t-tests compare the difference between the means of two independent groups on the same dependent variable.

16 The chi-square test is a statistical test comparing proportion of students with zero scores that were observed in the data against what was expected.
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For each subtask, decision rules were applied to assess whether outliers would need to be removed. For example, 
if the time remaining for a timed subtask resulted in a fluency rate that was outside a reasonable range, then that 
student’s fluency rate was not included in the analyses. Reasonable ranges for the time remaining were based 
on multiple factors, including the rate at which letters or words in the language tested are typically read, the 
distribution or relative performance of students in the sample, and the mean fluency rate with and without the 
outlier data point(s). After consideration of the reasonable ranges in the data, no outliers were removed.

Table 7 provides details on the EGRA subtasks, including how results were calculated.

Table 7: EGRA Subtask and Data Analysis Method

Subtask Type Analysis

Letter sound 
identification

Timed

Letter sound identification is measured as the number of correct letter sounds 
read in one minute (CLSPM). Letter sound identification is a measure of alphabet 
knowledge. Each student had the opportunity to read up to 100 upper- and lower-
case letters.

Syllable 
identification

Timed

Syllable identification is measured as correct syllable sounds read in one minute 
(CSSPM). Syllable identification is a measure of knowledge of the sounds of letter 
combinations and is a more advanced predictor of decoding ability. Each student 
had the opportunity to read up to 100 syllable sounds.

Non-word  
reading

Timed
Nonword reading is measured as the number of correct “nonwords” read in one 
minute (CNWPM). Nonword reading measures decoding. Each student had the 
opportunity to read up to 50 one- or two- syllable nonwords.

Oral reading  
fluency

Timed

ORF is measured as correct words read in one minute (CWPM). ORF is a decoding 
and reading fluency measure. Each student had the opportunity to read 52 
words in one minute. The ORF passage formed the textual basis for the reading 
comprehension subtask.

Reading 
comprehension

Untimed

Reading comprehension is measured as the number of correct answers verbally 
delivered to the assessor based on questions asked about the passage read as  
part of the ORF subtask. Each student had the opportunity to answer up to  
five questions.

Listening 
comprehension

Untimed

Listening comprehension is measured as the number of correct answers verbally 
delivered to the assessor. Listening comprehension is a measure of vocabulary.  
Each student had the opportunity to answer five questions based on a passage  
read aloud by the assessor.

Considerations

Sample Selection for the 2016–17 Academic Year Cohort

In the second year of implementation, student selection was dependent on teachers’ willingness to participate,  
the number of students to whom teachers agreed to provide literacy group sessions, and school principals’ 
purposive selection of Grade 2 classes that could participate in the project. As a result, the number of students 
who participated in each school was not equal, limiting the ability of comparisons of participating students  
across schools. Further, because LTM relied on the willingness of school principals and teachers to participate— 
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as opposed to random assignment—there are internal- and external-validity threats implicit in the research design. 
Results should not be generalized beyond the sample of participating students to the school level or larger student 
populations in JEI schools.

Contamination from USAID’s Early Grade Reading and Math Project

When selecting JEI Discovery Schools to incorporate into the Qysas project for intervention and comparison 
groups, LTM required that none of the schools should have received a literacy intervention in the previous 
academic year. The LTM team also anticipated that no literacy interventions would be implemented 
concurrently with the Qysas project. However, in 2015, RTI began implementing the USAID Early Grade Reading 
and Math Project (RAMP) project, which was rolled out to all project schools—intervention and comparison—
during the 2016–17 academic year.17 The USAID RAMP project aims to improve reading and mathematics 
teaching and learning methodologies for greater learning outcomes in kindergarten through Grade 3 throughout 
public schools in Jordan. All teachers who were part of the Qysas project received inputs from USAID RAMP 
during the 2016–17 academic year, primarily in the form of teacher training and support. As teachers in 
intervention and comparison groups received the same intervention, it is still possible to attribute the reading 
gains found in this research to the Qysas project, though it should be noted that findings may be conflated  
with impacts from USAID RAMP.

17 United States Agency for International Development. (2017, May 26). Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Project (RAMP). Retrieved from https://www.
usaid.gov/jordan/fact-sheets/early-grade-reading-and-mathematics-project-ramp

EGRA Results
This section presents EGRA results to answer the following research question posed by the Qysas project: Have 
the literacy skills of students who participated in the Qysas project—intervention group students—improved relative to 
the literacy skills of students who did not have access to the project—comparison group students? The following section 
presents the results of the EGRA results by subtask and gender.

Overall, as Figures 2 and 3 indicate, all students showed improvements in their literacy skills during the  
academic year regardless of their participation in the project. However, students in the intervention group  
showed statistically significantly greater gains than students in the comparison group on three subtasks:  
syllable identification, ORF, and reading comprehension. Additionally, students participating in the Qysas 
project had a significantly lower proportion of zero scores at endline than did their peers in the comparison 
group on two subtasks: ORF and reading comprehension. The proportion of students in the intervention and 
comparison group who received zero scores at endline was comparable on other subtasks.

VII. 



22Evaluation Report: Qysas (Stories): An Arabic Leveled Digital Library

Figure 2: Mean Results by EGRA Subtask and Group at Baseline and Endline18

Figure 3: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by EGRA Subtask and Group at Baseline and Endline (%)19
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18 An asterisk (*) indicates the gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the gain score for the comparison group at p<0.05.  
N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

19 An asterisk (*) indicates the proportion of student receiving zero scores in the intervention group was significantly lower than the proportion of students 
receiving zero scores in the comparison group at endline at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

15.4

21.1

32.3

14.0

49.4

19.5



23Evaluation Report: Qysas (Stories): An Arabic Leveled Digital Library

20 There is an auto stop rule in all of the timed EGRA subtasks. In this case, the test was discontinued if a student was unable to correctly name any the first 
ten letters on the stimulus.

21 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

22 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

EGRA Results by Subtask

Letter Sound Identification

The letter sound identification subtask measures students’ understanding of the alphabetic principle, which 
states that each letter of the alphabet corresponds to a specific sound. To demonstrate letter sound identification, 
students must identify the appropriate sounds for each letter. The ability to match letters with correct sounds is 
critical to reading fluency and comprehension. For this subtask, each student was presented with a stimulus of  
100 letters and asked to read aloud as many of the sounds as he or she could in one minute.20 Results for this 
subtask are reported as CLSPM. 

Average gain scores for the letter sound identification subtask are presented in Figure 4. On average, students 
in both groups increased their letter sound fluency at comparable rates from baseline to endline; there was no 
statistically significant difference between the gain scores of intervention group students and those of comparison 
group students.

Figure 4: Average Gain Scores by Group—Letter Sound Identification (CLSPM)21

Figure 5: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline—Letter Sound Identification (%)22
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The percentage of students receiving zero scores on the letter sound identification subtask at endline is  
presented in Figure 5. The percentage of zero scores at endline in the two groups was not statistically significantly 
different, meaning that the proportions of intervention and comparison group students receiving zero scores at 
endline were comparable.
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23 An asterisk (*) indicates the average gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the average gain score for the comparison group 
at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

24 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

Syllable Identification

The syllable identification subtask measures students’ understanding of how letter combinations correspond to 
specific sounds. To demonstrate syllable identification, students must vocalize the appropriate sounds for each 
syllable. The ability to match letters with correct sounds is critical to reading fluency and comprehension. For this 
subtask, each student was presented with a stimulus of 100 syllables and asked to read as many of the sounds as 
he or she could in one minute. Results for this subtask are reported as CSSPM. 

Average gain scores for the syllable identification subtask are presented in Figure 6. On average, students in 
both groups increased their syllable reading fluency rates from baseline to endline. The gains of students in the 
intervention group were statistically significantly greater than were the gains of students in the comparison 
group. Specifically, students in the intervention group were able to read, on average, an additional 13.5 CSSPM  
at endline than at baseline, in contrast to students in the comparison group, who read an additional 10.8 CSSPM  
at endline. 

Figure 6: Average Gain Scores by Group—Syllable Identification (CSSPM)23
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The percentage of students receiving zero scores on the syllable identification subtask at endline is presented in 
Figure 7. The percentage of zero scores at endline for the two groups was not statistically significantly different, 
meaning that the proportion of intervention and comparison group students who received zero scores at endline 
was comparable.
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Figure 7: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline—Syllable Identification (%)24
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25 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

26 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

Nonword Reading

The nonword reading subtask measures students’ decoding ability by presenting them with words that they  
would not be able to recognize due to familiarity. Many students in the early grades learn to memorize or 
recognize a range of familiar words. Thus, to assess their decoding skills, students are presented with invented 
or nonsense words that require them to sound out each letter and syllable to decode a word. During this timed 
subtask, the assessor presented each student with 50 nonwords and asked him or her to read as many as  
possible in one minute. Results for this subtask are reported as CNWPM.

Average gain scores for the nonword reading subtask are presented in Figure 8. On average, nonword reading 
fluency increased at a comparable level from baseline to endline for students in both groups. There was no 
statistically significant difference between the gain scores of intervention students and comparison students.

Figure 8: Average Gain Scores by Group—Nonword Reading (CNWPM)25
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The percentage of students receiving zero scores on the nonword reading subtask at endline is presented in  
Figure 9. The proportions of zero scores at endline in the two groups were not statistically significantly different, 
meaning that the proportions of intervention and comparison students who received zero scores at endline  
were comparable.

Figure 9: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline—Nonword Reading (%)26
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27 An asterisk (*) indicates the average gain score for the intervention group was statistically significantly greater than the average gain score for the 
comparison group at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

28 An asterisk (*) indicates the proportion of student receiving zero score in the intervention group was significantly lower than the proportion of students 
receiving zero scores in the comparison group at endline at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

Oral Reading Fluency

The ORF subtask measures students’ overall reading competence. It is the culmination of translating letters into 
sounds, merging sounds to become words, linking words to become sentences, relating the text to meaning, and 
making inferences to fill in missing information. A student’s ORF score is dependent on the skills assessed in previous 
subtasks, since students need to have some mastery of letter sounds and decoding to read fluently. Students had  
the opportunity to read up to 52 words in the ORF passage. Results for this subtask are reported as CWPM. 

Average gain scores for the ORF subtask are presented in Figure 10. On average, ORF rates increased from 
baseline to endline for students in both groups, though the gains made by students in the intervention group were 
statistically significantly greater than the gains made by students in the comparison group. Specifically, students  
in the intervention group were able to read, on average, an additional 16.6 CWPM at endline than at baseline;  
by contrast, students in the comparison group read, on average, an additional 13.3 CWPM.

Figure 10: Average Gain Scores by Group—ORF (CWPM)27
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The percentage of students who received zero scores on the ORF subtask at endline is presented in Figure 11.  
Overall, the percentage of students in the intervention group who received zero scores at endline was 
statistically significantly lower than the percentage of students in the comparison group who received zero 
scores. Specifically, 12.6 percent of students in the intervention group received zero scores at endline, while  
19.1 percent of students in the comparison group received zero scores.

Figure 11: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline—ORF (%)28
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29 An asterisk (*) indicates the average gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the average gain score for the comparison group 
at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

Reading Comprehension

Comprehension is the purpose of reading. Once a student learns the sound-letter relationship and is able to 
decode and read with automaticity, he or she becomes increasingly able to understand the meaning of a text.  
The reading comprehension subtask assesses that ability.

For the reading comprehension subtask, the assessor removed the story used in the ORF subtask and then asked 
each student up to five comprehension questions based on what he or she had read. The number of questions 
asked depended on how many words each student read on the ORF subtask. For instance, if a student read just 
the first ten words, he or she would be asked only the first comprehension question. Similarly, if a student read 
all words on the ORF subtask, he or she would be asked all five questions. Students who received a zero score on 
the ORF subtask also received a zero score on the reading comprehension subtask because no questions were 
presented to them. Additionally, any student who could not correctly answer a single reading comprehension 
question received a zero score on the subtask. Results for this subtask are reported as the number of questions 
answered correctly out of five.

Average gain scores for the reading comprehension subtask are presented in Figure 12. On average, reading 
comprehension scores increased from baseline to endline for students in both groups, though the gains of 
students in the intervention group were statistically significantly greater than the gains of students in the 
comparison group. Specifically, students in the intervention group were able to answer correctly, on average,  
1.0 additional question at endline than at baseline, compared to 0.8 additional correct answers by students in  
the comparison group.

Figure 12: Average Gain Scores by Group—Reading Comprehension (correct out of five)29
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The percentage of students who received zero scores on the reading comprehension subtask at endline is 
presented in Figure 13. Overall, the percentage of students in the intervention group who received zero scores 
at endline was statistically significantly lower than the percentage of students in the comparison group who 
received zero scores. Specifically, 32.3 percent of students in the intervention group received zero scores at 
endline, while 49.4 percent of students in the comparison group received zero scores.
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30 An asterisk (*) indicates the proportion of student receiving zero scores in the intervention group was significantly lower than the proportion of students 
receiving zero scores in the comparison group at endline at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

31 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

Figure 13: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline–Reading Comprehension (%)30

Figure 14: Average Gain Scores by Group—Listening Comprehension (correct out of five)31
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Listening Comprehension

The untimed listening comprehension subtask measures students’ ability to comprehend the meaning of a story 
read to them orally. Students do not need to know how to read to answer listening comprehension questions. As 
a result, this subtask is an important measure of students’ pre-reading abilities because it helps detect obstacles 
to learning to read, such as limited language proficiency, auditory problems, attention deficit, or other difficulties. 
In the listening comprehension subtask, the assessor reads a short passage to the student and asks him or her to 
answer comprehension questions based on what he or she heard. Results for this subtask are presented as the 
number of questions answered correctly out of five. 

Average gain scores for the listening comprehension subtask are presented in Figure 14. On average, students’ 
scores on the listening comprehension subtask increased from baseline to endline at a comparable level. There 
was no statistically significant difference between the gain scores of intervention group students and comparison 
group students.

The percentage of students receiving zero scores on the listening comprehension subtask at endline is presented 
in Figure 15. The percentage of zero scores at endline in the two groups was not significantly different, meaning 
that the proportions of intervention group and comparison group students who received zero scores at endline 
were comparable.
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32 N sizes: Intervention Group n=285; Comparison Group n=251.

33 An asterisk (*) indicates the average gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the average gain score for the comparison group 
at p<0.05. N sizes for Girls: Intervention Group n=82; Comparison Group n=125.

Figure 15: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Group at Endline—Listening Comprehension (%)32
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EGRA Results by Gender
Students’ gain scores and proportion of zero scores were analyzed to examine whether girls and boys who 
participated in the Qysas project performed differently on the EGRA compared to students of the same gender 
who did not participate in the project. This section specifically answers the research question: How have the literacy 
skills of girls and boys who participated in the Qysas project changed relative to the literacy skills of students of the same 
gender who did not have access to the project?

As indicated in Table 1, 207 girls and 329 boys completed the baseline and endline EGRAs. Gain scores for girls 
and boys are presented first, followed by zero scores for girls and boys (see Annex Table D.7 for detailed results). 

Although girls and boys in both intervention and comparison groups made gains from baseline to endline, 
girls in the intervention group made statistically significantly greater gains than girls in the comparison group 
on three subtasks: syllable identification, ORF, and reading comprehension (Figure 16). Notably, boys in the 
intervention and comparison groups had comparable gains; there was no statistically significant difference in  
gains made by boys in the intervention group and boys in the comparison group on any subtask (Figure 17).
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Figure 16: Average Gain Scores by Subtask and Group—Girls33
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34 An asterisk (*) indicates the average gain score for the intervention group was significantly higher than the average gain score for the comparison group 
at p<0.05. N sizes for Boys: Intervention Group n=203; Comparison Group n=126.

35 An asterisk (*) indicates the proportion of girls receiving zero scores in the intervention group was significantly lower than the proportion of girls receiving 
zero scores in the comparison group at endline at p<0.05. N sizes: Intervention Group n=82; Comparison Group n=125.
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Figure 17: Average Gain Scores by Subtask and Group—Boys34

Figure 18: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores at Endline by Subtask and Group—Girls (%)35
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The proportion of girls who received zero scores at endline is presented in Figure 18, and the proportion of  
boys who received zero scores at endline is presented in Figure 19. At endline, the proportion of girls in the 
intervention group who received zero scores was statistically significantly lower than the proportion of girls in 
the comparison group on two subtasks: reading comprehension and listening comprehension. The proportions  
of intervention and comparison girls who received zero scores on the other four subtasks were comparable (Figure 
18). The proportion of boys who received zero scores was comparable across groups on all five subtasks (Figure 19).
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36 N sizes: Intervention Group n=203; Comparison Group n=126.

37 Due to limitations with backend data capture on the Qysas platform, this statistic was calculated as the number of literacy group sessions multiplied by 
the number of minutes per session. The amount of time students actually spent on the platform was not available.
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Figure 19: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores at Endline by Subtask and Group—Boys (%)36
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Key Factors for Success
Results in this section answer the ACR GCD supplemental question, How did the project influence certain subsets of 
the student population more than others based on identifiable contextual factors? Specifically, analysis was conducted 
to understand variations in students’ performance based on their school and the amount of exposure and dosage 
of the Qysas project they received. Results are also presented from the student questionnaire.

Project Exposure and Dosage
Overall, student participation in the Qysas project was similar across all ten intervention schools, although some 
variations were present. On average, across school type, teachers delivered 44 project library sessions during the 
academic year of implementation (Table 8). All-girls schools had a slightly higher average number of sessions than 
all-boys schools: 49 sessions compared with 42 sessions. Co-ed schools offered an average of 44 sessions during 
the academic year of implementation. Student absenteeism was low across schools. Generally, students missed 
few or no project literacy group sessions held by their teachers; on average, students attended 42 sessions. During 
these sessions, students averaged 1,907 minutes to access the content and activities on the Qysas platform.37 At 
the end of the implementation period, students reached reading level 5 out of a maximum of 9 levels. Furthermore, 
students had read an average of 105 books on the Qysas platform during the academic year; this average was 
higher in all-girls schools than in all-boys schools (127 books versus 102 books, respectively), while the average in 
co-ed schools was 104 books.

VIII. 
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38 Syllable identification subtask: r=.128, p<0.05, N=261. Nonword reading subtask: r=.144, p<0.05, N=261. ORF subtask: r=.264, p<0.001, N=261.  
Reading comprehension subtask: r=.263, p<0.001, N=261.

39 ORF subtask: r=.207, p<0.001, N=261. Reading comprehension subtask: r=.212, p<0.001, N=261.

40 Non-responses were given a ‘0.’

Average Exposure  
and Dosage Category

School Type Total:  
All SchoolsAll-Girls School All-Boys School Co-Ed School

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

Number of Qysas literacy  
group sessions delivered

49 42 44 44

Number of Qysas literacy group 
sessions attended per student

19 46 101 41 158 43 278 42

Qysas platform usage (maximum 
amount possible, minutes) per student

19 2,082 101 1,863 158 1,914 278 1,907

Student Qysas reading level 19 6 96 5 146 5 261 5

Number of books read per student 19 127 96 102 146 104 261 105

Table 8: Project Exposure and Dosage Descriptive Statistics by School Type

A correlation analysis using student reading outcomes was conducted to determine if there was a relationship 
between gains on EGRA subtasks and students’ reading levels or average number of books read. The analysis 
revealed a weak but significant relationship between the number of books read per student and EGRA gains 
on four subtasks: syllable identification, nonword reading, ORF, and reading comprehension. This indicates 
that students who read more books tended to have greater gains on these subtasks (see Annex Table E.1).38 
Additionally, a weak but significant relationship was observed between the students’ reading levels and EGRA 
gains on two subtasks—ORF and reading comprehension—indicating that the higher a student’s reading level,  
the greater his or her gains on these subtasks (see Annex Table E.1).39

Student Questionnaire Composites
To better understand factors that may have influenced changes in students’ EGRA scores from baseline to endline, 
questions from the student questionnaire were compiled into six composites, or groups of questions related 
to each other. Each composite consists of a series of items related to a specific theme that may have affected 
students’ early grade reading skill acquisition. Composites were then assigned a maximum score equal to the  
total number of items in the group.40
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41 ORF subtask: r=.107, p<0.05, N=524. Reading comprehension subtask: r=.097, p<0.05, N=524.

42 ORF subtask: r=.111, p<0.05, N=409.

43 Listening comprehension subtask: r=.093, p=.033, N=524.

44 Reading comprehension subtask: r=.093, p=.034, N=524.

The composites for the Qysas project include:

1. Language exposure

2. Socioeconomic status

3. Family reading support

4. Teacher reading support

5. Disposition to reading

6. Engagement in program

Descriptive statistics for the student questionnaire composites are presented in Table 9 (see Annex C for full 
composite questions, response options, and frequencies). Overall, the average composite scores of students in the 
intervention and comparison groups were comparable.

When students were asked if there were books, magazines, or newspapers in Arabic at their schools, 91.4 percent 
of intervention group students responded yes, compared with 79.7 percent of comparison group students. A 
higher proportion of comparison group students than intervention group students said they read with a family 
member at home every day—33.0 percent versus 15.8 percent. Notably, nearly all students in the intervention 
group said they wanted to continue reading stories on the tablets (93.5 percent) and continue participating in 
literacy sessions (97.1 percent).

Composite Category
Intervention Comparison All Students

n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD

Language exposure 278 5.0 0.1 246 4.9 0.3 524 5.0 0.2

Socioeconomic status 278 8.4 1.2 246 8.2 1.3 524 8.3 1.3

Family reading support 206 3.5 0.7 203 3.2 0.9 409 3.3 0.9

Teacher reading support 278 2.4 0.6 246 2.4 0.7 524 2.4 0.7

Disposition to reading 278 2.6 0.3 246 2.6 0.5 524 2.6 0.4

Engagement in program 278 8.1 1.2

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics for Student Questionnaire Composites by Group

Composites and student reading gains were examined to determine if there was a relationship. The correlation 
analysis revealed several weak but significant relationships between the composites and students’ gains on EGRA 
subtasks (see Annex Table E.2). Specifically, students with lower scores on the socioeconomic status composite 
tended to have smaller gains on the ORF and reading comprehension subtasks.41 Also, students with higher scores 
on the family reading support composite tended to have greater gains on the ORF subtask.42 Students with higher 
scores on the teacher reading support composite tended to have greater gains on the listening comprehension 
subtask.43 Finally, students with higher scores on the disposition to reading composite tended to have greater 
gains on the reading comprehension subtask.44
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Scalability
Stakeholders are increasingly interested in assessing the scalability of interventions, in addition to results or 
impacts. To scale up a project means to expand, replicate, adapt, and sustain a successful project in a new 
geographic area or to reach more beneficiaries over time.45 ACR GCD grantees have implemented small-scale 
pilot projects, and an important consideration after each project is the feasibility of replicating or expanding the 
technology-based innovation and project models to a different or larger population or area.

To inform this decision, STS conducted a scalability assessment guided by the following research question:  
Are the project and technology suitable for scaling? STS used an indirect approach that relies on qualitative 
descriptions of project performance around seven parameters of sustainability:

• Credibility

• Observability

• Relevance

• Relative advantage

• Ease of transfer and adoption

• Testability

• Sustainability of funding

The seven parameters were adapted from the USAID-funded Scalability Assessment Tool developed by 
Management Systems International.46 The tool includes seven sections and 28 questions. STS used data from EOP 
interviews, EGRA results, literature reviews, and project M&E to assess scalability parameters. These results are 
meant to inform local program staff, stakeholders, and donors about key considerations before scaling the Qysas 
project’s model and technologies to a larger or different beneficiary population.

Credibility
An intervention or innovation must be credible to be supported and taken to scale through either replication or 
expansion. This aspect of scalability assesses whether various stakeholders—including potential adopters, funders, 
implementers, and beneficiaries—believe that the model has a strong evidence base. This may include existing 
empirical research or anecdotal information.

Key Considerations

1. What evidence was used to develop the intervention?

2. What evaluations have been conducted on the intervention?

3. In what social contexts does the intervention work?

4. What individuals and institutions support the intervention?

IX. 

45 Cooley, L., & Linn, J. F. (2014). Taking Innovations to Scale: Methods, Applications and Lessons. Results for Development Institute. Washington, D.C.  
Retrieved from: https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1865/v5web_R4D_MSI-BrookingsSynthPaper0914-3.pdf

46 Ibid.
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47 Abadzi, H. (2012). How to Speed Up Arabic Literacy for Lower-Income Students: Some Insights from Cognitive Neuroscience. Global Partnership for Education 
Working Paper Series on Learning No. 9.

48 Little Thinking Minds. (2014). Interactive on-line platforms for Arabic early grade literacy. (Unpublished proposal for funding)

49 United States Agency for International Development. (2017, August 16). Jordan Education Initiative (JEI). Retrieved from https://partnerships.usaid.gov/
partnership/jordan-education-initiative-jei

LTM, through its 12-year history of developing digital Arabic-literacy tools and content, has a strong understanding 
of the needs of early grade Arabic-language learners. LTM has created an impressive library of videos and web-
based content that provides young students with an interactive experience as they develop pre-reading and 
foundational skills. The Qysas project built upon LTM’s knowledge of the benefits of interactive learning in early 
grades and the idea that differentiated learning opportunities are key to developing fluency and comprehension.47, 48 
The e-books offered to students on the Qysas platform ranged in difficulty and subject matter; all were  
gender- and culturally sensitive. Each book also included an audio voice-over and was accompanied by a quiz  
to assess comprehension.

Though the Qysas project is a new intervention that was previously untested, LTM launched the I READ ARABIC, 
a leveled-reading portal, in 2015. The portal contains more than 600 Arabic-reading books and is sold directly to 
schools. To date, more than 70,000 students have accessed the I READ ARABIC site, and schools have reported 
increased reading skills among students as a result of using the platform. 

LTM piloted the Qysas project in Amman’s JEI Discovery Schools, which serve students from a range of 
socioeconomic backgrounds. JEI Discovery Schools were created as part of a public-private partnership with 
Jordan’s Ministry of Education (MOE) and USAID that began in 2004 and ended in 2009. Benefits of the 
partnership included access to ICT equipment, broadband connectivity within schools, and a cadre of teachers 
skilled in using ICT and implementing the electronic curriculum.49 Despite the belief that JEI Discovery Schools 
would have sufficient infrastructure to accommodate the Qysas project, LTM needed to procure tablets and 
routers for schools and provided training to teachers. This type of support could easily be replicated in different 
social contexts, lending credibility to the potential for scaling the project outside of the JEI Discovery Schools. 
Furthermore, because LTM developed an offline option for the Qysas platform, the project could be replicated in 
areas with unreliable internet, such as rural settings or outside of schools.

The Qysas project received support from MOE, USAID/Jordan, and the Queen Rania Foundation for Education and 
Development (QRF), all of which recognize the need for better literacy support and more technology in the early 
grades in Jordan. Furthermore, principals and teachers at JEI Discovery Schools expressed in EOP interviews that 
they believe that using technology helps individualize independent reading time for students; they also noted that 
the Qysas platform was an efficient way to engage students in reading books.

Credibility Conclusion

Credibility is high for the Qysas project. LTM established the Qysas project by leveraging its experience 
in creating engaging, digital content that develops pre-reading and foundational skills for early grade 
students. LTM provided students with a large selection of engaging e-books, accompanied by audio 
voice-overs and comprehension questions. The Qysas project was tested in primary schools in Amman 
that serve students from a range of socioeconomic backgrounds. Because the project was accessible 
with or without an internet connection, its model could easily be replicated in different social contexts. 
Key stakeholders support the project and its implementation model.
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Observability
For an intervention to be scaled, it should have observable results that show efficacy or impact. Observability of 
results is key to providing nontechnical audiences with proof that an intervention achieved its intended outcomes 
and therefore will have positive impacts on beneficiaries.

Key Considerations

1. Are the results visual and observable?

2. What, if any, is the relationship between results and the intervention?

3. Is there any emotional appeal associated with the evidence?

There are empirical results indicating that exposure to the Qysas project leads to stronger foundational literacy 
skills, including oral language and vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. Students who participated in the Qysas 
project over an academic year had greater gains on three EGRA subtasks—syllable identification, ORF, and reading 
comprehension—than did their peers in the comparison group. Furthermore, the percentage of intervention group 
students who received zero scores on the ORF and reading comprehension subtasks at endline was significantly 
lower than the percentage of comparison group students who received zero scores. These findings are notable,  
as those subtasks measured the reading skills the Qysas project intended to impact.

Additionally, correlation analysis indicates that the quantity and level of books students read also impacted their 
reading gains. Analysis revealed a weak but statistically significant relationship between the number of books  
read per student and EGRA gains on the syllable identification, nonword reading, ORF, and reading comprehension 
subtasks. This indicates that students who read more books tended to have greater gains on these subtasks. 
Additionally, a weak but statistically significant relationship was observed between student reading levels and two 
subtasks—ORF and reading comprehension—indicating that the higher a student’s reading level, the greater his  
or her gains on these subtasks.

These gains were anticipated by teachers. Teachers confirmed that prior to the Qysas project most students  
did not have a regular time to read independently each week, neither at home nor at school. The project created 
opportunities for students to read regularly. Teachers noted in EOP interviews that they observed increased 
motivation and overall improvement in their students’ reading abilities. In EOP interviews, students said that they 
enjoyed using the Qysas platform and like to read. All but one student said they would like to continue using it  
in the future.

Observability Conclusion

The results of the Qysas project are visible and observable. Empirical results show that the students  
who participated in the project had greater reading gains on several foundational literacy skills than did 
their peers who did not have access to the project. The observability evidence supports the scale up of 
the Qysas project.
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Relevance
An intervention must be relevant to the context in which it is being implemented to be scalable.  
It should effectively address a problem that is recognizable and considered important by stakeholders.

Key Considerations

1. What is the level of significance of the problem that the intervention is trying to address?

2. Does the intervention address a priority on the policy agenda for potential adopters?

3. Does the intervention address a need felt by the potential beneficiaries?

Students in Jordan face literacy challenges in the early grades. Reasons for these include limited instructional time, 
textbooks, supplementary reading materials, and parental help; teaching methods that do not match the local 
context; and failing educational systems.50 Results from the 2012 National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy 
Survey (2012 National Survey) in Jordan indicated that Grade 2 students read, on average, 15.2 CWPM, which is 
considered too slow to permit students to read with comprehension.51 Results also indicated that Grade 2 students 
had low letter sound identification skills and decoding skills; 24.1 percent of students received zero scores on the 
letter sound identification subtask, and 47.1 percent received zero scores on the nonword reading subtask.52

Improving literacy acquisition and providing students with increased access to education through technology are 
priorities for the Government of Jordan (GOJ) and funders in the country. As part of its Jordan 2025 development 
strategy, GOJ is focused on improving early grade reading levels of children and integrating innovative 
technologies to enhance student learning. Specifically, GOJ identifies the development of basic reading of children 
aged six to ten and the expansion of quality early grade education through technology platforms as key indicators 
of success in its ten-year strategy.53 QRF is also focusing on educational content and integration with technology in 
upcoming years. In EOP interviews, representatives from USAID/Jordan articulated their support for GOJ and early 
grade reading improvement; this support is evident through funding of USAID RAMP and the construction of high-
technology demonstration schools. USAID/Jordan staff noted that they have not yet found quality educational-
reading content in digital form, which they identified as a gap in the current landscape. 

The beneficiaries of the Qysas project recognize the significance of the literacy challenges in Jordan, and some 
named lack of level-appropriate books as a cause. In EOP interviews, two students said they had no books at 
home, while another student said she had books in English only. A teacher from a comparison group school noted 
that in the absence of the Qysas project, she relied on a collection of 100 hard-copy books provided by MOE, 
which included stories and science books. Intervention group teachers noted that the Qysas project increased 
student motivation to read. They also reported that students’ ability to use audio voice-overs to follow along with 
the texts and to take comprehension quizzes at the end was an innovative way to address the literacy challenges  
in their classrooms.

50 Abadzi, H. (2012). How to Speed Up Arabic Literacy for Lower-Income Students: Some Insights from Cognitive Neuroscience. Global Partnership for Education 
Working Paper Series on Learning No. 9.

51 RTI International. (2014, August). National Early Grade Literacy and Numeracy Survey-Jordan: Intervention Impact Analysis Report. Retrieved from https:// 
ierc-publicfiles.s3.amazonaws.com/public/resources/Report_EGRA%20and%20EGMA%20Intervention%20Impact%20Analysis_Jordan_08_2014.pdf

52 Ibid.

53 Government of Jordan. (2015). Jordan 2025: A National Vision and Strategy. Retrieved from http://inform.gov.jo/en-us/By-Date/Report-Details/
ArticleId/247/Jordan-2025
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Relevance Conclusion

The relevance of the Qysas project is moderate. The Qysas project’s innovative use of technology is 
highly relevant to GOJ and funders. Stakeholder feedback clearly articulates the need for better literacy 
approaches that engage students, specifically through technology. Furthermore, teachers do not appear to 
have enough leveled books in their classrooms to motivate students to read. However, because the Qysas 
project targets improved vocabulary, fluency, and reading comprehension, it may not be a stand-alone 
solution for stakeholders who seek to improve weak pre-reading and foundational skills. The project could 
improve the relevance of its model by addressing a wider range of pre-reading skills.

54 United States Agency for International Development. (2017, May 26). Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Project (RAMP). Retrieved from  
https://www.usaid.gov/jordan/fact-sheets/early-grade-reading-and-mathematics-project-ramp

Relative Advantage
Relative advantage relates to whether the intervention offers an improvement over current or alternative solutions 
to the problem.

Key Considerations

1. How adequate are the current solutions to the problem?

2. Is this intervention more effective than the current solutions? 

3. Is this intervention more effective than other innovative models established?

Currently, Arabic textbooks teach reading through whole words and without the potential for differentiated 
learning for students with varying reading skills. Based on the 2012 National Survey, this approach to improving 
early grade reading skills has not been adequate. While there a few other online Arabic-reading programs—
such as 3asafeer and Nahla wa Nahil in Jordan—none are used in public schools; instead, these programs are 
repositories for reading materials that have no leveling system and are not linked with an instructional strategy  
to teach fluency and comprehension for early grade students.

In response to the EGRA results that revealed the average Grade 2 student in Jordan reads too slowly for 
comprehension, MOE partnered with USAID and RTI to implement the USAID RAMP project, which provides 
teacher and administrator training on effective reading instruction; engages communities in school accountability; 
develops and distributes improved learning materials to every Kindergarten through Grade 3 classroom in Jordan; 
and supports GOJ’s efforts to institutionalize early grade reading and math policies, standards, and assessments.54 
The project began in 2015 and will end in 2019. Its comprehensive approach has the potential to improve teaching 
instruction and student reading skills. In contrast with the Qysas project, RAMP does not leverage ICT to provide 
differentiated learning or access to a wide range of leveled books. The self-paced approach of the Qysas platform 
allows students to practice reading stories at the rate appropriate for them; this is a difficult approach for teachers 
to manage in classrooms with many students and without the use of ICT. Because of this, the Qysas platform may 
serve as a valuable non-classroom complement to the classroom-based model of USAID RAMP. 

Additionally, as the USAID RAMP project has just completed its first year of implementation, it is unclear if the 
approach has resulted in reading gains that are comparable to the Qysas project in its pilot phase.
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Relative Advantage Conclusion

The Qysas project offers a relative advantage over existing platforms offering Arabic e-books due to its 
differentiated approach, which provides students with the opportunity to read books that are appropriate 
for their level and accompanying voice-over audio recordings. While larger, donor-funded projects 
within Jordan are addressing curriculum and classroom instruction, the Qysas project could serve as an 
effective complement to these classroom-based approaches, especially given its observable results and 
stakeholder support.

Ease of Transfer and Adoption
Ease of transfer and adoption relates to whether the characteristics and components of the intervention lend 
themselves to being adopted by organizations other than the original implementer. This parameter of scalability 
looks at how complex or resource-heavy an intervention is, as well as if specific elements of the intervention  
may be deemed inappropriate or unattractive to other implementers.

Key Considerations55

1. What is the level of technical sophistication of the intervention’s components and activities?

2. What is the level of complexity of the intervention? 

3. What level of supervision and monitoring is needed?

The components and activities of the Qysas project do not require high levels of technical sophistication given 
that the platform has already been developed in Arabic and has been pilot tested over two years. During the 
project, LTM spent significant resources and time to develop the platform and improve user experience based 
on feedback received from teachers and students. The second component of the project—creation of literacy 
groups to administer sessions with the Qysas platform on tablets—requires very minimal levels of technical 
sophistication from a potential adopter. Although the JEI Discovery School had some preexisting ICT infrastructure 
that LTM capitalized upon, the poor quality of the infrastructure necessitated the Qysas project team make 
accommodations within the platform for schools with low- or no-internet access. This meant that the project 
could be replicated in areas without internet connectivity. Furthermore, the JEI teachers, who had limited ICT 
literacy at the start of the project, received a short training from the Qysas project and were then able to effectively 
oversee students, who easily understood how to utilize the tablets and platform.

The complexity of the intervention is low. Teachers were asked to store and charge the tablets properly and to hold 
weekly sessions in which students independently used the Qysas platform to read stories. The primary challenges 
faced during implementation related to the teachers’ ability to make time during the school day to hold literacy 
group sessions. If the project were replicated in Jordan or in other contexts, that challenge could be reconciled 
easily by coordinating with the school administration and teachers to establish a timetable for the sessions 

55 In the original tool, this section includes 11 questions. This analysis includes the questions deemed most relevant for the intervention model and context. 
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Although the Qysas project required low levels of technical sophistication and was relatively simple in terms of 
complexity, LTM and INTEGRATED provided significant ongoing supervision and monitoring of the literacy group 
sessions during the two years of implementation. A major reason for this was the need to improve upon the Qysas 
platform, particularly during the first year of implementation. LTM wanted to ensure that the platform functioned 
properly and allowed students to progress through the e-books as intended. Furthermore, the Qysas project team 
was aware of the implementation challenges faced by teachers, particularly around scheduling of literacy group 
sessions; much of their monitoring efforts went towards ensuring fidelity of implementation, tracking attendance, 
and collecting user feedback. If the Qysas project were to be adopted, limited technical assistance for the platform 
and for supervision of sessions would likely not be necessary, depending on the capacity of teachers and users in 
the new contexts.

Ease of Transfer and Adoption Conclusion

The Qysas project is an attractive model for scale based on the ease of transfer and adoption parameter. 
The Qysas platform has been pilot tested and is stable. It does not require high levels of ICT literacy 
among users or internet connectivity. Although the Qysas project team invested significantly in 
supervision and monitoring, this would likely not be necessary for adopters, as long as teachers and  
users received sufficient training on the technology and instructions for implementation.

Testability
The testability parameter examines how easy it is for organizations to pilot the intervention on a small scale  
before full adoption. Testability assesses whether potential adopters would need to commit significant resources 
or time to test the model if they chose to pilot it in a new context.

Key Consideration

1. Can the model be tested on a limited scale?

The Qysas project invested significant resources and time to test the platform and implementation model in ten 
intervention schools. As the platform is stable and would be relatively easy to roll out in other Arabic-speaking 
contexts, testing in a new context would have a low cost. For replication on a small scale, an organization would 
potentially need to invest in hardware—tablets or desktop computers—or leverage existing ICT resources and to 
identify and train adults to oversee the delivery of the Qysas platform sessions. The Qysas model is not dependent 
on teachers or schools for implementation, as the Arabic-reading materials on the platform do not track a 
standard curriculum. Future pilots of the Qysas project could take place in a variety of non-school sites, such  
as libraries, community centers, or homes.

Testability Conclusion

The Qysas project model is easy to test in new contexts or with new organizations. Future adopters would 
most likely not need to invest significant resources or time to test the project in other parts of Jordan or in 
other Arabic-speaking countries.
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Sustainability of Funding
Sustainability of funding refers to how cost effective the intervention is and whether there are funds available to 
scale the intervention, either through government or other organizations.

Key Considerations

1. Is the model more cost effective than other solutions?

2. What kind of funding commitment is required to scale the model? 

3. Is there any potential for internal revenue from the model (i.e. service fees)?

No comprehensive cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted on the Qysas project; instead, a cost analysis was 
performed to answer the supplemental question How much did the development, implementation, and management 
aspects of the project cost? A cost analysis is often a component of scalability assessments, as it helps decision 
makers and stakeholders understand the feasibility of replication with given budgetary constraints. Because ACR 
GCD grantees implemented new approaches, they often allotted significant financial resources to developing 
new materials that could be used on a recurring basis. To better understand the funding requirements of the 
Qysas project, a cost analysis was conducted to present the total cost of the intervention and to understand the 
investments that would be needed for project replication or scale-up.

USAID guidance on conducting cost analyses on early grade reading projects suggests that the “ingredients 
method”56 be used to calculate costs in the following categories:

• Management and associated technical costs

• Development costs

• Implementation costs

Project staff completed a costing template with guidance from World Vision and STS. Costs were outlined based 
on the activities from the project work plan, and each expenditure was classified based on the three categories 
listed above.57 Costs invoiced from the beginning of the project through June 2017 were included in the analysis. 
The cost analysis also includes $83,990 in matching funds contributed by LTM. Despite attempts to fully match 
invoiced expenses to those in the costing analysis, $564,692 was included in the cost analysis, compared with 
$563,989 that was invoiced. This discrepancy of $703 was most likely due to expenses that were double counted 
in the cost analysis and to rounding errors.

Table 10 provides a detailed breakdown of costs by category based on the Qysas project’s objectives.

56 RTI International. (2015). Measurement and research support to education strategy goal 1: Early grade reading costing template and guidance. 
Washington, D.C.: USAID. http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PBAAF458.pdf

57 The total grant amount for the Qysas project was $486,397; as of June 30, 2017, the project had invoiced $480,023 and had $6,374 remaining  
in its budget.
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Table 10: Cost Analysis

Objective Management Development Implementation

Objective 1 - Qysas platform development $ - $ 146,124 $ - 

Objective 2 - M&E $ - $ - $ 129,775

Objective 3 - Literacy groups $ - $ - $ 86,647  

Objective 4 - Other expenses $ - $ - $ 8,488 

Total $ 193,659  $ 146,124  $                224,910 

Percentage of Total (%) 34.3 25.9 39.8

The management category includes costs that are not directly related to implementation and are likely to vary 
widely based on who is overseeing the implementation of the intervention. Management costs for the Qysas 
project represented 34.3 percent of the costs expended. They include the cost of maintaining the project office in 
Amman; personnel salaries and expatriate costs associated with nontechnical work; travel, lodging, and per-diem 
costs for technical consultants; and other indirect rates and fees.58

Development includes the costs related to the development of materials, survey instruments, programs, and other 
content that would not need to be redeveloped in the scale-up of a project. The development costs for the Qysas 
project represented 25.9 percent of the costs expended. The major expenses within this category were platform 
development, book digitization, and voice recording.

The implementation cost category is arguably the most relevant for stakeholders who are considering scaling 
up a project or intervention. This category includes all of the recurrent activities and costs that would need to be 
expensed should the project be replicated, including printing and distributing materials, training, M&E, events 
and presentations, workshops, and human resources activities. For the Qysas project, implementation costs 
represented 39.8 percent of the total project cost. Notably, the largest costs within this category were fees paid 
to JEI for the use of the schools for implementation. This cost may be avoided in a future iteration of the project  
if implemented outside of the JEI Discovery School system. The other major cost in this category was M&E.

Projects sometimes benefit from in-kind services, institutional support, or preexisting relationships with 
stakeholders or governments that may provide the project with tangible benefits, although it may be difficult or 
impossible to monetize the costs. Examples of this include local volunteers, strong capacity or support from a large 
nongovernmental organization, or relationships with local governments that could ease logistics and procedures. 
The Qysas project received in-kind donations of tablets and routers from the Abdul Hameed Shoman Foundation 
and Itihad Bank; these costs are not included in the analysis. 

58 Management costs are inclusive of a 17% flat fee charged for Negotiated Indirect Cost Recovery Agreement (NICRA), which captures indirect costs 
including, regional management and technical support, the local LTM country representative, overseas operations management (LTM headquarters), 
program quality and support (LTM headquarters), and shipping and procurement costs. This also captures miscellaneous headquarters-based services 
that were provided to the project including, finance, internal auditing, human resources, executive management, board, and global knowledge and 
information management. This analysis assumes that no NICRA expenses were also billed as independent line items, although it should be recognized 
that some double-counting may have occurred.
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Sustainability of Funding Conclusion

Implementation costs represented a larger proportion of the overall cost of the project than did 
management or development costs. This is an important consideration given that implementation costs 
would most likely be re-incurred in the case of a scale-up of the project. A future implementer could 
potentially reduce implementation costs by replicating the project in a different location where there 
would be no usage fees.

Conclusions
LTM and INTEGRATED implemented the Qysas project to address the lack of leveled, Arabic-language reading 
materials for children in Jordan with the goal of increasing early grade literacy skills in Arabic—specifically, 
oral language and vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. By providing self-paced, interactive e-books with 
accompanying audio, the project successfully strengthened key reading skills of students who participated. 
Students read, on average, more than 100 e-books during the project. The observable results and potential for 
easy expansion to other Arabic-speaking countries make the Qysas project an attractive model for scale-up.

The following are lessons that should be considered for any future interventions incorporating components of 
the Qysas project.

Lessons Learned

The Qysas project had a significant impact on students’ fluency and comprehension skills 

when measured over an academic year.

Students who participated in the Qysas project had statistically significantly greater gains than their peers on the 
syllable identification, ORF, and reading comprehension subtasks. Furthermore, each student read, on average, 
about 105 books on the Qysas platform over the academic year—a number that underscores the excitement 
expressed by students and teachers about access to engaging e-book content. The project should further explore 
these results to determine the practical significance of the observed reading gains—in other words, are they large 
enough to contribute to students’ reading comprehension.

Pilot projects using new technology should be given ample time and resources to test the 

technology component prior to full implementation.

The Qysas project was implemented with two different cohorts of Grade 2 students—a 2015–16 academic year 
cohort and a 2016–17 academic year cohort. The project experienced significant technological and implementation 
challenges during the first year. Had the project not received an extension to stabilize the technology and project 
model, it is likely that the EGRA results would not have shown the reading gains that were observable during the 
second year of implementation. LTM’s experience serves as an example of the importance of funding sufficient 
time to test and refine innovative technology-based approaches prior to measuring their impacts.

X. 
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In Jordan, boys continue to outperform girls in early grade reading, but the Qysas project 

offers a promising way to help girls advance their reading skills.

Girls who had access to the Qysas platform had greater gains than girls in the comparison group on the syllable 
identification, ORF, and reading comprehension subtasks. By contrast, boys in the intervention and comparison 
groups had comparable gains from baseline to endline, indicating that the project may not have made a 
discernable difference in boys’ reading skills progression. This suggests that the Qysas platform may offer a 
solution that can especially help girls become readers—a finding that merits further investigation.

Technology-based interventions that can be used in or out of school settings have great 

potential for scale-up.

The Qysas project was implemented in JEI Discovery Schools, which allowed LTM to leverage existing ICT 
infrastructure in the schools. However, the equipment—computers and stable internet connectivity—that LTM 
expected to use did not prove as reliable as anticipated. LTM ultimately developed an offline option for the Qysas 
platform and made the platform available on tablets, which makes the technology component of the project more 
accessible in a wide variety of contexts. Because the platform does not rely on a stable internet connection, nor 
does it necessitate expensive hardware to operate, the Qysas project model could be easily rolled-out throughout 
Arabic-speaking countries in rural or urban settings.

Partnerships between technology-focused companies and organizations with  

implementation and monitoring experience can foster synergies and positive impacts  

on technology-based projects.

LTM has more than 12 years of experience developing digital, Arabic-literacy tools and content but limited 
experience implementing and monitoring projects in schools. On the Qysas project, LTM partnered with 
INTEGRATED, an organization with a strong background in M&E. LTM and INTEGRATED established a  
strong working relationship and divided tasks depending on each team’s strengths, guided by continual and 
constant communication. By leveraging each team’s capacities, they worked over two implementation years 
to stabilize the technology and implementation model, which resulted in notable early grade reading gains for 
participating students. The pairing of organizations with technological expertise and those with implementation 
and M&E expertise should be explored as a mechanism to maximize the FOI and impact on technology-based 
reading projects.
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ھر:__   الس�نة:__ ال�یوم:__   السش �ی�یم ال�ق�ق �قار�ی�ن 
م�شال: 15 آذار 2011 = 15 -03 -2011

.1

ظة: المحا�ن .2
ال�قر�ب�یة وال�قعل�یم: مد�یر�یة  .3

اسم المدرسة .4
م الوط�ن�ی للمدرسة: الر�ق .5

ل �قرة دوام الط�ن �ن .6
�یم اسم الم�قّ .7

( �یم: )ذا�ق�ی رمرن الم�ق .8
الصف: .9
ع�بة: السش .10

ل: م الط�ن ر�ق .11
ھر:__   الس�نة:__ السش ل: �قار�ی�ن م�یلاد الط�ن .12

ل: �نس الط�ن �ب .13
____ : _____ �ق�بار: ت ال�بدء �بالا�ن و�ق .14

Annex A: EGRA Instrument 1
�تعل�يمات عامة

�یع �قهمه )ا�نظر �ی�یم �بح�یث �ق�بدأ معه �بمحاد�شة �بس�یطة �ول موا�ن ع لل�ق�ق صن ل الذي س�یحن  المرح مع الط�ن
ن

ا م� وًّ �ی �ب �ن  المهم أن �قصن
ن

م�
ري �باً �بم�شا�بة لع�بة س�یس�قم�قع �بها ، ول�یست �بالمهمة الصع�بة. �ی�یم هو �ق�ق عره �ب�أن هذا ال�ق�ق الم�شال أد�ناه). أسش

وح و�قمهّل. ط، �بصوت عال و�بو�ن �ق رأ مح�قوى المر�بعات �ن ا أن �ق�ق دًّ  المهم �ب
ن

م�

�ی هذا المر�بع ع علامة )x) �ن ل �ن ه�یة للط�ن �ن ة السش �ق اإذا �صلت عل� الموا�ن
س الاس�قمارة) ل الذي �بعده واس�قعمل �ن�ن ل للط�ن ل وا�ن�ق�ق كر الط�ن ة، اسش �ق )اإذا لم �قحصل عل� الموا�ن

ه�ية �ف ال�ش ة  �ت الموا�ف

�نعم

�قر وا�دة م�نھا) ��باً�ا )ا�ن

ل ط�ن

�قرة وا�دة �ن

ال�شالث )3) ال�شا�ن�ی )2) 

�قرة ��با��یة �قرة مسا�أ�یة�ن �ن

مساءً

لة ط�ن
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�م 1 - ال�تعرف على أصوات الحروف ال�ت

م�شال:ل كَ _



48Evaluation Report: Qysas (Stories): An Arabic Leveled Digital Library

اطع راءة الم�ت �م 2 – �ت ال�ت

م�شال: عْ  را _
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�ترعة راءة كلمات محف �م 3 - �ت ال�ت

لَاّطُ شَ لامَِ�يذ �فاسِبَ م�شال: ال�فَ
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�م 4 أ هىي اًال�ت �ف راءة �فص سش �ت
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�م 4 – ب روءال�ت هم الم�ت �ف
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هم الم�موع �م 5 - �ف ال�ت
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ملاء �م 6 - الاإ ال�ت
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Annex B: Student Questionnaire

�ية را�ف الدموعف المعلومات 

الاأسم

EGRA م ال ر�ق

م المدرسة ر�ق
اإسم المدرسة

ة الم�نط�ق

) ____ ) ذكر 

) ____ ) أ�ن�ش�

�نس الحب

( ____ ( العمر

( ____ ( وات لد�یك؟ وة والاأ�ن �ن  الاإ
ن

كم م�

الصف الاول �یة؟ ف أي �ف ك�نت الس�نة الما�ن
الصف ال�شا ن

ا�بة لا ا�ب
�نعم �بل الذهاب ال� المدرسة؟ ا�نة �ق هل ذه�بت ال� الحصن

لا
ا�بة لا ا�ب

�ی ال� المدرسة ك�یف �قذهب ال� المدرسة؟ أمسش
و�ق�ی ال� المدرسة �ی مع ا�ن امسش

ا�أ�ی ال� المدرسة �ی مع ا�د�ق امسش

ص ك�ب�یر ال� المدرسة حن �ی مع سش امسش

موا�لات عامة

رى ______________ ا�ن

�نعم �ی المدرسة؟ ة العر�ب�یة �ن هل �ق�قحدث المعلمة معكم �باللعن
لا

لا أعلم

ا�بة لا ا�ب

�نعم �ی المدرسة؟  ة العر�ب�یة �ن ا�أك �باللعن هل �ی�قحدث معك أ�د�ق
لا

لا أعلم 
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�نعم ة العر�ب�یة المدرسة؟ ا�أك �باللعن هل �ق�قحدث مع أ�د�ق
لا

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن ة العر�ب�یة �ن و�قك �باللعن هل �ق�قحدث مع ا�ن

لا
لا أعلم

�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن ة العر�ب�یة �ن و�قك �باللعن هل �ق�قحدث مع ا�ن
لا

لا أعلم
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن ة العر�ب�یة �ن هل �ق�قحدث مع الك�بار �باللعن

لا
لا أعلم 

�نعم �ی المدرسة؟ ة العر�ب�یة �ن لات او �حف �باللعن د ك�قب محب هل �یو�ب
لا

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن هل لد�یك مذ�یاع �ن
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل،؟ �ی الم�نرن از �ن هل لد�یك �قل�ن
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن ال )مو�با�یل) �ن هل لد�یك ها�قف �ن�ق
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن هل لد�یك ها�قف ذك�ی �ن
لا 

لا أعلم
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن د كهر�باء �ن ل �یو�ب
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن هل لد�یكم مر�اض �ن

لا
لا أعلم 

�نعم ل؟ ة �نار�یة الم�نرن ة هوا�أ�یة او درا�ب هل لد�یك درا�ب
لا 

لا أعلم
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�نعم ؟ ع ر�باع�ی هل لد�یكم س�یارة ذات د�ن
لا

لا أعلم 
ت  �ی اي و�ق صن لم أ�ق ل ال�بار�ة؟ �ی الم�نرن �ی�قه �قساعد �ن صن ت �ق  الو�ق

ن
كم م�

ت  �بعض الو�ق
ت   الو�ق

ن
الك�ش�یر م�

�نعم راءة العر�ب�یة؟ هل �قس�قط�یع والد�قك �ق
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم راءة العر�ب�یة؟ هل �یس�قط�یع والدك �ق
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم ل؟  �ی الم�نرن صص �ن دة) ا�د �ق د، الحب رأ لك )الام، الاب، الحب هل �ی�ق

لا
لا أعلم 

�نعم �ی اداء دة) �ن د، الحب هل �یساعدك ا�د  )الام، الاب، الحب
ل؟  �ی الم�نرن ب ال�ب�ی�ق�ی �ن لاالوا�ب

لا أعلم 
كل �یوم ل؟ �ی الم�نرن راد العا�ألة �ن ن ا�ن

رأ مع اي م� هل �ق�ق
ا��یا�نا
ا�بدا 

ل؟ �ی الم�نرن ب ال�ب�ی�ق�ی �ن �ی اداء الوا�ب  �یساعدك �ن
ن

م�
ت  اخ او ا�ن

لا أ�د 
�نعم ل؟ راءة �بالم�نرن هل �قحب ال�ق
لا 

لا أعلم 
�نعم �ی المدرسة؟ راءة �ن هل �قحب ال�ق
لا 

لا أعلم 
كل �یوم  سك �بالمدرسة؟ رأ �ب�ن�ن كم مرة �ق�ق

ا��یا�نا
ا�بدا
�نعم ن ال�نص

رأ  )اس�ألة ع�  ماذا �ق�ق
ن

لك المعلمة ع�  ،هل �قس�أ
�ی المدرسة؟  �یة ) �ن وعات، الامور الص�ن لاالمو�ن

لا أعلم 

ن
وا�د أو كلا الوالد�ی�

 العا�ألة
ن

ر م� رد ا�ن �ن

- 1

- 3
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�نعم راءة؟ �ی ال�ق هل �قساعدك المعلمة اذا كان لد�یك �عو�بة �ن

لا 

لا أعلم 

كل �یوم  كم مرة �قطلب المعلمة م�نكم الك�قا�بة؟

ا��یا�نا

ا�بدا

مر�قان اس�بوع�یا راءة اس�بوع�یا؟ كم مرة �قذهب ال� �نوادي ال�ق

مرة اس�بوع�یا

راءة لا أذهب ل�نوادي ال�ق

دا�أما صص؟ راءة ال�ق دم ال�قا�بلت ل�ق راءة هل �قس�قحن ع�ندما �قذهب ل�نوادي ال�ق

ا��یا�نا

ا�بدا

�نعم راءة؟ دام ال�قا�بلت لل�قعلم او لل�قدرب عل� ال�ق هل �قحب اس�قحن

لا 

لا أعلم 

�نعم �بل صص عل� الها�قف او ال�قا�بلت �ق راءة �ق مت �ب�ق هل �ق
صص؟ دام �بر�نام�ج �ق لااس�قحن

لا أعلم 

�نعم صص؟ راءة ال�ق دام ال�قا�بلت ل�ق  السهل اس�قحن
ن

هل م�

لا

لا أعلم 

ال�با �نعم عن سك؟ صص عل� ال�قا�بلت �ب�ن�ن رأت ال�ق هل �ق

ال�با لا عن

لا أعلم

�نعم صص عل� الم�نصة؟ �ب�قك ال�ق هل اعحب

لا 

لا أعلم 

�نعم ل المعلمة للمساعدة ن ال�قا�بلت، هل �قس�أ
راءة م� لسة ال�ق لال �ب �ن

صة؟ هم كلمة او مع�ن� ال�ق لاع�ندما لا �ق�ن

لا أعلم 

�نعم صص عل� ال�قا�بلت او الها�قف رأة ال�ق هل �قر�ید م�قا�بعة �ق
لا الذك�ی �بعد �نها�یة الس�نة الدراس�یة؟ 

لا أعلم 

�نعم �ی الذهاب ال� �صة �بر�نام�ج هل �قر�ید الاس�قمرا �ن
؟  صص �بعد �نها�یة العام الدراس�ی لا �ق

لا أعلم 
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Annex C: Student Questionnaire Results and Composites

Questions and Response Options
Intervention Comparison

Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

At school, does your teacher  
speak to you in Arabic?

No 2 0.7 1 0.4

Yes 276 99.3 245 99.6

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At school, do your friends  
speak to you in Arabic?

No 1 0.4 6 2.4

Yes 277 99.6 240 97.6

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At school, do you speak to  
your friends in Arabic?

No 0 0.0 3 1.2

Yes 278 100.0 243 98.8

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At home, do you speak to  
your siblings in Arabic?

None 1 0.4 3 1.2

Yes 277 99.6 243 98.8

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At home, do you speak to  
the adults in Arabic?

No 2 0.7 2 0.8

Yes 276 99.3 244 99.2

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At school, are there books, 
magazines, or newspapers  
in Arabic?

No 20 7.2 40 16.3

Yes 254 91.4 196 79.7

Don’t know 4 1.4 10 4.1

Table C.1: Language Exposure Composite
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Questions and Response Options
Intervention Comparison

Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

At your house, do you have a radio?

No 186 66.9 144 58.5

Yes 85 30.6 72 29.3

Don’t know 7 2.5 30 12.2

At your house, do you have a TV?

No 2 0.7 5 2.0

Yes 276 99.3 241 98.0

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At your house, do you have a 
telephone or mobile phone?

No 24 8.6 8 3.3

Yes 253 91.0 238 96.7

Don’t know 1 0.4 0 0.0

At your house, do you have  
a smartphone?

None 26 9.4 55 22.4

Yes 251 90.3 189 76.8

Don’t know 1 0.4 2 0.8

At your house, do you  
have electricity?

No 3 1.1 1 0.4

Yes 275 98.9 245 99.6

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

Do you have a toilet inside  
your house?

No 1 0.4 0 0.0

Yes 277 99.6 246 100.0

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

At your house, do you have  
a bicycle or motorcycle?

No 175 62.9 140 56.9

Yes 101 36.3 106 43.1

Don’t know 2 0.7 0 0.0

At your house, do you have a four-
wheeler (car, truck, 4x4, or tractor)?

No 131 47.1 142 57.7

Yes 145 52.2 104 42.3

Don’t know 2 0.7 0 0.0

Last night, how much time did you 
spend on household chores?

Some 23 8.3 9 3.9

None 124 44.6 99 43.0

A lot 131 47.1 122 53.0

Can your mother read in Arabic?

No 6 2.2 11 4.5

Yes 272 97.8 235 95.5

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

Can your father read in Arabic?

No 9 3.2 12 4.9

Yes 268 96.4 234 95.1

Don’t know 1 0.4 0 0.0

Table C.2: Socioeconomic Status Composite
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Questions and Response Options
Intervention Comparison

Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

Does someone from home  
(parent, sibling, or grandparent)  
read stories to you?

No 100 36.0 85 34.6

Yes 178 64.0 161 65.4

Don’t know 0 0.0 0 0.0

Does someone from home  
(parent, sibling, or grandparent)  
help you with your school work?

No 72 25.9 53 21.5

Yes 205 73.7 193 78.5

Don’t know 1 0.4 0 0.0

How often do you read with  
a family member at home?

Never 0 0.0 5 2.5

Sometimes 170 84.2 129 64.5

Every day 32 15.8 66 33.0

At home, who most often  
helps you with your reading  
or your homework?

I usually do not get  
help with reading or 
homework at home

46 16.5 33 13.4

One or both parents 166 59.7 147 59.8

Brother or sister 66 23.7 65 26.4

Other family member 
(grandparents, aunts,  
or uncles)

0 0.0 1 0.4

Questions and Response Options
Intervention Comparison

Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

At school, does your teacher  
ask you questions about  
what you are reading?

No 42 15.1 54 22.0

Yes 234 84.2 190 77.2

Don’t Know 2 0.7 2 0.8

Does your teacher help  
you when you are unable  
to read something?

No 40 14.4 35 14.2

Yes 238 85.6 210 85.4

Don’t Know 0 0.0 1 0.4

How often does your teacher  
asks you to write in school?

Never 5 1.8 0 0.0

Sometimes 155 55.8 111 45.1

Every day 118 42.4 135 54.9

Table C.3: Family Reading Support Composite

Table C.4: Teacher Reading Support Composite
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Questions and Response Options
Intervention Comparison

Frequency Percentage (%) Frequency Percentage (%)

Do you like reading at home?

No 2 0.7 5 2.0

Yes 276 99.3 240 97.6

Don’t know 0 0.0 1 0.4

Do you like reading at school?

No 0 0.0 4 1.6

Yes 278 100.0 241 98.0

Don’t know 0 0.0 1 0.4

At school, how often do you  
read books quietly by yourself?

Never 20 7.2 31 12.6

Sometimes 163 58.6 129 52.4

Every day 95 34.2 86 35.0

Table C.5: Disposition to Reading Composite
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Questions and Response Options
Intervention

Frequency Percentage (%)

How often do you go to literacy  
group sessions in an average week?

I don’t go to literacy club 5 1.8

Once a week 24 8.6

Twice a week 249 89.6

When you go to literacy group  
sessions, do you use the tablet  
to read stories?

Never 3 1.1

Sometimes 19 6.8

Always 256 92.1

Do you like using the tablet  
to learn or practice reading?

No 1 0.4

Yes 275 98.9

Don’t know 2 0.7

Have you read stories on a  
phone or tablet before using  
the Qysas platform?

No 160 57.6

Yes 112 40.3

Don’t know 6 2.2

Is it easy to use the tablet  
to read the stories?

No 7 2.5

Yes 269 96.8

Don’t know 2 0.7

Did you read the stories  
on the tablet on your own?

Mostly No 7 2.5

Mostly Yes 269 96.8

Don’t know 2 0.7

Did you like the stories  
you read on the tablet?

No 2 0.7

Yes 272 97.8

Don’t know 4 1.4

During literacy group sessions,  
do you ask for help when you do not 
know a word or meaning of a story?

No 40 14.4

Yes 235 84.5

Don’t know 3 1.1

Do you use the Qysas platform  
outside of class?

No 233 83.8

Yes 42 15.1

Don’t know 3 1.1

Do you want to continue reading stories 
on the tablet or mobile phone at home 
even though the school year is over?

No 14 5.0

Yes 260 93.5

Don’t know 4 1.4

Do you want to continue going to the 
literacy group sessions even though  
the school year is over?

No 6 2.2

Yes 270 97.1

Don’t know 2 0.7

Table C.6: Engagement with Project Composite
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Annex D: EGRA Descriptive Statistics and Additional Tables

Table D.1: Letter Sound Identification (CLSPM)

Table D.2: Syllable Identification (CSSPM)

Table D.3: Nonword Reading (CNWPM)

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 22.5 19.8 19.5% 31.7 26.0 21.1% 9.2

Intervention 285 24.8 17.6 10.9% 33.9 26.6 21.8% 9.1

Total: All Students 536 23.8 18.7 14.9% 32.9 26.3 21.5% 9.2

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 12.4 12.8 21.1% 23.1 18.1 15.1% 10.8

Intervention 285 15.5 13.1 14.0% 29.0 19.0 12.3% 13.5

Total: All Students 536 14.0 13.1 17.4% 26.3 18.8 13.6% 12.2

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 3.7 5.1 46.6% 6.9 8.0 41.8% 3.2

Intervention 285 5.1 6.2 35.1% 9.0 9.8 40.7% 3.8

Total: All Students 536 4.5 5.8 40.5% 8.0 9.1 41.2% 3.5
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Table D.4: ORF (CWPM)

Table D.5: Reading Comprehension (Correct out of Five)

Table D.6: Listening Comprehension (Correct out of Five)

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 5.3 7.1 39.0% 18.6 16.8 19.1% 13.3

Intervention 285 8.0 9.9 26.7% 24.6 18.6 12.6% 16.6

Total: All Students 536 6.8 8.8 32.5% 21.8 18.0 15.7% 15.0

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 0.2 0.6 81.3% 1.0 1.3 49.4% 0.8

Intervention 285 0.4 0.9 76.8% 1.4 1.4 32.3% 1.0

Total: All Students 536 0.3 0.7 78.9% 1.2 1.4 40.3% 0.9

Group N/n

Baseline Endline Gain from 
Baseline to 

Endline
Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%) Mean SD

Zero Score  
(%)

Comparison 251 1.6 1.1 21.1% 1.9 1.3 19.5% 0.4

Intervention 285 2.0 1.2 15.4% 2.1 1.3 14.0% 0.1

Total: All Students 536 1.8 1.2 18.1% 2.0 1.3 16.6% 0.2
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Table D.7: Average Gain Scores by Gender and Group

Table D.8: Percentage of Students Receiving Zero Scores by Gender and Group

Subtask

Girls Boys

Comparison Intervention Comparison Intervention

n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD

Letter sound identification 
(CLSPM)

125 7.5 21.0 82 10.2 25.2 126 10.9 29.8 203 8.7 25.7

Syllable identification 
(CSSPM)

125 6.4 12.2 82 10.0 11.9 126 15.2 19.0 203 14.9 13.4

Nonword reading  
(CNWPM)

125 1.5 6.8 82 2.1 7.4 126 4.9 8.7 203 4.5 8.4

Oral reading fluency  
(CWPM)

125 9.4 13.6 82 14.3 15.4 126 17.1 16.1 203 17.5 13.1

Reading comprehension 
(correct out of five)

125 0.6 1.2 82 1.0 1.3 126 0.9 1.3 203 1.0 1.2

Listening comprehension 
(correct out of five)

125 0.2 1.3 82 0.0 1.4 126 0.6 1.7 203 0.2 1.4

Subtask

Girls Boys

Comparison Intervention Comparison Intervention

n Zero Scores 
(%) n Zero Scores 

(%) n Zero Scores 
(%) n Zero Scores 

(%)

Letter sound identification 
(CLSPM)

125 25.6% 82 25.6% 126 16.7% 203 20.2%

Syllable identification 
(CSSPM)

125 21.6% 82 17.1% 126 8.7% 203 10.3%

Nonword reading  
(CNWPM)

125 51.2% 82 54.9% 126 32.5% 203 35.0%

Oral reading fluency  
(CWPM)

125 29.6% 82 19.5% 126 8.7% 203 9.9%

Reading comprehension 
(correct out of five)

125 62.4% 82 35.4% 126 36.5% 203 31.0%

Listening comprehension 
(correct out of five)

125 24.8% 82 12.2% 126 14.3% 203 14.8%
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Annex E: Correlation Analysis Results

Table E.1: Project Exposure and EGRA Subtask Gains Correlation Analysis Results

Subtask Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Letter sound identification 
(CLSPM)

9.2 —

2. Syllable identification 
(CSSPM)

12.2 — —

3. Nonword reading 
(CNWPM)

3.5 — — —

4. Oral reading fluency 
(CWPM)

15.0 — — — —

5. Reading comprehension 
(correct out of five)

0.9 — — — — —

6. Listening comprehension 
(correct out of five)

0.2 — — — — — —

7. Number of books  
read per student

104.8 -0.028 .128* .144* .264** .263** -0.056 — —

8. Student Qysas  
reading level

5.0 -0.033 0.088 0.082 .207** .212** -0.050 — —

N=261; * sig. at p<0.05; ** sig. at p<0.001
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Table E.2: Composite and EGRA Subtask Gains Correlation Analysis Results

Subtask Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Letter sound identification 
(CLSPM)

9.2 —

2. Syllable identification 
(CSSPM)

12.2 — —

3. Nonword reading 
(CNWPM)

3.5 — — —

4. Oral reading fluency 
(CWPM)

15.0 — — — —

5. Reading comprehension 
(correct out of five)

0.9 — — — — —

6. Listening comprehension 
(correct out of five)

0.2 — — — — — —

7. Socioeconomic status 
composite (N=524)

8.3 -0.067 0.011 -0.003 .107* .097* 0.01 — — — —

8. Family reading support 
composite (N=409)

3.3 0.018 0.067 0.082 .111* 0.075 0.042 — — — —

9. Teacher reading support 
composite (N=524)

2.4 -0.013 0.017 -0.017 0.006 -0.04 .093*

10. Disposition to reading 
composite (N=524)

2.6 -0.036 0.056 0.035 0.066 .093* 0.032 — — — —

* sig. at p<0.05        
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Annex F: EGRA Reliability Results

Table F.1: Reliability Results for Baseline EGRA

Table F.2: Reliability Results for Endline EGRA

Subtask Corrected  
Item-Total Correlation

Cronbach’s Alpha  
if Item Deleted

Letter sound identification (CLSPM) 0.638 0.845

Syllable identification (CSSPM) 0.840 0.819

Nonword reading (CNWPM) 0.844 0.825

Oral reading fluency (CWPM) 0.834 0.807

Reading comprehension (correct out of five) 0.642 0.844

Listening comprehension (correct out of five) 0.459 0.904

EGRA Coefficient Alpha 0.863

Subtask Corrected  
Item-Total Correlation

Cronbach’s Alpha  
if Item Deleted

Letter sound identification (CLSPM) 0.390 0.868

Syllable identification (CSSPM) 0.824 0.798

Nonword reading (CNWPM) 0.758 0.809

Oral reading fluency (CWPM) 0.816 0.780

Reading comprehension (correct out of five) 0.721 0.803

Listening comprehension (correct out of five) 0.439 0.859

EGRA Coefficient Alpha 0.847
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Table G.1: 2016-17 Academic Year Cohort Intervention School Sample Details

School
Total 

Students in 
Grade 2

Intervention Students  
by Section

Total 
Intervention 

Students
Selection Process

Section A Section B

A 346 35 35 70

Only two teachers who were trained  
last year were willing to implement  
the sessions with up to 35 students.  
JEI randomly selected students. 

B 122 28 28
Teacher was only willing to take 30  
students; two students dropped out.  
JEI randomly selected 30 from section A.

C 29 27 27
All grade two students were selected.  
Two students left the school. 

D 57 29 29
One section was selected based on  
the teachers' willingness.

E 64 32 32
One section was selected based on  
the teachers' willingness.

F 56 16 18 34
Two sections were selected based on  
the teachers’ willingness. One from  
each section left the school. 

G 78 35 35
One section was selected based on  
the teachers' willingness.

H 41 20 20
One section was selected based on  
the teachers' willingness.

I 100 15 14 29

Principal only allowed 30 students to 
participate. JEI randomly selected students 
from both sections. Both classroom teachers 
were new to the school so technicians 
implemented the project instead.

J 115 35 35
One section was selected based on  
the teacher’s willingness.

Annex G: Sample Details




