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Executive Summary 
In partnership with the Ministry of Education and Higher Education (MOEHE), RTI 
International administered a baseline assessment of early grade reading skills in April 
and May 2018. The goal of the baseline assessment was to provide the United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID) West Bank Early Grade 
Reading (EGR) activity with a deeper understanding of the pre-literacy, reading, and 
writing abilities of kindergarten (KG), grade 1 (G1), and grade 2 (G2) students in the 
formal language of primary school instruction, Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). The 
baseline assessment also established the values of program performance indicators 
before the implementation of the EGR intervention, which will subsequently be 
compared to future values collected at midline and endline timepoints to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the program.  
The baseline assessment was conducted with 293 KG students, 1,492 G1 students, 
and 1,465 G2 students randomly selected and equally divided between girls and 
boys. The assessment measured the students’ pre-literacy and early grade reading 
ability and writing skills, including letter sound knowledge, word recognition, oral 
reading fluency (ORF), listening comprehension, reading comprehension, and 
writing.  

1.1 Baseline values for performance indicators 
KG baseline values for student-level performance indicators are presented in Table 
ES-1 overall and by gender. The findings showed that approximately 17% of KG 
students could correctly identify eight out of 10 initial letter sounds of familiar words. 
Approximately 23% of students could copy two out of three letters correctly, and a 
significantly higher proportion of girls met the indicator for pre-writing than boys. Half 
of the students met the indicator for listening comprehension, answering four out of 
five questions correctly. Finally, 28% of students correctly answered seven out of 
eight items measuring the understanding of print concepts.  
Table ES-2 outlines the student-level performance indicators and their baseline 
values for both G1 and G2 by group. There were no significant differences between 
the EGR treatment group and the comparison group for either grade on any indicator; 
thus, because the students’ performance was equivalent before the start of the 
intervention, no adjustments will need to be made in future analyses to account for 
differences. Few G1 students in EGR-supported schools met the benchmarks for any 
indicator, which was to be expected because students should perform at these levels 
by the end of G2. Approximately 29% of G2 students in EGR-supported schools met 
the indicator for ORF, 33% met the indicator for reading comprehension, and 19% 
met the indicator for both fluency and reading comprehension. Few G2 students met 
the indicator for writing.  
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Table ES-1. KG baseline values for student-level performance indicators overall and 
by gender 

Performance Indicator 

Percent of Students Meeting the 
Indicator 

[95% CI band]1 

Overall Boys Girls 

Percentage of students who demonstrate letter 
sound knowledge by the end of KG (scoring at 
least 80% correct on Initial Letter Sounds) 

17.3% 
[±5.6] 

15.4% 
[±6.7] 

19.4% 
[±7.5] 

Percentage of students who demonstrate ability to 
write letters by the end of KG (scoring at least 
67% correct on Writing Task #1) 

22.5% 
[±5.1] 

18.4% 
[±5.2] 

26.9%* 
[±7.2] 

Percentage of students who by the end of KG 
demonstrate listening comprehension. (scoring at 
least 80% on Listening Comprehension)  

50.1% 
[±5.1] 

53.9% 
[±7.0] 

46.3% 
[±6.9] 

Percentage of students demonstrating 
understanding of print concepts by the end of KG 
(scoring at least 87% on Concepts of Print) 

28% 
[±4.3] 

24.7% 
[±6.4] 

31.4% 
[±6.5] 

*p< .05 for differences between the percentages of boys and girls meeting the performance
indicators. 

Table ES-2. G1 and G2 baseline values for student-level performance indicators by 
group 

Student Reading 
Indicators 

Percent of Students Meeting the Indicator 
[95% CI] 

G1 G2 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment 
Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency of grade level text 
at the end of G2, with 
United States 
Government (USG) 
assistance (ORF≥30 
words per minute [wpm]). 

2.7% 
[±2.5] 

3.4% 
[±2.4] 

33.1% 
[±11.9] 

29.3% 
[±6] 

1 Confidence intervals (CIs) are ranges of values in which the population parameter is likely to fall when 
generalizing from the sample to the full population the sample is designed to represent.  
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Student Reading 
Indicators 

Percent of Students Meeting the Indicator 
[95% CI] 

G1 G2 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment 
Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(reading 
comprehension≥80%) 

10.9% 
[±4.0] 

9.0% 
[±3.6] 

38.6% 
[±15.1] 

33.3% 
[±6.5] 

Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency and 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(ORF≥30 wpm and 
reading 
comprehension≥80%) 

1.6% 
[±1.8] 

2% 
[±1.7] 

21.9% 
[±13.5] 

19.2% 
[±5.4] 

Percentage of students 
who, by the end of two 
grades of primary 
schooling, are able to 
express their thoughts 
through writing 

3.1% 
[±2.6] 

3.9% 
[±2.5] 

12.7% 
[±8.9] 

14.3% 
[±3.1] 

1.2 Key findings 
Overall, the results from the baseline assessment led to the following key findings. 
Students are following the developmental progression of reading ability. 
Overall, students in all grades are following the skills acquisition trajectory for 
learning to read and write. KG students are learning that written language is related 
to oral language. G1 students are developing decoding and fluency skills. G2 
students are improving fluency and increasing their focus on comprehending what 
they are reading.  
Many students are not showing grade-level reading ability. Students in all grades 
are performing at a low level with respect to the pre-literacy and reading skills. More 
students in G1 and G2 should know more letter sounds and decode letter sounds in 
words at a faster rate. Although the progression of reading ability is on track, many 
students are behind where they should be with respect to their grade.  
Most students are struggling with writing. In the assessment, many students 
across grades were unable to perform the basic skill of copying letters. Only 17% of 
G1 students and 25% of G2 students accomplished this task correctly. Students 
made mistakes, such as omitting letters, reversing letters, showing poor spacing, or 
leaving out diacritics.  
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Students who were exposed to pre-primary education and who reported home 
literacy activities had higher fluency and reading comprehension scores. On 
average, students in G1 who attended pre-primary read twice as many wpm than 
those who did not. More strikingly, students in G2 who attended pre-primary read 
almost three times as many wpm than those who did not. For G1 students, having 
books at home, reading alone at home, and reading aloud to someone at home were 
associated with, on average, two additional correct words per minute (cwpm) of 
reading fluency. For G2 students, having books at home and reading alone at home 
were associated with, on average five to six more cwpm compared to the fluency of 
students without those books and home activities 

1.3 Recommendations 
Overall, the baseline assessment of students at the end of KG, G1, and G2 showed 
that although many students are on the path to becoming successful readers, many 
are still developing their foundational reading skills, such as letter sound knowledge 
and word recognition. The recommendations for the West Bank EGR activity to help 
more students meet reading and writing benchmarks are as follows.  
Develop a plan to implement the “literacy diet,” increase Arabic language 
instruction time, and other recommendations from the Time on Task study. The 
results of the baseline assessment were consistent with the findings of the Time on 
Task study. The Time on Task study indicated that although many aspects of 
instruction are going well, there are areas in which pedagogy can be refined or 
improved and certain areas where teachers can provide students greater opportunity 
to practice their skills and, thus, achieve higher levels of automaticity. For example, 
students in all grades could benefit from expanding their expressive and receptive 
vocabulary, which will assist them in building the relationship between letters, words, 
and meaning. Practicing decoding and spelling with common patterns of letters will 
increase fluency, as would repeated reading of familiar text. Additionally, helping 
students understand the difference between written and spoken Arabic will improve 
literacy skills. Explicitly exploring the differences between spoken and written Arabic 
will help students expand their oral language and improve their literacy skills. By 
building on existing effective instructional practices and maximizing the amount of 
time teachers are devoting to literacy and writing, students could be placed on a 
successful trajectory for reading. Finally, the Time on Task study showed that in the 
observed classrooms, KG Arabic lessons averaged 32 minutes in length, and G1 and 
G2 Arabic lessons were, on average, 38 minutes in length. To effectively increase 
the pre-literacy and early grade literacy skills of students in MSA and reach grade 
level, more time per day should be devoted to pre-literacy and reading instruction. 
More time should be provided for students to practice writing letters in KG and 
G1. All students, regardless of age, struggled with correctly writing letters. Students 
should be given more time to practice forming their letters and using writing utensils 
so that by G2, students can focus on expressing their ideas through writing.  
Prioritize support for students demonstrating zero scores in letter sound 
knowledge, word recognition, and letter writing. Teachers should be supported in 
the use of formative assessments to identify students who demonstrate no or very 
low pre-reading skills of letter sound knowledge and recognizing familiar words. 
These students are on the path to being non-readers by the end of G2. By equipping 
teachers with the skills to both identify these vulnerable students and provide better 
instruction on foundational skills, these children will be less susceptible to poor 
academic outcomes, such as repetition or drop out 
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1.4 Conclusion 
In addition to the above recommendations, the results of this initial assessment of 
reading and writing skills indicate that by G2, students are beginning to show 
appreciable levels of skill development. However, performance in G1 and on pre-
literacy skills in KG suggests that an opportunity to help students develop those skills 
sooner and with greater mastery is being missed.  
If the first three years of schooling—KG, G1, and G2—can be more deliberately 
treated as a continuum during which children can be expected to progress through a 
developmentally appropriate sequence of skill development, then it should be 
possible to see children making greater gains in G1 and, thus, advancing further in 
their reading and writing capacity in G2. Compared to other countries where a similar 
assessment (Early Grade Reading Assessment [EGRA]) has been implemented, the 
proportion of students scoring zero is very low in the West Bank. However, students 
in G1, in particular, are not showing the level of automatic skill development (i.e., 
recognizing letter sounds, rapidly reading familiar words, and decoding) needed to 
establish a sound foundation for literacy. Teachers are providing instruction in these 
areas, but students’ levels of performance indicate that they are not getting enough 
opportunity to practice and become automatic in applying and extending those skills. 
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Introduction 

2.1 Purpose of the baseline assessment 
The goal of the baseline assessment is to provide the USAID West Bank EGR 
activity with a deeper understanding of the pre-literacy, reading, and writing abilities 
of KG, G1, and G2 students in the formal language of primary school instruction, 
MSA. The baseline assessment aimed to establish the values of program 
performance indicators before the implementation of the EGR intervention, which will 
subsequently be compared to future values collected at midline and endline 
timepoints to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. Not only did this assessment 
provide the starting point from which student reading ability growth will be measured, 
but it also allowed for the identification of specific skills and knowledge for which 
students may need more support or intervention, which may be targeted in the 
program activity. In this way, the baseline assessment informed enhancements to the 
planned EGR interventions.  

2.2 USAID West Bank EGR activity description and key 
interventions 
The overall goal of the five-year USAID West Bank EGR activity is to improve student 
outcomes in early grade reading and writing in KG through second grade. The 
following core activities will be implemented over the course of the activity to achieve 
the project outcomes:  

• Develop leveled readers, decodables, and complementary materials, in
cooperation with the MOEHE Curriculum Center, to be provided to 3,000
government KG, G1, and G2 classrooms in the West Bank

• Train 10,000 preschool and G1 and G2 teachers on best practices for literacy
instruction, working with the National Institute of Education and Training

• Mobilize supervisors, coaches, teacher mentors, and school principals to deliver
and support early grade teacher coaching and peer learning, in partnership with
the Department of Supervision, the Field Follow-up Department, and directorates

• Foster greater cooperation among schools, teachers, and communities, drawing
on the energy and inspiration from parents, volunteers, and local organizations to
support reading enrichment activities

• Assist the MOEHE in establishing policies dedicating sufficient time to reading
and writing during school hours.

2.3 Overview of assessment approach 
The evaluation approach was designed to provide insights into the current early 
grade reading and pre-reading skills of pupils in KG, G1, and G2 at baseline, before 
the implementation of West Bank EGR intervention activities. Baseline assessment 
data will be compared with future midline and endline assessment data to track 
changes in student pre-literacy and pre-writing skills over time in EGR-supported 
schools and to evaluate the West Bank EGR KG program. For G1 and G2, these 
baseline results will be compared to future midline and endline results in both West 
Bank EGR-supported schools and others selected as comparison schools. These 
periodic evaluation data will allow measuring the effectiveness of the West Bank 
EGR program in improving reading outcomes.  



USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 7 

The evaluation was designed to provide values for selected project performance 
indicators at each time point. The key student-level performance indicators for all 
grades are outlined below. 

• Indicator 1. Percent of students who demonstrate letter sound knowledge
(scoring 80% correct on Initial Letter Sounds) by the end of KG.

• Indicator 2. Percent of students who demonstrate reading fluency and
comprehension of grade-level text at the end of G2 (ORF≥30 wpm and reading
comprehension≥80%), with USG assistance.

• Indicator 3. Percent of students who demonstrate ability to write letters (copy
two out of three letters≥67%) at the end of KG, with USG assistance.

• Indicator 4. Percent of students who, by the end of two grades of primary
schooling, are able to express their thoughts through writing (write what they do
in the morning), with USG assistance.

• Percent of students who demonstrate listening comprehension (80% on Listening
Comprehension) at the end of KG, with USG assistance.

• Percent of students who demonstrate understanding of print concepts (scoring
seven out of eight on Understanding of Print Concepts) at the end of KG, with
USG assistance.

• Percent of students who demonstrate reading fluency of grade-level text
(ORF≥30 wpm) at the end of G2, with USG assistance.

• Percent of students who demonstrate reading comprehension of grade- level text
(reading comprehension≥80%) at the end of G2, with USG assistance.

In addition to the establishment of performance indicator baseline values, the 
assessment was also designed to answer the following research questions:  

• What are the reading and writing levels of G1 students in schools selected for
EGR participation at baseline?

• Are the reading and writing levels of G1 students in schools selected for EGR
participation equivalent to those of G1 students attending comparison schools?

• What are the reading and writing levels of G2 students in schools selected for
EGR participation at baseline?

• Are the reading and writing levels of G2 students in schools selected for EGR
participation equivalent to those of G2 students attending comparison schools?

A standard process was followed to ensure that high-quality data were collected for 
the assessment. All instruments were adapted to the local context by a Technical 
Working Group comprising Ministry technical staff and EGR specialists to ensure that 
the instruments were relevant for the context of the West Bank and that all 
translations were accurate and precise. Instruments were also pretested and piloted 
to ensure that the data were reliable and valid for the measures of interest. For more 
detailed information on adaptation, testing of instruments, and data collection, please 
see Annex 4. 
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KG Baseline Findings and Interpretation 

3.1 Sampling and demographics 
A total of 20 EGR-supported primary schools with KGs were randomly selected from 
a population of 30. It should be noted that one EGR-supported primary school 
unexpectedly had a KG attached to it, so those kindergarteners were also assessed, 
raising the final sample count to 21 schools. Within each EGR-supported KG, a total 
of 20 students were selected at random to participate in the assessment. If a KG had 
fewer than 20 students, all students were automatically selected. All KGs are co-ed 
classrooms. However, the school type varied with regard to gender. Most (48%) of 
KG classrooms were attached to co-ed schools, 38% were attached to all-girl 
schools, and the remainder (14%) were attached to all-boy schools. Most schools 
(86%) were in rural areas, and 21% were in Area C. Most schools (53%) were 
located in the north.  
A total of 293 kindergarteners were assessed for the baseline, of which half were 
girls. The ages of the students ranged from 4 to 6 years, with a mean age of 5.2 
years. Approximately half of the students reported some type of reading at home. 
For more information on the sample methodology and weighting, please see 
Annex 1. 

3.2 What pre-literacy skills of KG students were measured? 
Through quality pre-primary education programs, such as KG, young children can 
enter primary school equipped with the fundamental skills and knowledge that will 
make the transition successful. Children in KG benefit from exposure to pre-literacy 
knowledge and opportunities to practice and strengthen skills related to socio-
emotional and executive function abilities. Children at this developmental stage are 
not expected to master these concepts and skills. Instead, the focus is on exposing 
young children to these concepts and providing developmentally appropriate 
opportunities to practice and engage with the concepts, so that they will be prepared 
to learn to read and write in primary school. 
As one of the goals of West Bank EGR is to improve emergent literacy and writing 
skills in KG students, the baseline assessment includes tasks that measure oral 
language, phonological awareness, pre-writing, and print knowledge. Table 1 shows 
the tasks, skill, and demonstration of the baseline assessment for KG. 
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Table 1. KG baseline assessment tasks 

Task 
Pre-literacy skill Skill Demonstrated by Pupil’s 

Ability to: 

Expressive Vocabulary Oral language List words known in a specific category 
(e.g., animals, foods), verbal naming 
by category 

Letter Sound 
Identification 

Phonological 
awareness 

Identify letter sounds 

Initial Letter Sounds Phonological 
awareness 

Identify/differentiate the initial sounds 
of words  

Listening 
Comprehension 

Listening 
comprehension, oral 
language 

Respond correctly to different types of 
questions, including factual and 
inferential questions about the 
narrative the assessor reads to them 

Writing (three tasks) * Fine motor skills, pre-
writing 

(1) Copying letters2 
(2) Copying a word3 
(3) Writing name 

Familiar Word 
Recognition 

Word recognition Recognize words that are from a list of 
frequent words 

Concept of Print Print knowledge Identify the parts of a book and 
differences between text and pictures 

*The scoring criteria for the three writing tasks can be found in Annex 3.

3.3 How were the benchmarks for the KG performance indicators 
set? 
No universal benchmark or threshold is  indicating the ability of kindergartners to be 
able to demonstrate letter sound knowledge, letter writing, listening comprehension, 
and understanding of print concepts. The benchmarks used should be tailored to the 
language, context, and assessment utilized and should be developed in consultation 
with local reading experts and policymakers. In the absence of a context-specific 
benchmark, a common alternative is using 80% as the standard.  
Three items make up the writing assessment; therefore, students will be expected to 
write two out of three letters accurately (67%) to be counted as successfully 
demonstrating the letter writing skill.4 The benchmark for determining students’ ability 
to understand print concepts is set at 87% (seven out of eight items correct) based 
on KG classrooms’ availability of books and students’ access to them.  

2  D: د ; S: ;س  ;  E: ي 

 بیت 3
4 Benchmarks used should be tailored to the language, context, and assessment utilized and should be 
developed in consultation with local reading experts and policymakers. Due to the absence of a national 
benchmark for this indicator. The assessment has considered three items; therefore, students will be expected to 
write two out of three letters accurately (67%) in order to be counted as successfully writing the letters. 
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3.4 What is the current skill level of pupils attending KG on 
identified performance indicators related to pre-literacy before 
the planned intervention? 
Table 2 shows the baseline values for the student-level performance indicators, both 
overall and by gender. At baseline, approximately 17% of KG students could 
correctly identify eight out of 10 initial letter sounds of familiar words. Regarding 
writing skills, approximately 23% of students could copy two out of three letters 
correctly, and a significantly higher proportion of girls met the indicator for pre-writing 
than boys. Half of the sample met the indicator for listening comprehension, 
answering four out of five questions correctly. Overall, 28% of students correctly 
answered seven out of eight items measuring the understanding of print concepts. 
There were no significant differences between boys and girls in the percentage 
meeting the indicator for letter sounds, listening comprehension, or print concepts.  

Table 2. USAID West Bank EGR KG baseline values for student-level 
performance indicators overall and by gender 

Performance Indicator 

Percent of Students Meeting the 
Indicator 

[95% CI band]5

Overall Boys Girls 

Percentage of students who demonstrate letter 
sound knowledge by the end of KG (scoring at 
least 80% correct on Initial Letter Sounds) 

17.3% 
[±5.6] 

15.4% 
[±6.7] 

19.4% 
[±7.5] 

Percentage of students who demonstrate ability to 
write letters by the end of KG (scoring at least 
67% correct on Writing Task #1) 

22.5% 
[±5.1] 

18.4% 
[±5.2] 

26.9%* 
[±7.2] 

Percentage of students who by the end of KG 
demonstrate listening comprehension (scoring at 
least 80% on Listening Comprehension)  

50.1% 
[±5.1] 

53.9% 
[±7.0] 

46.3% 
[±6.9] 

Percentage of students demonstrating 
understanding of print concepts by the end of KG 
(scoring at least 87% on Concepts of Print) 

28% 
[±4.3] 

24.7% 
[±6.4] 

31.4% 
[±6.5] 

*p< .05 for differences between the percentages of boys and girls meeting the performance
indicators. 

3.5 What are the pre-literacy skills of KG students at the end of
the school year? 
The purpose of KG is to expose children to knowledge and skills that will prepare 
them for success in primary school. The knowledge and skills chosen to represent 
pre-literacy development were expressive vocabulary, letter sound at the beginning 
of a word, letter sound, listening comprehension, recognizing familiar words, and 

5 CIs are ranges of values in which the population parameter is likely to fall when generalizing from the sample to 
the full population the sample is designed to represent.  
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understanding concepts of print. Table 3 shows the current performance of KG 
students on these tasks at the end of the school year, before the implementation of 
the intervention. First, the percentage of zero scores, or percentage of students 
scoring zero on that subtask, is presented. This value indicates the percentage of 
students who were unable to answer any item in the subtask correctly. The mean 
scores are also presented, including all zero scores in their calculation. The following 
sections offer a detailed view of the skills and knowledge associated with the tasks 
and scores.  

Table 3. Summary of pre-literacy assessment subtasks 

Overall 
Percent Zero Score 

[95% CI band] 
Mean Score 

[95% CI band] 

Expressive Vocabulary: Animals + 
Food 
[20 items] 

1.2% 
[±1.2] 

10.9 
[±.5] 

Letter Sounds Identification 
[50 items; Revised to 20 items] 

59.5% 
[±5.2] 

2.2 
[±.5] 

Initial Sounds 
[10 items] 

47.3% 
[±7.4] 

2.8 
[±.7] 

Listening Comprehension 
[5 items] 

14% 
[±3.6] 

3 
[±.2] 

Recognizing Familiar Words 
 [10 items] 

31.1% 
[±6.5] 

2.4 
[±.3] 

Concept of Print 
[8 items] 

2.8% 
[±1.4] 

5.2 
[±.2] 

Writing Tasks 

Percent of Students 
Who Could Not Do 

Any of the Task 
[95% CI band] 

Percent of Students 
Who Correctly 

Performed the Task 
[95% CI band] 

Writing Task 1: Copy Letters6 7.9% 
[±3.1] 

22.5% 
[±5.1] 

Writing Task 2: Copy Word  20.7 بیت% 
[±3.8] 

15.4% 
[±3.8] 

Writing Task 3: Write Own Name 32.8% 
[±5.7] 

15.9% 
[±4.5] 

Expressive vocabulary 
Children’s expressive vocabulary knowledge follows the development of receptive 
vocabulary or their understanding of the meanings of words. Expressive vocabulary 
is integral for learning language and is related to reading outcomes, including reading 
comprehension. The task used in this assessment asked students to name things 
from a particular category that should be familiar to them, in this case, foods and 

6 D: د ; S: ;س  ;  E: ي 
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animals. The maximum number of names of foods and animals accepted was 10 per 
category, and the overall score was calculated by combining responses from the two 
categories, for a maximum score of 20.  
As shown in Table 3, very few students named zero foods or animals. On average, 
students named 10 animals and foods combined. Figure 1 shows the distribution of 
scores, which is similar to other distributions of language assessments. Most 
students clustered in the mid-range of the distribution, with fewer on the extreme 
ends. Findings from the Time on Task study show that in KG, on average, teachers 
are spending 34% of the Arabic language lesson on oral language, which includes 
developing expressive vocabulary. Outside of the Arabic lesson, teachers, on 
average, provided literacy instruction related to language at five other times during 
the school day. These findings from the Time on Task study are encouraging. 
However, teachers could provide more support to students throughout the day in 
areas other than Arabic instruction to build expressive vocabulary, especially for 
those students scoring at the low end of this task.   

Figure 1. Score distribution of expressive vocabulary 

Letter sound identification 
Knowledge of letter sounds is a fundamental part of phonemic awareness. Phonemic 
awareness ability is one’s ability to work with individual sounds in words and is a 
strong predictor of later reading outcomes.  
In this task, children were presented with letters and asked to give the sound of the 
letter. On average, students correctly identified two out of 20 letter sounds. As shown 
in Figure 2, the letters pupils correctly identified most often (11% or more pupils) 
were the following:   َمِ   نُ    كَ   سَ    تَ    بـ  . Although mastery is not expected, exposure to 
letters and their corresponding sound is important in laying the foundation for 
reading. Student performance was very low, with approximately 60% of the sample 
unable to correctly identify even one letter sound by the end of KG.  
The Time on Task study showed that 84% of the observed KG classrooms included 
identifying sounds and that only 26% included playing with language (such as 
rhyming), a developmentally appropriate practice that should be implemented in all 
KG classrooms. The study found that within those classrooms that taught letter 
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sounds, decoding skills related to letter sounds was frequently taught. As indicated 
by the findings of the qualitative analysis of instruction in selected KGs, the high 
percentages of zero scores on the letter sound task is likely attributable to not all 
classrooms teaching letter sounds and few using developmentally appropriate 
practice.  
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Figure 2. Item distribution of letter sounds scores in KG 
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Initial letter sounds 
For a child to correctly identify the sound with which a word begins, the child must 
use phonemic awareness skills previously gained through a basic understanding of 
letters and the sounds associated with them. The initial letter sound of a word is a 
discrete sound, not the compound of more than one sound. For example, the initial 
letter sound in the word “ٍلّهر ” is “ ٍل” and not "َمو  " او  ""إم .  A child must be able to 
discriminate between these sounds in this task. 
Almost half of the sample of students (47%) could not correctly identify even one 
letter sound at the beginning of a word. The mean score of the sample was 2.8 
sounds out of 10. There was little variability in performance by word. Although the 
scores indicate low performance, it is not surprising that these KG students did not 
know initial sounds given their performance on the letter sound task and the findings 
of the Time on Task study related to letter sounds, both of which are described in 
Section 3.5.2. 

Listening comprehension 
The listening comprehension skills of young children relate to their ability to 
understand a narrative told orally and voice that understanding in the form of oral 
responses to questions. The passage used in this task was about a mouse stealing a 
cat’s hat. The questions measured both explicit comprehension (e.g., “What color 
was the cat’s hat?”) and inferential comprehension (e.g., “Why did the cat chase the 
mouse?”). Inferential comprehension is a higher order skill as it requires the listener 
to make a connection between two facts or events in a story.  
Overall, students at the end of KG performed well on this task, with an average score 
of three correct answers out of five (60%). However, 14% of pupils were unable to 
answer even one question correctly. Although this is not a large percentage, it does 
indicate that some children are struggling and could benefit from teachers who are 
better able to recognize their challenges and differentiate their instruction 
accordingly. Item analysis of this subtask showed little variability between scores on 
question type (explicit vs. inferential), meaning that pupils generally understood both 
the explicit and inferential information in the story. 

Recognizing familiar words 
Children developing pre-literacy skills are not yet learning to read words. However, 
some more common words may be recognized by children in KG without sounding 
out the letters. Recognition of familiar words (common simple words) helps to build a 
child’s speed and fluency when later learning to read.  
KG students were struggling to recognize simple words. On average, children 
correctly recognized two words out of 10. Almost a third of the student sample was 
unable to identify at least one word. As seen in Figure 3, the first five words were the 
most likely to be recognized, and these words may be more commonly shown to the 
children in the early years. The Time on Task study indicated that in observed 
classrooms, an average of 14% of the Arabic instruction time focused on reading in 
KG and that teachers frequently included word recognition in their Arabic language 
instruction and often used keywords in their reading comprehension instruction. 
Because KG classrooms are focused more on oral language development, 
recognizing familiar words is not a priority at this developmental stage, which likely 
accounts for the low performance. With increased oral language development, one 
would expect to see greater development of later reading skills, such as familiar word 
recognition.  



3.5.6

16 USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 

Figure 3. Item score distribution of the recognizing familiar words subtask 

Concept of print 
Print awareness, or concept of print, is the skillset associated with knowing and 
understanding the parts of a book, that print has meaning, that text is read from right 
to left and top to bottom, and the correct positioning of a book for reading. The 
concept of print is a significant predictor of later reading ability.  
Students in our sample performed well on this task. Only approximately 3% of 
students were unable to answer at least one question correctly. On average, 
students correctly answered five items out of eight. As shown in Figure 4, students 
could use more instruction on identifying the back of the book, where on a page to 
begin reading, and the correct direction of reading words from page to page.  
Findings from the Time on Task study support the high performance of students on 
the concept of print. The study showed that fingerpointing at text was observed 
approximately 50% of the time in KG classrooms. Almost 80% of KG teachers used 
environmental print, and 28% read aloud to students, both of which support the 
development of the concept of print. However, students’ performance on this task 
revealed that some students in some classrooms are not exposed to print enough to 
gain these skills.  
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Figure 4. Item score distribution of the concept of print subtask 

Pre-writing 
Fine motor development is occurring in young children in KG, which contributes to 
children’s ability to write and draw. Children at this developmental stage are still 
learning to control their hand and finger movements. As opportunities increase for 
practicing their fine motor development, children can fine-tune their writing skills 
regarding shapes, pictures, and letters.  
The results show that as the writing task increased in difficulty, student performance 
decreased. In copying letters, approximately 8% of the students could not attempt the 
task, and about 23% correctly copied the letters provided to them on the writing 
assessment answer sheet. When asked to copy the word بیت"" , approximately 21% 
of the students could not attempt the task, and 15% accurately copied the word. 
Finally, when asked to write their name (without copying), almost 33% could not 
attempt the task, and 16% could correctly perform the task.  
Examining the score distribution on the scoring criteria for copying letters revealed 
where students are struggling the most regarding writing letters. As shown in Figure 
5, most students (70%) wrote letters with mistakes. Students either omitted letters, 
wrote the wrong parts of a letter, or wrote extra letters, or the letter shape they 
produced was not completely clear. The Time on Task study showed that, on 
average, 33% of Arabic instruction time was devoted to writing in KG classrooms and 
that students were actively engaged in writing during 12% of the Arabic instruction 
time. When students were engaged in writing activities, 70% of the time was devoted 
to forming letters. The baseline results suggest that students need more time 
devoted to practicing and developing their fine motor skills related to writing letters. 
Given that children are undergoing fine motor development at this age, the results 
are not surprising and, in fact, indicate that children in KG are beginning to learn 
some of the fine motor skills needed to form letters properly. Arabic letters are 
difficult for young children to write accurately, and thus, correctly writing letters and 
words is not expected. Teachers are focused appropriately on letter formation by 
providing opportunities for students to practice writing letters, which is a positive 
finding.  
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Figure 5. Score distribution on criteria for scoring the letter writing subtask 

 

 

3.6 Are there gender differences in pre-literacy abilities? 
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Table 4. Summary of pre-literacy assessment subtasks by gender 

Overall 
Percent Zero Score 

[95% CI] 
Mean Score 

[95% CI] 

Boys Girls Boys Girls 

Expressive Vocabulary: Animals + 
Food 
[20 items] 

.8% 
[±1.7] 

1.6% 
[±2.1] 

11.2 
[±.5] 

10.6 
[±.7] 

Letter Sound Identification 
[50 items; Revised to 20 items] 

60.4% 
[±7.4] 

58.6% 
[±5.7] 

2 
[±.6] 

2.3 
[±.5] 

Initial Letter Sounds 
[10 items] 

49.6% 
[±7.6] 

45% 
[±10.1] 

2.6 
[±.6] 

3 
[±.9] 

Listening Comprehension 
[5 items] 

15.1% 
[±4.8] 

12.8% 
[±4.2] 

3.1 
[±.3] 

3 
[±.3] 

Recognizing Familiar Words 
 [10 items] 

35.6%* 
[±8.4] 

26.4% 
[±6.3] 

2 
[±.4] 

2.8 
[±.4] 

Concept of Print 
[8 items] 

3% 
[±1.8] 

2.6% 
[±2.0] 

5 
[±.3] 

5.5* 
[±.3] 

Writing Tasks 

Percent of Students 
Who Could Not Do 

Any of the Task 
[95% CI] 

Percent of Students 
Who Correctly 

Performed the Task 
[95% CI] 

Boys Girls Boys Girls 

Writing Task 1: Copy Letters 13.3% 
[±5.4] 

2%* 
[±1.6] 

18.4% 
[±5.2] 

26.9%* 
[±7.2] 

Writing Task 2: Copy Word 26.8 بیت% 
[±6.7] 

14.1%* 
[±4.8] 

12.2% 
[±4.5] 

19%* 
[±5.6] 

Writing Task 3: Write Own Name 42.4% 
[±8.7] 

22.4%* 
[±5.0] 

11.3% 
[±4.8] 

21%* 
[±6.4] 

*p < .05 for gender differences

Baseline Findings for Primary Grades 

4.1 Sampling and demographics of schools and students 
A total of 80 schools were randomly selected for the baseline survey, consisting of 60 
EGR schools and 20 comparison schools (Table 5). Within each selected school, 20 
G1 students and 20 G2 students were selected at random. If there were fewer than 
20 students in the given grade, all students present were automatically selected to 
participate in the assessment. A total of 1,492 G1 students (1,120 from EGR-
supported schools and 372 from comparison schools) and 1,465 G2 students (1,104 
from EGR-supported schools and 361 from comparison schools) were assessed for 
the baseline assessment. For more details on the sample methodology, please see 
Annex 1. 
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Table 5. Population and sample school and student counts 

  

Population Sample 

Schools 
G1 

Students 
G2 

Students Schools 
G1 

Students 
G2 

Students 
Comparison 947 42768 44089 20 372 361 
Treatment 101 4312 4420 60 1120 1104 

 

Table 6 shows the school-level demographics of the pupil sample. Across groups 
(comparison and treatment), the percentages of pupils sampled from all-girls, all-
boys, and co-ed schools were evenly distributed. Fewer pupils in urban schools were 
sampled from the comparison group. Pupils attending schools with Learning Teacher 
Development programs were evenly distributed across groups, and only EGR-
supported schools included School Support Programs. More pupils from schools 
located in Area C were sampled in the treatment group. A slightly higher percentage 
of pupils came from schools located in the north than from those in the middle or 
south regions.  
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Table 6. Characteristics of schools by grade and group 

School Characteristics 

Percent of Students 
(n) 

G1 G2 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment 

All-girls school 34.8% 
(176) 

35.9% 
(395) 

34.6% 
(180) 

34.5% 
(395) 

All-boys school 32.7% 
(73) 

35.2% 
(318) 

33.2% 
(73) 

36.9% 
(298) 

Co-ed school 32.4% 
(123) 

28.9% 
(407) 

32.2% 
(108) 

28.6% 
(411) 

KG attached 19% 
(58) 

20.3% 
(349) 

21.4% 
(53) 

22.3% 
(365) 

Urban 13.1% 
(40) 

30.9% 
(227) 

16% 
(40) 

28.6% 
(214) 

Has Learning Teacher 
Development program  

16.1% 
(71) 

17% 
(280) 

14.6% 
(73) 

16.7% 
(266) 

Has School Support 
Program  

0% 
(0) 

.5% 
(20) 

0% 
(0) 

.8% 
(20) 

School located in Area C 2.1% 
(20) 

7% 
(132) 

2.3% 
(20) 

8% 
(129) 

North 41.1% 
(175) 

46.2% 
(499) 

41.9% 
(171) 

43.5% 
(484) 

Middle 23.2% 
(71) 

25.8% 
(266) 

19.9% 
(66) 

26.7% 
(278) 

South 35.7% 
(126) 

28% 
(355) 

38.2% 
(124) 

29.8% 
(342) 

  Mean % 
[95% CI] 

Percent of the classes 
absent on the day of 
school visit 

4.3% 
[±6.3] 

5.9% 
[±3.62] 

1.1% 
[±.9] 

3.2% 
[±1.0] 

 

Overall, student demographics were similar across groups for each grade. In G1, the 
mean age of pupils was 6.2 years in the comparison group and 6.3 in the treatment 
group. The mean age of G2 students was 7.4 years in the comparison group and 7.5 
years in the treatment group. Table 7 shows other student demographics by both 
grade and group. In G1, slightly more girls were sampled in the EGR-supported 
group (54%) than in the comparison group (49%). In G2, girls made up approximately 
half of the sample in each group. Regardless of group and grade, most students 
reported attending KG. No significant differences were found between groups in the 
number of students reporting engaging in some type of reading activity in the home 
and receiving support with homework at home.  
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Table 7. Student demographics by grade and group 

Student Demographic  
Variables 

Percent of Students 
(n) 

G1 G2 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment 

Girls 48.7% 
(230) 

54.3% 
(631) 

48.7% 
(224) 

50.6% 
(613) 

Student attended KG 
(preschool) 

97.1% 
(361) 

98.2% 
(1090) 

95.1% 
(344) 

95.4% 
(1035) 

Has books/stories other 
than text books at home 

46.9% 
(171) 

46.2% 
(505) 

49.5% 
(185) 

49.9% 
(527) 

Read books and stories to 
him/her self at home 

46.6% 
(176) 

47.7% 
(543) 

56.6% 
(224) 

59.1% 
(625) 

Read aloud to someone at 
home the previous day 

39.2% 
(151) 

35.3% 
(441) 

40.9% 
(161) 

35.5% 
(397) 

Someone reads to student 
at home 

61.2% 
(228) 

49% 
(572) 

47.2% 
(179) 

46.9% 
(519) 

Someone helps with 
homework when needed 

69.3% 
(257) 

68.4% 
(745) 

72.1% 
(241) 

66.3% 
(733) 

 

4.2 EGRA Instrument 
Children learn to read in Arabic first by learning the letters and their forms and 
learning the connection between each letter and its sound and diacritical marks and 
then by applying this knowledge to decode words.7,8 The development of sufficient 
speed and accuracy occurs after this first phase, leading to reading with fluency. 
Reading with fluency is critical for reading comprehension because children no 
longer have to focus on decoding. Instead, they can attend to the meaning of what 
they read.9 In addition, higher-order skills (e.g., fluency, comprehension) build on 
lower-order skills (e.g., letter sound knowledge, decoding), and lower-order skills 
have been shown to be predictive of later reading achievement. Table 8 outlines the 
subtasks and associated skills to measure these abilities that support early grade 
reading in the baseline assessment for G1 and G2 students.  
The written components of the EGRA for students in G1 and G2 were in MSA, 
including the stories and all questions in the reading comprehension and listening 
comprehension subtasks. All assessors asked the subtask questions and read the 
listening comprehension passages exactly as written in formal dialect without 
variance. The assessment was administered one-on-one, pairing a student and an 
assessor, using a tablet.  

                                                 
7 Saiegh-Haddad, E. (2005). Correlates of reading fluency in Arabic: Diglossic and orthographic factors. Reading 
and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 18, 559–582.  
8 Taouk, M., & Coltheart, M. (2004). The cognitive processes involved in learning to read in Arabic. Reading and 
Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 17, 27–57.  
9 Abu-Rabia, S. (2007). The role of morphology and short vowelization in reading Arabic among normal and 
dyslexic readers in Grades 3, 6, 9, and 12. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 36, 89–106.  
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Table 8. G1 and G2 EGR baseline assessment subtasks 

Subtask EGR Skill The Child Is Asked to… 

Listening 
Comprehension Oral language 

…verbally respond to oral questions
about one of five short stories read 
by the assessor. 

Letter Sounds 
(clspm) Alphabet knowledge 

…identify the sounds associated
with 100 letters with short diacritics 
(Timed subtask – 1 minute) 

Familiar Words 
(cwpm) Word recognition 

…read aloud a list of 50 familiar
words presented in random order on 
a page. 
(Timed subtask – 1 minute) 

Invented Words 
(cnonwpm) 

Letter sound knowledge 
and decoding 

… read aloud a list of 50 non-words
presented in random order on a 
page. (Timed subtask – 1 minute) 

ORF (cwpm) Automaticity and word 
recognition 

… read aloud a grade-level short
story printed on a page. (Timed 
subtask – 1 minute) 

Reading 
Comprehension 

Explicit and inferential 
comprehension 

… read one of five passages and
verbally respond to oral questions 
that the assessor asks about the 
passage (Reading portion is timed – 
3 minute)  

Writing (4 tasks) * 
Orthographic/phonological 
knowledge, grammar, 
vocabulary via writing 

1) …copy letters 
2) …write a word: المدرسة 
3)…write a sentence (“What do you 
do in the morning?”) 
4)…write a free-form response to a 
prompt (“What do you do in the 
morning?”) 

* The scoring criteria for the writing tasks can be found in Annex 3; clspm=correct letter
sounds per minute; cnonwpm=correct non-words per minute. 

4.3 How were the benchmarks for the G1 and G2 performance 
indicators set? 
No universal benchmark or threshold exists indicating the ability to read with fluency 
and comprehension or to write with fluency and comprehension. The benchmark 
used should be tailored to the language, context, and assessment utilized and should 
be developed in consultation with local reading experts and policymakers. In the 
absence of a context-specific benchmark, a common alternative is the level of ORF 
associated with 80% correct of the reading comprehension task. West Bank EGR 
used this standard in setting the benchmark for ORF at 30 wpm. In addition, the 
standard of using 80% as the benchmark for the reading comprehension task was 
followed. Therefore, a combined indicator of oral reading at 30 wpm accompanied by 
80% comprehension was used to evaluate student performance. The benchmark for 
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writing was merely set as children being able to express their ideas by writing a 
response to a question. 

4.4 Are students meeting the benchmarks set for reading and 
writing ability? 
A key purpose of the West Bank EGR baseline assessment was to establish the 
values of the performance indicators before the start of the EGR intervention 
activities. The student-level performance indicators were chosen to represent early 
grade reading and writing ability by the end of G2. The following sections report the 
baseline values for the performance indicators, disaggregated by group, gender, and 
other sample characteristics to identify differences between groups.  

Are there differences in the proportion of students meeting the indicators by group? 

Table 9 outlines the student-level performance indicators and their baseline values 
for both G1 and G2 by group. There were no significant differences between the 
EGR treatment group and the comparison group for either grade on any indicator; 
thus, because the students’ performance is equivalent before the start of the 
intervention, no adjustments will need to be made in future analyses to account for 
differences in groups, and any changes we find in the future will have resulted from 
the West Bank EGR activity. Few G1 students in EGR-supported schools met the 
benchmarks for the ORF, reading comprehension, or writing performance indicators, 
which is to be expected because students should perform at these levels by the end 
of G2. G2 students in EGR-supported schools performed better then G1 students on 
indicators; this result was expected as these students have had one more year of 
schooling compared to G1 students.  
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Table 9. Student-level performance indicator values by grade and group 

Student Reading  
Indicators 

Percent of Students Meeting the Indicator 
[95% CI] 

G1 G2 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment 
Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency of grade level text 
at the end of G2, with 
USG assistance (ORF≥30 
wpm). 

2.7% 
[±2.5] 

3.4% 
[±2.4] 

33.1% 
[±11.9] 

29.3% 
[±6] 

Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(RC≥80%) 

10.9% 
[±4.0] 

9.0% 
[±3.6] 

38.6% 
[±15.1] 

33.3% 
[±6.5] 

Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency and 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(ORF≥30 wpm and 
RC≥80%) 

1.6% 
[±1.8] 

2% 
[±1.7] 

21.9% 
[±13.5] 

19.2% 
[±5.4] 

Percentage of students 
who, by the end of two 
grades of primary 
schooling, are able to 
express their thoughts 
through writing 

3.1% 
[±2.6] 

3.9% 
[±2.5] 

12.7% 
[±8.9] 

14.3% 
[±3.1] 

 

Are there differences in the proportion of students meeting the indicators by gender? 

No differences were found between boys and girls in G1.  
However, G2 ORF and reading comprehension were significantly different by gender, 
as shown in Figure 6. Less than a fourth (21%) of boys were reading at least 30 wpm 
by the end of G2 compared to almost half (45%) girls. Approximately half of the girls 
were meeting the reading comprehension benchmark compared to 28% of boys. It is 
very common for girls to do better than boys in reading10.  

                                                 
10 Logan, S. & Johnston, R. (2010) Investigating gender differences in reading, Educational Review, 62,175-
187, DOI: 10.1080/00131911003637006 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911003637006
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Figure 6. Significant differences by gender on proportions of G2 students 
meeting ORF and reading comprehension indicators 

 

 

Are there differences in the proportion of students meeting the indicators by school gender? 

The performance was low across groups for G1 students, and a significantly lower 
proportion of students from all-boys schools met the ORF indicator. As shown in 
Figure 7, in G2, fewer students met the benchmarks for all indicators in all-boys 
schools than in all-girls or co-ed schools. As noted above, students’ performance on 
these indicators differed by gender, which may account for the differences found 
concerning school gender.  
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Figure 7. Significant differences by school gender in the proportions of G2 
students meeting ORF and reading comprehension indicators 

 

 

Are there differences in the proportion of students meeting the indicators by school location? 

Performance indicators disaggregated by rural or urban school location for both G1 
and G2 are presented in Table 10. School location found a significant difference in 
baseline performance on the ORF indicator. Significantly more G1 students attending 
rural schools (45%) met the indicators for both reading comprehension and writing. In 
G2, significantly more students from rural schools met the indicators for writing. 
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Table 10. Student-level performance indicator values by grade and school 
location  

Student Reading 
Indicators  

Percent of Students Meeting the Indicator 
[95% CI] 

G1 G2 
Rural Urban Rural Urban 

n=1,225 n=267 n=1,211 n=254 
Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency of grade-level text 
at the end of G2, with 
USG assistance (ORF≥30 
wpm) 

2.8% 
[±2.6] 

2.2% 
[±3.8] 

33.5% 
[±12.5] 

29.3% 
[±17.2] 

Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(RC≥80%) 

12,1%* 
[±3.6] 

3.0% 
[±3.5] 

39.3% 
[±16.4] 

32.6% 
[±12.0] 

Percentage of students 
who demonstrate reading 
fluency and 
comprehension of grade-
level text at the end of G2, 
with USG assistance 
(ORF≥30 wpm and 
reading 
comprehension≥80%) 

1.9 
[±1.9] 

0.1 
[±0.3] 

21.8 
[±14.5] 

20.8 
[±14.8] 

Percentage of students 
who, by the end of two 
grades of primary 
schooling, are able to 
express their thoughts 
through writing 

3.7%* 
[±2.7] 

.5% 
[±.8] 

14.4%* 
[±9.6] 

5.4% 
[±4.7] 

4.5 What are the reading and writing abilities of students in G1 
and G2? 
The baseline assessment provided an opportunity to gain a deeper understanding of 
the current reading and writing abilities of G1 and G2 students in the sample before 
the implementation of the EGR intervention. Another purpose of the baseline 
assessment was to establish any differences in reading and writing abilities between 
students from selected comparison schools and EGR-supported schools. The 
subsequent sections will answer the research questions outlined in Section 2.3.  

 G1 
Are the reading and writing levels of G1 students in EGR-supported schools equivalent to 
those of students in comparison schools at baseline? 



USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 29 

The summary scores for all subtasks of the assessment in G1 are shown in Table 
11. First, the percentage of students scoring zero on that subtask is presented. The 
mean scores are also listed, and those include any zero scores in their calculation. 
There were no differences between the comparison group and the EGR-treatment 
group in student performance on any task, regarding either the percentage of zero 
scores or the mean score.  
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Table 11. Percentage of zero scores and mean raw scores of subtasks by group in 
G1 

Subtask 

Percent of Students with 
Zero Scores 

[95% CI band] 
Mean Score 

[95% CI band] 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison  
EGR 

Treatment 
Listening 
Comprehension (% 
score) 
[5 items] 

10.4% 
[±3.7] 

9.7% 
[±1.9] 

59.8% 
[±6.4] 

58.1% 
[±2.4] 

Letter Sounds  
(clspm)  
[100 items] 

3.7% 
[±4.0] 

5.5% 
[±2.4] 

33.3 
[±4.2] 

32.1 
[±2.1] 

Familiar Words 
(cwpm) 
[50 items] 

4.9% 
[±4.0] 

9.5% 
[±4.0] 

9.3 
[±1.4] 

9.4 
[±.1] 

Invented Words 
(cnonwpm) 
[50 items] 

4.2% 
[±3.9] 

8.2% 
[±4.2] 

9.1 
[±1.0] 

8.9 
[±.9] 

ORF 
(Words/minute) 
[49-word passage] 

9.9% 
[±4.7] 

16.3% 
[±5.7] 

9.3 
[±1.6] 

9.7 
[±1.6] 

Reading 
Comprehension 
(% score) 
[5 items] 

60.4% 
[±8.5] 

63.3% 
[±4.8] 

20.9% 
[±5.4] 

18.1% 
[±4.0] 

Writing Subtask 

% of Students Unable to do 
Any of the Writing Subtask 

[95% CI band] 

% of Students Able to 
Accomplish the Writing 

Activity 
[95% CI band] 

Task 1: Copy letters 1.1% 
[±1.4] 

1.1% 
[±.6] 

21.3% 
[±9.8] 

17.4% 
[±6.9] 

Task 2: Write the 
word “المدرسة” 

9.1% 
[±4.6] 

11.7% 
[±3.7] 

16.2% 
[±5.3] 

13.3% 
[±2.3] 

Task 3: Write the 
sentence, “What do 
you do every 
morning?” 

16.4% 
[±6.4] 

19.9% 
[±3.5] 

1.9% 
[±3.1] 

.1% 
[±.1] 

Task 4: Write an 
answer to the 
question, ''What do 
you do every 
morning?” 

24.8% 
[±6.9] 

24.2% 
[±4.1] 

3.1% 
[±2.6] 

3.9% 
[±2.5] 
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What are the reading and writing abilities of G1 students in EGR-supported schools, before 
EGR implementation? 

The overall trend of student performance followed the developmental progression of 
reading skill acquisition but shows that students need more support for their oral 
language development. The percentages of zero scores in ORF, reading 
comprehension, and writing subtasks were higher than might be expected from 
students at the end of their first year of primary school. 
Listening Comprehension: On average, G1 students answered three out of five 
questions correctly regarding their listening comprehension of story text, revealing 
that most students have good skills associated with listening to oral language in 
Arabic.  
Letter sounds: By the end of G1, many students showed mastery of the letter sound 
task. Figure 8 shows the distribution of scores on each letter sound assessed. On 
average, students could identify 32 letter sounds per minute. Although the 
percentage of zero scores was low (6%), some students at the end of G1 could not 
identify any letter sounds. The Time on Task study findings showed that G1 students 
in observed schools spent the largest proportion of their classroom time (on average, 
37%) working on reading, including decoding. However, only 64% of the G1 
classrooms included instruction on the identification of letter sounds, which could 
account for the low performance of some students on this task   
Familiar and invented word reading: G1 students could read, on average, nine 
familiar words and nine invented-words per minute. The lack of difference between 
these results suggests that students were focusing on decoding individual letter 
sounds rather than on recognition of whole words. These results are congruent with 
the findings from the Time on Task study in that the primary focus of G1 instruction 
appeared to be decoding. Although the Time on Task study also showed that 
observed G1 teachers spent time instructing students on word recognition, the 
presence of diacritics or the difficulty of distinguishing between written and spoken 
Arabic language likely slowed down students’ recognition of grade-level familiar 
words and decoding sounds. Only 36% of G1 classrooms included instruction on the 
difference between written and spoken Arabic.  
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Figure 8. G1 score distribution of letter sounds 
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Figure 9. G1 score distribution of items on the ORF task 
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ORF: On average, G1 students could read 10 wpm of a story passage comprising 49 
words, which is similar to the familiar word and invented word results. Almost a fifth 
(17%) of the student sample could not read a single word by the end of G1. Figure 9 
shows that some words were difficult for all students and that some other words were 
easy for students. These findings, along with the results of the Time on Task study, 
as described in the prior paragraph, indicate that most students are still developing 
decoding skills during G1, which slows their achievement of fluency. Per the Time on 
Task study, in observed classrooms, instruction techniques on fluency in G1 were 
developmentally appropriate and involved the use of fingerpointing to text, echoing, 
choral reading, and solo reading. These findings indicate that although teachers are 
using appropriate strategies for building fluency, additional instruction time may be 
needed to increase fluency. 
Reading Comprehension: The mean score on reading comprehension corresponded 
to students answering, on average, one question correctly. Students’ low ORF 
performance is the cause of their low performance in reading comprehension. Most 
students in G1 were focusing their resources on decoding each word rather than 
understanding the meaning of the text they were reading. The Time on Task study 
indicated that in observed classrooms, G1 teachers spent the least amount of 
instructional time on comprehension and placed more emphasis on decoding. 
Together with the ORF findings and the results of the Time on Task study, the low 
performance on reading comprehension of students at the end of G1 is not 
surprising. 
Research has consistently demonstrated a strong association between reading 
fluency and reading comprehension. As fluency increases, the understanding of text 
increases. The relationship between the scores of G1 students on ORF and reading 
comprehension are plotted in Figure 10. In the current baseline, G1 students who 
could read with 80% comprehension or better (n = 86) were reading, on average, 20 
or more cwpm; this value is significantly different from the nine cwpm achieved by 
students reading with less than 80% comprehension.  
We examined the comprehension of only G1 readers by excluding those students 
with zero scores. The results, graphed in Figure 11, showed that the mean percent 
score of reading comprehension increased from 18% to 49% when non-readers and 
those who could not answer at least one question correctly about the text they had 
read were excluded. Of concern is that over half of the G1 students (61%) were 
unable to answer any of the questions on reading comprehension. Many students 
were unable to read with sufficient fluency to comprehend what they were reading. 
Again, the focus on decoding instruction in G1 may account for this finding, although 
their performance also shows that many students remain slow in their decoding by 
the end of G1. This latter point may indicate that, even though instruction is focused 
on decoding, children are not getting adequate time to practice and make their 
decoding skills automatic, which is a necessary precursor to reading fluently and with 
comprehension.  



 

Figure 10. G1 ORF of students meeting or not meeting the reading comprehension 
indicator 

 

Figure 11. G1 reading comprehension score with and without zero scores  
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their fine motor skills related to copying letters are still developing and that their 
performance on other literacy tasks impacts their word and sentence writing skills.  
By the end of G1, only 17% of students could correctly copy all the letters in the task. 
This finding is concerning because the Time on Task study showed that the observed 
G1 teachers spent 20% of their Arabic language instruction time on teaching writing 
and that, during Arabic lessons, students’ activities involved writing 24% of the time. 
During half of that instruction time, the pedagogical focus of G1 teachers was on 
letter formation. Figure 12 presents the score distribution of the letter writing task for 
G1, showing that most students (49%) were scored in the category citing omission of 
letters, poor spacing, inconsistent letter size, letter reversal, and omitted diacritics 
(full list can be found in Annex 3).  

Figure 12. G1 score distribution of the letter writing task 
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Figure 13. G1 score distribution of the word writing task 
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Figure 14. G1 score distribution on the sentence writing task  
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Figure 15. G1 score distribution on the writing for ideas task  
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4.5.2 G2 
Are the reading and writing levels of G2 students in EGR-supported schools equivalent to 
those of students in comparison schools at baseline? 

The summary scores for all subtasks, including the percentage of zero scores and 
the mean scores, of the assessment for G2 are shown in Table 12, with the 
percentage of zero scores listed first. The research questions presented in the next 
two sections for G2 students refer to the information shown in this table. No 
significant differences were found in reading and writing abilities between students 
from comparison and EGR-treatment schools on any of the tasks. 
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Table 12. Percentage of zero scores and mean raw scores on subtasks by group 
in G2 

Subtask 

Percent of Students with 
Zero Scores 

[95% CI band] 
Mean Score 

[95% CI band] 

Comparison 
EGR 

Treatment Comparison  
EGR 

Treatment 

Listening 
Comprehension 
Score 
[5 items] 

6.1% 
[±2.7] 

5.3% 
[±2.3] 

73.9% 
[±4.8] 

69.8% 
[±4.7] 

Letter Sounds  
(clspm) 
[100 items] 

2.6% 
[±2.4] 

3.8% 
[±1.5] 

44.6 
[±5.2] 

42.9 
[±2.7] 

Familiar Words 
(Words/minute) 
[50 items] 

1.8% 
[±1.8] 

5.6% 
[±2.5] 

17.3 
[±3.3] 

16.2 
[±1.4] 

Invented Words 
(cnonwpm) 
[50 items] 

1.3% 
[±1.9] 

3.8% 
[±1.4] 

13 
[±2.0] 

12.5 
[±1.1] 

ORF 
(Words/minute) 
[49-word passage] 

4.3% 
[±2.2] 

8.2% 
[±3.7] 

24.4 
[±4.9] 

22.4 
[±2.1] 

Reading 
Comprehension 
(%Score) 
[5 items] 

25.5% 
[±8.0] 

32% 
[±7.5] 

50.8% 
[±12.5] 

45% 
[±6.3] 

Writing Subtask 

Percent of Students Unable to Do Any of the Writing 
Subtask 

[95% CI band] 

Task 1: Copy letters 0 % 
[±.] 

.3% 
[±.3] 

25.1% 
[±11.6] 

24.6% 
[±8.0] 

Task 2: Write the 
word “المدرسة” 

5.4% 
[±3.6] 

6.9% 
[±2.6] 

22.5% 
[±9.7] 

18% 
[±4.5] 

Task 3: Write the 
sentence, “What do 
you do every 
morning?” 

7.2% 
[±3.9] 

9.4% 
[±2.6] 

2.3% 
[±2.3] 

3.6% 
[±1.7] 

Task 4: Write an 
answer to the 
question, “What do 
you do every 
morning?” 

9.5% 
[±3.4] 

12.8% 
[±4.9] 

12.7% 
[±8.9] 

14.3% 
[±3.1] 

 



 

The summary scores for all subtasks comparing 2014 results to 2018, including the 
percentage of zero scores and the mean scores, of the assessment for G2 are 
shown in Table 13. See Annex 5 for an explanation of the differences. 

Table 13. Percentage of zero scores subtasks by group in G2 between 2014 and 
2018  

Subtask 

Percent of Students with Zero Scores 
 

2014 2018 

Listening Comprehension (% score) 
[5 items] 7.1% 5.3% 

Letter Sounds (clspm)  
[100 items] 6.8% 3.8% 

Familiar Words (cwpm) 
[50 items] 10.0% 5.6% 

Invented Words (cnonwpm) 
[50 items] 8.7% 3.8% 

ORF (Words/minute) 
[49-word passage] 22.1% 8.2% 

Reading Comprehension (% score) 
 35.7% 32% 

What are the reading and writing abilities of G2 students in EGR-supported schools, before 
EGR implementation? 

In contrast to the G1 students’ performance, which showed that they focused mostly 
on decoding, the performance of many G2 students demonstrated that they are 
progressing to reading with comprehension. Although many students by the end of 
G2 were developing strong reading abilities, some were still struggling with lower-
level literacy skills. The trend of performance found in the baseline assessment 
reflects the findings of the Time on Task study, with teachers spending less time on 
skills such as identifying letter sounds and more time in extending language, reading, 
and comprehension. 
Letter Sounds: On average, students could identify 43 letter sounds per minute at the 
end of G2. The percentage of students who could not identify any letter sounds was 
low—4%—but at this timepoint in school, all students should be able to identify many 
letter sounds. Because only 41% of observed G2 classrooms included instruction on 
letter sounds, as found in the Time on Task study, teachers should use formative 
assessment strategies to identify those students who managed to progress past G1 
without having the requisite skills to support reading.  
Familiar and Invented Word Reading: G2 students could read, on average, 16 
familiar words and 13 invented words per minute. Although this difference is not 
significant, it does show that students were starting to identify words they should 
know and to focus less on sounding out letters. A low percentage of students (6%) 
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did not recognize any familiar words at the end of G2. The Time on Task study 
indicated that observed G2 teachers spent more instruction time on word recognition 
than on individual letter sounds or blends.  
ORF: Students read, on average, 22 words with diacritics per minute by the end of 
G2, which is higher than the average of 16 familiar words; thus, students had better 
fluency when words were set within a context (a story). Eight percent of students 
could not read any wpm by the end of 2 years of primary school. Overall, students 
were reading slowly by the end of G2, with some still working on sounding out words 
and building on pre-reading skills, such as letter knowledge and word recognition, 
learned in G1 and prior. 
Reading Comprehension: The mean score on reading comprehension was 50%, 
meaning that students, on average, could answer approximately two to three 
questions out of five. A quarter (26%) of the sample of G2 students could not answer 
a single question correctly. These findings also paint a picture of students ending 
second grade as slow readers, with a sizeable number still unable to understand the 
meaning of what they were reading. These results are surprising given the findings 
from the Time on Task study. That study showed that the observed G2 teachers 
spent the most time on comprehension out of the three grades observed and that 
teachers focused on using explicit and inferential questions and teaching keywords 
found in the text.  
To understand better the relationship between fluency and comprehension, we 
examined the fluency of students who achieved the reading comprehension 
benchmark. The relationship between ORF and reading comprehension is shown in 
Figure 16. Students who could read with 80% reading comprehension or better (n = 
365) were reading, on average, 35 cwpm, compared with the 19 cwpm read by 
students reading with less than 80% comprehension; this difference is significant and 
substantial. Also, when looking at the comprehension of only G2 readers, the mean 
percent score of reading comprehension increased from 45% to 66% when students 
who could not comprehend any text were excluded, as shown in Figure 17.  

Figure 16. G2 ORF of students meeting or not meeting the reading comprehension 
indicator  
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Figure 17. G2 reading comprehension scores with and without zero scores  

 

 

Writing: Students in G2 completed the same four writing tasks as students in G1, as 
described in Section 4.5.1. Overall, performance by students at the end of G2 was 
only slightly better than that of students at the end of G1. The findings, described in 
more detail below, point to a need for more Arabic language instructional time on oral 
language development, writing, and the differences between spoken and written 
Arabic.  
Only a quarter of the students in G2 correctly copied the three letters presented to 
them. As shown in Figure 18, almost half of the G2 students scored in the middle 
and made mistakes such as omitted letters, poor spacing, inconsistent letter size, 
omitted diacritics, and reversals. Slightly more than a quarter of the students scored 
a level below correct, showing proper spacing, consistent letter size, and neat letter 
formation but not for all three letters. These results do show an improvement from G1 
student performance but only a slight one. The Time on Task study found that G2 
writing instruction time accounted for 18% of the time devoted to Arabic language 
during observed lessons but that students spent 33% of the overall Arabic language 
time writing.  
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Figure 18. G2 score distribution on the letter writing task 

 

 

As shown in Figure 19, when asked to write the word المدرسة, almost a fifth (18%) of 
the G2 students completed the task correctly. Nearly 40% of the students correctly 
spelled the word but did not use appropriate diacritics or reversed letters. Figure 20 
shows the score distribution for the sentence writing task. At the end of G2, only 4% 
of students could write the sentence, “What do you do in the morning?” As stated in 
Section 4.5.1, to correctly write the word and sentence, a student must have letter 
and spelling knowledge, oral language skills, word awareness, and knowledge about 
the difference between spoken and written Arabic. The Time on Task study revealed 
that during observed lessons in G2, teachers used effective literacy instruction 
strategies to teach oral language, word awareness, and decoding during the Arabic 
language classroom time. However, as with G1, these findings show that students 
need more support than teachers are currently giving them to reach writing goals.  
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Figure 19. G2 score distribution of word writing task 

 

Figure 20. G2 score distribution of sentence writing task  
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Finally, Figure 21 shows the score distribution for writing the answer to the question, 
“What do you do in the morning?” Surprisingly, more students correctly wrote the 
answer to the sentence (14%) than wrote the sentence (4%). It is possible that the 
responses the students chose to write may have been much shorter than the 
sentence, allowing more students to respond correctly. The Time on Task study 
seemed to show that in G2, observed teachers spent 35% of writing instruction 
teaching students to write for ideas, which may account for students’ higher 
performance on this portion of the writing subtask.  

Figure 21. G2 score distribution of writing for ideas task 

 

4.6 What are the student and home characteristics associated 
with higher reading ability?11 
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Figure 22. ORF of students with and without KG exposure by grade 

Reading resources and family literacy support at home were significantly associated 
with higher reading ability among both G1 and G2 students. For G1 students, having 
books at home (n = 676), reading alone at home (n = 719), and reading aloud to 
someone at home (n = 592) were associated with, on average, two additional cwpm 
of reading fluency. Specifically, students whose fathers read at home to them (n = 
313) read on average 10.3 wpm which is statistically significantly higher (p=0.06) 
than those who did not have fathers who read to them (n = 484, 7.8 wpm)14. For G2 
students, having books at home (n = 711) and reading alone at home (n = 848) were 
associated with, on average, five to six more cwpm than students without those 
books (n = 748) and home activities (n = 612).  
No school characteristics15 were associated with higher reading ability among 
students in grade. 1.  And only school gender showed a significant difference in 
grade 2 reading performance. Student in all girl schools and co-ed schools read 
significantly faster than students attending all boys’ schools.  

Recommendations 
Overall, the baseline assessment of students at the end of KG, G1, and G2 showed 
that although many students are on the path to becoming successful readers, many 
are still developing their foundational reading skills, such as letter sound knowledge 

14 Fathers who read to G2 student (28.7 wpm) Vs. Fathers who do not read to G2 students (22 wpm). p=0.095. 
Note: that although this seems of actual significance, it is not of statistical significance because the sample size 
of those fathers who did not read to the student was so low (n=149).   

15 School characteristics included: School Gender, Region; Urban/Rural; Kindergarten attached to school; subset 
of schools has learning teacher development program (LTD) and school support program (SSP) (note: only 3 
school sampled); School is located in Area C. (note: only 16 schools sampled). 
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and word recognition. The recommendations for the West Bank EGR activity to help 
more students meet reading and writing benchmarks are as follows.  
Develop a plan to implement the “literacy diet” and other recommendations 
from the Time on Task study. The results of the baseline assessment were 
consistent with the findings of the Time on Task study. The Time on Task study 
indicated that although many aspects of instruction are going well, there are areas in 
which pedagogy can be refined or improved and indeed areas where teachers can 
provide students greater opportunity to practice their skills and, thus, achieve higher 
levels of automaticity. By building on existing effective instructional practices and 
maximizing the amount of time teachers are devoting to literacy and writing, students 
could be placed on a successful trajectory for reading. 
Support teachers in developing students’ oral language and providing explicit 
phonics instruction. Students in all grades could benefit from expanding their 
expressive and receptive vocabulary, which will assist them in building the 
relationship between letters, words, and meaning. Practicing decoding and spelling 
with common patterns of letters will increase fluency, as will repeated reading of 
familiar text.  
Provide more time for students to practice writing letters in KG and G1. All 
students, regardless of age, struggled with correctly writing letters. Students should 
be given more time to practice forming their letters and using writing utensils so that 
by G2, students can focus on expressing their ideas through writing.  
Help students understand the difference between written and spoken Arabic to 
improve literacy skills. Explicitly exploring the differences between spoken and 
written Arabic will help students expand their oral language and develop their literacy 
skills.  
Prioritize support for students demonstrating zero scores in letter sound 
knowledge, word recognition, and letter writing. Teachers should be supported in 
the use of formative assessments to identify students who demonstrate no or very 
low pre-reading skills of letter sound knowledge and recognizing familiar words. 
These students are on the path to being non-readers by the end of G2. Equipping 
teachers with the skills to both identify these vulnerable students and provide better 
instruction on foundational skills will make these children less susceptible to poor 
academic outcomes, such as repetition or drop out. In addition, when looking at the 
comprehension of only G2 readers, we found that the mean percent score for reading 
comprehension increased from 45% to 66% when students who could not 
comprehend any text were excluded.  
In addition to the above recommendations, the results of this initial assessment of 
reading and writing skills indicate that by G2, students are beginning to show 
appreciable levels of skill development. However, performance in G1 and on pre-
literacy skills in KG suggests that an opportunity to have students develop those 
skills sooner and with greater mastery is being missed.  
If the first three years of schooling—pre-primary, G1, and G2—can be more 
deliberately treated as a continuum during which children can be expected to 
progress through a developmentally appropriate sequence of skill development, then 
it should be possible to see children making greater gains in G1 and, thus, advancing 
further in their reading and writing capacity in G2. Compared to other countries where 
a similar assessment (EGRA) has been implemented, the proportion of students 
scoring zero is very low in the West Bank. However, students in G1 in particular are 
not showing the level of automatic skill development (e.g., recognizing letter sounds, 
rapidly reading familiar words, decoding) needed to establish a sound foundation for 
literacy. Teachers are providing instruction in these areas, but student levels of 



 

performance indicate that they are not getting enough opportunity to practice and 
become automatic in applying and extending those skills, as illustrated in the Time on 
Task study. Although principals reported that in G1 and G2 a consistent 400 minutes 
per week should be devoted to Arabic, the study found that teachers were spending 
an average of 38 minutes per day (avg = 190 min per week) in Arabic instruction. By 
increasing significantly, the instruction time focused on learning Arabic, such as to 
90-120 minutes as recommended by the Time on Task study, students may reach 
the appropriate level of skill development. 
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Annex 1. Sample Methodology, Sample Weights, and 
Precision Estimates 

This annex discusses the details of the sample, the population it represents, and how 
the sample is appropriately representative of that population. This annex also 
discusses the precision estimates for the major outcome variables from which the 
sample size was derived.  

Population of interest and sample frame  
The population of interest includes all primary government schools that contain a G1 
and G2 (n = 1,048 schools). More specifically, the population of interest comprises all 
school with kindergarten (KG), grade 1 (G1), and grade 2 (G2) students attending the 
Early Grade Reading (EGR) schools, as well as all G1 and G2 students attending 
public, non-EGR schools (i.e., comparison schools). The EGR group’s population 
contains 101 schools, 30 of which have a KG and 71 that do not. The comparison 
schools consist of 947 schools, 100 of which have KGs. Table A1 provides the total 
number of schools and G1 and G2 enrollment. The sample frame used was the list of 
schools from the 2017/2018 census, kindly provided by the Ministry of Education and 
Higher Education (MOEHE). 

Table A1. Population of interest: all KG, G1, and G2 students attending EGR 
schools and all G1 and G2 students attending public, non-EGR schools  

Strata 
N 

Schools 
% of 

Schools 
G1 

Enrollment 
G2 

Enrollment 
G1 + G2 

Enrollment 
EGR 
No KG 71 6.7 3,054 3,096 6,150 
EGR KG attached 30 2.9 1,213 1,313 2,526 
Comparison  947 90.4 42,813 44,100 86,913 
Total 1,048 100.0 47,080 48,509 95,589 

 

Sample Methodology  
The sample methodology was for a two-stage random sample of schools and 
students. Schools were separated into three strata (i.e., EGR-no KG, EGR-KG, and 
comparison). Schools within each group were then sorted by region, directorate, 
school gender type (i.e., all girls, all boys, or co-ed), urban or rural, and combined G1 
and G2 enrollment. Schools were selected with equal probability within their stratum. 
A total of 80 schools were chosen for the baseline: 40 EGR-no KG, 20 EGR-KG, and 
20 comparison schools. Twenty EGR-KG schools were selected to serve as a G1 
and G2 EGR school sample and the EGR KG sample.  
It should be noted that we desired to increase the number of comparison schools 
during the sample methodology development stages. However, at the time, MOEHE 
was reluctant to allow assessors into more than 20 comparisons schools. A larger 
sample of comparison schools would have provided better estimate precisions, 
particularly for the G1 and G2 students attending comparison schools and would 
have allowed for a sub-selection of the comparison KGs for comparison with EGR 
KGs. 
Once the assessment team arrived at a school, they selected 20 G1 and 20 G2 
students in each school chosen and 20 KG students in each EGR school with an 



 

attached KG. Table A2 displays the sample methodology, Table A3 provides the 
expected sample counts, and Table A4 presents the final total numbers of completed 
student assessments.  

Table A2. Sample methodology for the West Bank EGR baseline assessment: 
Two-stage stratified sample of schools and students 

Stage 
Item 

Sampled Stratification 
Probability 
of Selection FPC 

1 

Schools (80) 

EGR-KG, 
EGR-noKG, 
and 
Comparison 
(3) 

Equal 
Total schools 
in the given 
stratum 

2 
Students 
(3,600) 

KG, G1, and 
G2 
(3) 

Equal 

Total students 
in the given 
grade (across 
all classes) 

FPC: finite population correction 

Table A3. Expected sample size: Sample size of schools and students for the 
West Bank EGR baseline assessment 

Stratification 
Sampled 
Schools 

Sampled 
KG 

Students 

Sampled 
G1 

Students 

Sampled 
G2 

Students 

Total 
Sampled 
Students 

EGR 
No KG 40 0 800 

(20/school) 
800 

(20/school) 1,600 

EGR  
KG attached 20 400 

(20/school) 
400 

(20/school) 
400 

(20/school) 1,200 

Comparison 20 0 400 
(20/school) 

400 
(20/school) 800 

 Total 80 400 1,600 1,600 3,600 
 

Table A4. Actual sample size of schools and student for the West Bank EGR 
baseline assessment 

Stratification 
Sampled 
Schools 

Sampled 
KG 

Students 

Sampled 
G1 

Students 

Sampled 
G2 

Students 

Total 
Sampled 
Students 

EGR 
No KG 39 0 771 739 1,510 

EGR  
KG attached 21 293 349 365 714 

Comparison 20 0 372 361 733 
Total 80 293 1,492 1,465 2,957 



  

52  USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 

Sample Weights 
All sample weights were calculated as the inverse of the selection probability at each 
stage of selection (school and student). School weights were scaled to the known 
populations of schools by EGR/non-EGR and school-type (all boys, all girls, and co-
ed schools). The G1 and G2 student weights were scaled to the population by 
EGR/non-EGR, school type, and grade. We were unable to scale to the boy-girl 
population because the sample frame did not provide enrollment by gender; 
however, the majority of the population attends either an all-girls school or all-boys 
school. Table A5 presents the weighted totals and the sample totals by EGR, school 
type, and grade. 

Table A5. G1 and G2 sample weights, scaled to the population of G1 and G2 
students in the EGR/comparison population by school type 

EGR 
Indicator 

School 
Type 

Sample Weights Scaled to the 
Population Sample 

Schools 
G1 

Students 
G2 

Students Schools 
G1 

Students 
G2 

Students 

Comparison 
All 
Girls 312 15,025 15,394 9 176 180 

Comparison 
All 
Boys 285 13,866 14,485 4 73 73 

Comparison Co-ed 350 13,877 14,210 7 123 108 

EGR 
All 
Girls 33 1,547 1,527 21 395 395 

EGR 
All 
Boys 34 1,519 1,629 16 318 298 

EGR Co-ed 34 1,246 1,264 23 407 411 

Total 1,048 47,080 48,509 80 1,492 1,465 
 

KGs were composed of a mix of boys and girls and did not follow the primary 
school’s type (i.e., all-boys, all-girls, or co-ed). Thus, school type was not relevant to 
the KG analysis. Further, the census data did not provide KG enrollment figures, so 
the KG data were not scalable to any population. Table A6 shows the KG sample 
size and weighted sample size (i.e., estimated population size) for the KG EGR 
schools.  

Table A6.  KG sample weights  

  
School 

Population 

Weighted Sample 
(Estimated Population 

Size) Sample 
Boys Girls Students Schools Boys Girls 

EGR 30 278 269 547 21 146 147 
 



 

Precision Estimates  
The G1 and G2 sample size calculations were derived using the oral reading fluency 
(ORF) scores that had the desired 95% confidence band of ±2.5 words per minute 
(wpm) by grade and treatment group. With a standard deviation (SD) of 16.0,16 the 
school sample size was estimated to be 60 treatment schools and 60 control schools. 
Within each school, it was determined that 20 students needed to be sampled in 
each grade. As mentioned before, the MOEHE limited the number of comparison 
schools to 20, so we worked within the allowed number of schools.  
As seen in Table A7, the precision for G1 EGR and comparison schools fell within 
the desired ±2.5-wpm band. Both groups had a very tight band of ±1.6 wpm, mainly 
because of the small SDs.  

Table A7.  ORF means and precision estimates  

EGR 
Indicator n 

Range 
(wpm) 

Mean 
(wpm) 

95% CI 
Band 
(wpm) 

SD 
(wpm) ICC DEF 

Comparison 372 [0,50] 9.3 ±1.6 7.8 0.155 3.8 
EGR 1,120 [0,55] 9.7 ±1.6 9.2 0.184 1.0 
Overall 1,492 [0,55] 9.3 ±1.5 8.0 0.176 3.6 

CI: confidence interval; DEF: design effect, ICC: intra-class correlation. 

The G2 EGR students also fell within the desired ±2.5-wpm band and had a tight 
precision of ±2.2 wpm (Table A8). However, with a ±4.8-wpm band, the sampled G2 
comparison students did not reach the desired accuracy. This result is mainly 
attributable to the fact that only 20 comparison schools were visited.  

Table A8.  G2 ORF means and precision estimates  

EGR 
Indicator n 

Range 
(wpm) 

Mean 
(wpm) 

95% CI 
Band 
(wpm) 

SD 
(wpm) ICC DEF 

Comparison 360 [0,95] 24.4 ±4.8 16.5 0.184 5.5 

EGR 1,104 [0,145] 22.4 ±2.2 15.8 0.17 0.8 

Overall 1,464 [0,145] 24.2 ±4.4 16.4 0.174 5.2 

The KG sample size calculations were derived using the initial sound score with a 
desired 95% confidence band of ±1.0 items correct. With a final precision of ±0.7 
items correct, the results are within the desired accuracy (Table A9).  

Table A9.  KG initial sound mean score and precision estimate  

EGR 
Indicator n 

Range 
Score 

Mean 
Score 

95% CI Band 
Score 

SD 
Score ICC DEF 

EGR 293 [0,10] 2.8 ±0.7 3.5 0.409 1.5 

                                                 
16 The SD was obtained from the 2014 West Bank survey of G2 students’ ORF. The estimated SD was 15.7.  
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Annex 2. Instruments in Modern Standard Arabic 
(MSA)  
 

 والكتابة في الّصفوف المبكرةمشروع القراءة 
 مسح مباشر للّطلبة في مرحلة رياض األطفال 

  الّلغة واالستعداد القرائّي والكتابيّ 

  ُكتّیب الباحث

 الّتعليمات:

ر األطفال في مرحلة رياض األطفال، ومدى اكتسابهم المعرفة في هذه المرحلة المبكرة.  سُتمّكنك هذه األداة من قياس تطوُّ
 األسئلة كاّفة للّطفل، كما هي مبّینة تمامًا، وحسب الّتعليمات أدناه. هنالك نوعان من أنواع الخّط المطبوع: یرجى قراءة

يشیر للّتعليمات الواجب للباحث قراءتها للّطفل بصوت مرتفع وواضح؛ لذا الخط العريض:  •
ا مهّم لضمان . فهذوبالّضبط كما هو مبّین تمامًا،یرجى قراءة هذا الّنوع من الخّط للّطفل 

 جميع األطفال بطريقة موّحدة. لوصول اإلرشادات 
 الخط المائل: يشیر إلى الّتعليمات الخاّصة بالباحث. یرجى عدم قراءة هذه اإلرشادات للّطفل. •

الّطفل أجاب  مثل: (أنت تعمل بجّد، تابع!). وال ُتقّدم تعليقات ُتفید بأنّ للّطفل،  تشجيعًا محایداً خالل فترة تطبیق األداة، قّدم 
ِم الّتشجيع بین األسئلة  بشكل صحيح، أو غیر صحيح على الّسؤال، إّال في الحاالت المشار إلیها في االمثلة العملّية. قدِّ
 المختلفة، وليس أثناء اإلجابة. یجب عدم إعطاء أّي تلميحات، أو إيحاءات (تعابیر الوجه) خالل إجابة الّطفل لألسئلة.

 الّلفظّيةالّتحّية والموافقة 

 مرحبُا، اسمي: ______________________، وأنا أعمل مع ___________________.

 

 نحن هنا للّتعرُّف إلى كيفّية تعلُّم أطفال الّروضة.

 سألعب معك بعض األلعاب حول الحروف والكلمات والقصص، وأريد منك أن تبذَل جهدك للقيام بها. 

 كنَت تحتاج لذلك، فقط أخبرني، ويمكنك الّتوقُّف عن الّلعب إذا أردَت ذلك.يمكنك الّتوقُّف ألخذ استراحة، إذا 

 هل فهمت؟

 هل لديك أّي أسئلة؟

 هل أنت مستعد للَبْدء؟



 

 _______________الّرقم الّتعريفي للّطفل:  □ضْع عالمة (صّح) في حال الحصول على الموافقة الّشفهّية 

 الحصول على الموافقة الّشفهّية، اشكر الّطفل، وانتقل إلى الّطفل الذي یليه). كل يةل(إذا 

 معلومات عاّمة: 

 1 اسم المشرف 

 2 المنطقة 

 3 المدیرية  

 4 الّتجّمع الّسكانّي  

 5 رْقم المدرسة 

 6 اسم المدرسة 

 = بنین  1

 = بنات 2

 = مختلطة 3

 نوع المدرسة

 7 

 8 جنس الّطالب أنثى = 2= ذكر            1

  عدد فترات الدراسة في المدرسة = فترتین 2= فترة واحدة        1

 ،  6-5الفئة العمرية:

 ال يعرف

  _____ .....................................السنوات

 كم عمرك؟

 10 

 یـــوم  شهــر  ســــــــــنة

........... / ........ / ........ 

 الّطفل ال يعرف

 میالده؟تاريخ المیالد، هل يعرف الّطفل تاريخ 
11 

 تمهیدي/ رياض أطفال

 888 ........................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 ما صفك؟ 

(مالحظة: إذا كان الّطفل ليس من ضمن الّصفوف الخاضعة 

للّتقیيم ، اشكِر الّطالب، واشرْح له أّنك تقوم بتقیيم الّصفوف 

 الخاضعة للّتقیيم فقط.)

12 

 13 أین تسكن؟ 

 0 ................................................. ال

 1 ................................................ نعم

 888 .......................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 14 هل لديك قصص في البیت؟ 
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 0 ....................................................... ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 .......................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

ھل تجلس وحدك، وتقرأ كتباً وقصصاً أخرى غیر الكتب المدرسیة 
  في البیت؟

 0 ........................................................ ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 15 ؟ یوم أمس البیتلشخص ما في  بصوت مرتفعهل قرأت قراءًة 

 0 ........................................................ ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ اإلجابةال أعرف/ رفض 

 ھل یوجد ھناك َمْن یقرأ لك في البیت؟ 
 

 0 ....................................................... ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 16 إذا كانت اإلجابة نعم، هل تقرأ لك والدتك؟ 

 0 ....................................................... ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 17 إذا كانت اإلجابة نعم، هل يقرأ لك والدك؟ 

 األخ. 

 األخت.

 الجّد/ الجّدة.

 العّمة.العّم/ 

 الخال/ الخالة.

 الجهاز الّلوحي.

 أخرى.

 َمْن يقرأ لك أيضًا؟ 

18 

  ال نعم --

هل تمتلك عائلتك أّي من الحاجيات التالية في 

 المنزل؟

 اقرأ خيارات األجوبة بصوت عاٍل.

 

 .َأِشْر إلى الصورة المناسبة 

19 

 آلة غسل الّصحون (الجّالية) 0 1 888

  تلفاز 0 1 888

  هاتف منزلي (تلفون) 0 1 888

  هاتف محمول (موبایل)  0 1 888

 هاتف ذكي 0 1 888

  جهاز حاسوب 0 1 888

 جهاز حاسوب محمول  0 1 888

  حاسوب لوحّي (األیباد) 0 1 888

  إنترنت 0 1 888

 سيارة  0 1 888

  مكّیف هوائيّ  0 1 888

  مايكروويف 0 1 888



 

 الّلعبة األولى: المفردات الّتعبیرّية

 المواّد: ال یوجد.

 اآلن،أاريد أنأ ألعب معك لعبة تسمية األشياء، مثل األطعمة، والحیوانات.

م الّطفل أكثر من   هل إجابات، يمكنك تشجيعه/ تحفیزه مّرة واحدة عن طريق سؤاله: 3أو  2مالحظات: في حال لم ُيقدَّ
 المزيد؟تستطيع الّتفكیر في 

 

 قواعد الّتوقُّف:
 

ن الّطفل من الّتفكیر في مزيد من األشياء التي ُيمكن أكلها او التوقف لمدة   10األشياء القابلة لألكل: عند عدم تمكُّ
 أنواع، انتقل إلى سؤال الحیوانات. 10ثواني، أو عندما یذكر الّطفل 

حیوانات، انتقل إلى الجزء 10أنواع الحیوانات، أو عندما یذكر الحیوانات: عندما ال يستطيع الّطفل الّتفكیر في مزيد من 
 الّتالي.

ُيشیر الّطفل إلى أكبر عدد  الّتعليمات 

 الحیوانات /مذكور من األطعمة

أعلى عدد من 

األطعمة/ الحیوانات 

 رددها الّطفل

ال أعرف/ ال 

یوجد رّد 

)99( 

 سمحت اذكر أكبر عدد ممكن من األشياء.اذكر األطعمة التي يمكنك أن تأكلها؟ لو قل:  أ1

 )10سّجِل اإلجابات (توّقْف عند اإلجابة رقم  

 

  

اآلن، أريد منك أن تخبَرني عن الحیوانات التي تعرفها. لو سمحت اذكر أكبر عدد من أسماء  ب1

 الحیوانات التي تعرفها. (ُتقبل األسماء بالّلغة العربية فقط).

 )10عند اإلجابة رقم سّجل اإلجابات (توّقف  
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الّثانية: الّتعرُّف إلى الّصوت األّول في الكلمة الّلعبة  

 المواّد: ال یوجد.

 مالحظات: التحفیز اإلضافّي: كّرِر الكلمة مّرة واحدة لكّل سؤال، إذا لزم األمر.
ص لإلجابة (ال یوجد رّد)، وانتقل للّسؤال الّتالي.ثواٍن، َضْع عالمة في المكان  5قواعد الّتوقُّف: إْن لم يستجِب الّطفل بعد   المخصَّ

 أمثلة عملّية:

 (للـ (فونيم): (أصغر َوحدة صوتّية)، الفِظ الّصوت، وليس االسم).

هذه هي لعبة االستماع، أريدك أن تخبَرني عن بداية صوت كّل كلمة. على سبیل المثال: في كلمة (باب)، الّصوت األّول هو 

 ّل كلمة مّرتین. استمع إلى الكلمة، ثّم قْل لي الّصوَت األّول في تلك الكلمة.(ب). سأقول ك

 هذا صحيح، أّول صوت في (َفْأر) هو (َف).: إذا استجاب الّطفل بشكل صحيح، قل لنتمّرن. ما أّول صوت في (فأر)؟ (فأر).

 استمع مّرة أخرى: (ففففّفأر)، الّصوت األّول في (فأر)هو (ف). إذا لم يستجب الّطفل بشكل صحيح، قل:

هذا صحيح، والّصوت إذا استجاب الّطفل بشكل صحيح، قل: اآلن دعنا نحاول كلمة أخرى: ما أّول صوت في (َمْوز)؟ (َمْوز).

(مممممَمْوز). الّصوت األّول في (َمْوز) استمع مّرة أخرى: : إذا لم يستجِب الّطفل بشكل صحيح، قل األّول في (َمْوز) هو (م).

 هو (َم). هل تفهم ما عليك القيام به؟

 إذ لم يستجیب الطفل بشكل غیر صحيح، أو قال إّنه ال يفهم، قّدم مثاًال آخر (على أّال تتعّدى ثالثة أمثلة) قبل البدء في هذه.
 إجابة  الّتعليمات 

 )1صحيحة (

 إجابة 

 )0غیر صحيحة (

 ال يعلم/ 

 )99 يستجیب (ال

ما أّول صوت في (َشْمس)؟ (َشْمس). قل:  

 : َشـاإلجابة الّصحيحة
   

 ما أّول صوت في (َقَمر)؟ (َقَمر).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: َقـ

   

 ما أّول صوت في (َأَسد)؟ (َأَسد)قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: أَ 

   

 ما أّول صوت في (وردة)؟ (وردة).قل:  

 الّصحيحة: وَ اإلجابة 

   

    ما أّول صوت في (ُبْنُدق)؟ (ُبْنُدق).قل:  



 

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: ُبـ

 ما أّول صوت في (ُدّب)؟ (ُدّب).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: دُ 

   

 ما أّول صوت في (ُسَلْحفاة)؟ (ُسَلْحفاة).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: ُسـ

   

 ما أّول صوت في (فیل)؟ (فیل).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: ِفـ

   

 ما أّول صوت في (رامي)؟ (رامي).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: رَ 

   

 ما أّول صوت في (ُغیوم)؟ (ُغیوم).قل:  

 اإلجابة الّصحيحة: ُغـ

   

 الّلعبة الّثالث: اصوات الحروف مع المقاطع القصیرة

 كّراس الّطالب، وقل له:قدم الّطالب ورقة األحرف الموجودة في الصفحة الّثانية من 

)، ُيقرأ َأِشْر إلى الحرف "ـسـَ "هذه الّصفحـة ملیئة بالحروف، رجاًء اقرأ الحرف مع حركته. فعلى سبیل المثال: الحرف (ـسـَـ): (
، فإذا استطاع الّطالب أن ینطق )اطلب من الّطالِب أن يقرأ "كـُ"(ـَسـ)، اآلن حاول أنت. اقرْأ لي أنت هذا الحرف مع حركته، و(

  الحرف مع الحركة (كـُ ).. أّما إذا أخطأ الّطالب، فقل له: (أحسنت)، هذا الحرف "كـُ "الحرف مع الحركة بشكل صحيح، فقل له: 
طاع الّطالب ، فإذا است)اطلْب من الّطالب َتَعّرف الحرف مع حركته "ِل"اآلن حاوْل مّرة أخرى: اقرْأ لي هذا الحرف مع حركته، و(

هذا . أّما إذا أخطأ الّطالب، فقل له: (أحسنت)، هذا الحرف مع حركته (ِل)أن يقرأ الحرف مع حركته بشكل صحيح، فقل له: 

)، وعندما أقول لك: (ابدأ)، ابدأ القراءة من هنا (َأِشْر للّطالب على أّول حرف)، وتابع القراءة بشكل أفقّي. (لِ الحرف مع حركته 
حرف، وقْل لي لفظه بصوت مرتفع. اقرأ األحرف بأفضل طريقة ممكنة، وٕاذا لم تكن قادرًا على قراءة أّي حرف، انتقل أِشْر لكّل 

 لّلذي یليه، وضْع إصبعك على أّول حرف. أمستعّد أنت؟ ابدْأ.

یلتزم بالقراءة من اليمین رجاًء الحظ أّن الّطالب لكى ُتحَسَب له إجابة صحيحة.  الحروف بالّتشكیل؛یجب على الّطالب قراءة  
   یجب على الّطالب قراءة الحروف بالتشكیل؛ لكي ُتْحَسَب له إجابة صحيحة. إلى اليسار، ابتداًء من الّسطر األّول.

 شّغل ساعة الّتوقیت عندما یبدأ الّطالب في القراءة. تابع الّطالب باستخدامك قلم الّرصاص، وَضْع إشـارَة (/) ألي حرف مع حركته یخطئ 
ّنحو إّال عندما تكون استجابات الّطالب على ال التزِم الهدوءالّطالب في نطقه. احسب الّتصحيح الّذاتّي الذي يقوم به الّطالب على أّنه صحيح. 

الحروف. اْحسْب هذا الحرف الذي لم يستطع  قراءةالى الحرف الّالحق، واطلب منه أن يستمرَّ في  َأِشْر ثواٍن،  3اآلتي: إذا ترّدد الّطالب لمّدة 
 الّطالب قراءته على أّنه غیرصحيح. 
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، ويمكن إعطاء هذه لي لفظ الحرف مع حركتهلو سمحت، قل إذا قرأ الّطالب اسم الحرف بدل الحرف، الفْظ الحرف مع حركته له، وقل له: 
، اضغط على الحرف األخیر الذي نطقه الّطالب، ثم  اطلْب منه أْن ثانية 60بعد المساعدة للّطالب مّرة واحدة فقط خالل هذا الّنشاط. 

 یتوّقف.

ي الجهاز ومضة حمراء، وستتوّقف إجابات غیر صحيحة ألّول مجموعة من األحرف، فسيعط 10قاعدة الّتوقُّف: في حال أعطى الّطالب 
 شكرًا، لتننتقَل إلى نشاط آخر. الّساعة. قل للّطالب:

 

 لِ  كُـ  ـسـَـ

 

10/ يُ  ثِـ  َس  ُص  مِ  نُ  تَ  عِ  رِ  بَـ   

 /20 ـغِـ  رُ  فَـ  وِ  حُـ  ـهِـ  َش  ضِ  لُ  كَ 

 30/  زِ   ءُ  كِ  ظَ  هِ  دَ  حُ  ذِ  ِت  جَ 

ـغَ  ذُ  رَ  دُ  خَ  حِ  ُش  ثَ  طِ  ِب   40/ 

 50/ زُ  قِ  نَ  َض  ُع  فَ  تُ  ُس  مُ  لَ 

 

 الّلعبة الرابعة: فهم المقروء

 المواّد: ال یوجد.

 مالحظات: التحفیز االضافي: يمكن تكرير الّسؤال مّرة واحدة إذا لزم األمر.

 قواعد الّتوقُّف: ال یوجد

 قصة:

 قصة مثیرة لالهتمام. وبعد اإلنتهاء من القصة سوف أسألك بعض األسئلة. استمع بعناية، حسنا؟ سأروي لكاآلن  قل:

 عنوان القصة "القط والفأر"قل: 

 نص القصة

 في َیْوٍم ِمَن اَألّياِم، كاَنْت ِقطٌَّة َسمیَنٌة َتْرَتدي ُقبََّعًة َحْمراَء،

 َصغیٌر ِبُهدوٍء، َوَسَرَق الُقبََّعَة، َوَبْیَنما ِهَي ناِئَمٌة، اْقَتَرَب َفْأٌر َأْبَيٌض 



 

 اْسَتْيَقَظِت الِقطَُّة، َوَلْم َتِجِد الُقبََّعَة َعلى َرْأَسها، 

غیَر. اْخَتَبَأ الَفْأُر َتْحَت الِخزاَنِة،   َغِضَبِت الِقطَُّة، َوَأَخَذْت ُتالِحُق الَفْأَر الصَّ

 َسُأعیُد َلِك ُقبََّعَتِك.  َوَأَخَذ َیْبكي، َوَيقوُل: َأْرجوِك ال َتْأُكلیني،

 َأْرَجَع الَفْأُر الُقبََّعَة ِلْلِقطَِّة، َوعاَدْت ِللنَّْوِم َمسروَرًة.

 

 اآلن سأطرح عليك بعض األسئلة حول القّصة: 

 اسأل كل سؤال ببطء وبشكل واضح.

 إجابة  الّتعليمات 

 )1صحيحة (

 إجابة 

 )0غیر صحيحة (

 ال يعلم/ 

 )99ال يستجیب (

    قل: ما لون قبعة القطة؟ حمراء 1

    قل: من سرق قبعة القطة؟ الفأر 2

    قل: لماذا الحقت القطة الفأر؟ ألنه اخذ قبعتها 3

    قل: این اختبأ الفأر؟ تحت الخزانة 4

 قل: لماذا قررت القطة عدم أكل الفأر؟  5

 النه ارجع قبعتها، النه توسل الیها، النه بكى
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 الخامسة: كتابة االسمالّلعبة 

 قدم للطالبة ورقة االجابة الفارغة والتي تم ادخال علیها اسم المدرسة والرقم العشوائي للطالب.
 المواّد: ورقة االجابة الفارغة (استخدم الصفحة التالية)، قلم رصاص.

إذا كان الّطفل ال يكتب لمدة دقيقة قواعد الّتوقُّف: الوقت المحدد لهذا القسم هو دقيقتین یبدأ فيه الّطفل في الكتابة. 
 .سننتقل االن إلى الّلعبة التالية ،بعد الّتعليمات، انهي الجزء وقل

 

 ضع ورقة االجابة وقلم الرصاص أمام الّطفل.

 النشاط االول:

 اطلب من الطفل نسخ االحرف الموجودة على ورقة االجابة في المكان المخصص للنسخ.

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قبل الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □   تم □

 النشاط الثاني: نسخ الكلمة

 " على ورقة االجابة في المكان المخصص للنسخ.بیتاطلب من الطفل نسخ الكلمة " 

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قبل الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □ ت  م □

 النشاط الثالث: كتابة االسم

 

اآلن سنكتب. هل يمكنك كتابة اسمك هنا بأي طريقة تعرف؟ ال تقلق إذا كنت ال تستطيع أن تفعل ذلك بشكل جید، : قل

 عليك أن تحاول فقط.

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قب الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □  ت م □

 

 االجابة بعد انتهاء الطالب من هذا النشاطتذكر ان تلتقط صورة ورقة 

  



 

 الّلعبة السادسة: قراءة الكلمات البسيطة

 A5 ة فارغة لتغطية االعمدة. بطاقات كل كلمة على بطاقةالبسيطة وورق المواّد: ورقة الكلمات
 مالحظات اخرى: التصحيح الذاتي مسموح.

دعنا نحاول مع هذه  ثواٍن، َأِشْر إلى الكلمة التي تلیها وقل: 5إذا كان الّطفل غیر قادر على قراءة الكلمة ألكثر من 

 .الكلمة

 قواعد الّتوقُّف: خمس كلمات متتالية غیر صحيحة.

 .سنلعب لعبة القراءة اآلن: قل

 

 ضع ورقة الكلمات البسيطة أمام الّطفل. باستخدام ورقة أخرى من الورق الفارغ، قم بتغطية العمود (األيسر.
 

 .الكلمات البسيطة. وسوف أشیر إلى الكلمات وأريد منك أن تقرأ بصوت عالهنا بعض : قل

 

 ؟ اقرأ هذه الكلمةَأِشْر إلى الكلمة األولى في العمود األيمن واسأل الّطفل:

 

 .استمر في اإلشارة إلى كل كلمة حتى أسفل العمود

 إجابة  الّتعليمات 

 )1صحيحة (

 إجابة 

 )0غیر صحيحة (

 ال يعلم/ 

 )99يستجیب (ال 

    ماما 

    توت 

    دار 

    باب 

    فیل  

    علم 

    أرنب 

    كأس 

    مربع 

    طبیب 
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 الّلعبة السابعة : فهم المطبوعات/ المكتوب

 المواّد: كتاب

 مالحظات اخرى: التصحيح الذاتي مسموح.
 .دعنا نجّرب سؤال اخر ثواٍن قل: 5إذ لم يستطع الّطفل اإلجابة على سؤال بعد مرور 
 قواعد الّتوقُّف: خمس أسئلة متتالية غیر صحيحة.

 اآلن أود منك أن تجیب على بعض األسئلة.: قل
 سلم الكتاب المغلق للّطفل، بحیث يكون كعب/ الجهة المغلفة (المكبسة) للكتاب یواجه الّطفل 

: قل
 

 إلى الكتاب. ال ُتِشر
 

 إجابة  الّتعليمات 

صحيحة 
)1( 

 إجابة 

غیر صحيحة 
)0( 

 ال يعلم/ 

ال يستجیب 
)99( 

    أین هو الجزء األمامي من الكتاب؟ أ

    این هو الجزء الخلفي للكتاب؟ ب

    این اسم الكتاب؟ ت

 مع فتح الكتاب للصفحة األولى، اسأل الّطفل: ث

 ارني الصور
   

    الكلماتارني  ج

    ح

سلم الكتاب المغلق للّطفل مجددا، بحیث يكون ظهر الكتاب مواجهًا  خ
 للّطفل. 

 بّین لي كیف تحمل الكتاب عندما تريد قراءته.: قل

   

 َأِشْر إلى اخر كلمة في الصفحة اليسرى واسأل الّطفل: ر
 الى این انتقل بعد هذه الكلمة؟

   

 هذه نهاية المسح.

 لقد انتهینا من الّلعب وانتهت معها اسئلتي، شكرًا لك على مجهودك الرائع!في نهاية المسح، ُقل: 
  

 

.: هذا كتاب. سوف أسألك بعض األسئلة حوله

   اشر لي باصبعك من أين تبدأ القراءة. 
 أين بالضبط؟"" إذا كانت استجابة الّطفل غير واضحة، حفزه قائال

  أرني بإصبعك"."

      



 

 

 لفاحصانموذج تعلیمات 
الّصفّْیِن في والكتابة القراءة  مھارات مسحأداة 

 األول والثّاني
  2018نیسان  –، فِلَسطین ةربیّ غال الّضفّة

 ة :تعلیمات عامّ 
لبة لفة مع الطّ لتكوین أُ الّطلبة؛  من خالل مناقشة موضوعات تھمّ  ،وخلق حوار، عبإیجاد بیئة مریحة وقائمة على اللّ  اً من المھم جدّ 

 :على سبیل المثالفعب (اللّ  اقف یسود فیھاعبارة عن موھي  استمارة الفحصتطبیق  أنّ  الطلبةكما یجب أن یدرك  ،الفحصموضع 
ً ومعنى).  سنقرأ بعض الكلمات التي لیس لھا أيّ   ،وواضح لٍ نادیق بصوت عاقراءة األجزاء الموجودة داخل الصّ  من المھم أیضا

 ،بذلھ تمّ على الوقت والجھد الذي  لبةالطّ ، اشكر ةالمقابلبعد انتھاء و. بالّلھجة التي یفھمھارھا لھ علیمات، فسّ فإذا لم یفھم الطفل التّ 
ة.قلم رصاص ھدیّ أعطھ  ثمّ   

 
 ،، عمرھم .......طفال عندي ....... من األ ،أرید أنأتكلم معك عن نفسيو ،____: في أسكنو ،____: اسمي ،صباح الخیر

 ...............، إلخفـالریاضة التي أمارسھا أّما ........،  عندي في البیتو

إذا تكلم بارتیاح، ف ،2 ؤال رقمالسّ  انتقل إلىس للكالم، غیر متحمّ  الّطالبإذا كان ف ،انتظر الجواب( .وعن عائلتك ،م لي عن نفسكتكلّ  -1
 .)ةفھیّ انتقل لفقرة الموافقة الشّ 

 عبة التي تحبھا؟ما اللّ  -2

 
 ة:فظیّ الموافقة اللّ 

 

. والكتابة القراءةطفال م األكیف یتعلّ  أفھمَ  وأحاول أنْ ، وزارة التربیة والتعلیم عمل فيأنا أ ؟أنا معك الیوملماذا  :لك اسمح لي أن أقولَ  
 .عشوائيّ  للقیام بھذا االختبار بشكل اختیارك تمّ لقد 

 ، فلك ذلك.المشاركةَ  دِ رِ إذا لم تُ  ولكنْ  ،معي في ھذه العملیة تتعاونَ  أحب أنْ  
 قُ لْ  للطّ الب ما یأتي :

 دفة.اختیارك بمحض الصّ  تمّ لذا  والكتابة،القراءة  (الّطلبة)طفال م األن نفھم كیف یتعلّ أنحاول  •
 فلك مطلق الحریة في عدم المشاركة. ،لى مساعدتك في إنجاز ھذا العمل، فإذا لم ترغب في ذلكإنحتاج  •
•  ً  ة قصیرة.وقصّ  ،وكلمات اً،فأحر سأطلب منك أن تقرأ بصوت عالٍ  والكتابة؛ لذا القراءة ألعاب سوف نلعب معا
 ة.ر على درجاتك المدرسیّ ولن یؤثّ  ،ھذا لیس اختباراً  •
 ھذه ھي استجاباتك. الي ال أحد یمكنھ أن یعرف أنّ وبالتّ  ،سمكا لن أكتبَ  •
 فلك ذلك. ،أو لم ترغب في اإلجابة عن سؤال ما ،مرة أخرى، إذا لم ترغب في المشاركة •
 ھل یمكننا أن نبدأ؟ •

 

□نعم   الحصول على الموافقة : تمّ  □ ال   .)یلیھالذي  فلنتقل للطّ أو ،فلالطّ  لم تحصل على الموافقة، اشكرُ  ا(إذ    
 

ـــــ:  ـــــ ( ساعة ودقائق) د الوقتدّ ـوح ،دأـبا ـــــ:  ـــــ إلى :       
 

الفریق منّسقستخدام ا     
المنسقسم ا صلیة؟من العینة األ الّطالب   

    ......... ال.... نعم ...  
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 1 اسم المشرف 

 2 المنطقة 

 3 المدیریة  

 4 التّجّمع الّسكانّي  

 5 رْقم المدرسة 

 6 اسم المدرسة 

 = بنین  1
 = بنات 2
 = مختلطة 3

 نوع المدرسة
 

7 

 8 جنس الّطالب = أنثى 2  = ذكر                      1
 10 عدد فترات الدراسة في المدرسة فقرتان=  2=  فترة واحدة                1

  12-5الفئة العمریة: 
 11 كم عمرك؟  _____ السنوات

  یـــوم    شھــر    ســــــــــنة
 ......../  ......../ ........... 

 الطفل ال یعرف 

 تاریخ المیالد: ھل یعرف الطفل تاریخ میالده؟
  

 1  ............................................. 1 الصف 

  2  ............................................. 2 الصف 

 ما َصفّك؟
(مالحظة: إذا كان الطفل لیس من ضمن 

الّصفوف الخاضعة للتّقییم، اشكر الّطالب، 
واشرْح لھ أنّك تقوم بتقییم الّصفوف الخاضعة 

 للتقییم فقط).

12 

 1..……………………………………… ریاض أطفال
 2 .............................................. 1 الصف 
 3 .............................................. 2 الصف 

 888 .......................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

تتحقق من  ال( في أي صف كنت العام الماضي؟
 13 الّطالب إْن كان ُمعیداً للصف أم ال).

 0 ........................................................ ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 .......................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 روضة؟بھل التحقت 

 
14 

  أود اآلن أْن أطرَح علیك بضعة أسئلة عن منزلك. 

 0 ...............................................  ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 ........................... ال أعرف/رفض اإلجابة

ھل لدیك قصص أو كتب غیر الكتب المدرسیة 
 15 في البیت؟ 

 0 ........................................................ ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 .......................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

ھل تجلس وحدك، وتقرأ كتباً وقصصاً أخرى 
 16 غیر الكتب المدرسیة في البیت؟

 0 .........................................................ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

لشخص ما في  بصوت مرتفعھل قرأت قراءةً 
 17 ؟ یوم أمس  البیت

 0 .........................................................ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 ھل یوجد ھناك َمْن یقرأ لك في البیت؟ 

 
18 

 0 .........................................................ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 إذا كانت اإلجابة نعم، ھل تقرأ لك والدتك؟
19 



 

 0 .........................................................ال،
 1 ........................................................ نعم

 888 ............................ ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

 إذا كانت اإلجابة نعم، ھل یقرأ لك والدك؟  
20 

 األخ 
 األخت

 الجّد/ الجّدة
 العّم/ العّمة

 الخالةالخال/ 
 الجھاز اللّوحي (األیباد)

 أخرى.

 َمْن یقرأ لك أیضاً؟ 

 
21 

 0 ........................................................ ال
 1 ...................................................... نعم

 888 ........................................... ال أعرف/ رفض اإلجابة

ھل یساعدك أحدھم في حّل واجباتك المدرسیة 
 22 عندما تحتاج للمساعدة؟

 األم 
 األب
 األخ 

 األخت
 الجّد/ الجّدة
 العّم/ العّمة

 الخال/ الخالة
 أخرى.

 َمْن أیضاً؟

23 

  ال نعم --

 ھل تمتلك عائلتك أي من االتیة في  البیت؟

 اقرأ خیارات األجوبة بصوت عاٍل.

 

 .أشر إلى الصورة المناسبة 

24 

 آلة غسل الّصحون (الجّالیة) 0 1 888
  تلفاز  0 1 888
 ھاتف البیت 0 1 888
  ھاتف محمول (الموبایل) 0 1 888
  ھاتف محمول ذكي  0 1 888
  جھاز حاسوب  0 1 888
 حاسوب محمول   0 1 888
 ا(ألیباد) حاسوب لوحي  0 1 888
  إنترنت  0 1 888
 سیارة  0 1 888
  مكیّف ھوائيّ  0 1 888

  مایكروویف  0 1 888

 
  



  

68  USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 

 جزء 1 – المقطع القصیر (الحرف مع الحركة القصیرة) 
الصفحة الثّانیة من كّراس الّطالب، وقل لھ:قدم الّطالب ورقة األحرف الموجودة في   

)، یُقرأ أَِشْر إلى الحرف "ـسـَ "ھذه الّصفحـة ملیئة بالحروف، رجاًء اقرأ الحرف مع حركتھ. فعلى سبیل المثال: الحرف (ـسـَـ): (
، فإذا استطاع الّطالب أن ینطق )اطلب من الّطالِب أن یقرأ "كـُ"(ـَسـ)، اآلن حاول أنت. اقرأْ لي أنت ھذا الحرف مع حركتھ، و(

  الحرف مع الحركة (كـُ ).. أّما إذا أخطأ الّطالب، فقل لھ: (أحسنت)، ھذا الحرف "كـُ "الحرف مع الحركة بشكل صحیح، فقل لھ: 
طاع ، فإذا است)اطلْب من الّطالب تَعَّرف الحرف مع حركتھ "ِل"اآلن حاوْل مّرة أخرى: اقرأْ لي ھذا الحرف مع حركتھ، و(
. أّما إذا أخطأ الّطالب، فقل لھ: (أحسنت)، ھذا الحرف مع حركتھ (ِل)الّطالب أن یقرأ الحرف مع حركتھ بشكل صحیح، فقل لھ: 

)، وعندما أقول لك: (ابدأ)، ابدأ القراءة من ھنا (أَِشْر للّطالب على أّول حرف)، وتابع القراءة بشكل (لِ ھذا الحرف مع حركتھ 
حرف، وقْل لي لفظھ بصوت مرتفع. اقرأ األحرف بأفضل طریقة ممكنة، وإذا لم تكن قادراً على قراءة أّي حرف، أفقّي. أِشْر لكّل 

 انتقل للّذي یلیھ، وضْع إصبعك على أّول حرف. أمستعّد أنت؟ ابدأْ.

 یجب على الّطالب قراءة الحروف بالتّشكیل؛ لكى تُحَسَب لھ إجابة صحیحة. رجاًء الحظ أّن الّطالب یلتزم بالقراءة من 
   یجب على الّطالب قراءة الحروف بالتشكیل؛ لكي تُْحَسَب لھ إجابة صحیحة. الیمین إلى الیسار، ابتداًء من الّسطر األّول.

شغّل ساعة التّوقیت عندما یبدأ الّطالب في القراءة. تابع الّطالب باستخدامك قلم الّرصاص، وَضْع إشـارةَ (/) ألي حرف مع حركتھ  
إّال عندما تكون استجابات الّطالب  التزِم الھدوءخطئ الّطالب في نطقھ. احسب التّصحیح الذّاتّي الذي یقوم بھ الّطالب على أنّھ صحیح. ی

رف الحروف. اْحسْب ھذا الح قراءةالى الحرف الّالحق، واطلب منھ أن یستمرَّ في  أَِشرْ ثواٍن،  3على النّحو اآلتي: إذا ترّدد الّطالب لمّدة 
 الذي لم یستطع الّطالب قراءتھ على أنّھ غیرصحیح. 

، ویمكن إعطاء لو سمحت، قل لي لفظ الحرف مع حركتھإذا قرأ الّطالب اسم الحرف بدل الحرف، الفْظ الحرف مع حركتھ لھ، وقل لھ: 
 ھذه المساعدة للّطالب مّرة واحدة فقط خالل ھذا النّشاط.

ر الذي نطقھ الّطالب، ثم  اطلْب منھ أْن یتوقّف.، اضغط على الحرف األخیثانیة 60بعد   
إجابات غیر صحیحة ألّول مجموعة من األحرف، فسیعطي الجھاز ومضة حمراء، وستتوقّف  10قاعدة التّوقُّف: في حال أعطى الّطالب 

شكراً، لتننتقَل إلى نشاط آخر. الّساعة. قل للّطالب:  
 لِ  كـُ  ـسـَـ

 

10/ يُ  ثِـ  َس  ُص  ِم نُ  تَ  عِ  رِ  بَـ   

 /20 ـغِـ  رُ  فَـ  وِ  حُـ  ـهِـ  َش  ضِ  لُ  كَ 

 30/  زِ   ءُ  كِ  ظَ  هِ  دَ  حُ  ذِ  تِ  جَ 

 /40 َغـ ذُ  رَ  دُ  خَ  حِ  ُش  ثَ  طِ  ِب 

 50/ زُ  قِ  نَ  َض  ُع  فَ  تُ  ُس  مُ  لَ 

 /60 فِ  ُكـ مَ  يِ  قُ  طَ  صِ   ِغ  ظُ  سِ 

َع   وُ   70/ ُض  هَ  لِ  شِ  حَ  ذَ  كُ  ُط  

 /80 َحـ ـُشـ َق  ـَهـ ـِتـ ـَصـ جُ   بُ  يَ  خُ 

 90/ ـَعـ ثُ  صِـ  وَ  غِـ  َس  هُ  َقـ  ظِ  أَ 

ـغُ  قِـ  نِ  فُ  ِع  زَ  دِ  خِ  جِ   /100 ِضـ 



 

 قراءة الكلمات المألوفة:  -2جـــزء 
 قّدم للّطالب نموذج الكلمات الموجودة في الّصفحة الثّالثة من النّموذج الخاّص بھ، وقل لھ: 

 

 فیما یأتي بعض الكلمات، أرید منك أن تقرأَ لي جمیع ما تستطیع قراءتھ من الكلمات المعروضة أمامك، 
 وھذا مثال على ذلك: (باٌب) 

أّما إذا أخطأ فقل لھ: أحسنت، ھذه الكلمة ھي  (أّمى) . فإذا استجاب الّطالب بشكل صحیح، اآلن حاول أنت: اقرأ لي ھذه الكلمة  (أّمي)،  
 ، فقل لھ: ھذه الكلمة ھي  (أّمى).   الّطالب

)،  مّرة  أخرىاآلن حاول  ). فإذا استجاب الّطالب بشكل صحیح، اقرأ لي ھذه الكلمة  (َصفُّ أّما فقل لھ: أحسنت. ھذه الكلمة ھي  (َصفُّ
). إذا أخطأ الّطالب  ، فقل ھذه الكلمة ھي  (َصفُّ

 ھل فھمت المطلوب؟ 
قراءة من ھنا (أِشْر للّطالب على أّول حرف)، وتابع القراءة بشكل أفقّي. أِشْر لكّل كلمة، وألِقھا لي بصوت عندما أقول لك (ابدأْ)، ابدأ ال

ّد؟ مرتفع، اقرأ بأفضل طریقة ممكنة، وإذا لم تكن قادراً على قراءة أي كلمة، انتقل للتي یلیھا،و َضْع إصبعك على أّول كلمة. ھل أنت مستع
 ابدأ.

 

 التّوقیت عندما یبدأ الّطالب فى القراءة، وضع عالمة (/) لكّل كلمة یقرؤھا  بشكل غیر صحیح.شغّل ساعة 

إّال عندما تكون استجابتھ فیھا على  التزم الھدوء،احسب الكلمات التي یقوم الّطالب بتصحیح نفسھ فیھا على أنّھا صحیحة. 
الكلمات. احسب   أن یستمرَّ في قراءة لھ الكلمة، ثّم أَِشْر إلى الكلمة الّالحقة، واطلب منھ ثواٍن، اقرأْ  3النحو اآلتي: إذا ترّدد الّطالبالّطالبلمّدة 
 فى خمس كلمات، انتقل فوراً  إلى الّسؤال اآلتي:  صحیحة، فإذا اخطأ الّطالبھذه الكلمة التي قرأھا على أنّھا غیر 

 توقّْف.: ، اضغط على آخر كلمة قرأھا الّطالب،  ثّم قل لھثانیة 60بعد  

ةُ   ُبیوتٌ  ما َرِكبَ   قاَل  الِقصَّ
/5  

 َطَلباً  َذَهبَ  الَحْلوى  َأمیرةٌ  َتْرعى
/10  

َرْت  َیْلَتِهمُ  َصْخَرةُ  يا فیُل   َفكَّ
/15  

 َرُجلٌ  َأْشَعبُ  َهَتفَ  َمْصَنعاً  ِعناَيةُ 
/20  

 َیَتَفقَّدُ  ُأّمي  ماِهَرةٌ  باَعةٍ  توَضعُ 
/25  

 ِسْجنِ  َأْمَسكَ  فادي َردَّ  الَعجوزُ 
/30  

 َتْقَرعُ  ِصناعاُتنا فاِرُس  ِحفاًظا َزْهرٌ 
/35  

 َمغیباً  الذََّهبُ  اَألْصحابُ  عیدٌ  فَأنارَ 
/40  

 َتْرَتِفعُ  الَحَجلُ  َرَأْت  ُعْلَبةُ  ِثمارٍ 
/45  

 َمْزَرَعَتهُ  ُمْعِتَمةٌ  َسَأَلْت  طوْلَكْرم َأْخبارُ 
/50  
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  ة:قراءة كلمات غیر مألوف - 3جزء 
 قّدْم للطالب صفحة الكلمات الّتي لیس لھا معنى في الّصفحة الّرابعة من نموذج الّطالبالّطالب، وقل لھ :

 .   انظْر إلى ھذه الكلمة، إنّھا كلمة لیس لھا معنًى معروف لدیك: ھذا مثال على ذلك : (لََمَش)

أّما إذا فقل لھ: أحسنت، ھذه الكلمة ھي  (راُك) . الّطالببشكل صحیح، فإذا استجاب الّطالباآلن حاول أنت: اْقَرأْ لي ھذه الكلمة  (راُك)،  
 . )، فقل لھ: ھذه الكلمة ھي  (راكُ أخطأ الّطالبالّطالب

أّما فقل لھ: أحسنت، ھذه الكلمة ھي (لََمِك). فإذا استجاب الّطالبالّطالببشكل صحیح، اآلن حاول مّرة أخرى: اقرأْ لي ھذه الكلمة  (لََمِك)، 
   ).، فقل لھ: ھذه الكلمة ھي  (لََمكِ  أخطأ الّطالبإذا 

 ھل فھمت المطلوب؟ 

ي بصوت عندما أقول لك: (ابدأ)، ابدأ القراءة من ھنا (أِشْر للّطالب على أّول حرف)، وتابع القراءة بشكل أفقّي. أِشْر لكّل كلمة، وألِقھا ل  
تعّد؟  مرتفع. اقرأ بأفضل طریقة ممكنة، فإذا لم تكن قادراً على قراءة أي كلمة، انتقل للّتي تلیھا، وضع إصبعك على أّول كلمة. ھل أنت مس

 ابدأْ.

 ھل أنت مستعّد؟  ابدأ.

 

 شغّل ساعة التّوقیت عندما یبدأ الّطالب في القراءة. من المھّم وضع إشارة (/ ) لكّل كلمة یقرؤھا بشكل غیر صحیح.

الّطالب على النّحو اآلتي:  إّال عندما تكون استجابة التزِم الھدوء،احسِب الكلمات الّتي یقوم الّطالب بتصحیح نفسھ فیھا، على أنّھا صحیحة، ثّم 
األحرف. احسب ھذه الكلمة الّتي لم یستطع نطقھا  قراءةإلى الحرف الّالحق، واطلب منھ أن یستمرَّ في  أِشرْ ثواٍن،  3إذا ترّدد الّطالب لمّدة 

 على أنّھا غیرصحیحة، فاذا أخطأ الّطالب  فى خمس كلمات، انتقل فوراً إلى الّسؤال التّالي.

 قـل لھ:  (توقّْف).اضغط على آخر كلمة قرأھا الّطالبالّطالب، ثّم  نیة،ثا  60بعد 

 5 َصَمحَ  قاذِ  َسْهرامي َجَرقَ  را

 10 ُلِشغْ  َهْتَكرُ  َحجیثُ  َیب َلِهْس 

ُقَهخْ    15 َخْزَجلَ  تافٍ  ضا َزْمَفلُ  

 20 َوِلحَ  َجْمَظحَ  َعَمَش  ناِدكُ  َرَكْش 

 25 َنْصَرجَ  ِرِخبْ  َخريُض  سا َقْعَفْص 

 30 ِزَظعُ  ِذْمتاخْ  ُمذاِكبُ  ِتْمَرخَ  ِفعِ 

 35 َظِصحُ  َدْهِوَلم َخْمالكْ  َضْخَرصِ  َذفَّ 

 40 ُغُكعْ  ِتِبثُ  دافَ  َقَثط ِرْبخ

 45 ُشِدخَ  َرِبكْ  ِدُعجَ  َأِفبُّ  َنْرَدَخةٌ 

 50 َشْرَبكَ  َعْوَدرُ  طاِهشِ  َلناءٌ  أْفَسجْ 

 



 

 قــراءة قطــعة  -4جزء 
 قّدم للّطالب قطعة القراءة الموجودة آخر صفحة من نموذج الّطالب، وقل لھ: 

ھذه ھي قّصة قصیرة، أریدك أن تقرأَھا بصوت مرتفع، وبسرعة، ولكْن بدقّة، وعندما تنتھي من قراءتھا، سأسألك بعض األسئلة  
 أّي كلمة، اتنقل للّتي تلیھا، وضْع إصبعك عند أّول كلمة.  عنھا.عندما أقول: ابدأْ، اقرأِ القّصة بأفضل ما لدیك، وإذ لم تستطْع قراءة

 ھل أنت مستعّد؟  ابدأْ.  
 

 ابدأ التّوقیت على الجھاز عندما تقول للطالب: (ابدأْ)، ضْع عالمة (/) لكّل كلمة یقرؤھا بشكل غیر صحیح. 

إّال عندما تكون استجابة الّطالب على النّحو اآلتي: إذا  التزم الھدوء،اْحِسِب الكلمات التي یقوم الّطالب بتصحیح نفسھ فیھا على أنّھا صحیحة. 
احسِب الكلمة الّتي لم یقرأْھا الّطالب على  تابع،ثواٍن، أَِشْر إلى الكلمة الّالحقة، وشّجعھ على أْن یستمّر في قراءة الكلمات بقولك:  3ترّدد لمّدة 

 أنّھا غیر صحیحة.

قراءة أّي كلمة أساسیّة تمّكنھ من اإلجابة عن سؤال الّسطر األّول، فسیظھر على الّشاشة تنبیھ أحمر، وساعة في حال لم یتمّكن الّطالب من 
 التّوقیت ستتوقّف. اشكِر الّطالب، وقْل لھ: دعنا ننتقل إلى نشاط آخر.

 الثةودعھ یتابع حتى نھایة الدقیقة الثاضغْط على آخر  كلمة قرأھا الّطالب، ثّم  ثانیة،  60بعد . 

 َأراَدْت ُطیوُر الغاَبِة َأْن َتْختاَر َمِلكًا َلها، َرِغَب الُغراُب في الُمناَفَسِة، لِكنَّ ريَشُه لْم َيُكْن َجمیًال َكباقي

 َفتََّش الُغراُب في الُحقوِل َعْن ريٍش َجمیٍل، َوَأْلَصَقُه َعلى ِجْسِمِه. الّطیوِر،

َهبَّْت عاِصَفة َقِويَّة، َفَتطاَیَر الّريُش الَجمیُل، َحِزَن الُغراُب  ِر الغاَبِة.فاَز الُغراُب، َوَأْصَبَح َمِلكًا ِلُطیو 

 َغِضَبِت الطُّیوُر َو قالت َلُه: َلقْد َخَدعتنا. َكثیرًا،

 
 

       
 

ثانیة على األكثر؛ لإلجابة عن كّل سؤال. ضْع إشارة  15. بعد قراءة كّل سؤال، ِأعِط الّطالب   √ فى العمود األول، إذا كانت   
  .اإلجابةفى حالة عدم اإلجابة صحیحة، وفى العمود الثّانى إذا كانت اإلجابة غیر صحیحة، وفى العمود الثّالث 

.اآلن سأسألك عّدة أسئلة عن القطعة التي قرأتها، حاول اإلجابة عن األسئلة  

___ال إجابة  غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ماذا أراَدت ُطیوُر الغاَبِة؟ (أن تختار َمِلكًا) .1  

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ِبَم َرِغَب الُغراُب؟ (في المناَفَسة) (ان يصبح ملكا) .2

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ماذا َفَعَل الُغراُب بالّريِش اّلذي َوَجَدُه؟ (ألصقه على ِجسمه) .3

إجابة ___ ال غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ماذا أصبَح الُغراب؟ (َمِلكًا للّطیور) .4  

لماذا قالت الطیور ان الغراب خدعها؟ (ألّنه َظَهَر على حقيقته) (االنه ظهر  .5

 على غیر حقيقته) (النه غشاش)

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___

 

تم إیقاف التدریب نظراً ألن التلمیذ/ التلمیذة لم یستطع قراءة السطراألول. الوقت الذي تشیر إلیھ الساعة ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ    
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 فھم المســموع  - 5جزء 

یَعتمد على التّوقیت. ال یوجد نموذج، أو ورقة للّطالب. في ھذا التّمرین، یقوم الفاحص بقراءة النّّص اآلتي  مّرة واحدة،  الھذا التّمرین 
 . أي بمعّدل كلمة في الثّانیة الواحدةوبصوت عاٍل، وتتّم القراءة ببطء؛ 

 ابة عن كّل سؤال، وقْل لھ:ثانیة على األكثر؛ لإلج 15، أعِط الّطالب َعِقَب االنتھاء من قراءة النّصّ 

سأقرأ لك النّّص مّرة واحدة، ثم أَُوّجھ لك بعض األسئلة. فالّرجاء االستماع بحرص، واإلجابة عن األسئلة على أفضل وجھ 
 ممكن. ھل فھمت المطلوب؟

 

 

.اآلن سأسألك عّدة أسئلة عن القطعة التي قرأتها، حاول اإلجابة عن األسئلة  

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ نھر كبیر)أیَن عاَشِت الَحمامةُ؟ (على شجرة عالیة)، (بجانب  .1

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ماذا شاھَدِت الَحمامةُ؟ (نملة تغرق في النّھر) .2

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ ماذا فعلَِت الحمامةُ للنّملة؟ (ألقت لھا ورقة)، (أنقَذِت النّملة .3

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ (َصِعَدْت َعلى الورقة)كیَف نجت النَّْملَةُ؟  .4

 ال إجابة ___ غیر صحيح ___ صحيح ___ َمْن جاَء إلى الغابِة ذاَت یَْوٍم؟ (صیّاد) .5

 

 

 اْلَحماَمُة، َأْسَرَعتِ  النَّْهِر، في َتْغَرقُ  َنْمَلةً  شاَهَدْت  َكبیٍر، َنْهرٍ  ِبجاِنبِ  عاليةٍ  َشَجَرةٍ  َعلى َحماَمةٌ  عاَشْت 

َجَرِة، ِمنَ  َوَرَقةً  َوَقَطَفْت   جاءَ  َیْوٍم، َوذاتَ  .َوَنَجت اْلَوَرَقِة، على النَّْمَلةُ  َصِعَدتِ  اْلماِء، في ْلَقْتهاأو  الشَّ

َمتِ  اْلَحماَمِة، َصْیدَ  ُیريدُ  َصّيادٌ  ْتهُ  النَّْمَلةُ  َتَقدَّ  اْلَحماَمُة، َفطاَرتِ  َیِده، ِمنَ  اْلَقْوُس  َفَسَقطَ  َقَدِمِه، في وَعضَّ

ّيادِ  ِمنَ  َوَنَجْت   .ٌ ُمْشَتَرك َشْيءٌ  َوالَحماَمةِ  النَّْمَلةِ  َبْینَ  َفَأْصَبحَ  .الصَّ



 

 الكتابة  - 6جزء 
 

قدم للطالبة ورقة االجابة الفارغة  وقلم الرصاص والتي تم ادخال علیها اسم المدرسة والرقم العشوائي 
 للطالب.

 

 النشاط االول:

 اطلب من الطفل نسخ االحرف الموجودة على ورقة االجابة في المكان المخصص للنسخ.

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قب الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □ ت  م □

 النشاط الثاني: كتابة الكلمة

 جابة في المكان المخصص للنسخ." على ورقة االَمدرَسةٌ اطلب من الطفل كتابة الكلمة " 

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قبل الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □ ت  م □

 النشاط الثالث:  كتابة السؤال 

 " على ورقة االجابة في المكان المخصص للنسخ.ماذا تفعل كل صباح؟اطلب من الطفل كتابة السؤال " 

 لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قبل الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل للجزء الذي یليه) □  ت م □

 النشاط الرابع: اجابة السؤال. 

 قل للطالب من فضلك اكتب اجابة قصیرة عن السؤال على ورقة االجابة في المكان المخصص للكتابة.

 لجزء الذي یليه)لم یتم (اذا لم یتم من قبل الطالب انهي هذا الجزء وانتقل ل □ ت  م □

 

 تذكر ان تلتقط صورة ورقة االجابة بعد انتهاء الطالب من هذا النشاط

 



 مھارة الكتابة
 

 
 سم المدرسةا

 
 رقم الطالب العشوائي

 

 النشاط االول

 ظَ  ُصـ ي    
  

 
 
 

 

 النشاط الثاني:
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 النشاط الثالث:
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  النشاط الرابع:
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Annex 3. Scoring for Writing Task 
Early Grade Reading (EGR) Baseline Assessment Scoring Guide for the Kindergarten 
(KG) Writing Task 

Task 1: Can the child copy letters on the answer sheet? 
Task 2: Can the child copy the word "house"?  
Task 3: Can the child write his/her name? 
 

Scoring guide for the KG Writing Task   

Ministry of 
Education 
and Higher 
Education 
(MOEHE) 
Classification  

Performance 
Level 

  المستوى  

Incorrect Level 0 Child was unable to 
write anything 

   

Level 1 Scribbles, no 
discernible symbols 

خربشات، رموز ال یمكن 
 تمییزھا

غیر  االول
 صحیح

Level 2 Symbol-like marks الثاني عالمات تشبھ الرموز 

Partial 
correct 

Level 3 Omitted or wrong 
parts (of letter) 

Extra letters 

Letter shape is not 
clear 

اضافیة او محذوفة األحرف 
 جزئیا

 خطأ في شكل الحروف

صحیح  الثالث
 جزئیا

Exercise 2 and 3 (word copying and name writing) 

Level 4 Has letters in name/ 
word, but 
name/word is not 
correct: letters are 
out of order, other 
mistakes are made, 
or letters are written 
backward. For 
letters, letter is 
readable, and 
shape is not 
missing major 
elements  

تحتوي الكتابة احرف من 
االسم، ولكن االسم غیر 

 صحیح، 

الحروف ھي خارج الترتیب؛ ، 
 الحروف مكتوبة بالمقلوب

 عدم تناسق في شكل الحرف

 الرابع

Correct Level 5 Student correctly 
completed the task 

 بشكل الطالب من االنتھاء •
 المھمة صحیح
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KG Writing Task Score Results 
  

Task 1: Can the child copy letters on the answer sheet? 

Incorrect 

Level 0 .3  
(1) 

Level 1 3.2  
(9) 

Level 2 4.4  
(14) 

Partial Correct Level 3 
69.6  
(192) 

Correct Level 4 
22.5  
(67) 

   

Task 2: Can the child copy the word “house”? 

Incorrect 

Level 0 16.5  
(47) 

Level 1 2.1  
(6) 

Level 2 2.1  
(7) 

Partial Correct 
Level 3 46.9  

(133) 

Level 4 17  
(46) 

Correct Level 5 
15.4  
(44) 

   

Task 3: Can the child write his/her name? 

Incorrect 

Level 0 30.1  
(85) 

Level 1 1.7  
(5) 

Level 2 1  
(3) 

Partial Correct 
Level 3 19.1  

(54) 

Level 4 32.1  
(88) 

Correct Level 5 
15.9  
(48) 
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EGR Scoring Guide for the Grade 1 (G1)–Grade 2 (G2) Writing Task 1 

Task 1 responses (Copying): Can the child copy the characters on the answer sheet? 

Proposed scoring guide for the Copying Task 

MOEHE 
Classification 

Performance 
level 

Task 1 responses 
(Copying) 

  

Incorrect Level 0 
Wrote 
nothing 

Child was unable to 
write anything 

  

Level 1 
Scribbling 
looks like a 
random 
assortment 
of marks 

Scribbling looks like a 
random assortment of 
marks 

غیر  خربشات، رموز ال یمكن تمییزھا
 صحیح

Level 2 
Letter-like 
forms 
emerge 

Letter-like forms 
emerge 

 تشبھ الحروفتظھر أشكال 

Partial 
correct 

Level 3 
Omitted 
letters 

Poor spatial planning 
Poor spacing 
Inconsistent letter size 
Not all letter 
components are 
evident 
Letter omission 
Omitted or wrong parts 
(of the letter) 
Omitted Diacritics 
Extra letters 
Misspells words or part 
of the words 
Missing sounds–not a 
phonetic transcription 
Letter reversals may 
be present 
Letters there but not 
connected into word 

عدم استغالل المساحات بشكل  •
 مناسب 

المساحات بین الكلمات غیر  •
 مناسبة

 حجم الحرف غیر متناسقة •
 المقاطع واضحةلیست كل  •

 حذف حروف• 
التھجئة أو جزء من خطاء في • 

 الكلمات
ولیس  -األصوات المفقودة • 

 النسخ الصوتي
كتابة االحرف او الكلمات • 

 بشكل مقلوب 
یفترض فراغات بین احرف •  •

الكلمة كلمة (إضافة مسافة أو 
 .حذفھا)

صحیح 
 جزئیا

Level 4 
Some letters 
correct 

Good spatial planning 
Consistent letter size 
Equal spacing 
Neat–intelligible letter 
formation 

عدم استغالل المساحات بشكل  •
 مناسب 

 حجم الخط متناسق •
 تباعد متساو• 
 تشكیل الحروف واضح• 

Correct Level 5 Student correctly 
completed the task 

 بشكل الطالب من االنتھاء • •
 المھمة صحیح
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EGR Scoring Guide for G1–G2 Writing Tasks 2–3 
Task 2: Can the child write the word "school"? 
Task 3: Can the child write out the question, "What do you do every morning?" 
Task 4: Can the child write a short answer to the question, "What do you do every morning?" 
 

Proposed scoring guide for the Writing Task 

MOEHE 
Classification 

Performance 
level 

Task 2, 3, and 4 responses 
(Writing) 

 

Incorrect Level 0 Child was unable to write 
anything 

 

Level 1 Scribbling looks like a random 
assortment of marks 

خربشات، رموز ال یمكن 
 تمییزھا

Level 2 Letter-like forms emerge تظھر أشكال تشبھ الحروف 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Partial 

Level 3 Partial representation of the 
word /letters 
Not all syllables are evident 
Letter omission 
Misspells words or part of the 
words 
Missing sounds: not a phonetic 
transcription 
Letter reversals may be present 

التمثیل الجزئي للكلمة/  •
 الحروف

لیست كل المقاطع • 
 واضحة

 حذف احرف • 
خطأ في تھجئة الكلمة • 

 أو جزء من الكلمات
 -األصوات المفقودة • 

 ولیس النسخ الصوتي
احرف مقلوبة قد تكون • 

 موجودة

Level 4 Good phonetic representation 
All syllables/letters are evident 
No spacing between words 
Letter reversals may be present 
Misspells words with close 
phonemic sounds 
Confuses short vowels with long 
vowels 
Misspaces letters within a word 
(adding space or omitting them) 

 تمثیل صوتي جید• 
جمیع المقاطع / • 

 الحروف واضحة
 ال تباعد بین الكلمات• 
احرف مقلوبة قد تكون • 

 موجودة 
خطأ في التھجئة ناتج • 

من األصوات فونیمي 
 قریبة

یخلط المد القصیرة مع • 
 المد الطویلة

یفترض فراغات بین • 
احرف الكلمة كلمة 

 و حذفھا)(إضافة مسافة أ

Level 5 Correct spelling of most of the 
dictated words/letters 
Spacing between words of 
dictated text 
No evidence of punctuation or 
partial diacritics/wrong diacritics 
Letter reversals may be present 

تھجئة صحیحة لمعظم  •
الحروف/ ناتج  /الكلمات 

 عن تقارب فونیمي
المسافات بین الكلمات  •

 مناسبة
ال یوجد عالمات ترقیم  •

وحركات او حركات 
 جزئیة او خاطئة
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Proposed scoring guide for the Writing Task 
Free writing response is 
intelligible may lack phonetic 
integrity 
Does not respond with Modern 
Standard Arabic (MSA) 
vocabulary 

استجابة الكتابة الحرة  •
قد تفتقر إلى  مفھومة

 السالمة الصوتیة
ال یستجیب مع المفردات  

العربیة المعاصرة 
 )MSAالحدیثة (

Level 6 Correct spelling of dictated 
words 
Spacing between words of 
dictated text 
Evidence of punctuation 
Free writing response is 
appropriate (can express self in 
writing) 

تھجئة صحیحة لكل  •
 الكلمات مع الحركات

المسافات بین الكلمات  •
 مناسبة

 یوجد عالمات ترقیم  •
استجابة الكتابة الحرة 

مناسبة (یستطیع التعبیر 
 عن نفسة بالكتابة)

Level 7 Free writing response is 
appropriate and addresses the 
topic 
Correct spelling of dictated 
words 
Spacing between words of 
dictated text 
Evidence of punctuation 

استجابة الكتابة الحرة  •
مناسبة وتتالئم مع 
موضوع السؤال 

(یستطیع التعبیر عن 
 نفسة بالكتابة)

تھجئة صحیحة لكل  •
 الكلمات مع الحركات

المسافات بین الكلمات  •
 مناسبة

 یوجد عالمات ترقیم

Correct Level 8 Student correctly completed the 
task 

 الطالب من االنتھاء •
 المھمة صحیح بشكل

 

  

G1–G2 Writing Task Score Results  

Performance Level G1 G2 

Task 1: Can the child copy letters on the answer sheet? 

Incorrect 

Level 0  0  
(1) 

0  
(0) 

Level 1 0  
(5) 

0  
(1) 

Level 2 1.1  
(18) 

0  
(5) 

Partial 
Correct 

Level 3 52.4  
(753) 

46.7  
(617) 

Level 4 25.6  
(409) 

28.2  
(448) 

Correct Level 5 20.9  
(250) 

25.1  
(340) 
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G1–G2 Writing Task Score Results  

Performance Level G1 G2 

Task 2: Can the child write the word “school”?  

Incorrect 

Level 0  .7  
(10) 

.1  
(2) 

Level 1 .7  
(14) 

.3  
(6) 

Level 2 7.9  
(177) 

5.2  
(65) 

Partial 
Correct 

Level 3 22.9  
(402) 

10.7  
(191) 

Level 4 17.4  
(242) 

13.1  
(192) 

Level 5 30.6  
(351) 

39.2  
(540) 

Level 6 2.8  
(27) 

6.7  
(56) 

Level 7 1  
(18) 

2.5  
(27) 

Correct Level 8 15.9  
(195) 

22.1  
(332) 

 
 

  

Task 3: 
Can the child write out the question, “What do you do every 

morning?” 

Incorrect 

Level 0  .7  
(15) 

.3  
(9) 

Level 1 .7  
(20) 

.1  
(4) 

Level 2 15.2  
(300) 

7  
(102) 

Partial 
Correct 

Level 3 35.3  
(487) 

18.6  
(237) 

Level 4 25.6  
(375) 

16.6  
(279) 

Level 5 18.6  
(217) 

46.6  
(621) 

Level 6 2  
(12) 

8.1  
(86) 

Level 7 0  
(0) 

.4  
(5) 

Correct Level 8 1.7  
(10) 

2.4  
(68) 
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G1–G2 Writing Task Score Results  

Performance Level G1 G2 

Task 4: 
Can the child write a short answer to the question, “What do you do 

every morning?” 

Incorrect 

Level 0  1.3  
(23) 

.3  
(7) 

Level 1 .1  
(15) 

.7  
(15) 

Level 2 23.4  
(386) 

8.9  
(126) 

Partial 
Correct 

Level 3 24.7  
(332) 

15.3  
(219) 

Level 4 23.9  
(318) 

27  
(321) 

Level 5 20.1  
(254) 

23.7  
(370) 

Level 6 2.4  
(50) 

9.8  
(143) 

Level 7 .9  
(10) 

1.6  
(29) 

Correct Level 8 3.2  
(48) 

12.9  
(181) 

 

  



USAID West Bank EGR Baseline Report 83 

Annex 4. Data Collection Methodology 
Instrument Adaptation Process 
Upon the initiation of the assessment activities, an Assessments Technical Working 
Group (TWG), comprising Ministry of Education and Higher Education (MOEHE) 
personnel from General Education Assessment and Evaluation (AED), Curriculum, 
Supervision, and General Education, was established and met five times in March 
2018 for baseline planning and instrument adaption. The TWG based the instrument 
adaptation on the EGRA instrument used in 2014, modifications to reflect the project 
scope were conducted in addition to changes to the texts included in the reading and 
reading comprehension subtasks.  

Table A 10.  Summary of differences between 2014 and 2018 instrument  

Item EGRA 2014 EGR Baseline 

Instrument  Adapted EGRA Adapted EGRA  
Adapted MELQO 

Target Group G2 K-2 
School 
Sample 

150 MOEHE Primary Schools 80 MOEHE Primary Schools  
(60 EGR, 20 Control) 

Schools with 
KGs 

None 24 (21 EGR schools) 

Reading 
Items 

• Print Knowledge 
• Short Syllable (letter with 

diacritic)  
• Familiar word reading 
• Unfamiliar word reading 
• Reading comprehension with 

diacritics  
• Reading comprehension 

without diacritics 
• Listening comprehension  

• Not included 
• Short Syllable (letter with diacritic) 
• Familiar word reading 
• Unfamiliar word reading 
• Reading comprehension with 

diacritics  
• Not included 
 
• Listening comprehension 

Writing Not included Included  
KG Writing Not included • Copying letters 

• Copying word 
• Writing own name 

G1-2 Writing  Not included • Copying letter 
• Writing dictated word 
• Writing dictated question 
• Responding to question in own 

words 
Students 
sampled 

• 20 per grade level 
• 3,000 G2 student 

• 20 per grade level 
• 3,308 students  
• G1-2: 2,958 students 
• KG: 350 students 

School 
sample 

20 students • 40 students for schools with no KG 
• 60 students for schools with KG 
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Item EGRA 2014 EGR Baseline 

Assessors 32 assessors formulating 16 
teams 

41 assessors formulating 6 teams 

Team 
composition 

• 2 assessors 
• 1 team supervisor 

• 2 KG assessors 
• 2 G1 assessors 
• 2 G2 assessors 
• 1 Team supervisor  

Assessor  Candidate teachers  MOEHE supervisors  
Days of data 
collection 

12 school days 16 school days 

Schools 
assessed per 
day 

16 6 

Assessment 
month  

March 2014 April 2018 

 
The meetings concentrated on adapting the baseline instruments and their subtasks 
for kindergarten (KG), grade 1 (G1), and grade 2 (G2). An average of two meetings 
per week were held: one focused on the G1–G2 instruments, while the other 
centered around the KG instruments. During the meetings, the TWG finalized the 
adaptation of the instruments and planned for pretest and supervisor training. A 
summary of these meetings is included below. 

Table A 11.  Summary of adaptation meetings held in March 2018 

Meeting 
date Focus Attendees Outcomes 

March 
12 

Adapting G1–G2 
instruments and 
subtasks 

TWG members and 
grade Arabic 
language 
supervisors 

• Reviewed and adapted G1–G2 
instrument subtasks based on the 
EGRA instrument used in 2014. 

• Shortlisted five (from 11) reading 
and comprehension passages for 
pretesting  

• Set initial pretesting plan 
March 

13 
Adapting KG 
instruments and 
subtasks 

TWG members and 
KG supervisors 

• Reviewed and adapted G1–G2 
instrument subtasks 

• Set initial pretesting plan 
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Meeting 
date Focus Attendees Outcomes 

March 
19 

Finalizing G1–
G2 instruments 
for pretesting  

TWG members 
without KG 
representative 

• Finalized instruments for 
pretesting based on members’ 
contributions and Early Grade 
Reading (EGR) experts’ feedback 

• Supervision shared a list of 31 
supervisors who were suitable to 
take part in the baseline data 
collection 

• Decided that the instruments 
would be pretested in three 
schools 

• Set training for April 1–4 (four 
days, including one pilot day) 

• Instructed departments to 
nominate one staff member to 
attend the training orientation 
session on Thursday, March 29, 
to be part of the training team 

March 
20 

Finalizing KG 
instruments for 
pretesting 

TWG members 
including KG 
representative 

• Finalized instruments for 
pretesting based on members’ 
contributions and EGR experts’ 
feedback 

• General education shared the 
details of the 21 supervisors who 
would attend the baseline training 
(12 would be selected to conduct 
the baseline) 

• Decided that the instruments 
would be pretested in three 
schools  

• Set training for April 1–4 (four 
days, including one pilot day) 

• Directed General Education to 
nominate one staff member to 
attend the training orientation 
session on Thursday, March 29, 
to be part of the training team 

March 
26 

Revising the 
final instruments  

TWG members • Performed final instrument 
revision 

• Planned pretesting in Ali Khalil 
Hamad Primary Co-ed School 

• Planned a language revision 
session  

March 
27 

Performing 
language and 
grammatical 
revisions 

EGR staff and 
TWG members 
representing 
curriculum 

• Edited and finalized both 
instruments for language and 
grammar  
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During the meetings, the TWG agreed to the proposed schedule for baseline 
implementation to be conducted over the full month of April 2018. The group agreed 
that the training for 44 supervisors (12 from General Education and 32 from 
Supervision) would take place across four days and that, after training, field work 
would be conducted for 13 days. 
In March 2018, the EGR Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 
specialist continued to develop the instruments in Tangerine® and test their 
administration on tablets.  
Mr. Aarnout Brombacher conducted a baseline orientation session for staff and 
selected MOEHE personnel in preparation for project baseline administration training 
in April. The session focused on key issues and materials required for the four-day 
training course, which was to start on April 1. EGR staff also completed the required 
logistical preparations for the baseline training.  
Pretesting Activities 
Following the finalization of the instruments, two visits were conducted in two schools 
to pretest the instrument prior to finalization and the supervisor training on April 1. On 
Wednesday, March 21, the EGR team and MOEHE representatives visited Burqa 
Primary Girls School/Ramallah and conducted four interviews with students from KG, 
G1, and G2. The results of the pretesting were discussed and incorporated in the 
revised instrument.  
Another pretesting visit was conducted on Wednesday, March 28, at Ali Khalil 
Hamad Primary Co-ed School. The instruments were pretested with seven students 
(two from KG, three from G1, and two from G2). The pretesting resulted in the 
selection of the final reading comprehension and listening comprehension passages 
for inclusion in the G1–G2 tool. Minor revisions were also made to finalize the tool. 
Assessor Training, Pilot, and Data Collection 
On April 1, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)/West 
Bank EGR project started its four-day EGR baseline enumerator training. The 
training focused on introducing EGR’s baseline activity and G1–G2 and KG 
instruments to the assessors to ensure accurate and quality data collection at the 80 
baseline schools. The training was conducted by Mr. Brombacher, who was 
supported by West Bank EGR Specialists on staff.  
The MOEHE identified 41 assessors to be trained as EGR baseline assessors: 29 
from the Directorate General of Supervision and 12 from the Directorate General of 
General Education. The assessors from the 17 West Bank directorates included 30 
women and 11 men. Two additional National Institute for Educational Training 
trainers and four West Bank EGR staff members were trained as a backup team to 
substitute for any assessor in case of an emergency.  
During the first two training days, the assessors were introduced to paper copies and 
table versions of the G1–G2 and KG instruments. Participants practiced with peers 
and in groups, led by Mr. Brombacher and West Bank EGR specialists. It is very 
important that assessors be fully familiar with all subtasks so that they can fully 
concentrate on listening to students read and correctly recording what the students 
read. This familiarity comes from repeated practice by assessors on all subtasks. 
Therefore, all assessors were continuously monitored for proficiency. The third 
training day was dedicated for piloting the G1–G2 and KG instruments in the field at 
six schools—two from each region. Following the pilot, the instruments were fine-
tuned based on the assessors’ field experience, adjusted in Tangerine, and 
redownloaded to the tablets.  
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Training Assessor Accuracy Measure (AAM) 
During the fourth day of training, all trainees participated in the AAM. This test 
measured the assessors’ marked entries against a gold-standard response set by the 
lead trainer. The AAM helps lead trainers identify any trainee who may be having 
problems with capturing accurate responses and also allows trainers to determine if 
any particular subtask was difficult for the trainees to correctly record. Further, the 
AAM provides an estimate of the overall agreement between each assessor and the 
lead trainer (gold standard). The AAM results revealed that no specific subtasks were 
more difficult to record than others. The exercise resulted in 98% agreement for G1–
G2 assessors and 92% for KG assessors.  
Team Composition 
During the training, the assessors were distributed among six teams—two teams per 
region. Each team comprised four G1–G2 assessors, two KG assessors, and one 
coordinator.  
West Bank EGR worked with the MOEHE to draft a list of assessors who would best 
work on the teams and who would efficiently implement the baseline covering all 
schools. However, because MOEHE assessors had prior plans, as the school year 
was approaching its end, EGR had to design an implementation plan that would 
accommodate the available assessors. For instance, one of the two south region 
teams had KG assessors. Therefore, this team was tasked with going to all the 
southern schools with attached KGs, regardless of the schools’ geographical 
locations in the southern directorates. The table below shows the team composition 
by region. 

Table A12.  Team Composition by Region 

Team Composition  

North Middle South 

Team 1 Team 2 Team 1 Team 2 Team 1 Team 2 

Coordinator  1 1 1 1 1 1 
G1–G2 assessors 5 4 3 4 3 5 
KG assessor 2 3 2 2 2 0 

 

The West Bank EGR baseline data collection was launched on April 8, 2018. The 35 
assessors and six assessor team coordinators were organized into six assessor 
teams, each with two assessors for each grade level and one assessor team 
coordinator. The teams were directed by West Bank EGR. Each team assessed 20, 
40, or 60 students per school per day; the number of students assessed depended 
on whether the school had an attached KG. With each assessor administering the 
instrument to 10 students, the school assessment typically required 3.5–4.0 hours.  
The assessor team coordinator was responsible for randomly selecting the students 
and taking them, one by one, to the two assessors conducting the tests in the school 
library or classroom vacated for their use. The assessor team coordinators also 
ensured that students and assessors were not disturbed or interrupted. Additionally, 
the coordinator acted as a substitute if there were not enough assessors, during 
which time they also administered the instrument to students.  
Collectively, the teams typically completed six schools per day. The assessment of 
all 80 schools was completed in 16 school days during April. During the week of April 
22, the teams’ work slowed down as assessors were involved in supervising the 
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national exams taking place in all directorates. To overcome this challenge, team 
members in the regions were merged into one team and conducted the instruments 
at one school per day. This strategy was most predominantly used in the center and 
south regions.  
Field Inter-rater Reliability (IRR)  
During data collection, the field manager visited the assessors and, with the 
assessors, conducted the field IRR test. The G1 and G2 IRR test resulted in an 
overall agreement of 96.8%. Because the KG assessment did not involve any timed 
subtasks, and students typically moved through the subtasks slower than G1 and G2 
students, the IRR agreement was nearly perfect: 98.4%.  
On April 29, West Bank EGR completed baseline data collection in 80 schools, 
consisting of 60 EGR-supported schools and 20 comparison schools. In total, EGR 
assessed 1,492 G1 students, 1,465 G2 students, and 293 KG students.  
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Annex 5. Comparison of 2014 and 2018 
Assessments  

The 2018 EGRA baseline was not designed to be directly comparable to the 2014 national 
survey. Any comparisons between the studies should be viewed with caution as these 
studies had different purposes, research designs, sample designs, as well as different 
components. Table 5-1 provides a quick summary of these differences.  

Table 5-1:  Comparison of the 2014 national snapshot survey and the 2018 EGR 
baseline survey. 

Item 2014 Survey 2018 Survey 

Purpose Conduct a national cross-
sectional snapshot survey 

Establish a baseline for the 
EGR intervention. 

Sample Methodology 150 schools selected  
No stratification 
10 students per grade 

80 schools selected 
Stratified by EGR/non-EGR 
schools.  
20 students per grade 

Instruments  
(Reading passage)  

57 words 
1 minute to complete  

59 words 
3 minutes to complete  

Instruments  
(Reading comprehension) 

6 questions  
Only 5.8% of students were 
asked all 6 questions 
because students had 1 
minute to complete   

5 questions 
Majority of sampled students 
were asked all 5 questions 
because students had 3 
minutes to complete 

Writing Task Did not include  Included 

Data collection time of year March 17 – 31 April 8 - 29 
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