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Executive Summary 
This report shares the reading assessment results of 550 1st and 2nd grade (Primary 1 and 2) 
students in 19 CHANCE centers and 8 comparison government schools in Amuru, Uganda.  
The 19 CHANCE centers are preparing to pilot Literacy Boost, an innovative program to 
support children’s development of the five key reading skills (letter knowledge, phonemic 
awareness, fluency vocabulary and comprehension). The assessment covers emergent literacy 
skills using concepts about print, determined how many letters of the alphabet a child knows, 
then measures three of four skills related to reading connected text: fluency, accuracy, reading 
comprehension or oral comprehension. All the assessments were conducted in the students’ 
local language, Acholi. 
 
The background information collected alongside the assessment show that the children from 
Literacy Boost and comparison schools come from similar socioeconomic backgrounds and 
literacy environments. The scores on certain assessment components, however, show that the 
children in CHANCE centers were significantly outperformed by their peers in the comparison 
schools.  This was true for concepts about print and letter knowledge (lowercase only). There 
was no significant difference on oral comprehension.   
 
Most significantly, students across the sample were largely unable to read more than a handful 
of letters, or read any words, either in isolation or within a story. From this starting point, the 
challenge for Literacy Boost during the 2010 school year is to close the gap between 
government schools and CHANCE centers, as well as bring the scores up from 0.  As Literacy 
Boost will facilitate exposure and action around reading and books, the expectation will be to 
see the impact of this work reflected in changes in Acholi reading scores for targeted students 
when analyzing the next round of data collection. 
 
This report also sets out a contextualized benchmark for the sampled students.  We use this 
data-generated benchmark because this baseline represents a first foray into measuring these 
skills among Acholi-speakers learning to read Acholi in school. As yet, there are no standards 
by grade set for these languages. We set the benchmark at the 75th percentile of the sample and 
challenge ourselves to have most children reading at this level or higher by year’s end.  Return 
data collection at the close of 2011 will enable us to assess our progress in supporting these 
children to acquire and demonstrate these skills. 
 
Further trends identified in the data indicate that exposure to individuals reading at home, as 
well as having individuals at home read to students are correlated with higher scores at baseline 
in concepts of print and letter knowledge.  This begs the intervention question: if Literacy 
Boost enhances the amount of reading-related interactions in the home and engages greater 
numbers of household members to read to children, will this support the desired increase in 
scores?  Using these baseline data and follow up data from year’s end, we will revisit the 
question at the end of the school year.   
 
Finally, we find that boys significantly outperform girls in certain assessment components. 
Hence, girls in particular may require additional support to make progress in developing reading 
skills.  The children in these schools are entering schools at a variety of ages, and teachers will 
need support to engage all of them to develop these skills.  
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Introduction 
In late 2010, Save the Children began implementing Literacy Boost; an intervention focused on 
working with teachers and communities to improve children’s reading skills, in Amuru District 
of Northern Uganda.  Literacy Boost features a set of adaptable emergent literacy and early 
grade assessments used to detail the skills present when Literacy Boost begins and chart 
progress throughout the intervention.  Based on the Amuru context and assessment results 
from summer 2010, the teacher training and community action components are implemented 
and follow up data used to investigate change.  This report details the reading skills and 
characteristics of the students in 20 CHANCE centers where Literacy Boost is being 
implements and 8 comparison government-run schools nearby.   
 
Amuru Historical Context 
 
Formerly part of Gulu district, Amuru district was curved from Gulu in 2007. The district is 
recovering from the 22 years devastation of the civil war that destroyed most of the 
infrastructures in all the service provision sectors and reduced the production capacity of the 
affected population. During the 22 years, the people of Amuru lived in Internal Displaced 
Persons (IDPs) camp settlements, most schools were abandoned or destroyed and learning 
centres were set in safer accessible gazetted camps. With the prevailing peace efforts since 
2006, former IDPs are returning to their villages of origin; this process has progressed to100% 
by July 2010 under the government Peace Recovery and Development Program (PRDP) 
framework. With the prevailing peace in July 2006, the counties of Kilak and Nwoya were 
curved out of the then Gulu District to constitute the present-day Amuru District. The district 
is still experiencing enormous challenges. Safe water coverage is only at 57% of the population. 
Most of these safe water facilities were concentrated in IDP camps.  With the return process, 
these facilities were left behind while most of the return sites have no safe water facilities at all. 
The lack of basic infrastructural and social services in return sites like education, health, water, 
sanitation and livelihood services has created great pressure on the community. For example 
95% of the schools in the district have relocated to original sites with acute shortages of 
schooling facilities and broken community structures to support education activities or no 
learning opportunities. Despite these challenges in July 2010 Nwoya was also curved away from 
Amuru, so currently half of the 20 CHANCE schools are equally divided amongst two districts 
(Amuru and Nwoya). 
 
Education Context of Amuru/ Nwoya districts: there are 99 public primary schools (UPE) with 
enrolment of 62,815 (girls 29,325, boys 33,490).  These schools are characterised by low 
attendance and high dropouts rates, especially among girls from upper primary (P.5 to P7). 
Primary enrollment is 51% male and 49% female, there are 927 teachers (male 682, female 245), 
706 classrooms (permanent 607 and temporal 99), The pupil to teacher ratio is 68 to 1, the 
pupil to classroom ratio is 86 to 1 and the pupil to teacher ratio vs the pupil to classroom ratio 
is 0.76. 
 
According to the District Development Plans 2008/9 -2010/11, some of the challenges 
experienced by Amuru and Nwoya districts include; 
• Pupil latrine ratio of 1:108, pupils –classroom ratio of 1:87. 
• Pupils book ratio of 1:6 and pupils teachers’ ratio of 1:111.  
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• Low quality of education and unfriendly school environment. 
• Low staff level and high teacher pupil ratio per class at 68%. 
• Inadequate staff accommodation coverage in all schools which de-motivates teachers from 

teaching in rural areas. 
• Teacher quality issues are still not addressed due to limited opportunities for in service 

training, teacher support, mentorship, and regularly school supervision. 
• Teachers posted to the district decline to report to duty stations due to the lack basic 

social services such as teacher accommodation. 
• The limited number of female teachers in schools at a ratio of 1:3 female to male has had a 

negative implication on the girls who lack female role models and support on female related 
issues  

• Poor sanitation in most schools due to low water and latrine coverage 
• High dropout rate especially among girls from Primary Five and above. Few or no 

classrooms in some schools where pupils learn under tree shades. 
• Accessibility to schools within 2.5km national standard in Amuru/Nwoya is 28.3%; implying 

most children must cross longer distances to get to school or never attend schools based 
on distance. 

 
Methodology 
The CHANCE centers in the sample contain 19 of 20 possible CHANCE centers identified by 
Save the Children program staff as potential sites for the pilot year of Literacy Boost activities. 
SC staff expected to visit each pilot school and surrounding communities 3 to 4 times a month. 
All schools in the sample receive services from Save the Children, including: school health and 
nutrition, school improvement grants and teacher training.   
 
At each of the 19 CHANCE centers and 8 government schools where data was collected, 
approximately 20 children in the primary two were sampled. This was done randomly if there 
were more than 20 children in the classroom.  In the event that no primary two class existed in 
the CHANCE center visited, students from primary one were sampled. The resulting sample 
has 559 students: 391 in Literacy Boost schools and 168 in control schools. This report will use 
comparison of means through t-tests to analyze the comparability of the two groups, as well as 
multilevel regression models to account for clustering in schools to explore relationships 
between reading skills and background factors.  The analysis will separate out the sample of 
primary two students from primary one students in order to make a better comparison 
between CHANCE centers and government schools, all of which had at least one primary two 
class from which to sample. 
 
A note about benchmarks 
While Save the Children has used this approach to reading assessment and intervention in 
Malawi, Nepal, Mali, Pakistan, Ethiopia, and Mozambique, comparison across countries and 
languages is less helpful than more detailed contextual information for setting expectations of 
impact.  For each measure used in these assessments, the upper end of the range of scores can 
be used to consider what is currently possible among these children.  At the end of the results 
section in Table 4, we present the score at the 75th percentile of each measure at baseline and 
suggest it as a benchmark for our next assessment against which to check our progress in 
supporting more children to gain these essential skills.
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Comparability of school types on contextual factors  
The students in the Literacy Boost versus comparison schools are comparable on age, gender, 
language spoken at home and both the total amount of time in school and repetition by grade. 
Table 1 presents the average values for student background factors for the sample as a whole. 
 
Table 1. Student background data: who are the primary two students? 
 Government 

School Sample 
CHANCE Center 
Sample: grade 2 

CHANCE Center 
Sample: grade 1 

Number 168 141 241 
Age    

[Range: 5 to 12] 
9.04 years 9.18 years 7.80 years 

Gender 48.21% female 43.97% female 50.62% female 
Mother tongue Acholi Acholi Acholi 
Total years in school  

[Range: 2 to 8] 
3.31 years 3.55 years 2.57 years 

% repeated primary 1 42.26% repeated 41.84% repeated 41.91% repeated 
% repeated primary 2 17.86% repeated 20.43% repeated NA 
Time to school (on foot) 

[Range: 0  to 4 hours] 
53 minutesA 45 minutes 45 minutes 

Household size (members) 
[Range: 1 to 12] 

6.31 6.15 5.85 

Child performs chores before 
school 

75.00% 82.27% 83.40% 

Child performs chores after school 79.76%B 93.62% 83.40% 
Family owns at least 1 radio 70.23% 62.41% 73.44% 
A significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 group at p<.05 
B significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 group at p<.001 
 
As can be seen in Table 1, the baseline sample of students from both the CHANCE centers and 
the government schools are relatively similar.  Each grade 2 sample is around 9 years of age.  
Both populations speak the local language, Acholi.  Students have been in school an average 
around 3.5 years, reflecting both time spent in kindergarten and/or pre-kindergarten, as well as 
some class repetitions.    There was a significant difference between the groups concerning the 
time it takes for the child to walk to school.  The fact that CHANCE center populations need 
less time to travel to school probably reflects the efforts of the Save the Children staff to 
create centers that are accessible to young populations that whom otherwise would not be able 
to attend to school due to long distance to walk.  Also, CHANCE centers generally have a far 
lower enrollment rate than do government primary schools,  
 
The families of the students were statistically the same size, and around 66% of them owned 
radios, a proxy measure for socioeconomic standing that will be investigated in greater detail in 
the later sections of this report.  While on average 77% of students reported performing some 
work before school (work including household chores or work outside the home), and a 
significantly larger proportion of students in the CHANCE center sample reported having work 
after school. A hypothetical reason behind this difference could be that CHANCE center 
students live in communities who only recently returned from Internally Displaced Person (IDP) 
camps.  As such, there may be more work to do in terms of clearing land, construction, and 
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other duties than there are in the more established communities that send their children to the 
government schools.  
 
Next we consider: do the children in these groups differ on indicators of household literacy? 
 
Table 2. Indicators of Household Literacy 
 CHANCE 

Center Grade 
2 

Sample 

Government School  
Grade 2 Sample 

CHANCE Center 
Grade 1 
Sample 

Family has books at home (yes/no) 14.89% 25.60%A 21.58% 
Child sees anyone reading at 
home? 

44.68% 41.07% 38.59% 

Anyone reads to the child? 22.70% 24.55% 20.33% 
% Household members in school 41.44% 32.18%B 44.38% 
% Household members seen 
reading 

12.56% 12.10% 9.24% 

% Household members who reads 
to child 

6.42% 5.18% 3.44% 

A significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 group at p<.05 
B significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 group at p<.01 
 
Table 2 shows that books are rare items in Amuru, particularly in communities that are served 
by CHANCE centers.  The fact that only 15% of students in CHANCE centers (versus 25% in 
government schools) reported having books at home may reflect the relative newness of these 
communities who just returned from the IDP camps.  In both groups, less than half the students 
reported seeing someone read at home, indicating either widespread rates of non-readers, or a 
lack of materials to read in these communities.   
 
The average percent of family members who read to the child is near 6 percent in both groups, 
meaning that if a child has a family of 17, then one person reads to him/her. However, Table 1 
revealed household sizes of six on average, leading to the conclusion that reading to children is 
not a common occurrence in Amuru.  
 
Reading skills 
Concepts about print 
At baseline, the children on average 
demonstrate mastery of 4.83 out of 12 
concepts about print. This emergent 
literacy assessment considers 
familiarity with books – where to start, 
which way to read, what is a letter, 
what is a word, etc. Figure 1 shows 
that grade 2 children in comparison 
government schools demonstrated 
mastery of more concepts than did 
children in CHANCE schools. As this  

*Significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 at p<.05 
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difference is statistically significant in favor of the comparison schools, it will be informative to 
see whether Literacy Boost can close the gap on this basic skill.                                  
*Significantly different from CHANCE grade 2 at p<.05 
 
Letter knowledge 

At baseline, the children in 
grade 2 from both the 
government and CHANCE 
centers named on average 7.83 
of 40 letters, or 21% of all 
uppercase and lowercase letters 
correctly, as seen in figure 2.  
The difference between grade 2 
CHANCE center students and 
government school students 
was not significant when 
comparing their overall ability 
or their ability to name 
uppercase letters.  However, 
there was a statistically 
significant difference for the two 
groups primary two students 
when it came to naming 
lowercase letters.  On average, 
government students in grade 
two could name 3.68 lowercase 

letters while CHANCE center primary two students could name 2.61 letters.  Halfway through 
grade 2, many of these children continue to struggle with this basic skill.  As this difference is 
statistically significant in favor of the comparison schools, it will be informative to see whether 
Literacy Boost can close the gap on this basic skill. 

     

Table 3: 5 most and 5 least identified letters, by grade and school type 
  Govt. Grade 2 CHANCE Grade 2 CHANCE Grade 1 

Most 
Identifiable 

Letters 

Uppercase A 77% 73% 66% 
Uppercase O 54% 55% 35% 
lowercase o 61% 49% 32% 

Uppercase B 49% 42% 42% 
Uppercase L 33% 30% 19% 

Least 
Identifiable 

Letters 

lowercase n 8% 3% 2% 
lowercase g 8% 1% 2% 
lowercase d 7% 2% 1% 

Uppercase 'NG' 2% 0% 0% 
lowercase 'ng' 1% 1% 0% 

 

 
 *Significant difference between Grade 2 CHANCE and Government 
schools at p<.05 
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Among individual letters, only the uppercase “A” was known by more than 75% of the sample 
(77% government and 73% CHANCE 2nd graders). Lowercase “O” was the second most 
correctly identified letter (61% and 49% for government and CHANCE 2nd graders, 
respectively), followed by uppercase “o”  (54% and 55% for government and CHANCE 2nd 
graders, respectively).  Not surprisingly, primary 1 CHANCE students had a harder time in 
general naming letters than did their more advanced peers. Students identified the following 
letters correctly less than 10% of the time:  I, J, NG, d, g, j, l, n, & ng.  Given the extremely low 
achievement on this portion of the test, significant attention to letter knowledge during 
instruction will help to boost children’s letter knowledge scores. 
 
Most Used Word & Pseudo-Words 
The students were presented with two charts, each containing 10 words. The first chart 
contained the 10 most used words.  These words were identified as ‘most used’ by tabulating 
the number of times a word appeared in the only Acholi school book that could be located in 
or near Amuru.  The ten most used words were then presented to the child. Given that only 
9% of the government sample (15 children), 4% of the CHANCE grade 2 sample (5 children), 
and 3% of the CHANCE grade 1 sample (7 children), could identify any of these words, no 
results are reported. 
 
The second chart presented to the students contained 10 ‘pseudo-words’.  These words are 
nonsense words, containing 2, 3, or 4 letters each.  The purpose of this assessment was to test 
the how well students could read unfamiliar words.  No students in grade 2 in either the 
government schools or the CHANCE schools could identify any of these words.  4 students 
from the CHANCE grade 1 sample, however, were able to read, on average, 2 of these words, 
indicating that the exercise was not unreasonable.  However, due to the small number of 
students who could read any of these words, no results are reported.   
 
While one could argue that the children were unfamiliar with the pseudo-word test and hence 
did not perform well, it is unlikely that this was the sole factor in the results.  Decoding, 
particularly in the early grades, is a very basic skill that successful readers need to master in 
order to grow in their reading abilities.  The Acholi language is written with a defined alphabet; 
hence it is reasonable to expect that some student should be able to decode these short 
words.  An implication of this finding is that we must find ways to help students in their 
decoding skills, and help teachers support students in acquiring this skill. 
 
Reading fluency and accuracy 
Oral reading fluency is measured by asking a child to read a text aloud, and tracking what words 
are read correctly in a minute. Unfortunately, no students were able to perform this task. 
Reading accuracy is based upon the reading of the same text as fluency above, but the score 
continues after the first minute and the percentage of words read correctly is computed. In our 
sample, only 2 students were able to read the passage.  While these students were in CHANCE 
centers, they were in primary one, and constitute less that 1% of the sample population.  
Hence, no average accuracy measure is available to report for any population. 
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Reading and oral comprehension 

 
Once students 
complete reading 
the reading 
passage, they are 
asked 4 questions 
to assess how 
much of the 
passage they 
comprehend.  As 
no students were 
able to read the 
passage, no reading 
comprehension 
questions were 
asked. If the child 
was unable to read, 
the assessor 

followed a series of supportive reading rules (prompting, use of a ruler), and then read the 
passage to the child and asked the four comprehension questions. Figure 3 shows the percent 
of children that answered each number of questions correctly in each school type. On average, 
the students in the comparison schools answer 2.74 questions correctly, with no significant 
difference between groups on the average number of questions correctly answered.   Clearly, 
the students do have appropriate oral comprehension skills.  It remains the work of Literacy 
Boost to increase students’ reading abilities.  
 
 
Numeracy 
 
Following the reading 
portion of the 
assessment, students 
were asked 16 
questions related to 
numeracy.  On average, 
Primary 1 students in 
CHANCE centers 
answered 4.2 questions 
correctly.  A highly 
significant difference was 
observed between grade 
2 students in the 
government schools and 
CHANCE centers.  On 
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average, grade 2 students in the government schools answered 7 questions correctly, as 
opposed to grade 2 students in CHANCE schools, who answered 5.7 questions correctly, on 
average.   This difference is highly significant.  However, because no data was collected on the 
use of numeracy at home or in school, it is difficult at this time to hypothesize why this 
significant difference is found between the two populations. Without further evidence, no solid 
conclusion can be reached. In any case, it is clear that numeracy must be addressed in future 
education programming. 
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Overview of comparability of school types: Literacy Boost and Comparison Schools  
Table 4 offers an overview of the average scores presented thus far. 
 
Table 4. Average Baseline Scores on Literacy Outcome Measures by School Type and Grade 

Literacy 
Outcome Description 

Baseline 
Mean, 

CHANCE 
Schools, 
Grade 1 

Baseline 
Mean, 

CHANCE 
Schools, 
Grade 2 

Baseline 
Mean, 
Govt. 

Schools 
Grade 2 

 
75th 

percentile 
for Grade 2 

Concepts 
About Print 

Number of 
concepts 
demonstrated 
correctly  (out of 
12) 

3.46 4.52 5.10* 7 

Letter 
Knowledge 

Number of 
letters/sounds 
known (out of 40) 

4.98 7.04 8.49 12 

Most Used 
Words 

Number of words 
correctly read (out 
of 10) 

.05 0.04 0.12 X 

Pseudo Words 
Number of pseudo-
words correctly 
read (out of 10) 

0 0 0 X 

Reading 
Fluency 

Number of words in 
a connected text 
read correctly in a 
minute 

0 0 0 X 

Reading 
Accuracy 

Percentage of 
words in a 
connected text read 
correctly  

0 0 0 X 

Reading 
Comprehensio
n 

Number of 
comprehension 
questions answered 
correctly after 
reading a text read 
aloud (4 total) 

 0 0 X 

Oral 
Comprehensio
n 

Number of 
comprehension 
questions answered 
correctly after 
listening to text 
read aloud (4 total) 

2.41 2.64 2.83 4 

Basic 
Numeracy 

Number of 
numeracy  questions 
answered correctly 
(16 total) 

4.22 5.70 7.02** 9 

* Statistically significant difference between government and CHANCE Grade 2, p<.05 
**Statistically significant difference between government and CHANCE Grade 2, p<.001 
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Table 5. Percent of Students Scoring Zero on Assessment Sections 

Literacy 
Outcome Description 

CHANCE 
Grade 1 

% of sample 
scoring 0 

CHANCE 
Grade 2 

% of 
sample 

scoring 0 

Govt. School 
Grade 2 

% of sample 
scoring 0 

Concepts About 
Print 

Number of concepts 
demonstrated correctly  
(out of 12) 

9.54% 5.67% 2.98% 

Letter 
Knowledge 

Number of letters/sounds 
known (out of 40) 24.90% 21.99% 12.50% 

Most Used 
Words 

Number of words 
correctly read (out of 10) 97.1% 96.45% 91.07% 

Pseudo Words Number of pseudo-words 
correctly read (out of 10) 99.17% 100% 100% 

Reading Fluency 
Number of words in a 
connected text read 
correctly in a minute 

100% 100% 100% 

Reading 
Accuracy 

Percentage of words in a 
connected text read 
correctly  

99.17% 100% 100% 

Reading 
Comprehension 

Number of 
comprehension questions 
answered correctly after 
reading a text read aloud 
(4 total) 

100% 100% 100% 

Oral 
Comprehension 

Number of 
comprehension questions 
answered correctly after 
listening to text read aloud 
(4 total) 

11.61% 8.51% 3.57% 

Basic Numeracy 
NumNuber of numeracy 
questions answered 
Number of correctly (16 
(16 total) 

2.49% 2.83% 0% 

 
Generally, students in the CHANCE schools perform on par with their peers in government 
schools, but there is immense room for improvement!  The exception to this is found in 
concepts about print and numeracy, where students in CHANCE schools performed 
significantly worse, as indicated by the * or the **.  The difference in concepts about print may 
relate to the significant difference found in the presence of books in the home between the two 
groups, as shown in Table 2.  More exposure to books and reading materials might reduce or 
reverse this difference.  As we did not collect data on home or school practices concerning 
numeracy, we cannot hypothesize about the reasons behind the significant difference in 
numeracy questions answered correctly.  
 
The final column in this table presents the scores at the 75th percentile of this sample of 
students. This means that if you line up 100 children from the highest to the lowest score on an 
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element of the assessment, the first child is above the 99th percentile; the 25th child on line is 
above the 75th percentile. This means that he/she has scored higher than 75 percent of the 
children in the line. As a beginning goal for this program, let’s aim to have children performing 
at this level or better by the end of the school year.  If Literacy Boost instruction in the lower 
grades and ECD programs succeed as well, we should see this benchmark rise over time. 
 
Many of the cells within the 75th Percentile column in Table 4 contain ‘X’s’. The reason no 
percentile mark is given is that there was not sufficient data to clarify where the 75th percentile 
should fall.  As such, a goal of Literacy Boost should aim to raise the numbers so that they are 
not 0.  
 
We turn next to correlations among scores and background information to gather hints as to 
factors influencing reading skills in this context. We limit these analyses to concepts about print 
and letter knowledge as the remaining literacy outcomes have little variation at baseline. 
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Relationships between student background, household literacy and 
reading skills 
 
Concepts about Print 
Using the background and household literacy data reported  above, I use a multilevel model to 
account for the clustering of children in schools and find that significant predictors of total 
concepts about print mastered are: the reported age of the student, the percent of household 
members who were seen reading by the student, and who the read to the student, as reported 
during the assessment.  Recall that these are correlational findings only and should not be 
interpreted to mean that persons reading to the child will necessarily cause greater mastery of 
concepts about print. This possibility remains to be tested.   
 
The variables in this model include age and whether or not people read to the child at home.  
As can be seen in the blue line Figure 5, the age of the child and their familiarity with concepts 
about print have a positive relationship that is highly significant.  Children who reported that 
individuals read 
to them at 
home tend to 
demonstrate 
greater 
mastery of 
these concepts, 
on average.  A 
greater 
percentage of 
individuals who 
read to them 
at home is 
correlated with 
a greater 
amount of 
concepts 
mastered.   
However, this 
finding must be 
understood 
within its context.  Given the complete lack of Acholi children’s books, it is not immediately 
clear what is being read the child, nor the type of interaction. The finding that some 
interactions with the written word are associated with a child’s understanding more concepts 
about print is encouraging nonetheless, and indicates that the Literacy Boost program has 
something to offer these students. 
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Letter Knowledge 
Similarly using multilevel models to account for the clustering of children in schools, I find that 
significant predictors of total letters known are: the percent of household members who were 
seen reading, as well as the total number of household members.  Similar to Figure 5, Figure 6 
shows how the relationship between age and letters correctly identified changes when we 
account for the percent of individuals who were seen reading at home.   
 

As the age and the 
percentage of household 
members who the 
student saw reading in 
his or her home 
increased, the numbers 
of letters correctly 
identified also increased. 
This finding holds 
regardless of the 
student’s sex.  As with 
concepts about print, it 
is not clear exactly what 
is being read.  
Nonetheless, more 
literacy related activity 
in the home seems to be 
associated with greater 
reading achievement by 

these students. Recall that these are correlational findings only. It is not currently possible to 
determine whether a causal relationship exists. 
 
Another interesting finding regards family size.  Controlling for the student’s gender, age, and 
grade level, households with more members were correlated with higher numbers of letters 
correctly identified by students.  While this is only correlational, it might suggest that Amuru is 
a very good place for Literacy Boost, given the programs focus on family and community 
involvement    
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Other notable trends in the data 
 
Gender and Reading 
Skills 
 
As can be seen in 
figure 7, boys 
consistently 
outperformed girls 
in both the letter 
identification and 
the concepts about 
print portion of 
the literacy 
assessment.  
Although the 
differences appear 
small (only 4% 
between boys and girls for both sections), these differences are significant.  Ensuring equal 
participation by both boys and girls in the Literacy Boost program should be a top priority 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
While comparable in socioeconomic setting and access to literacy resources in their 
environments, the Literacy Boost and comparison groups show significant differences on 
measures of emergent literacy measures, CAP and letter knowledge.  Even though these 
differences exist at baseline, all students are essentially behind where they should be.  At the 
finish of the school year, reading skills scores should be analyzed with a view to establishing 1) 
whether or not the Literacy Boost interventions served to close the achievement gap apparent 
in these skills, and 2) whether or not students were able to attain non-0 scores for other parts 
of the assessment. 
 
Indicative trends in the data suggest that literacy activities in the home, specifically the number 
of people who read in the home and the greater numbers of household members reading to 
children may facilitate the desired increase in scores – but this needs to be tested through this 
intervention.  In addition, girls may require additional support to make progress in developing 
reading skills. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


