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Early literacy is essen-al for academic success as it lays the founda-on for long-term educa-onal outcomes. 
However, in many Arabic-speaking countries, students face significant challenges in acquiring literacy, 
par-cularly in reading and wri-ng Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). These challenges are exacerbated by the 
coexistence of MSA, taught in schools, and the colloquial dialects spoken at home, crea-ng a linguis-c 
divide (Abadzi, 2017; Eckert et al, 2020).  

In Jordan, the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) revealed that a significant number of Grade 2 and 3 
students fail to meet essen-al reading fluency benchmarks, with the literacy gap widening as students 
progress through school (RTI Interna-onal, 2018). Addi-onally, 52% of Jordanian 10-year-olds are unable to 
read and understand a short, age-appropriate text, further highligh-ng the urgent need for interven-on. 
Exis-ng evidence suggests that it is very unlikely that students will make up for learning loss during the next 
stages of their educa-on, leaving these children at a significant disadvantage throughout their schooling 
and life (World Bank, 2019). 

Developing Early Literacy in Arabic-Speaking Countries  
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Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Introduction 

At the Queen Rania Foundation (QRF), we 
recognize literacy as a foundational skill 
that unlocks lifelong learning and success. 
All children should be able to read 
with comprehension to develop more 
complex cognitive and socioemotional 
skills as they grow up. Therefore, QRF in 
partnership with the Education Endowment 
Foundation (EEF) and BHP Foundation has 
commissioned this pilot evaluation 
focusing on improving students' literacy in 
the first years of their schooling. Teacher 
training was conducted in collaboration 
with the Queen Rania Teacher 
Academy (QRTA) during the pilot phases. 
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Let’s Read Fluently! Intervention 

Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Introduction 

Let’s Read Fluently! (LRF!) is an evidence-based literacy interven-on designed to 
enhance Arabic reading skills by targe-ng the cogni-ve processes 
essen-al for fluent reading. The program employs a 
structured, phonics-based approach to reading instruc-on 
developed by cognitve psychologist Dr. Helen Abadzi.  

It targets the neurological processes involved in reading, 
such as le^e recogniton, syllable recogniton, and word 
decoding through repe--ve prac-ce and -mely feedback. The interven-on focuses on building reading 
automa-city, a key component for fluency, and comprehension. The approach was further adapted for the 
Jordanian context, with materials tailored to accommodate the visual complexity of Arabic script by using 
larger fonts and wider spacing.  

The LRF! program includes two delivery models: the Whole Class (W/C) model for all Grade 1 students and 
the Literacy Catch-Up (C/U) model for struggling readers in Grades 1-3. The W/C model supports all 
students in their home class, while the C/U model provides targeted support for selected students who are 
iden-fied as falling behind their classmates in MSA Arabic literacy.  

The C/U model is delivered in small groups in the resource room by a resource room teacher. Both models 
consist of delivering three 30-minute sessions per week over 12 weeks, aimed at helping students process 
wri^en text more quickly by repea-ng individual le^ers, then syllables and words un-l they become 
automa-c. This helps them decode words faster, leading to more fluent reading, and allowing them to focus 
on recalling key informa-on and thinking cri-cally. Prac-cing regularly and receiving -mely feedback, such 
as reinforcement and correc-ons, are key factors in developing reading skills (Alzubi & Aeat, 2021). 
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Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Introduction 

Let’s Read Fluently! Intervention 

Teachers follow the "I do, We do, You do" pedagogy, beginning with introducing and modeling le^er-sound 
recogni-on using large textbooks (I do), then guiding students through choral or echo reading prac-ce (We 
do), and finally, suppor-ng students as they independently prac-ce reading in their workbooks, providing 
correc-ons and encouragement as needed (You do). The program addi-onally emphasizes parental 
involvement, with students encouraged to prac-ce at home, supported by teacher communica-on and 
awareness-raising mee-ngs. 

Fig.1: Overview of the delivery models 

The program is centered on a prac5ce book that helps children progressively learn 
le^er sounds, decode words, and build automa-city in reading. The prac-ce book 
is designed with several key features to support phonics-based learning: le^ers are 
introduced gradually, ensuring students are not overwhelmed; large fonts and 
wider spacing improve le^er recogni-on; and the use of pictures is minimized to 
focus on phonics. It emphasizes repe--on and pa^ern recogni-on to help 
students improve their decoding skills and build fluency.  
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Introduction 

Why the LRF! Program 

LRF!, if proven effec-ve in the Jordanian context, is 
intended to complement preexis-ng programs 
targe-ng literacy in Jordan. In recent years, the 
main one has been the Early Grade Reading and 
Mathema-cs Project (RAMP), a na-onwide 
ini-a-ve running since January 2015, aimed to 
enhance reading and mathema-cs skills among 
students from kindergarten through grade 3 (KG2–G3) through developing and distribu-ng 
workbooks to all targeted grades. These workbooks are designed to align and reinforce language 
skills introduced in the primary Arabic textbooks. They emphasise phonics and phonological 
awareness to help students develop founda-onal reading skills through systema-c instruc-on in 
sound-le^er rela-onships, decoding, and fluency. 

Abadzi’s approach, included in LRF!, also includes a phonological awareness approach which is 
grounded in cogni-ve science, emphasizing the brain's ability to recognize familiar pa=erns: 
fluent word recogni5on, as a priority over segmented or isolated phoneme prac-ce. The LRF! 
approach encourages consistent, automa-c recogni-on of words through exposure and repeated 
prac-ce, leading to quicker fluency. Addi-onally, LRF! introduces le^ers in a cogni-vely op5mized 
sequence, star-ng with single-shape le^ers like و، ر، د, before grouping similar-shaped le^ers such 
as ج، ح، خ. This sequen-al progression makes learning easier and helps build confidence early on. 
LRF! also includes a dedicated prac-ce book that enables students to engage in repeated reading 
exercises gradually where students engage in con-nuous, deliberate reading to reinforce 
automa-city, from founda-onal skills to fluent reading.  

Similar approaches to the LRF! models in other countries, such as Cambodia, the Gambia, and 
Egypt, have shown evidence of promise (Abazdi, 2013). The similari-es between interven-ons 
include the use of a textbook with a simple func-onal design, the gradual introduc-on of a new 
le^er/concept, independent reading, and feedback from the teacher, all of which are used in the 
LRF! model. There are also early results from a small-scale pilot conducted in the United Arab 
Emirates (UAE), which demonstrated how students’ reading ability increased following an LRF!-
style classroom interven-on, namely, being able to read more le^ers and making fewer errors 
than their peers (Eckert et al., 2020). In Morocco, another pilot is tes-ng the reading and the 
grammar with higher-grade students who need remedia-on.  
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https://2017-2020.usaid.gov/jordan/fact-sheets/early-grade-reading-and-mathematics-project-ramp
https://2017-2020.usaid.gov/jordan/fact-sheets/early-grade-reading-and-mathematics-project-ramp
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The Pilot Evaluations 

Pilot Evaluations Overview 

The LRF! program has been evaluated through pilots conducted in Jordanian primary schools. The LRF 
evalua-on studies were undertaken by an external evaluator, Natcen in partnership with Integrated. 

The first pilot evalua-on, carried out from 2021 to 2022, aimed to assess the feasibility and effec-veness of 
both the W/C and C/U models. This pilot evalua-on provided preliminary insights into the interven-on’s 
poten-al impact on literacy outcomes, iden-fied the key factors driving its success, and highlighted 
challenges that needed addressing. The purpose of this pilot was to gather evidence on the program’s 
ability to improve literacy, understand the mechanisms of its impact, and evaluate its readiness for broader 
implementa-on, including its suitability for an Efficacy Randomised Control Trial (RCT). 

The second pilot, conducted between 2023 to 2024, responded directly to the findings and challenges 
iden-fied in the first pilot with the C/U model, which was not successful in showing evidence of promise. 
This revised pilot focused exclusively on the C/U model and aimed to address the limita-ons that emerged 
from the earlier evalua-on.  

Fig.2: Overview of the evaluation timeline 
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The Pilot Evaluations 

Pilot Evaluations Overview 

The pilot evalua-ons were structured around primary research ques-ons, which were designed to address 
three key evalua5on pillars mainly covering whether the outcome measures were appropriate and feasible 
to measure. 

Feasibility of Implementa5on

Evidence of Promise for effec-veness of the LRF! program in comparison to standard prac-ces, focusing on 
changes in school, teacher behavior, and student outcomes. It also focused on the mechanism of changes in 
valida-on of the logic model as well as any unintended consequences, both posi-ve and nega-ve, resul-ng 
from the model’s implementa-on.

2
It also looked into the feasibility of the interven5on, par-cularly whether the model was delivered as 
planned, the effec-veness of diagnos-c tools for iden-fying suitable students for the C/U model, and any 
challenges encountered in training and coaching teachers.

1 Evidence of Promise

Readiness for an Efficacy Trial3
The last pillar explored the readiness for an efficacy trial and inves-gated the prac-cality of key trial 
components like school recruitment, data collec-on, and resource and instruments use. These pillars also 
assessed the readiness for trial by considering necessary adjustments to the logic models, interven-on 
materials, implementa-on models, and produced insights based sta-s-cal es-mates to ensure the trial’s 
success.
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Methodology

First Evaluation Pilot 2021-2022 

The evalua-on employed a three-arm cluster RCT design conducted in Jordanian primary schools. A total of 
24 schools were randomly allocated into three arms: W/C model (8 schools), C/U model (8 schools), and a 
control group (8 schools). Randomisa-on was performed at the school level, with schools stra-fied by 
region and urban/rural classifica-on to ensure balance across the groups. Mul-level models were used for 
analysis to account for the clustering of students within classes and schools.  

The primary aim (outcome) was to measure the impact of the interven-on on Arabic literacy a^ainment 
among Grade 1, Grade 2, and Grade 3 students. The selec-on of students for the C/U model was carried out 
by teachers, using the coarse grained diagnos-c tool developed by RAMP - already in use in Jordanian 
classrooms. Secondary outcomes included sub-domains of literacy such as le^er sound iden-fica-on, 
syllable iden-fica-on, oral reading fluency (ORF), and reading comprehension. Data was collected at 
baseline and endline using the EGRA+pre-lit assessment.  

The pilot evalua-on has two main components: Impact Evalua5on (IE) and Implementa5on and Process 
Evalua5on (IPE). The IE focused on assessing the evidence of promise of the impact of the program using 
quan-ta-ve measures, primarily the EGRA+pre-lit assessment, to evaluate the interven-on's effec-veness 
in improving literacy. The IPE, provided mix-methods insights into the implementa-on of the interven-on 
through focus group discussions (FGDs) with teachers, parents, and students, classroom observa-ons, a 
teacher survey, and a student survey.  

Second Evaluation Pilot 2023-2024 

Ra5onale  
The second C/U model pilot sought to understand if using a revised approach of implementa-on could 
achieve the posi-ve outcomes related to literacy improvements. The first pilot iden-fied challenges in 
teacher training, student selec-on, and program materials. To address these the following changes were 
made: 

• The capacity for resource room sessions was capped at six students. 

• Teacher training was extended to two days, focusing solely on resource room teachers. 

• Ongoing support was provided through fortnightly online mee-ngs and a Professional Learning 

Community (PLC) to further strengthen teacher capacity. 
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Second Evaluation Pilot 2023-2024 

Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Methodology

• The prac-ce book was revised to improve clarity, content density, and readability. These changes came 
to address concerns with the original prac-ce book, which was cri-cized for its "one-size-fits-all" 
approach. 

• Grade 1 C/U students were excluded due to challenges with the content's complexity. 

• The pacing of content delivery was adjusted to be^er accommodate struggling students. 

• Most importantly, the revised pilot implemented a more robust screening process, to filter out the 
students with Special Educa-onal Needs and Disabili-es (SEND) and learning delay for whom the 
interven-on of LRF! was inappropriate. This screening process combined the following:  

a. Coarse-grained Screening from the RAMP Tool: Classroom teachers `iden-fied the lowest-
performing 20% of students. 

b. Princess Taghrid Ins-tute (PTI) Diagnos-c Assessment: Specialists conducted assessments to 
exclude students with broader learning difficul-es. 

c. EGRA Tes-ng: Students scoring ≤29 correct words per minute for ORF were iden-fied as needing 
interven-on support. 

Approach 
The methodology followed an RCT design in which 16 (8 control and 8 treatment) schools in Jordan were 
randomly assigned to either the interven-on group (receiving the LRF! C/U model) or a control group (usual 
prac-ce). Schools were stra-fied by region and urban/rural classifica-on to ensure balanced randomisa-on. 
Within each school, up to three classes per grade (Grades 2 and 3) were selected, and students were 
screened using the process described above. 
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First Evalua5on Pilot 2021-2022 Second Evalua5on Pilot 2023-2024 

• 24 schools, three arms: W/C model (8 schools), 
C/U model (8 schools), and a control group (8 
schools).  

• Grade 1 for the W/C, and Grades 1,2,3 for the 
C/U model  

• W/C: 488 Students (269 interven-on, 219 
control). [11.3% a^ri-on]  

• C/U: 299 students (150 interven-on, 149 
control) [30.1% a^ri-on]  

Primary Outcome: Arabic Literacy A2ainment 

• 16 schools, two arms:  (8 treatment, 
and 8 control) 

• C/U model only for grades 2 and 3. 
• 161 Students Randomised, (99 

interven-on, 65 control), [2% 
a^ri-on]  

Primary Outcome: Oral Reading Fluency 

Fig.3: Methodological overview 

The figure below illustrates the key similari-es and differences between the methodology and components 
undertaken in the first and second pilot evalua-ons. 

Evaluation Arms, Sample Size & Attrition Rate 

• First Pilot: The primary outcome was 
Arabic Literacy A^ainment among 
Grade 1, 2, and 3 students in Jordan, 
measured using the EGRA + pre-
literacy tool.  

• Second Pilot: The primary outcome 
was ORF among Grade 2 and 3 
students in Jordan, measured using 
the EGRA + pre-literacy tool. 

Primary Outcome Pilot Analysis Secondary Outcome Pilot Analysis 

• First Pilot: Sub-domains: ORF, le^er 
sound iden-fica-on, syllable 
iden-fica-on, and reading 
comprehension.  

• Second Pilot: Sub-domains: Arabic 
literacy a^ainment, le^er sound 
iden-fica-on, syllable iden-fica-on, 
reading comprehension, word 
decoding, and listening 
comprehension. 

Impact Evaluation: Outcome Measures and Data Sources 

Fig.4: Overview of data sources and outcome measures 

Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Methodology
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Methodology
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Implementation and Process Evaluation: Tools and Sources 

Data Collec5on Tool 
First Pilot 
Evalua5on 

Second Pilot 
Evalua5on 

Teacher Survey – The teacher survey covered experiences of LRF! 
training and coaching, engagement with parents, and percep-ons of 
LRF!. It was completed by the teachers of both LRF! Models.

Teacher FGDs – with resource and classroom teachers to assess their 
understanding, implementa-on experiences, feedback on the 
interven-on (treatment groups), and comparing usual literacy teaching 
prac-ces with those in the interven-on, to understand differences in 
approaches (control groups).

Coach FGDs: Focused on coaches' percep-ons of the program’s delivery, 
challenges, and effec-veness, based on their scheduled visits to the 
schools with the purpose of coaching, and observing fidelity of 
implementa-on

Classroom and Resource Room Observa-ons: 
Assessed fidelity and quality of interven-on delivery, including 
engagement and adherence to the prescribed teaching methods.

Coaching Observa-ons: Evaluated the quality and effec-veness of 
coaching sessions and any adjustments made by teachers during the 
interven-on.

Table 1: Overview of IPE tools and data sources 
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Methodology
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Data Collec5on Tool 
First Pilot 
Evalua5on 

Second Pilot 
Evalua5on 

Training A^endance Data: Measured the dosage and fidelity of the 
interven-on by tracking teacher par-cipa-on in training and coaching 
sessions.

School Recruitment and Reten-on Data: Measured 
the reach and feasibility of the interven-on by tracking school 
par-cipa-on and reten-on rates.

Student Survey: Aimed to assess student engagement, interest in 
reading, access and usage of the internet, and reflec-ons on the LRF! 
Interven-on.

Parent FGDs: To gather their views on the impact of the interven-on on 
their children, student engagement at home, and the role of parents in 
suppor-ng the interven-on.

Table 1: Overview of IPE tools and data sources 

Implementation and Process Evaluation: Tools and Sources 
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Key Findings

Whole Class Model (W/C) 

The model significantly improved early literacy skills in Grade 1 students, par5cularly in reading 
comprehension, le=er-sound recogni5on, ORF, syllable iden5fica5on and word decoding, with benefits for 
students struggling with founda5onal reading skills. The IE showed that children engaged in the W/C model 
schools consistently outperformed those in control schools in key literacy domains. Teachers reported clear 
improvements in students' ability to decode words and engage with reading materials more confidently. 
EGRA standardised assessments corroborated this, with significant evidence of effects across primary and all 
secondary outcomes. For instance, students in the interven-on group demonstrated stronger ORF, reading 
an average of 8.25 words per minute compared to 4.41 in the control schools, no-ng the baseline across the 
two groups averaged 2.27. 

Students' engagement and confidence in reading significantly improved, with teachers, parents, and 
coaches observing greater par5cipa5on, enthusiasm, and skill development. Teachers reported that 
students were more confident in reading aloud and interac-ng with texts, a^ribu-ng this progress to the 
structured “I do, We do, You do” approach, which encouraged progressive independence in learning. Parents 
and coaches reinforced these findings, no-ng that the interven-on not only enhanced reading skills but also 
increased children's willingness to read at home and improved their comprehension. 

Classroom observa5ons confirmed that the W/C model effec5vely strengthened students' founda5onal 
literacy skills, fostering greater engagement and reading fluency. During independent reading sessions, 
students ac-vely prac-ced decoding and word recogni-on, using their fingers to follow along with the text. 
Teachers provided real--me feedback and support, helping students build confidence and fluency, which 
were crucial for improving reading comprehension.

13

Evidence of Promise 

The W/C model proved to be feasible to implement during the pilot phase. Most schools adhered to the 
interven-on’s core structure and pedagogical framework, with teachers delivering sessions as intended. 
However, while the model was generally successful, the pilot revealed several areas where adapta-ons were 
needed to op-mize the model for diverse classroom environments. 

Feasibility of the Intervention  
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Key Findings

Whole Class Model (W/C) 

The W/C model provided structured literacy instruc5on while fostering a holis5c learning environment 
that extended beyond the classroom, strengthening reading skills through consistent prac5ce and ac5ve 
parental involvement. Teachers implemented the program with high fidelity, delivering three at least 30-
minute sessions over 12 weeks, though session dura-ons were adjusted as needed to be^er support 
student learning. Teachers followed the "I do, We do, You do" approach to gradually build students’ 
confidence and independence in reading. The prac-ce book was a key tool in this process, with all students 
receiving their own copy, which they regularly used in class and at home to reinforce their learning.  

Beyond the classroom, parents played an ac-ve role in suppor-ng literacy development, engaging with their 
children’s reading through WhatsApp communica-on with teachers, further strengthening comprehension 
and fluency.  

The standardized session length alone did not fully accommodate the diverse literacy needs and 
proficiency levels of all students, making the flexibility of the model essen5al. While the interven-on 
followed a structured format, its adaptable design allowed teachers to modify lesson pacing and session 
dura-on to be^er support students who required addi-onal -me and guidance. Many teachers extended 
the 30-minute sessions for struggling students, providing extra opportuni-es for independent prac-ce and 
targeted instruc-on. Addi-onally, the ability to adjust the pace of lessons based on students’ 
comprehension levels ensured that all learners, regardless of their star-ng literacy ability, could progress at 
a pace suited to their needs. 

The effec5veness of the W/C model was hindered by the complexity of the prac5ce book for some 
students, par5cularly those in Grade 1 and those struggling with literacy, highligh5ng the need for 
differen5ated materials and more structured instruc5onal guidance. While the prac-ce book was a 
valuable tool for reinforcing reading skills, some teachers and parents found that some of the content was 
too advanced, making it difficult for younger or lower-level readers to fully engage with the interven-on. To 
address this, teachers suggested the crea-on of differen-ated versions of the prac-ce book, one with 
simplified content for lower-level readers and another with more advanced material for stronger readers, to 
ensure that all students could access content at an appropriate level.  
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Feasibility of the Intervention  
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Key Findings

Whole Class Model (W/C) 

While teacher training was a crucial component of the interven5on, ongoing support and more frequent 
coaching were needed to effec5vely address the complexi5es of classroom implementa5on, par5cularly 
for students with lower literacy skills. The one-day training sessions were well-received, equipping teachers 
with a strong understanding of the LRF! approach and the founda-onal tools to implement the model. 
However, many teachers felt that a single training session was insufficient to fully prepare them for the 
challenges they encountered, par-cularly in classrooms with diverse literacy abili-es.  

To bridge this gap, coaches conducted up to three classroom visits per semester, providing teachers with 
real--me feedback and in-class support to refine their approach. While these coaching sessions were highly 
valuable, teachers expressed a strong need for more frequent visits, as addi-onal coaching would have 
helped them troubleshoot challenges, adapt strategies for mixed-ability classrooms, and maintain 
interven-on fidelity. 
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Feasibility of the Intervention  

While the W/C model demonstrated strong poten-al and was feasible to implement on a small scale, the 
pilot evalua-on highlighted that several modifica-ons are needed to op-mize the model for large-scale 
implementa-on.  

The evidence for scaling gathered from the pilot evalua5on points to the W/C model being ready for 
scaling, with a strong founda5on for future trials. The interven-on demonstrated promising results on 
literacy outcomes, and the majority of teachers successfully implemented the model with fidelity. The 
interven-on showed promising results, with significant improvements in key literacy metrics, sugges-ng that 
it has the poten-al to deliver posi-ve impacts on a larger scale. Most teachers were able to follow the 
structure of the interven-on and implement the reading strategies effec-vely. Teachers reported that the 
structured framework and the use of the prac-ce book helped students engage with the material and make 
progress in their literacy skills.  

Readiness for Future Trial 



 
Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Key Findings

Whole Class Model (W/C) 

While the W/C model showed promise, the pilot evalua5on highlighted areas that require modifica5on to 
ensure its success when scaled up. These modifica-ons would help op-mize the interven-on for diverse 
classrooms and ensure its effec-veness across a broader popula-on. 

• Extended Session Dura5on: Teachers recommended increasing session -me beyond 30 minutes to 
allow for more independent prac-ce and feedback, and suggested implemen-ng the interven-on 
over two semesters instead of one for deeper literacy development. 

• Adapted Prac5ce Materials: Grade 1 teachers noted that some prac-ce book content was too 
complex for struggling readers, recommending differen-ated versions to be^er match students' 
varying literacy levels. 

• Alignment with Na5onal Curriculum: Teachers suggested further integra-ng the W/C model with 
the na-onal curriculum to facilitate smoother incorpora-on into daily classroom instruc-on. 

• Teacher Training and Support: Scaling the W/C model requires con-nuous professional 
development, including follow-up training and coaching, to help teachers manage mixed-ability 
classrooms and tailor instruc-on to students' needs. 

• Regional Recruitment Challenges: While recruitment was easier in southern Jordan, logis-cal 
challenges in central and northern regions can be improved  through strategic efforts involving local 
educa-on authori-es and community leaders to ensure na-onwide accessibility. 

Readiness for Future Trial 

16






 

Let’s Read Fluently! Summa-ve Report

Key Findings

The C/U Model (First Pilot) did not demonstrate evidence of improvement on either Arabic literacy 
a^ainment (ALA)  or  any of the EGRA subdomains . 

The C/U Model (Second Pilot) showed evidence of improvement  in ORF (0.25), which was the primary 
outcome of this pilot, with a mean score of around 9.5 words per minute at the endline for the interven-on 
group, compared to 6.4 in the usual prac-ce group, no-ng the average for both groups was 3.09 at 
baseline. The sub-domains with the promising results were syllable iden-fica-on and word 
decoding. Meanwhile, the other four domains did not show an indica-on of effect. 

The C/U Model (First Pilot) revealed that the prac5ce book in the C/U Model was not appropriately 
tailored to students' literacy levels, par5cularly for Grade 1 learners. Teachers observed that the material's 
complexity hindered student par-cipa-on, leading to disengagement and, in some cases, perceived adverse 
psychological effects. To address this issue, the second pilot focused on Grade 2 and Grade 3 students, 
ensuring be^er alignment with their literacy needs and improving engagement with the material. 

The C/U Model (Second Pilot) improved the appropriateness of the prac5ce book by modifying font sizes, 
increasing spacing, and simplifying difficult words and syllables, making the materials more accessible 
and be=er suited to students' literacy levels. Observers reported that these revisions led to higher student 
engagement and reduced frustra-on, enabling more effec-ve par-cipa-on in lessons and progress in 
reading skills. However, despite these improvements, the lack of methodological variety remained a 
concern. Specifically, there was s-ll a need for more one-on-one support and a personalized approach for 
students with lower abili-es. 

The C/U Model (First Pilot) Insufficient teacher training and support for resource room teachers, 
par5cularly those working with Grade 1 students, led to inconsistent delivery and challenges in 
addressing diverse student needs in the first pilot. Teachers required more tailored training to effec-vely 
support students struggling with reading, highligh-ng the need for a more structured and targeted 
approach to professional development. 

Literacy Catch-up Model (C/U) 

Evidence of Promise 
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Key Findings

The C/U Model (Second Pilot) enhanced teacher training and ongoing support significantly improved the 
effec5veness of instruc5on. Teachers par-cipated in a two-day training session specifically designed for 
resource room teachers, focusing on strategies for suppor-ng struggling readers. Addi-onally, fortnightly 
online mee-ngs and par-cipa-on in a PLC provided con-nuous support throughout the interven-on. 
Teachers reported that these training and coaching sessions greatly enhanced their ability to deliver the 
interven-on, making them more confident in differen-ated instruc-on and be^er equipped to meet the 
needs of struggling readers. 

For both models, the dura5on and intensity of interven5on sessions emerged as key concerns, as 
resource room teachers noted that session length varied based on student abili5es, ocen preven5ng the 
comple5on of planned ac5vi5es. These challenges highlight broader implica-ons for both students and 
teachers, highligh-ng the need for structural adjustments to op-mize the interven-on’s effec-veness and 
delivery. 

Literacy Catch-up Model (C/U) 

Evidence of Promise 
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The C/U Model (First Pilot) the student selec5on process was a significant issue. The coarse-grained 
diagnos5c tool used to select students did not adequately match students' literacy levels with the content 
of LRF!. This led to frustra-on and disengagement from the interven-on.  

In response, the second pilot implemented a more refined student selec5on process by integra5ng the 
coarse-grained diagnos5c tool with PTI assessments and EGRA scores. However, this approach did not 
yield conclusive improvements.  The revised screening process aimed to select the most appropriate 
students in Grade 2 and Grade 3, with a par-cular focus on struggling readers. Teachers noted that this 
more targeted approach allowed the interven-on to address literacy gaps more effec-vely and provide 
tailored support. However, despite these improvements, the revised process was s-ll ineffec-ve, rela-vely 
expensive and complicated, and did not fully achieve the intended outcomes in selec-ng the most suitable 
students for the interven-on. 

Feasibility of the Intervention  
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Literacy Catch-up Model (C/U) 
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The C/U Model (First Pilot) teachers reported difficul5es managing large resource room sessions, which 
limited their ability to provide individualized a^en-on to struggling readers, and reduced the interven-on’s 
effec-veness. 

The C/U Model (Second Pilot) teachers capped class sizes at six students per session significantly 
improved their ability to focus on individual student needs, provide tailored support, and enhance 
student engagement. Observers also noted that smaller groups led to more effec-ve teaching, increased 
par-cipa-on, and be^er learning outcomes. 

In the C/U Model (First Pilot) there was generally high a=endance during teacher training and support, 
and most were successfully delivered. 

During the C/U Model (Second Pilot), observers noted that the addi5onal support provided through 
coaching and online mee5ngs enhanced teachers' ability to manage their classrooms effec5vely. This 
support also enabled teachers to offer more individualized a^en-on to students. As a result, even when 
faced with challenges related to varying literacy levels among students, teachers were able to maintain a 
high level of engagement and be^er support their students’ learning needs. 

Feasibility of the Intervention  

Readiness for Future Trial 

With regards to the Feasibility of a RCT the C/U model showed improved readiness for an RCT in the second 
pilot, due to several important refinements in teacher training, student selec-on, and classroom delivery 
(smaller class size). While the model demonstrated some success in engaging students and 
improving student confidence, it s5ll faced challenges.  

The recruitment and randomisa5on processes were successfully implemented, ensuring a well-balanced 
and unbiased sample, which strengthened the validity of the pilot findings. This execu-on contributed to 
acceptable reten-on rates, demonstra-ng that the interven-on was able to maintain par-cipant 
engagement throughout the study. These results suggest strong poten-al for scalability, as similar levels of 
involvement could likely be sustained in larger-scale implementa-ons with appropriate strategies.
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The outcome measures used in the second pilot were appropriate and feasible for assessing immediate 
literacy outcomes, but addi5onal measures are needed to capture the broader impact of the 
interven5on. Observa-ons from Grade 2 and 3 students indicated psychosocial improvements, such as 
increased confidence and engagement, highligh-ng that the C/U model influences more than just academic 
achievement. Expanding outcome measures will provide a more comprehensive understanding of the 
interven-on’s full effects. 

The student selec5on process remains inconclusive and costly, indica5ng the need for significant changes 
to the screening process. This necessitates another pilot of a revised C/U model before moving ahead 
with an efficacy trial.  

Overall, while showing promise in student engagement, the model needs further refinement and further 
pilo5ng before it is tested in a larger RCT, such as: 

• Improved Student Selec5on Process: the screening approach will need to be revised and made less 
complicated in iden-fying the students that are struggling with reading, it should also be uniformly 
implemented across all schools involved.  

• Stronger Parental Engagement: Expand efforts beyond awareness mee-ngs and WhatsApp 
messages to ac-vely involve parents in suppor-ng their children's learning.   

• Op5mized Interven5on Design: Extend session dura-on, increase flexibility in scheduling, and 
introduce more varied ac-vi-es to enhance student engagement and reduce teacher fa-gue. 

• Refinement of Learning Materials: consider differen-ated prac-ce books for varying literacy levels.   

Literacy Catch-up Model (C/U) 

Readiness for Future Trial 
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This story was created by the communica-ons team, using input gathered informally from resource room 
teachers, who were asked to share examples of students who had experienced a posi-ve change as a result of 
the interven-on. While this story may not be based on detailed technical data or extensive evidence, it 
provides a personal perspec-ve into how the "LRF! program” made a difference for one child who 
par-cipated in the second C/U pilot. Here's a look at her journey: 

“It was nearly impossible for her to read anything, even a single word.” – ParEcipant’s Father. A third-grade 
student once found it very difficult to read even simple words. Le2ers seemed confusing, and reading felt like a 
daunEng task. This struggle with literacy affected her confidence and slowed her progress in other subjects, 
causing concern for her family.  

Things started to improve when her school introduced addiEonal reading support for students who were 
struggling, through the "LRF! program”. With regular follow-up sessions and her family’s ongoing support, 
some progress became noEceable. Her father observed, “This year, I’ve seen some improvement. She can now 
read words and sentences more easily. She even reads texts on TV.” Her progress in reading also seemed to 
posiEvely impact her performance in other subjects.  

The support at home from her family conEnued, encouraged by the progress they saw. Her father remarked, 
“She’s excited about the special room at school where they start teaching them to read as if they’re in first 
grade. She’s happy with the progress she’s made.” 

Success Story 
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While the second C/U model pilot demonstrated meaningful improvements, par-cularly in teacher training, 
student engagement, and material refinement, it s-ll fell short of the criteria needed for large-scale 
implementa-on. Persistent challenges, including student selec-on processes, session structure, and teacher 
workload, con-nued to limit its scalability and overall effec-veness. 

On the other hand, the first pilot evalua-on provided strong evidence of the W/C model’s effec-veness, 
warran-ng its progression to a full-scale RCT. Below are the key takeaways from the two pilots that QRF and 
partners need to consider when planning for a W/C trial: 

1. Delivery: Maintain structured literacy instruc-on through the “I do, We do, You do” approach to build 
student confidence and independence. Con-nue using the prac-ce book as a reinforcement tool for 
literacy skills both in class and at home, including refinements to the prac-ce book from the second C/U 
pilot  to enhance instruc-onal effec-veness and student engagement. 

2. Preserve flexibility in lesson delivery to accommodate students with varying literacy levels,  
incorpora-ng more flexibility, and introducing greater instruc-onal variety to sustain engagement. 

3. Delivery Time: Extending the delivery period or lengthening the LRF! sessions could help ensure 
sufficient -me for content coverage and maximize student engagement and learning outcomes. 

4. Provide coaching and classroom support to ensure implementa-on fidelity and help teachers refine 
their instruc-onal strategies, including expanded teacher training, ongoing online coaching and PLC 
support from the second C/U pilot. 

5. Sustain and strengthen parental engagement efforts through WhatsApp communica-on and ac-ve 
involvement in suppor-ng literacy development.   
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Key Considerations for W/C Randomised Trial Evaluation 

1. Recruitment: Sustain rigorous recruitment and randomisa-on processes to uphold study validity and 
ensure balanced sample representa-on during the study. Regional dispari-es in recep-vity to the 
interven-on should be considered, with a par-cular focus on areas like Amman, where engagement may 
be lower. There was also the issue of contact informa-on for the schools. 

2. A^ri-on: To mi-gate absenteeism, a strategy involving mul-ple rounds of EGRA tes-ng should be 
implemented, ensuring that data collec-on is robust despite poten-al gaps in a^endance. This approach 
will help maintain the integrity of results over -me. 

3. Systema-c Data Collec-on: Ensuring consistent and systema-c data collec-on on usual literacy  prac-ce 
in "business as usual" schools which would help contextualise impact evalua-on findings.  

4. Outcome Measures: To be^er assess the impact of the interven-on, outcome measures could consider 
including both EGRA and pre-literacy scores. As far as Grade 1 is targeted, pre-literacy items should be 
incorporated to capture early developmental milestones. 

5. Longitudinal Follow-up: A future trial would benefit from incorpora-ng a longitudinal follow-up to assess 
the longer-term impact of the interven-on on higher-level literacy outcomes, although funding 
limita-ons are a barrier. This would provide valuable insights into the sustainability of the gains and their 
influence on students' con-nued academic progress. 
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