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Literacy Programs in Kenya

• PRIMR – 2011-2015

• 1384 schools

• 250,000 children

• Through GoK

personnel

• Medium scale pilot

• Tusome – 2015-2019
• All 23,800 schools

• 6.4 million children

• 23.5 million books

• 101,000 teachers in 

July 17

• GPE numeracy scale-up
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Literacy and Numeracy RCT studies in Kenya

RCT Studies Subjects Did it

Work?

PRIMR midterm (Piper, Zuilkowski & Mugenda, 2014) English, Kiswahili Yes

PRIMR endline (Piper, Jepkemei & Kibukho, 2015) English, Kiswahili Yes

PRIMR endline (Piper, Ralaingita, Akach & King, 2016) Mathematics Yes

PRIMR Coaches 10:1 or 15:1(Piper & 

Zuilkowski, 2015)

Eng, Kisw, Math Mostly

PRIMR Coach visits (Piper & Zuilkowski, 2015) Eng, Kisw, Math No

E-reader, tch tablet, coach tablet 
(Piper, Jepkemei, Kwayumba & Kibukhko, 2015)

English, Kiswahili Mostly

Mother tongue (Piper, Zuilkowski & Ong’ele, 2016) 2 mother tongues Mostly

Mother tongue on other subjects Eng, Kisw, Math No

Training vs. Training+Books vs. 

Training/Books+Teachers’ Guide

English, Kiswahili,

Math

Some 

Did 4
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Coach Ratio RCT

Randomly assigned coaches

• 10:1 outperformed 15:1

• 15:1 more cost-effective

• Nonformal schools issues

Coach visits

• No random assignment

• Didn’t work well

• Similarity of findings

6Key: Experimental vs. non-experimental results
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ICT RCT – Comparing 3 levels:

pupil e-reader, teacher tablet, coach tablet

• E-reader costs are high

• 2 zones of 10 schools

• Rural and peri-urban

• 0.2 to 0.6 SD effect size

• Cost-effectiveness as well

• Needed a base treatment

• Underpowered for 

treatment group 

comparisons

8Key: Power issues for comparing treatments
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Ingredients Comparison

• What are the ingredients?

• Training & Support

• Training & Support + Books

• Training & Support & Books 

+ Training Guides

• Relevant question

• Large effects: 0.4 to 1.3 SD

• Cost-effective interventions

• Needs much more 

qualitative research

10Key: Cost-effectiveness
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Pilot Compared with National Scale

Metric PRIMR PILOT TUSOME SCALE Factor

Funding 15.7 million 73.8 million 4.7

Teachers 2800 76,000 27.1

Head teachers 1384 23,800 17.2

Coaches 70 1270 18.1

Pupils (yearly) 110,000 3.6 million 32.7

Books 340,000 23.5 million 69.1
12
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Coaches 

using tablets



Tusome Data Dashboard
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Tusome classroom observation dashboard

http://ntp.tangerinecentral.org/_csv/report/group-national_tablet_program/00b0a09a-2a9f-baca-2acb-c6264d4247cb,c835fc38-de99-d064-59d3-e772ccefcf7d/2016/6/dCV8M4xv.html


National Data
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County Data
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GPS data
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Local level data
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School Level Data
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External Evaluation by MSI
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Teacher Guide
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Reading books
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Timetable
Class 1

Class 2

2015 & 2016

204 schools 

4896 students

14 assessments in 

two languages
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Tusome Kiswahili Impacts

22

Subtask

Class 1 Class 2

Baseline Midline Difference Baseline Midline Difference

Letter sound knowledge

16.6 29.7 13.1* 16.2 39.7 23.4*

Syllable fluency
11.0 21.5 10.4* 20.9 37.5 16.6*

Invented/non-word 

decoding 4.7 8.3 3.6* 10.2 16.1 5.8*

Passage reading
4.9 12.2 7.3* 13.5 24.5 11.0*

Reading comprehension 
0.4 0.9 0.5* 1.1 2.0 1.0*

Listening comprehension
1.2 2.0 0.8* 1.9 2.0 0.9*



Kiswahili Benchmarks
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70% 

45% 43% 

19% 

17% 

21% 
19% 

15% 

12% 

32% 
33% 

54% 

1% 3% 

4% 
12% 

Baseline Midline Baseline Midline

Class 1 Class 2

Fluent
45+ CWPM

Emergent
17-44 CWPM

Beginning
1-16 CWPM

Zero Reader
0 CWPM

Reading Performance Categories - Kiswahili
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Tusome English Impacts
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Subtask

Class 1
Class 2

Baseline Midline Difference Baseline Midline Difference

Phoneme segmentation
1.1 3.8 2.6* 0.6 5.0 4.5*

Letter sound 

knowledge 15.1 26.3 11.3* 10.2 32.6 22.4*

Invented/non-word 

decoding 5.7 10.4 4.7* 10.4 18.6 8.3*

Vocabulary
5.9 7.8 1.9* 8.2 10.2 1.9*

Passage reading (A)
10.6 22.3 11.7* 23.8 43.6 19.9*

Reading comprehension 

(A) 0.2 0.5 0.3* 0.5 1.0 0.5*

Passage reading (B)
9.7 22.0 12.4* 21.8 44.2 22.5*

Reading comprehension 

(B) 0.2 0.8 0.6* 0.6 1.7 1.2*



English Benchmarks
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53% 

23% 

38% 

12% 

35% 

29% 

28% 

11% 

10% 

30% 

22% 

29% 

2% 

18% 
12% 

47% 

Baseline Midline Baseline Midline

Class 1 Class 2

Fluent
65+ CWPM

Emergent
30-64 CWPM

Beginning
1-29 CWPM

Zero Reader
0 CWPM

Rading Performance Categories - English
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Tusome Effect Sizes
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Subtask
English Kiswahili

Class 1 Class 2 Class 1 Class 2

Phoneme segmentation 1.07 2.57 -- --

Letter sound knowledge 0.71 1.63 0.75 1.32

Syllable fluency -- -- 0.66 0.80

Invented/non-word decoding 0.52 0.68 0.45 0.50

Vocabulary 0.48 0.41 -- --

Passage reading (A) 0.67 0.72 0.75 0.71

Reading comprehension (A) 0.40 0.49 0.62 0.69

Passage reading (B) 0.73 0.86 -- --

Reading comprehension (B) 0.75 0.94 -- --

Listening comprehension -- -- 0.52 0.52

Average .67 1.04 .63 .76
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1.2 million children
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Pilot and Scale Comparisons

Area Pilot study National Scale

Complexity What the literature says What will work

Key level to influence Teachers Middle level officers

Role of Province Don’t get in our way The actual implementer

Technical emphasis Fidelity to the script Just try it

Costs Not an issue Lower than control

Coaching staff Externally hired Civil servants

Unexpected challenges Local approvals Technical knowledge

Keys to success Technical Planning & logistics
32
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Reflections

• Evidence is powerful

• Planning with key stakeholders

• Be strategic on which stakeholders to 

bring close 

• Test in real world conditions

• Test at medium to large scale

• Innovate and iterate

• Focus on teacher change

• Do less to do more
34
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Thank you!

bpiper@rti.org



Problems of Moving to Scale

• Many successful pilot programs

• Many ineffective large scale programs

• Consistent problems in:
– Initial take-up

– Per diem and allowance rates

– Complaints about extra duties

• Pilot designs were:
– Too complex

– Overly dependent on “outlier” educators

– Did not consider civil servant’s job descriptions



Large Scale Implementation - Swing Voters?

Yes!

20%

No!

20%

Maybe…

60%

Showcase for donors This makes us worry

All our focus should be here



English ORF by Wealth Quintiles
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