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Executive Summary
Project Overview
The Midline II classroom observation study forms part of an on-going impact evaluation to assess the
effectiveness of the Techniques for Effective Teaching (TFET) program in Ghana, a partnership between
Sesame Workshop and IDP Foundation. TFET is a two-tier cascade (“train the trainer”) model of teacher
professional development. The program aims to disrupt the dominant teacher-centered “chalk and talk”
approach and promote pupil-centered techniques that foster early literacy and numeracy skills within an
inclusive, child-friendly learning environment.
The TFET program is now in its second phase of piloting, informed by lessons learned from Phase I to
support kindergarten and primary school teachers in 45 low-fee private schools in Greater Accra and
Central Region since early 2018. The TFET program provides these schools in-service, in-person teacher
training together with a kit comprised of 14 video modules, teacher workbooks, and durable classroom
materials.
NORC at the University of Chicago is conducting an independent evaluation of the TFET program to
assess 1) the degree to which teachers effectively adopt and implement pupil-centered pedagogical
principles, and 2) the impact this has on learning outcomes for pupils. The NORC team is using a
combination of quantitative, qualitative and secondary research methods. The evaluation has been
extended by a year to include a second midline classroom observation study. This report presents findings
from the second midline study and integrates earlier qualitative findings from several studies conducted in
2018 to provide a more comprehensive understanding of program impact on teachers’ pedagogy.
Research Methods and Objectives
In June 2019, trained fieldworkers conducted 32 classroom observations in nine treatment schools with
nine Master and nine Step-down TFET trained teachers and seven control schools with 14 teachers who
had not received TFET training. The schools were located in the Accra and Cape Coast cities of Ghana.
Classroom observations focused on teacher characteristics, the classroom learning environment, and
teachers’ pedagogy during numeracy and literacy lessons.
Observation data was collected and analyzed using a mixed methods research design. The close-ended,
quantitative part of the instrument captured the presence and absence of teaching techniques and the
open-ended, qualitative narratives captured the processes involved in uptake. Findings derived from an
analysis of both the quantitative and qualitative data are presented in this report. The following research
questions are addressed:
●
●

What TFET program techniques were evident in the instructional practice in treatment
classrooms?
Where evident, how were the TFET techniques implemented in Treatment classrooms?
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●
●

What successful aspects of the program training and coaching were evident in the instructional
practice?
What did an analysis of the instructional practice reveal about challenges to the program coaching
and training processes?

Throughout the report, we draw comparisons between treatment and control classrooms and between
Master and Step-down trained teachers.
The design of this classroom observation study builds on and integrates findings from Phase 2 research
from 2018 to provide a more holistic account of the program’s emerging impact on teachers’ pedagogy.
Prior research includes the Baseline Study, a review of training manuals and videos, a Master and Stepdown training observation study, a Midline I (small-scale) classroom observation study, and a teacher
focus group study. This earlier work sought to unpack assumptions about learning that underpin the
program, analyze the conceptual clarity of content covered in materials and during training, and assess
participant understanding of key concepts and techniques. Building on the previous work, this report
addresses training and coaching impact on teachers’ pedagogy and efficacy of the cascade training model.
Findings and Conclusions
Throughout this report we present findings from the classroom observation study as well as emergent
qualitative findings on training impact from 2018 – 2019. The following are key conclusions from this
work organized by theme. These themes include teacher characteristics, classroom learning environment,
teachers’ classroom pedagogy, TFET training and coaching, and teacher attrition.
Teacher Characteristics
●

Most teachers in the study sample (treatment and control) had been teaching three years or less at
the school. By sub-group, six out of 18 observed treatment teachers (33 percent) reported
teaching about one year or less at the school compared to eight out of 14 (57 percent) of observed
control teachers. Of those six treatment teachers, all are step-down trained and four had been
teaching for about one year. The remaining two teachers reported teaching less than a year, which
suggests these teachers either misreported how long they have taught at the school or they
participated in step-down trainings during the latter part of 2018.

●

Nearly a quarter of treatment teachers teach multi-grade classes. In these classrooms, teachers
tend to alternate between grade levels, teaching one group at a time while leaving the other group
unattended without a learning task.

●

Treatment teachers were relatively more prepared for instruction, particularly in the production of
lesson plans. What distinguishes treatment from control lesson plans is the specificity and
measurability of learning objectives and the inclusion of different tasks for different learners.

Classroom Learning Environment
●

Nearly five times more materials were displayed in treatment classrooms. The most frequently
observed materials were the Smiley/Sad Faces chart, Timetables, and Class Helpers chart. While
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treatment teachers were found to use a wider variety of positive discipline strategies, findings
showed some teachers continue to use negative behavior strategies and view corporal punishment
as effective. Differences in the spatial arrangement of children were also found where the use of
student grouping was relatively more common in treatment lessons.
●

Teachers’ organization and regulation of student activity varied across lessons. The use of student
grouping, positive classroom management strategies, and recruitment and display of materials
around the room was relatively more common in treatment classrooms. These techniques were
presented with greatest clarity in the training materials and during the 2018 Master and Stepdown training observations. In addition, trainers spent the greatest amount of time covering
discipline and developing teaching and learning materials.

Teachers’ Classroom Pedagogy
●

Narrative data reveals more qualitative similarities than differences across the 32 lessons, which
follow a mostly predictable, teacher-centered lesson structure (see Appendix G). Most teachers
spent the entire 45-minute observation period teaching either a single literacy or numeracy lesson.
Literacy lessons mainly focused on grammar and speaking. Numeracy lessons mainly focused on
operations, number concept, and counting. Some variation was seen between the official and
observed languages of instruction.

●

Treatment classrooms provided relatively more pupil-centered learning opportunities, especially
pupils sharing ideas and working in groups. Learning styles were largely similar across
classrooms. Seeing text displayed on the board and speaking about the lesson topic were the most
frequently observed learning styles. There was little differentiation of learning tasks, although
treatment teachers used differentiated grouping in at least five of the observed lessons.

●

The chalkboard is the most commonly used learning material, with a few teachers incorporating
other kinds of resources, such as literacy cards, a number wheel, and counters. The majority of
texts used across classrooms (both treatment and control) to support literacy were created by the
teacher on the board.

●

While few literacy techniques were observed, using words from the text to teach vocabulary was
the most common. The lack of uptake in literacy techniques is likely due to the lack of extended
texts (e.g. storybooks, readers) and lesson emphases on grammar, speaking, and spelling.
Moreover, many of the literacy techniques covered in the TFET program depend on reading
extended text.

●

Using concrete materials, especially counters, to teach mathematics concepts and skills was the
most frequently observed technique across numeracy lessons. What distinguishes treatment
numeracy lessons is the use of student grouping to solve mathematics problems and, in a few
lessons, the incorporation of games and art to teach mathematics.

●

Teachers demonstrated mostly similar assessment techniques, especially the use of closed-ended
questions and the “clap for him/her” strategy when a learner’s response was correct. Very few
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teachers gave feedback that addressed why answers were incorrect. Traditional call and response
discourse, where children are prompted by the teacher to repeat words, sounds, or phrases, was
seen in most treatment and control lessons.
●

Very little play was seen across the 32 lessons in this study. One standout instance of play was
observed in a treatment class where learners went outside and jumped onto symbols drawn in the
dirt to show recognition of the symbol’s name and shape. While creative, and tied to a learning
objective (recognizing symbols), the game was rule-based and competitive, rather than fully
designed for children’s natural exploration of numeracy.

TFET Training and Coaching
●

Teachers reported that coaching visits from Sesame trainers and Circuit Supervisors were mostly
similar in frequency, length of stay, and kinds of support given. The most common forms of
support provided by trainers and supervisors were observing the lesson being taught, reviewing
the lesson plan, and showing the teacher how to use a teaching and learning material.

●

Of the 18 treatment teachers, 10 received at least one follow up coaching visit from Sesame
following the Master trainings in 2018. Although treatment teacher lessons were largely similar, a
few differences emerged between teachers who did and did not receive coaching visits from
Sesame. These differences include the quality of teachers’ lesson plans, the spatial arrangement
of learners during lessons, and differentiated instruction.

●

The main self-reported training needs among treatment teachers were developing and using lowcost materials and support with classroom management or discipline. Despite these two
techniques being seen in more treatment classrooms, and covered in greater clarity during
trainings, teachers espoused a need to develop their skills in these areas.

●

Overall, Master and Step-down trained teachers demonstrate more similarities than differences in
their uptake of program techniques. This is likely due to the clarity of particular content
transmitted from the TFET materials to the Master and Step-down trainings. Where concepts are
clearly presented in TFET materials (especially positive classroom management), these tend to be
transmitted more clearly during trainings and applied by teachers during lessons.

●

A few differences emerged between Master and Step-down trained teachers. Master trained
teachers stood out in the kinds of teacher-learner interactions observed. Three Master teachers
spent most of the observation period on small group activities or individual learning tasks; by
contrast, none of the teachers who received Step-down training engaged in these activities.
Master trained teachers also used twice the number of pupil-centered literacy activities and nearly
twice the number of literacy techniques as Step-down trained teachers. Lastly, some teachers
expressed misconceptions of training content (e.g. how to use the faces chart). Similar findings
emerged during the 2018 teacher focus groups.

MIDLINE II | 4

NORC | IDP Foundation and Sesame Workshop’s TFET Project in Ghana
Teacher Turnover
●

Across the 16 schools in this sample, we surveyed 47 teachers, head teachers, and proprietors at
baseline in February/March 2018. By mid-2019, just under two-thirds of these staff (teachers,
heads, and proprietors) were still working at the same school. By role, 16 of 31 teachers surveyed
at baseline have left their school, compared to one of seven head teachers. All nine proprietors
interviewed at baseline were still at the school. Teacher turnover rates are relatively higher in
control schools, with nine out of 14 teachers (64 percent) having left the school since February
2018, compared to seven out of 17 of treatment teachers (41 percent). Findings on teacher
turnover indicate a potential challenge to the scalability of cascade training.

Overall, the classroom observation study confirms findings from the earlier Phase 2 qualitative research
and offers a more nuanced understanding of program’s impact on teachers’ pedagogy. Although the 32
observed lessons, across treatment and control schools, were more similar than different, findings
showed that treatment teachers created a relatively more pupil-centered learning environment, especially
in the use of student grouping, positive forms of classroom management, and display of learning
materials. Changes to traditional forms of classroom discourse and teacher-centered pedagogy will likely
require further revisions to the TFET program and on-going forms of systematic coaching by trained
TFET experts. Recommended areas for revision include program scope and alignment with classroom
context, training time, conceptual clarity of TFET materials, Step-down training support, and coaching
feedback.
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TFET Program
Most school instruction in Ghana uses traditional teacher-centered methods, such as rote learning, and in
low-fee private schools, most teachers tend to be under-qualified and under-trained. To enhance school
access to professional development opportunities and resources for teachers to expand their skills, the IDP
Foundation, Inc. (IDPF) has partnered with Sesame Workshop to develop the Techniques for Effective
Teaching (TFET) program. The TFET program partners with local schools to strengthen the capacity of
low-fee private school kindergarten and primary teachers to prepare for, conduct, and assess learning
using a child-friendly and inclusive teaching approach.
The TFET program began in 2012 with a two-day training program offered to 92 schools participating in
the IDP Rising Schools Program. The TFET program is now in its second phase and has been providing
training in relevant pedagogical practices to kindergarten and primary school teachers in 45 low-fee
private schools in Greater Accra and Central Region since early 2018. The training was expanded to two
one-week master training sessions in February and September 2018 and an additional two-day refresher
training in early 2019.
Sesame Workshop provides in-service, in-person teacher training alongside a kit comprised of 14 video
modules, teacher workbooks, and durable classroom learning materials. Each of the 14 videos covers a
topic related to child-friendly teaching and demonstrates what it looks like in action inside a classroom.
Each video starts with key messages that frame the topic, pauses with questions for reflection, and ends
with the key messages. The videos are hosted by Sesame friends Kami and Zobi, and a teacher, Ms. Efia,
providing context and entertainment.
The training program, through the video modules and the paired teacher manual, sets out to orient early
childhood teachers in the following areas of teaching and learning:
●

Classroom and instructional management

●

Developing an inclusive, pupil-centered pedagogy that provides lots of fun and opportunities for
creativity

●

Using and creating teaching and learning materials

●

Literacy

●

Mathematics

The 14 training modules are named: (1) The fundamentals of teaching, (2) Developing a child-friendly
classroom, (3) Positive discipline and classroom management, (4) Developing and teaching with creative,
low-cost resources, (5) Pupil-centered learning in English literacy, (6) Pupil-centered learning in
mathematics, (7) Time management, (8) Practical ways to make the classroom creative and fun, (9)
Differentiated instruction, (10) Evaluation and assessment, (11) Girl’s education and inclusion in the
classroom, (12) Ensuring an inclusive learning environment, (13) Early education and child development,
(14) Learning through play with early learners.
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Once the teachers complete each TFET master training week, they are expected to return to their schools
and organize a step-down training where they lead other early grade teachers from their school in
reviewing the same video modules and other training materials.

Study Purpose and Study Questions
Study Purpose
NORC at the University of Chicago is conducting an independent evaluation of the TFET program to
assess:
● First, the degree to which teachers directly benefiting from the program effectively adopt and
implement pupil-centered pedagogical principles
● Second, whether the program improves learning outcomes for pupils, based on the assumption
that participating teachers enhance their teaching practices.
In addition to the quantitative data collection for the impact evaluation, we use a host of qualitative data
collection methods to provide more in-depth understanding about strengths and challenges of the training
materials, training delivery and integration of training into classroom practice. These qualitative
investigations aim to provide early feedback to the TFET team and to feed into ongoing adaptations of the
TFET implementation model.
Figure 1 summarizes the qualitative components of the research project. Prior to the TFET training,
NORC reviewed the TFET training material with a particular focus on coherence, depth, consistency and
feasibility while taking the local context into account. For the rollout of training, NORC’s Education and
Training Expert attended the master training session and assessed the skills and the approach to training
used by the master trainers. The same expert observed the step-down training in two schools, focusing
particularly on fidelity to master training and consistency across trainers.
In November/December 2018, NORC conducted the first midline, which comprised eight focus group
discussions with trained teachers. These discussions focused on the training, materials and
implementation challenges and successes. At the same time, we observed four TFET trained teachers and
two control teachers for a full school day. These in-depth classroom observations focused on uptake of
new techniques in the classroom, the ability of teachers to implement the techniques and use the materials
and the challenges faced by teachers in implementing TFET methods.
The study presented in this report is the second midline consisting of classroom observations of 32
teachers in nine treatment and seven control schools. These semi-structured classroom observations were
conducted by fieldworkers trained by a NORC education expert. These data aim to provide an early
indication of the impact of the TFET training on teacher practice.
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Figure 1. Qualitative components of TFET evaluation

Study questions
The research questions for this study focus on the integration of TFET training into classroom practice.
Specifically, the research questions are:
●

What TFET program techniques were evident in the instructional practice in treatment
classrooms?

●

Where evident, how were the TFET techniques implemented in Treatment classrooms?

●

What successful aspects to the program training and coaching were evident in the instructional
practice?

●

What did an analysis of the instructional practice reveal about challenges to the program coaching
and training processes?

MIDLINE II | 8

NORC | IDP Foundation and Sesame Workshop’s TFET Project in Ghana

Research Methodology
The classroom observation study collected evidence on the early impact of TFET training on teachers’
pedagogy from a sub-sample of schools previously observed at baseline in early 2018. In this study, we
collected and analyzed classroom observation data using a mixed methods approach to examine how
teachers use TFET materials and techniques and to generate a more comprehensive measure of pedagogic
quality. Trained fieldworkers worked in pairs to observe literacy and numeracy lessons in 32 classrooms
over three weeks between June 10 and 27, 2019.
Study Sample
Figure 1 shows the distribution of staff from each of the 47 TFET Phase 2 schools who attended the
various trainings. The numbers are based on the training rosters shared with NORC by Sesame
Workshop. The majority of schools sent three or more staff members to the first and second Master
Trainings (Vol. 1 and Vol. 2) and the Refresher training. The number of schools that did not participate at
all increased from 4 percent for the first Master Training to 19 percent for the second Master Training,
with 17 percent not participating in the Refresher training. Careful examination of the training registry
revealed that schools were not necessarily sending the same individuals to all the trainings. There were
147 and 122 participants at the first and second master training respectively, but only 80 individuals
attended both trainings. The final two bars in Figure 1 show that almost a quarter of schools have no staff
members who attended both Vol. 1 and Vol. 2 and 43 percent of schools have no one who attended all
three trainings.
Figure 2. Number of Participants from Each School by Training Session

Number of participants from each school by training session
Vol. 1
Vol. 2
Refresher
Vol. 1&2
All

4%

9%
19%
17%

57%
2%
2%

23%

30%

9%

53%

17%

17%

43%
19%

21%

23%

43%

23%

0

1

2

3

32%
17%

2%
17%

4+

Partial completion of Master training is problematic as these teachers will not be optimally prepared to
implement the Step-down training and support the implementation of pupil-centered techniques across the
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school. The findings on teacher turnover suggest that, in many cases, teachers who received only part of
the training have actually left the school. While partial completion of the training is clearly an important
issue for ongoing program design and the cascade training model, we decided that it would be of limited
value to observe uptake of TFET techniques in the classrooms of teachers who had not received training
on all 14 modules. Consequently, we restricted our focus to schools with teachers who had attended both
Master-training sessions.
This study also aims to generate insights into the feasibility and efficacy of the cascade training model
through the comparison of take up and mastery of the TFET techniques between teachers who received
Master training and those who received Step-down training. We, therefore, further restricted our focus to
schools that also had at least one teacher who had attended step-down trainings on all 14 modules in their
school. Additionally, we wanted to compare teachers in schools that received mentoring visits from
Sesame with those in schools that did not receive such visits.
The treatment sample included nine schools. Four of these schools were located in the Accra region, and
five were in the Cape Coast region. These schools were purposefully selected to account for several
teacher variables, including 1) type of TFET training received (Master or Step-down), 2) grade level
taught (KG1-P3 phase), and 3) on-site Sesame coaching (received or not received). At each school, we
selected one Master-trained teacher and one Step-down trained teacher in the KG1-P3 phase for
observation.
Table 1 summarizes the treatment teacher sample and kinds of training received. A detailed list of
trainings per teacher per school can be found in Appendix A.
Table 1. Summary TFET Training Received by Treatment Teachers
Total treatment
teachers

Master

Step-down

Refresher

Leadership

Sesame
Coaching

18

9

9

3

1

10

All treatment teachers received the full Sesame training package (all 14 modules), except four of the nine
Step-down trained teachers who reported having had some training on Volumes I and/or II. In nearly all
treatment schools, English is used as the official language of instruction. In two treatment schools,
English and Twi or Fante are the official languages.
The nine treatment schools were matched1 with seven control schools (14 teachers in KG1-P3). Baseline
survey data from February/March 2018 was used to identify a group of control schools with similar pupil
learning outcomes (numeracy, literacy and social-emotional learning) and school resources to the selected
treatment schools. In sum, 32 teachers comprised the study sample.

1

The initial study sample design included eight treatment and eight control schools. However, control school
willingness to participate and matching criteria resulted in the inclusion of two more treatment than control schools
in the final sample. Sample size remains large enough for reliable comparisons between schools.
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At each school, fieldworkers observed one literacy and one numeracy lesson from the beginning. Each
observation lasted 45 minutes. If breaks were taken (e.g. lunch), the observation resumed after the break.
This observation design generated a systematic ‘snapshot’ of 45 minutes of teaching and learning across
32 classrooms with a particular emphasis on literacy and numeracy pedagogy in the early grades.
Mixed Methods Design
We use a convergent mixed methods design to gather complementary forms of data concurrently in the
classroom (Creswell, 2018). These data included 1) open-ended narratives of classroom activity and 2)
closed-ended, low-inference judgments of technique uptake and lesson plan quality. Collecting both
forms of data produce a more complete record of the techniques observed and the pedagogic processes
involved. In the design of observation instruments, we used TFET manuals and videos to generate a
comprehensive list of program indicators to measure what pupil-centered teaching looks like in the
classroom. In addition, a structured teacher survey was included in the tool to gather information on
TFET training and on-site Sesame coaching. The classroom observation instruments are presented in
Appendix B. The teacher survey can be found in Part 4 of tool 1.
While observing lessons in pairs, each fieldworker generated a detailed narrative of all teaching and
learning activity. Fieldworkers were then able to reference their lesson narratives while making judgments
on closed-ended items. Fieldworkers completed the closed items together after the observation ended,
allowing for an inter-rater reliability check at the point of data collection. To get a sense of staff turnover,
fieldworkers also checked whether the principal, head teachers, and classroom teachers observed at
baseline in 2018 were still at the school in June 2019.
Fieldworkers participated in a five-day intensive training program that covered principles of classroom
observation research, pupil-centered pedagogy, and the TFET program. Fieldworkers had various
opportunities to apply observation methods through simulations using classroom video records and onsite piloting of tools in a local treatment school. Study sample schools were excluded from training
activities. All fieldworkers are based in Ghana, fluent in local languages, hold a degree in higher
education, have classroom observation or survey experience, and most have teaching experience.
Appendix C presents the five-day fieldwork training agenda.
Analytical Approach
A conceptual framework was designed to structure the data collection and analysis. The framework (see
Appendix D) includes three constructs that structure the TFET training program. These are teacher
characteristics, classroom learning environment, and classroom pedagogy. Using a convergent mixed
methods approach, qualitative and quantitative data were analyzed separately and then interpreted
together during the evaluation stage. We referenced Prior Phase 2 research reports2 during the analysis to
seek broader explanations for study findings. Reference is made to this work throughout the report.

2

Prior Phase 2 research reports included the Baseline Study, Materials Review, Master and Step-down Training
Observation Study, and Midline I Classroom Observation and Focus Group Study.
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In the first instance, we quantified and analyzed closed-ended items in Excel. The analysis of quantitative
data looked for similarities and differences in technique uptake between treatment and control teachers
and Master and Step-down trained teachers. Next, each pair of open-ended lesson narratives was read
together to produce one complete summary description per classroom. Using the conceptual framework,
pedagogic patterns and processes were noted and extracted into tables. Finally, we compared both forms
of data, offering a more complete understanding of the teaching and learning activities.
The sections that follow present the study’s findings. Section 3 presents characteristics of TFET-trained
teachers. Section 4 describes the classroom environment, and Section 5 evaluates the pupil-centered
nature of teachers’ pedagogy. The report concludes with summary comments and recommendations in
Section 6.

Characteristics of Teachers
A major aim of the TFET program is to support teacher quality in low-fee private schools in Ghana,
especially since very few private school primary teachers are formally trained educators. The 2018 TFET
Master Training report showed that, of the 25 teacher participants, all had completed secondary school, 15
had earned a post-secondary diploma, and two had earned a Bachelor’s degree. Master trainee ages
ranged from 20 to 55 years old, with the largest subgroup aged 30 to 39. This section reports on
complementary teacher characteristics, addressing several aspects of teacher quality including the
reception of on-site coaching, lesson planning, training perceptions, and turnover rates. These findings
offer a more in-depth understanding of the TFET teacher population.
General Characteristics of Treatment and Control Teachers
Most teachers in the study sample (84 percent) had been teaching three years or less at the school. By subgroup, six out of 18 observed treatment teachers (33 percent) reported teaching about one year or less at
the school compared to eight out of 14 (57 percent) observed control teachers. Of those six treatment
teachers, all are step-down trained and four had taught for about one year. The remaining two teachers
reported teaching less than a year, which suggests these teachers either misreported how long they have
taught at the school or they participated in step-down trainings during the latter part of 2018. Of the 32
teachers in the study sample, five (16 percent) had been at the school four years or more. Overall,
treatment teachers had taught at their current school longer than control teachers. Table 2 summarizes
these findings, comparing treatment with control teachers.
Table 2. Length of Time Spent Teaching at the School
Time teaching at the school

Treatment (N=18)

Control (N=14)

1 year or less

6

8

2-3 years
4 years or more

8
4

5
1
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Of the 18 treatment teachers, 14 taught single grade classes, and four taught multi-grade classes.
Observations in most multi-grade classrooms were of one grade level and revealed teachers who left one
grade of learners unattended without a learning task while working with the other grade. Table 3
summarizes grade levels taught by teachers in the study sample.
Table 3. Grade Level Taught by Observed Teachers
Grade Level
KG1 or KG2

Treatment (N=18)
5

Control (N=14)
5

P1, P2, or P3

9

6

Multi-grade

4

3

Lesson Planning
Lesson planning is presented in the TFET program as essential to effective teaching. Training manuals
present several criteria for quality plans and emphasize the inclusion of differentiated learning activities,
learning objectives, and adherence to the local standard template presented in Table 5. Nearly all Sesame
trainers observed teachers’ lesson plans during coaching visits, suggesting the importance of this program
element.
Table 4. Local Lesson Planning Template Categories
Week Ending:
Subject:
Reference:
Day /
Topic/SubDuration
topic/Aspect

Objectives/
RPK

[TEXT]

…

…

TeacherLearner
Activities
…

Teaching
Learning
Materials
…

Core Points

Evaluation

…

…

Following each classroom observation, teachers were asked to share their lesson plan for the observed
lesson. Of the 18 treatment teachers, all produced a lesson plan on the day of the observation. In control
schools, five of the 14 teachers had a lesson plan prepared. A checklist was used to evaluate the presence
of nine planning components, presented in Table 6.
Table 5. Summary of Lesson Plan Components
Lesson planning components
Includes how long the lesson will last (duration)
Identifies a lesson topic
Includes a learning objective (what the learners should be able to know/do by the
end of the lesson)
Identifies what the teacher will do during the lesson
Identifies what the learners will do during the lesson

Treatment
(N=18)
14
18

Control
(N=14)
5
5

17
16
17

5
5
4
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Includes different tasks for different learner groups
Lists the teaching and learning materials
Includes a form of assessment/evaluation
Date matches the lesson observed

4
16
15
16

0
5
5
4

Lesson plans produced by treatment and control teachers included most standard planning components
and generally adhered to template categories. What distinguishes treatment lesson plans is the inclusion of
differentiated activities, or different tasks for different learner groups. Four of the treatment teachers
planned different tasks for different learner groups compared to none of the control teachers. These four
teachers (two Master and two Step-down trained) also received classroom visits from Sesame trainers.
For example, one teacher listed different independent exercises for “above average,” “average,” and
“below average” learner groups in a KG2 numeracy lesson on measurement. While all learners were
expected to demonstrate knowledge of “long” and “short” objects, above average learners were expected
to draw two long and two short objects, average learners to circle the long and short objects, and below
average learners to color in the long and short objects. These distinctions suggest some attention to
differences in young children’s fine motor skill development.
The specificity and measurability of learning objectives emerges as another qualitative distinction. Across
treatment plans, over half of listed objectives are relatively more specific and measurable, that is, they use
action verbs to indicate lesson activities and identify the specific knowledge or skills to be gained.
Examples include: “identify the subtraction symbol” and “collect data by counting objects.” Other
treatment lesson objectives are either vague or do not indicate activity (e.g. “put puzzles together”) or the
objective is not specific or measurable (“work out some simple subtraction”). In comparison, about onequarter of control teachers’ lesson objectives are specific and measurable and with the rest being either
vague or not measurable. How to write lesson objectives was a primary lesson planning focus during the
Master training in 2018. In addition, nearly all coaching visits included a review of teachers’ plans.
Lastly, the study assessed whether teachers’ lesson plans (all nine components in Table 6) aligned with
the observed lesson. Across treatment classrooms, 83 percent of lesson plans aligned with the observed
lesson. Two plans aligned somewhat, and one plan did not align at all. In control classrooms, all lesson
plan parts aligned with the observed lesson.
On-Site Coaching
Coaching is a special form of in-service teacher professional development in which experts observe and
offer individualized feedback on teachers’ pedagogy. In Ghana, recent research has shown that in-service
training paired with a package of closely aligned coaching sessions by trained officials improved
classroom quality and student learning (Wolf, Aber, et al, 2018). Following Sesame Workshop’s 2018
Master Training, members of the Sesame team conducted coaching visits at 16 program schools, once in
March 2018 and again in November 2018, to monitor and support implementation of program techniques.
Circuit Supervisors also conducted monitoring visits before, during, and after Sesame’s visits. To assess
the nature of these visits, our classroom observation study included a structured treatment teacher survey
following the lesson observation. We asked teachers whether they had received any follow-up classroom
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visits from Sesame, and if so, how many, how long the most recent visit lasted, and what kinds of support
they received during the visit. Below, we report on these findings.
Ten of the 18 treatment teachers received at least one follow-up visit from Sesame. In addition, five
teachers received classroom visits from Circuit Supervisors. This means 83 percent of treatment teachers
received some kind of coaching visit following TFET training. The sub-sections that follow present
findings on reported coaching methods and how these varied between Sesame and Circuit Supervisors
followed by an evaluation of differences in technique uptake between the 10 treatment teachers who
received Sesame coaching and the 8 teachers who did not.
Description of Coaching Methods
Sesame trainers and Circuit Supervisors visited most teachers more than once. Eight out of 10 teachers
were visited by Sesame at least twice. About half of all visits lasted 30 minutes or less and the other half
lasted about one hour. Only one Sesame trainer visited for two hours or more. Overall, the frequency of
visits and length of stay by Sesame and Circuit Supervisors are more similar than different.
We asked teachers about eight different kinds of instructional support. Findings are presented in Table 4.
Table 6. Forms of Instructional Support during Coaching Visits
By Sesame
trainers (N=10)

By Circuit
Supervisors (N=5)

Observed the lesson being taught

7

5

Observed the teacher’s lesson plan

8
6

4
4

Forms of Support

Gave verbal feedback or explanations of techniques
Showed the teacher how to use a teaching technique (modeling)

4

2

Showed the teacher how to use a teaching and learning material

8

4

Taught together with the teacher (co-teaching)

1

0

Provided the teacher with written notes on their teaching techniques

0
0

0
0

0

1

Provided the teacher with written notes on their lesson plans
Other

Table 4 shows that Sesame and Circuit Supervisors carried out similar kinds of classroom visits. Nearly
all visits entailed reviewing the teacher’s lesson plan, observing the lesson, and showing the teacher how
to use a teaching and learning material. Six of the 10 Sesame trainers gave teachers verbal feedback on
the use of techniques. Four of the five Circuit Supervisors did the same. One Sesame trainer co-taught a
lesson with a teacher, and four modeled how to use a technique. Neither Sesame nor Circuit Supervisors
offered any kind of written feedback on teaching techniques or plans. Providing teachers with a written
set of observation notes (e.g. what was observed, strengths, strategies for improvement, etc.) may further
support reflection on teaching effectiveness and growth over time. This information could also be collated
by Sesame to identify teachers’ pedagogic strengths and needs to further develop the training program.
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Sesame Coaching
Ten of the 18 treatment teachers received at least one follow up visit from Sesame. Of these 10 teachers,
five teachers were Master trained, and five were Step-down trained. To better understand the potential
impact of these coaching visits on treatment teachers’ pedagogy, we looked at differences in teaching
methods between the 10 teachers who received a Sesame visit and the eight teachers who did not. In
particular, we looked at key indicators from the 14 TFET modules and compared technique uptake across
the treatment teacher sample. While findings reveal far more similarities in teachers’ techniques, findings
do indicate a few differences. These emerging differences include the quality of lesson plans, the spatial
arrangement of learners during lessons, and differentiated instruction. Each is described below in turn.
Following each lesson observation, fieldworkers assessed teachers’ lesson plans using a checklist
comprised of nine planning components, such as “includes how long the lesson will last.” Lesson plan
quality is described in further detail in the previous section entitled Lesson Planning. Overall, teachers
who received coaching visits specified relatively more components in their lesson plans, especially how
long the lesson will last, different tasks for different learner groups, and a form of assessment. In addition,
all teachers who received coaching provided a plan that aligned with the observed lesson. Of the teachers
who did not receive coaching, five plans aligned with the observed lesson, and three plans aligned
somewhat or not at all.
The spatial arrangement of learners during lessons emerged as a second difference between teachers who
did and did not receive Sesame coaching. Four out of 10 teachers who received coaching visits organized
learners in more than one way during the lesson, including whole group, small group, and/or sitting in a
circle on the floor. Teachers who received no coaching incorporated relatively more whole group
instruction into their lessons and kept learners in the same place throughout the observation period.
Some differentiation was observed in classrooms where teachers had received coaching from Sesame. Of
the 10 teachers who received coaching visits, three teachers gave particular learners different tasks to the
whole class during the lesson (either to an individual learner or to groups of learners). Differentiated tasks
were not observed in any of the classrooms without coaching visits. Further elaboration on these three
differentiated lessons is given in the section on Teachers’ Classroom Pedagogy. Lastly, learners had
relatively more opportunities to use their hands to create or manipulate objects or ideas and draw images
in classrooms where the teacher had received a coaching visit from Sesame.
Overall treatment teachers’ lessons were very similar, but what these findings suggest are a few emerging
differences in teachers’ pedagogy between teachers who did and did not receive coaching visits from
Sesame.
Training Perceptions
Understanding how teachers acquire TFET program content and their personal training needs were
addressed in this study. Post-observation, teachers were asked from whom or where they have learned the
most about Sesame’s techniques and to name one area they would like more training on. Most teachers
who received Master training reported they learned the most from Sesame trainers, and one teacher
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reported learning the most from training videos. Most teachers who received Step-down training cited
another classroom teacher, and three teachers identified the head teacher as their primary source for
learning techniques.
Nearly one-third of treatment teachers asked for more training and support on developing and using
teaching and learning materials. Twenty-two percent of teachers asked for support with classroom
management or discipline. These findings indicate half of treatment teachers asked for more training on
areas they had already received extensive training on. Findings from the Master and Step-down Training
Observation report showed an over-emphasis by trainers on material construction and classroom
management, which suggests teachers may be lacking in their broader understanding of the TFET
program components (and possibly unsure of what they don’t know). Table 7 summarizes teachers’ selfreported areas of training need.
Table 6. Treatment Teachers’ Self-Reported Training Needs
Training needs
Developing/using teaching and learning materials
Classroom management/discipline
Language/literacy pedagogy
Early childhood pedagogy/play
Don’t know
Lesson planning
ICT pedagogy
Inclusive pedagogy

Number of teachers
(N=18)
5
4
2
2
2
1
1
1

Percent of teachers
(N=18)
28%
22%
11%
11%
11%
6%
6%
6%

Teacher Attrition
Teacher attrition has emerged in the broader TFET evaluation as a potential challenge to the cascade
training model, which reflects broader patterns in turnover across the low-fee private school sector. When
trained teachers leave a school, new teachers may be hired who require additional training resources.
However, trained TFET teachers may take their program expertise with them to be applied in other
schooling contexts. To better understand patterns of teacher attrition, we made enquiries about all staff
members who were included in the Baseline survey in February/March 2018. At baseline, we randomly
selected one KG2 teacher and one P2 teacher to interview at each school. We also interviewed the
proprietor or head teacher. We recorded how many of these staff members had stayed or left in both
treatment and control schools to gauge broader turnover trends in private schools located in the Accra and
Cape Coast regions.
Across the 16 schools in this sample, 47 teachers, head teachers, and proprietors were surveyed at
baseline. Of all staff members surveyed at baseline, 30 are still working at the same school (64 percent),
and 17 have left. Table 8 below reveals more nuanced differences in turnover rate by role.
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Table 7. Summary of Teacher Turnover Across the Baseline Sample for the 16 Study schools
Baseline no.

Total stayed at
the school

Total left the
school

Percent
remaining

Percent
turnover

Teacher

31

15

16

48%

52%

Head teacher

7

6

1

86%

14%

Proprietor

9

9

0

100%

0%

Role

While nearly all head teachers and proprietors remained at the 16 schools, just over half of teachers had
left since the baseline survey in 2018. Teacher turnover patterns differ between treatment and control
schools. Where seven out of 17 treatment teachers (41 percent) left their school within 16 months, nine
out of 14 control teachers (64 percent) left in the same period3.
We compiled a list of all teachers at the nine treatment schools who had received any training from the
Sesame Workshop training rosters. In total, 38 staff members had attended at least one of the trainings
(Volume 1, Volume 2, Refresher or Leadership). Of those, five had left the school by the time of this
study4.
Conclusions on Teacher Characteristics
Qualities of the teacher population examined in this study confirm some of what we already know from
other Phase 2 qualitative research and shed light on several new findings. Most treatment and control
teachers have been at the school three years or less. Of the TFET-trained teachers in this sample, most
received some kind of classroom coaching visit, either from Sesame or from the Circuit Supervisor to
monitor the quality of lessons. These visits usually entailed the observation of lesson plans and
instruction, as well as showing teachers how to use a learning material. Using materials was the most
frequently cited training need by treatment teachers. There is no evidence of any written observation
feedback provided to trained teachers, which could support on-going instructional reflection. All
treatment teachers could produce lesson plans in contrast to only five of the 14 control teachers. A few
treatment teachers included differentiated activities in their lesson plans, and learning objectives were
relatively more specific and measurable than those of control teacher plans. These findings suggest the
emerging uptake of a few planning techniques, and that treatment teachers may be relatively more
prepared for instruction.
Of the 31 teachers surveyed during the Phase 2 baseline study, 16 had left the school since February 2018.
This finding suggests a potential challenge to the scalability of cascade training. Scalability depends on
the retention of trained teachers in treatment schools over an extended period of time during which pupilcentered techniques and materials can be shared and developed across the school.
3

Selection criteria for treatment schools should be considered in the interpretation of these findings. This study
specifically chose treatment schools where Master trained teachers were known to still be working at the school and
had received both Volumes of TFET training. These are not necessarily the same teachers who were included in the
baseline interviews, but these schools may have lower staff turnover than the average treatment school.

4

See previous footnote.
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The Learning Environment
Promoting a positive, pupil-centered learning environment is presented in program materials (manuals
and videos) as children exploring and discovering knowledge, experimenting, solving problems, and
working together. A pupil-centered learning environment also promotes respect using a positive discipline
approach to encourage desired and cooperative behavior. This section examines the learning context of
the 32 classrooms and how teachers organize and regulate student activity.
Space and Learner Arrangements
Nearly all classrooms provided sufficient seats for learners, except for one treatment classroom. All
rooms had a roof and 4 walls. However, several teachers reported their walls were made of brick (or other
rough materials) and could not permanently affix materials to the walls. One teacher reported her
classroom was an entrance to other rooms, which allowed external movement and noise to impede her
instruction. This finding reflects similar spatial challenges from the small-scale TFET classroom
observation study conducted in December 2018.
Learner seating arrangements were examined as a component of the classroom environment. Indicators of
pupil-centered arrangements include students sitting together in groups, sitting in a circle facing each
other, and sitting together on the floor/mat. Seating variety (learners arranged in more than one way
during the lesson) was also assessed as an indicator of pupil-centered arrangements. Findings showed that
78 percent of treatment teachers kept learners in the same place throughout the lesson, with about onequarter of teachers organizing learners in more than one way. Table 9 summarizes the different learner
arrangements across treatment and control classes.
Table 8. Learner Arrangements during the Observed Period
Observed Learner Arrangements

Treatment (N=18)

Control (N=14)

Learners sit at desks in rows

11

14

Learners sit together in one group on the floor/mat
Learners sit together at desks or tables in several small groups
Learners sit in a circle facing each other

1
7
3

0
1
0

Eleven treatment teachers (61 percent) organized learners in rows, one taught a lesson on the mat, seven
grouped learners at tables, and three organized learners in a circle facing each other. These patterns
emerged in similar ways within Master and Step-down classrooms. In contrast, all control teachers
organized learners at desks in rows, and only one teacher grouped learners at tables. These findings
suggest some differences in the spatial arrangement of children during treatment and control lessons,
especially the use of student grouping and variety of learner arrangements.
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Display of Teaching and Learning Materials
According to the program, in a pupil-centered learning environment teachers display a variety of teaching
and learning materials around the room to enhance the instructional space. TFET manuals outline
materials per module and offer step-by-step instructions on how to create these using low/no-cost
resources. The program also provides teachers with a bin of resources to make their own materials.
Hence, classroom observers assessed the display of TFET materials as an indicator of program uptake.
How these materials are used during lessons is explored in Section 5.6.
Nineteen materials were included in this study, listed in Table 10. Across the 18 treatment classrooms,
162 materials were on display and each material was observed at least twice. Treatment classrooms
displayed nearly five times more materials on average than control rooms.
Table 9. TFET Materials on Display in the Classroom
TFET Materials
Smiley/Sad faces chart
Timetable (Daily routine)
Class helpers chart
Class calendar
Class rules
Wall pocket chart
Words matched to pictures
Start chart
Number chart
Learners’ own work (text or art)
Welcome back to school decor
Activity corner
Alphabet (letter) chart
Subject board
Letter flash cards
Cone of experience
LEGO IDP Village mat
LEGOs (Duplo)
Number flash cards
TOTAL

Treatment (N=18)

Control (N=14)

16
15
14
13
13
13
12
11
11
7
6
6
5
4
4
4
3
3
2
162

0
5
0
0
1
0
8
1
6
3
0
0
5
1
0
0
0
0
0
30

The most frequently observed TFET materials in treatment classrooms included the Smiley/Sad faces
chart, Timetable, and Class helpers chart. The faces and helpers charts are both associated with positive
classroom management (examined in the next sub-section). Least observed materials in treatment
classrooms were Number flash cards, LEGOs, and the IDP Village Mat. In control classes, the Alphabet
chart, Number chart, and words matched to pictures were the most commonly observed materials. The
Alphabet chart was observed in the same number of treatment and control classrooms, and words matched
to pictures was almost as common. The display of materials emerges as a notable difference between the
learning environments of treatment and control classes.
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Classroom Management
Classroom management comprises a variety of techniques teachers use to organize and regulate student
activity during lessons. Below, we examine three components of pupil-centered classroom management,
as presented in TFET materials. These are positive discipline, classroom routines, and time management.
Positive Discipline
Positive discipline is a system of classroom management that promotes respect and encourages desired
learner behaviors. In a positive classroom, teachers use class rules and model calm behavior to reinforce
expectations. This study assessed the presence of 8 positive behavior management strategies listed in
Table 11. Given the prevalence of corporal punishment in Ghana, the study also assessed the presence of
five negative discipline strategies listed in Table 12. By observing the presence of both positive and
negative strategies, the study is able to evaluate the dominant mode of teachers’ classroom management
during the observed period.
Table 10. Positive Behavior Management Strategies Used by Observed Teachers
Positive behavior management strategies
Teacher refers learners to the class rules
Teacher refers to consequences for breaking class rules
Teacher moves learner name(s) to Smiley or Sad Faces Chart
Teacher explicit praises learners for good behavior
Teacher explicitly praises learners for correct answers
Teacher awards learner(s) a start on a Star Chart
Teacher resolves conflict by discussing problem(s) and/or solutions with learners
Teacher models calm and positive behavior

Treatment
(N=18)
3
2
3
1
18
0
0
17

Control
(N=14)
1
0
0
0
12
0
0
11

Overall, treatment teachers used a wider range of positive discipline strategies than control teachers. Six
of the eight strategies were observed at least once in treatment classrooms, while only three of the eight
strategies were observed in control classrooms. Nearly all treatment and control teachers modeled calm
behavior and praised learners for correct answers. The qualitative narrative data showed that treatment
and control teachers frequently praised correct answers with the phrase: “Clap for him/her!” A few
treatment teachers, nearly all Master trained, made references to class rules, consequences for breaking
those rules, and used the Smiley/Sad Faces chart during the observation period.
Teacher remarks offer some explanation for the limited uptake of the Smiley/Sad Faces chart. One teacher
explained learners do not respond positively to the Faces chart strategy, and as a result, she does not use
the tool in her class. Another teacher explained her Step-down training was voluntary, lasted one day, and
did not offer a clear rationale for the Faces chart. The teacher assumed the purpose of the strategy was to
move children’s names according to whether they were actually smiling or frowning. This is a clear
program misconception likely stemming from variation in Step-down training quality.

MIDLINE II | 21

NORC | IDP Foundation and Sesame Workshop’s TFET Project in Ghana
Focus group data gathered in December 2018 sheds additional light on teachers’ perspectives. Several
focus groups participants explained learners are non-responsive or tend to withdraw from learning after
using the Faces chart. Teachers viewed physical forms of punishment (e.g. tapping or caning) as most
effective. Dominant cultural practices continue to challenge the uptake of positive discipline strategies.
Differences in the quality of Step-down training emerge as another factor potentially influencing uptake.
We also assessed teachers’ use of negative behavior management strategies during classroom
observations. Table 12 below summarizes the presence of these strategies across treatment and control
classrooms.
Table 11. Negative Behavior Management Strategies Used by Observed Teachers
Negative behavior management strategies
Teacher shouts at learners to get their attention
Teacher shouts at learners to show disapproval of behavior
Teacher points out negative behavior or poor performance of learners
Teacher threatens learners with corporal (physical) punishment
Teacher uses corporal (physical punishment)

Treatment
(N=18)

Control
(N=14)

3
5
2
0
1

4
5
3
2
1

While few differences emerge between treatment and control teachers’ use of negative discipline,
treatment teachers were seen to use relatively fewer negative strategies. One Step-down treatment teacher
and one control teacher used some form of physical punishment during a lesson. No teachers in treatment
classes were seen to threaten learners with caning or tapping.
Observers assessed the proportion of observation time teachers used positive and negative discipline
strategies and used this data to produce a composite measure of classroom management style. Three styles
emerged from this sample of teachers: all positive strategies, mostly positive strategies, and mostly
negative strategies. Table 13 summarizes these findings.
Table 12. Summary of Teachers' Classroom Management Style
Teachers’ classroom management style
The teacher uses all positive behavior management strategies only
The teacher uses mostly positive behavior management strategies
The teacher uses mostly negative behavior management strategies

Treatment
(N=18)
11
6
1

Control
(N=14)
6
5
3

Nearly two-thirds of treatment teachers used only positive behavior management strategies, compared to
six control teachers, or 43 percent. About one-third of treatment and control teachers used mostly positive
discipline strategies and a few negative strategies. One Step-down treatment teacher used mostly negative
classroom management strategies, compared to three control teachers. These findings suggest treatment
teachers used a relatively more positive style of classroom management. However, uptake of positive
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strategies remains challenged by dominant cultural styles and possibly, misconceptions relayed during
Step-down trainings.
Classroom Routines
Routines are predictable classroom activities that establish consistency and order before, during, and after
lessons. TFET materials explain that daily routines allow children to feel more secure, act independently,
and predict what comes next during the school day. This study examined the presence of eight routines
related to early childhood development. These routines are classified into two categories: behavioral
routines and instructional routines. Each category is discussed below.
The most frequently observed behavioral routine in treatment and control classes was learners raising a
hand before speaking. In four treatment classes, children entered and exited the room without explicit
instructions from the teacher, suggesting the presence of some pre-established behavioral procedures.
This routine was observed in one control class. Table 14 summarizes these findings.
Table 13. Behavioral Classroom Routines
Behavioral routines carried out by learners without the teacher
explaining how to do so
Collecting or handing out materials or texts
Packing away materials or texts
Transitioning from one activity or lesson to the next
Entering and/or exiting the room
Raising a hand before speaking

Treatment
(N=18)
1
0
0
4
14

Control (N=14)
0
0
0
1
8

Three instructional routines were observed in treatment and control classrooms in varying degrees.
Nearly half of treatment teachers incorporated rhymes into their lessons (e.g. “One, two, buckle my
shoe…”). Narrative data showed that rhymes usually formed part of the lesson introduction and some
pertained to the lesson topic (e.g. counting). Circle time was observed in two Master-trained treatment
lessons and one control lesson and focused on topics such as student birthdays and verb tenses. Table 15
summarizes these findings.
Table 14. Instructional Classroom Routines
Instructional routines
Circle time (learners sit together in a circle with the teacher and take part in a
guided discussion or group activity)
Rhymes (learners recite a poem, song, or phrase)
Chants (learners recite the alphabet, numbers, times tables, etc.)

Treatment
(N=18)

Control (N=14)

2
8
3

1
4
6

Across the 18 treatment rooms, very few differences were observed in the uptake and variety of
behavioral and instructional routines between Master and Step-down trained teachers.
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Time Management
Using time effectively enables teachers to maximize learning. The TFET program supports teachers’ time
management skills by covering several techniques, including the use classroom helpers, timetables, cues
for learner attention and timing of tasks, and lesson preparation. This study examined the uptake of these
five techniques, summarized in Table 16 below.
Table 15. Time Management Techniques Used by Teachers during the Observed Period
Time Management Techniques
Learners carry out classroom helper duties during the observed period
The teacher refers learners to the daily or weekly timetable
The teacher claps her or his hands to get learners’ attention
The teacher tells learners (verbally or using cards) how much time they have to
complete a task
The teacher appears prepared for the lesson with materials ready

Treatment
(N=18)
12
3
1

Control
(N=14)
2
0
0

5
13

0
9

Across all classrooms, treatment teachers used a wider variety of time management techniques than
control teachers. In two-thirds of treatment classrooms, learners were observed carrying out helper duties.
In these classes, teachers usually began a lesson by reviewing helper roles and then setting these in
motion, especially the teacher’s assistant and calendar organizer. Class helpers were observed in two of
the 14 control classes. Three treatment teachers referred to the timetable, one clapped her hands to get
students’ attention (as opposed to shouting), and five made timing explicit to students during learning
tasks (e.g. “You have five minutes left to finish”). None of these techniques were observed in control
classes. More than half of treatment and control teachers appeared prepared for the lesson.
Summary of Classroom Management
A wider variety of positive behavior management strategies was observed in treatment classrooms, which
displayed a relatively more positive style of classroom management. However, shouting, shaming, and
corporal punishment were observed in both treatment and control classrooms. Behavioral routines,
especially raising a hand before speaking and entering/exiting the classroom without instruction, were
more common in treatment classes. Very few differences in instructional routines were observed across
the 32 classrooms. Finally, a wider variety of time management strategies were observed in treatment
classes, especially the use of classroom helpers and cues for timing of learner tasks.
Conclusions on the Learning Environment
The learning environments of TFET classrooms show several emerging patterns in technique uptake,
suggesting some training impact on how teachers organize classrooms. Differences between treatment
and control classrooms are visible in the spatial arrangement of children during lessons, especially the use
and variety of student grouping techniques. Treatment classes displayed five times more teaching and
learning materials; most frequently observed were the Smiley/Sad Faces chart, Helpers chart, and
Timetable. The display of these materials aligns closely with treatment teachers’ use of a wider range of
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positive discipline and time management strategies and a relatively more positive style of classroom
management. Findings also show, however, that treatment teachers continue to use traditional forms of
discipline and perceive some pupil-centered techniques as ineffective within their cultural context. Few
differences emerge between Master and Step-down trained teachers’ classroom environments. This
suggests the cascade training model may support the dissemination of particular classroom management
techniques and materials observed in this section of the report.
Findings on the learning environment substantiate earlier Phase 2 research on TFET training. In
particular, the 2018 Training Report found an over-emphasis by trainers on the construction of materials
and classroom management strategies. Master and Step-down trainers spent the most time covering
Module 3 on positive discipline and Module 4 on learning materials. Moreover, Module 3 is presented
most clearly in the TFET materials and its presentation was clearest during the trainings. Classroom
management is also less conceptually complex with less relevance to the principles of how students learn.
It was suggested in the training report that teachers may be prepared to shift the spatial organization of
classrooms, try out new management strategies, and change how resources are recruited from the local
environment – all of which were observed in this study. These pupil-centered techniques, while a
significant part of the TFET program, do not necessarily require a shift in teachers’ pedagogical
knowledge of how children learn. The extent to which the quality of teachers’ pedagogy has been
impacted by training is explored in greater depth in the following section.

Classroom Pedagogy
Pupil-centered pedagogy that fosters early literacy and numeracy skills is the third focus of this study.
This section covers a range of pedagogic areas including general lesson characteristics, literacy and
numeracy techniques, differentiation, assessment of learning, use of materials, and learning through play.
Across the 32 classrooms, narrative data reveals more qualitative similarities than differences between
treatment and control lessons. Lessons tend to follow a predictable, teacher-centered structure with
common teacher-learner discourse patterns (call and chorused response) and sequencing of instructional
phases. Appendix G presents in detail the dominant lesson structure by phase. The most commonly
observed phases are as follows:
●

Introduction and review

●

Instructional input by the teacher

●

Guided practice with the teacher

●

Independent learner practice

Despite the prevalence of qualitative similarities across lessons, there are some emerging differences in
trained teachers’ use of TFET techniques. These are presented in the sub-sections that follow and are
qualified with lesson narrative data.
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General Lesson Characteristics
Each classroom observation began from the start of a literacy or numeracy lesson and lasted 45 minutes.
Lesson coverage, teacher-learner interactions, language, and general pupil-centered methods are
examined below to describe the general nature of lessons in action.
Coverage
Across treatment classes, 15 teachers (83 percent) spent the entire 45-minute observation period teaching
one lesson – either literacy or numeracy. Three treatment teachers spent the majority of time teaching one
lesson and less than half the time covering an additional subject. Similarly, 12 control teachers (86
percent) spent the entire period teaching one lesson. Only one control teacher taught relatively short
lessons, spending about 15 minutes each on literacy, numeracy, and environmental studies.
Analyses of what subject(s) were covered at least part of the time during the observation showed that 10
treatment teachers taught a literacy lesson, nine taught a numeracy lesson, and two taught a different
subject. In control classrooms, eight teachers taught a literacy lesson, eight taught a numeracy lesson, and
one taught a different subject. Other subjects covered in treatment and control classes included
Environmental Studies and French.
Of the topics covered during treatment and control lessons, teachers in this sample focused mainly on
grammar and speaking during literacy lessons and on operations, number concept, and counting during
numeracy lessons. For a detailed breakdown of literacy and numeracy topics per teacher, subject, and
grade level (e.g. spelling of 3-letter words in a KG1 literacy lesson), see Appendix H.
Teacher-Learner Interactions
How teachers interacted with learners during the 45 minutes was examined to determine patterns of whole
group, small group, and individual (1:1) instruction. Pupil-centered pedagogy incorporates student
grouping, where children explore ideas together, as well as a variety of interaction types that go beyond
traditional whole group instruction. Table 17 shows differences in the patterns of interaction across
treatment and control classes.
Table 16. Teacher-Learner Interactions during the Observation Period
Teacher-learner Interactions
Teacher instructs the whole group all of the time
Teacher instructs the whole group most of the time with a little time spent on
small group or individual tasks
Teacher instructs the whole group half of the time with remaining time spent on
small group and/or individual tasks
Teacher instructs the whole group less than half the time with the majority of
time spent on small group and/or individual tasks

Treatment
(N=18)
0

Control
(N=14)
3

3

3

12

8

3

0
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Treatment teachers spent relatively less time on whole group instruction and relatively more time on
small group activities and/or individual learning tasks, compared to control teachers. About two-thirds of
treatment teachers spent half of the observation period teaching the whole class. Three Master-trained
teachers spent most of the observation period on small group activities or individual tasks. None of the
control teachers did so. These three Master trained teachers stand out within the sample and suggest some
difference between Master and Step-down trained teacher-learner interactions. Lastly, three control
teachers taught the whole class of learners for 45 minutes compared to none of the treatment teachers.
Languages of Instruction
Classroom observations assessed the languages used by teachers during lessons. Across the 18 treatment
lessons, all teachers taught in English to some extent, and 10 taught in English for the entire observation
period. What varies across lessons is the extent to which teachers taught in a second or third local
language. Table 18 summaries these findings.
Table 17. Languages Used by Teachers During Lessons
Language configurations
English only
English and Twi
English and Fante
English, Ga, and Twi

Treatment
(N=18)
10
3
4
1

Control
(N=14)
9
0
5
0

English is recognized as the “official” language in nearly all schools in the study sample, except in two
treatment dual-medium schools (i.e. English and Twi or Fante). Hence, findings shown in Table 18
indicate some variation between official and observed languages of instruction with six classrooms that
diverged from official policy.
General Assessment of Pupil-centered Learning Opportunities
Several kinds of pupil-centered learning opportunities, as defined by the program, were assessed during
each observation. This data was gathered for all lessons, literacy and numeracy. Five indicators of pupilcentered learning were drawn from multiple TFET modules and selected based on their centrality to the
model of instruction. These are listed in Table 19 below.
Table 18. Pupil-Centered Learning Opportunities Observed Across all Lessons
Pupil-centered learning opportunities
Learners work independently on learning tasks
Learners work together in small groups or with a partner on learning tasks
Learners use their hands to manipulate materials to complete a learning task
Learners ask the teacher questions
Learners share individual ideas with the teacher (one learner speaks at a time)

Treatment
(N=18)
17
10
8
4
9

Control
(N=14)
13
1
5
0
2
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Across the 32 lessons, children in treatment classes had relatively more pupil-centered learning
opportunities compared to learners in control classrooms. Group or partner work was observed in 10
treatment classrooms and in one control classroom. Learners shared ideas, speaking one at a time, in half
of the treatment lessons. This technique was observed in two of the 14 control lessons. Learners had
opportunities to ask the teacher questions in four treatment classes – three Master-trained and one Stepdown trained teacher. Narrative data showed that learners’ questions mainly pertained to learning
procedures, such as instructions for activities and requests for materials (e.g. pencil). One learner asked
the teacher how to spell a word, the only evidence of a content-based question. No learners were seen to
ask questions in control classes. Nearly all learners had opportunities to work independently on a learning
task (or exercise) in both treatment and control classrooms.
Summary of General Lesson Characteristics
The majority of teachers in the study sample spent the entire 45-minute observation period teaching 1
lesson – either literacy or numeracy. Treatment teachers were found to spend relatively more time on
small group instruction and less time teaching the whole group at once. Three Master-trained teachers
stand out in the sample, who spent most of the observation period on small group activities. Overall,
treatment classrooms provided relatively more pupil-centered learning opportunities, especially pupils
working in groups. These findings demonstrate a particular understanding of pupil-centered pedagogy,
which emerged from the Training report. Trainers emphasized grouping throughout Master training,
especially during Module 2 on what makes classrooms child-friendly. Trainers also modeled this
technique by grouping participants to complete activities together. This emphasis on grouping was seen in
the Step-down training approach as well and in participant interviews; most training participants
identified “pupils sitting together in groups” as the primary indicator of pupil-centered classrooms. In
sum, treatment teachers reflect this understanding relatively more so than control teachers.
Literacy Techniques
The TFET program presents literacy as an important everyday skill, useful inside and outside the
classroom. Training materials cover pupil-centered story reading, the use of low-cost literacy materials,
and techniques that build children’s literacy capacity. The study gathered data in line with program foci to
examine the kinds of texts read and the use of pupil-centered literacy techniques and activities.
Analyses in this section pertain to any lesson observed in which the teacher and/or learners used a text.
While most of the lessons reported on here are literacy/language lessons, a few lessons pertain to other
subjects (e.g. Environmental Studies), where texts were used and reading occurred.
Across classrooms, during the observation period, 14 treatment teachers and 11 control teachers used
some kind of text to teach a lesson. During treatment lessons, all 14 teachers created their own text on the
board for instruction (e.g. sentences, isolated words, and letters). Other kinds of texts used by treatment
teachers include a storybook (one teacher), a worksheet (one teacher), posters (two teachers), and
word/sentence cards (three teachers). Nine of the 11 control teachers created text on the board for
instruction, three used a textbook, and one used a poster. Overall, the majority of texts used across
classrooms to support literacy were created by the teacher on the board. This means more time and effort
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are required of teachers before and during lessons. Appendix H shows the dominant kind of text found in
classrooms.
We examined pupil-centered literacy techniques in two ways: 1) teachers’ use of techniques and 2)
learner activities. Table 20 summarizes the former, showing literacy techniques used by teachers in
treatment and control lessons.
Table 19. Pupil-centered Literacy Techniques Used by Teachers
Pupil-centered literacy techniques used by the teacher during lessons
Uses text that learners encounter outside school (e.g. label on can)
Shows learners the front cover of a text
Holds the text so that all learners can see its contents (images and text)
Asks learners questions about the text before reading
Points to pictures in the text
Reads the text out loud with enthusiasm (sound of voice rises and falls)
Reads the text out loud using different voices for different characters
Pauses during reading of the text to ask learners questions to check understanding
Pauses during reading of the text to ask learners to predict what will happen next
Uses words from the text to teach vocabulary (what words mean)

Treatment
(N=14)
0
0
3
3
1
1
0
2
0
6

Control
(N=11)
2
0
1
0
2
1
0
1
0
4

Across classrooms, seven of the 10 literacy techniques were observed to some extent. Using words from a
text to teach vocabulary was the most frequently observed technique across all literacy lessons in this
study. Other pupil-centered literacy techniques were observed in very few classrooms, both treatment and
control. This is likely due to the lack of storybooks, readers, and other kinds of extended texts that aid
reading and literacy learning. In addition, narrative data shows that literacy lesson topics pertain mostly to
grammar, speaking, and spelling; only four of the 25 lessons that used text actually focused on teaching
reading. Literacy coverage during those four reading lessons included phonics, reading two and threeletter words, fluency, and comprehension. Many of the techniques promoted within the TFET literacy
module do not directly support most literacy topics being covered in classrooms, which may also explain
why teacher uptake was minimal across lessons.
Pupil-centered literacy activities carried out by learners in relation to some kind of text were also
examined during observations. From content presented in the training program, five literacy activities
were included for analysis, listed below in Table 21.
Table 20. Pupil-centered Literacy Activities Carried out by Learners
Pupil-centered literacy activities carried out by learners during lessons
Act out a scene based on the text
Create alternative endings to the text
Draw pictures to represent ideas from the text
Talk with a partner or in small groups about the text
Explain to the teacher what the text means
Ask the teacher questions about the text

Treatment
(N=14)
0
1
1
3
4
3

Control
(N=11)
2
0
0
0
3
0

MIDLINE II | 29

NORC | IDP Foundation and Sesame Workshop’s TFET Project in Ghana
Across all lessons, learners participated in a wider variety of pupil-centered literacy activities in treatment
classes. Learners carried out five of the six pupil-centered activities to some extent during a few treatment
lessons. In control lessons, learners carried out two kinds of literacy activities. The most frequently
observed literacy activity in treatment and control classes was learners explaining to the teacher what text
means. Narrative data showed however that these explanations do not pertain to extended texts, e.g.
stories, but rather to definitions of concepts, e.g. “What does it mean to collect data?” Talking with a
partner or in groups about the text and asking the teacher questions about the text (mostly clarity on task
instructions) were also observed in a few treatment lessons. For example, during a literacy lesson on verb
tenses, learners talked in small groups about examples of present continuous verbs.
Findings also show some differences between the literacy techniques and activities observed during
Master and Step-down lessons. Master trained teachers used twice the number of pupil-centered literacy
activities and nearly twice the number of literacy techniques as Step-down trained teachers did during
lessons. These findings suggest some emerging differences in cascade training impact on literacy
pedagogy between Master and Step-down training.
Summary of Literacy Techniques
Observations confirm findings from the 2018 Midline I classroom observation study that most literacy
lessons focus on grammar, speaking, and spelling (rather than reading and writing), and the dominant
kind of text used during lessons is created on the board by teachers. In addition, text (e.g. storybooks,
readers) was the most frequently cited resource need by focus group participants. These findings may
partly explain why few pupil-centered literacy techniques were observed in this study. A lack of
storybooks may pose challenges to program uptake since many of the TFET techniques support the
reading of extended text. Findings showed some uptake of pupil-centered literacy activities, especially
learners explaining and discussing the text with a group or partner. Finally, Master trained teachers used
about twice as many literacy techniques and activities as Step-down trained teachers did, suggesting some
variation in the quality of training on literacy techniques. Both the Materials Review and Master Training
report found the presentation of most literacy concepts (e.g. “literacy skills”) from Module 5 relatively
unclear. Explanations of concepts during training and in materials (videos and manuals) were mostly
anecdotal, unclear, and hard to follow; a few examples were given but misconceptions were also present.
Numeracy Techniques
Similar to literacy, the TFET materials present numeracy as an important skill connected to children’s
everyday lives and activities, such as cooking, driving, and playing football. The program covers pupilcentered numeracy techniques (e.g. using games to teach mathematics), the use of low-cost numeracy
materials, and student grouping for cooperative problem solving. Analyses in this sub-section pertain to
any lesson in which teachers covered numbers or shapes during the observation period.
Of the 32 observed lessons, nine treatment teachers and eight control teachers taught a numeracy lesson.
Numeracy topics included counting (e.g. from 1-20), number concept (e.g. connecting points on the
number line with counters and numerals), measurement (e.g. comparing long and short objects), and
operations (especially, addition and subtraction of 1 and 2-digit numbers). Teachers’ numeracy techniques
are presented first below followed by findings on numeracy activities carried out by learners.
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Table 21. Pupil-centered Numeracy Techniques Used by Teachers
Pupil-centered numeracy techniques used by the teacher during lessons
Uses a game to teach a math concept or skill
Uses music or art to teach a math concept or skill
Uses examples representing math that learners encounter outside school (e.g.
measurement in cooking, perimeter of the soccer field, etc.)
Uses concrete materials to teach a math concept or skill (e.g. string for
measurement; stones for counting, etc.)
Encourages learners to use their own ideas for solving a mathematics problem

Treatment
(N=9)
1
3
3

Control
(N=8)
0
0
3

6

5

4

5

Of the five numeracy techniques examined in this study, each was observed at least once in treatment
classrooms. Using concrete materials to teach a mathematics concept or skill was the most frequently
observed technique, seen in two-thirds of treatment numeracy lessons and five of the eight control
lessons. Using a game to teach mathematics was observed in one treatment class, and using music or art
was observed in three treatment classes. For example, during a P1 numeracy lesson, learners sang and
danced when it was their turn to indicate the day of the week on which they were born; this information
was then used by the teacher to guide a whole group lesson data collection. Neither games nor art were
observed in control lessons. Both treatment and control teachers gave children real-world examples of
mathematics and encouraged them to solve problems on their own. Very few differences were observed
between Master and Step-down trained teachers’ use of numeracy techniques.
Two pupil-centered numeracy activities were examined, presented in the table below.
Table 22. Pupil-centered Numeracy Activities Carried Out by Learners During Lessons
Pupil-centered numeracy activities carried out by learners during
lessons
Work together in small groups or with a partner to solve math problems
Use concrete materials to learn a math concept or skill

Treatment
(N=9)
5
6

Control
(N=8)
1
5

In about two-thirds of treatment and control classrooms, students used concrete materials to learn a
mathematics concept or skill. Most often, these hands-on materials were counters for solving addition and
subtraction sums. In five of the nine treatment numeracy lessons, children worked together in small
groups to solve mathematics problems (e.g. counting stones). In one control lesson, students worked in
small groups on mathematics problems.
Summary of Numeracy Techniques
Across the 17 observed numeracy lessons, treatment and control teachers used concrete materials,
especially counters, to teach mathematics concepts and skills. The use of concrete materials by teachers
and learners was the most frequently observed numeracy technique. What distinguishes treatment
numeracy lessons is the use of student grouping to solve mathematics problems and the incorporation of
games and art to teach mathematics.
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Differentiated Instruction
The TFET program defines differentiation as using varied teaching approaches to address students’
unique learning needs, interests, and abilities. In this study, indicators of differentiation include teachers
adapting lessons to accommodate children’s diverse learning styles (or preferences), modifying learning
tasks for different students, and grouping students by ability and/or interest. Below, we examine each
indicator.
Learning Styles
Ten different “learning styles” as presented by the program were examined in this study by focusing on
what learners did during literacy and numeracy lessons. The greater the variety of learning styles in
lessons, the more pupil-centered and differentiated the pedagogy. Table 24 summarizes these modes of
learning, comparing treatment with control classrooms.
Table 23. Learning Styles Observed During Literacy and Numeracy Lessons
Learning styles: What the learners do during the lesson
See images, pictures, or maps to visualize the lesson topic
See words written on paper, the board, or a chart to read the lesson topic
Listen to songs, stories, or explanations of the lesson topic
Speak out loud about the lesson topic
Perform a song or skit related to the lesson topic
Move their bodies to dramatize or act out ideas related to the lesson topic
Use their hands to build, sort, create, or manipulate objects or ideas
Write words/letters on paper, the board, or in the sand to represent ideas
Write numbers on paper, the board, or in the sand to represent ideas
Draw images or symbols on paper, the board, or in the sand to represent ideas

Treatment
(N=18)
4
18
4
15
2
1
7
11
5
3

Control
(N=14)
3
14
5
12
2
2
5
4
7
1

Overall, there are relatively few differences in learning styles across treatment and control classrooms and
across Master and Step-down trained teachers. Learners seeing words to read the lesson topic (e.g. on the
board) and speaking about the topic were the two most frequently observed styles of learning in
classrooms. Learners had few opportunities to see images, perform songs or skits, move the body to act
out an idea, or draw images or symbols relating to a topic or concept. What distinguishes treatment from
control classes is opportunities for learners to write about the lesson topic using words, letters, and
sentences. In no lessons were learners seen to write extended text.
While all lessons included some form of listening (i.e. teacher talks and children listen), this study
examined whether children listened to songs, stories, or explanations of lesson topics. An explanation of a
topic is defined as the teacher taking time to explain the meaning of a concept, describe an event, or
elaborate in some way on a topic. Explanations give details and extend meaning. Examples include
defining measurement and giving examples, explaining the role of verbs in sentences, and interpreting the
actions of characters in stories. Table 24 shows that in one-quarter of treatment lessons, students listened
to songs, stories, or explanations of a topic, compared to one-third of control teachers. These findings
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indicate a more restricted form of classroom discourse with relatively fewer elaborated explanations of
ideas by treatment teachers.
Differentiated Learning Tasks
Whether teachers gave some learners different tasks to the whole class during the lesson or gave all
learners the same task was examined. Of the 32 lessons, nearly all teachers (91 percent) gave learners the
same tasks to complete. The only observed instance of differentiated tasks was seen in three treatment
lessons, two Master trained teachers and one Step-down trained teacher. Narrative data showed that a
Master teacher gave a learner an extra exercise when they finished their work early. A Step-down teacher
grouped learners by ability and assigned each group a different task during a KG2 numeracy lesson on
measurement. Following whole group instruction on long and short objects, the above average group
drew objects, the average group circled objects, and the below average group colored objects, all groups
indicating which objects were long and short. Another Master teacher grouped learners by ability during a
P1 literacy lesson on verb tense. The above average group was given five exercises and the average group
given four exercises. The below average group drew pictures and talked about what they saw using the
present continuous tense. This lesson showed differentiation in the complexity of the task between written
and oral forms of communication to address differences in learner ability.
Differentiated Grouping
Grouping the class of students by ability or interest to carry out a learning task is the third indicator of
differentiated instruction. Three kinds of differentiated grouping were examined: grouping learners with
the same abilities, grouping learners with different (mixed) abilities, and grouping learners with others
who share the same interests. Overall, seven of the 18 treatment teachers used differentiated grouping
during the observation period. Of the seven teachers, three used same ability grouping, two used mixed
ability grouping, and two teachers did not make their basis for grouping explicit. Four of these teachers
were Master trained, and three were Step-down trained. No teachers were observed to group learners by
shared interest. Differentiated grouping for carrying out a learning task was not seen in any of the control
classrooms.
Summary of Differentiated Instruction
Overall, few differences were seen between treatment and control classes and between Master and Stepdown trained teachers. Learning styles were largely similar across lessons, with children seeing and
speaking about the lesson topic as predominant pedagogic styles. These findings reflect those from the
Master training and from the Midline I classroom study in which oral communication and chorusing were
prevalent. Teachers gave relatively fewer elaborated explanations of topics. These findings do show,
however, learners writing words and sentences more frequently during treatment lessons. Little
differentiation of learning tasks was observed, except in three treatment lessons where teachers gave some
learners a different task to the whole class. Teachers’ use of differentiated grouping distinguishes
treatment and control lessons and aligns with earlier findings in the sections on pupil-centered pedagogy,
numeracy techniques, and the spatial organization of classrooms. Student groups were organized by
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ability (rather than interest). None of the control teachers used differentiated tasks or differentiated
grouping during lessons.
Assessment of Learning
Assessment is a process of gathering information about learning to determine the extent to which students
have achieved the learning objective(s) of a lesson. This observation study considered several ways
teachers gather information and use that knowledge to further support student learning. These included 1)
the kinds of questions teachers asked students to gauge understanding; 2) informal observations and
individualized support during independent learning tasks; and 3) the kinds of feedback teachers gave to
children on their learning. The quality of teacher feedback is one of the more salient features of effective
pedagogy, especially in developing country contexts (Westbrook et al, 2013). Findings on teachers’
assessment of learning are discussed in depth below.
Teacher Questioning
In the analysis of teacher questioning, we considered four indicators of quality. The first was whether the
teacher asked individual learners to answer questions or do a task on their own. Findings showed that all
teachers in treatment and control classes did this to some extent. The second is whether the teacher gave
many different learners opportunities to answer questions on their own (orally and in writing). All but one
control teacher did so. Moreover, the study found that boys and girls had equal opportunities to respond
orally to teachers’ questions in more than 90 percent of treatment classes. Findings were relatively lower
in control classes, with two-thirds of teachers giving boys and girls equal opportunities to respond.
Thirdly, the study examined the prevalence of traditional call and response pedagogy (i.e. whether
teachers prompted learners to repeat words, answers, definitions, or sounds all together in unison).
Findings showed nearly three-quarters of treatment and control teachers adopted the traditional chorusing
approach, which confirms findings from the 2018 Midline I observation study.
Finally, this part of the study looked at narrative data and considered the kinds of questions teachers asked
learners and whether these were open (allowing for more than one possible answer) or closed (yes/no,
single word, or short, restricted responses). Findings showed that all teachers in this study asked children
closed-ended questions during lessons, especially when asking learners to:
●

Define a concept (e.g. “What is division?”)

●

Solve mathematics sums (e.g. 2 + 2 = ___?)

●

Pronounce a sound, word, or sentence

Half of treatment teachers asked children open-ended questions, whereas 43 percent of control teachers
did so. Open-ended questions included asking learners to:
●

Give examples of concepts (e.g. “Tree” is an example of a noun)

●

Formulate their own sentences using a word (e.g. “Can you use ‘jumping’ in a sentence?”)

●

Compare two things and explain how they are similar and different (e.g. describing the shape of
tables in the classroom)
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●

Interpret images (e.g. “What belongs in this kitchen?”)

●

Explain why an answer is correct or incorrect

The table below summarizes the classroom observation study’s findings on teacher questioning.
Table 24. Teacher Questioning Techniques Observed During Lessons
Questioning techniques used by the teacher during the lesson

Asks individual learners to answer questions or do a task on their own
Gives many different learners opportunities to answer questions on their own
Prompts learners to repeat words, answers, definitions, or sounds all together
Asks learners open questions that allow for more than one possible answer
Asks learners closed questions that elicit yes/no, single word, or short restricted
responses

Treatment
(N=18)

Control
(N=14)

18
18
14
9
18

14
13
10
6
14

Observations of Student Learning
A pupil-centered approach to assessment includes teachers’ informal observations of learning. This study
assessed whether teachers moved around the room during lessons, looking at what groups or individual
learners were doing. Findings showed that about three-quarters of treatment teachers (72 percent) took
the time to observe children working on either small group or individual learning tasks. In control
classrooms, 43 percent of teachers observed children working. This study also looked for instances of
support, where the teacher assisted groups or individual learners on independent tasks. Similarly, threequarters of treatment teachers provided individualized support, whereas half of control teachers did so.
Teacher Feedback on Learning
The nature of teacher feedback on student learning is the final component of assessment considered in this
study. Based on analyses of lesson narrative data, findings showed that all teachers in treatment and
control classrooms gave feedback to some extent that indicated whether a response was right or wrong,
but did not indicate why or what criteria was missing to answer correctly. Most often teachers indicated
whether responses were correct, using the “Clap for him/her” strategy, a prevalent technique used by
nearly all teachers. Generally, when a learner answered a question incorrectly, the teacher moved on to
ask another learner or asked a different question, rather than supporting the student to reach the answer.
Findings did show, however, that three Step-down trained teachers and three control teachers stopped to
focus on learners’ mistakes and made time and effort to address errors by explaining why the answer
was/was not correct. For example, during a treatment P3 literacy lesson on pronouns, the teacher wrote on
the board: “The book is [our, our’s, ours].” The teacher called on a learner to read the sentence aloud and
underline the correct pronoun. After the learner underlined, “our’s,” the teacher explained: “No, when you
are using a possessive pronoun, you don’t use the apostrophe.” In this example, the teacher made an effort
to provide some criteria (albeit limited) for why the answer was incorrect.
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Summary of Assessment
Across the 32 lessons, teachers demonstrated mostly similar assessment techniques. All teachers in this
sample asked individual learners questions, especially closed-ended questions, and gave feedback that
indicated whether a response was right or wrong. Three-quarters of teachers adopted a traditional call and
chorused response approach in which children were prompted to repeat words, phrases, and sounds in
union after the teacher. This finding reflects a traditional teacher-centered discourse pattern, which
emerged in Phase 2 research during the training and small-scale classroom study. Very few teachers gave
feedback that addressed why student responses were correct or incorrect. Some variation was observed in
the extent to which treatment teachers moved around the room to observe and support children during
independent tasks.
Use of Teaching and Learning Materials
Where Section 4.2 of this report examined the display of materials in classrooms, this sub-section
assesses the kinds of teaching and learning materials handled or used during lessons and by whom. The
table below summarizes these findings, comparing treatment with control lessons, and distinguishes
between materials used by the teacher and by the learner(s). The materials observed were identified from
the TFET training manuals as creative, low or no-cost resources. In no lessons did learners go outside to
gather materials or have community members visit to share their expertise.
Table 25. Teaching and Learning Materials Used During Lessons
Teaching and learning materials handled
during the lesson

By the learners

By the teacher

Treatment
(N=18)
0

Control
(N=14)
0

Treatment
(N=18)
0

Control
(N=14)
0

Number flash cards

1

0

0

0

Other cards (e.g. nouns, verbs, etc.)

3

0

3

0

Play dough

0

0

0

0

Paint

0

0

0

0

Letter flash cards

Counters

3

4

3

4

LEGOs

1

1

1

1

Board/chalk

12

8

18

14

Other

5

0

3

2

Across the 32 lessons, all teachers used the chalkboard for teaching and learning. In two-thirds of
treatment lessons, learners also used the chalkboard to demonstrate learning, with relatively fewer
opportunities in control lessons (57 percent). We did not observe use of letter flash cards, play dough, or
paint.
Teachers and students in one treatment and one control lesson used LEGOs, despite all treatment schools
receiving a box of LEGOs from Sesame. Focus group data from the 2018 Midline I report revealed most
teachers did not understand how to purposefully design hands-on LEGO activities around a learning
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objective, such as developing fine motor skills, cooperative play, and problem solving. Teachers mainly
used LEGOs to keep children occupied, as rewards for completing tasks, and for teaching colors, number
concept, and shapes.
What distinguishes lessons is the use of cards during a few treatment lessons. Examples are word cards
that children arranged into a sentence on the board and sentence strips that learners read aloud and
reformed into positive or negative statements. Other materials used during lessons included a “number
wheel” made of cardboard for learners to practice subtraction and a stick used by the teacher to draw
mathematics symbols on the ground. Learners were then told to jump onto the correct symbol (e.g. [+] for
“addition”). This lesson, as an attempt to incorporate games and play, is discussed in further detail below.
In sum, the chalkboard was the most frequently used resource across all lessons, with a few teachers
incorporating other kinds of creative materials.
Although treatment teachers displayed about five times more teaching materials than control teachers,
relatively few materials were actually used for teaching and learning (other than the chalkboard). The
Training report and Midline I study both showed that teachers found Module 4 on developing materials
useful, and that trainers spent the most amount of time covering this content. The clarity of trainer
explanations was, however, mostly unclear, with little to no explanation of how low-cost materials
promote learners’ conceptual growth in literacy and numeracy. Findings from this study substantiate
findings from earlier work and suggest teachers may be prepared to recruit materials from their
environment and put these on display, but are left relatively unprepared to effectively use these for
instruction.
Learning through Play
Play in the early primary grades can bring literacy and numeracy concepts to life within the “social
realm” of child interaction (Souto-Manning and Martell, 2016, pp. 57). The TFET program presents play
as a teacher guided activity and gives examples such as Oware, Hopscotch, Ludo, and role-play. This
study looked for instances of play or games initiated and facilitated by the teacher during lessons. Across
the 32 lessons, only three teachers incorporated play. This included the use of LEGOs during one
treatment and one control lesson. During the control lesson, LEGOs were used as counters to teach
addition. In the treatment lesson, LEGOs were used to teach colors; learners then grouped and counted
each set of LEGOs according to color.
Play was also observed during a Master-trained teacher’s KG2 numeracy lesson. After the teacher taught
a whole group lesson on subtraction, in which several learning styles were addressed (learners using their
arm to represent the minus sign; using numeracy flash cards for naming symbols; counting bottle tops to
practice operations; and drawing symbols in the air with their fingers), the teacher took the children
outside to play a numeracy game. The teacher drew several numeracy symbols on the ground with a stick,
and after calling out each symbol name, children jumped onto the correct symbol (e.g. minus sign). The
class clapped for correct answers, and if learners answered incorrectly, they were dismissed from the
game. The teacher spent most of the time teaching children to recognize operation symbols, rather than
representing and/or solving addition and subtraction problems. While creative, and tied to a learning
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objective (recognizing symbols), the game was also rule-based and competitive, rather than designed for
children’s natural exploration of numeracy.
Conclusions on Classroom Pedagogy
Overall, the 32 classroom observations showed a pedagogic structure that was more similar than different
across treatment and control schools. (see Appendix G). Most teachers spent the 45-minute observation
period teaching one numeracy or literacy lesson. Literacy lessons focused mainly on grammar and
speaking, while numeracy lessons focused on operations, number concept, and counting. Very few
extended texts were observed, and most text was created on the board by the teacher. Although Mastertrained teachers used twice the number of pupil-centered literacy techniques and activities as Step-down
trained, uptake will likely remain challenged by the lack of extended texts and storybooks in classrooms
and lack of clarity of training and materials. Many of the literacy techniques outlined by the TFET
program support reading of extended text. Very little reading and writing instruction were observed in any
classroom, though children had more opportunities to write in treatment classes.
Learning styles were largely similar across lessons, in which learners mainly saw and spoke about the
lesson topic. The lack of extended texts and teachers’ emphasis on speaking and grammar may partly
explain this finding. Oral communication and chorusing, traditional teacher-centered discourse patterns,
are also prevalent across classrooms. During numeracy lessons, about two-thirds of all teachers used
hands-on materials, especially counters, reflecting a concrete orientation to numeracy. Assessment
techniques were similar across lessons, with teachers asking mostly closed-ended questions and giving
more restricted forms of feedback on learner responses. However, treatment teachers did show relatively
more movement around the room to observe and support student learning. Few differences were observed
in the use of materials, except for literacy cards in treatment lessons, and very little teacher-guided play
was found.
What stands out pedagogically in treatment classes is the use of student grouping during numeracy
lessons and, though minimal, grouping (differentiating) students by ability. The prevalence of student
grouping in this section substantiates findings in Section 4 of this report and those from the 2018 Master
Training Report, which found an emphasis by trainers on classroom management, the spatial arrangement
of learners in the classroom, and recruitment of materials from the local environment. Although pedagogy
across lessons was more similar than different, there is some emerging uptake in TFET pedagogic
techniques, though at a mostly surface level – i.e. spatial and material changes in pedagogy.

MIDLINE II | 38

NORC | IDP Foundation and Sesame Workshop’s TFET Project in Ghana

Conclusions
Findings from the Midline II classroom observation study are largely consistent with earlier Phase 2
findings from the 2018 Training Report, materials review, and Midline I research. We found that the
classroom learning environments of treatment teachers were relatively more pupil-centered, especially in
the display of learning materials, variety of learners’ seating/grouping arrangements, and positive styles
of classroom management. Earlier Phase 2 research provides two kinds of explanations for the uptake.
First is clarity in the presentation of TFET content. Findings across several reports suggest the extent to
which concepts are clearly defined in materials (manuals, videos, and workbooks) will likely reflect in the
quality of Master and Step-down training, and potentially coaching. As a result, when particular concepts
are relayed clearly from one context to another (e.g. from materials to training), it is more likely teachers
will be prepared to apply these in their instruction. Differences in training quality may also explain why
some variation emerged in this study between Master and Step-down teachers, especially in the use of
literacy techniques.
Second is the complexity of the techniques being transmitted. Putting materials on display, reorganizing
learners into groups, and adopting classroom management techniques do not necessarily require a
substantial shift in teachers’ pedagogical knowledge or changes to dominant teacher-learner discourse
patterns. In this regard, narrative data from this work revealed more similarities than differences across
the 32 observed lessons, which tend to follow a predictable, teacher-centered lesson structure. Teacherlearner discourse reflects a traditional call and response (“chalk and talk”) style, with very few texts
(other than the chalkboard) used during lessons. Teachers tend to ask closed-ended questions and provide
very little feedback to children on their responses. Changing or shifting teachers’ pedagogical knowledge,
especially teachers who are formally untrained, requires on-going, in-depth engagement with the
principles of how children learn. The link between techniques, how they promote learning, and what
makes them effective was not consistently observed across cascade training contexts.
In conclusion, due to the clarity, emphasis, and accessibility of particular program content (especially
Modules 2, 3, and 4), treatment teachers were seen to display some of the organizational and regulatory
elements of pupil-centered teaching. The final section of this report offers several recommendations for
strengthening the clarity and transmission of program content in a way that may shift established patterns
of classroom discourse and pedagogic practice.
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Recommendations
●

Focus the TFET program on fewer techniques that target teachers’ pedagogical needs.
Phase 2 research indicates teachers’ primary needs are pedagogical content knowledge in literacy
and numeracy (how to formulate knowledge to make it comprehensible for students); how to use
teaching and learning materials to aid learners’ conceptual development; and teaching in multigrade classrooms.

●

Reconsider alignment between program techniques (e.g. reading of extended texts in
Module 5) and the reality of classroom contexts (i.e. lack of extended texts). Although it is
not part of the program, the most frequently cited resource need by teachers is more texts (e.g.
storybooks, activity books, textbooks, nonfiction books, etc.)

●

Extend overall training time to cover modules in sufficient clarity and depth. A recurring
finding, especially from training observations and teacher focus groups, is that the program
covers too much material too quickly and in insufficient depth.

●

Revise program materials so the main concepts and content are presented clearly for
trainers and teachers to reference. This means concepts (e.g. “differentiation”) should be
clearly defined, presented in extensive detail, and exemplified in more than one way; links are
carefully drawn between the concept and real-life examples that reflect the teaching principle in
practice and how it promotes learning. Revisions to the clarity of program material will support
greater consistency in content transmission across training contexts, help avoid training
misconceptions, and deepen teachers’ understanding of techniques.

●

Provide program participants with a Step-down training guide to support training
consistency (e.g. over how many days, for how long, with which participants, how often, etc.).
Step-down trainers also need criteria for evaluating the quality of trainee participation and
pedagogy, such as analytic rubrics for measuring the pupil-centeredness of instructional activities.
School leaders, such as principals and head teachers, could also use these rubrics to support
regular school-based teacher observations. Lastly, strategies to support the circulation of
techniques within a context of relatively high teacher turnover may be helpful (e.g. implementing
teacher learning communities that share and reflect on techniques).

●

Provide teachers with a written set of observation notes following on-site coaching visits
(e.g. description of what was observed, teacher strengths, and areas for improvement). A written
record that includes explicit feedback supports teacher reflection on instructional effectiveness
and growth over time. Written records of coaching visits may also be collated by Sesame to
further develop the training program and monitor changes in teachers’ practice. Modeling by
coaches of other desired teacher behaviors, e.g. forms of pupil-centered discourse, open-ended
questions, feedback on responses, may also support desired changes in traditional pedagogy.
Consistency in coaching approaches should also be maintained.
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