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A school’'s success in promoting learning is often measured in terms of the examination results
of the students. Value added measures are designed to account for the ability of a school’s
intake to provide a fairer and more accurate indication of performance. They are being
increasingly used to provide more accurate data about the quality of schools. In particular, value
added measures are now used as the main indicator of school performance in the UK, and they
are also widely published in the USA.

Traditional accountability measures using only raw attainment data can create a misleading
impression of school effectiveness — flattering schools with a more advantaged pupil intake at
the expense of schools serving poorer neighbourhoods. Focusing on ‘value added’ allows
governments to identify schools which are performing well with a challenging student intake, as
well as schools where attainment appears to be good, but where results are actually far less
impressive. With this information, a government is better placed to focus its support and
intervention on schools which are most in need of better teaching and leadership.

Ark conducted a research project to develop a value added performance measure for Ugandan
secondary schools. Ark visited a nationally representative sample of 335 secondary schools. At
each school we collected examination data so that we could compare students’ primary and
secondary leaving examination results, and some contextual information, such as the level of
resources available and the experience of the teachers.

Ark’s research project has shown that robust value added measures can be developed for
secondary schools in Uganda. Primary leaving exam results account for 46% of the variation in
secondary school examination results, showing the importance of controlling for this factor when
evaluating school performance.

Importantly, a relatively simple value added model seems appropriate for Uganda. We have
used a model in which prior attainment is used to create a ‘predicted’ Uganda Certificate of
Education (UCE) score for each student. Our research indicates that is not necessary to control
for other factors to make a fair measure of performance. For example, adding a control for
socio-economic status (SES) would mean that the model could explain 48% of the variation in
students’ secondary school performance — only a marginal improvement.

From this year, improved data collection methods by the Uganda National Examinations Board
(UNEB) mean that this type of ‘simple’ value added model can be created for almost all
secondary schools in Uganda using existing government databases, and at minimal extra cost.

This method of calculcating school performance has been positively received by major
stakeholders in Uganda. Officials in UNEB have expressed interest this data being published as
a counter-point to the narrower ‘league tables’ created by newspapers, which are based only on
the percentage of students achieving top grades. In addition, the World Bank is working with the
Ugandan Ministry of Education to put in place support for underperforming secondary schools.
The intention is to use value added performance measures to identify low performing schools
accurately, and then track their progress as they receive support.

Value added performance measures have also provided useful information to schools for self-
improvement. Promoting Equality in African Schools (PEAS) manages a network of 28
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secondary schools in Uganda. They have used this data to encourage head teachers to reflect
on areas of strength and weakness, and adapt accordingly.

In Uganda, further work in partnership with the Government to embed this type of performance
measure within the accountability framework will be valuable. It would also be useful to consider
creating value added performance measures in other countries, and to explore further the
potential for developing more nuanced performance data about primary schools.



2. Introduction

This think piece paper is based on a research project undertaken to develop value added
performance measures in Uganda. The project was designed to collect data from schools to be
able to develop the value added model and test its robustness. An associated working paper,
including a description of the method and detailed data analysis is available (Crawfurd and Elks,
2016).

This paper summarises the research, highlighting the main findings in a more accessible way
for a policy audience. The paper also discusses how this type of performance measure can be
used in practice. It discusses how the Government and schools in Uganda have responded to
value added performance measures. This may provide some insight into how improvements to
the use of education data in developing countries can be achieved.

This think piece paper discusses the international evidence base on school accountability and
value added measures in Section 1, highlights some central findings from Ark’s research to
develop value added measures in Section 2, and then moves onto discuss the implications for
policy in Section 3 and school management in Section 4.

Secondary schools in Uganda

Some important features of the Ugandan secondary school system are summarised
here (MOESTS, 2015; Crawfurd and Elks, 2016):

The Gross Enrolment Rate is 30% (32% boys and 28% girls) and Net Enrolment
Rate is 26%

There are around 2,950 schools (1,060 government; 1,890 private).

Around half of the private schools are part of the Universal Secondary Education
programme, which provides funding per student under a public-private
partnership arrangement. Funding is provided if students have achieved 28 or
better out of 36 in their primary leaving exam (PLE), and the school meets other
basic requirements.

Ugandan secondary schools are often highly selective, requiring students to
achieve a certain score at PLE to gain entry.

The average senior 4 (the last year of lower secondary school) class size is 64.
At the end of senior 4, students sit a UCE examination. Each paper is scored out
of 9, with 1 being the best score and 9 the worst. Students’ best 8 results are
counted to give a final aggregate score out of 72.

Two thirds of secondary schools identify themselves as rural.




3. Rationale and international evidence base

Internationally, value added performance
measures are increasingly regarded as a fairer
way to measure school performance. They [ VEITEEEGIEGEolsliiol nplelnlect ekl o) = <
control for the prior attainment of students and fairer than student exam results alone,
therefore provide a more accurate measure of [ =iy i e a1 oo 21 ggletale oo

the quality of education in a school. The account, which has been shown to
education system in Uganda has the necessary | 11510 e il = o= aie) fagk L eietsile [aliiTer= 010
pre-requisites to create value added measures
for secondary schools. Measuring school
performance accurately helps to create an
‘intelligent’ school accountability system, in which :
actions taken by government, schools or parents | Sl lERERIEIeNEr
are based on good quality information. There is
evidence that accountability systems can improve outcomes if they are well designed.

Key messages

Value added performance measures
can form part of an accountability
system that supports and challenges

I. Explaining value added performance measures

A simple value added measure can be created by comparing students’ performance on a
baseline examination (often a primary school leaving examination), and then a subsequent
examination (often a secondary school leaving examination). To create a ‘simple’ value added
measure, all students across the country with the same result on the baseline assessment are
grouped together. The average result in the subsequent assessment for this group of students
is then calculated. This creates a ‘predicted’ score for each student. Schools then receive points
in the model for each student who has performed better than the predicted score, and lose
points in the model for each student who has performed worse than predicted. The final value
added score for each school shows the average number of marks above or below expectations
achieved by its students.

The potential benefits of using value added measures include:

e Weak schools are no longer able to blame poor performance on having a disadvantaged
intake.

e ‘Coasting schools’, doing just enough to achieve reasonable results with a high
performing intake, are exposed.

e Schools performing well in challenging circumstances are identified, allowing best
practice to be shared.

e Schools are given an incentive to teach all students equally: an extra mark for any
student has the same impact on a school’s performance on these measures, promoting
equity.

e Government can focus interventions on the worst performing schools.

ii. Evidence base on value added measures

Value added measures are useful because of the strong correlation between students’

examination results at the end of primary and secondary school. Analysis of UK data shows that

the correlation between school-level end of primary school and GCSE results is as high as 0.81

(Paterson, 2013). Similarly, in Chile, 80% of the variation in school test score rank can be
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explained just by socio-economic status (SES). Simple attainment measures can give a school
credit as much for the ability of its intake, as the extra value it adds through good teaching.

There is some debate around whether value added models can still produce biased results
despite considering prior attainment. A simple value added measure, as described above,
implicitly attributes the remaining variation in performance to school or teacher quality. However,
other factors such as the level of parental involvement and the student’'s SES are known to
affect students’ examination results.

Some value added models include extra variables alongside prior attainment in an attempt to
minimise bias. However, Koedel et al. (2015) in a review of value added literature, conclude that
this is “conceptually appealing because of their potential to reduce bias..., [but] the best
evidence to date suggests that their practical importance is limited.” Burgess and Allen (2010)
confirm that including contextual information in value added models provides little or no
additional benefit in the UK. The contextual value added model in the UK has also been
criticised for embedding lower expectations for particular groups of students, and for this reason
the Government stopped producing the measure from 2010.

Outside OECD countries, the impact of including contextual factors in value added models has
been explored in Argentina (Cervini, 2006) and Chile (Mufioz-Chereau, 2013). In Chile,
accounting for contextual factors as well as prior attainment improved the fit in the model
marginally from 65 to 66% in language and 65 to 69% in maths.

When considering school results on value added measures, it is important to take into account
that some measurement error will still exist. For example, in the USA, value added measures
are typically used to analyse teacher rather than school performance, which gives a relatively
small sample size. This has led to some criticism of the approach, and Macaffrey et al. (2009)
have shown how larger sample sizes improve the accuracy of value added measures. This
means that confidence intervals should be used when interpreting results, including for school
level value added results.

Value added measures, like an indicator of performance based on examination results alone,
can only give a partial picture of school quality. For example, schools also play an important role
developing students’ moral, social and cultural values, which cannot easily be examined. Data
on school performance should be combined with qualitative judgements about other aspects of
a school’'s work to give a rounded judgement. The Ofsted inspection framework in England
gives an example of this approach (Ofsted, 2015).

Fairer measures of school performance can be used as the basis for school accountability
systems, and as tools for schools to use for self-improvement.

Measuring and sharing reliable data on school performance allows parents and policymakers to
hold schools to account. When performance data forms part of an accountability system which
has consequences for good and bad performance, it can create incentives for school leaders
and teachers to perform better.



Evidence from research into accountability systems over the past 15 years indicates that
accountability interventions can lead to improved results, but they need to be carefully
designed to establish the right incentives and success is heavily context-dependent
(Bruns, Filmer and Patrinos, 2011).

Evidence from high-income countries tends to suggest that accountability systems drive
improved performance. In the UK, Wales stopped the publication of school league tables, which
had previously highlighted weak schools to parents. This caused results to fall relative to
England (Burgess and Allen, 2010).

Research in these countries also suggests that the government needs to play an active role in
incentivising schools to perform well. A McKinsey review of the highest performing school
systems in the world found that all successful systems have processes to identify poorly
performing schools and methods to intervene to raise standards of performance. These
interventions tend to involve challenging schools (with explicit consequences) or in some cases,
providing support to schools to help them improve (Barber and Mourshed, 2007).

Furthermore, evidence in the USA found that the introduction of accountability systems
has had an extremely positive impact on student achievement but only in states that
attach consequences to school performance (Hanushek and Raymond, 2005). States that
simply provide school performance information through report cards, without attaching
consequences to performance, do not achieve the same large impacts as states in which
consequences are clear.

In developing countries, the evidence on the impact of accountability systems is more
mixed. There has been a lack of experimentation in system-level reforms, so the majority of
research is based on smaller interventions and on the ‘short route’ of accountability —
communities holding schools to account. Pandey et al. (2008) in India evaluated the impact of
an information campaign to community members about their state-mandated roles in school
management. This information had an overall positive impact: community participation in
management improved, teacher presence and effort in schools increased, and student learning
outcomes improved. This suggests citizens can effectively influence schools to improve if they
know it is within their rights.

By contrast, another study in India (Banerjee et al.,, 2008) evaluated the impact of providing
information to community members about their roles and responsibilities and training them to
test student performance. These interventions had no impact on community involvement in
schools or school-level learning outcomes. The authors conclude that citizens face substantial
constraints in participating to improve the quality of service delivery.

In Uganda (Barr et al., 2012), provided information to community school management
committees, but this only made an impact when the community was involved in the design of
the school evaluation scorecard. The impact of the UWEZO learning assessments in East Africa
also suggests providing information does not always lead to action and quality improvements.
Despite the compelling findings from the annual assessments — which highlight the extremely
low learning levels amongst children — a recent evaluation reported “there is no systematic
evidence of UWEZO making an impact on improving outcomes” (Results for Development,
2015).



Overall, accountability frameworks need to be carefully designed for their context to be
effective. A well designed framework can direct all actors in the system, including government,
head teachers and teachers towards improving outcomes (Pritchett, 2015). However, a poorly
designed system can direct schools towards focusing on particular student groups, or activities
that do not ultimately lead to better outcomes.

Some elements of an effective accountability system are in place in Uganda — in particular,
there are national exams at the end of primary and secondary school, and school performance
data are widely published. However, the current system has significant limitations.

At present, the main performance measure used by government and parents to evaluate
schools is based on the percentage of students who achieve a Division 1 grade in the
secondary school leaving exam (UCE). The media publishes widely read ‘league tables’ of
school performance on this basis. However, as Division 1 is a challenging grade, achieved by
only around 8% of students in the country, almost half of schools are not included in the league
tables.

The percentage of students achieving a top grade is central to any conversation with a school
leader about their success. Many schools focus their teaching on high performing
students, at the expense of taking time to ensure that others have grasped the building
blocks of literacy and numeracy. There are also reports of schools encouraging students to
drop out if their internal assessments indicate that the student will not secure a top grade for the
school.

Recent research demonstrates that schools’ focus on high performing students (Ark,
forthcoming). From a nationally representative sample of schools, around three quarters of
schools have outcomes based targets only in relation to the number of Division 1 grades they
are aiming to achieve. Many schools in Uganda provide extra pay to high achieving teachers,
and in over half of cases, this reward is based purely on the number of top grades secured. This
incentivises teachers to focus on high performing students at the expense of others.

The school accountability system in Uganda is also limited by government capacity. For
example, each district has a school inspectorate, but it is often insufficiently resourced to allow
inspectors to reach all schools.

Some useful lessons can be drawn from the experience of England’s former secondary
school accountability system that created a range of perverse incentives. For over ten
years, schools were primarily held to account based on a threshold attainment measure — the
percentage of students achieving 5 A* to C GCSE grades (or equivalent vocational
gualifications), including in English and maths. This has similarities to the performance measure
used in Uganda. The negative effects of the threshold attainment measure included:

e Unfair identification of weak schools: Schools working in the most challenging
circumstances, in which students arrived with very low prior attainment, were sometimes
identified as performing unacceptably poorly, even if they could not reasonably have
been expected to perform better.
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e Schools with high prior attainment allowed to ‘coast’: Schools with high performing
intakes were identified as underperforming very rarely, even if they were not supporting
their students to maximise their potential.

e An excessive focus on students close to the threshold (in this case the C/D borderline at
GCSE): This was sometimes at the expense of good teaching of all the students in the
school.

e Students entered into ‘easy’ qualifications: Students were entered into courses where it
was perceived to be easier to achieve a C grade, rather than the qualifications that
would be most useful to the students in the future.

e Stresses on the qualification system: The pressure of the accountability system
contributed to schools over-marking controlled assessments to meet the grade C
boundary targets (Department for Education, 2012).

As a result of these weaknesses, the UK has now moved to a system of accountability based on
value added performance measures.

Reliable data on school performance can also be used by school leaders to help them
benchmark their performance, highlight areas for improvment and motivate change. There are
many case studies of schools using these approaches to increase performance.

Research evaluating the impact of diagnostic feedback and performance data to teachers
suggests that providing schools with report cards on performance data can be effective, but this
is not always the case in isolation. Muralidharan and Sundararaman (2010) show that report
cards led to improved behaviours of school directors and teachers, but had limited impact on
student learning outcomes. These findings suggest that a simple policy of providing feedback to
schools may not be enough to improve student learning outcomes. There may need to be a
parallel intervention to increase demand for such tools, for example, with incentives for head
teachers to use the data effectively (bonsues or consequences for poor performance). In
Mexico, a recent study has shown that a relatively small amount of support may be sufficient to
lead to improved learning outcomes (De Hoyos Navarro et al., 2015). Schools performed better
on average after a one-off intervention from an expert to help schools create an improvement
plan based on evidence.

In Uganda, headteachers receive their examination results, but receive little support to analyse
the data and use it for self-improvement. Head teachers also have some limitations to their
scope to act on performance data. For example, in government schools teachers are employed
centrally, and the school is not able to terminate the contracts of poor teachers themselves.
Despite this, successful head teachers manage to drive improvements within their school, for
example by setting clear targets for teachers, and persuading weaker teachers to leave.
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4. Research to develop value added performance
measures in Uganda

Ark collected examination results data from a
representative sample of secondary schools to
develop and test a value added performance [a e =il o S T2 )

measure for Uganda. The value added measure | ci i o0 =0 (g Tanilolg ool
was shown to be robust, and provides useful
additional information about school performance. | U= e ERERS TS e R e R0

Key messages

Uganda:
Vii. Method
N e Adding background variables (like
The current composition of the Ugandan exam SES) only improved the model very
system makes it possible to develop value added slightly and therefore is not
measures for Ugandan secondary schools. To necessary.

construct a value added measure you need to
compare individual students’ performance on a
baseline assessment and then a subsequent
assessment. In Uganda, all students sit a PLE
after seven years of education, and then a
secondary school leaving exam (the UCE) after
four more completed years of study.

The value added model categorises
schools differently to attainment
measures, and improves our
understanding of school
performance.

For a value added measure of school performance to be useful, prior attainment should be a
significant predictor of future performance on average, indicating that it would be very difficult for
schools with a low ability intake to achieve very high attainment scores. The measure should
also give new information about the performance of a significant number of schools, compared
to using only attainment data.

In 2015, Ark initiated a data collection project to gather results data from schools to develop the
model. At this point, the Government of Uganda’s data systems did not allow them to track an
individual’s performance from PLE to UCE.

Ark collected data from a nationally representative sample of 335 secondary schools from 36
districts, sampling 31,932 students (see Table 1). The researchers stratified the sample at
regional level and then randomly sampling districts per region. Within each district, the sample
was then stratified by school type, collecting data from four public and six private schools,
chosen at random. Data were collected on all students from appropriate years.

Table 1: Sampling frame

| Central | East | North | West | Total
Uganda — full secondary school data from 2013 EMIS
Districts 24 31 22 25 102
No. of secondary | 884 706 362 818 2770
schools
No. of secondary | 38,0761 38,9995 147,537 323,415 1,241,708
school students
Sample for value added research project
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Districts sampled | 10 10 6 10 36

No. of schools | 90 84 74 87 335
sampled

No. of students | 9,386 8,657 6,536 7,353 31,932
sampled

In each school, the researchers collected the following;

e Student result data: UCE results were collected for each student who sat exams in
2014, including aggregate score, Division, and English, maths, and science results. In
addition, the corresponding PLE scores were collected for each student, along with their
gender and the year they enrolled in the school.

e School profile data: A short questionnaire was administered to the school leaders to
collect contextual information on school resources, management and teachers.

e Student SES: An SES survey of students in the fourth grade of secondary school (S4)
was conducted. This data is not linked to the individual UCE test score results (test
scores were collected of students who were no longer at the schools), and instead just
gives an indication of school-average SES.

In addition, for 153 of the schools, data were collected on 2013 UCE scores and corresponding
PLE scores in order to test the stability of the model over time.

Viil. The value added model used

The researchers investigated whether a ‘simple’ value added model could be developed for
Uganda. They favoured this type of model because:

e ltis possible to create using examination data only.

e |t is relatively easy to explain to teachers. No knowledge of regressions is required to
understand how a score is created for each school. A school score is simply the
difference between the predicted and actual results of its students.

e Table 2 shows how a school value added score is calculated. The school value added
score here is +1 — the average of the students’ scores. Students in this school achieved
one point more than expected in their UCE exams.

Table 2: Calculating the value added score

40 45

Student A 14 +5
Student B 14 47 45 -2
Student C 14 45 45 0

Average +1
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Ark’s research showed that primary leaving exams accounted for 46% of the variation in
students’ UCE results. This shows the importance of controlling for primary attainment when
evaluating school performance, and the extent of the advantage for schools with a high
achieving intake when performance measures are based on exam results alone.

Other important findings include:
1. The ‘simple’ model compared well with regression based value added model.

Value added models based on regression techniques had very similar R-squared values of 0.46
to 0.47.

In addition, for the simple model to be appropriate, each better score at PLE needed to predict a
better score at UCE. The model performs well in this respect. The only exceptions were at either
end of the distribution, where we collected data on less than 250 students for each of these PLE
scores. A larger sample size is likely to resolve the issue, and for the purposes of this research,
scores at the extreme ends of the distribution could be grouped together.

2. The impact of including additional variables, such as SES, in the model was
limited.

Including a student background variable (based on a school-average SES) increases the
regression model fit (r-squared) only marginally, from 0.46 to 0.48. This suggests that it is not
necessary to control for this factor to produce a fair performance measure. SES has already
influenced PLE scores of students and so is accounted for by proxy. Other variables we
collected, such as whether the school was in a rural or urban setting do not make a difference to
the fit of the model.

Despite this small impact on the model, there is still some link between the SES of the students
and the value added of the school. A simple regression shows that SES can explain 9% of the
variation in value added scores. However, it is important to note that the impact of SES on value
added is much less strong than its impact on raw attainment measures — a 1 point increase in
SES is associated with 0.44 point increase in value added, compared to a 2.45 increase in test
scores.

3. The value added model categorises schools differently to attainment measures,
and so improves understanding of school performance.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the benefits of using this approach. Figure 1 compares value added
results to the Government’s current lead indicator of school performance, the percentage of
students achieving a Division 1 grade. It shows that value added data allows a policymaker to
distinguish between all the schools in which 0% of students achieve a Division 1 score; some of
these schools have very weak teaching (those in the bottom left of Figure 1, in the red circle),
whilst others are performing reasonably well with a challenging intake (those in the bottom right,
in the blue circle):
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Percentage of school’s students achieving
Division 1

Figure 1: Percentage of students achieving Division 1 compared with
value added score by school
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Value added measures also provide more useful information compared to a more nuanced
attainment measure based on the average aggregate scores of students in each school.

Average school UCE aggregate score

Figure 2: Average school UCE aggregate by school value added score

20 -
25 -
30 - IS ¢ ¢ .
| ee ¢ o *
35 .
-10 5 0 5 10 15 20

-15

School value added score

15




Figure 2 highlights two groups of schools which provide particularly useful additional information
for government:

o Red (no more excuses category): These schools can no longer blame poor results on
challenging circumstances. Value added shows the school is doing badly compared to
peers with the same intake, and needs to improve.

o Purple: These are weak schools that are letting down their students, but whose
underperformance is ‘hidden’ on attainment measures alone. If they bring up their
performance just to the average then most of their students could jump a division.

e Blue: These are schools with very high value added scores, despite not having
outstanding attainment results. Their success would not normally be recognised. Other
schools could learn from this good practice, particularly because these schools are
managing to perform well in relatively difficult circumstances.

Some schools do perform well on both attainment and value added measures. This is partly
because some traditionally high performing schools also have good teaching. These schools
also have an advantage in that they select high performing students only, leaving less need to
differentiate their teaching. Nevertheless, this chart shows that schools with a wide range of
intakes can perform well on the value added measure.

4. We can say with confidence that a significant number of schools’ performance
was above or below average.

Of the 335 schools in the study, 110 schools have a value added score statistically significantly
above average, and 74 schools are statistically significantly below average. The remaining
schools cannot be statistically distinguished from 0. This finding, that it is possible to distinguish
around half of schools from average, is in line with value added analysis of school performance
in other countries.

5. School value added scores in Uganda show similar consistency over time to other
countries, but there is still a need to interpret the data carefully.

Value added scores aim to understand school quality. If actions are to be taken informed by
value added data, then it is important that there is some level of consistency, which suggests
that school value added results reveal the underlying quality of the school, rather than natural
year on year variation.

Whilst specific school value added scores are not perfectly correlated over time, this is to be
expected given different student cohorts, natural changes in school management and teaching
staff over time, and some random variation. The 2013 value-added score predicts 44% of the
variation in 2014 value added scores, which is line with results of value added models in the
USA (Kane and Staiger, 2002).

A majority of schools in the top and bottom quartiles of the value added score ranking in 2013
remain in the top or bottom in 2014 (56% and 60% respectively), However, this also means that
a significant proportion of schools move across quartile boundaries.

16



The implications of this variation over time need to be considered if the model is to be used in a
policy context. The Department for Education in the UK has considered a similar issue. They
decided that value added scores in one individual year will still be used as the headline indicator
of school performance, and so will drive decisions around which schools to inspect as potential
underperformers. However, three year rolling averages will also be published, to facilitate more
nuanced discussions and judgements about school performance.

Further analysis and robustness checks are published in an associated working paper
(Crawfurd and Elks, 2016).

The ‘simple’ value added model appears to be robust and appropriate for the Ugandan
context, and the measures appear to have significant potential to provide better information to
the Government and parents about school performance.

The findings around the impact of SES on school scores and the variation in school
performance over time suggest that careful consideration is required to use the data
appropriately in a policy environment.

This success in creating a simple value added performance measure for Uganda suggests that
a similar approach could be adopted in other countries that have an end of primary and end
of secondary school national examination. Some similar robustness checks would be valuable if
other countries look to develop the model.

17



5. Embedding value added measures in the Ugandan
education system

Value added measures can be published to
provide better information to communities, or can
be used by governments to drive higher FRVETTECTE =l =i o gl o= b=l o)
performance. The Government of Uganda has design and track programmes_for
expressed  considerable interest in  the FRiElols Ol T el o=l sl o)
development of value added measures, and the | 5ol alypal==ieFeiasie ool

Uganda National Examinations Board (UNEB)
has asked for the measure to be created for all | AR EITIRE S ]
secondary schools based on 2015 exam results. | (h=cSESEEIER SRR TNE L TNA D
This performance measure is likely to be used in | LMIERIEUE SEUE S AT IS Ele]

a project to identify accurately schools in need of | ATl VTR etol D
extra support. Further work is needed to embed | cule CIRSIEIERIRT IR el )

the use of these measures within the broader [ =eia v s mm N o e el

Key messages

education system. considerable interest in using value
UNEB has recently started to collect sufficient | et IESES eSS
data so that these performance measures could | LAUEEERERGRIERS e feu s

be created nationally at very limited extra cost. measures.

Xi. Policy options for using value added performance measures

Before presenting data to the Government, Ark considered different ways in which value added
measures could be used to improve policy in Uganda.

o Publishing data and improving transparency for parents and communities

Each school's value added results could be published transparently — either through
government websites, or working with a newspaper that already produces ‘league tables’ of
school performance. This has the potential to help parents make better-informed choices
between schools. It could also provide schools with an incentive to improve the results of all of
their students, rather than simply focusing on those who might achieve a Division 1 score.

In Uganda, school performance data is already widely available through the media. There is
some debate about the negative consequences of this. Anecdotal reports suggest that some
schools stop students progressing to S4 if they are unlikely to perform well in the UCE
examination, and some argue that schools focus excessively on test preparation at the expense
of teaching a broad curriculum. However, given the selective admissions system for further
study and level of public interest in the media-produced league tables, a radical shift away from
this practice is unlikely. In Kenya, the Government has banned the publication of primary school
exam results, but online media continues to do so.

Value added measures could help to mitigate the negative effects associated with the
publication of school league tables. They may help to reduce the practice of schools
encouraging students to drop out because even those students with low academic results can
still contribute positively to a school’'s value added score. It is much more challenging for a

18



school to identify and ‘manage out’ those students likely to have negative value added scores,
as opposed to those students who are not on course to achieve a Division 1 score.

A new risk with value added measures is that the public might also over-interpret small
differences in scores to be statistically significant. There are ways of minimising this concern.
For example, scores can be published with a red, amber and green coding, with red or green
showing when scores are statistically significantly different from average.

More generally, the value added measure is more complicated to understand than the current
school performance measure. The extent to which parents can accurately interpret this
information would benefit from further exploration, and there is a risk that high-income
parents will be better placed to interpret and act on the data. If parents struggle to interpret
the data, then its benefits for promoting improvement through school choice may be limited.
Despite this, publishing the data could still change the incentives for schools, and encourage
some of them to work to achieve better value added results. Head teachers may still seek the
benefits of public recognition of their work, even if it brings acknowledgement from their peers,
rather than affecting their enrolment numbers.

o Identifying schools in need of support

Our research shows that value added data helps to identify the weakest schools, (those most in
need of support), in a more accurate way. Decisions about which schools to support can be
made by using value added data alongside other information about a school, including from
school visits. These visits can show, for example, whether schools have the capacity to improve
and benefit from support.

. Challenging schools with poor performance

Value added measures can be used directly by the government to identify underperformance
and challenge those schools. They can also be used to inform school inspections, including
prioritising which schools to inspect, and then giving inspectors greater evidence to challenge
schools in areas of weakness.

Governments in lower-income countries tend not to have developed systems for challenging
schools. Poor school performance can be seen as a result of limited resources and under-
gualified teachers, rather than weaknesses in school leadership and teaching. Value added
measures offer an opportunity for governments to revisit this assumption. Our research shows
that some schools in challenging circumstances, with low levels of resources and relatively
inexperienced teachers, can perform very well on this measure. By comparing schools to others
with a similar intake, it is harder for head teachers to explain away poor performance by
referring to the circumstances of their school.

If a greater element of challenge is put in place, then it is important that the data is used as a
starting point for discussion, rather than as the final judgement on school performance. For
example, our analysis shows some variability between school results year to year. If a head
teacher can make a compelling case that particular circumstances influenced the results in the
previous year, this should be considered before making a high stakes judgement about a
school.
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Government decision-makers and school inspectors need the professional skills to interpret
arguments from schools. Our research shows that schools in a rural location, those admitting
students with low attainment, or those with limited school resources need not be performing
poorly. However, schools could legitimately argue, for example, that a cohort with a high
number of students with a particular type of special educational needs (SEN) had an influence
on results. School inspectors would need to have the discretion to provide a positive report
about academic achievement in these schools, despite the initial indications from the data.

Value added data could also usefully be considered alongside other data about school
performance to develop a rounded picture of a school, including information about student’s
attainment, and data about the number of students dropping out from the school.

° Working with the MOESTS

The findings have been presented at a series of meetings with senior officials at the MoESTS,
and to the majority of the MOESTS’s senior management at a World Bank-organised conference
in October 2015. As well as presenting the model, we have argued that fairer and more
accurate data about school performance would allow the Government to develop an
accountability framework.

Overall, MOESTS officials have shown considerable interest in having access to this data. Some
officials have focused on the equity benefits of this project, in terms of encouraging schools to
focus their efforts across the ability spectrum. This shows that officials see the potential benefits
of accountability reform in changing the incentives for schools. Some officials have reported that
they have introduced the idea of student progress into their presentations to head teachers, and
encouraged them to consider their success in these terms.

The Directorate of Education Standards, which manages the school inspection process, has
shown an interest in giving inspectors information about value added performance before they
visit schools. At present, inspectors are encouraged to focus on attendance, lesson planning
and basic infrastructure being in place. Adding a greater focus on learning outcomes to
inspection visits, and giving inspectors a stronger basis on which to demand improvement from
head teachers, may be the clearest policy use in the Ugandan context.

From discussions so far, officials in the rest of MOESTS are hesitant to consider sanctions for
underperforming schools. Their current position is that head teachers require professional
support and positive incentives (such as public recognition) to improve their work. A significant
culture shift in the Ministry would be required for this viewpoint to change.

The Government has been more receptive to suggestions to develop lighter-touch accountability
systems, for example, creating and publishing better information about all schools, although
they have little capacity to take forward this type of policy development without external support.

. Working with development partners and MoESTS to use value added in individual
projects
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A proposed International Development Association (IDA) loan to the Government of Uganda for
a secondary school development programme provides an opportunity for the value added data
to be used in practice. One strand of this project is intended to identify low-performing schools
and work with them to improve. The intention is to use value added measures to identify those
schools that need support more accurately, and then to track the success of the interventions
given to those schools. At the time of writing, this project was going through World Bank and
MOESTS approval processes.

Used in this way, value added measures can ensure that a new project promotes equity, and is
evaluated fairly. Schools could not simply improve their performance by admitting higher ability
students, and schools in this project will need to consider the result of every student.

Value added measures could have similar benefits in other projects. For example, the
Government of Uganda is considering how to improve the regulation of private schools that
receive some public funding. Value added measures could allow the Government to evaluate
academic outcomes in these schools without creating a perverse incentive not to admit more
challenging students.

Starting to use value added measures at a project level could be a useful way to embed more
nuanced performance measures more broadly within MOESTS. The IDA-financed project should
make sure that value added information on all schools will be created every year, providing
ongoing opportunities for policymakers to see the benefits of using this data at a system level.

. Working with UNEB

UNEB’s remit incorporates the effective dissemination of examination results. Senior managers
there have concerns about how media reports give a misleading picture of school performance,
which therefore undermines their work.

Accordingly, the value added proposal has the potential to alleviate an issue already identified
by UNEB, one which they previously did not have the capacity to investigate. In response,
UNEB has shared data to create national value added performance measures, and has
recommended the project to the MOESTS. Senior officials at UNEB have indicated that they
would like to explore how this information can be published, and will consider this further once a
national dataset is available.

The role of the examination board in facilitating this project has been crucial in Uganda, and this
relationship is likely to be important in other countries seeking to adopt improved performance
measures.

Reforming the accountability system is not currently a priority area for the MoESTS. For
example, it is not included in the education sector plan (which expired at the end of 2015 but
has not yet been replaced). Advocacy to change this system-level focus requires very strong
evidence and ongoing work in partnership with the MoESTS.

o Generating further evidence to support ongoing engagement

The MoESTS has indicated that further evidence from Uganda about the potential benefits of
promoting accountability systems would be beneficial. Whilst international evidence for
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changing accountability systems level is strong, much of the literature around accountability
systems relates to developed countries.

Ark’s research in 2015 showed:

o There was no correlation between school performance and factors such as rural/urban
location, experience of teachers, or availability of computers and libraries.

e There was no overall difference between public and private schools, and the correlation
between higher fees and better performance was very weak.

¢ Boys make faster progress than girls during secondary school, with an average value
added score of one mark higher.

This evidence on education inputs is in line with international evidence, and indicates that
increasing resources is unlikely to have a significant impact on outcomes. However, MOESTS
officials are looking for strong, positive evidence about effective strategies as they develop a
new set of priorities.

Consequently, we conducted some follow-up research to evaluate the impact of school
management on performance. We interviewed 200 school leaders from the same
representative sample of schools involved in our original study. This research showed that
better management is correlated with better outcomes in a statistically significant way: on
average, value added scores are almost 2 marks higher in a well-managed school compared to
a poorly managed school. An increase of 1 standard deviation in the management score is
associated with an increase of 0.166 of a standard deviation in school value added, after
controlling for other factors. This creates a case to focus on improving school management
as a means to improving outcomes (Ark, forthcoming). Ark has been invited to present these
findings to the senior management of the MoOESTS.

. International implications

The experience of discussing value added performance measures in Kenya also suggests that
governments can be receptive to using this data if it complements existing programmes.
The Education Standards and Quality Assurance directorate in the Kenyan Ministry of
Education have developed a school inspection framework that is closely aligned to Ofsted’s
model in the UK. There are references in the framework requiring inspectors to consider the
value added by each school, but they are not given robust data to underpin this evaluation. The
type of value added performance measure discussed in this paper could be used to enhance
the existing framework, and Kenyan officials have requested that the project is presented to the
senior management team at the Ministry, after hearing about the project in December 2015.

Although the Education Management Information System (EMIS) does not collect data on
individual students, UNEB has recently put in place information systems which would enable
them to create value added performance data for secondary schools.

In 2015, UNEB moved to an electronic registration system for examination candidates. When

each student registers for UCE, they must provide their PLE candidate number. This information

will enable UNEB to create a dataset with both PLE and UCE results for each student. This can

operate even if the PLE exam was not taken four years ago, as would normally be expected.
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UNEB estimate that it will take one day’s work to create the dataset required to create
value added performance measures.

The simplest approach for any examination board or country to develop the necessary dataset
would be for each candidate to have the same unique number for primary and secondary leaver
examinations. However, local solutions can also be put in place. Taking Kenya as another
example, the examination board there requires students to provide their birth certifcate number
when registering for examinations, both at primary and secondary level. The Kenyan National
Examinations Council (KNEC) anticipate that this information can be used to create the dataset
required for value added measures.

The simplicity of this approach means that other countries should be able to create these
performance measures at low cost and with no or relatively small changes to existing
information systems. Changes to the more complex EMIS systems, which sometimes do not
collect information on individual students, or can have pressure on space within questionnaires
and compliance issues, are not necessary.

° Creating value added scores for all schools

UNEB data can be used to create value added performance measures for the vast majority, but
not all schools. UNEB collects information about the exam centre at which students sat UCE,
rather than the school they attended. Almost all schools are themselves exam centres.
However, some very small schools and some private schools are not, and their students travel
to a neighbouring school to sit their examinations.

For larger schools, which receive additional candidates simply to sit the exams, there is no
systematic issue. UNEB captures whether each cadidate is ‘internal’ or ‘external’, and external
candidates can be ommitted from the analysis. However, value added performance measures
cannot be created for schools which are not exam centres. No record is kept of where the
‘external’ candidates studied.

A small change to UNEB data systems to record each student’s school as well as the
exam centre would be simple and beneficial. It would create better data, both in terms of
attainment and value added scores, particularly for small schools. Better links between UNEB
and the EMIS databases should also be explored. Ensuring that exam centres can be easily
linked to schools in the EMIS dataset would allow for more detailed analysis about determinants
of performance.

. Contextual information about students

UNEB captures information about age and gender of each candidate, and whether they have a
special educational need. Our work to develop this model has shown that collecting contextual
information about students, such as SES, was not necessary to create a fair measure of school
performance. However, understanding the performance of different student groups, including
girls, could be very useful for research purposes and evaluating interventions.
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Capturing more information about students with SEN may be useful and achievable.
Understanding the performance of students with different types of SEN across the country could
encourage support programmes to be put in place and promote equity. This would require
UNEB to communicate codes for different types of SEN, which schools could enter when they
register students for UCE. Whilst this step is relatively simple, accurate and consistent use of
these codes in different schools would remain a challenge. Nevertheless, this could be a
worthwhile issue to explore further.

Capturing information about where students have studied and their SES would be useful,
but is not a priority in the short term. For this performance measure, it would be useful to
know how long a student has studied at a school. It can be seen as unfair for a school to be
judged on the performance of a student who has only studied there for one year out of the the
four years of lower secondary school.

Knowing the SES of every student taking the UCE examination would enable a more robust test
of whether a control for student characteristics is necessary to improve the fairness of the value
added model. It would also allow policymakers to measure the performance of disadvantaged
students, and then track whether interventions are successful for this group.

However, this type of information would be very challenging to collect nationally. The short
survey used to measure SES in Ark’s research study took around 15 minutes to administer.
Whilst not overly intensive, this type of imposition on students across the country around the
time of their examinations is significant, and there would be considerable central costs to
manage the data. Similarly, tracking the movements of students between schools would only be
reliable within a much more complex EMIS data collection.

° Official capacity requirements for governments to use this data effectively

Once the data is in place, the government also needs the capacity to use the information to
drive improvement. The requirements for this element of capacity building would depend on the
policy options the government chooses to take forward.

As an example, considerable capacity building would be required for the data to be used as part
of school inspections. The Department for Education Standards is responsible for managining a
local inspection team in each of Uganda’s 112 districts. Whilst there are reports of good practice
in some districts, there are limited opportunities for training local inspectors, and best practice is
rarely shared between districts.
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6. Schools in Uganda using value added measures

Some schools have used the value added data
from our study to understand their performance
better, particularly around the progress different | \VEI1= Zlelel=lel 01z te 0] e A= 81212 al L flee
groups of students are making in their learning. by PEAS to understand performance,
After having the opportunity to discuss the data, and develop school improvement plans
they are considering how to adapt their teaching | 11551201 al=ilel e o)i <olalole) <

accordingly. Further research into whether this
approach could be operationalised within the
Uganda education system, and the ability of
school leaders to interpret the data with no
support, would be valuable.

Key messages

Some other schools have responded
positively when presented with the data
and have ideas on how to use this to
change management and teaching
practices.

XVi. Potential uses of value added data for
school self-improvement

Value added data can give schools valuable information to improve their own performance.
Their overall school value added score gives a more accurate reflection of performance. This
can, for example, motivate ‘coasting’ schools to improve.

More importantly, detailed analysis of the value added data can show areas for improvement.
Value added measures can be created for girls and boys in each school. Nationally, boys
make more progress than girls through secondary school and the value added data can
help to showcase this inequality, and encourage schools to develop strategies in response.

Value added performance data can also be created subject by subject. PLE aggregate
scores across all subjects can be used to predict results in, for example, English, maths or
science. Our research shows that each better PLE result is also associated with a better UCE
score in individual subjects, except at extreme ends of the distribution.

This information can help schools to identify strong and weak departments and develop
strategies for improvement. Value added data are much easier for schools to use than
attainment data for this purpose. Examination results in sciences are much lower than in other
subjects (with up to a 50% failure rate in some science disciplines at UCE). Whether this is a
result of more difficult examinations, limited resources for practical science, or weak teaching is
not clear. However, it does make it hard for head teachers to compare teaching quality between
subjects. Value added data allows a comparison with the actual performance of other students
in the same subject, creating realistic benchmarks for head teachers to use.

Value added data also provides better information about the achievement of high and low
ability students. Schools can isolate the performance of these different groups of students, and
understand whether they are differentiating their teaching appropriately.

Value added data for the average achievement for students with each PLE score are also useful
for schools to set targets for individual students. This requires professional judgement from
teachers; the ‘expected’ performance of each student is useful to set realistic expectations, but
equally schools should be setting high expectations for students to maximise their potential,
rather than simply achieving the average.

25



. Use of value added data by Promoting Equality in Africa Schools (PEAS)

PEAS manages a network of 28 secondary schools in rural Uganda. They specifically target
disadvantaged areas of the country. The network of schools is supported by a central team,
which includes members of staff working on school improvement, teacher training and school
inspection. PEAS requires all head teachers to use data to inform an annual school
improvement plan.

Value added scores were calculated for PEAS schools. This information was then presented to
their central school support team. Using value added data compared to raw attainment data
gave the PEAS team greater insight on the performance of their network of schools:

e Value added data shows that PEAS schools are performing well. On average, schools
have a positive value added score of +2.2, indicating performance at the 75" percentile.
Using attainment data alone, PEAS results are very similar to the national average.

e The variation in performance of PEAS schools is higher than when attainment
measures are used. Value added measures indicate that Akoromit school is in the top 1%
of schools in the country, compared to in the top 5% when based on analysis of attainment
measures. Equally, two PEAS schools were shown to be underperforming much more
significantly when value added measures were used. The PEAS management has acted to
improve leadership in these schools, and initial analysis suggests significant improvements
in their results in recently completed UCE exams.

e PEAS schools are performing very well for students who arrive with relatively low
performance. PEAS put in place additional support for students who have not learned the
basics of literacy and numeracy when they arrive in S1, which may explain this finding.
However, the data shows that further work could be done to improve the performance of
high potential students.

These trends were known to the PEAS senior management team from previous analysis they
had conducted. For example, attainment data had shown that fewer than expected students
were achieving the highest grades, which suggested a greater need to focus on how to support
high potential students better.

However, the value added data provides greater evidence for these arguments, giving network
managers and head teachers greater confidence to focus their efforts accordingly. In addition, it
provides a stronger basis for tracking whether interventions designed to address any
weaknesses are proving effective.

As well as using this information at the network level, PEAS have trained school head teachers
to interpret and use the data. Each head teacher was given a two page report showing overall
value score compared to national and network benchmarks, and a breakdown of performance.
An example report is included at Annex A. Teachers were encouraged to reflect on what might
explain their schools' results and differences by subject and gender.

Value added was well received by head teachers, who asked questions about, for example, how
poverty and other environmental factors impacting learning are controlled for in the model.
School leaders were encouraged to set targets for improving their value added while developing
their 2016 school improvement plans. These targets were set in consultation with the PEAS
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central management team, who helped school leaders develop school-specific strategies to
improve performance in particular subjects/departments, or with particular sub-groups (such as
girls or high potential students). As a network, PEAS has also begun to use value added as a
key indicator in reviewing school performance. Each school's average value added score is
tracked alongside its average UCE score as a means of evaluating overall school quality and
management team performance.

° Response of other schools to value added data

The researchers visited six other schools from our main study to present value added
data, and understand the response of head teachers. Schools were presented with their
overall value added score, and then a breakdown of performance for English and maths, girls
and boys, and students with low, middle and high results at PLE.

In three out of six cases, a good level of interest was received from the head teacher. For
example:

e At one school in Kalungu district, the value added data showed the school to be in the top
10% in the country. This surprised the school leaders, and provided vindication of some of
their management techniques such as encouraging teachers to provide feedback on each
other’s lessons. This school found the data by prior attainment particularly valuable.
Students with low prior attainment perform relatively well in this school. The head teacher
could link this to ‘catch-up’ lessons provided for struggling students, but this data
encouraged her to consider how they were providing similar tailored opportunities to high
potential students.

e At another school in Lwengo district the head teacher already had a good tracking process
in place, in which he noted the PLE performance of students alongside their current results
in internal assessments. He felt this project validated his approach of considering student
progress. Sharing national data on PLE and UCE comparisons encouraged him to
consider whether targets he was setting for individual students were suitably
challenging.

The three schools which engaged less well with the information did show some interest in the
data, and easily understood the concept and potential benefits, but it did not seem to provoke
any reflections on their practice. These schools were not performing worse overall, and further
work would be needed to understand if there are groups of head teachers who are more or less
responsive to a data-driven approach.

This exercise suggests that providing performance data, alongside an explanation and a
discussion about conclusions to be drawn, could be a valuable way of improving
practice, although further research would be needed into the impact. In Uganda, discussions
based on this performance data could take place when district education officers, district
inspectors or coordinating centre tutors (teacher trainers) visit schools. Further exploration
into whether this type of approach could be operationalised within existing Ugandan
education structures would be valuable. In particular, district officials need to have the skills
to interpret the data and draw out key points for discussion with head teachers.

It would also be interesting to research whether simply sending the data to schools encouraged
any changes in practice or performance in the absence of any associated discussions, although
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international evidence suggests this is unlikely to be sufficient to drive improved outcomes. At
the next stage of this research we intend to send schools feedback about both the value added
data project and the management survey we have completed, which could provide the
opportunity to test this.
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. System level projects and accountability reform

In Uganda, value added measures can provide better information about school performance.
These measures can be created at minimal extra cost. There is considerable interest in this
information about school quality within the Government, and it is likely that value added
measures will be incorporated quickly into individual projects in Uganda.

In order to maximise the benefits of creating these performance measures, they should be used
appropriately within the wider education system. There are clear opportunities for value added
measures to be part of an improved accountability framework. It is necessary to work closely
with the Government to show the potential benefits of accountability reform, and to use
government expertise to develop changes that are appropriate for the context. Adapting an
accountability framework requires a detailed understanding of how incentives affect the
behaviour of teachers and school leaders, and the capacity building requirements for the data to
be used effectively. Uganda is due to develop a new education sector plan, and this process
may provide the opportunity to review the accountability framework.

There could be considerable benefit in embedding investigations of accountability
frameworks in wider system level reform efforts undertaken by donors. In Uganda, DFID
has started to work with the Government to enhance the assessment system. This programme
of support is also considering how the data from examinations is used to improve outcomes.
Other system-level reform programmes could consider the potential for changes to the
accountability framework, the impact of performance measures on school behaviour, and the
possibility of using value added performance measures.

o Developing value added measures in other countries

Based on the list of national learning assessments at the Education Policy & Data Centre, the
Ark researchers counted 27 developing countries with standardised tests for primary and
secondary school leavers.! Other countries, particularly in South America, administer very large
national assessments, which are not universal examinations, but could still form the basis of this
type of analysis. In many of these cases, national value added performance data could be
compiled easily.

Robustness checks of the data would be valuable in each new context. For example, in Chile
there is a particularly strong relationship between SES and examination scores, which may
suggest the use of a more complex value added model with additional variables in this case
(Thomas, 2015). However, in such situations, it will remain important to consider what type of
value added model is achievable within the constraints of available data, and whether a simple
value added model still provides a better signal of school performance than the alternative being
considered by policymakers, which would normally rely on attainment results alone.

! Algeria, Barbados, Belize, Botswana, Costa Rica, Djibouti, Guyana, Jamaica, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Malaysia,
Mauritius, Mexico, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Thailand, Trinidad and
Tobago, Uganda, Vietnam, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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. Developing value added measures for primary schools

Many governments have a greater policy focus on driving improvement in primary schools.
Investigating how to develop and use more intelligent accountability measures for primary
schools may therefore be of greater interest in some cases.

In the UK, value added performance measures are also created for primary schools. Teacher
assessment results of 7-year-olds are, on average, good predictors of exam results of 11 year
olds, showing that it is also important to control for prior attainment when judging a primary
school.

The UK is unusual in having a national assessment system in lower primary, which can form the
baseline for a primary school value added measure. However, it would be worth exploring if
there are any other contexts in which value added measures of primary school performance
could be created for a large number of primary schools. This could be through national
examinations at lower primary, or large scale sample assessments, possibly including citizen-
led assessments or the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA). If these types of
assessments could potentially be used, then research would be needed into the predictive
validity of these assessments in relation to end of primary school examinations.
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1. Introduction to value add

For the first time in 2015, PEAS has been able to compare the academic progress made by
students in PEAS schools with the progress made by students of similar capabilities in non-
PEAS schools. This measure, called ‘value add’, uses students’ primary leaving exam (PLE)
scores to predict their expected scores at UCE. The model then compares students’ actual UCE
results with their predicted results to assess whether the school has helped students to perform
better or worse than was expected given their prior attainment.

An example of how the model works is included below:

Student Name PLE Score UCE Predicted UCE Actual Value Add
Student A 15 48 37 +11
Student B 8 32 35 -3

Value add is an important measure of academic progress because it enables schools to:

e assess whether the school is helping students of all backgrounds and capabilities to
improve

e compare the school's exam results with other schools’ results on a fair scale that
accounts for the academic potential of the student intake.

A value add score of +2 or higher is considered to be statistically better than the national
average in Uganda. A value add score of -2 or lower is considered to be statistically worse than
the national average. This paper summarises School X’s value add results from the 2014 UCE
exams.

2. School performance against network and national average

Across all students who sat UCE exams in 2014, School X had an average value add score of
+3.44. This means that School X students on average scored 3.4 points better than predicted in
their UCE exams. This result is statistically better than the national average, and above the
PEAS network average of +2.21.

3. School performance by subject

While School X is helping students to achieve better overall UCE scores than they would in
other schools in Uganda, the school is better at teaching some subjects than others. The
strongest subject at School X is English, where the school helps students to get UCE subject
scores that are 0.45 points better than predicted, followed by maths, where students get scores
that are 0.18 points better than predicted.

However, the school actually negatively impacts students’ scores in the core science subjects of
Biology, Chemistry and Physics. In these subject areas, students are actually doing worse than
predicted, as the school average value add score for each of the science subjects is negative.
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School Value Add Score by Subject
0.48

0.18

. Biology Chemistry Physics
0.00
English Maths
-0.04

-0.20

-0.34

4, School performance by gender

While School X is helping both boys and girls to make positive progress, the school is more
successful at helping boys improve their academic attainment than girls. On average, boys
perform +4.08 points better in their UCE exam scores than predicted, while girls only perform
+3.03 points better than predicted.

The table below summarises average value add scores broken down by subject and by gender.
As demonstrated, the school is strongest at helping girls improve their attainment in English — in
this subject, girls actually achieve exam results that are nearly a full point (+0.82) better than
predicted. However, in all other core subjects, the school is stronger at teaching boys than girls.
For example, in maths, girls do worse in their UCE exams than predicted, while boys do better
than predicted.

School Value Add by Subject & Gender
0.82
0.48 0.51
Physics

0.14
Biology Chemistry

0.00 [ -—-
-0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04
English Maths -0.15
-0.20 -0.20
030 -0.34
-0.41

B Girls ®Average HBoys
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Questions for discussion:

What are your top 2-3 findings from your school’s results?

What might explain the performance differences by subject?

What might explain the performance differences by gender?

What would you focus on to improve your school’s overall value add results next year?

About

This Think Piece was produced by The Health & Education Advice & Resource Team
(HEART), which is funded by the British Government’s Department for International
Development (DFID).

For any further enquiry, please contact info@heart-resources.org

Further HEART think pieces and reports are published online at www.heart-resources.org

Disclaimer - The Health & Education Advice & Resource Team (HEART) provides technical assistance and knowledge services to
the British Government’s Department for International Development (DFID) and its partners in support of pro-poor programmes in
education, health and nutrition. The HEART services are provided by a consortium of leading organisations in international
development, health and education: Oxford Policy Management, Education Development Trust, HERA, the Institute of Development
Studies, the Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine and the Nuffield Centre for International Health and Development at the
University of Leeds. HEART cannot be held responsible for errors or any consequences arising from the use of information
contained in this report. Any views and opinions expressed do not necessarily reflect those of DFID or HEART or any other
contributing organisation.

35




