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The experiment was designed to measure the possible effect of playing chess on mathematic
achievement of Senior Primary Learners within a school, using actual ‘pre’ and ‘post’

mathematics achievement marks as indicator for mathematics achievements.

A Senior Primary School will normally have learners from Grade 4 to Grade 7. However, in
some of the local schools, Senior Primary is from Grade 5 to Grade 7. While the first year in
the Senior Primary School varies between schools, the final year at the Senior Primary is

always Grade 7, with High School starting at Grade 8.

Senior Primary learners, from each of two schools, who were active chess players in June 2003
were identified and selected to participate in the study (details on process of identification,
criteria for selection and limitation are discussed in sections 3.2, 3.3 & 3.5). This group of
learners was called “Test group A” and included all chess players. For each selected chess
player (who was in group A), his mathematics mark as appeared in his school records on the
first year at the Senior Primary School, was obtained. This mathematics mark was a variable
measured prior to exposure to chess. For each chess player learner, a (matched) non-player
learner from the same grade and with the same entry year mathematics mark had to be found.
This group was called the “Control group B” as they were not exposed to the treatment, which
was: to learn and play chess. For all learners selected (chess-players and non-players), their

June 2003 mathematics marks were obtained from school records.

Using Creswell’s definitions and diagrams (1994: 131-133), the above experiment can be

illustrated as following:

Key

Group A 0 X O X - the exposure of a group to an experimental event
whose effects are to be measured. In this study, X
was learning and playing chess.

Group B 0O o |0O- is measurement. In this study, O are mathematics
mar

X and O on the same row apply to the same person.
Xs and Os vertical to one another are simultaneous

Figure 3-1 Pre-test and Post-test Control Group Design
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Since it was not possible to set up a true experimental educational research with randomly
selected schools and learners (Cohen et al., 2000; 214), a quasi-experimental research has been
used. A random selection of schools would have been impossible since this study focuses on
mathematical achievement of learners who are chess players and the selected schools had to be
schools that have on-going chess activities / clubs and therefore have learners who are chess
players. As will be explained in detail in section 3.2, during the matching process and the
search for a non-player learner for each of the chess players, it became clear for one of the
schools, that a 100% match was not achievable and should I wish to stick rigidly to the original

experiment design, a major portion of data relating to chess players would become unusable.

‘To avoid the above and maximise utilisation of collected information, the initial experiment

design was expanded to incorporate two experiments, as presented in Figures 3-2 & 3-3.

Experiment # 1:

For all chess players, a pre-test and post-test Control Group Design was used.

Group A 01 X 02

Group ALL 01 02

Figure 3-2  Chess players and all learners; pre-test and post-test Control Group Design

Key to Figure 3-2:

Group A - all chess players

Group ALL - all learners in the grade

0Ol - June mathematics mark at the first year in Senior Primary
02 - June 2003 mathematics mark

X - the experimental event - learning and playing chess.
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Experiment # 2:

This was done as per the original plan but with smalier groups. Creswell (1994: 132) defined
this design as a nonequivalent (pre-test and post-test) Control Group Design and as being a
“popular approach to quasi-experiments, the experimental Group A and the control Group B are
selected without random assignment. Both groups take a pre-test and post-test, and only the

experimental group received the treatment”.

GroupMP Ol X 02

GroupMN Ol 02

Figure 3-3 Matched Pairs; pre-test and post-test Control Group Design
Key to Figure 3-3:

Group MP - the matched chess players

Group MN - the matched non-players

01 - June mathematics mark at the first year in Senior Primary
02 - June 2003 mathematics mark
X - the experimental event - learning and playing chess.

32  SAMPLE

As stated earlier, the sampling could not be done randomly as the schools selected had to have a

substantial number of chess players.

3.2.1 Description of schools

Guided by information from KZN Junior Chess Association, I approached schools that were
known to have active chess clubs. My initial criteria for school selection were:

¢ schools that had at least 20 active chess players

¢ schools that were not too far from each other (the study was self funded and several

trips to each school were anticipated)
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e and schools that represented different socio-economic populations.

Of the schools that met the criteria, two Senior Primary Schools within the eThekwini
Municipality agreed to participate in the study. A third school which was approached via its

chess coach, declined to participate.

The first school, which was called for the purpose of this study — East Senior Primary School,
was a multi racial, well resourced gbvernment school, in an upper middle class area. Parents’
contribution to school tuition was over R2000 per year. During 2003, it had approximately 750
learners (Grade 4 to Grade 7) and an average of 30 learners per classroom. Jane was the teacher
who overlooked the weekly chess ‘club’ activity that took place in the school library. An
external coach was employed to assist in teaching the game and helped the learners to improve.

More than ninety learners from all grades were active players at the school’s chess club.

The second school was an all-African school, situated at a low socio-economic area in Umlazi
Township. Parents’ contribution for school fees was less than R100 per year. For the purpose of
this study the school was referred to as South Senior Primary School. The school had over 800
learners (Grade 5 to Grade 7) and an average of 80 learners per classroom. John has been
running a daily chess club at school and has been the teacher in-charge, as well as the chess
coach. The activities took place in one of the classrooms. More than thirty learners have been

participating almost daily in the school’s after-hours chess activities.

For both schools, the process and criteria for selection of learners to participate in the study
were the same; the teacher in-charge provided lists of all learners who played chess at the
school’s clubs. It was my intention to include every learner who was an active chess player, in
the test group. However, learners from the entry grade to each school had to be excluded. This
was due to the following reasons:

e areliable ‘pre fact’ mathematics mark was required and the learners’ final Junior
Primary mark was in most instances not available as a percentage but as assessment
rubrics

e most learners’ started to play in the second quarter of their first year at Senior Primary,
thus having had less than three months of exposure to chess in their first year at Senior

Primary.
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- The exclusion applied to all Grade 4 players at East Senior Primary School (the school has
Grade 4 up to Grade 7 learners) and to all Grade 5 players at South Senior Primary School (the
school has Grade 5 up to Grade 7 learners). This reduced the number of players in the South
Primary School to below 20. However I decided to continue the process and collect further data
from both schools. For each of the chess players selected into the test group, a matched leamer

who was not a chess player had to be found.

3.2.2 Find matching non-players

The following rules were used as the Matching Criteria during the selection of non-players as
matched to the chess players:
1. The non-player learner must be presently at the same grade as the chess player.
2. The preferred choice was to have the same mathematics mark at entry year in the Senior
Primary School and the same gender for both the player and the matched non-player.
* If not found,
allowed for a non-player with a mathematics mark which was up to two
percent higher and of the same gender as the chess player.
* If not found,
allowed for a non-player of a different gender but with the same
mathematics mark as the chess player. |
* If not found,
allowed for a non-player of different gender and with a
mathematics mark which was up to two percent higher than
the chess player learner.
Based on the lists of chess players received from Jane and John, and applying the matching
criteria (it was assumed that learners that were not on the teachers’ lists of chess players did not
play chess), an initial sample for test and control groups was created. I was supposed to build a
control group with the same sample size as the test group. Table 3-1 provides a summary of

learners selected in this initial stage.



Table 3-1 East and South Senior Primary Schools:

Initial test and control groups
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Players Assumed Non-Players

School Grade Male Female Total Male Female Total
East 5 27 3 30 18 12 30
Senior 6 18 2 20 17 3 20
Primary 7 11 1 12 10 2 12

Total 56 6 62 45 17 62
South 6 3 S 8 6 1 7
Senior 7 8 0 8 6 2 8
Primary Total 11 5 16 12 3 15

During the process of data collection, a third group emerged — learners who used to play chess

but stopped playing. While the existence of past player learners was expected (Hermelin, 2002)

it was surprisingly large at the East Senior Primary School and affected the process of data

collection.

Table 3-2 East and South Senior Primary Schools: Learners participating in the study

Players Non-Players Used to Play

School | Grade Male | Female | Total | Male | Female | Total | Male | Female | Total
East 5 33 9 42 10 5 15 4 B 8
Senior 6 20 2 22 10 4 14 3 0 3
Primary 7 11 1 12 7 2 9 6 0 6

Total 64 12 76 27 11 38 13 + 17
South 6 2 5 7 6 1 7 0 0 0
Senior 7 7 0 7 6 1 7 0
Primary | Total 9 5 14 12 2 14 0

As presented in table 3-2, resulting from the information obtained from the questionnaire

(section 3.3.3), the original categorisation of the participants changed (non-players moved to

players and to used to play categories) and a few non players were added for the purpose of

obtaining a larger number of matched pairs. The only learner that used to play at the South

Senior Primary School was excluded from the study since no analysis could take place.
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3.1 33 DATA COLLECTION

The data collection was done in stages over a period of two months using the following
procedure:

+ obtain names of all known chess Players from the teachers in charge (interview)

e obtain mathematics marks for all the above learners (school records)

o find matching non-players learners and obtain their mathematics marks (school records)

e and have all learners identified in steps (a) and (c) complete a questionnaire.
The above stages will be described in detail, including challenges addressed and obstacles that
had to be overcome in both schools.
The principals of both schools gave their permission to access school and learner’s records.
However, it had to be done in the presence of a teacher. This resulted in limited time slots for
the collection process, which had to be worked around the teachers’ busy teaching schedules. It
was also my intention to limit as much as possible any inconvenience to the schools as a whole

and by doing so, I ended up repeating certain processes.

3.3.1 Teachers’ interview

The first step towards setting up the test group was a list of all chess players. The teachers in
charge of the chess activity at their schools provided the lists. At this stage the teachers
provided information about:
¢ availability of data; learners mathematics marks and grade averages
¢ possible routes to obtain data required (learners’ files, teachers’ records)
¢ and teachers’ involvement in supervising the completion of the questionnaire by the
learners

The teachers’ input was essential to ensure accessibility to the required data.

3.3.2  Accessing School Records

The next step was accessing school records and retrieving the learner’s first mid-year
mathematics mark. East Senior Primary School keeps a central filing system with a file for each
learner. In addition, a database with all marks is available. For each learner who was identified
by the teacher as a chess player, his / her Grade 4 mid-year mathematics mark was retrieved

from his / her school file. For each player selected, a non-player with the same Grade 4 mark



23

had to be found. It was done by going through the individual learners’ files as well as the

school’s printouts in an attempt to find the best match.

South Senior Primary School does not have a central filing for the individual learners.
However, all educators’ progress books are kept and these were used to extract the Grade 5
mid-year mathematics marks for the chess players, to find the matching non-players and the
present mid-year marks. The number of chess players at South Senior Primary School was

small in comparison to the East Senior Primary and the teacher in charge knew all players well.

3.3.3 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was filled-in by all the learners that were selected to participate in the study.
Since some information could not be provided by the teachers nor was it available from school

records, the learners had to provide the following information:
e s the learner still playing chess
e how frequently
e for how long did he play
e where did he play
e who did he play with
e and his attitudes and perceptions about the game

The questions related to the last three topics were not required for the research questions and
were included to gain broader understanding about learners’ views. As detailed in section 3.3
(data collection), information obtained via the questionnaire impacted on the sample sizes and

on the decision to change /expand the original design. The main aims of the questionnaire were:

. to ensure that the matched non-players were really non-players
» to find out for how long and how frequently the chess playing learners played
o and to obtain qualitative information about attitudes and perceptions towards the

game and its possible merits (as viewed by the learners)
The teachers in charge of chess administrated the process. I provided both teachers with the

names of the learners (players and non-players) that were to complete the questionnaire.

At the South Senior Primary School, all chess players filled the questionnaire during their daily

after-school chess activity. The non-players were called out from their classes. No language /
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understanding problems were reported and it was a single phase process as only one learner
who was originally identified as non-player turned out to be an ex-player. One Grade 6 player

had to be excluded since his Grade 5 mark in mathematics was not available.

The same initial process has been followed at the East Senior Primary School. However the
information obtain via the questionnaire revealed that:
e fourteen additional learners were active chess players yet did not participate in school
formal activities, thus were not identified as chess players by the teacher in charge
e and a surprisingly high number of chess players who used to play regularly and stopped
(seventeen learners).
The ‘newly found’ chess players as well as ‘used to play chess’ learners were originally
assumed to be non-players had to be moved from their matched non-players’ groups to their
correct groups. The matching process had to be re-done in an attempt to find a non-players
learners who could be matched to the ‘newly found’ chess players as well as for the originally
identified players who lost their ‘match’. The search for additional matching non-players was

only partially successful.

In conclusion all required data was obtained.

3.4 ANALYSIS OF DATA

The following section will present and explain the process of transforming the data collected
into combined data files, which included the learners’ mathematics marks and their chess
related information obtained from the questionnaire. It will further detail the various descriptive
statistics used and the use of -test to determine the level of significance of the changes that

occurred to the average mathematics marks of the analysed groups.

3.4.1 Transformation of data

Forms and templates were designed aiming to ensure that all data required for analysis was
gathered for all learners that participated in the study. The information required was collected
from three sources; the teacher, school records and the learner, and was either used in its raw

form or was coded, as per the following key:
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Key to Table 3-3:

X - data transferred from source document for analysis in the same form as it has been
recorded on the source document

(x) - data appeared on more than one source and was used to validate information.

Coded - data from source document has been transcribed for analysis.

Table 3-3 Sources of data

Source of Data Teacher School Questionnaire| Researcher For

Data (interview) Records (by Learner) Research
Question
Learner number X
Name & Surname X (x) (x)
School Coded (x) Coded | [
Grade X (x) (x) 1
Gender X 1.2
Status(Player/Non-Player/ X Coded ) B
Ex-Player)

Matched Learner number X
Exposure X 2
Period Played X Coded 2
Frequency Played X Coded 2
Learner’s Maths Mark at X (ke
entry year
Learner’s Maths Mark at X 1.2
Present Grade
Grade Average Maths Mark at X 1.2
entry year (for East SP only)
Grade Average Maths Mark at X V2
Present (for East SP only)

A template spreadsheet was designed to ensure that all the information required for the analysis
of both research questions was used. Appendix A illustrates the coding categories and the

format in which all data was analysed.

To facilitate the analysis process, the data was grouped into four subsets, each transferred to its
own spreadsheet, each having the same format as Appendix A:

e chess players at East Senior Primary School

e chess players and their matched non-players at East Senior Primary School

e chess players and their matched non-players at South Senior Primary School

¢ and learners that used to play at East Senior Primary School
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The questionnaire (Appendix B) was completed by all learners that participated in the study.
All learners answered section A of the questionnaire. Section B was answered by learners that
used to play chess but stopped. Active chess players answered section C.
Learners’ answers to questions Al, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2 & C3 were coded and transferred (as
per Table 3-3) to their respective spreadsheet for analysis. The information obtained from these
questions was essential for this study.
Learners’ answers to questions B4, B5, B6, C4, C5 & C6 (not required for the analysis of the
two main research questions) were transferred to three summary forms:

e summary form for active chess players

e summary form for non-players

e summary form for learners that used to play chess
and were used for the quantitative and qualitative analysis related to learners’ perceptions about

chess.

3.4.2 Descriptive Statistics

The study was conducted at two schools and data was collected for individual learners. The
analysis was linked to the research questions by checking the changes to the average
mathematics marks for the various subgroups. Did it change for chess players?
Analysis was done for each school comparing:
. mathematical achievements at present grade to the mathematical achievement of
the same learners at entry year;
. mathematical achievements of players to the mathematical achievements of their
matched non-players.
® and learners’ playing habits and their perceptions about the game.
Since grade average mathematics marks were not available for South Senior Primary School,

only limited analysis was done with data collected at this school.

3.4.3 Statistical Significance Tests

The t-test was applied to determine the level of statistical significance of changes to
mathematics marks. As per Bohrnstedt & Knoke (1982) the t-fest is “a test of significance for

continuous variables where the population variance is unknown and the sample is assumed to
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have been drawn from normally distributed population” (p.154). It has been assumed that the
mathematics marks within each grade were normally distributed. Since no randomisation was
applied, neither in the selection of the schools nor in the selection of learners in the school, the
t-test has to be used with caution. However, Bohrnstedt & Knoke (1982) believed that the
assumption for sampling was too restrictive and suggested that the test can be used. “..unless
we are certain that the underlying population from which the sample is drawn is grossly
nonnormal , we can use /-fest to test a hypothesis even when N is small”(Bohrnstedt & Knoke,
1982: 154). While samples were small it was assumed that the population from which they

were drawn was not ‘grossly nonnormal’ thus the ¢ fest could be applied.

3.5 LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

Setting up a proper experimental study requires intensive involvement of schools’ management,
teachers and learners and especially funding. [deally it would need to be conducted over a long
period of time. Whilst it would have been a preferred choice, it was not a practical one within
the scope of this study. As can be seen from the literature review, several experimental chess
studies did take place and had their share of challenges. They required funding and ran over
pertods ranging from seven months to three years with intensive involvement of learners and
staff (Christiaen, 1976; Ferguson, 1995). By using post event existing information, all data
required for the study was obtained with minimal interruption to the learners and staff at the
schools involved. While it is possible that some additional information would have been
obtained during a real experiment, with pre-event and post-event testing, this study had the |
advantage that the selected participants’ behavior was not affected as it can happen to members

of a test group that are aware of them being under observation (Christiaen, 1976: 22).

The use of a questionnaire, which was completed by the learners themselves, was of some
concern mainly regarding the accuracy of players’ exposure to chess as it was based on the
players’ memory. The learners had to recall for how long they have been playing and how
frequently and then accurately record the information on the questionnaire. Most learners
completed all essential data and just few learners had to be approached to clarify their answers
since some contradictions occwrred. Some learners did not respond to the perceptions questions
and due to time constrains were not approached to complete the missing parts, resulting in less

data for the perceptions analysis.
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3.6 CONCLUSION

The various parts of information, collected from teachers, school records and learners, provided
the data required answering the two research questions. Additional quantitative information was
obtained and provided some insight to learners’ attitudes and perceptions towards the game.
The sequence of the data collected, aimed to get reliable and complete information that

supported the ‘experiment’ design, while considering minimal distraction to the schools that

participated in this study.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The reporting and analysis of the results has been done separately for the two schools that
participated in the study. The matched pairs groups from both schools were originally the main
focus of this study; however, as the data collected at the East Senior Primary School included
chess players who were not matched and learners that used to play but stopped, I decided to

extend the analysis to cover these groups. Further limited analysis was done by gender.

42  RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION # 1

The results to the first research question - does playing chess improve the players’ mathematics
achievement — were analysed and reported separately for each of the schools that participated in
the study, followed by interpretation and discussion of the results.
The initial identification of chess players was done based on them being pointed out by the
teachers in charge. However, the learners’ responses to the questionnaire - appendix B
determined his/her participation in the study and assisted in establishing the general profiles for
chess player, non-player and past player being:
¢ chess player - a learner that was an active chess player while the study was conducted
and had been playing for at least three months.
¢ non-player - a learner that either did not know how to play chess or had previously
played for a short period (less than six months).
e past-player - a leamner that stopped playing yet played for a period of more than six

months previously.

4.2.1 East Senior Primary School

The Chess club at East Senior Primary School had more than ninety active chess players. The
exclusion of Grade 4 learners and the inclusion of learners that were active chess players but
did not play at the school’s club resulted in a total of seventy-six players that participated in the
study.
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All Chess Players
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The first set of analysis was done on known chess players at the East Senior Primary School at

Grades 5, 6 and 7. Matched non-players were found only for part of this group and a separate

matched pairs analysis is reported in section 4.2.1.2. Table 4-1 presents a comparison between

the mathematics achievements of the group of All Learners in a grade (control group) and the

group of Chess Players in the same grade (test group).

Table 4-1 East Senior Primary School: All chess players
Average Average Difference | °, Difference
Grade Number Group Maths Mark Maths Between Between
of at Grade 4 Mark at | Presentand | present and
Learners in % Present Grade 4 Grade 4
in % Mark Mark
42 Chess Players 78.1 197 1.6 2.0
5 185 All Learners 72.0 75.0 3.0 4.2
22 Chess Players 76.0 74.9 -1.1 -1.4
6 194 All Learners 72.0 71.0 -1.0 -1.4
12 Chess Players 75.1 84.3 9.2 12.3
7 187 All Learners 73.0 72.0 -1.0 -1.4

There were marginal differences between the average mathematics marks for Grade 5 and

Grade 6 learners’ groups compared to their Grade 4 average mathematics mark. This was true

for the All Learners group (+4.2% for Grade 5 and -1.4% for Grade 6) and for the Chess

Players group (+2.0% at Grade 5 and -0.4% at Grade 6). A slight improvement for Grade 5

learners and marginal decrease for Grade 6 learners (Chess Players as well as All Learners in

the grade) has been noted. However the most noted changes were for Grade 7 Chess Players.

While the average mathematics mark of Grade 7 Chess Players compared to that of All
Learners in Grade 7 was 2.1% higher at Grade 4, it raised to 12.3% higher at Grade 7. When

analysing results for the Grade 7 Chess Players Group, their average Grade 4 mathematics mark

improved by 12.3% while the All Learners Group Grade 4 average mathematics mark

decreased by 1.4%.
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Table 4-2 presents a comparison between the mathematics achievements of matched pairs -

Chess Players and their Matched Non-Players learners. Learners’ length of exposure was not

taken into consideration in this part of the analysis.

Table 4-2 East Senior Primary School: Matched pairs

Average Average Difference | 9% Difference
Grade Number Group Maths Maths Between Between
of Mark at | Mark at | Presentand | Present and
Learners Grade 4 Present Grade 4 Grade 4
in % in % Mark Mark
15 Chess Players 2.1 75.1 3.0 4.2
? 15 Matched Non-Players 73.3 74.1 0.8 1
14 Chess Players 71.7 73.5 1.8 25
¢ 14 Matched Non-Players  71.9 67.1 -4.8 -6.7
9 Chess Players 751 83.6 8.5 11.3
7 9 Matched Non-Players  75.3 65.0 -9.7 -12.9

Since the basis for matching a Non-Player to a Chess Player was mathematical achievement at
Grade 4, the average marks for these groups, were similar by design. It can be noted that they
were also close to the whole grade average (see table 4-1). As can be seen from the above table:
. in all three grades (5, 6 & 7), the Chess Players improved their average
mathematics marks from their original Grade 4 average mathematics mark.
® In contrast, the average mathematics marks for the Non-Players decreased with
the gap between the average mathematics marks of Chess Players and Non-
Players increasing from 1% at Grade 5 to 6.4% at Grade 6 and to 18.6% at
Grade 7.

The results of the significance testing are presented in section 4.2.1.4, table 4-9.

Figure 4-1 presents the mathematics marks of the nine Chess Players at Grade 7 and their
Matched Non-Players. Seven out of the nine Chess Players improved their marks compared to
their Grade 4 mathematics marks, while a// the Grade 7 Non-Players achieved lower marks

than their marks at Grade 4.
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Figure 4-1 East Senior Primary - Matched Pairs - Grade 7 Learners

4.2.1.3 Further Analysis

While numerous analyses were done on the collected data only a few proved to be meaningful
and worth reporting. The most interesting finding, related to chess players whose mathematical
achievement at Grade 4 was below the grade average. These learners’ mathematical
achievements improved significantly compared to their matched non-players. In addition,

analysis will be reported in this section related to gender and past players.

Below average achievers - These were chess players that achieved below average mathematics
marks at Grade 4. In the following section they will be referred to as the ‘weaker learners’. As
can be seen from Table 4-3, the present average mathematics mark of the weaker learners group
was still below the average compared to the All Chess Players Groups at Grades 5, 6 and 7.
However, the improvement of the mathematics achievement for the weaker learners compared

to their Grade 4 was significantly high (see section 4.2.1.4).
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Table 4-3 East Senior Primary School: Comparison between All Chess Players and Chess

Players that were the weaker learners at Grade 4

Average Average Difference 9% Difference
Grade Number Group Maths Maths Between Between
of Mark at | Mark at | Presentand | Ppresent and
Learners Grade 4 Present Grade 4 Grade 4
in % in% Mark Mark
11 weaker learners - Chess 60.6 69.8 9.2 15.2
5 Players
42 All Chess Players 78.1 79.7 1.6 2.0
7 weaker learners - Chess 59.4 68.7 9.3 157
6 Players
22 All Chess Players 76.0 74.9 -1.1 -1.4
5 weaker learners - Chess 59.6 73 13.4 22.5
7 Players
11 All Chess Players 75.1 84.3 9.2 12.3

The above was further emphasised when comparing the weak learners who played chess to
their matched Non-Players (Table 4-4 & Figure 4-2). While the weak learners who played
chess improved by 11.7% at Grade 5 (compared to Grade 4), by 15.6% at Grade 6 and 17.8% at

Grade 7, their matched Non-Players showed a decline at Grade 6 with a larger decline at Grade

7. The gap between the average mathematics marks of the weaker learners (at Grade 4) Chess

Players and their matched Non-Players increased from 0% at Grade 5 to 12.1% at Grade 6 and
further to 27.8% at Grade 7.

Table 4-4 East Senior Primary School: Comparison between Chess Players and their Matched Non-

Players; the weak learners

Average Average Difference | % Difference
Grade Number Group Maths Maths Between Between
of Mark at Mark at | Presentand | Present and
Learners Grade 4 Present Grade 4 Grade 4
in % in % Mark Mark
7 Chess Players 61.3 68.4 Tl 11.6
3 7 Non-Players 63.4 68.4 5.0 7.9
7 Chess Players 59.4 68.7 9.3 15.7
6 7 Non-Players 59.7 56.6 -3.1 -5.2
4 Chess Players 61.8 72.8 11.0 17.8
7 4 Non-Players 62.0 45.0 -17.0 -27.4
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Figure 4-2 East Senior Primary School; Matched pairs — the weaker learners

The findings relating to the positive affect of playing chess on the mathematical achievement of
the weaker learners at all grades are of great significance as no reference was found in the
literature to a study or results pointing specifically in this direction. Van Zyl (1991) who
focused on high level chess players found significant differences between players and non-
players only from Grade 8 and above. Ferguson’s main study was with gifted children (1995)
and Frank (cited in Ferguson, 1995) did not report on differences between levels of

improvement for various groups.

Analysis by Gender - the ratio of female to male at East Senior Primary School was close to
1:1, however, the number of female chess players was much lower when compared to the male
chess players, in total and within each grade. The number of chess players decreased by grade.
However, while 21.4% of the chess players at Grade 5 were female only 9.1% females (two)
played at Grade 6 and only 8.7% of the chess players (one) at Grade 7. According to Narayan
(2004), only about 7.5% of the chess players in US were women. The only countries that had
number of women chess players comparable to men chess players were Hungary, Ukraine and

China.
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Table 4-5 East Senior Primary School: Chess players by gender

Grade Chess All % of
Players Players
Male 33 91 78.6
2 Female 9 94 214
Total 42 185 100
Male 20 93 90.9
J Female 2 101 9.1
Total 22 194 100
Male 1 100 91.7
7 [TFemale i 87 83
Total 12 187 100

With such low number of female Chess Players, a comparative analysis between mathematical
achievements of Male Chess Players and Female Chess Players could not be done. However, as
presented in Table 4-6, all Female Chess Players at East Senior Primary who were weak

learners at Grade 4 achieved vast improvement in their mathematics marks at their present

grade.
Table 4-6 East Senior Primary School: Female Chess Players who were below average
mathematics achievers at Grade 4
Difference %
Number of Maths Maths Between Difference
Grade L Mark at Mark at Present and Between
RIS Grade 4 Present Grade 4 Mark | pPresent and
in % in % Grade 4 Mark
5 1 38 65 27 71.1
47 61 14 29.8
. . 67 76 9 13.4
7 1 54 86 32 59.3

Analysis of Past Players - 1 was interested to find out whether the mathematics achievement of
learners that used to play chess and stopped improved in a similar way to that of active chess

players. Table 4-7 was an expansion of Table 4-1 and included data for Past Chess Players.
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However, while the average mathematics marks at Grade 4 for Past Chess Players were higher

than that of the Chess Players at Grade 4, the average mathematics mark for the Past Chess

Players was lower than that of the active Chess Players (76.3 compared to 84.3) at Grade 7. At

Grade 7, Chess Players’ average mathematics achievement improved by 12.3% compared to

their Grade 4 mathematics achievement, yet the average mathematics achievement of Grade 7

Past Players decreased by 7.8% compared to their Grade 4 average mathematics achievement.

Table 4-7 East Senior Primary School: Comparison of changes in mathematical

achievement between Past Chess Players, Chess Players and All Learners

Average Average Difference %% Difference
Grade | Number Group Maths Maths Between Between
of Mark at Mark at Present and Present and
Learners Grade 4 Present Grade 4 Grade 4
Mark Mark
185 All Learners 72.0 75.0 3.0 4.2
> 42 Chess Players 78.1 79.7 1.6 2.0
8 Past Chess Players 80.1 81.3 1.2 1.5
194 | All Learners 72.0 71.0 -1.0 -1.4
6 22 Chess Players 76.0 74.9 -1.1 -1.4
3 Past Chess Players 86.0 84.0 -2.0 2.3
187 All Learners 73.0 72.0 -1.0 -1.4
7 il Chess Players 751 84.3 9.2 12.3
6 Past Chess Players 82.8 76.3 -6.5 -7.9

As can be seen from Figure 4-3, the majority of Past Chess Players {five out of six) achieved

lower mathematics marks at Grade 7 compared to their marks at Grade 4.
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@ Grade 4 mathematicé mark

W Grade 7 mathematics mark

Learners

Figure 4-3 East Senior Primary School - Grade 7 Past Players.

4.2.1.4 Significance testing

For several of the previously analysed sub-groups of Chess Players, mathematical achievement
improved since they started to play chess. However, were these improvements significant? The
following hypothesis were considered:

. H,: playing chess did not improve mathematical achievement.

o H;: playing chess improved mathematical achievement.

I followed Underhill & Bradfield (1996: 197) suggested approach for Hypothesis testing and

verbal description for Significance level.

Table 4-8 Verbal description based on Reported Probability

Reported Probability Verbal Description
P>0.20 not significant
P<0.20 possibly significant
P<0.10 nearly significant
P<0.05 significant
P<0.01 very significant

P<0.005 highly significant
P<0.001 very highly significant
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The r-test was used to test the significance of change in the mathematical achievement.

Table 4-9 provides a statistical summary of improvements in mathematical achievements for

East Senior Primary School Chess Players. While all results were included, those done on very

small samples (four or five learners) were underlined and should be regarded with caution.

Table 4-9 East Senior Primary School: Statistical Summary - improvement in mathematical

achievements

Improvement in mathematical achievement Sample| t-test | Verbal Description
Chess players presently at Grade 7 vs their Grade 4 12 82)09 very significant
Chess players who were below average learners at Grade 4:

Presently at Grade 5 vs Grade 4 11 0.017 | significant

Presently at Grade 6 vs Grade 4 7 0.019 | significant

Presently at Grade 7 vs Grade 4 5 0.075 | nearly significant
Matched Pairs: all

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 5 15 0.404 | not significant

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 6 14 0.035 | significant

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 7 9 0.007 | very significant
Matched pairs: learners that were below average at Grade 4

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 5 7 0.500 | not significant

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 6 7 0.002 | significant

Chess players vs non-players — Grade 7 4 0.048 | significant

4.2.2 South Senior Primary School

The Chess club at South Senior Primary School had thirty active chess players. The exclusion

of Grade 5 learners resulted in a total of sixteen active players; however, one Grade 6 chess

player had to be excluded since his Grade 5 marks in mathematics were not available and one

Grade 7 chess player was excluded since his matched non-player was found to be a past player.

The low number of chess players and the absence of average grade marks resulted in the limited

analysis on data collected from the South Senior Primary School. It was not possible to analyse

within the whole grade. However, matched pairs analysis was done.
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Comparison between changes to mathematics achievements for chess players and their matched

non-players in South Senior Primary School is presented in Table 4-10

Table 4-10 South Senic:; Primary School: Matched pairs

_ Difference | % Difference
Number Average | Average Between Between
Grade £ Group Maths Maths Presentand | Present and
: 0 Mark at | Mark at Grade 5 Grade 5
Learners Grade5 | Present Marks Marks
7 Chess Players 66.9 52.3 -14.6 -21.5
6 7 Matched Non-Players 66.6 56.3 -10.3 -15.5
7 Chess Players 48.3 56.9 8.6 17.8
7 7 Matched Non-Players 48.6 51.7 3.1 6.4
As can be noted:
L

at Grade 6, the mathematics achievement for both Chess Players and Non-

Players dropped, with far greater decrease for the Chess Players.

at Grade 7, the average Mathematics mark for both Players and Non-Players

improved. The improvement of the Chess Players tested ‘nearly significant’

compared to the achievement of their Matched Non-Players (p=0.099)

As can be seen from Figure 4-3 the majority of the Grade 7 Chess Players achieved higher

mathematics marks than their Matched Non-Players.
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Figure 4-4  South Senior Primary — Comparison for matched pairs of achievements

in mathematics - Grade 7 learners

4222 Further Analysis

The results for Grade 6 learners were in contradiction to all other results obtained. A further
analysis into the detailed data revealed that in Grade 6, the number of female chess players
compared to male chess players was unusually high; five out of the seven chess players were
females. This research was not aimed to study possible gender related differences in
mathematical achievements, however additional gender-based analyses were done. For all the
other sub groups analysed, the number of female players was much lower than that of male

players, in line with reported numbers (see section 4.2.1.3).

4.2.3 Summary

The above results confirmed the assumption that active chess playing had a positive effect on
the mathematic achievements of the players. This effect increased and the gap between the
achievements of the players and non-players increased at the higher grade (Grade 7) for both
schools. Since more data was available at the East Senior Primary, further analysis could be
done. Significant improvement in mathematical achievement was noted at all grades for chess
players who were below average achievers in mathematics at Grade 4 and while the weaker
learners who played chess improved, the achievements of their matched non-players

decreased at the higher grade, increasing the gap between players and non-players.
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4.3  RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION # 2

The second question related to a possible relationship between the amount or level of exposure
to chess and the level of improvement in mathematical achievement. Were players who played
chess for longer periods and more frequently likely to achieve better in mathematics
subsequently to their high exposure to chess? Is there a correlation between the level of
exposure to chess and improvement in mathematic achievement? It was clear from the data that
grade 1s not an indicator to the level of exposure since there were learners in Grade 6 and in
Grade 7 that started playing chess in the recent year. I defined the criteria for level of exposure
as a combination of period played and how frequently the player played during that period. All
chess players that participated in the study answered the questionnaire providing answers to the

following questions:

® When did you first start playing?
. For how long have you been playing?
o How often do you play?

Answers to the first question were used for validation of answers to the second question. The

exposure level was derived for each player using the following translation table:

Table 4-11  Translation table: Level of exposure to chess

Frequency Few | Once | Few
(C2) Every | Times | a Times | Less
Day a Week a

Period Played Week Month

(C3)

More than 2 Years 5 5 4 3 2
1to 2 Years 5 5 - 3 2
More than 6 Months 4 4 4 3 1

3 to 6 Months 3 3 3 2 1
Less than 3 Months 2 2 1 1 1

A correlation analysis was done aiming to establish whether there was a relationship between
level of exposure to chess and changes in mathematical achievement (present grade
mathematics mark minus Grade 4 mathematics mark). No relationship has been established
since the correlation coefficient between level of exposure to chess and change in mathematical

achievement was 0.01 for Grade 5 Chess Players, 0.08 for Grade 6 and 0.11 for Grade 7.
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44  DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS

In addition to the above quantitative analysis, all learners who participated in this study
answered questions relating to their playing habits and their perceptions about the game of
chess. Learners that used to play provided additional information about their reasons to stop
playing chess. Summarised results will be presented, highlighting similarities and differences

between the groups as well as possible similarities and differences between the two schools.

4.4.1 Active Chess Plavers

In the following sections, answers to questions C3, C4, C5 and C6 (Appendix B) were
analysed. The analysis was done for each of the participating schools (within the school) and a
comparison has been drawn between the two schools. The two active chess players from South
Senior Primary that were excluded from the Matched Pair analysis sections due to lack of

mandatory data, were included in this part of the analysis.

How often do you play?

The frequency of playing chess for learners of both schools is presented in Table 4-12. The

majority of chess players at both schools played chess more than once a week.

Table 4-12 East and South Senior Primary Schools: Frequency of playing chess

Number of Play
School Grade Learners | Every Day | Few times Once Less than

a week a once a

week week
East Senior 5 42 4 30 6 2
Primary 6 22 1 12 3 6
7 12 1 6 4 1
South Senior 6 8 1 7 0 0
Primary 7 8 3 5 0 0

As further illustrated in Figure 4-5, while all chess players at South Senior primary school
played a few times a week and 25% of them played every day, 29% of the players at East

Senior Primary seemed to be less committed as they played once a week or less.
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South SeniorPrimary - Frequency of playing

Once aweek |ess D
0% Every Day

0%
25%
Fewtimes a
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East Senior Primary - Frequency of playing

Less
r9,| EveryDay
8
Oncea %
week
7%
Fewtimes a
week
63%

Figure 4-5 - Comparison between learners’ frequency of playing between East and South Senior

Primary Schools
Where do you play?

Table 4-13 provides a summary of playing venues for players of East and South Senior Primary
Schools. The majority of chess players from both schools play mainly at school and at home. Only few
of the East Senior Primary players play at clubs but none of the South Senior Primary players played at
a club. The main differences can be noted in Grade 7 players’ participation in tournaments. While all
players from South Senior Primary School played in tournaments, only 33% of the Grade 7 chess
players from East Senior Primary played in tournaments. Additional general information, which was
obtained from the teachers during their interviews regarding the way the chess school activities

operated, provided a possible explanation to the differences between the schools.
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Table 4.13  East and South Senior Primary Schools: Playing venues

School | Grade | Number Play Play Play Play
of at at at at
Players School Home Clubs  |Tournaments
East 5 42 36 39 3 16
lfe.n“’r 6 22 20 20 1 10
rimary
7 12 12 11 0 4
South 6 8 8 5 0 2
Senior
Primary 7 8 8 8 0 8

Most tournaments took place during the weekends, in the greater Durban area. While the East
Senior Primary players have to arrange their own transport and rely on family to drive them to
the venue, John has been providing the transport for players from South Senior Primary that
wished to participate. Grade 7 learners being better and more experienced players had priority.
This was also a possible explanation to the fact that only two Grade 6 learners played in

tournaments.
Who do you play with?

The following table provides a summary for players from both schools regarding their playing
companions. The term “School Mates’ was consistently used by most of Grade 7 players at the
South Senior Primary School and it referred to learners from other schools that they play

against in tournaments and were not necessarily their friends.

Table 4-14  East and South Senior Primary Schools: Playing companions

Number of Play with
Senool Grade Learners Family Friends | Computer School
Mates
East Senior 3 42 38 41 16 0
Primary 6 22 20 21 6 0
7 12 9 12 6 0
South Senior 6 8 5 7 0 1
Primary 7 8 1 8 0 7
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Learners from both schools played mainly with friends. However, while the majority of learners
at East Senior Primary played also with family (88.2%), not so at South Senior Primary School.
While 62.5% of Grade 6 learners played with family, only 12.5% of the chess players at Grade
7 (one learner) played with family. The main difference between the schools was playing
against the computer. None of the South Senior Primary learners played the computer while the
use of the computer as a playing companion for the East Senior Primary chess players was

38.1% at Grade 5, 27.3% at Grade 6 and 50.0% at Grade 7.
Do you think that playing chess helped you in any way with your school work?

In addition to a Yes/No choice, the players were asked to give an explanation to their answer in
an open-ended format. While not all players answered this question, some of the players who
responded positively, added explanations. These explanations were written in a free format yet
all revolved around three main categories; mathematics, concentration and faster thinking. The
majority of players from both schools (71.1% at East Senior Primary and 100% at South Senior
Primary) believed that chess helped them with their schoolwork. At East Senior Primary only
19.6% of the players mentioned Mathematics as the area where chess helped most while the
majority (80.4%) were not subject specific referring to concentration and thinking in general.
At South Senior Primary all Grade 7 players believed that playing chess helped their
mathematics while the Grade 6 learners split their votes between the three categories. The

following table summarizes the answers for learners from both schools:

Table 4-15 East and South Senior Primary Schools: Learners’ views - contribution of chess to

their school work

School | Grade | Number | Chess helped in school Area in which chess helped
of work
Learners [ yes [ No No | Maths | Concentration | Thinking
reply

East 5 42 29 8 5 6 15 8

Setior = 2 3 | 8 I 3 1 5
Primary

7 12 12 0 0 1 4 8

South 6 8 8 0 0 4 5 4

Senior | 8 g | 0 | 0 8 I 2
Primary
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Learners were asked to add their comments. Only eight players from East Senior Primary (all
from Grades 5 and 6) wrote any comments mostly describing the game as ‘fun’ and ‘cool’. At
South Senior Primary Grade 6 players gave no comments yet all Grade 7 learners wrote

comments relating to the game being educational and of possible help to their future.

4.42 Non-Players

The learners, who did not play chess, were provided with a list of possible reasons for not
playing and an option to add their own reasons. Many of the East Senior Primary learners just
marked themselves as non-players without providing a reason. A few gave several reasons.
Most of South Senior Primary gave reasons for not playing. A summary of all answers is

presented in Table 4-16.

Table 4-16 East and South Senior Primary Schools: Reasons for not playing chess

Reasons for not playing chess East Senior Primary | South Senior Primary
[ think it is boring so I never learnt 7 2
I found it difficult to learn 5 7
I was too busy with other sports /activities 8 7
I tried but was no good * 1 1
I just never tried . 5 0

* were added to the list of reasons, based on additional answers provided by learners

Out of those who gave reasons for not playing chess, 31% at East Senior Primary and 41% at
South Primary School gave the reason for not playing as ‘being too busy with other
sports/activities’. While this reason can be identified as a priority choice — the learner chose to
play / do other sports / activities, the other reasons are more ‘perception’ related. Many learners
possibly perceived the game of chess as ‘boring” and / or ‘difficult’. However the data collected
was limited since this was not the main focus of the study and did not provide sufficient

information for further assumptions.
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4.4.3 Past Players

It was of interest to find out why did learners that used to play, stopped playing. Since only one
past player was identified at the South Senior Primary Table 4-17 is a summary of data for the
East Senior Primary Past players only.

Table 4-17  East Senior Primary School: Reasons to stop playing chess

Reason given by learner Number of answer
I thought it was boring 4
I found it difficult to play 1
I was too busy with other sports / activities 12

I was never winning

I had no one to play at home 4

The main reason provided by learners was ‘being busy with other sports / activities’. Since
learners had to choose between the various sports as per the school’s timetable, chess was

possibly losing out to more popular sports.

4.5 SUMMARY

The results provided confirmation to the assumption that playing chess has a positive effect on
mathematical achievement of active chess players at Senior Primary School. While the data
collection was done at two schools, some data was not available in one of the schools resulting
in part of the analysis done on data of one school. For both schools, the following was found:
. the mathematic achievement of active chess players improved significantly at
Grade 7 compared to their achievements at entry year.
* the mathematic achievement of active chess players improved significantly at
Grade 7 compared to the mathematic achievements of their matched non-
players.
. no correlation was found between the level of exposure to chess and
improvement in mathematical achievement.
s the majority of the learners believed that playing chess contributed to their

school work.
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most of the learners that never played did it because they preferred other sports
and activities.
most chess players have been playing mainly ‘social’ games, at school and at

home with their friends and family members.

Further results were specific to the East Senior Primary School as following:

[ ]

active chess players that were below average mathematics achievers at Grade 4
improved significantly their average mathematical achievement at all grades
compared to their matched non-players.

while the improvement of the weaker learners that played chess increased by
grade, the average mathematical achievement of the matched non-players
decreased by grade, and was the lowest at Grade 7.

past players were on average better than the average learner at Grade 4.
However, their average mathematics achievement decreased at the higher
grades.

most of the learners that stopped playing did it because they preferred other

sports / activities.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7 | CONCLUSIONS

The study focused on two main questions: was mathematical achievement affected by playing
chess and was there a relationship between the level of exposure to chess and mathematical
achievement. Two senior primary schools from different socio economic environments, both
schools with active chess players were chosen. The chess players were identified and their
mathematics marks were retrieved from schools’ records: entry year mark and the current mid-
year mark. Matched non-players were found for all of the chess players at South Senior Primary
and most of the chess players in East Senior Primary. All learners that were chosen to
participate in the study completed a questionnaire providing information about themselves;
whether they were playing chess, when they started, for how long, how often, with whom and
where. Analyses were done for learners in each school, and wherever possible, results were

compared.

The improvement was measured by either the change in the present average mathematic marks
for chess players compared to their entry year average mathematics mark or by comparing
present average mathematics marks of chess players to their matched non-players. At East
Senior Primary School, Grade 7 chess players improved their mathematical achievement
significantly compared to their own achievement at Grade 4.

The most significant outcome of this study relates to the effect of playing chess on the weaker
learners at the East Senior Primary School. This analysis could not be done at the South Senior
Primary due to lack of grade average data, which is essential to enable determining who is
below average. The average mathematical achievement of the chess players that were below
grade average at Grade 4, improved at all grades. However, the average mathematical
achievement of their matched non-players declined for Grades 6 and Grade 7. At both schools,
Grade 7 chess players’ achievement was significantly higher than that of their matched non-
players. A direct comparison between results achieved in this study and results reported in other

quantitative studies (Christiaen,1976; Van Zyl, 1991; Ferguson, 1995), was not possible.
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Van Zy!’s study confirmed an improved performance in mathematics starting at Grade 8 —
which is out of the age range of this study. She does not report on differences in achievements
between various types of learners, i.e. low achievers. Ferguson’s study with gifted learners was
conducted on learners older than the learners that participated in this study. His youngest were
Grade 7 learners. Since this study did not go beyond Grade 7, it is impossible to conclude

whether there would have been further improvements in the higher grade.

No correlation was found between the level of exposure to chess and improvement in
mathematical achievement. While several related studies focused on relatively high level or
experienced players (Horgan, 1987, Van Zyl, 1991) the ‘level’ of playing chess was not
obtained in this study and thus not linked to exposure. Exposure to chess is a combination of
the period the chess player had played chess and the frequency played during that period. It
does not indicate whether a player that had high exposure was a better player than a player with
a lower exposure. Hence, no conclusions should be drawn about possible relationship ‘level” of
playing chess and achievement in mathematics. Active playing in itself appeared to have the
positive effect on mathematical achievement, as there was no improvement for those who

stopped.

Many of the chess players believed that playing the game developed their concentration, their
thinking skills and their ability to ‘do’ mathematics faster and contributed to the improvement
of their school work. However, most learners that never played or stopped playing gave the
reason for them not playing as ‘too busy with other sports / activities’, indicating preference of
other sports. The results of this study, while mainly pointing to the positive effect of playing
chess on the mathematical achievements at the highest grade at the Senior Primary level,
further reinforced outcomes of other studies relating to the contribution of chess to

mathematical ability and achievements

52  RECOMMENDATIONS

. Based on the findings, two main recommendations are made. Firstly, that further
research in this area is commissioned and secondly, that attempts be made to

incorporate chess into the school curriculum.
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Since this study was conducted at Senior Primary Schools, and the most positive results were
obtained for the last grade at Senior Primary - Grade 7 it is likely that further research at High
School level will enable it to be established whether the positive effect of playing chess on
mathematics achievement is maintained in the higher grades. Further attention should also be
given to research focusing on the weaker learners since the results of this study cannot be

generalized given that they come from only one school.

However, the indication that chess can be used to improve mathematical achievements of
weaker learners is a significant motivation for the possible future incorporation of chess into
more schools extra-curricula activities. The selection of schools that have active chess clubs as
venues for further research is one practical option. However, another option will be setting up
and conducting studies at schools that have no existing chess activity. While introducing chess
into these schools, studies can be done in a controlled pre-test post-test environment. This can
be combined with the incorporation of chess into the school extra-curricula activities. This type

of study will have to done over several years and will require funding and dedicated facilitators.

In addition it is strongly recommended that chess be introduced to the majority of learners at
Senior Primary Schools either through incorporation into the school curriculum or as an extra
curricula activity. This study gives strong evidence that chess could be used as one of the tools

to increase learners’ achievements.
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An example of a data spreadsheet

APPENDIX A

This is an example of matched pairs

Matche G4Mar  PrMar  G4Ave PrAve

Freque

Name &
Summam  Schoo PrGrad Statu Gende  Exposur

Lnumbe

PP

75
75
75

72
72
72

38 65

59
69

79
55

61

12
16
23

62

73

75
75
75
75

63 70 72
67

80
72

71
165

72
72
72
72
72
72
72
72
72

15
14
149

63

70

80

71

75
75
75

89

76
76
77
80

81
160

24

91

83

86
67

85

28

75
75
75

58
154

76
65

80
86
87

153

84
61

27

75
75
71

72
72

94
79
67

90

66
100
103
102
101

72

40

43

71

72
72
72
72
72
72

61

47

46

71

61

59

45

71

69

61

44

71

76
69

67

93
92
99

36
35
42

71

70
72
74
74
77
87

71

78

71

72
72
72
72
72
72
72

79
79
70

94
104

37

47

71

71

89
86

32
29

40

71

82

71

89 73

91

97

71

93

87
95
109

110

30
38
52

72 71
49

96
53

72
72

73

54 86 73
73

69
71

53

72
72
72
72
72
72
72
75
75
75

90

66

112

55
51

73
73
73

108

111

94
94

80
81

54
157
148

114

73
73

86
92
95
58
60

84

116

91

158

113

48

73

93

56
59
69

72
72
72

44

63
65

12
15
16

55

72
73

70 72 75

65
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75

72
72

83
83

66
70
71

23

80
71
155

75
75

14
149

72
72
72
72
72
72
72
72

70
72

75
75
75
75
75
75

75

83
24
28

160

94

77

81

52
77
75
91

77

85
58

154

80
81

153

88

61

75
75

91

89

66

72
72
72
72

80

51

89
40

47

27
43

84

71

N

100
103
102

101

71

53

46
45

71

59
60
68
72

N

71

72
72
72
72

61

44

60 71

63

36
35
42

93

71

N

92

71

54
61

72
73
74
77
88
90
91

99

104

71

72
72
72
72
72
72

47

71

88

37

94
89
86
97

71

56
79
85

32
29

71

71

40

71

85

30

87

71

72
73
73

90
43

95
54

38
52

95
109

110

72
72

46

54
69
71

53
55
51

72
72

73
73

36
55
73
74
81

112

108

11

72
72
72

73
73
73
73

81

54
157
148

81

114

85

116

72

87

89

48

158

72

73

90

94

56

113



Key

Lnumber

Name & Surname
School:

PrGrade

Status:

Gender:

Exposure:

PP:

Frequen:

G4Mark
PrMark
G4Aver
PrAver

- Learner’s number, unique for each learner

- Learner’s name and surname (were blanked to maintain confidentiality)
1 East Senior Primary

2 South Senior Primary

- Learner’s present grade

Active Chess Player

Non-Player

Used to Play Chess

Male

Female

- B m Z

- a combination between Period played and Frequency of playing
1 low

2 medium

3 high

4 very high

- Period Played

1 less than 6 months

2 between 6 months and 2 years

3 more than 2 years

- Frequency of playing

1 less than once a week

2 once a week

3 few times a week

4 every day

- learner’s Grade 4 mathematics mark

- learner’s present grade mathematics mark
- Grade 4 Average mathematics mark

- Present Grade Average mathematics mark



School: Grade: Name

A 1. Do you know how to play chess ? Yes
No

If the answer is NO
1.1 Why not ? (you can tick more than one block and add your reason)

I think it is boring so | never learnt to play.

| found it difficult to learn

| was too busy with other sports / activities

| tried but

Other reason

Thank you for answering , please hand this paper back to your Teacher

If the answer is YES
If you are playing chess now

Please turn the page and answer the questions in section labeled C
If you used to play chess BUT do not play anymore

Please continue to answer the questions in section labeled B

B | USED TO PLAY CHESS
1. When you played, how often did you play? (tick only one block)
Every day
A few times a week
Once a week
Few times a month
Other

2. When did you stop? (tick only one block)
This year
Last year
More than two years ago

3. For how long did you play before stopping ? (tick only one block)

Imore than 2 years ”1 to 2 years

|more thanSmonths”S to 6 months ”less than 3 mongl

4. Why did you stop playing? (you can tick more than one block)
| thought it was boring

| found it difficult to play

| was too busy with other sports / activities

| was never winning

Other reason

5. Who were you playing with? (you can tick more than one block)
Family

Friends

Other

6. Where did you play ? (you can tick more than one block)
School

Home

Club

Tournaments / Competitions

Other

Thank you for answering , please hand this paper back to your Teacher




| PLAY CHESS NOW

1. When did you first start playing? (tick only one block)
This year

Last year

More than two years ago

2. For how long have you been playing? (draw a cross on the block)
lrnore than 2 years ”1 to 2 years
y y

|more than 6 manth5||3 to 6 months I[Iess than 3 months l

3. How often do you play? (tick only one block)
Every day

A few times a week

Once a week

Few times a month

Other

4. Where do you play ? (you can tick more than one block)
School

Home

Club

Tournaments / Competitions

Other

5. Who do you play with ? (you can tick more than one block)
Family

Friends

Other

6. Do you think that playing CHESS helped you in any way with your school wor
Yes
No

Explain your answer:

Do you want to make any comments

Thank you for answering , please hand this paper back to your Teacher



