
~

fY ' .

f '••
,
I

~r\ -A:&I-(I~
(~N 1'-/..) ta ~ ~­

Paper not formally reviewed.

THE IKPACT or TIll PBXMABY EDUCATION PRQJECT
IN STUDENTS' ACBIEYlMENT. SUPERYISION AND TIACIIING PRACTICES

IN THE NORTH nSTFBONTIQ PROYINCE. PAKISTAN

IXId ralal~Oadir

Plpug Directpr
Primary Educatipn PrP1-ct II

N,I,r,p.

1

The objective of this paper' i. to examine the impact of the

Primary Educa~ion Project II in NWFP. SPecifically I will di.cu••

the effect. of the project in .tudent.' achiev..ent, pattern of

.upervi.ion and teaching practice••

Backgrpund at th- PriMary I4ucat i pn Prp1_ct:

The Governaent of Pati.tan with the a••i.tance of the

International Developaent As.ociation (IDA) of the World Bank

launched an experi.ental priaary education project (1171-85) in

the four province. of t:be country.

Th. project are•• w.n .el.cted on the ba.i. of the den.ity

of population and Participation rat. (biCJb and low) and on.

teb.il froa each of t:b. t:ben four adalni.trativ. divi.ion.. The

.r.a. in which the project would toot plac. ar. .hown in tabl. 1.



Tabla-l

T'bsil includ.d in Ari.ary Educatign Prg1ect
(Experi.ental Ph'I') by Diyilign

Diyisign No. of District vh.r. Na.a of Proj.ct
District in Proj.ct T.hsil Tahsil
Divisions Locat.d

Hazara 3 Abbottabad Abbottabad

Pe.hawar 4 Mardan Swabi
-

Malakand 4 Swat Daggar

D.I. lCban 2 D.I.JOlan D.I. Khan

The obj.ctiv.s of the project were to:

a) increase enrol.ent Particularly o~ girls J.n rural area

b) i.prove the quality of education

c) reduce vastage, dropout and repetition

d) reduce unit costa.

,
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Ba.ed on the po.itive outco... of the experi.ental project,

the Governaen~ of Paki.tan vith the a••is~ance of th. IDA

launched a develop..n~ tollow-on proj.c~ -Pri..ry Education

Dev.lop..n~ and Expan.ion Proj.c~· popularly known a. Pri..ry

Educa~ion Project-II in the province. of Balochi.tan, HWFP and

Sindh.

Th••ize ot ~he project in ~eraa ot ar.a, financial
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alloca~ion. and inpu~. in .ix di.~ric~s i. large enough ~o cover

40' of ~e .chools in ~e No~ We.~ Fron~ier Province.

The dis~ric~s of ~e Tah.il. pa~icipa~ing in ~a

experi.en~al phase vere included in ~e projac~, due ~o ~e

crea~ion of Koha~ Division, Koha~ Dis~ric~ was included in ~he

proj.c~ a. well. Mardan Di.~ri~ va. bifurca~ed in~o ~vo

di.~ric~. (Mardan and SWabi) .nd bo~ ware included in ~a

projec~ .aking a ~o~.l of .ix di.~ric~. in ~a projac~ ara••

Tha pri••ry aduc.~ion proj.c~-II, in NWFP, provid.. .uppo~

~o ~h. .duca~ion d.part.en~ in ~. .ix proj.c~ di.~ri~ for ~•

• chiev...n~ of tha following obj.c~iv••:

.) ~o incr.... .~uden~ .chi.v...n~

b) ~o i.prov. ~.acb.r••ff.c~ivene•• and quali~y of
":!

in.truction

c) ~o iaprove ParticiPation rate

d) ~o reduce dropout rate ~o a .iCJftifican~ level

.) ~o find lov-co.~ .olu~ion to achieve th... objective.

f) ~o in.~i~utionali.eproj.ct activi~ie. within the

education .y.~_.

Note: Por bacJc,round inforaation of education d.Pan-nt NWPP

See ApPendix A.

The following table vill show the Pe~.nta,e o! the project

coyera,e in the oyer all priaary education .ector.
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Tabl.-2

Cpyer.q. Minq ErOVidtcS by 1jba !riwa" Icluc1:ipo Pr91.e1;
al • parcent.q. at py.r all priwary 'due.tipn io HIP'·

No. of In.titution. providing Eduction tor Cla•• I-V
Mal. 1'_1.

El••• Mo.q. Pry. 1M. lIid Total. Pry. Mid Total G.Total

NWFP 155 3477 6517 8 583 10820 3051 142 3113 14013

PROJ-II 64 1542 2134 2 217 4813 1478 57 1535 6348

A. , 41 44 44 25 46 44 48 40 48 45
of NWFP

·Sourc. - Y.ar Book Education Stati.tic. 1188-81 (Directorat.
of Education (School.) IIWPP)

£1••: • El...ntary School (cla•• 1-4 or 5)

Mo.q: • lIo.qu. School (cla•• 1-4 or 5)

Pry: • Pri..ry School (cla•• 1-5 or 4)

L.N. • Lov.r Kiddl. School (Cla.. 1-1)

Kid: • lIiddl. School (cla.. 1-1)

ft. elata on wbieb t:ta. analy.i. nponeel ira thi. paper ar.

be.eel co_ fro. a national • ..,18 .un.y ot priaary acbool. in

Paki.tan carrieel out by Pnject UIDQIS of Hanal'd Univ.raity in

collaboratia,a vit:ta t:ta. Aced.., ot Iducetional Planning and

llana.,_nt ot t:ta. 'eel.ral Mini.try ot Iducation in Dec"'r 1,••

and January 1111. ft. author of tIli. paper va. t:ta. coordinator of

•

,
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this study for the North We.t Frontier Province. The survey

covered 473 primary school. and over 900 teachers were

interviewed to collect inforaation on a number of que.tions

related to primary education in Pakistan. The design aade use of

random sampling applied first to di.trict. and then to schools •.

The interviewer. visited each .chool, interviewed the headma.ter

and teachers (principally tho.e directly involved in teaching

math. and .cience to cla••es IV and V) adainistered 4 te.ts of

50 items each in Mathe.atics and Science to students of IV and V

cla•••• , the 50 ite•• te.t. were ba.ed in the official curriCUlum

and were d.v.loped by the primary and "on Forael Education Wing

of the Mini.try of Education in collaboration with the Priaary

Education Project. In NWFP the tests were adainistered in Pu.hto

in the Pu.hto speaking schools .nd in Urdu in non Pu.hto Speaking

Schools.

Using a separate identification nuaber for each t.ach.r and

a••i9fting that .... nuaber to the achi.v_nt t ••t. of the

.tudent. taught by each teacher it va. po••ible to link the .core

obtained by every cla.. of childr.n Cav.rage of the individual

.core. of all .tudent. in that cla••) ancS their particular

teacher••

Xdlntifisation Of Prg1e;t Arll;

There were two .ource. of inforaation to establi.h wh.ther a

particular .chool va. a . project .chool'

1) In the intervi.v to teacher. ve ••ked the. if

the .chool had participated in the Pri..ry Bducation
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Project.

2) The .econd way of identifyinq the project .chools i. by

identifyinq whether the school i. located in one of the

districts under the pri..ry education project II. The

districts declared as project districts in the throe

participatinq provinc.s of Balochistan, NWFP, and Sindh

are:

Balochistan N.W.F.P sindh

Quetta Abbottabad Sukkur

Pashin Mardan Jaccobabad

Chaghai Swat JQlairpur

Lasbella Kobat Sangbar

Jaffarabad Swabi Hawab.hah

Turbat D.I. lOlan Dadu

TawbM Ttlaraparkar

Ttlatha

I cro.s-ch.cked th. an.wer. of the t ••ch.rs with the project

district.. In MWPP the~ va••l~.t Perfect .'r....nt in the

identific.tion of project schools fro. both .ourc... 71 of the 11

teacher. in project di.trict. reported their school ••• project

.chool, only 3 teacher. in project di.tricts ••id th.t their

.cbool va. not. project .chool. lIone of th. teacher. in the non

proj.ct di.trict. ~ported their .chool •• a proj.ct .chool. In

other province. the .9~e_nt betv..n the•• two .ource. of

identification v.....ller.

•

,



7

For the national data reported in this paper only the

classes in which there was agreement between the answer of the

teacher and the type at di.trict. were included in tbe ...p1e.

Most of the data reported in this paper, howev.r, are a .ubsamp1e

of the total study .nd r.ter to .11 c1..... in NWFP in the

survey. since th.r. was high con.i.tency b.tween the d••ignation

of the di.tricts aa proj.ct and non project and the intora.tion

provided by the te.cher on whether hi. or her .choo1 w.. •

project school or not we used di.trict ••• way to identify the

project school••

In NWPP the .urvey .aaple ot 80 .choo1. v.. di.tributed

•• to110w.:-

Table 3

Saapla 'shQAl. fpr II'AN "IDA" .atipnal Spryay in Ill'

Di.trict llele
Scbool.

r_le 'l'otal
Scbool.

Project/lion
Project

Pe.h.var 12 • 20 lion-Project

&annu 12 • 20 lion-Project

Svat 12 • 20 Proje.ct

"ardan 12 • 20 Project

In NWrp the .ul'Yey va. conducted by a t ... of leaming

coordinator., he.dai.tre•• and Deputy Di.trict !ducation otficer

r...le.
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The AEPAN - BRIDGES National Pri.ary School Survey was

conducted by tive teams con.istinq ot tour per.on each. There

were two temale and three aale teo•• The t .... were made mobile

and they reached the .chool. well in ti.e. Only in a tew ca.es

did they have to walk. They worked under the clo•••upervi.ion

of the provincial coordinator and a••i.tant coordinator.

The interviewers were very well received in the .chool. The

teacher. and the otticer. which they interviewed gave th.. tull

cooperation.

On. additional .chool aal. and on. f...l. w.r•••lect.d in

the .a.pl. a. alt.rnat. .chool. in ca.e of untor••••n .v.nt. .uch

a. clo.ur. of the .chool. All the originally ••l.cted .chool.

wer. .urv.y.d except on. .chool whicb wa. replaced by the

altemate .chool .elected.

The Provincial Coordinator, b.i.tent Coordinator. and

Interview.r...t ev.ry .v.ning to di.cu•• th. day'. perfo~nc.

and next day'. pr09r.....

Tb. data coll.ction/int.rvi.w••terted on 10.12.1'" in

Di.trict Swat and concluded on 21.1.1111 in Di.trict Bannu.

Thi. paper i. .tzuctured in the folloviftCJ .ection.

a) 8tudent. achiev_nt in Project/Mon-project Ar.a.

b) 8upervi.ion in Project/Mon Project ar.a.

,
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c) ClaSBrooa practic.. in Proj.ct/Non Project Areas

d) Conclu.ion" Int.rpr.tation and i_plications for policy

and Research.

stud.nt. Achievement in the PrQ1.ct and Ngo Prp1.ct ela•••• ;

Th. stud.nt,' of cla•• 4 and 5 in th....pl••chool. were

gi·,en curriculUII ba.ed achi.v nt t ••t in Math. and Sci.nce.

Th. av.rag. cla.. achi.v nt in NWFP in the tour t ••t is

summariz.d in the table 4:

Tabl. 4

Av.rag. Achi.v•••nt Scor. ot the Stud.nt. in NWFP

Subj.ct/Cla••

Math 4

Math S

Science4

sci.nceS

Scor••

14.81

12.10

15.01

16.21

Tabl. 5 .u.aaria.. th. avera,. achi.v...nt of .tcdent. in

Proj.ct and Hon Proj.ct .chool. in RWPP.

Tabl. 5 .how. that a1thouth the .cor•• ot th••tud.nt. ar.

hiCJh.r in the proj.et ar.a. .chool. than in the non proj.ct ar••

• chool., thi. diff.renc. i. not .t~ti.tically .i9ftificant in .c.t

t ••t.. Only for' .c1ence .tud.nt. 1n cIa•• IV 1. th. d1tf.r.nc.



10

statiltically significant.

Table-5
Test Scores in M~thl and Science in Project

and Non Project School

CIa.. SUbject ProJect Ar.a Ngn prA1ect Area SIiDIiIclDce
At the
ditt.r.ncw.

4th Maths 15.75 14.18 HS

5th Maths 13.67 12.18 KS

4th Science 17.11 13.32 .005

5th Science 17.22 15.41 HS

At the Hational Level' the Icore. of the project .chool. are

higher than the .core. of the non project .chool. except .ciance

cla•• 5 which i. higher in non project .chool. th.n the project

Ichool.. The difference. are not .t.ti.tic.lly .ignificant.

Table 6

T.,t Sggr.. H.ttgn.l Pm1W/UgD Prq1.et

el... Subject Project Non Project Significanc.

4th Math.

5th Math.

4th Icience

5th Science

14.17

12.11

15.11

16.02

11.9'

12.75

14.20

16.12

.059

.90

.106

.41

, ror thi. an.ly.i. I included only the cl..... in ¥bieb there
va••p'._nt betve.n the anaver of the teach.r a. to vbeth.r thi.
va•• proj.ct .choOl or not and the identification of the dl.trict.
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If the scores of N.W.P.P are compared with the National

mean of student achievoaent NWFP i. higher in all .ubjects in

the project schools as can be .en in the co.paring tabl.s 5 and

6.

It is worth mentioning that the .core. of non project

schools in Sindh are higher than the project .chool. in Sindh.

When the score. of N.W.F.P. are co_pared with the .core. of non

project school of Sindh .ath. and .cience cla•• 4 are higher than

in sindh whereas Math. and Science cla.. 5 are lower than Sindb.

Thi. i. probably due to the fact that Karachi, which i. a ._ple

di.trict i. a non project di.trict. The Survey ._ple include.

the provincial capital. a. one ot their ._ple di.trict. and ao.t

of the.e di.trict. are non project di.trict.

To .uaaari.e, there i. only liaited iapact ot the project in

.tudent achiev..ent a. .a.ureet by the curriculua ba.ed te.t.

develoPed by the P.H.I. Wing in collaboration with the World

Bank. The only .ubject in whieb project .chool••how

.ignificantly higher re.ult. i ••cience in cla•• 4.

I nov exaaine whether the .... pattem i. ob.erved when we

coapare project and non project .chool. in HWPP .epar.tely tor

urban rural .chool. and ..le t_le .cbool. and .chool. where the
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children had had experience with mUltiple option tests and the

schools where they have not had .uch .xperience.

There are no significant diff.r.nces betw.en the average

achievement in the project and non project school. for schools in

which the children have had .xperi.nce with multiple option

tests. In schools in which childr.n have not had exp.ri.nce with

mUltiple option test••tud.nt. in proj.ct .chool. bav.

significantly high.r achi.v...nt than the .tudent. in non proj.ct

school. in .ci.nc. 4 and sci.nc. 5, but not in Math". Thi. can b•

••en in table 7.

Tabl. 7

stud.nt' Acbity...nt yith no t.,t .xptri.n;. and yith
t.,t '¥pIri.n;. in the proje;t and nAn proj.ct ';hOAI,.

Subj.ct With no t ••t .xperi.nc.
Cla.. Proj.ct H.Proj.ct Sit.

With ~••~ .xperi.nc.
Proj.c~ H.Proj.c~ 8ig.

Ma~h4 17.53

Math 5 14.27

Sci.nc.4 20.2'

Sci.nc.5 11.44

18.81

12.18

13.13

13.5'

HS

HS

.0017

.0'51

14.74

13.42

15.4'

1'.59

12.72

12.17

13.10

11.75

HS

HI

HS

HS

In urban .cbool. , th.r. ar. no .i9ftifican~ diff.r.nc.a

be~v••n proj.c1: and non proj.c1: .choola in any of ~b••ubj.c~a.

In rural .chool., how.v.r, childr.n in proj.c~ .choola abow

aignificantly hi,h.r acor.. than the childr.n in non-proj.ct

.choola. Thia can be a••n in table II
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Table 8

student Acbi.".ent by Urban/Bun1 SchOOl. in the
prgject Ind Ngn prgjept SchOOl. in NIlP

Subject Urban School. Rural School.
Class Project N.Project Siq. Project N.Project Sig.

Math4 11.59 15.23 NS 16.92 13.71 .0119

Math 5 11.31 13.33 NS 14.70 11.43 .0203

Science4 15.32 lS.46 NI 17.58 12.60 .0003

ScienceS 18.37 19.92 NI 17.62 13.81 .0284

When we exa.ined the ditterence betwee~ project and non

project .chool••eparately tor ..le and t ...le .chool. (Table 9)

we ••e no .iqniticant ditterence. between project and non proj.ct

te.ale .chool., but highly .ivnificant difference. in the ..le

.chool., ot which the project .chool. have hither achiev..ent in

all .ubject••

Table •
Aghi.,,_nt pf IIle 1M '_Ie 'badeat;

in t;be Prgite!; 1M Ign Prg1ept

iUb3.ct Male .choot. P_le School.
CIa•• . Project N.Project 8i9· Project N.Project 8' ...'
Math4 11.00 14.54 .0125 12.70 13.70 NS

Math 5 15.41 12.21 .0155 10.'& 12.01 HS

Science4 18.23 12.23 .0003 15.42 14.7' MS

ScienceS 17.70 11.10 .0002 1&.31 19.22 HS
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Finally I examined the difference in .tudent achieve.ent

between project and nOil project rural .chool•••parately for male

and female teachers and found no .ignificant difference. between

project and non project female schools, but .ignificant

differences between project and non project for ..le .chools as

summarized in the following table 18.

Table 10

Student. Achiev..ent in Rural Male and r...le Project Non Project

.chool.

Subject ela.. Male

Project Non. Project

r_le

Project Non.Project

Math 4

Math 5

Science 4

Science 5

18.04

15.5'

18.46

17.'6

14.44

12.12

12.17

11.54

13.52

11.11

15.2'

15.16

12.68

10.50

13.71

17.11

To .u..ari.e, for HWPP there are rao .ivnificant difference.

in the achiev_nt of .tuden~~ 1n project and non project .chool.

in all .ubject. except .cience 4 (Project .chool••core higher).

Controlli.,., for te.t exper1ence of children urban/rural and

ge~1der af the· teacher ve found .i9nificant d1fference. 1n .cience
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but not in .aths between project and nan project school. in which

children had not had experience with tests. There was no

difference in schools in which children had had test

experience. students of project schools achieve significantly

higher than student. of non project .chools in all subjects in

rural schools an~ male .chool. but not in urban school. or f.male

scbools. We al.o examined the differences between project and non

project separately for rural male and female. teacber. and found

significant effect. in male schools but not in female schools.

In .um, the Pri.ary Education Project has bad a .ignificant

impact in tbe acbi_ve.ent of cbildren in rural .cbool. taugbt by

male teacber••

The next two .ection. will exa.ine the effect. of tbe

Priaary Education Project in .upe~-vi.ion in teaching practice.

both for NWFP a. a whole and for rural _le .cbool. in the

province a. an atteapt to explain the.e difference. in

acbiev..ent.

We now exa.ine Whether there are difference. in the

.upervi.ion and practice. of teacher. in project and non project

.chool••

P.tt.rn pf Syperyi.ipn in Prp1.et '04 Npn Prp1.gt·C1•••••:
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The next section exaain.. ~he differences in frequency of

supervision be~ween project and non projec~ schools. The survey

asked for ~he number of visi~s froa the Oi.~rict Education

Officer (OEO) Sub Divisional Bducation Officer (SDEO), Assistant

Sub Divisional Educa~ion Officer (ASDEO) and Learning Coordinator

(LC) during ~he .chool year.

Table 11, shows the average nuaber of visits per year made

by different types of supervisor in the projec~ and non project

schools.

Table-i1

Aylrlqe (.,In) yi,it par Y'Ir by Superyi'Ar. tA Pro1ect
Ind "An-Prp1Igt Sgbggl. in BIlP

•

Typ.. Af Suptryilgr
IIIn. yi.itl per yaar

Prg11gt Sghggl Hpn Prp11gt Significance
Sgbopl

DEO

SDEO

ASOIO

L.e.

1.85

2.'7

5."

.88

1.78

1.54

·3.41

.11

R.S.

.0001

.04

-------------------------------------------------------------

'!'be adllini.tra~iv. and supervisory .~aff has aad. aore

visits in the proj.ct .chool. than in the non-project school••

The difference between the vi.it. of the Di.~rict Education

Officer. to project and non project .chools i. not statistically

.ignificant and vi.it. of Sub Divisional Iducation Officer. to

both type.· of schools are the .... on average.
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The most significant difference is between the visits of the

Assistant Sub Divisional Education Officer and Learning

Coor~inator to the Project and Hon Project Schools, in both cases

the average number of visits is higher in the project schools.

The difference in visits by Assistant Sub Divisional Education

Officers can be attributed to the transport provided by the

project to the learning coordinators which is shared by Assistant

SUb Divisional Eduction officers in the fe.ele sector.

In the interview we asked the teachers if they had learned

any new teachinq .ethods fro. the learning coordinators. 91' of

the teachers in the project and 77' in the non-project area said

that they had learned new .ethods of teaching fro. the learning

coordinator and Assistant Sub Divi.ional Bducation officer. This

difference va. .tatistically significant.

Under the priaary education project the Learning Coordinator

has a pivotal role. Re has been as.igned a nu.ber of duties out

of which the .o.t iIIportant is on-the-job trainift9 of the Pri_ry

School teacher•• lion frequent visit. to the .chool. vive hi.

ti_ for this purpose. Accordift9 to hi. pr09r- be ba. to .pend

one full day in a school and bas to vi.it all schools as.igned to

bi. at least one. a IIOntb. Durinv the vi.it be ha. to .pend

al.ost all of bis ti.. on the profe.sional vork in the school.

Sinc. v. bave •••n that the PriMlY Education Project bad a

larver i.pact in rural schools and especially in rural ..le
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teach.r., w. h.r••x..in. wh.th.r there ar••iqnificant

differ.nce. in the pattern of .upervi.ion betw.en project and non

project schools in rural area., and separately in schools of male

and f••ale teach.rs. Th. r ••ult. are .u.aarized in the following

table:

Tabl. 12

Ay.rage (M.an) yi.it; Ptr X,ar By Sj.lparyi'Ar. t;A t;b. Rural

MAl. and r ••a1. SghAA1, in tih' PrAjest; , HAn PrAi.st; Dist;riSt;S

Type. of Mal. School. p...le School••
Supervi.or. Project N.Project Si9. Proj.ct Non.Project Sig.

DEO 1.33 0.93 NS 1.33 0.75 NS

SDBO 1.33 1.39 NS 3.00 1.83 NS

ASDBO 2.72 1.18 .0051 1.75 1.33 NS

LC 5.50 4.04 NS 1.93 0.50 NS

Tabl. 12 .how. tba~ th.re ar. IIOr. vi.it. of ASDBO .nd

Learning Coordinator be~..n th. project and non proj.ct .chool••

'!'b. diff.r.nc. i. .i9ftificant in ..1. .cbool. for vi.it. of tb.

UDSO. w••i9ht _n~ion tbat th. lazv. diff.nnc. in the av.rag.

n\label:' of vi.it. of f_l. l.aminv coordina~ol:' to proj.ct and

non project .i9ht not be .i9ftificant probably due to the ...11

n\label:' of c..... Th.r. i. al.o a .i9ftificant diff.r.nce in the

perc.nta,. of all teach.r. in IIWPP who r'POrt Learning n.w

_tbod. of t.achinv a. an .ffect of th••• vi.it. between proj.ct

and non proj.ct .cbool. PJ:'oPOJ:'tionat.ly lIOn t.ach.l:'. in th.
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project schools reply that they have learned new m.thods from the

learning coordinators than in th. non project schools.

I have examined the impact on student achiev_ent of those

categories of supervision on which project schools differed

significantly from non project schools. For all teachers of NWFP

there is no significant correlation between the nuaber of visits

of the ASDEO and of the LC and student achiev_ent in any of the

subjects. The sa.e was true for rural _le schools.

However, the students of the teachers who replied that they·

had learned new methods from the Le had higher achiev_ent scores

than the students of the teachers who replied that they had not

learned new .ethods fro. the Le's, this difference is

statistically significant in 85 and borderline in N4. Tbe sa.e

trend is observed IUIOftCJ students in rural _le schools, the

difference there is significant for all the .ubject••

Tho.e findings are suaaari.e4 in the following table:
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Table 13

Effect of Learning Hew Method. fro. the lAarning Coordinators

M4 M5 S4 S5

All gt HIlP

-have learned
new method•• 15.05 13.99 15.50 17.93

-Have not l.arned
new.ethod•• 15.96 11.00 15.11 13.32

-Significance .59 .08 .84 .037

Rural Mal. Sgbggll

-Have l.arn.d
new.ethod•• 16.52 14.10 16.12 16.96

-Have not l.arn.d
new.ethod•• 14.79 11.32 12.22 11.94

significanc. .507 .0890 .241 .0182

In .ua, v. foUnd ~at th.r. ar. .ignificantly aor. vi.it. by

ASDEO. and Le'. to the project ~an to the non project .chool••

The .... i. true both in ..le and f_l. rural .cbool.. The

nuaber of vi.it. ba. no effect on .tuCSent achiev...nt. W. al.o

found that proportionately .ere t.acber. in project .cbool.

r.ported that th.y bad leamad new _thod. f~ ~. Le. than tbe

teacb.r. in non proj.ct .cbool•••e found that l.aminq n.w

_thod. fro. the Le. i••ign1ficantly r.lated to .tuCS.nt.

acbiev...nt both for a1.1 teacher. 1n rnrFP and for ~eacb.r. of

rural ..le project .cbool••
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TeAching prAotice, of T.agber. in Projeot , Non Project SchOOls;

Thi. S.ction exa.in.. wh.ther there are diff.rences in the

teachinq practices of teacher. in project and non project

schools.

a) Us. Of 111* Bglrd:

Most of the t.ach.rs in the proj.ct (91') as w.ll a. the non

project (95') .chools u•• blackboard in th.ir teaching. Thi.

difference b.twe.n the two 9roup. is not statistically

significant. Th..... i. tound in rural asl. and feall••chools.

b) U,. pf Studant MQnitgf.

stud.nt .onitors ar. being usees in .ost of the s..ple school

as can be .een in table 14.

Table-14

VI' pf SSjud.M. Mgolton in Erma" and MAD RrP1.ct, Sghggl

Monitor BeiftCJ 1I8ee1

Monitor. not u.ed

Si9nificant

Pnject School

'1.80'

23.20'

Non Project School

10.10'

39.20'

0.01

The teacher. ot the project .chool. are u.in9 .tudent

.onitor. proportionately .ere than the no~ project area and the

ditt.r.nce between the two i. alaoat .tati.tically aivniticant.
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The student monitors are used on average for 5 hours in a

week in the project schools and 4 hours a week in the non project

school. There were no significant differences in the use of

monitors between project and non project in rural aale and female

schools. We then compared the achieve.ent of students whose

teachers used monitors and of students who.e teachers did not us.

monitors. There were no significant difference for HWPP a. a

whole or for rural .ale and fe..le schools.

c) Use of National flaching lit

The national teaching kit (NTK) i~ used in the project and

nun-project .chools. The ba.ic facts learned in the survey about

the National Teaching Kit in project and non project .chools are

suamarized in table 15.

Table-15.

Ayailahility and gl. ot N.~iQDII ,.aebing li~

in PrP1.pt and Npn-PEp1tR* IgbQQl.

Project lion Project
Schools School.

i) '1'eacherl who have N'l'K "." "."
ii) Availability of Manual. 42' 52'

with N.'1'.K.

iii) U.e of N.'1'.It. in Schools 3" 25'

iv) Average (aean) of le.son. 11.11' '.54'
in which II. '1'. It. used

v) Percentale of teachers 1" 14'
trained n use of ••~.K.
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Although we can .ee difference. in ~e pattern of responses

in project and ncn project .chool. these difference. are not

statistically significant. The .... is true for rural male and

female schools.

d) The Teaching ot Math. and Ssiense

The data regarding teaching of Ma~ and Science were taken

in tent. of how any exerci.e. in Math. and hov .any page. in the

science text-book. had been covered until the day of the .urvey.

The re.ult. are .uaaarized in table 11.

Table l'

weekly briM/lurai.e.I"u. ip lap. and Ssienge
in Pro1w;t; and Bgn Prg1es

Math.
No. of Ro. of
Period. "erci.e.
per veek ccwend(lIean)

Science
Ro. of Period No. of
Per week PaCJe.

covered
(llean)

Project

Non Project

'.30

7.52

33.22

35.74

5.22

,.,.
51.48

4'.71

There are no .tatiatically .ignificant 4ifferenee. between

project and non project .chool. in a.oant of teaching in .ath.

and .cience. Por rural ..le .chool., bovwer, project .chool.

teach le•• period. per week than non project .chool•• There va.
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no impact of number of periods in ..th in ,tudents achievement.

There il no difference in the number of periodl taught in between

project and non project rural f...le Ichool••

e) Ro.awork:

Studentl in both type of Ichooll are given ho.e work. The

daily volume of ho•• work can be I.en in th. following table 17.

Table 17

Dlily VOlga gt RpM ygrk in _P' 'nd lei.ne.
in Proj.gt/Ngn Ptgj.et Schggl.

,

Proj.ct

Non Proj.ct

Mathl (Probl_)

4.90

6.01

science (pagel)

1.88

2.09

In both ca.e the voluae of ho..work given to the .tud.nt in

Ma'th. and Sci.nc. i. aor. in the non project ar.a. than in the

proj.ct ar.a. Th. diff.r.nc. in UIOunt of hOMvork in ..th.

b.tw••n proj.ct and non proj.ct .chool. i ••tatiltically

lignificant (aor. hoa.vork giv.n in the non proj.ct Ichool.), but

th.r. il no diff.r.nc. betv..n the tvo type. of Ichool in the

a.ount of hOM work for Ici.nc.. Th.r. va. no corr.lation betv.en

the aaount of ho••vork in ..th and Itud.nt achi.v•••nt. For &'Ural

aal. and flUl. Ichooll th.r. v.r. no diff.r.nc.I in the a.ount

of ho_vork 9iv.n in the proj.ct and non proj.ct .choola.

f) Pby.ic.l ppni'balnt

Th. atud.ntl 1n both type. of Ichool ar. 9iv.n phy.ical
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punishments. The use of physical punishaent is summarized in the

following table 18.

Table 18
yse of PhXlical Punisbment by Teachers in

Pro1ectlNon Prg1.ct Schggl

Proj.ct school

Non Project School

, of teacher using
Physical punishment

65'

58'

The observed difference in use of punishment betw.en

project and non project schools is not statistically significant.

The s..e is true for rural and fe..le schools.

g)

,.. Teachers in bo1:h type of school. give IIOnthly te.t•• The

Percentage of teacber. who adaini.t.red a te.t to th.ir .tudent.

during tbe .onth preceding the .urvey i••u.aarized in table 19.

'1'ab1e-19

TIlt aiDn in PI prlglding agRb Of PI lurylX
in Prg1I~ '04 Hpn PrA11~ IghOOII

PercentaC)e of '1'eacbtlr

a) Teacberl wbo give te.t

b) Teacber. wbo didn't
give te.t.

Project

81.5'

13.5'

Non Project

82.2'

17.8'

There i. no .ignificant difference between the project and
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non project achools in the us. of t ••ta. Th..... is true for

rural .al. and fe.ale Ichools.

Conclu.ion•. Interpretation. and Iwplication. fgr Pglicy and
Re,earch.

Effect of the Primary Education Prp1eqt in StUdent

Aghi",.w.nt

Th. tr.nd of atud.nt achi.v•••nt in the proj.ct achoola

s.... bett.r than in non proj.ct .chool. in H.W.P.P. Th.

diff.r.nc. in aci.nc. claa. 4 ia .tati.tically .ignificant

wh.rea. the diff.r.nc. in ..th. in cla.. 4 and 5 and .ci.nce in

cla.. 5 betwe.n project and non project .chool. i. not

.ignificant.

If the .core. of proj.ct .chool. of H.W.r.p. are coapar.d

with the .cor.a of the project .chool. of the province. of

Balochi.tan and SinA the .cor.. of II.". r. P. are higber in the

proj.ct .chool., than in the oth.r province••

Exaaining the diff.renc. in .tud.nt. achiev_nt of Project

and lion Project School•••parately for urban and rural .chool.

and for f...l. and ..l.t.ach.r. w. Obtain.d th••e re.ult.:

a) There are .tati.tically .ignificant difference. betw.en

the achieve.ent .cor•• of th...le proj.ct .chool. and

the .core. of ..le non project .chool in 'all the

.ubject.. There i. no .i9nJ~fic.nt difference in th.
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achi.v...n~ .cor•• of the .~udent. of fe..le project

and non proj.c~ .chool••

There i. a .~a~i.tically .iqnifican~ difference in the

achi.ve.en~ .cor.. of the rural .~ud.n~. of ~h. proj.c~

school. and ~he .core. of rur.l .~uden~. of non proj.c~

.chool.. For urban .chool. there are no .iqnifican~

difference. be~w••n the proj.ct and non proj.c~

.chool••

Within rural .chool., v. exuined the i.pac~ of ~h.

proj.c~ ••par.~.ly for fe..le and ..le ~.ach.r. and

found no .iqnifican~ diff.rence. in th. achi.v..en~ of

the .~ud.n~. of rur.l f...le teacher. in proj.c~ .nd

non proj.c~ .chool•• Howev.r, .t:ud.n~. of ..Ie ~each.r.

in project .chool. .chi.ved .19Difican~ly higher .cor••

than in ,non project .chool••
~

"

Iff,,*. of tM PriM" My_ion Pr9j_sti IX in SyptryiUgn ;

The V01UM of .upel'Yi.ion ha. increaMd in bo~ t:be proj.c~

and non project 1ICb001.,· due ~o t:he reoqani.at:ion of Bduca~ion

Dep.rtaent: 8chool. in lIov"'r 1'7' and launchift9 of t:be

eXPeri_nbl Prillaty Iducat:ion Project: 1ft 1'11.

The project: provided addit:ional penonnel be~v.en t:be

Aa.i.~an~ 8ub Divi.ional Iducat:ion Officer and t:he Pri..ry School

for i.,roved ~upel'Yi.ion, prote••ional pidance and on-t:be-Job,
~rainift9 ot ~e Prillary Icbool "eachen 1ft t:he Project Ar••••

Th.y are t:be -Nobil. Leamift9 Coordinator.-. The leaming
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coordinators have 18-25 school. in their ·beat" area. They are

supposed· to visit a school daily and spend a full day in the

school.

For their .obility each ..le learning coordinators has been

provided a .otorcycle and f...le learning coordinators have been

provided jeep/vans in groups. fte lIObilit.y has provided better

.eans of communication and they can reach school well in ti•••

The Assistant Sub Divisional Education Officer (F...le) can also

share the transport of the f_1c learning coordinators on the

s... route without disturbing their progr_.

The data anaiy.ed in this paper confil'll that the Learning

Coordinat.or. vi.it. .chools .are frequen~ly in the project .choo1s

than in the non project .choo1. and this difference is

statist.ically significant.. S1ailarly the difference in the visits

of A••i.tant Sub Divisional Iducation Officer. i. al.o bigber in

the Project area. a. cOllpazoed ~o non-project. area., and thi.

difference i. .t.at.i.tically .1vnificant.. Bowever, the frequency

of visit. by learnil\9 coordinator. or MDZOs ba. no .iCJftificant

i.pact on .t.udent .chi8Y-"~.

The frequent vi.it.. and sPendi full day a IIOnth in a

.choo1 by t.he learning coordinator _ to haYe re.ulted in

bet.ter, .eanir:agful learniftCJ froa teachen, a••1 percent of the

~eacher. baye aclaitt.ed that. 1:bey have learnt. new _thods of

~.achift9 troa the vi.it. of the leami... coordinat.ors in the
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project areas, while only 77 perc.nt of the teachers in the non

project areas say that they have learned n.w methods for the

learning coordinators for the sUPervisors. There is a significant

impact on student achievement where teachers learns something

from the visits of the learning eoordinators.

Effect. of the Primary Education Prp1wct II in Clas.rogm
PrActice'

We examined the differences betwe.n project and non project

schools in the following practic.s of t.achers:

1. Use of blackboard (B.B.)

2. Use of Student Monitors.

3. Use of National T.aching Kit (NTK).

4. Teaching of Maths and Sci.nc••

5. Hom. Work.

6. Physical Punishaent.

7. T.st••

Th. Project .chool. • ••• to ••pha.iz. aor. the u•• of the

National teaching kit, aor. t.ach.r. u.. the teaching kit and

more teacher. are trained to u.e it in proj.ct .chool., wh.r.a.

more t.aching kit. and aanual. ar. available in the non-proj.ct

school•• Th.s. dift.renc.s, howev.r, are not .tati.tically

significant.

We .xamin.d the diff.rence. of project and non proj.ct

teach.rs ••Parat.ly tor rural ..1. and rural f••al. teacher. and
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found that there are no significant differences in almost all

items related to the national teaching kit between project and

non project schools in urban male and in rural female schools. On

average, there is significant difference in number of teac~4r

trained in the project schools than in the non project achools.

The same difference is Itot observed for rural female t~achers.

In t.aching of Maths and Science (in term of number of

exercis.s covered in maths and number of page. covered in

science) non-project schools are ahead in aaths and behind in

science, there is no sign~ficant difference between project and

non project schools. The nUJlber of Periods given to these

subjects is higher in the non-project schools, although it is not

significant in .ath. There is no impact, however, Periods of

teaching math on -tudents achieve.ent.

We examined the differences of project and non project

teachers separately for rural .ale and rural f ...le teachers and

found that for .ale rural schools there i. • signiticantly higher

number of Periods Per week in non project schools than in project

.chool. in teachinCJ of aaths and there is no ditterence in the

te..le school. ot project and non project district••

There is slightly aore use ot the Black Bo.rd and a.signing

.ore Ho.ework in the non-project school., however the ditference

with the project school. is not stati.tically .ignificant.
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The schools in the project area use ~re student monitors

and for more number of hours. This difference is statistically

significant. There is no impact of use of monitors on student

achievement.

students are given more te.t in the project schools than in

the non-project schools but the difference is not statistically

significant.

student. familiarity with multiple option teats in project

schoola i••ignificantly higher than in the non-project .chools.

The difference i. .tatiatically .ignificant. There i. no impact

of te.t on average atudent. achiev..ent.

The project area te.chers u.e .ere pby.ical puniahaent than

the non-project are. te.cher. but .vain the difference i. not

.tati.tically .ivnific.nt.

Qpnglu.ipD'

1. Achiev...nt .core. of the .tud.nt. in ..th. and acience

cl..... IV and V in the ..le rur.l proj.ct achoola ia

aignificantly hivh.r in .11 .ubj.ct. than the

achievement of atud.nt. in the non proj.ct achoola.

2. rr.quency of vi.it. of the As.i.t.nt 8ub-Divi.ion.l

Educ.tion Offic.r••nd Le.rnir4 Coordin.tora in project
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.chool. is .ignificantly higher than in the project

school••

3. Th. l ••••r iapact of the proj.ct in urban areas though

there are limit.d urban area. in the project i. of

concern and need. to be look.d into. (out of 24 aale

school. only on. .chool wa. urban and out of 16 f.male

.chool. 4 w.r. urban in the proj.ct di.trict. of Mardan

and Swat).

4. Another intere.ting finding i. the lack of significant

diff.r.nc. in the teaching practic.. in project and non

project .chool.. Yet the trend of higher achiev_ent

.core. of .tudents in the project .chools co.pared to

the achieve.ent of .tudent. in the non project .chool.

is amazing.

S. The effects of late provision of transport to the

fe..l.. learnift9 coordinators and taking over of school.

in later trancbes also needs an independent study.

6. Of all the practices in whieb project and non project

schools differ only the proportion of teacher. who

reply that they bave leamed new teaching .ethods fro.

the leamiftCJ coorctinaton has a sipiticant i.pact on

studenta achiev_nt. 'l'bia aURest. that tbe learning

coordinator bas a aitnificant role to contribute to

students acbiev_nt, but it is the quality of the

vi.ita of the leamiftCJ coordinator rather than their

frequency that contribute .ost to students learning.
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Further r ••earch should explore in detail the.e

qualitative difference. between the vi.its of learning

coordinator.
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Appendix A.

Background Informatipn abPut 'dgcatiOD in HWFP

The Education Departaent in the province haa a long history

since independence. The pre.ent .et up of the department which

separate. school and college education vas bifurcated with effect

from 1.11.19 and afterwards the Bureau of CUrriculum Development

and Education Extension Services vas also .ade an independent

Directorate. The admini.trative structure of the Education

Department, NWFP is pre.ented on the folloving page.
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Table 1

Administrative Set up of Education Depart.ent, NWFP

Mini.ter/Advi.er
for Education

Director
Edu:FATA

Projects

I
PEP-II

Director Director Director Director
Idu Scb Bureau Edu:Coll. Tecb.

J--I---..
Di.trict Di.trict
Education Education
Officer Officer
, ...le Male

Dy.Director
Schools

I

Additional
Directre••

I

Divnal Dy.Director
Director. (P'D)

School.

Regi.trar
Depart:aen­

tal

I
Sub-Divnl
Zduca~ion

Officer
p...le

I
A••i~. Sub-Divnl
Zduca~ion
Officer ,_le

I
Sub-Divn
Education
Officer
Male

I
A8.t.Sub-Divnl
Education
Officer , ...le
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The Director Education (School.) in the province is

responsible for the entire school education fro. classes 1-10 and

in cases of higher secondary school. upto class 12.

The following table pre.ents reveal the number of

institutions controlled by Director Education (Schools), NWFP.

Table II

No. of In.titution. (Male , Pe.ale) in NWFp·

Type of Institution

Ele.entary School.

Mosque School.

Mohallah School.

Primary School

Lower Middle
School.

Middle School.

High School.

Higher Secondary
School.

. Grand Total:-

Male

155

3477

651t

8

583

747

37

11604

86

3051

-
142

158

3

3440

Total

155

3477

86

1648

8

725

105

40

15044

•Source: Year Book Educational Stati.~ic. 1118-8t
(Directorate of Education Schools, NWPP.)
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The pre-service and in-service training programmes are the

responsibility of the Director, Bureau of CUrriculum and

Education Extension Services. The Bureau has the following

institutions for this purpose:-

Table III

No. of Institutions I.parting In-s,rvice/Pre-Servica
Training in HWFP

Type of Institutions Nale Fa.ale Collbinad Total

Elementary Teachers
Training colleges 10 5 15

Agro-Technical Teachers
Training College 1 1

Education Extension
Centre 1 1

In-Service Training
Collages 1 1 2

Total:- 11 , 2 19

•Source: Year Book Educational Statistics 1988-89
(Directorate of Iducation Schools, HWFP)
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Appendix-B

Qazi Fazle Haqu••

Sabibzada Latif-ur-R.~an.

Qali Abdul Jalil.

Mr. Sb.rin Jan.

BRIDGES - AEPAM
NATIONAL PRIMARY SCHOOLS SURVEY TEAMS

syed Fazal Qadir.Provincial Coordinator •·
Assistant Coordinators
for oistt: swat. •·
for oistt: P.sbawar ••

for oistt: Mardan ••

for oistt: Bannu •·

'laid R••••rgb.r.llnt.ryiwwtr••

1. Mr.. Farthanda Na•••• • DOZO (F...l.), Pe.hawar.•

2. Mi••• Sb..i. Akhtar Khaliq: H.ad Mi.tr••s, GGHS Dro.h.

3. Mi••• Sb..i. Akhtar Le, (F...l.), Mardan

4. Mi••• Sb..i. Akhtar • Le, (F...l.), Kardan•

5. Mi••• J..ila Datoon .'. Le, (F_l.), Mardan•

6. Mi••• Farhad Be9\III • Le, (F_l.), Mardan•

7. Mi••• Mahal BeCJUII • Le, (F_l.), Sawabi•

8. Mi••• Sa.eda Bibi • Le, (r...l.), Sawabi•

9. Mr. Obarib Dan • Le, ("'1.), Sawabi•

10. Mr. Zarin llUha_d • Le, ("'1.), Sawabi•

11. Mr. ra.l. RUbi • Le, ("'1.), Sawabi•

12. Mr. ra.l. ..bllan Le, (Mal.), Sawabi

13. Mr. Sbarif Dan • Le, ("'1.), Mardan•

14. Mr. Sal.......ih • Le, ("'1.), lIardan•

15. Mr. ra.l. Hadi • Le, ("'1.), Kardan•

1'. Mr. Abdul .aJeil • Le, ("'1.), Mardan•



Palbta Tran'latian of the Ti't,:

Mr. Mohammad Saleh

Mian Muzaffar Shah

••

••

Le, (Male), Sawabi
(Tranalator).

Deputy Director PEP II
(Bditor).
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ENDNOTES.

1. This paper was produced during the BRIDGES Training Workshop on
Analyais of Survey Data vhich took place at the Academy of
Educational Planning and Manage.ent from January 6 to February 8,
1990. The workahop was conducted by Donald Warwick and Fernando
Reimera from Harvard University. Barlier drafts of this paper were
discussed in the training workshop and received feedback from the
instructors as well as fro. the participants: Ijaz Ahmad, Nawaz
AhJIlad, I.lamuddin Baluch, M. Anwar Hussain, Syed Fazal-Qadir, Naaim
Qaiarani and Iua. Qure.hi. The contents of this paper are the sale
re.ponsibility of the author.

The data u.ed in this paPer were collected in the AEPAM-BRIDGES
National Sample Survey of Priaary Schools in Pakistan carried out
during 1988-1989. This survey vas part of the BRIDGES Project, a
Cooperative Agree.ent. betwe.n the Harvard In.titut. for
International Develop••nt and the Offic. of Education, Bureau of
Science and T.chnology, United State. Agency for International
Development.

The stUdy which provided th. data for the analy.i. reported in this
paper could not have b,.n carri.d out. without the participation of
a number of p.rson.. The .tudy i. a joint. project of BRIDGES and
the Acad..y of Educational Planning and Manag...nt., Ministry of
Educat.ion, Pakist.an. Profes.or Laeeq Ahaed Dan and Dr. Abdul
Ghafoor, Direct.or. of the Acade.y helped in carrying out this
re.earch and in organizing the training workahop in data analysis.
Dr. Sarfraz Khawaja of the Acadeay participat.ed in the de.ign of
the .t.udy and .olved uny adainistrat.ive probl_. Asla Bhatt.i was
the field coordinator for r •••arch in the Federal Dist.rict and
.upervi.ed the product.ion and di.tribut.ion of que.t.ionnaire••
!tur.he.d AbJaed and Ija. AbIIad were the field coordinator. for
r ••earch in Balochist.an, M. Anwar au••ain in Punjab, Syed Fazal­
Qadir in Horth w••t. Front.ier Provinc., and Ghaftar Siddiqui and M.
A. Meh.r in Sindh. OUr deepest. appreciat.ion al.o g08. t.o the aore
than 100 int.erviever., too uny to ~, vIlo prO",rided hard work,
.nthu.ia.. and care in collect.iq the dat.a. "a.ir Allin of the
Acad••y provided dilig.nt. and dedicated .upervi.ion of data entry.
CodiDCJ of the data va. the re.pon.ibilit.y of a t.... of IRIDGES
.t.aff includiq Haroona Jatoi and Habib Iban of the Acad.ay.
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