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1. INTRODUCTIQH

,
The World Bank ha. • ••i.ted P.ki.tan in diff.r.nt

.ducational project•• In Daceaber, 1978 the Governaent of

Pakistan and IDA .hared three broad objective. in dev.lop••nt ot

education namely, .eeting aanpover n.ed., imprOVing quality and

incr.asing equity (for rural popUlation and a.ong fe.al••). The

fourth education project ~oapleted in 1985 a. an experiment had

the .Pecific objective. of incr.a.ing ace••• , reducinq wa.tag.

and co.t. and i.proving the quality of in.truction. Th. Project

completion Report .bowed th.t quality of instruction i.proved

becau.e of incr.a.ed .uPervi.ion, on the job training of teachers

by LC(learning coordinator.) and provi.ion of in.tructional

..terial.. Th••ixth education project wa. ba••d on the prior

experience and wa. launChed in lindh, NWPP and Balocbi.tan

province.. Th. pri..ry education project f.cilitie. have a180

been .xtended to the province of Punjab.

Tb. Acad..y of Bducation.l Pl.nning and Manage.ent ot the

Pederal Mini.try of Education of Paki.tan and Project BRIDGES'

conducted a • ..,le .urvey of pri..ry .chool. in Daceaber 1988,

, ".ic •••••zoch I Iapl_nt.tion in Developing Bducation
Iy.t_.
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January 1989. The purpo•• of the .urv.y was to id.ntify factors

that contribut. to the achi.v•••nt and pro.otion of students in. ::,
primary schools. About 11,000 childr.n of classes IV and V 'were

tested in Mathematics and sci.nc. using curriculum based tests

developed by the Pri.ary and Non Porael Education Wing of the

Ministry of Education with a.si.tanc. fro. the World Bank. About

900 teacher.. v.r. int.rvi.w.d u.inq car.fully pret••t.d int.rview

protocol. and train.d t.a.. of int.rvi.w.rs in .any subjects

ranging from the phy.ical faciliti•• of tha .chool, to th.ir

teaching practic.s. Th. aa.ple of al.a.t 500 school. was

select.d u.ing probability sa.pling applied first to di.tricts

within each provine. of Pakistan and th.n to .chools vithin

district.. Th. four Provincial capital. and the Pederal District

were included in the study. Of the di.tricts included in the

.a.pl. the di.tribution a. proj.ct and non proj.ct va. as follows

(not. that being a PBP di.trict or not va. not a crit.rion u.ed

in the .a.plinl) fr_vork).

I

Provine.

NWFP

Balochistan

sindh

Punjab

PBP Districts

llardan, swat

N••••r Abed
J.ffarabad,Quetta,
Turbat

DadU, San9har

Jb.lua, Gujranvla,
Shi.Jchupur.,
Paisalabad,
Bahavalpur.

Non PEP District.

Peshawar, Bannu

ICachi

Badin, Karachi
Shikarpur

Lahor. City and
Cantt., Sahival
MUltan, D.G.lhan,
Mianvali.
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All Priaary .choole of the project di.tricts in the

province. of NWFP, sinclh and Balochi.tan were part of the World

Bank project. Project district. of Punjab had only faw schools
I

as part of the experimental project. Although th. project had

been extended to Punjab it has not been fully i.ple.ented, no

learning coordinator. were appointed until coapletion of the

school survey. The .teps taken to aeet the objectiv•• of the

World Bank project like incr~a.ing acce••, i.proving quality,

reducing co.t. and iaproving efficiency are .uamarized in the

following state.ent:

1. "The project financed the con.truction of over 1000

cla.erooa.; the .alarie. of a new category of as.istant

teacher.: a prograa of in-.ervice teacher. training:

the .alarie. of Per.on. holding two new·auPervi.ory

poet.; textbooks, teacher'. guide., library booke, and

the developaent of other in.tructional aid., furniture

for cla••roo_, re.idence. for f...le teacher., and

other initiative.. !be project was conceived a. a .et

of experi...,.t. to di.cover the be.t way. of iaproving

quality and acce.a in education. wz

One of the BRIDGES rePOrta aaya the following about the

I Warwick, D~, et. ale wThe I.pl..entation of Educational
Innovation. in Pakiatanw• Caabridge: BRIDGBS, Pakiatan Diacu••ion
PaPera • 1. 19a,. Page 13.
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project.

2. WA critical ele.ent in the PEP was the addition of

~arning Coordinator., a tier of oftici~l. who would

.upervi.e and work with teacher. in 10 to 20 .chool••

Within the Union Council, the ••alle.t admini.trative

unit of govemaent, they would vi.it the .chool. at

lea.t once a .onth, ob.erve teacher. in the cla••rooa,

in.pect their le••on plan., and take other .tep. to

i.prove the quality of teaching. Learning coordinator..

were introduced in all four province•• However, that

na.e doe. not have the .....eaning in every di.trict.

In one province learning coordinator. followed the PEP

.odel while in other. they .erved aainly a. attendance

checker. for their .chool•• wS

The World Bank put • lot of IIOney in the Project to i.prove

quality of in.truction by on the job training of teacher. through

leaming coordin.toD. In tbi. paPer we want to .ee the eftect ot

the project on .tudent .chl.....nt. .nd cl•••rooa practice. of

teacher.. The underlying •••u.ptlon i. tb.t due to increa.ed

.c.d..ic and Gener.l .uPervi.ion the Project teacher. received

on the job tr.ining, re.ulting in better in.tructional practice•

• nd higher .cbiev...nt ot .tudent.. .e will tir.t exa.ine the
•

S ••rwick, 'D. et••1. ,Op. cit•. '.ge 14.

I.
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.chi.v•••n~ .core. at M.th. .nd .cienc. at gr.d.. tour .nd tive

in projec~ .nd non proj.c~ cl•••roo... Th.n we will .x••ine the

difter.nc.. in ~••chin9 pr.c~ice••nd in .upervision.

For ~h. .n.ly.i. r.POrted in this p.p.r the .chool. in the

.urv.y w.r. con.idered proj.c~ .cbool. if th.y were loc.~ed in

proj.c~ di.~ric~. .nd the ~••cher. ..id th.ir. w•• a projec~

.chool. Non projec~ .chool. were ~ho.e loc~~.d in non-projec~

di.~ri~. .nd for which the ~e.cher. ..id th.ir. w.. no~ a

proj.c~ .chool. All .chool. in which th.r. v••• di.cr.p.ncy

b.~w••n the n.~ur. at the di.~ric~ .nd the r.port of ~he ~••ch.r

vere excluded. In BalOChi.t.n v••xcluded 19 c•••• , which

r.pre••n~. 45t of the to~.l in th.~ provine., 3 ca••• in NWFP,

285 in Punj.b .nd 37 c•••• in sindh whicb r.pr•••nt 3t, 4't .nd

22t at the tot.l of the r••pectiv. provine••• In Punjab there

w.. • l.rg. nUJlber of c•••••xcluded wbich uy _an th.~ until

the ti_ of the .urv.y the Proj.ct v•• not fully i-,l_nt.d .nd

l ••mint coordin.tor. w.r. no~ .ppoin~ed for ••ch .chool ot the

proj.ct di.~rict.. It i. .1.0 po••ibl. that in .oae c••••

t.ach.r. of proj.~ .chool. w.r. not .v.r. of t:h. proj.ct. Th•

•upl. si•• of this Paper consists of .7 t ••ch.rs of proj.ct

8Chool. and 495 frOli non proj.ct schools. W. begin the analysi.

with the av.rag. achi.v_nt .cor.. ot t.sts fiv.n to fourth .nd

fifth 9rad.s in sci.nc. and uths.

MALYIII or laTA
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2. Acbi",.••ntj.:

Tabl. 1: Av.rag••cor•• of Stud.nt. taugbt by Proj.ct and
Non-Project Teach.r.. .

•II

Grade + Subj.ct Project Han-Project
P NP

Total Significance

Not.:

M4 14.17 11.99 12.28 .059
(35) (226) (261)

S4 15.81 14.20 14.43 .106
(37) (220) (257)

M5 12.88 12.75 12.77 .90
(34) (220) (254)

!.5 16.02 16 .. 82 16.70 .48
(40) (230) (270)

Fiqur.. in par.nth••i. ar. the nuab.r of t.acher.
int.rvi.w.d according to w.ighted data.

Th. av.rag••cor•• of .tud.nt. of grad.-4 Hath...tic.,

taught by proj.ct and non-proj.ct t.ach.r. art 14.17 and 11.99

r ••pectiv.ly which i. a bord.rlin. diff.r.nc.. Th.r. 1. no

.ignificant diff.r.nc. 1n the .ubj.ct of .ci.nc. in C)rad. 4. H.an

.cor•• of 84 for proj.ct and non-proj.ct are 15.81 and 14.20

r ••pectiv.ly.

Av.rav. Scor.. of grad. 5 in ..tha and .ci.nc. ar. not

aignificantly diff.r.nt. W. can coneIud. fro. th. av.rag. .cor••

of grad. 5 and grad. 4 .xc.pt "4 that perforaanc. of proj.ct

achoola, i. not bett.r than the non-proj.ct .chaol.. Th. only

bord.rlin. a1gnificant diff.r.nc. i. in vrad. 4 Math...tic••

W. th.n .xa.inld th. diff.r.nc. in achi.v...nt of .tud.nt.
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in project and Non Proj.c~ Schools Con~rolling for

1,. Gender c,f Schools.

2.. Location of School••

The PEP ..1. schools are significan~lydift.rent fro.

non projec~ .ale school. in M4 and S4 and .~ere i. no significant

difference in M5, 85 a. i. shown in ~e following table:

Table 2: National Control. of Effects of PEP on Male and Fe.ale
Schools.

Male F..ale

Subject P NP slg. P NP slg.

M4 16.99 12.40 .0001 10.85 11.06 .9285
(22) (91) (10) (65)

S4 17.15 13.65 .0018 14.72 14.16 .7436
(24) (89) (10) (64)

M5 14.25 14.17 .5974 10.25 11.13 .7307
(22) (87) (8) (6O)

85 17.95 16.72 .3972 13.61 16.32 .2423
(25) (12) (I) (66)

Table 2 .bow. that the acbiev...nt in cla.. 4 of .tudent. in

Project School. i. .ignificantly higher froa the achiev..ent in

non project .chools for ule but not for f_le school•• There

are no effects of the project in cla•• 5 for either gender.

We then exa.ined the ,,·,ct. of the PEP on student

achiev_nt .eparately for Vrt:»An and Rural School••
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Table 3: National Controls on .ttects of PEP by location of
school.

Rural Urban

--~----~---------------------------------------------------------
Grade ,

Subject

P NP Signiticance P NP Significance

I

------------------------------------------
M4 14.89 11.22 .0023 11. 13.89 .5718

(29) (154) (5) (66)

S4 16.35 13.31 .0036 14.02 16.59 .3621

(31) (155) (5) (60)

M5 13.58 12.09 .1754 10.79 14.15 .2375

(28) (148) (5) (65)

S5 16.36 15.57 .5110 15.43 19.53 .1684

(33) (157) (5) (67)'-

----------------------------------~------~-----------------------

In the above table w. can ••• a .iqniticant diff.renc.

1n rural Project and Non Proj.ct ach1ev_nt., 1n M4, S4, and a

l.ck of diff.r.nce betw.en proj.ct and non project .chaol. 1n

urban .r.... Tbe only .igniflcant diff.r.nce. which cam. out of

the table 3 v.. in gr.de 4 rural .chool.. The project had no

1.,.ct on urban .choola. We then exaa1ned the differenc•• between

P , NP achoola ••parately for rur.l aale rural f••ale .choola and

found .ignificant difference only in rur.l a.l. .chool. in the

.abj.ct. of Math .nd Sci.nc. 9r.d. 4. W. c.n now .u.aariz. our
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diacussion as follows:

Table 4: Effect of the PEP on Students Achievement with respect
to location and gender.

Location Male

Rural High effect
M4, S4

.0000 .0001

Urban No effect

Female

No effect

No effect

To summarize our finding. froa table 1 to table 4:

1. There i. no .ignificant difference between Project and

Non Project .ean .core. for S4, M5, And S5 except a

borderline difference in M4.

2. In urban .chool. there i. no iapact of the project.

3. In rural .chool. the only difference va. found in Grade

4, Science and Maths. No iaPact of project on grade 5.

4. In urban rural f...le .chools the project had no

significant i~ct at all.

5. In urban ..le .chool. there i. no .ignificant i.pact of

the project.

,. In rural ..le .chool. there i. a .trong significant

effect in M4 and 84 achiev...nt.

In the folloving section. we vill fir.t exaaine the effecta

of the project in supervision and teachin9 practice. at'the
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na~ional level and then di.cu.. rural .ale .chools ~rying to

explain the overall i.pact of project and al.o ~h. ob.erved

significant impact on rural aale .chool•• The discu••ion in ~his

section follows two lines. One i. to compare the differences

be~we.n projec~ and non project schools a~ the na~ional level,

then for rural teachers of rural aale schools, since i~ is in

tho.e .chools tha~ we have identified the projec~ ~o have an

effec~. We ~hen examine the rela~ionship. of those ~eaching

practice. in which project and non project school. are different

wi~h .~udent. achiev••en~ a. an atte.p~ ~o ••certain which of

the••ay con~ribu~e to the ob.erved difference. be~ween projec~

and non project .chool••

3. Eff.ct, of the project on Syp.ryi.lgn: (National Effects)

We examined the difference. in pa~~ern. of .uPervi.ion in P

, HP .choo1.. The following ~ab1e i1lu.tra~e. the frequency of

.uPervi.ion in the two ca~egorie. of .chool. in the ••mple •

Table 5: Average Ho. of vi.i~. of • uPervi.or. in the projec~ and
non-projec~ .choo1••

SUPervi.or Project If.Projec~ To1;a1 Significance

DBO 1.30 1.34 1.33 .87

SOlO 1.83 1.'8 1.'5 .57

ABO/ABDBO. 2.51 2.11 2.68 .80

LC/SuPer- 7.52 6.04 6.39 .05
vi.or.

Cen~er lUI 13.2 6.17 7.47 .36

The only .i~ifican~ difference ob.erved in table-5 i. in

the vi.i~. of 1eaming coorclinator./.upervi.on. The que.tion
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asked was not too clear and the teachers who r ••ponded .ay have

.ix.d the tena 'sup.rvisor' with the non project sup.rvisory

staff in .o.e provinc.s, .v.n this ..y b. good pr.dictor of the

impact of the World Bank Proj.ct on achieve.ents of the

students. The major objective of the project wa. to improve the

quality of instruction through in-••rvic. and on the job training

of pri..ry t.ach.rs. Th. leaming coordinator., usually

experienced t.acher. th••••lv•• w.r. giv.n training in academic

.up.rvi.ion like l.s.on planning, aodul. writing and .od.l

l •••on. and could have w.ll play.d an i.po~ant role in boosting

up the .ff.ctiv.ne•• of schools and quality of l.aming. The

av.rag. number of vi.its of the Le's/supervi.ors i. gr.at.r (7.52

vs 6.04) in the proj.ct schools than in the non proj.ct schools.

Thi. difference i ••tati.tically .ignificant. To find the impact

of vi.it. of Le. w. r.lated the. with the achi.v_nt of

stud.nt.. Th.r. was no .ignificant illpact found in the

achi.v...nt. of N5, 85 and 84. Th••• viMits have a .ignificant

iIIpact on th. .cor.s of N4. The following su..ariz.. our

finding••
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Table 6: National effect. of LC/Supervi.or vi.it. on
Achieve.ents of Grade 4 Mathe.atics.

No. of visits in
a year

1 to 5

More than 5

Mean achieve.enta

13.55
(72)

11.80
(189)

Significance

.046

The number of vi.it. was categorized a. below or above the

.edian number of vieit. which was 5 per year. Fro. Thi. table it

can be seen that the students of teacher. that receive aore

vi.its fro. Lei. have lower achieve.ent than .tudent. of teachers

who receive le•• visit.. We can conclude that frequent nWlber of

vi.it. fro. Lei. has a negative impact on .tudent achieve.ent in

Math 4.
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3.1 Supervisign Iff.ct, in Bural "WI. Sphgpl.:

The following table .uaaarizes the average nu.ber of visit.

by different supervisors in project and non project rural ..le

school••

Table 7: Average number of visit. of supervisors in.project and
non project rural .ale .chool••

supervI.or
Level

DEO

SDIO

AEO/ASDIO

LC/Supervi.or

Center 11M

Project

1.28

1.68

3.04

7.58

16.25

NP

1.42

.1.95

3.60

6.07

3.25

sIgnIfIcance

.7338

.5208

.5784

.411

.0009

On averag_ the nUllber of visit~ of DEO, 8DEO and ABO'. to .

rural boy. achoola i. not aignificantly different between project

and non project: school.. On average center headaaater. paid .ore

viaits to project: .choola. This difference i. statiatically

aignificant. There i. an in.ignificant difference of LC viait. to

project and non project achoola. When we related center

headaaater'a viait. to Project and non project achoola ve found a

aignificant iapact on N5, 85 .corea and no aignificant i.pact on

84 , N4 in rural ..le .choola. A highly .ignificant po.itive

correlation coefficient for M5 (r • 0.573, .ig • 0.01, N • 18)

and for 85 (r. 0.820, .i9. • 0.01, I ~ 18) c..e out. Nean .corea
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of M5 and S5 are 16.18 and 17.57. It shows that center beaaaster

visit. are auch effective to increa.e the achiev..ent level of

grade 5 students. However these are not significantly affecting

grade 4. It ia pos8ibla that CHMa pay more attention to grade 5

at the ti.e of their visits to rural .ale schools.

4. Ett,et- 9t the Prialry I4upatign 'toilet 9D Tlaehing New
Matbgdl 9f T.agbing:

r n effect of learning co-ordinator'. 8eem. to be on teachers.

A que.tion was asked fro. the teachers about effect on their

teaching fro. the learning co-ordinator./supervisors visits. The

following table su.aarizes their answers.

Table 8: Effects of LC/Supervisor visits on Learning New
teaching Methods.

category .

Project

N.Project

Learned new Not Learned New N. Signifi-
Methods lIethods cance

81.1' 18.9' 73 .0000
(59) (14)

48.9' 51.1' 357
(175) 182)

About 81' teachers of the project achools reported that they

learned new teachillCJ aetbOCSs by visits of the supervisors, only

19' reported otherwise the 49' of the non-project teachers

reported that they learned new ..thOCSs. The d1fference between

project and non-project is higbly significant. .e ass~e that the
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better .core. of 114 at national level .ay be due to the project

.chool teacher. le.rning naw ••thod. of te.ching. When we s.w the

effect of le.rning n.w ••thod. on the .core. of M4, M5, 84 .nd 85

we did not obtain any signific.nt difference, Which me.ns the

.te.cher. who le.med new ••thod. w.r. not able to .give more

le.rning to their student.. In the following discussion we will

try to find tho.e practice. of t.acher. which h.ve .n imp.ct on

le.ming at the .tudent••

We explored the •••• i ••u. for the .tudent. of rural ••1.

te.cher., the group which w•• aore influenc.d by PEP. The

following table .how. the .n.w.r. of rural te.cher. of ••le

.chool••

Table ,: Bftect of PBP on Teachill9 Hew lIethod. of Te.ching
(Rur.l Male School.)

Leamed new Not learned N
category _thode new _thode

P '0' 10' 42
(3') (4)

--------------------------------------------------NP 49' 51' 135
(II) (19) 41.3

Signific.nce

.0000

----------------------------------------------------------------
The above table indicate. that ,ot of the project t ••ch.r.

reported that. they leam.d n.w _thode and only 4" non proj.ct

teacher. clai.. that they could 1eam new ..thod. of teaching.

When ve related 1:IIi. c1ai. of teacher. ve found 1:IIat in 114 t.here
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is a .ignificant i.pact on achi.v•••nt. (14.87 v. 12.18, 8ig.

0.0316). No .ff.ct of n.wa.thod. l.arn.d was th.r. on N5, 85 and

84 in rural boys schools. Though we could not find .ffects of new

.ethods at national level y.t bett.r achieve.ent of N4 of project

schools at rural aale l.vel i. due to n.w teaching ••thods.

S. Plrigd•• No pf Ix.rei.... (Natipoal Iff.ct.)

The re.pon•• of the teacher•.of project and non-proj.ct show

that on averag. th.re i. no difference in the periods taught per

w.ek in Math.. The two kind. of t.ach.r. teach about 7 periods of

..the.atic•• The differ.nce i. not .tati.tically .ignificant.

Ther. i. a .ignificant diff.r.nce betwe.n proj.ct and non project

.chool. in that teach.r. of project .chool. had covered on

average 38.8 exerci.e••t the ti.e of the .urv.y coapar.d to th.

t.ach.r. of non proj.ct .chool. cov.ring 26.2 ex.rci••• in the

•••• ti•• period in ••the..tic.. Thi. diff.r.nce i. highly

.ignificant. Th.r. i. no .ignific.nt difference in Period. taken

in .ci.nce in • ve.k a. v.ll •• nuaber of .x.rci.e. cov.r.d by

proj.ct .nd non-project t.ach.r.. Th. correlation i.

in.iCJftific.nt betv••n .xerci•• nUllblr. in Math••nd .chieve.ent••

Th.r. v.. no .ignificant differ.nc. found in period. t.ken

Per w••k in a.1:Il••nd .ci.nce in rural ..1••chool., .i.ilarly

No. of Math••nd Science .x.rci.e. cov.r.d h.v. no .iCJftific.nt

iJlP8ct on .chi.va.nt. of Hath. and Sci.nc.. So w. c.n conclude

tha~ th••• t ••Ching pr.ctic•• do not differ betw.en project and
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non project .chool•• Thi. di.cu••ion on Period. taught per week

in .ath. and .cience and exsrci.e nuaber reached by the class

conclude. that there i. no .igniticant impact ot the.. variables

on the .core. ot M4, M5, S4 and S5. So the above .entioned

variable. do not explain the ditterence in project and non

project .chools in various te.t••

§. Iff.pt. gf or gn <;la'PPrk and "a.wrk (Natipna1).

The paper. already coapleted in the BRIDGES .erie. tell u.

that about 99' teacher. a••ign ho.e-work to their .tudent.. To

tind the a.ount ot hOM-work a••igned in Math. and Science a

Que.tion wa. included a.king fro. teacher. the aaount ot daily

ho.ework a••igned by tIl_ in Math., Science and other .ubject••

The teacher. ot Math. in non-project .chool. a••ign aore ho.ework

than the project .chool t_cher.. The only .igniticant difterence

wa. in Math. ho.ework per day. On average the teacher. ot project

.chool. a••ign 4.97 Katba que.tion. compared to 6.42 que.tion. by

non project teacher•• By COIIJNlring the ..ount ot homework with

the cla••work we COIle .ero.. a u.etul coaPari.on which can be

.uaaariled in the following table:

Table 10: Compari.on ot ha.awork and cla••work by Project and
Non-Project t_cher. in ..th.

IIM/CW p H.P signiticance
Average Exerci.e No. the cl•••
reached in Math. 38.60 26.18 .0018

(74) (439)
Average NUliber of que.tiona
a••igned per day.. H••• 4.'7 6.42 .0018

(76) (444)
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Fro. table NO.4 we can conclude that:

(i) On Averag~ the pace of the teacher. of project

.chools i. fa.ter than that of the non-project

.chool. in cla••work.

(li) On average le•• ho..work i. a••igned by project

teacher. and .ore by the non project teacher••

The above re.ult••ugge.t a pattern of effective teaching.

The teacher. who work .ore in the .chool .~d rely le.. on

ho.ework perfora better than the teacher. working le.. in

cla••room and relying .ore on ho..work!' However, this hypothe.i.

i. not .upported by our exa. of th.. effect of the.e variable. in

teaching of .cience. The nuaber of caapleted exerci.e. in K4, 84

and 85 are not .ignificantly related with achiev..ent••

Nationally tbere i. no effect of'hoaevork a••igned per day on

achieve.ent. of .tudent••

In the project and non project ..le and rural .chool. the

only .ignificant difference found i. in a••igning Math. ho..vork

per day (7.", 5.'1 exerci.ea in R. , ., .ignificance .0034).

There va. no .ignificance difference 1n .cience hoaevork. Wben we

related hoaevork to the achiev_ant. 1n 114, 115, 84, 85 ve found

that it has high .ignificant effect on 115 only (r • 0.28, .ean

achiev...nt. • 14.3' at .01 8ig.). All other te.t. had .hown

'in.ipificant effect••

•
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7. Eff'st. Of Project in tb. UI. Of Instrygtianal Mat.rial.:

Tabl. 11: U•• of T.aching Leaming Ma~.rial'/Aid. (Na~ional

Lev.l)

Ma~.rial. Proj.c~ N.Proj.c~ Significance

1. Ua. of Black Boards 99.7 98.2 .6284

2. Hav. a ~.aching ki~ 63.8 65.7 .8325

3. Hav••anual. in T.Ki~ 60.4 71.1 .1647

4. Ev.r ua.d ~a~ ki~ 56.9 53.0 .7048

5. W.r. you ~rain.d in

u.. of ki~ 15.9 14.3 .7806

6. In how .any l •••on.

u••d T.Ki~. 10.68 7.32 .1057

Row. 1 ~o 5 ot ~. above ~abl••how ~. percen~ag.. ot

~.ach.r. ot Proj.c~ and Hon-Proj.ct .chool. vb.r.a. row Ho.6 have

til. av.rav. No; of l •••onl in which the ki~. ar. u.ees. Th. la.~

coluan con~ain. ~••tati.~1cal .1vniticanc. of .ach rove It 1•

•viden~ fro. til. above table tba~ u•• of Black Board., having

~..chlng k1~. and ~.ir ..nual., NO. ot l •••on. in which t.aching

ki~. ar. u.ed and training of t.aching ki~. ar. not .ivniticantly

dift.r.nt in ~. project and non-project .chool••
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7.1 Bural Mal. Iff.ct_

Exa.ining ~h. .... ~hing ••p.r.~.ly in rural area schools we

found the following.

T.bl. 12: Us. of Teaching Ma~.ri.l in Rur.l H.le Schools.

r

Ha~.riall P. N.P Sig.

1. UI' Of blackboard 100' 99' 1.00

2. Hav. a teaching kit 86.2' 77.3' .2887

3. Hav•••nual. in T.Kit 72.7' 77.5' .7217

4. Ev.r u••d T.Kit. 66.0' 47.4' .0778

5. W.r. you Train.d in u••

of T.aching kit. 21.9' 13.1' .0437

6. In how .any l •••on.

u••d T.aching kit. 10.95 5.62 .0166

W. c.n ••• that the diff.r.nc.. betw••n proj.ct and non

proj.ct .chool. ar••ignificant only for the la.~ thr•• it_I. W.

th.n r.la~.d th... thr.. it... with the achi.v...nt. and obtain.d

the following r ••ult••
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Table 13: Effect of training , U.e of Teaching Kit on
achiev_ent.

of Rural Hale School.

Qu••tion 8ubject Ye. No 81g_
, Grade

1. Have you ever u.ed M4 15.47 12.38 .0122
teaching kit? (28) (35)

84 16.97 13.38 .0054
(26) (35)

H5 15.72 13.80 .1£\4
(28) (32)

85 19.26 15.35 .0227
(32) (33)

2. Were you trained to u•• M4 12.47 14.68 .1323
Teaching Kit? (12) (51)

84 12.76 15.92 .0024
(12) (51)

M5 13.82 15.56 .0263
(10) (51)

85 17.3' 17.71 .1699
(12) (55)

3. In how ..ny le••on.
Teaching kit i. u.eeI?

80 .ignificant iapact on M4, 115, 54
and 85.

It i. evident froa the above table that the u.e of teaching

kit ha. a .ignificant effect on the achieve.nt. of 114, 84 and

85. '!'be .tudent. of teacher. who u.eeI the kit have better .core.

c..-recI ~ ~e teachers no never aNd the kit. '!'bi. difference

i. not .ivnificant in 115 with re.pect to the tralniftCJ of teacher.

to u•• the kit. It i. found that thi. training ha. a negative
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i.pact on achiev..ent. The teacher. who are trained in u.e of

teaching kit showed significantly lower .core. in 84 and M5 than

the t.achers not trained to use teaching kit. However, the

difference is not significant 1n N4 and 85. Another point to note

is that nuaber of l •••ons in which teaching kit i. used.ha. no

.ignificant i.pact on any of the subject••

It i. clear fro. this discu••ion that at the national level

the u.e of the above .entioned ..terials ha. no significant

i.pact on achiev..ent.. But in rural ..le .chool., the u.e of the

kit result. in better achieve.nt in N4, 84 and IJ5. 80 one of the

factor. of better perfonaance of project .chool. i. the teaching

kU:. However nUllber of le••on. in which ~e.chin9 kit i. u.ed have

no .ignificant i.Pact on any of the four .ubject••

I, Pby.igal Pyniabwlnt:

Project teacher. on averaC)e punia their .tudent. .ore than

non-project teachers. fte following table .~ri.e. the

difference.:

Table 14: U.e of Pby.ical Puni.~nt by PEojeet and Hon-Project
School Teacher••

.'

Ko use of punl....nt

U.e of puni8hMnt

Total:-

PEoject H.Project.

37.3t 51.,t
(31) (242)

62.7t 48.1t
(52) (224)

13 4.6

Significance

.05



I•

23

Tabl. 13 .how. that 62.7' of the project teachers use

phy.ical puni.haent. The percentage for non-project teachers is

48.1. The difference i. statistically significant. However when

we related puni.hJlent with achiev..ent of student. in M4, MS, 84

and 85 we could not get any .ignificant effect of this teaching

practice.

In rural Male schools there was no significant difference

found in the use of Physical punishaent between project and non

project schools.

'e P•• pf Monitpr.:

U.e of .onitors i. another variable in which the project and

non-project school. differ significantly. The following table

.u.aarize. tho.e differences:

Table 15: U.e of Monitor. by project and non-project school
teacher••

An.wer Project H.Project Significance

Do not us. Monitor.

Use Monitor.

21.4
(17)

78.6
(63)

31.8
(171)

61.2
(213)

.004

The above table shows that proportionately aore project

teacher. (71.6') u.e aonitor. than the non-project teacher.

(61.2'). Tbe difference. have h19h .tati.tical .19ftificanc~.
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Ano~her qu.s~ion asked was how uny hours per week tb••oni~or.

were u.ed, There is no siqnifican~ difference be~we.n ~~h type.

of schools in number of bours. However ~e achiev..ents of

s~udents in M4, M5, 84 , 85 vas not siqnifican~ly differ.n~ in

clas.e. where .oni~ors are used froa ~hose in which ~.y are not

u.ed whicb .ean ~is ~eachinq prac~ice has no i.pac~ on

achievement.

9,1 Rural Mal. Ittect.

In rural aale schools ~ere was no siqnifican~ difference

found in use of aoni~ors in the project and non projec~ schools,

However, there is a borderline siqnifican~ difference in ~e

a.oun~ of tia. (bours) tile aonitors are used.

Table 16: Hours per week tile aoni~or is u.ed

cateqory Mean Significance

P 3.73 .057

(35)

HP 5.31

(101)

The above ~able show. that project ~eachers u.e aoni~ors on

averaqe 3.73 hour. per veek coapared ~o 5.31 hour. of non project

teacher.. Again ve ob~ained the correla~ion be~veen the hour.

aonitor. are u.ed and achiev_nt. in all .ubja~•• The following

table .u.aari.a. the.e corralations.
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Tabl. 11: I.pact of No. of Hour. Monitors used on Achievements in

Rural Mal. School••

Subject Corr.lation Signiticance
Coeffici.nt

M4 - .40 • 01
(61)

M5 - .31 • 01
(58)

S4 - .37 • 01
(61)

S5 - .19 In.igniticant
(64)

It i. .vid.nt fro. the table above that hour. of .onitor

have .iqniticantly negative etf.ct on .chi.v....nt.. Mar•

• igni~icant i.pact i. on M4, M5, 84 and not on S5. The above

di.cu.sion prove. that u.. of .onitors adv.r.ely eff.ct. the

achi.v•••nt. in rural ..1. school•• However, the effect i. not so

high which eff.cted the project .chool. to show poor score. than

the non proj.ct school••

10. "'M,ry At rinding.;

and

1. Th. school survey includ.. int.rvi.w. of 15' proj.ct

84' non project t ••ch.r. at nation.ll.v.l. The

perc,ntage of project: t.ach.r. incre••ed to 17. in



~f~'
14~~t~

not

n..,

2.

3.

4.

5.

26

rural ..le .chool. according to weighteel elata.

The project .chools have no better .core. at national

level than non project .chool. except .athematics of

graele 4. It has better .core. in the rural male .chools

in M4 and S4. No .ignificant difference could be .een

in M5 anel S5. The project i. not fully .ucc•••ful at

national level and partially .ucce••ful in rural male

.chool.. No effect of the project i. there on urban

.ale anel f..ale .chool. anel al.o in rural fe.ale

school.

supervi.ion of the project and non project .chool. i.

adequate. There are a few vi.it. of the .cpervi.or.

i.e. DEO, SDEO and ABO. which have no effect on

leaming. The LC .upervi.or. have aore vi.it. in

project .chool. which are not .ignificantly helpful in

leaming. The center heactaa.ter. vi.it .ore the project

.chool. and have a better effect on achiev_nt of

grade 5 in rural aal. .chool••

A high ratio of project teacher. (81 to ,ot) l.amed

Mthod. of teaching by the vi.it. of learning

coo1'dinator. at national level a. vell a. in rural ..le

.chool•• Hovever the.e new _thad. of teaching do not

contribute to better .core. exc.pt M4 in rural aale

achool••

.,..ching .peed of th. project t.acb.~. i. high in
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covering numb.r of .x.rci••• in .cienc••nd ..th••

Th.r. i. no significant differ.nce in taking p.riods

per week. H.nce No. of period. are not eff.ctiv. in

better achi.v•••nt.. Th. nuaber of exerci... incr.ase

only the lev.l of achiev..ent of M5 .~ n.tional l.vel,

.nd •••igning .or. .x.rci... per d.y a. hoa.work .lso

.ffect. N5 .core. po.itiv.ly in rural .chool. only. No

impact of the above ••ntion.d variable. va. found on

N4, 84, .nd 85 nation.lly or for rur.l _1••chool••

6. At n.tional l.v.l provi.ion and u•• of t.aching

l.arning ..t.rial. like blackboard. and te.ching kit i.

al.o.t •••• in project and non proj.ct .chool••

How.ver in rural .,.1. .chool., u.. of t.aching kit

h.. a po.itive ia~l.ct on .cienc. .chi.v_ent.

Training of teaching kit adver••ly affe~ 84 and

M5 .core•.and No. of le••ona in which the kit i.

u.ed have not inditcated any iapact on achiev•••nt

of .tudent••

7. Phy.ical puni.hunt thO\lgh given IIOr. by the proj.ct

teacher. ha. no effect (In achiev...nt. 8i.ilarly aore

teacher. of the project .chool. u.. aonitor. nation.lly

which i. not .ffecti". on achiev••nt.. In rural ule

.chool. the IIOnitor. an u.ed for le•• hours Per we.k

and hour. of IIOnitor. be'". a negative iapact on

achiev_nt.
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11. Policy Iwnligatign,:

Thi, paper can be u,.ful for policy planning in Pakistan as

well as internationally, becau•• th. project i. being executed

with the financial and technical help of the World Bank and

imple.ented by the gov.rnaent of Paki.tan. W. have .een in the

preceding discu••ion. that at national lev.l the project is

almost failure but in rural boy. .chool. it i. partially

aucce••ful. So the i.pact of th. proj.ct i. not on all area. and

.ection. o~ th. popUlation. Con.idering the huge amount and time

consumed it i. unju.t that fe..le. and urban .chool. could not

get benefit. fro. th. project .pecially the rural female which

are alr.ady depriv.d of educational faciliti•••

Anoth.r point i. that th. proj.ct had an iaPact on M4 and S4

and no i.pact on grad. 5 achi.v_.nt. which ..an. c.rtain grade.

ar. neql.cted. All the education i. a continuou••t.p by .tep

proc... it i. r.quired to 9iv. proper con.id.ration to .ach

grad.. Siailarly all .abj.ct. r.quir. the proper 9Uidanc.. It

...... that in proj.ct .chool. aath_tic. i. 9iv.n .or...pha.i.

than the oth.r .abj.ct•• ft••• kind of diff.r.nc•• nead to be

aini.iaad.

~. LC/Supervi.or belng a aajor ti.r of acade.ic .upervi.ion

in the .chool. ha. not be.n proved .ucb IIOr••ff.ctiv. in thi•

• tudy. It i. a dire n.ed that the LC/Supervi.or .hould not beco.e

a part of the .y.t.. whlch 1. already 1... fl.xibl,e to accept
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chang. and the Le should be .or. prof.ssional orient.d and

dedicated to their prof.ssional work. Thos. t.aching practices

should b. empha.ized .or. by Les Which prove .ignificant positive

impact on achiev••ent l.vel of student••

ENDNOTES.

1. This pap.r was proc:luced durinCJ the BRIDGES Training Work.hop on
Analysis of survey Data which took place at the Acad••y of
Educational Planning and Manag•••nt from January 6 to F.bruary 8,
1990. Th. workshop was conducted by Donald Warwick and F.rnando
Reimer. from Harvard univer.ity. Earli.r draft. of this paper were
dis~u.s.d in the training work.hop and receiv.d feedback fro. the
instructor. a. w.ll a. fro. the participants: Ijaz Abaad, Hawaz
Ahmad, Islamuddin Baluch, M. Anwar Hu••ain, Sy.d Fazal-Qadir, Ha.im
Qaisrani and Iua. Qur••hi. Th. content. of this paper are the sol.
respon.ibility of the author.

The data used in thi. paper w.re coll.ct.d in th. ABPAM-BRIDGES
Hational Sample Surv.y of Priaary School. in Paki.tan carri.d out
during 1988-1989. Thi. surv.y wa. part of the BRIDGES Proj.ct, a
Cooperative Agr....nt betw.en th. Harvard In.titut. for
International Dev.lopment and the Office of Education, Bur.au of
Science and T.chnology, Unit.d Stat•• Ag.ncy for Int.rnational
Develop.ent.

The stUdy Which provided the data for the analy.i. report.d in this
paper could not have been carried out without the participation of
a nWlber of per.on•• Th. study i. a joint project of BRIDGES and
the Acad.my of Educational Planning and Manag...nt, Mini.try of
Education, Paki.tan. Profe••or La••q Ahaed lOlan and Dr. AbdUl
Ghafoor, Dir.ctor. of the Acad..y h.lped in carrying out thi.
r •••arcb and in orvanizing the training vorkshop in data analysis.
Dr. Sarf1.z lOlavaja of the Acad••y participated in the d••ign of
the stUdy and .olved uny acSllini.trative proble•• Asl.. Bhatti va.
the field coordinator for re.earch in the Federal Di.trict and
.upervi.ed the production and di.tribution of qu••tionnair.s.
lCursheed Aha.d and Ijaz Alulad v.r. the fi.ld coordinator. for
r ••••rch in Balocbi.tan, M. Anvar Hu••ain in Punjab, Syed Falal­
Qadir in North We.t Fronti.r Provine., and Gbaffar Siddiqui and M.
A. Maher in 8in4h. OUr deepe.t appr.ciation al.o goas to the .ore
than 100 intervi.ver., too uny to na.., vho provided bard vork,
enthu.ia.. and care in collecting the data. Na.ir Allin of the
~caduy provided diligent and dedicated .upervi.ion of data entry.
Coding of the data va. the re.POnsibility of a te.. of BRIDGES
.taff including Haroona Jatoi and Habib lOlan of th. Acade.yw


