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An Evaluation of the Development and Implementation of
 
Learning Modules in Primary Education
 

Executive Summary 

Introduction. This report summarizes evaluation findings regarding the development andimplementation of learning modules designed and produced by the Second PrimaryEducation Project (PEP-2). The project's goal was to improve teaching and learning in
primary schools through Learning Modules and Learning Coordinators trained to assistteachers in use of the modules. Modules were developed in three provinces; evaluation islimited to Balochistan and the NWFP. The project grew out of the First Primary Education
Project, where poor teacher training was found to be a serious obstacle to schoolimprovement. PEP-2 planners hoped to overcome poor teaching with well-structured
Learning Modules disseminated by trained Learning Coordinators to schools. 

It is important to emphasize that World Bank's investment in the learning module concept
and in the production of Learning Modules was a good decision. The expected benefits ofmodules on teaching were not realized because of PEP-2's weak implementation strategy.
World Bank intended that PEP-2 would be guided in phases by research and evaluation
towards integration with the regular system. This implementation failure resulted becauseproject directors could not properly institute two critical components of the original projectdesign - they failed to effectively establish a system of formative evaluation and they
failed to move PEP-2, on appropriate points of time, through developmental phases that 
would leave it integrated with regular system. 

The Evaluation Focus. The study's terms of reference stated that modules should be
evaluated in ways that would allow sponsors and/or the Government of Pakistan to decidewhether to adopt all or some aspects of the modular approach or to explore alternative
approaches. The focus of the evaluation was on 

(1)The agreement of module, textbook, and curriculum objectives;
(2)Changes in teacher behavior; 
(3)Changes in student behavior;
(4)Strengths and weaknesses of the modular approach,
(5) Factors constraining the use of modules. 

These broad terms of reference called for the evaluation of (1) Learning Module
characteristics; (2) project development, training, and supervision activities; (3)changes inteaching attributable to the modular approach; (4)changes in pupil learning attributable to
the approach, and (5)factors impeding implementation. 

Planning visits in September found modules in schools but teachers were not using them.Teachers were only vaguely aware of the modules and did not associate the training theyreceived from Learning Coordinators with the application of modules for teaching. The 
scope of evaluation was expanded to examine reasons for weak implementation. Evaluationshifted more towards an attempt to identify problems encountered by the modular
approach. 



Professional Staff. Psychologists with experience and skills in observation and interviewing 
were recruited and trained. Teams included Dr. Pervez, the Principal Investigator, and seven 
other psychologists (three women and four men). 

Methods. Procedures and instruments were developed to collect information about modules,
classroom behavior, school sites, training, and implementation activities. Sources of
information were PEP-2 staff, Learning Coordinators, and teachers. Instruments were field­
tested and revised. Data collection started in November 1992 but was not finished until 
early March 1993 due to unexpected closing of school, bad weather, and bank delays in 
Pakistan. 

Samples. Four districts in the NWFP and two districts in Balochistan were selected for 
data collection. One district was dropped in the NWFP with USAID approval when 
problems occurred. Data were collected for 74 modules, 51 primary classrooms (and an
equal number of teachers), 70 Learning Coordinators in 10 focus groups, and 95 teachers in
15 focus groups. Staff of the Federal Implementation Unit (FIU) and the two Provincial 
Implementation Units (PIU) were also interviewed by the Principal Investigator. 

PIU/FIU Interviews. Problems uncovered were not unique to the PEP-2 project. Some staff 
in the field were skeptical about the approach because they were unconvinced that PEP-2 
addressed the real needs of Pakistani schools, teachers, and pupils, or that the PEP-2
approach could be effectively integrated within the context of Pakistani education. 
Coordination with the regular education establishment was a problem because effective 
control of schools and teachers was in the hands of the provincial departments of education
represented in the field by DEOs. PEP-2 created a parallel PIU in each project province.
This meant that on many occasions, the PEP-2 system competed with and at times 
conflicted with the regular system. 

Recruitment of staff with appropriate experience and competency for a limited-time project
was a problem. A project that aims at implementing a new and untried innovation in a very
traditional society must recruit a dedicated team. The FIU never succeeded in doing this.This rarely happened in the PlUs where the average length of service for a Project Director 
was no more than two years; many PIUs were without a Project Director for extended 
periods of time. The original modular concept became degraded as responsibility for module
design kept changing hands. The drift into conceptual vagueness is shown by a PIU Project
Director who asserted that modules are nothing new, just take a lesson from a textbook and 
tell teachers how to explain it. 

Senior specialists/experts responsible for FlU training often experiencedwere teacher
trainers with a strong identification with and stake in the regular educational system.
Modules were new to them, so they conceptualized modules in terms of their experience
with PTC training. Many people responsible for training Learning Coordinators had never 
themselves been trained in the PEP-2 approach. Writers whose names appear on modules 
showed complete ignorance about the basic concept, purpose, and structure of Learning 
Modules. 

Learning Modules. Because teacher training was the weakest part of the First Primary
Education Project, disseminating Learning Modules was the strategy of choice for PEP-2. 
Module development was a pre-condition for negotiating PEP-2. Modules were seen to serve 
several needs: (a) a basis for in-service training courses, (b) a post-training guide for
teachers, (c) learning aids for students transmitted to them through their teachers, (d) a
focal point for supervision and on-the-job remedial training, and (e) vehicles to upgrade
student achievement. The concept of modular approach was envisaged to be distinctly
different from the concept of lesson planning as understood and practiced in primary school 
teachers' training programmes in Pakistan. That is why "lesson planning" does not emerge
in the conceptual description of learning modules in World Bank Pre-Appraisal report of
August 1934. Lesson planning was also not considered relevant in the amplification of the 
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concept of Learning Modules as attempted in the Learning Modules' Writers' Workshop,
organized by PIU in 1987. 

Modules were rated on several characteristics. Findings were (a) objectives were clear for themost part but module, textbook, and curriculum objectives matched for only half of the
modules, (b) text content for three-quarters of the modules was clear, consistent with
objectives, and and up-to-date,accurate (c) teaching activities were consistent with
explanatory text and objectives for three-quarters of the modules, were rated as good for
half the modules, but easily available materials would be available for only a third of themodules, (d) most modules did not receive favorable ratings for pupil activities - 40 per
cent were rated as stimulating and as providing sufficient time, but only one-fourth were
consistent with teacher activities and objectives (e) 80 per cent of the modules received
favorable ratings in terms of the consistency of their materials requirements and objectives,
but these materials could be found in the primary teacher kit for only 12 per cent of the
modules, and 40 per cent used easily available materials, (f) between 80 and 90 per cent ofthe modules received favorable ratings for organization and ease of use, but only 40 per cent 
were seen as helpful for lesson planning, (g) 22 per cent of the modules showed consistency
between objectives and student assessment procedures, slightly over half were rated as
having student assessment procedures at appropriate difficulty levels and consistent withobjectives, and (h) about 60 per cent of the modules were rated as fitting within the time 
constraints of schools. 

Classroom Observation. A four-point forced-choice rating scale was developed for 
classroom observation of various teaching activities. Many statements were irrelevant in the 
context of teaching in Pakistan, so another category was added to indicate that the activity
statement was "not applicable to what was happening in the classroom." This was checked
by observers in over 50 per cent of the observed classrooms for four activities, between 40
and 50 per cent of the classrooms for three activities, and between 22 and 33 per cent of the
classes for four activities. Obviously, there was scant opportunity to see good teaching
when visiting a classroom. 

Favorable ratings were given to the following percentage of classrooms on the listed teaching
 
activities:
 

Clarification of objectives (16 per cent);

Engagement of pupils prior learning (7 per cent);

Demonstrating concept-related activities (12 per cent);

Prompting pupil participation (23 per cent);

Allowing independent pupil work (9 per cent)):
 
Using reinforcement (25 per cent);

Asking questions to encourage participation (32 per cent);

Asking questions to monitor pupil understanding (32 per cent);

Creating pupils' active participation (25 per cent);

Summarizing lessons (7 per cent);

Asscssing student learning (16 per cent).
 

A provision was made to record classroom observations in those cases where most of the

categories in the classroom observation rating scale appeared to be irrelevant. Results were

(a) no teacher in an observed classroom used a PEP-2 Learning Module, (b) nothing was
happening or there was no teaching going on in 21 per cent of the classrooms, (c) the teacher 
was teaching more than one class in 14 per cent of the classrooms, (d) there was minimal
teaching in four per cent of the classrooms, (e) teachers read from a textbook in 53 per cent
of the classrooms, (f) some of teaching aids were used in seven per cent of the classes. 

Teacher Interviews. Classroom observation was followed by an interview with the same 
teacher whose classroom was observed. Of the 51 teachers interviewed, only two were less
than matriculate and a large majority (88 per cent) were matriculates. A very large 
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proportion (93 per cent) were PTC trained. Most (85 per cent), were under 25 years of age,
so 85 per cent also had less than five years teaching experience. About 82 per cent of the
teachers were 'local', which means that they can communicate in the same language spoken
by children in their classes. The most common situation was that of a teacher remaining with
the same group of pupils when the class was promoted to the next grade. A very large
majority, 92 per cent, had gone through at least one cycle of Learning Module training, so 
training did take place. Most of the teachers mentioned having attended refresher courses,
but they had little to offer about what they le'irned and remembered from those courses. 

The second part of the teacher interview was related to teaching practices. The most 
startling finding of this project is that not a single teacher used any specific module for 
teaching in the observed classrooms. Teachers were still asked their opinions of the learning
modules. Sixty-one per cent of the teachers used no material at all in their teaching; 37 per
cent used textbooks and of these only eight used a chalkboard along with textbooks. Only
two teachers used material from the Primary School Teaching Kit and only one teacher used
local material. When asked if they ever used Learning Modules, 72 per cent stated they did 
not; 18 per cent claimed occasional use. Thifty-eight teachers (70 per cent) were of the
opinion that Learning Modules do not help in textbook teaching. Forty-seven (87 per cent)
believed that Learning Modules do not help to prepare pupils for final examinations. Thirty­
seven teachers (69 per cent) believed that the modular approach is not better than the "old" 
teaching approach, and the same percentage think that Learning Modules would not 
contribute to greater pupil participation. Forty-three teachers (80 per cent) had no opinion 
on whether Learning Modules made teaching and learning better or worse; the same number
felt that the Learning Module approach was not worth continuing; 24 teachers (44 per cent)
stated they had received no training. When asked why Learning Modules are not being used,
87 per cent of the teachers stated that there was not enough time, 50 per cent said there 
were not enough teachers, and 46 per cent said no one asked them to use them. 

School Visits. Because school examinations are so important to so many persons, a 
special set of interview questions was developed in order to learn practices that schools
follow to examine their pupils. The assessment of pupil learning in the primary schools is a
mixture of unstandardized methods using oral and written procedures. A third of the 
teachers interviewed indicated they used no testing method. Classroom teachers mark
examinations and either record these marks in log books or elsewhere. Results are reported
to parents by the pupils themselves; ASDEOs learn of examination results from log books or
from copies of records; there is no periodic testing in half of the schools visited. In schools 
with periodic testing, most do so quarterly. There are virtuafly no answer papers or solved 
answer papers available for inspection. Passing marks vary from school to school, but 33 
per cent appears to be the most frequently applied standard. Marks are used mainly to 
pass or fail students. 

Learning Coordinator Focus Groups. In PEP-2, the intention was that Learning
Modules were the significant educational innovation and Learning Coordinators were the 
significant change agents. Most Learning Coordinators saw themselves as helpers of
teachers but in very non-specific ways. Their ideas of educational practice appeared to have 
come from the traditional ones that characterize teacher training in Pakistan. Their idea of
better teaching was to help teachers adopt AV material. Their selection was made at the 
district level. Most Learning Coordinators do not recall being exposed during training to the 
concept of Learning Modules. They never referred to intended functions of Learning
Modules and were unclear about their specific role in improving the quality of teaching. 

Learning Coordinators are responsible for transporting modules to schools. Their responses
became vague when asked when and how many modules were distributed. They are,
however, very clear about difficulties in introducing any innovation in primary education. 
They considered the present examination system as a major stumbling block. 
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Teacher Focus Group. Teacher focus group sessions aimed to discover teacher
perceptions of the Learning Modules and how Learning Coordinators influenced theirteaching. Teachers appear to have acquired the idea that PEP-2 training is about "betterteaching," but they are unable to distinguish the training they received from their earlier PTCtraining; they believed that training was done to reinforce PTC training. The teachers neverunderstood that modules are not simply another model lesson. They came to training
expecting ordinary training and that is what they got. 

Teachers in the NWFP were much more positive about the quality of their training than werethose in Balochistan. Many teachers also tho.ight that Learning Coordinators had receivedonly ten days of training just as they did, and that they themselves could do a better jobthan the Learning Coordinators. They thought modules were forms of lesson guides, bookswith teaching examples, booklets with directions for applying better teaching methods,teacher guides, books of examples, books with content, and so on. No evidence wasprovided by any member of any teacher focus group that indicated real knowledge aboutthe modules. The main problem was that teachers did not clearly see the link between the
Learning Coordinators and the Learning Modules. 

Learning Coordinators were mostly seen as persons who come to school about once amonth, check pupil and teacher attendance, and sometimes try to help out when a teacher poses a problem about a teaching difficulty with a particular lesson or concept. InBalochistan some teachers thought that Learning Coordinators were supposed to visit
schools once a year. 

Some teachers understood perhaps did not perceive the conflicting practices of the LearningCoordinators and regular supervisors. What they did know was that textbook-related iswhat counts, and that teachers are evaluated by the SDEOs who check how many pages in 
a textbook have been completed. 

Conclusions. The central conclusion is that PEP-2 started with a potentially good strategyfor school improvement, but its management by established senior staff and its training bythose coming from a highly conventional background of teacher training caused the PEP-2concept to be degraded and PEP-2 to lose its direction. PEP-2 introduced new ideas that were outside the norms and values of the organizations that administered the project.Enthusiasm for PEP-2's promise led to a disregard of these organizational impediments tosuccessful implementation. Early formative project evaluation could have alerted persons tothe fact that the initial PEP-2 concept had been abandoned for the failed ideas that keepprimary education in the sorry state it is. The effect of the change was that teachers andLearning Coordinators may have believed that they were involved in a new initiative, butthere was nothing in their performance that suggested a change in their skills or attitudes.The Learning Modules were not used. When tools intended to help trainers improve teacherskills are not used and the trainers themselves are not clear about what these tools are for,
there is no possibility for intended effects to result. 

Recommendations. The recommendation made was to initiate a school improvement
project that builds upon the gains and mistakes of PEP-2 and to a large degree on theoriginal intentions of PEP-2 which were unrealized. The project consists of management,
curriculum, implementation, and evaluation components. Each component requires detailedplans. Major products are lesson units which are to be integrated with textbooks. Majoractivities are training and evaluation. Trainers and teachers are involved in lesson unitproduction. Periodic evaluation and review is integral to the project so that effective
decisions can be taken. 
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An Evaluation of the Development and Implementation of
 
Learning Modules in Primary Education
 

This report summarizes findings from an evaluation of the implementation, use, and 
effectiveness of learning modules that were designed and developed under the Second 
Primary Education Project (PEP-2). The project's aim was to improve primary school 
teaching in Classes 1 through 5 in Pakistan thiough implementation of a modular approach. 
Developed modules were based on learning concepts found in textbooks as well as goals 
and objectives stated in the national curriculum. Modules were distributed to primary 
schools in the North West Frontier Province (NWFP), Sindh, and Balochistan. This 
evaluation is limited to module usage in the NWFP and Balochistan. 

Background of Second Education Project (PEP-2) 

In November 1984, the World Bank Appraisal Mission prepared an Aide Memoire to record 
the final understanding between the World Bank and the Government of Pakistan for a 
proposed second primary education project. This second project was a continuation cf the 
First Primary Education Project (PEP-I), and in many ways funds and activities of the 
projects overlapped for a period of time. The total project cost at that time was expected to 
be about 1,163 million rupees, of which about 834 million was local cost and 329 million 
foreign cost. This was a large project by Pakistani standards. The major part of this amount 
was to be spent on providing physical facilities such as buildings, furniture and vehicles. A 
relatively smaller amount, about 99 and 27 million rupees, was earmarked for educational 
materials and training, respectively. 

One important lesson from PEP-1 was that its teacher training component was 
unsatisfactory. Therefore, PEP-2 planners decided to development Learning Modules as an 
educational innovation for primary school education in Pakistan. 

The above-mentioned Aide Memoire stipulated as a condition for further negotiation that 
the Government of Pakistan would "prepare a detailed work plan and schedule for the 
development of tested learning modules in each subject, with a provision for the preparation 
of early prototypes for ... approval." For World Bank Board presentation, the Government 
was asked to complete and field test 72 learning module packages in mathematics and 
science and a detailed schedule and syllabus for in-service courses. 

As a step towards fulfilling this condition, in December 1994 the Primary Education 
Development and Expansion Project (PEP-I) of the Primary Education Wing of the 
Government of Pakistan convened a meeting of "specialists and experts" for "initiating 
necessary steps for the preparation of Learning Modules." 

Background of Learning Modules Evaluation Project 

The major part of PEP-2 came to an end towards the closing months of 1992. Therefore, 
before embarking upon a next phase of credits for the development of primary education in 
Pakistan, and to determine the direction for further inputs, the World Bank decided to 
conduct an objective and independent evaluation of the Learning Modules component of the 
project. The evaluation's terms of reference were established by the World Bank and USAID 
was requested to arrange for the evaluation. USAID contracted with the Education 
Development Center (EDC), a US-based educational research agency, for this work. EDC 



selected the National Institute of Psychology (NIP), Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamabad, 
to undertake this evaluation, and contracted a US-based consultant to advise and assist in 
this work. NIP has a long background and experience of educational research in Pakistan. 

EDC first contacted NIP in November 1991 to learn whether it would be interested in 
carrying out the evaluation. NIP showed its willingness and started negotiating a budget 
with EDC. Due to various reasons, the project, which initially was expected to be 
undertaken at the earliest convenience of NIP, was later planned to be started in March 
1992. In April 1992, due to summer vacations in Pakistani schools, the project was shelved 
until September 1992. The project agreement between NIP and EDC was finally signed in 
early September 1992, although activities had already started in late August with 
newspaper advertisements for the recruitment of field research staff. Dr. John Bowers 
arrived in Pakistan on 4 September 1992 to assist NIP in preparing an evaluation plan. 
According to this plan approved by the USAID Mission in Pakistan, work was expected to 
be completed by the end of January 1993. However, completion was delayed for two more 
months due both to difficulties in the timely receipt of funds in Pakistan and unexpected 
closing of schools because of political disturbances on two separate occasions. 

The 	Evaluation's Initial Terms of Reference 

Evaluation information specified for collection pertained to the modules' effectiveness in 
improving teaching in ways that would encourage sponsors and/or the Government of 
Pakistan (GOP) to adopt all or some aspects of the modular approach and to explore 
alternative approaches. Evaluation terms of reference listed in the contract focussed upon 
the following: 

(1) 	 Module objectives' linkage with the objectives in textbooks and the National 
Curriculum; 

(2) 	 Assessment through classroom observation of changes in teacher behavior in 
accordance with the stated objectives of a sample of learning modules; 

(3) 	 Assessment through classroom observation of hanges in student behavior in 

accordance with stated module objectives; 

(4) 	 Assessing gains in student achievement; 

(5) 	 Strengths/weaknesses of the modular approach in terms of its use, feasibility, 
acceptability, and its ease and frequency of use by teachers and students. 

(6) 	 Factors constraining the use of modules such as lack of materials, physical 
facilities, supervisory support, and incentives. 

These broad terms of reference called for the formative evaluation of four aspects of the 
modular approach:. 

(1) 	 Products - perceived characteristics of learning modules; 

(2) 	 Processes- implementation, training, guidance, and supervision activities by 
trainers and Learning Coordinators established to enable teachers to use 
modules and to apply the modular approach in their teaching; 

(3) 	 Effects - observed changes in teacher activities and behaviors that are 
reasonably attributed to the implementation of the modular approach, 

(4) 	 E.fects - observed changes in pupil learning and performance that are attributed 
to teachers' use of the modular approach. 

1) 



Initial Field Visits for Evaluation Planning 

Expectations about products, processes, and effects to be evaluated were preliminarily 
examined during a series of initial site visits carried out by Drs Pervez and Bowers in order 
to develop the evaluation plan. Visits were made to schools and administrative offices in 
Balochistan and in the North West Frontier Province (NWFP). Main conclusions of the 
evaluators were: 

@Learning modules had been produced and distributed to schools in both provinces. 
Provincial Implementation Unit (PIU) staff asserted that the PEP-2 Learning Coordinators 
were working well in the field and were assiscing teachers to use modules and to implement 
the modular approach. 

or* Teachers in schools visited appeared to have next to no idea about the content 
organization of modules. Teachers did not use modules and furthermore did not closely 
associate the modular related training received from Learning Coordinators with their 
teaching. 

a Learning Coordinators spoke glibly about the modular approach and how the design of 
modules will increase student participation in active learning. They assured evaluators that 
their supervisory and training activities facilitated teachers' use of modules. 

* ASDEOs interviewed, who are part of the primary supervisory system, uniformly 
dismissed the work of the Learning Coordinators, although they recognized the value of the 
modular approach and looked forward to absorbing the cadre of PEP-2 Learning 
Coordinators into the official supervision system. 

Refocussing the Evaluation's Terms of Reference 

These early visits strongly suggested that two critical groups - the teachers and Learning 
Coordinators, essential for implementing the modular approach, had experienced major 
problems when confronted with the task of implementing the modular approach. 

This PEP-2 modular approach very possibly imposes overwhelming demands on teachers 
who are trained to teach almost exclusively from textbooks, are required usually to teach 
more than one class level, are limited in their potential effectiveness because of a relatively 
short school day, and do not have readily available instructional resources. The evaluators 
concluded that while the teaching concepts and structures underlying use of the modules 
may be theoretically sound and acceptabe, the actual context of implementation may 
prevent successful adoption by many teachers. 

Learning Coordinators recruited and posted under PEP-2 had nominal but not authoritative 
status, and functioned outside the official supervisory system's chain of command. 
ASDEOs furthermore resented their receiving perks not shared by official inservice staff. 
Teachers stated that their training by Learning Coordinators was infrequent and 
characterized by poor activity plans. However, since steps were underway to bring the PlUs 
within the Directorate of Primary Education, there was general agreement that future 

training, supervisedsupervision would improve through attention to highly directed 
inservice, and well-monitored school visits. 

was correct to focus evaluation on the processes andThe evaluators concluded that it 
effects listed above. Nevertheless, because it was possible that very few teachers used 
modules; if true, there could be no effect that changed teaching/learning behavior and 
students' achievement. The evaluation was then slanted to explore in greater detail (1) 
reasons for limited implementation of the modules and (2) failures to institutionalize the 
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modular approach. Purposes of the evaluation then included explaining failures in the 
modular approach and developing recommendations for other ways to strengthen teaching
through supplemental materials. 

An important priority of the evaluation was seen to be the identification of problems that 
arise from the teaching context which impede module use and that may be dealt with by 
more focussed training and restructured inservice. Problems in the modules' supplemental 
use with textbooks also needed to be identified in order to consider other possible ways to 
integrate add-on .naterial with textbooks. 

Administrative Preparations for Evaluation 

A senior staff member in NIP, Dr Pervez, with considerable research experience in primary
education and child development, was assigned as the Principal Investigator for this 
project. Since the scope of the evaluation dealt much less with the quantification of facts 
and much more with the critical analysis and interpretation of information about the 
modular approach, it was decided to involve more experienced and senior researchers in 
this work. An attempt was made to locate psychologists who had experience and 
competence to conduct in-depth clinical interviews which go beyond surface appearances. 

Researchers at this level were generally working at senior positions in various research and 
teaching institutions and were not availablp for project work for extended or continuous 
periods of time. Therefore, their services wire obtained on a contract basis for a limited 
number of days in the field. It was essential to hold orientation and training sessions. Three 
skills were needed: (1) classroom observation skills, (2) interviewing skills, and (3) skills in 
conducting focus group sessions. Four senior staff members of NIP proficient in these skills 
conducted the orientation and training sessions. 

In order to evaluate a sample of Learning Modules, a rating scale was developed in the 
planning phase of the project. To establish rating reliability, it was decided to rate a set of 
three modules using three raters. One was an educationist with experience in reviewing
textbooks and other educational documents - this rater was a woman teaching in education 
in a local college. The second rater, also a woman, has a long career in psychological 
research, especially at the primary school level, as well as experience in content analysis.
The Principal Investigator was the third rater. Ratings were made on 22 four-point scales for 
each module. Rating agreement was 72 per cent between the first two raters and 85 per cent 
between the second and third raters. Points of disagreement were discussed to arrive at a 
consensus. Another set of three modules were rated and rating agreement was 93 per cent or 
higher for all raters. This was accepted as sufficiently high so that subsequently all ratings 
were done by the first two raters. 

Initially an attempt was made to develop two research teams - one based in Karachi to 
work in the Balochistan province and the other based in Islamabad to work in the NWFP. 
However, the Karachi team for various reasons could not be mobilized. The teams which 
eventually collected data from the field included the Principal Investigator and seven other 
psychologists (three women and four men). All of these psychologists had an extensive 
background in child development, educational psychology, and research. 

It was decided to field trial all instruments and techniques sharpened during the orientation 
and training sessions. Therefore, the team selected a project school in Tofkian in the Haripur
district. This exercise facilitated further irr rovements of the data collection instruments 
and pinpointed shortcomings in the training program. Additional sessions were arranged to 
overcome these difficulties. 

After an extended period of preparing the research team and refining data collection 
instruments, actual data collection ,tarted in the Haripur district of NWFP in November 
1992- Haripur was followed by Abbottabad and then Sawabi. Since schools in the Pishin 
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sample district of Balochistan are closed during the winter months of December to March, it 
was planned to proceed immediately to Pishin after completing Sawabi. However, the 
Pishin district could not be completed because of political agitation; all schools in 
Balochistan were closed down. In a meeting with the USAID Mission in Islamabad in early 
February, it was decided to drop the remaining sample district of Dera Ismail Khan in the 
NWFP district 
and to finish data collection in the two districts of Balochistan. Due to administrative 
reasons, the next leg of data collection only became possible in the first week of March 1993, 
when data were obtained from the Turbat and Pishin districts of Balochistan. 

Procedures 

Classroom Observations and Follow-up Interviews 

The strategy adopted for the evaluation of module use was to go directly into primary 
school classrooms and observe the effects of learning modules on classroom practices. It 
was assumed that if teachers had Learning Modules available, they would have been 
trained how to use them. If so, then classroom practices should be different from what is 
expected in typical Pakistani primary schools. 

Therefore, classroom observation came first. One member of the field research team would 
visit a sampled school and before entering the school, would arbitrarily select for 
observation one particular class for one school period (if there was a period, or for 45 
minutes if not). 

The observation period was followed by an interview with the teacher whose class was 
observed. After the interview, school site information was obtained from the head teacher 
and other teachers in the school. This part of the evaluation involved the use of four 
instruments: (1) a Classroom Observation Form, (2) a Classroom Observation Description, 
(3) a Teachers' Interview Form, and (4) a School Visit Form. The first parts of the last two 
instruments aimed at collecting demographic information about the teacher interviewed and 
the school visited. 

Classroom Observations 

The Classroom Observation Form used a number of four-point rating scales under the 
assumption that raters would observe classroom teaching based upon the use of learning 
modules as part of an essential teaching strategy. Because there were clear indications from 
initial planning visits to schools that this was not apt to be true, a second classroom 
observation record was developed for recording observations even though teaching did not 
use modules. This was called the Classroom Observation Description, on which (in case no 
module-based teaching occurred) the observer described classroom activities. Categories 
were developed to classify the type of teaching taking place in classrooms. All classroom 
observations were then coded on the basis of these categories. 

FIU/PIUs Interviews 

During the planning of the evaluation, it was realized that a significant factor affecting the 
success of the Learning Modules initiative was the administrative structure of PEP-2. It was 
necessary to obtain the perspective of persons involved in administering this project. The 
principal investigator interviewed three categories of people involved in the project's 
administration. The top level were persons in the Primary (andNon-Formal) education wing 
of the Federal Ministry of Education. This wing was headed by a Joint Secretary level 
officer, who, for work related to PEP-2, was designated as chief of the Federal 
Implementation Unit (FlU) of the project. This officer is renowned for his dynamism and 
communication skills, and remained chief of PEP-2 for most of its active period. He was 
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assisted by a deputy secretary who also remained a member of the FlU throughout most of 
this active period. At the time of evaluation both had left the project. However, the deputy 
secretary, now a retired government officer, is living in Islamabad and was available for long 
interviews. 

The second category of persons were responsible for project administration at the provincial 
level. The top personnel in this category were titled Project Directors and were heads of 
Provincial Implementation Units (PIUs). 

The third category were persons who had remained associated with the project either at 
district levels or had been involved with the project on a part time basis as trainers of 
Learning Coordinators, module writers, anrid reviewers of-modules. DEOs and their staff, 
being right in the field, was the most well informed group of people. However, often their 
opinions were heavily loaded gainst Learning Coordinators. Most of these persons held 
permanent positions at various teacher training institutions or in curriculum development 
and research centers in different provinces. A small number of persons from departments of 
education at various universities had also been involved in project activities. 

Interviews were typically conducted in informal settings. Interviewers adopted a style of 
informal discussion about problems and issues in primary school education in Pakistan, 
while emphasizing aspects of the PEP-2 expelience. All those interviewed were assured that 
their responses would be treated confidentially. 

All of the FIU/PIU interviews were conducted by the Principal Investigator and were 
basically in an unstructured format, so notes were developed from interviewee responses. 
Conclusions drawn from these interviews are based upon the notes of the Principal 
Investigator. 

Teacher Interviews 

All of the teachers whose classes were observed were interviewed following the observation. 
This follow-up interview gave the evaluators a more candid view of the classroom. Because 
teachers were unaware of the purpose of classroom observation, they did not deliberately 
use learning modules as part of their teaching during observations. 

The first part of the teacher interview was used to obtain basic background information 
about teachers. This information was coded and entered into a computer data file. Teacher 
interviews were structured. Teacher interview responses were transcribed on sheets with 
open-ended spaces for answers to specific questions raised by interviewers. Answers were 
later categorized and enumerated for reporting. 

School Visit Form 

Teacher interviews were followed by a discussion with the head and other teachers in the 
school; these discussions obtained school profiles, and information was recorded on a 
"School Visit Form." The first part of this form consisted of precoded items for computer 
entry; the second part asked questions about educational practices in the school, with 
special attention to pupil evaluation and examination practices. Responses to this second 
part were also categorized and coded for repcrting. 

Learning Coordinators and Teachers Focus Groups 

Besides direct structured interviewing, the use of teacher and Learning Coordinator focus 
groups was the second evaluation strategy adopted in the study. Members of the team, 
called moderators, conducted focus groups composed of Learning Coordinators and 
teacher Discussions in these groups, with permission from group members, were recorded 
on audio cassettes. Using their notes and listening to audio recordings, moderators filled out 
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Focus Group Reporting Sheets. Two sets of these sheets were used to cover all of the 
relevant issues specific to Learning Coordinators and teachers. Responses to questions 
about these issues, which were assumed to be a reflection of the basic consensus of the 
group, were later categorized and enumerated. These enumerations along with information 
on the Focus Group Reporting Sheets were used to report findings for focus groups. 

Sampling 

Selection of Learning Coordinators for Focus Groups 

NWFP: The number of Learning Coordinators varies in the three evaluation districts of the 
NWFP. There were 19, 31 and 22 male Learning Coordinators, respectively, in the Haripur, 
Abbottabad and Sawabi districts; there were 8, 14, and 7 female Learning Coordinators in 
these respective districts. From a list of Learning Coordinators provided by the District 
Education Office, ten Learning Coordinators were randomly selected with the assumption 
that at least seven of these would show up for the focus group. The following number of 
Learning Coordinators participated in the focus groups in the NWFP. 

Balochistan: Discovering the number of Learning Coordinators in the two evaluation 
districts in Balochistan was more complicated. The PIU at Quetta was about to be 
dismantled, and in the absence of an experienced project member, it was difficult to obtain 
needed information. The DEO's office was uncertain about the number of Learning 
Coordinators. Finally a sample of male Learning Coordinators was drawn from a list of 
names recalled by the staff in the DEO office. Only three female Learning Coordinators were 
ever appointed in the Pishin district and on)y two joined. In Turbat the situation was even 
more discouraging, where one Learning Coordinator was appointed only last year and she 
has never worked in the field. As detailed in Table 1, a total number of 60 learning 
Coordinators participated in focus groups in both provinces. 

Table 1. 

Number of Learning Coordinators in Focus Groups 

Provinces Districts Number of Learning Coordinators 

Male Female Total 

NWFP Haripur 7 5 12 
Abbottabad 7 7 14 
Swabi 9 8 17 

Balochistan 
Turbat 8 1 9 
Pishin 6 2 8 

Total 37 23 60 

Background Characteristics of Learning Coordinators 

In the NWFP, the academic qualifications of 26 out of the 36 teachers (72 per cent) were 
more than the minimum qualification necessary to become a Learning Coordinator; i.e., 
matriculation. On the other hand, 14 out of 17 Learning Coordinators (82 per cent) were 
not qualified above the matriculation level. 

In Balochistan. no Learning Coordinators were qualified above the PTC level, while 20 of the 
36 NWFP Learning Coordinators were qualified above the FTC level; thirteen of these were 
CT and seven held B.Ed. degrees. Ten Learning Coordinators in the NWFP were head 
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teachers before becoming Learning Coordinators; 30 of these were in Grade 11. All the 
Balochistan Learning Coordinators were in Grade 10 or below. Balochistan had seven 
Learning Coordinators with more than 20 years of teaching experience whle none of the 
NWFP Learning Coordinators showed this level of seniority. 

However, in Balochistan and NWFP a total of 34 out of 53 Learning Coordinators had more 
than 10 years of teaching experience. Twenty-six Learning Coordinators had completed 
three or more cycles of training, but very few had undergone any other kind of in-service 
training. 

Selection of Schools and Teachers 

Selection of schools for classroom observations and teachers' interviews, as well as the 
selection of teachers for focus groups was done at District Education Offices. The Swabi 
district was divided into two sub-divisions, and one, Chota Lahor, was selected. In the 
NWFP, schools in districts are clustered in pay centers. There were 25, 41, and 31 pay 
centers for male schc'1ls and 14, 9, and 11 pay centers for female schools in the Haripur, 
Abbottabad and Swabi districts, respectively. 

The first step was to randomly select two male and two female school pay centers from the 
list of school pay centers obtained from each District Education Office. Then a list of 
teachers was obtained for the selected centers, and from this list 15 teachers were randomly 
selected to insure that at least ten of these would be available for focus group sessions. 
However, in selecting male pay centers, the consideration was made that female centers, as 
far as possible, would be in close proximity to the selected male centers in order to facilitate 
travel logistics. 

Since schools in Balochistan were not organized around pay centers, two clusters of 
geographically proximate schools were randomly selected for the sampling of male schools, 
and one cluster was randomly sampled for the sampling of female schools. 

Selection of Learning Modules 

Sets of modules printed for B and C level training and distribution to schools for teaching 
were collected from the PIUs of the NWFP and Balochistan. 

In the NWFP, modules existed in two forms. In the earlier phase of the project, each module 
was published as a separate document. However, following a later decision based on easier 
teacher use, modules were printed in sets, where each set was a collection of all modules in 
a specific subject for a specific class (for instance, all the mathematics modules for Class 3 
were published in one booklet). Sixteen booklets in all, containing a total of 176 modules, 
were published in the NWFP; details are shown in Table 3. 

Balochistan did not follow NWFP's procedure and instead published each module 
separately. A large number of modules examined had "second edition" printed on them, but 
a careful look indicated that "second edition" meant second printing without any 
improvements or changes. Since Balochistan modules were selected after selection of NWFP 
modules, it soon became clear that the mathematics, science, Islamiat, and Class 5 social 
studies modules were actually the same as those in the NWFP. All of these, hrwever, did 
not originate in the NWFP. Some were written in Balochistan and some in Sindh, and 
perhaps these were shared by all three provinces. Among the modules printed in 
Balochistan 56 were identical to modules printed in the NWFP. Therefore, these were 
excluded from the sample. Modules for Urdu in all classes and Class 4 modules for social 
studies were original to Balochistan; the numbers were 19 for Urdu and 11 for Class 4 
social studies. The sample of modules from Balochistan, therefore, consists of 13 Urdu and 
3 social studies modules. Table 4 shows the universe of 289 modules,176 from the NWFP 
and 113 from Balochistan, as these were collected from PlUs of these provinces. However, 
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the question that how many modules were originally prepared in NWFP and how many in
 
Balochistan cannot be answered unless all the modules are also collected from Sindh. From
 
the total NWFP and Balochistan and then by excluding duplicated modules between these
 
two provinces, a sample of 76 modules to be evaluated was drawn.
 

Table 4.
 
Universe from which Learning Modules were sampled
 

Classes S u b j e c t s Total 
Integrated Urdu Mathematic Science Social Studies Islamiat 

Provinces -

NWFP 
1 16 12 28 
2 12 11 23 
3 13 13 
4 12 12 9 12 12 57 
5 11 9 11 12 12 55 

Total 176 
Balochistan 

1 6 2 8 
2 10 10 
3 7 4 11 
4 13 4 8 11 11 47 
5 11 5 10 11 37 

Total 	 113 

Grand Total 6 92 72 38 46 35 289 

Selection of Learning Modules for Evaluation 

Approximately one-third of all modules were selected for evaluation. Sampling attempted 
to be proportionate by subject and class. Altogether, 58 modules from the NWFP and 16 
modules from Balochistan to be evaluated was drawn, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. 
Sample of Learning Modules for Evaluation 

Province S u b j e c t s Total 
Classes Urdu Math Science Social Studies Islamiat 

NWFP 	 1 5 4 9 
2 4 4 8 
3 4 4 
4 4 4 3 3 4 18 
5 4 4 3 4 4 19 

Balochistan 	 1 2 2 
2 3 3 
3 2 2 
4 3 3 6 
5 3 3 

Total 	 30 20 6 10 8 74 
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Findings 

FIU/PIU Interview Findings 

This section isbased on interviews with FIU/PIU personnel. Since the author of this reportis an experienced observer and researcher of the primary education system of Pakistan, it islikely that his background information and opinions about this and many other projects willemerge, as they should in the evaluation. However, care has been taken not to ascribeanything to PIU/FIU staff which did not originate from their interviews. 

In the 1973 Constitution of Pakistan, education is a concurrent subject, which means thatresponsibility for education is shared by the Federal Government of Pakistan and theprovincial governments of its four federated provinces. Foreign loans are customarilynegotiated by the Federal Government which also sets the basic course for educationalpolicy, but these policies are implemented by the provinces. In order to administer PEP-2,one Federal Implementation Unit and three Provincial Implementation Units (PlUs) werecreated. The present evaluation concerns only two of these three provinces. 
Many problems identified during interviews with FIU/PIU staff are not unique to the PEP-2project. Most decisions in Pakistan are "top-down" despite claims to the contrary, so eventhough the provincial education departments met many times to plan and execute theimplementation of PEP-s, the Federal Government was in charge because the project
involved a foreign loan as its major driving force. 

Two key terms in PEP-2 are those of Learning Modules and Learning Coordinators. Both areso foreign to Pakistan that they can not be properly translated into a Pakistani language.One translation for "Learning Coordinator" used in Balochistan is "Rabta moalam", whichtranslates back to English as 'Link Teacher.' 

Although the project chief at the Federal level appeared to be highly convinced andenthusiastic about the value of Learning Modules and Learning Coordinators, the firstreaction of staff in the field was that PEP-2 represented another "alien notion." PEP-2'sideas were not seen as emerging from the real needs of Pakistani schools, teachers, andpupils. From the beginning, PEP-2 was perceived as not integrated within the existing
context of Pakistani education. 

There was a highly bureaucratic approach to PEP-2's implementation process. In manymeetings after PEP-2 started, whenever a questiun was asked about the project's feasibility,a typical reply was that PEP-2 is a Government decision and government servants areexpected to implement it. Successful implementation of Learning Modules by keyimplementation agents, the Learning Coordinators, entailed carefully working out a sequence
of links. 

With effective control of schools and teachers by regular provincial departments ofeducation represented in the field by DEOs, parallel PEP-2 PlUs were created in eachproject province. This meant that on many occasions, the PEP-2 system competed with andat times contradicted the regular system. 

While the FlU was formulating a strategy to write modules, many persons questioned theirability to do so in the absence of any control over the curriculum and textbooks. At the sametime, the Curriculum and Textbooks Wing of the Federal Ministry of Education was not onlyinvolved in a major revision of primary school curriculum and textbooks but was alsoentertaining the idea of producing something similar to the PEP-2 Learning Modules. It wasalso writing Teachers' Guide Books for primary schools. If these initiatives by the CurriculumWing had been implemented, many difficulties would have been created for teachers and
schools. 
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FlU staff were so enthusiastic about the concepts of Learning Coordinators and Learning 
Modules that they apparently anticipated such great educational improvement that any 
issues related to the curriculum, textbooks, supervision by DEOs, and the examination 
system were swept aside. 

Technically speaking, PEP-2 was expected to follow the National Curriculum. However, 
when a group of early module writers prepared the objectives sections of prototype 
modules, they realized that objectives in the National Curriculum and in textbooks had 
never been amplified to the extent that they could be translated into "can do" performance­
based objectives required by PEP-2 module specifications. The only choice for them, 
decided by the FlU was to interpret and add objectives, as appropriate, to the curriculum. 
The thinking at that time, as pointed out above, was that PEP-2 can and would overtake 
the National Curriculum. The problem now seen is that the two sets of objectives those for-
the modules and those from textbooks and the National Curriculum, do not tightly match. 

Recruitment of personnel with appropriate experience and competency for a limited-time 
project is always been a problem because there is a very restricted employment market for 
higher level jobs in education (similar to most other sectors). Many persons prefer the 
security of their regular positions. The choice available to most projects is to obtain staff on 
secondment (called "on deputation" in Pakistan). Even those with appropriate experience 
will have divided loyalties. Lending departments can recall seconded persons whenever 
necessary, and the seconded persons will often return to their parent departments whenever 
better oppc,--anities arise. 

Frequent postings and transfers with no serious consideration of ongoing work requirements 
are very common. A game of "musical chairs" exists for the dozen top level positions at the 
Federal Ministry, a fact well known to anyone aware of things at Islamabad. 

A project that aims at introducing an absolutely new and untried innovation in a very 
traditional society requires a dedicated team with a firm and a relatively long-term 
commitment. This was rarely the case in the PlUs. One very important person in the FIU 
never became converted to the possibility of introducing any innovation into Pakistan's 
school system. This very player stayed with the project for the longest period of time. 

Recruitment of positions in the PlUs was much worse than that at the FIU. The provincial 
bureaucracy fiercely guards its autonomy. The placement of Project Directors in the PlUs 
remained an ongoing issue for the FlU. The average period of posting for a PIU Project 
Director was no more than two years, and many PlUs were without a Project Director for 
extended periods of time. Selection of PIU Project Directors became a complicated problem 
in the provinces. The job carried attractive benefits but was risky because it meant leaving 
the administrative mainstream, and seniority is one of the most respected qualities of a 
bureaucracy. Those with the most seniority move to the top and hold very secure positions 
where it is possible for matters like retirement to become more important than tasks. A 
senior level staff member is likely also to find resentment from colleagues because of 
promotion, and these are the very persons from whom he needs honest and cooperative 
effort. The situation at one point became so bad in one province that when hostility between 

wasthe Project Director and a senior official in the provincial Department of Education 
known at the school level, persons in the DEO's office were unwilling to allow Learning 
Coordinators to enter the schools. 

The recruitment of Learning Coordinators for the districts posed similar problems to those 
just discussed. One can easily imagine that a head teacher might take exception to the fact 
that his Learning Coordinator, perceived as less competent than himself, had previously 
served under him and was now supervising and directing his teaching because he had 
connections at the DEO's office or links in Quetta or Peshawar. 

The idea of Learning Modules which, to the knowledge of the most seasoned hand at the 
FlU, came from Washington, D.C., travelled quite a distance before ending up in a dusty 
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cupboard of a far flung school in a remote arid village in Balochistan. Of course this travel 
did not occur physically; printed modules ended up in the cupboard. The important point is 
that idea of the modules grew more ambiguou3 as responsibility for module design changed
hands too often. With new postings, transfers, and fresh recruitment over a period of more 
than five years, the original PEP-2 ideas suffered continual erosion. The comments below of 
one Project Director, who came to the project late but stayed too long to damage it, 
dramatize this point. This particular Project Director knew next to nothing about PEP-2's 
conception of Learning Modules, but he still managed to get modules written, and the stamp 
of his ideas on modules written under his supervision is almost certainly not what PEP-s 
planners intended. 

"There was nothing new in Learning Modules; you know the lessons plans done in 
Elementary (PTC) Colleges. The writing of modules was very slow before I came down as 
Project Director. I quickened it up by putting many people to work. It is simple. Take a 
lesson from a textbook. Tell teachers how to explain it to pupils. That's what they like to 
call Learning Modules. You know these foreigners. Old wine in new bottles. I myself went 
into districts to train teachers. I trained a dozen of them a day. I enthused them to use 
modern teaching methods. They don't need to refer to or consult modules. I incarnated 
modules into them. They themselves are modules now." 

A sort of institutionalized ambiguity (like a travelling rumor) can be seen as well in PFP-2's 
cascading training scheme where those trained to be A-Level trainers train B-Level trainees 
who in turn train teachers at the C-Level. Seminars and workshops (often there is no clear 
distinction between two) in Pakistan have degraded to such an extent that a person near the 
top of government called for a seminar to discuss how to stop so many seminars in 
Islamabad. 

Most of the training of module writers from A-Level to C-Level followed a typical 
workshop/seminar agenda common to Pakistan. No one is paid to be a resource person, but 
still like to attend workshops because it means a free trip to Islamabad, a respite from 
routine and tiring work, there is the possibility of visiting relatives, and there are 
opportunities to rub shoulders with persons in the higher levels of the bureaucracy. These 
are rewards that motivate many so-called resource persons and there is little reason to 
believe things were different with PEP-2's training. 

The FIU never succeeded in establishing a convinced and committed core to carry the 
modular approach into the classroom. The majority of the specialist/experts who worked 
on the project were senior persons because it is a firm bureaucratic principle that when 
government or heads of departments are asked to nominate persons to attend seminars or 
workshops, senior persons are always nominated. 

Senior specialists/experts responsible for FlU training most often were persons with a long 
experience of teacher training at the college or university level, subject specialists from the 
Bureau of Curriculum and Educational Extension Centres in the provinces, and occasionally 
a group of psychologists from the National Institute of Psychology. With the exception of 
the last group, all of these persons have very firm roots in the present educational system. 
They have a strong identification with and stake in this system. The idea of Learning 
Modules was very new to them. With little solid help from the PUs, they attempted to 
conceptualize PEP-2 training in terms of their own ideas fixed on model lessons and lesson 
planning. One might perhaps expect more from the curriculum specialists, but a very cursory
look at the National Curriculum reveals the limited level at which they operate. 

Despite many efforts to stay on course, at least during earlier stages of the project, training 
for the implementation of Learning Modules through the work of Learning Coordinators 
drifted into the familiar methods of lesson planning as understood and practiced during 
Primary Teaching Certificate (PTC) training. Lesson plans and model lessons created in the 
PTC training program are exercises that are planned, prepared, and practiced for one 
objective only - to demonstrate them for the PTC progiJm examiner. It is not training for 
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teaching, and every PTC-passed and freshly recruited teacher knows or soon learns that the 
PTC program is irrelevant to teaching practiced in Pakistani schools. Even enthusiastic 
young teachers will be told by head teachers to ignore what they learned in training. 

Many people responsible for B-Level training never received A-Level training. One Project
Director reported that a particular subject soecialist working in a provincial department 
was sent to Islamabad to receive A-Level training to become a B-level trainer. When training 
was organized in his province, his department head would not release him to be a resource 
person for a ten-day B-Level training program because when this program was started there 
was too much work for him to do; the real reason was that the department head believed 
that the Project Director had squeezed him out of the Project Director appointment. Poor 
training appears to have happened again and again, with resource persons disseminating
information about the roles and functions of Learning Coordinators and Learning Modules 
in terms of whatever meaning these had in their own experience. 

The writing of modules by specialists/experts was not different. Writers whose names 
appear on modules showed complete ignorance about the basic concept, purpose and 
structure of Learning Modules. They claim that they were never trained. Most module 
writers were independent of PEP-2 but were government servants nevertheless. One 
province attempted to recruit permanent module writers, but the idea ran into a snag. By the 
time permanent module writers could be employed, the project was too far along and the 
quality of modules written by the permanent writers suffered because they joined too late. 
Again we see that delay introduced further distortion into the writing of modules. 

Learning Module Findings 

Because the teacher training was the weakest component of the World Bank financed 
Pakistan Primary Education Project (1978-83), the idea of developing Learning Modules 
emerged as a strategy for the Second Primary Education Project (PEP-2) financed by the 
World Bank (1985-89). This concept was first introduced by Paul Schwarz, an educational 
consultant and member of the World Bank pre-appraisal team. Their report in August 1984 
outlined the scope of a project to develop learning modules as "the linch-pin of various 
categories of inputs that would be directad at improvement in performance would be a set 
of teaching/learning modules, and that would be developed exclusively for this purpose."
The staff appraisal report listed the following uses for learning modules: 

(1) A basis for in-service training courses to be provided to teachers, assistant 

teachers, learning coordinators and other supervisory personnel; 

(2) A post-training guide and reminder for teachers when they return to classrooms; 

(3) Learning aids for students; 

(4) A focal point for supervision and on-the-job remedial training; 

(5) Vehicles for further research on the use of standardized learning materials to 
upgrade student achievement. 

The World Bank laid down the condition that the Government of Pakistan should 
demonstrate its ability to prepare Learning Modules as a pre-condition for PEP-2. 

In order to identify expertise for writing a set of 12 prototype Learning Modules, the 
Primary and Non-formal Education Wings of the Federal Ministry of Education organized a 
national level three-day workshop at Islamabad on 6 to 8 January 1985. Subject specialists 
from the Curriculum Bureaus of Sindh and Punjab, the Text Book Board in the NWFP, and 
educational psychologists from the National Institute of Psychology were invited to this 
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workshop. Dr. L.R. Davis who was an FlU consultant introduced the concept of Learning 
Modules in this workshop and conducted an exercise in writing Learning Modules. 

As a result of a review of the outcomes of this workshop, Ihe Federal Ministry of Education 
appointed the National Institute of Psychology (NIP) to prepare 12 prototype Learning 
Modules which were to be considered by the World Bank during project negotiation, and 
later arranged for the preparation of a further 60 modules to complete module requirements
for the first phase of the project. The 12 prototype modules were sent to Paul Schwarz in 
April 1985. He wrote a detailed review; though appreciating the effort, he pointed out many 
shortcomings and provided suggestions for improvement. During this period, NIP also 
undertook a formative evaluation of four Urdu, four science and four mathematics modules 
in schools in Abbottabad. The evaluation concluded that in-field assessment of the modules 
would be possible only after teachers were thoroughly trained in the use of modules in their 
teaching. However, because no school and its staff could be made available to NIP, teacher 
training in the use of learning modules could not be undertaken by NIP. 

The FIU also appointed NIP, in collaboration with the FIU, to prepare a Master Training 
Manual and to organize an A-Level Training Workshop for Master Trainers. 

A ten day A-Level Training Workshop was held from 5 to 15 October 1985; 48 'Master 
Trainers' nominated by provinces participated. Because of no proper orientation of the 
participants, the workshop, rather than focussing on training, ended up as a discussion 
exercise questioning the rationale underlying the concept and strategy of learning modules in 
the Pakistani context. Although Master Trainers were expected to be resource persons for B­
level training to be conducted at district levels and participated in by supervisory staff of 
the project, they were, at the end of the workshop, not quite convinced about the concept 
and utility of Learning Modules. The workshop never reached a point where participants 
could actually train anyone to use learning modules. 

In a meeting of PIU Project Directors held in December 1985, the concept, rationale, and 
objectives of Learning Modules were again questioned. Directors of PlUs were of the opinion 
that Learning Modules were modified versions of teachers guides, and it was felt that the 72 
modules so far developed were prototypes that the PlUs were to improve and modify 
before printing. The Project Directors also expressed the wish that provinces should become 
module writing centers. The FlU, while agreeing to this suggestion, asked the PlUs to 
constitute a select committee of subject specialists in order to write additional modules. It 
was decided to print 18 of the 72 Learning Modules prepared by the National Institute of 
Psychology for B-level training of Learning Coordinators in the provinces. 

While this training was taking place, there was criticism from the provinces that the modules 
were too "psychologically loaded" and did not adequately address educational 
considerations. There also was a strong pressure to provincialize Learning Module writing
and publication. In response to this criticism, FlU allowed provinces to write and publish 
their own modules, and allocated work as shown in Table 1. 

Work proceeded very slowly. After writing was completed for a reasonable number of 
modules, the FlU organized a Specialists Review Committee to evaluate modules prepared
by provinces. This committee met under the chairmanship of Professor Mubarik Hussain 
Shah from I to 10 March 1987. A total of 54 modules were presented to this committee for 
review. Of these 54 modules, the committee selected 21 modules which covered topics 
common to all provinces, offered comments on their structure, and gave suggestions for 
activities, schemes of work, and mastery tests. 

The committee decided that none of the modules were appropriate for classroom use. It 
suggested rewriting of all of these and recommended their testing in classrooms for a 10 per 
cent sample of schools. The committee also proposed the training and orientation of module 
writers. In following the recommendations of this committee, the FIU arranged the first 
writers workshop held on 16 to 25 June 1987. The concept of Learning Modules was again 
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discussed and elaborated in this workshop, and an agreed structural outline for Learning
 
Modules was prepared. This outline shown in Table 2 contains the most detailed concept of
 
a Learning Module:
 

Table 1.
 
Allocation of Work for Development of Learning Modules
 

Classes
 
1 2 3 4 5 Total
 

Level Subjects
 
National
 

Urdu 4 4 4 12
 
Mathematics 12 12
 
Science 3 5 8
 
Social Studies 12 12
 
Total 44
 

NWFP
 
Urdu 4 4
 
Mathematics 12 12 24
 
Science 3 5 8
 
Islamiat 12 12
 
Total 48
 

Sindh
 
Urdu 4 4 4 12
 
Mathematics 12 12 24
 
Science 3 5 8
 
Islamiat 12 12
 
Total 56. 

Balochistan
 
Integrated 12 12 24
 
Urdu 12 12 12 36
 
Social Sciences 12 12
 
Total 72
 

Grand Total 220
 

The FlU and World Bank also arranged for the foreign training of PIU staff in module 
writing at RECSAM, Penang, Malaysia for three months in 1987, followed by a Writers' 
Workshop; a national committee for writing modules was established and met from 25 to 
27 October 1987. Module writing work in the provinces was allocated by the cormnittee. 
However, production was slow since members of the writing committee were mostly subject 
specialists working full time in their institutions. Therefore, it was decided to establish a 
module writers' cell in some provinces. In Balochistan, for instance, a five member cell was 
sanctioned, but only two persons were employed for this task. As a consequence, most 
writing was done by subject specialists at Teacher Training Institutes or in Bureaus of 
Curriculum. 

Learning Module Ratings 

Seventy-four Learning Modules were evaluated in terms of clarity of objectives, the match 
of objectives with those of textbooks and the National Curriculum, the quality of 
explanatory passages and content, the feasibility of teacher activities, features of pupil 
exercises, the availability of material and aids, format features, and the appropriateness of 
mastery testing methods. 
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Table 2. 

Intended Components a Learning Module. 

1. Introduction 

a. 	 Purpose - explained in a few words. 
b. 	 Contents - refer to curriculum document, listed content, concepts, relevant 

textbook chapters. 
c. 	 Amplification of content - in terms of implications for procedures, problem­

solving in daily life. 
d. 	 Overview of subject - to improve teacher competency. 
e. 	 Methodology - introduction to procedures and activities with clarified time 

frame. 

2. Previous knowledge 

a. 	 Prerequisite conditions of language, life experience, school experiences referred to 
preceding content, motivation. 

3. Objectives 

a. In terms of "can do" objectives. 
b. 	 Limits of performance - which are implicit or not explicit for the child. 

4. Module sections 

a. 	 New terms. 
b. 	 Activity-wise objectives (if nece3sary). 
c. 	 Material (listed) ­ from teacher's own resources (local or indigenous), from

Primary Schools Teaching Kit, from modules themselves (e.g., flash cards).
d. 	 Activities - all are child-centered and as far as possible are to address child's

knowledge, skills, concepts, rule-following procedures, problem-solving in daily
life activities for teacher to be carred out in the classroom not necessarily by the
teacher but with his active supervision; activities carried out, more
independently, by the pupils, but under teacher guidance when necessary
activities to monitor the children's performance. 

5. Mastery Test 

For 	each of these characteristics, three positively worded statements were given; raters
indicated the extent of their agreement with each statement on a four-point rating scale
anchored at points labelled "strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree". Frequencies
and percentages of response are shown below for each statement. First, however, the main 
conclusions from the ratings are listed. 

Objectives 

Raters found the objectives for 71 per cent of the modules to be clear and 
understandable. 

Textbook and module objectives matched for 45 per cent of the modules rated. 

About half of the modules were rated as showing consistency between their 
objectives and objectives in the National Curriculum; the same proportion were 
not rated. 
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Explanatory Passagesand Text Content 

Explanatory passages and text content for 75 per cent of the modules were rated 
as clear and comprehensible. 

Raters found that objectives were consistent with text content for 72 per cent of 
the modules. 

Explanatory passages and text were rated as accurate and up-to-date for 75 per 
cent of the modules. 

TeacherActivities 

About 73 per cent of the modules were rated as showing a consistency between 
explanatory text and objectives. 

Modules were evenly divided between positive and negative ratings for the 
quality of suggestions for teaching; whether this is due to merit or due to the 
feasibility of suggestions is uncertain. 

Raters found that 35 per cent of the modules indicated the use of materials that 

are easily available to teachers. 

Pupil Exercises 

Raters indicated that about 43 per cent of the modules should stimulate pupil 
participation, but 40 per cent were rated as not doing so; the rest were not rated. 

Pupil exercises in nearly 26 per cent of the modules were rated as consistent with 
objectives and teacher activities. 

More than half of the modules (58 per cent) were rated as not giving sufficient 

time for pupil exercises. 

Materialsand Aids 

Only 12 per cent per cent of the modules were favorably with respect to use of 
materials in the Primary School Teaching Kit. 

Favorable ratings were given to 38 per cent of the modules in terms of use of 
easily available materials aids. 

Nearly four-fifths of the modules (79 per cent) were rated as showing consistency 

between teaching activities and objectives. 

Format 

A large majority of modules (83 per cent) were rated as having a well-organized 
and easy-to-follow format. 

A large proportion of the modules (87 per cent) were rated as free from mistakes 

and printing errors. 

The format of 39 per cent of the modules was rated as a help in lesson planning. 

Mastery Testing (studentassessment procedures) 

Only 22 per cent of the modules were rated as showing consistency between 
module objectives and student assessment procedures. 
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Slightly over half of the modules (55 per cent) were rated as having student 
assessment procedures at appropriate c)ifficulty levels. 

Modules were evenly divided in terms ratings on how well student assessment 
procedures help to identify students who do well or poorly in school. 

Time Demands 

Favorable ratings were given to 59 per cent of the modules in terms of the time 
constraints in the typical school. 

Table 3.
 
Results of Evaluation of Learning Modules.
 

Characteristics of Modules Ratings 

A. Objectives statedin this LearningModules 

1. Are clearlystated and understandable: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Not possible to rate 

Results of Evaluation 

N % 

12 15.8 
42 55.3 

6 7.9 
2 2.6 
2 2.6 

2. Match the objectives as presentedin textbooks: 
Strongly Agree 12 15.8 
Agree 22 29.3 
Strongly Disagree 36 48 
Not possible to rate 12 16 

3. Math the objectives in the Nationql Curriculum: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Not possible to rate 

13 17.1 
23 30.3 

2 2.6 
1 1.3 

37 48.7 

B. Explanatorypassageand the text contentin the module is: 

1. Written in direct and simply understoodlanguage: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 

2. Consistent with stated objectives: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Not possible to rate 

7 9.2 
50 65.8 
18 23.7 

1 1.3 

6 7.9 
49 64,5 
17 22.4 

3 3.9 
1 1.3 
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Table 3. - continued
 
Results of Evaluation of Learning Modules.
 

Characteristics of Modules Ratings Results of Evaluation 
N % 

3. Accurate and uptodate: 
Strongly Agree 6 7.9 
Agree 51 67.1 
Disagree 13 17.1 
Strongly Disagree 3 3.9 
Not possible to rate 3 3.95 

C. Teacheractivities developed in the module: 

1. Are consistent with objectives and explanatory text: 
Strongly Agree 8 10.5 
Agree 40 52.6 
Disagree 21 27.6 
Strongly Disagree 5 6.6 
Not possible to rate 2 2.6 

2. Are good suggestionsthat can be carriedout by most teachers: 
Strongly Agree 7 9.21 
Agree 32 42.1 
Disagree 25 32.9 
Strongly Disagree 11 14.5 
Not possible to rate 1 1.32 

3. Use resourcesand naterialsthat are easily available: 
Strongly Agree 10 13.2 
Agree 17 22.4 
Disagree 28 36.8 
Strongly Disagree 20 26.3 
Not possible to rate 1 1.32 

D. Pupil exercises developed in the module: 
1. Should stimulate active pupil participation: 

Strongly Agree 6 7.9 
Agree 27 35.5 
Disagree 22 28.9 
Strongly Disagree 9 11.8 
Not possible to rate 12 15.8 

2. Give pupils sufficient practicetime: 
4 5.26Strongly Agree 

Agree 16 21.1 
Disagree 33 43.4 
Strongly Disagree 9 11.8 

Not possible to rate 14 18.4 

3. Are consistent with objectives and teacheractivities: 
Strongly Agree 5 6.6 
Agree 39 51.3 
Disagree 13 17.1 
Strongly Disagree 3 3.9 
Not possible to rate 16 21.1 
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Table 3. - continued
 
Results of Evaluation of Learning Modules.
 

Characteristics of Modules Ratings Results of Evaluation 
N % 

E. Materialand aids described in the module:, 

1. Clearly refer to the PrimarySchool Teaching Kit: 
Strongly Agree 1 1.3 
Agree 9 11.8 
Disagrees 17 22.4 
Strongly Disagrees 46 60.5 
Not possible to rate 3 3.9 

2. Can be easily obtainedby the teacher: 
Strongly Agree 6 7.9 
Agree 23 30.3 
Disagrees 24 31.6 
Strongly Disagrees 21 27.6 
Not possible to rate 2 2.6 

3. Are consistentwith objectives and teacheractivities: 
Strongly Agree 14 18.4 
Agree 46 60.5 
Disagrees 8 10.5 
Strongly Disagrees 3 3.9 
Not possible to rate 5 6.6 

F.The Formatof this module: 
1. Is well organizedand easy tofoliwv: 

Strongly Agree 35 46.1 
Agree 28 36.6 
Disagrees 7 9.2 
Strongly Disagrees 1 1.32 
Not possible to rate 6 7.9 

2. Is free from mistakes and printingerrors: 
Strongly Agree 15 19.7 
Agree 51 67.1 
Disagrees 8 10.5 
Strongly Disagrees 1 1.3 
Not possible to rate 1 1.3 

3. Enables teachers to easily develop lesson plans and schemes: 
Agree 27 35.5 
Disagrees 40 52.6 
Strongly Disagrees 5 6.6 
Not possible to rate 1 1.3 

G. Mastery Test (pupil'sassessment)procedures: 
1. Are very closely related to intendedobjectives: 

Strongly Agree 5 6.6 
Agree 12 15.8 
Disagrees 42 55.3 
Strongly Disagrees 6 7.9 
Not possible to rate 2 2.6 
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Table 3. - continued
 
Results of Evaluation of Learning Modules.
 

Characteristics of Modules Ratings Results of Evaluation 
N % 

2. Are ofappropriatedifficulty: 
Strongly Agree 5 6.6 
Agree 37 48.7 
Disagrees 22 28.9 
Strongly Disagrees 11 14.5 
Not possible to rate 1 1.3 

3. Help to identifij pupils who are doing well or doing poorly: 
Strongly Agree 5 6.6 
Agree . 31 40.8 
Disagrees 27 35.5 
Strongly Disagrees 12 15.8 
Not possible to rate 1 1.32 

H. Can the module be done within the time constrains of a typical primary school: 
Yes 45 59.2 
No 13 17.1 
Not possible to rate 18 23.7 

Classroom Observation Findings 

A four-point forced-choice rating scale was developed for classroom observation of various 
teaching activities. Although this rating scale was developed to monitor use of Learning 
Modules in classrooms, it also reflected general aspects of teaching. These activities 
included how well the teacher clarifies objectives, engages the students' prior related 
learning, demonstrates the concept being taught, prompts pupil participation, provides for 
independent pupil work, uses reinforcement, asks questions, monitors pupil understanding, 
creates situations where pupils are actively participating in the lesson, summarizes lessons, 
and uses methods to assess what pupils have learned. 

Observers rated teaching activities by marking 1, 2,3, or 4 on a rating scale that ranged from 
'I' = least favorable to '4" = most favorable. During the tryout of this instrument, it became 
dear that many statements were irrelevant in the context of teaching in Pakistan, so another 
category was added to indicate that activity when the statement was "not applicable to 
what was happening in the classroom." This was checked by observers in over 50 per cent 
of the observed classrooms for four activities, between 40 and 50 per cent of the classrooms 
for three activities, and between 22 and 33 per cent of the classes for four activities. This 
high "not applicable" rate obviously means that there is little opportunity to observe good 
teaching in many classrooms. Observation ratings are first summarized below, followed by 
the frequencies and percentages for separate activities. 

Teacher clarifieswhat pupils are to learn 

Observers rated 16 per cent of classrooms favorable in this respect, and 37 per 
cent of classrooms received unfavorable ratings; 44 per cent of the classrooms 
received a "not applicable"rating. 
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Teacherengagespupils' priorrelatedlearning 
Seven per cent of classrooms received favorable ratings, 34 per cent unfavorable 
ratings, and 59 per cent of the ratings were "not applicable." 

Teacherdemonstratesactivitiesrelated to concepts
Twelve per cent of classrooms received favorable ratings, 34 per cent unfavorable 
ratings, and 53 per cent of the ratings were "not applicable." 

Teacherinvites participationin teacher'sactivity 
Twenty-three per cent of classrooms received favorable ratings, 36 per centunfavorable ratings, and 41 per cent of the ratings were "not applicable." 

Teacherallows students to do independent work 
Only 9 per cent of the classrooms were favorably rated, with 37 per cent ratedunfavorably and 54 per cent rated as "not applicable." 

Teacher uses reinforcement 
The intention is positive reinforcement. Reinforcement was favorable rated in 25per cent of the classrooms, rated unfavorably in 50 per cent, and rated "notapplicable" in one-fourth of the classrooms. 

Teacheruses questions to encourageparticipation 
Questioning was rated favorably rated in 32 per cent of the observed classrooms,rated unfavorably in 46 per cent, and rated "not applicable"in 21 per cent. 

Teacherasks questions to monitorpupil understanding 
Thirty-five per cent of the classrooms were favorably rated, 32 per cent wererated unfavorably, and 32 per cent were rated "not applicable." 

Teachercreatesactive pupilparticipation 
This activity was favorably rated in 25 per cent of the classrooms,unfavorably rated in 48 per cent 

was
of the classrooms, and ratedwas "notapplicable" in 27 per cent. 

Teachersummarizes lesson objectives/activities/exercises 

Only seven per cent of the classrooms were favorably rated, 37 per cent wererated unfavorably, and 55 per cent were rated "not applicable." 

Teacher uses a method to assess pupil learning 
Sixteen per cent of the classrooms received a favorable rating, 36 per centreceived an unfavorable rating, and 48 per cent received a "not applicable"
rating. 
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Table 4 shows the ratings on classroom observations.
 

Table 4.
 
Ratings of Classroom Observations
 

Categories of Teaching Activities 


Objectives: The teachermakes it clear to pupils what they are to learn 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 
2: Unfavorable 
1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

Review: The teacher warms up pupils by reminding 
them of previous relatedlearning 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 
2: Unfavorable 
1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

Concept relatedactivity: The teacher demonstrates 

Ratings
 
N %
 

2 3.6 
7 12.5 

10 17.4 
11 19.6 
26 44.4 

1 1.8 
3 5.4 
8 14.3 

11 19.5 
33 58.9 

an activity and explains how it is related to a concept being taught by the teacher and to be learned 
by pupils 

4: Most Favorable 3 5.4 
3: Favorable 4 7.1 
2: Unfavorable 18 14.3 
1: Least Favorable 11 5.4 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 30 53.0 

Participation: The teacher invites pupils to participate 
in the activity being done by the teacher (or a similar activity 

4: Most Favorable 4 7.1 
3: Favorable 9 16.1 
2: Unfavorable 6 10.7 
1: Least Favorable 14 25.0 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 23 41.1 

Independentactivity: The teacherprovides an opportunity to 
pupils to independently work in a similaractivity 

4: Most Favorable 2 3.6 
3: Favorable 3 5.4 
2. Unfavorable 9 16.1 
1: Least Favorable 12 21.4 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 30 53.6 

Reinforcement: The teacherencouragesdesired behaviorwith reinforcement 
4: Most Favorable 3 5.4 
3: Favorable 4 7.1 
2: Unfavorable 8 14.3 
1: Least Favorable 11 19.6 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 30 53.0 
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Table 4. - contimued 
Ratings of Classroom Observations 

Categories of Teaching Activities Ratings 

Questioning: The teacherasks questionsfrom the pupils to 
encouragetheir participation 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 
2: Unfavorable 
1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

Monitoring:The teacherasks questions to monitorpupils' 
understandingof what is being taught 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 
2: Unfavorable 
1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

N % 

9 16.1 
9 16.1 

14 25.0 
12 21.4 
12 21.4 

5 8.9 
15 26.8 

7 12.5 
11 19.6 
18 32.1 

Active participation:Pupilsare actively participatingin the learningprocess 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 
2: Unfavorable 
1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

Summary: The teacherbriefly reviews the lesson objectives, 
relatedactivities,and exercises 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 

2- Unfavorable 

1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

Mastery testing: The teacher uses a method to determine which 
pupils have successfully learned what the lesson intended 

4: Most Favorable 
3: Favorable 

2 Unfavorable 

1: Least Favorable 
Not applicable to what was happening in the classroom 

5 8.9 
9 16.1 

16 28.6 
11 19.6 
15 26.8 

2 3.6 
2 3.6 
9 16.1 

12 21.4 
31 48.2 

4 7.1 
5 8.9 
9 16.1 

11 19.6 
15 26.8 

Planning visits to schools had alerted the evaluators to the likelihood that perhaps a very 
small number of teachers may be using learning modules in their classes. Therefore, a 
provision was made to record classroom observations in those cases where most of the 
categories in the Classroom Observation rating scale appeared to be irrelevant. Eleven 
categories were used to describe classroom processes. Frequencies and percentages for these 
eleven activity categories are presented, following this brief summary below. 
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Summary: The percentages of observed classrooms with respect to these 

categories are: 

(a) 	 No teacher in observed classrooms used a PEP-2 Learning Module; 

(b) 	 Nothing was happening or there was no teaching in 21 per cent of the 
classrooms; 

(c) 	 The teacher was teaching more than one class in 14 per cent of the 

classrooms; 

(d) 	 Teachers reading from a textbook occurred in 53 per cent of the classrooms; 

(e) 	 Some kinds of AV materials were used in seven per cent of the classes; 

(0 	 Four percent schools in the sample were not functioning at the time of their 
observation. 

Table 5 shows the amount of different teaching categories observed in classrooms. 

Table 5.
 
Categories of Teaching Processes and their Frequencies in Classrooms.
 

Teaching Process N % 

No teaching is taking place. 3 5.4 

Teacher is present but no teaching activity. 5 8.9 

Pupil engaged in some teacher-directed activity but 
teacher is doing nothing. 2 3.6 

Teacher is reading from text book. 2 3.6 

Teacher is reading from text book; pupils repeat while 
looking at books. 7 12.5 

Teacher is reading from textbooks and verbally explaining 
what is read. 10 17.4 

Teacher is reading from textbooks and writing some 
relevant words on chalkboard. 11 19.6 

Using some AV aids but not those for any specific 

Learning Module. 4 7.1 

Teaching with a specific Learning Module. 0 0.0 

Teaching more than one class. 8 14.3 

TIe schooL Ls closed therefore nothing happening. 4 7.1 
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Teacher Interview Findings 

Classroom observation was followed by an interview with the same teacher whose class 
observed. The first part of this interview related to general information about thewas 

teacher and was recorded in a structured format. The following can be considered a typical 
profile of primary school teachers in Pakistan. 

Of the 51 teachers interviewed, only two were less than matriculate and a large 
majority (88 per cent) were matriculates. Only one was FA and five were 
graduates. One was untrained. Of the trained teachers a very large proportion 
(93 per cent) were PTC trained. Of those trained in the non-formal teacher 
training program, only one teacher had benefitted from Allama lqbal Open 
University's primary school teachers' training program and two had completed 
the recently started teachers 'crash' training program in Balochistan. A large 
majority (93 per cent), were in Grade 7. A large proportion (85 per cent), were 
under 25 years of age. Since teachers were young, 85 per cent had less than five 
years teaching experience. 

About 82 per cent of the teachers were 'local', which essentially means that they 
can communicate in the same language spoken by children in their classes. There 
was no concept of a teacher having a particular competency in any specific 
primary school subject. The most common situation (91 per cent) was that of a 
teacher remaining with the same group of pupils when the class was promoted 
to the next grade. 

A very large majority, 92 per cent, had gone through at least one cycle of 
Learning Modules training, so some training did take place. Most of the teachers 
mentioned having attended refresher courses, but they had little to offer in the 
way of what was gained or what was remembered from those courses. 

The second part of the teacher interview was related to teaching practices. This part was 

semi-structured and responses were recorded by interviewers. Listed questions were asked 

in sequence; frequencies of replies are indicated. The most startling finding of this project is 

that not a single teacher used any specific module for teaching in the observed classrooms. 
However, the teachers were still asked their opinions of the learnihg modules since these
 
may have been formed through training by the Learning Coordinators. Details are given
 
immediately following this summary.
 

Summary of Teacher Interviews. 

Thirty-three out of 51 teachers (64 per cent) used no material at all in their 
teaching; twenty teachers (39 per cent) used textbooks and of these only eight 
used a chalkboard along with textbooks. Only two teachers used material from 
the Primary School Teaching Kit and only one teacher used local material. 

When asked if they ever used Learning Modules, 72 per cent stated they did not; 
18 per cent claimed occasional. use. 

Thirty-eight teachers (74 per cent) were of the opinion that Learning Modules do 
not help in textbook teaching. 

Forty-seven (92 per cent) believed that Learning Modules do not help to prepare 
pupils for final examinations. 

Thirty-seven teachers (72 per cent) believed that the modular approach is not 
better than the "old" teaching approach, and the same number do not think that 
Learning Modules would contribute to greater pupil participation. 
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Forty-three teachers (84 per cent) had no opinion on whether Learning Modules
made teaching and learning better or worse, but the same number felt that the
Learning Module approach was not worth continuing. 

Twen ty-four teachers (24 per cent) stated they had received no trairing. 

When asked why Learning Modules are not being used, 87 per cent of the 
teachers stated that there was not enough time, 50 per cent said there were not 
enough teachers, and 46 per cent said no one asked them to use them. 

Table 7.
 
Response Categories of Teachers' Interviews
 

Response Categories N( 1 ) % 

Did you used a specific Learning Module in the observed lesson? 

No 51 100.0 

Do you ever use LearningModules in teaching? 
Yes 10 18.0
No 44 72.0 

What material (such as textbooks or workbooks or audio-visualaids) do you use? 
None 33 61.0 
Textbooks 20 37.0
Teaching kit material 2 4.0 
Chalkboard 8 15.0 
Indigenous material 1 2.0 

Do you believe that LearningModules help in textbook teaching?
Yes 15 28.0 
No 38 70.0 

Do you believe that LearningModules help preparepupilsforfinal examinations? 
Yes 8 15.0 
No 47 87.0 

In there enough time to use LearningModules as well as text booksfor teaching?
Yes 6 11.0 
No 47 87.0 

Do pupils enjoy the LearningModules approach better than the 
old teaching approach? 

Yes 17 31.0 
No 37 69.0 

Do LearningModule lead to more pupil participationin learningactivities? 
Yes 16 30.0 
No 37 69.0 

O)Even in the categorical responses of "yes" or "no", some teachers' tendency to
remain uncommitted has resulted into N being more than the total number of 
teachers interviewed. 
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Table 7. - continued. 

Response Categories of Teachers' Interviews 

Response Categories N % 

Have LearningModules made teachingand learningin the
 
classroom betteror worse?
 

9 16.0Better 
2 4.0Worse 

No opinion 43 80.0 

Do you believe that LearningModule approachis worth continuing? 
11 20.0Yes 
43 80.0No 

Were you trainedto use LearningModulesfor teaching? 

30 56.0Yes 
24 44.0No 

Were you helped by the Learning Coordinators? 
6 11.0Yes 

44 81.0No 

Were otherkinds of trainingreceived? 
4 7.0Yes 

48 89.0No 

Should trainingbe frequently given? 
3 24.0Yes 

39 72.0No 

What topics are most importantto cover in training? 
41 76.0Topics unrelated to modules 

Subjects related to modules 11 20.0 
All subjects 7 13.0 

6 11.0Science 
5 9.0Math 
4 7.0English 
2 4.0Urdu 

What resourcesand aids are needed to use LearningModules in classrooms? 
11 20.0Audio-Visual Aids 
4 7.0All Aids 
5 9.0Teaching kit 
1 2.0Funds 
1 2.0Rooms 

34 63.0None 

If LearningModules are not used whatare the reasons? 
47 87.0Not enough time 
27 50.0Not enough teachers 
25 46.0Nobody asks to use them 

1 2.0Only recently received 
21 39.0No reason given 
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School Visit Findings 

Three districts in the NWFP and two in Balochistan were selected for the evaluation, and 11 
schools were selected from each district. Four of the 55 schools were closed when visited, 
so observations pertain to 51 schools. School site information is first summarized for certain 
teacher and school characteristics, then a special set of questions pertaining to pupil 
assessment method were asked. 

For the 51 schools, 15.7 per cent are single teacher schools and approximately 40 
per cent have either two or three teachers. 

The large majority of teachers are matriculate (82.9 per cent), and the rest are 
Intermediate or Graduates. 

PTC is now the minimum professional qualification for primary teachers. Sixteen 
percent of the teachers in this sample were professionally unqualified. However,
47% have regular PTC qualifications and another 12% have obtained PTC through
non-formal systems. Sixteen percent of the primary school teachers have 
professional qualification higher than PTC, that is CT and B.ED. 

All government servants in Pakistan are under a single salary structure which has 
National Pay Scales (NPS) that range from Scale 1 to Scale 22. However, a large
majority of primary school teachers, 57%, are in NPS 7. Another 20% are in NPS 
9. Twenty-seven percent are in NPS 10 and only 8%are in 11 which is the highest
scale which a primary school teacher can obtain. 

Slightly under half of the teachers are 25 years old or less and 30 per cent are from 
26 to 30 years old. Seven per cent of the teachers are over 45 years in age. 

A non-local teacher often can not fluently converse with young children, which can 
be a problem in teaching. About one in six of the teachers were non-local. 

Since the primary teachers are young on the average, they will as a group have low 
average years of experience. The majority (58 per cent) have less than five years
experience but there are 14 per cent with more than 10 years of teaching 
experience. 

There are basically two kinds of specializations in primary school. Teachers either 
can teach particular subjects or they can teach particular classes. Four patterns 
were found in this sample. The most frequent for 39 per cent of the schools is 
where the teacher moves from grade to grade with a particular class. About a third 
of the schools have no particular specialization. 

PEP-2 stipulated that all the teachers in project districts will be trained for more 
than one cycle in the use of Learning Modules. However, there were 23 per cent of 
the teachers who were never trained, or three-quarters who were. 

Crowded classrooms are mentioned as a major problem in the primary schools of 
Pakistan. Data for this sample show that the most common sizes of the various 
classes averaged from 15 to 30. One must be careful in interpreting this because 
variation in class size can be considerable. One classroom for each class seems a 
reasonable requirement for any school. About 96 per cent of the schools have less 
than five rooms and 16 percent have just a single room. The most common school 
(27 per cent) consists of only two rooms. 

Nineteen per cent of the schools do not have drinking water and 82 per cent do not 
have latrines. 
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All the schools are supposed to have all of the Learning Modules. Most do, 
although this was not always checked physically. 

All schools are expected to have three important sets of educational material. The 
Primary School Teaching Kit is available in nearly 70 per cent of the schools, 
Teachers' Guide Books in about 20 per cent, but only 6 per cent have a copy of the 
National Curriculum. 

Because school examinations are so important to so many persons, a special set of interview 
questions was developed in order to learn practices that schools follow to examine their 
pupils. This has relevance for future school improvement efforts in that it is well known that 
teachers, when motivated by the desire to have their pupils succeed, will teach the content 
and skills that are assessed. 

Without sound individual pupil assessment procedures, there is little accountability, and if 
so, then any effort in curriculum improvement will have little expected success. Materials 
that are developed as supplemental to textbooks should include sound assessment 
procedures that carry weight with supervisors. Sound assessment procedures are those 
tightly linked to objectives, concepts, skills, 1-nowledge demands, exercises, and activities. In 
this way, pupil testing serves to drive the implementation of new teaching behaviors that 
use curriculum materials other than textbooks. A sound educational strategy would use 
assessment to improve teaching so that it is based on activities that represent more than 
simply reading from a textbook. A summary of assessment practices obtained through the 
teacher interviews is briefly summarized, and is followed by the frequencies and percentages 
of response. 

Summary: The assessment of pupil learning in the primary schools is a mixture 
of unstandardized methods using oral and written procedures. A third of the 
teachers interviewed indicated they used no testing method. Classroom teachers 
mark examinations and either record these marks in log books or elsewhere. 
Results are reported to parents by the pupils themselves; ASDEOs learn of 
examination results from log books or from copies of records; there is no periodic 
testing in half of the schools visited. In schools with periodic testing, most do so 
quarterly. There are virtually no answer papers or solved answer papers 
available for inspection. Passing marks vary from school to school, but 33 per 
cent appears to be the most frequently applied standard. Marks are used mainly 
to pass or fail students. 

Table 8 shows the results about inquiry about pupils' assessment in schools. 

Table 8. 
Pupils Assessment in Schools 

Response Categories N (1) % 

How is pupil achievement examined? 
Oral till Class 2 6 11.0 
Oral till Class 3 10 19.0 
Oral and written till Class 3 8 15.0 
Oral and written till Class 4 9 17.0 
Written for Class 4 and 5 4 7.0 
Written by the DEO for Clacs 5 
None 

1 
8 

2.0 
33.0 

(I) As figures for this Table were derived from semi-structured group interviews of teachers, the N 
and %do not match for each question. 



Table 8. - continued 

Pupils Assessment in Schools 

Response Categories N % 

How are papers marked and by whom? 
By class teachers till Class 4 36 66.0
By DEO office for Class 5 2 4.0 
Other teacher 
 1 2.0 
None 16 3.0 

How examination resultsare recorded (pass/fail,total marks,
 
subject marks)?


Log book 20 37.0 
Recorded as pass or fail 2 4.0 
With detailed marks in each subject 8 15.0 
None 5 46.0 

How are results conveyed to parents?
By students 40 74.0 
None 17 31.0 

How are results conveyed to supervisors? 
Log book 13 24.0 
Copies results 7 50.0 
None 16 30.0 

Are copies of question papersandsolved papersavailable? 
Some 
None 

Is thereformal periodic testing?
Monthly 
Quarterly 
Periodically done by ASDEOs 
None 

What is the passing mark? 

No system 
33 per cent 
40 per cent 
45 per cent 
50 per cent 
55 per cent 
None 

Use of examination results? 
To pass or fail pupils 
To assess child's ability 
To save in a log book 
None 

1 2.0 
53 98.0 

2 4.0 
18 33.0 

8 15.0 
27 50.0 

1 2.0 
30 55.0 
1 2.0 
1 2.0 
1 2.0 
1 2.0 

19 35.0 

37 69.0 
1 2.0 
1 2.0 
17 31.0 
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Learning Coordinators Focus Group Findings 

Focus Group Moderators started with very basic questions such as, "Who are Learning 
Coordinators?", which gave an impression that they knew nothing about PEP-2 and its 
implementation. Because of this, most Learning Coordinators in the focus groups responded 
in a positiv.. way which signified "sub acha hai" (all is well). However, when later questions 
indicated that the Focus Group Moderators were not so naive, Learning Coordinators would 
temper their responses. 

When moderators disclosed that they knew that Learning Modules were not being used in 
schools, the Learning Coordinators would iotally shift their manner and from then on give 
absolutely proper pictures of their work, ancd attribute any possible blame to factors outside 
themselves. By and large, Learning Coordinators were intelligent, generally motivated, 
clever, very talkative and well informed. They handled the Focus Group sessions very well. 

InPEP-2, Learning Modules were the most significant educational innovation for improving 
the quality of primary education. The Learning Coordinator was the most significant agent 
for diffusing Learning Modules. Learning Coordinator were prepared for this role through 
what was called B-level training. An obvious avenue to explore was the Learning 
Coordinators' conception of their job. The expectation was that they would regard 
themselves as change agents whose main role was to train and provide assistance to 
teachers through guidance in the use of Learning Modules. 

This expectation was not confirmed in the focus group discussions. Most Learning 
Coordinators saw themselves as helpers of teachers in very non-specific ways. Their 
conception of this help was that of guiding teachers towards better teaching. However, their 
concept of better teaching was again too general and too unspecific. Many of them placed 
emphasis on the word "coordinator" as meaning "coordinator between pupils and teachers, 
teachers and departments of education, schools and community" and so on. Few could 
furnish specific examples of actual coordinating activities. Coordination of the learning 
process was too much of an abstraction for them. 

Many saw themselves as traditional supervisors who inspected schools, keeping an eye on 
teacher attendance and sometimes supervising the construction of school buildings. Their 
ideas of educational practice appeared to have come from the traditional ones that 
characterize the teacher training in Pakistan. This tradition expects trainees to prepare 
model lessons that are delivered only on a very special occasion, which is the day for their 
final evaluation for the certificate. Model lessons are not expected to become part of regular 
teaching. The only idea which Learning Coordinators appeared to have derived from their 
limited exposure to Learning Modules was the use of audio-visual teaching materials. Their 
idea of better teaching, which they repeatedly claimed they facilitated, was to help teachers 
adopt AV material. Learning Coordinators were selected from among primary school 
teachers. PEP-2 planners consicered the role of Learning Coordinator to be a significant 
innovation because they were cru:ating a new cadre of supervisors drawn from the teaching 
force. It was believed that the Learning Coordinators would be able to do a better job than 
regular inspectors who were "outsiders." 

This concept, which appeared good on the surface, had its own hazards related to the way 
Learning Coordinators were selected. In the time-honored tradition of Pakistan's 
bureaucratic system, the seniority of a teacher was considered the most important criterion 
for selection in one province aad fairly important in the other. The job, advertised in the 
newspaper, stipulated a minimum level of seniority for application. Selection was mainly 
determined by interviews, but in some instances Learning Coordinators claimed that they 
were also given a selection test. 

Selection was made at the district level. Technically it was done by PlUs, but since 
prospective selectees were under the DEOs, the DEOs naturally played a significant role in 
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selection. Despite claims to the contrary, hidden influences on the selection process cannot 
be ruled out. 

Since the job required work in the field, few female teachers were willing to apply. Several 
female Learning Coordinators indicated that they were motivated by DEOs to take the job 
and even in some cases were nominated by DEOs. 

In the NWFP, a minimum of five years teaching, matriculation, and PTC were the basic 
qualifications for application. In one district in Balochistan, 40 of the most senior teachers 
at Grade 10 were invited to appear for a test and an interview for selection as Learning 
Coordinators. Ten were selected from this candidate group. Selection of Learning
Coordinators was expected to be followed by a fairly we'l thought out plan of B-Level 
training. The most significant aspect of this training was learning to train primary school 
teachers to use Learning Modules and to implement continuous on-site training and 
monitoring of teachers. 

One large cycle of B-Level training took place in 1986 in Abbottabad. Although most 
Learning Coordinators recall this training, they do not remember being exposed to the 
concept of Learning Modules as a dominant theme. They tend instead to remember "modem 
and better ways of teaching." This is meant as involving pupils in the learnirg process, using
audio-visual aids, and making education more activity based. They repeatedly refer to the 
methodology emphasized during training as creating "model lessons and lesson plans," 
which are very familiar words in the regular eacher training system of Pakistan. 

Only a few Learning Coordinators recalled that Learning Modules were distributed in those 
training sessions, and for them the apparent purpose of those Learning Modules was to 
suggest hints for planning model lessons. The Learning Coordinators' recollection of the 1986 
training at Abbottabad reveals the often fruitless result of teacher training workshops. 

All the participants in 1986 Abbottabad initiative were not Learning Coordinators at that 
time, possibly because things were in the middle of the selection process. Some participants 
who became Learning Coordinators claimed that this happened because of their good 
performance in that workshop. 

Besides the ceremonious presence of distinguished FlU and PIU staff in the 1986 
Abbottabad training sessions, Learning Coordinators recalled subject specialists from 
various organizations who taught them "better teaching methods." They also remember lots 
of effort and hard work, but very few were able to relate details 'of this workshop 
experience with regard to the Learning Module concept. 

Many Learning Coordinators joined the program after the time of Abbottabad training. The 
second training phase for the initially selected Learning Coordinators and first training
phase for later selected Learning Coordinators took place at the provincial levels and often 
in district headquarters. 

Learning Coordinators were presumably trained so that they could train teachers at Level C. 
However, Level C training was not left -. lely to Learning Coordinators. Teacher training 
was organized at district or sub-district levels and invariably someone from the PIUs or 
subject specialists contributed to C-level training. Training generally lasted for 10 to 15 days
and, according to the Learning Coordinators, teachers were trained to use "modem methods 
of teaching" - i.e., to prepare lesson plans, to use audio-visual aids, and to introduce a 
practical basis in their teaching. Very few Learning Coordinators mentioned the word 
Learning Modules but when they did, thy)' never referred to the intended functions of 
Learning Modules. 

A significant aspect of the Learning Coordinators' job is school visiting; they are expected to 
visit each of their assigned schools at least once a month. However, they were not very clear 
about their specific role in improving the quality of teaching through the Learning Modules 
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approach. Their misconceptions of the Learning Module strategy is what they are 
implementing in schools, and they believe this is how they improve teaching quality. They 
mentioned repeated instances where they clarified ideas for teachers and explained tricky 
concepts to pupils, and taught teaching strategies (without being very specific about these) 
that teachers could adopt in certain situations. 

They believe that they have checked teacher absenteeism, and one often-mentioned role is 
their teaching the classes of an absent or on-leave teacher. They also believe that their job is 
keep an eye on the school and to encourage teachers to practice "demonstration teaching" 
using audio-visual aids. 

Many Learning Coordinators were proud of their jobs supervising other teachers, even some 
head teachers under whom. they had previously served. Their relationships with DEO's 
varied, ranging from excellent cooperation to a intense hostility. Every Learning 
Coordinator, with PEP-2 closing down, mentioned their possible job insecurity. 

Since the Learning Coordinators' conceptiork of Learning Modules was what they acquired
from training, they never understood that Learning Modules distributed to them and the 
teachers had a truly serious and definite purpose. Although they have a fairly clear idea 
about the basic structure of Learning Modules, they seldom understood their utility for 
classroom teaching and teacher guidance. L&nming Modules for them were simply another 
teacher's guide book that gathers dust when distributed to schools. They were unaware of 
the modules central role in the PEP-2 scheme. 

After much pressing, few Learning Coordinators were able to indicate real familiarity with 
any specific Learning Module. They had very general notions about what is contained in 
modules, which was distilled from their ideas about "better ways of teaching." In very 
general terms they praised the quality of Learning Modules, except some Learning 
Coordinators thought that the quality of Urdu and Isalmiat modules was poorer than that 
for science and mathematics. 

Learning Coordinators were responsible for transporting modules to schools. All the 
Learning Coordinators definitely stated that they received Learning Modules and that these 
were distributed to their schools. There responses became vague when asked when the 
modules were distributed and how many modules were delivered. No one had an inkling of 
an exact number. Some Learning Coordinators said that Learning Modules are just now 
(early 1993) being distributed. Some complained of the difficulty of carrying modules on 
their motor bikes to a large number of schools. 

Learning Coordinators never indicated that teachers are supposed to formally use modules 
in their classroom teaching. Under the actual conditions mentioned, Learning Coordinators 
could not possibly know whether teachers understood the content or functions of modules, 
although a majority expressed their opinion that teachers would have difficulty in 
understanding the use of modules. 

Learning Coordinators were quick to indicate their connection with the Learning Module 
approach to primary school teaching, and spoke very highly of whatever this approach
might have meant to them. However, they indicated many obstacles to the proper 
implementation of modules. They mentioned most often that schools had less than the 
minimum number of required teachers. They also generally complained about too many 
subjects being taught and the continual shift"*g of government policy regarding textbooks 
and curriculum. In Balochistan, there was lot of disagreement with the short-lived policy to 
introduce regional languages in primary schools, which had for some time absorbed all of the 
training resources of the province. 

The Learning Coordinators, though not very clear about the Learning Modules concept, were 
very clear about difficulties in introducing any innovation in primary education. They 
considered the present examination system as a major stumbling block, where student 
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performance is assessed by SDEOs on the basis of the results of poor test procedures. 
Despite mentioning all of the many difficulties in implementing Learning Modules, they 
strongly defended the modular approach as defensible and feasible. 

Some of the Learning Coordinator groups kept face to the end by asserting that the Learning 
Module approach is very successful; other groups indicated problems with implementation. 
Mentioned difficulties correspond to the many problems of primary schools and education 
in Pakistan. Learning Coordinators correctly pointed out that the success level of this effort 
should be judged against the nearly hopeless situation of primary education in Pakistan. 
They believed that because the modular approach has been only recently introduced, it is 
too soon to expect any substantial change in teaching and learning. 

Teacher Focus Group Findings 

Teacher focus group sessions aimed to discover teacher perceptions of the Learning Modules 
and how Learning Coordinators influenced their teaching. The total number of teachers who 
participated in 15 focus groups were 96. 

The final step in the implementation of modules was teacher training in their use. Training 
programs were organized both in NWFP and Balochistan, and took place at both the 
district and sub-district levels. Training was planned on the average for ten days, somewhat 
longer in the NWFP and shorter in Balochistan. Many teachers went through more than one 
cycle of training which was mainly carried out by Learning Coordinators. Other persons 
who assisted the Learning Coordinators were subject specialists, who had the most 
attachment to what they had been doing throughout their careers - training teachers in 
conventional methods. It is uncertain how much training in the modular approach was 
received by the subject specialists. But one can assume that because their involvement with 
PEP-2 was on a very short term basis followed by a return to their institutions, they had 
undergone no great change in their educational ideology. Teacher training to use modules 
had to be weakened because of this. The dominant concept that teachers acquired was that 
training is about "better teaching," but they were unable to distinguish the training they 
receied from their earlier conventional training. They believed that training was done to 
reinforce PTC training. 

In PTC training, what one is required to do is in fact never done in real schools. Therefore 
teachers considered C-Level training to be about the use of audio-visual materials, 
developing activities for demonstration, involving pupils, and so on. 

All of these are associated with Learning Modules. But the modules themselves are well 
thought out, highly structured, and integrated packages. The teachers never understood this; 
they believed instead they were once more being told about the traditional model lessons. 

Teachers indicated that they were trained to teach all subjects in a practical way and to 
explain concepts to students tltrough reading. Many emphasized that there was nothing new 
in their C-Level training. Teachers mentioned the term Learning Modules, but none showed a 
grasp of PEP-2's design for their structure and use. 

Some training in in the NWFP was superior to that in Balochistan. In the NWFP, nearly all 
focus group teachers received training; in Balochistan, for example, only two teachers out of 
,even in one focus group had received training. Given the disorganized ways new teachers 
are recruited, it is impossible to precisely track who was trained and who was not. 

Teachers in the NWFP were much more positive about the quality of their training than were 
those in Balochistan. The term Learning Coordinator was more of an uncomplimentary term 
in Balochistan than in the NWFP. Many teachers believed that training in the use of Learning 
Modules was the same as PTC training. Many teachers also thought that Learning 
Coordinators had received only ten days of training just as they did, and that they 



themselves would do a better job than the Learning Coordinators. For many Balochistan
teachers, training took place rather recently. 

The most significant finding was the inability of this PEP-2 initiative to make the LearningModules a focal point of training. They thought modules were forms of lesson guides, bookswith teaching examples, booklets with directions for application of better teaching methods,teacher guides, books of examples, books with content, and so on. None of the teachersstated when asked that the Learning Modules are to be used to teach specific concepts topupils using a methodology that integrates objectives, pedagogy, pupil exercises, materials,
and assessment. 

A large number of teachers admitted thai they did not know about Learning Modules. Somehad never seen one. Many aware of their existence recalled only that modules weredelivered, registered, and then locked inside the school cupboard by the head teacher. Thiswas substantiated during school visits when bundles of Learning Modules were discoveredhidden away still wrapped in their original packing (unknown to the teachers). 

With teachers unaware of the Learning Modules, it was pointless to further ask them aboutLearning Modules and the role of Learning Coordinators. Some teachers did have half­formed ideas about them - they believed that they were good materials, interesting topupils, and perhaps also for teachers. On the other hand, some thought them impractical,time consuming, and required expensive materials. Many admitted to awareness of themodules in their school but never attempted to obtain them for review or use. Some ratherbrazenly asserted that the Learning Module concept was another of the Governments' manyfollies. When pressed to discuss the content of Learning Modules, however, no evidence wasprovided by any of member of any teacher focus group that indicated real knowledge aboutthe modules. When pressed to talk about the contents of Learning Modules, they gaveopinions about their imagined content. 

When asked about the feasibility of the modular approach in Pakistan, the most frequentresponse was that they are too time consuming. All were "iffy"- if such-and-such is done,then the Learning Modules would be useful and could be feasibly implemented. The "ifs"included teachers and classrooms for every class, fewer subjects for primary school children,reasonable pupil/teacher ratios, more teaching aids and materials, frequent training, statusrecognition, and higher salaries 

They were provincial variations about teachers'Coordinators. NWFP teachers' attitudes 
concept of the role of Learning

were generally more positive than those held byteachers in Balochistan. The main problem was that teachers did not clearly see the linkbetween the Learning Coordinators and the Learning Modules. 

Learning Coordinators were seen as supervisors who occasionally try to help teachersimprove their teaching. Some teachers had very negative attitudes, saying that the LearningCoordinatcrs were selected through nepotism or bribery, they visit schools for free tea orlunch, they come to school with their pro forma evaluation sheets already filled for the headteacher to sign, their only interest is to claim travel allowances, they are a "useless lot." 

But in their defence, Learning Coordinators were mostly seen as persons who come to schoolabout once a month, check pupil and teacher attendance, and sometimes try to help outwhen a teacher poses a problem regarding a teaching difficulty with a particular lesson orconcept. In Balochistan some teachers thought that Learning Coordinators are supposed tovisit schools once a year, and were convinced that the money they believed was wasted onLearning Coordinators and Learning Modules would be better spent on the existing systemand would have yielded much better results. 

All the teachers understood that Learning Coordinators were responsible to some degree fortheir training. However, their role in teacher training was highlighted more in Balochistanthan in the NWFP. The NWFP involved other persons in addition to Learning Coordinators 
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in teacher training more than Balochistan did. But teachers never did grasp the idea that
Learning Coordinators were to implement use of the Learning Modules. In one district in
Balochistan, one female teacher believed there was no Learning Coordinator assigned to her
school, but in that district the appointed Learning Coordinator never distributed modules to
schools because project funds for her travel costs were depleted. 

Some teachers understood fairly well the contradictions between the practices of the regular
system and the modular approach. The regular system demands "bachon ki tiyari" or"preparing children", in this instance, to pass examinations. Teachers and pupils must
spend too much of their time pushing their way through too many textbooks; textbook­
related performance is what counts in pupil examinations, and how teachers are evaluated
by the SDEOs (the SDEOs' most popular foim for monitoring the teacher is to check how 
many pages in a textbook have been completed). 

Conclusions 
PEP-2 provided si i-,ificant input to primary education in a number of districts in three
provinces of Pakistan. Inputs, to use a computer metaphor, consisted of hardware as well 
as software. Education requires both to operate properly. Hardware consists of buildings,
furnitures, resources and documents like textbooks and Learning Modules; the software in
PEP-2 was the integrated set of concepts that formed the modular approach. 

Realizing that primary education in Pakistan lacked a unifying thread, PEP-2 planners
conceived of Learning Modules as products that would help pull the system together.
Learning Modules were to be important tools for poorly qualified and poorly trained
primary school teachers that would strengthen classroom activities. Modules were to be 
tools for Learning Coordinators that would clarify ideas about what teachers should be
doing in classrooms. Learning Coordinators would also be trained not only to train teachers 
in using modules but also to augment training with school visits. 

Implementing the PEP-2 modular concept was the most significant responsibility of the 
project's administrators. It was important that they organized the tasks of training and 
module writing so that fidelity to the modular concept was maintained. 

Evaluators visited classrooms in 55 schools in five districts in two provinces. What they
discovered was not what might have been expected if the modular approach had been
reasonably successful. Learning Modules were there but not used. The original conception
underlying their intended function had been diminished to a point where Learning
Coordinators and teachers regarded them as "model lessons." Training at all levels was not
only ineffective but also managed to twist the idea of Learning Modules into something that
resembled the criticized practices of teacher training in Pakistan. 

Evaluation in this study looked at three things: products, processes, and effects. The most
significant products were Learning Modules which were written, printed, and distributed to 
Learning Coordinators, and through them to teachers in schools. Processes were the
preparation of modules and training persons to implement them. Effects were behavioral 
changes in classroom activities attributable to modules. The most difficult part of training
was to convince FIU staff of the merit of PEP-2. PIU staff who would implement the
approach in provinces also had to be introduced to the Learning Module concept and 
persuaded of its value for educational improvement. 

A hard core of trained and motivated Learning Coordinators was required to begin the job
of changing classroom activities in intended ways. The results of this evaluation are clear;
intended effects never happened. The original PEP-2 conception was misread, never
internalized, and misdirected. Ideas from teacher training, which are partly responsible for
the sorry state of primary education, degraded the PEP-2 ideal. Once this happened, the 
damage spread through training at all levels. 
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The effect of this was seen in classrooms. No intended effect ascribable to Learning Modules 
was observed in any classroom visited or in any describable way by interviewed teachers. 
Focus groups told the same story. 

In hindsight, one tends to say that the task was too ambitious given the situation in 
Pakistan's primary school system. But is such a defeatist perspective true? 

From the terms of reference for this evaluation, one can infer that no one was expecting an 
ideal implementation of the PEP-2 plan. What one could expect, however, was an attitude 
held by PEP-2 staff that reflected acceptance of the fact that change was needed and that 
PEP-2's mission was to introduce change for school improvement. Implementation problems 
were not in the PEP-2 ideal, the problem was not keeping faith with the ideal. Innovation 
was called for but PEP-2 training slid into a familiar and ineffectual pattern. 

There was no chance for teachers to change classrooms into places where pupils actively 
participate, acquire higher level knowledge skills, and are motivated to learn. Teachers were 
never trained to do this by the Learning Coordinators, who themselves were never trained to 
understand the function of Learning Modules. 

Each of the evaluation's terms of reference is .-low considered in terms of evaluation findings. 

(1) Module objectives' linkage with the objectives in textbooks and the National Curriculum. 

This is examined under the assumption that objectives in the textbooks and the curriculum 
are sufficiently well-defined to form a basis for classroom teaching. They are not. Primary 
school textbooks and the National Curriculum for Primary Education do not state objectives 
with enough clarity for them to be a solid basis for developing module objectives. Module 
writing had to start by either amplifying existing objectives or creating new ones. Therefore, 
finding support for a linkage of module, textbook, and curriculum objectives was not 
possible. Only half of the modules were favorably rated in terms of their match with 
textbook and curriculum objectives. 

The linkage of objectives was not the only feature of the modules which was investigated 
during the evaluation. A much more comprehensive rating exercise was undertaken and 
reported. Learning Modules received mixed ratings but in their present form could have 
provided a basis for improving teaching. That there is room for revision is certainly true, but 
revision should be done only after they are truly tried out in classrooms and their use is 
formatively evaluated. This was never done at an effective level as it should have been 
during the early stages of PEP-2. 

(2) 	 Assessment through classroom observation of changes in teacherbehaviourin accordance 
with the slatedobjectives of a sample of learning modules. 

(3) 	 Assessment throughclassroom observationof changes in student behaviourin accordance 
with the stated objectives of a sample of learningmodules. 

These were the logical outcomes to address in the evaluation and this is what it carefully 
did. These two terms of reference point to changes that might be expected if classroom 
teaching had followed the intended PEP-2 prescription. If that were true, then one could 
ideally expect: 

(a) 	 Teachers to be aware of the significance of using Learning Modules as the main 
driving force for their teaching because modules (a) provide clearly stated 
objectives, (b) are linked to textbooks and the National Curriculum, (c) indicate 
explicit teaching materials to use, (e) direct teaching methods, (f) tell teachers 
how to promote pupil involvement, (g) detail procedures to assess student 
learning, and (h) provide a basis for teachers to obtain help from Learning 
Coordinators and supervisors. 
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(b) 	 To find highly motivated teachers and pupils in classrooms full of activity,
interest, and enthusiasm. Underlying this positive psychological environment 
would be a teaching strategy based upon the active goal-directed pupil
participation. 

Neither of these positive outcomes were observed. No baseline data is available to estimate
differences between project and non-project classrooms nor is there any pretest to post-test
comparison. What the evaluation staff saw, familiar as they are with primary classrooms inPakistan, was no different in project classrooms than what they would see in typical
classrooms. There was no opportunity to observe module-related effects of learning as nomodules 	were ever used. Even the anecdotal recollections of a few teachers who claimed to
have used modules were vague in detail. 

(4) Strengths / weaknesses of the modularapproachin terms of its use,feasibility, and 
acceptability,and its ease andfrequency of use by teachersand students. 

To continue the computer metaphor, the strengths and weaknesses of a system can only be 
evaluated if the system is operating - if the machine is turned on and an appropriate
program is run. The PEP-2 initiative was the appropriate program which never ran.
Although the machine (the schools) was on (schools were functioning), the wrong program 
was running. A program based on traditional teacher trahiing practices was operating rather 
than the Learning Module approach. 

The end results observed in classrooms could only point to weaknesses rather than
strengths. But these were not weaknesses attributable to a failure in the modular approach.
They were weaknesses inherent in the primary school system and in the PEP-2 
organizational structure. Modules had never been implemented, so module effects never 
became 	 realized. One can say that what was observed was the effects of "non­
intervention." This is not as obvious as it might sound, for a non-intervention may have 
effects that damage later improvement efforts. 

It is a mistake to say that teachers never accepted the Learning Modules. That would be 
wrong because they never became familiar enough with them to reach a point of acceptance 
or rejection. 

The team listened to lip service in praise of Learning Modules at all levels - from 	Project
Directors, Learning Coordinators, DEOS, and teachers. It may even be true that some 
modules were used for demonstration exercises. Some teachers said they occasionally used 
modules, but no evidence supports this claim. 

None of the 51 teachers observed and i ,.erviewed could recall the content of any specific
module. They learned the terminology used to describe the merit of the module approach but 
not the intended meaning of those words. They learned the name of 	a concept called
"Learning Modules", but because the name was attached to another approach than what 
was originally intended, they never had a chance to learn what PEP-2 planners meant. 

(5) 	 Factorsconstrainingthe use of modules such as lack of materials,physicalfacilities, 
superisorysupport, and incentives. 

This is the area towards which the evaluation was compelled to go. Indications are found
throughout this report that implementation was a failure, and a key cause of this failure was 
improperly conceived training. Training suffered because of the absence of a well-integrated
team with a commitment to the initial PEP-2 ideas and ideals and the ability to transmit 
these ideas and ideals to classrooms. 

Lack 	of material is a factor often mentioned by teachers and Learning Coordinators to
explain 	the failure to implement use of the modules. This is a false excuse. Learning 
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Coordinators or teachers who had learned what modules really were would not have found 
required materials a problem. 

Obviously the school context is a severe problem when introducing any innovation. Physical
conditions in many schools, where pupils ar. expected to acquire the motivation to learn, 
are often deplorable. No one who cares for teachers and pupils would accept schools that 
typically have only two rooms, that offer a relatively short school day, and have bad 
teaching, no resources, and a phantom curriculum. These circumstances make efforts for 
school improvement seem bleak. But that view only allows problems to be avoided,
disregarded, or denied. There is no reason to believe that Pakistan, with the talented people
it has, could not begin to solve the problems of education if the will and effort to attack 
them were mobilized. All problems do not have to be solved at once. Significant ones can be
dealt with planned priorities. To illustrate, one problem is the examinations system. School 
examinations are important to many persons, but the assessment of pupil learning is a 
mixture of unstandardized and unreliable methods, dissociated from the curriculum, with 
slipshod reporting. There is no apparent pressure for setting common examinations 
developed in a professionally defensible way. If the goal is to have objectives drive teaching,
and if objectives and assessment correspond, then assessment can help to drive teaching in 
intended ways. 

"Top down" decision-making in Pakistan and very weak links between components of the 
education system almost guaranteed that PEP-2 would run headlong into difficulties. All 
organizations have established norms and values, formal and informal, which direct their 
objectives and procedures. The PEP-2 initiative was outside the norms and values of the 
organizations given responsibility for its implementation. Since they had to carry out
implementation, the predictable thing happened. The organizations abandoned PEP-2 
ideas for those that matched their established norms and values. 

Educational improvement boils down to improving the skills and attitudes of teachers,
because improvement in teaching and learning is a goal that is realized in classrooms. 
Variation in classroom practices is small in Pakistan. Perhaps a network of smaller pilot
improvement efforts, each limited to a small number of schools, could trial a variety of 
improvement alternatives. This would require planning, continuous evaluation, intense 
Hands-on training, and good management. But the payoff might be high in the long run if 
some improvement alternatives worked. 

Recomendations 

At the outset, it is important to emphasize that the learning module concept supported by
World Bank was an educationally sound idea and investment in the production of learning
modules was a good decision. The expected benefits of modules on teaching were not 
realized because of PEP-2's weak implementation strategy. Module effectiveness was never 
really tested because modules were never reaii' , used by teachers. This implementation
failure resulted because project directors could not properly institute two critical 
components of the original project design - they faled to effectively establish a system of 
formative evaluation and they failed to move PEP-2, at appropriate points of time, through
developmental phases that would leave it integrated with regular system. 

Intended formative and summative evaluation was amply funded under the category of
"research studies," but was never carried out in ways that met minimally professional
standards. Some evaluation studies were apparently carried out but were of little use for 
project policy making. Money was also set aside for technical assistance to help with the 
design of studies, but was not used by the Government until the project was virtually
completed. A large portion of this research funding was never spent. Experimental studies 
required trail and error flexibility on the part of project directors, but the feeling of the 
sponsor is that they were very reluctant to initiate any work not rigidly specified. 
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PEP-2's original intention was not to develop a parallel delivery system of Learning
Coordinators who assisted teachers in using modules. PEP-2 was to start with an 
experimental phase and then move on through several phases and eventually be integrated
with the regular system. Until the time the present evaluation study was started at the end 
of the project, PEP-2 never moved beyond the first phase. As a consequence, Learning 
Coordinators operated outside the established supervisory system throughout the life of the 
project. 

With the hindsight of the present evaluation study, what one can recommend for continued 
work is to implement a newly-conceived school improvement project. Two major 
components of PEP-2, Learning Modules and Laerning Coordinators would be gainfully
utilized in the proposed school improvement project. However, its design must avoid the 
problems of PEP-2, which mainly were lack of proper formative evaluation, an ineffective 
training scheme, not starting on a small scale in the beginning with a series of pilot studies, 
and the creation of Learning Coordinators with unofficial roles that competed with the 
official roles of supervisors. In other words, the proposed project addresses those 
components of PEP-2 which were not properly developed. 

The recommendation are to design a curriculum for school improvement that can be feasibly
implemented in primary schools in Pakistan. Costs in the beginning stages of the proposed
project will largely be allocated for planning, early production of lesson units, and formative 
evaluation of training and module use in a limited number of experimental pilot schools. An 
evaluation study will be carried out following the first implementation phase to measure 
project performance, the effectiveness of training, module use by teachers, and to estimate 
the effects that the use of modules have an pupil learning. Collected evaluation date will be 
assessed to determine how to proceed into a second phase of the project. As the proposed
project moves from phase to phase., evaluaticn data will be essential for decision making. 

Strong implementation of the PEP-2 approach required clear project definition, clear goal­
directed plans, and monitored activities that coordinated the work of supervisors, 
curriculum developers, teacher trainers, h-..id teachers and teachers. PEP-2 failed in its 
implementation because it never found a solid project definition, and consequently never 
evolved an effective implementation strategy that connected the work of these groups. Early 
formative evaluation might have alerted PEP-2 management to the problems it encountered. 

In the discussion below, problems in the PEP-2 approach are identified, followed by 
recommended actions (18 in number) that hope to avoid PEP-2 problems. Again it is 
emphasized that the recommendations represent only a planning outline, and that details 
would need to be developed by a sponsor's planning team. The recommended project is 
organized into four functional components. 

(1) Management (technical and operational); 

(2) Curriculum (planning and product development); 

(3) Implementation (training and guidance for teachers); 

(4) Evaluation (internal formative assessment). 

Each component must be defined by explicit technical and management plans that specify
the nature of tasks to be carried out, products that result from these activities, staff skill 
requirements, schedules, materials needed, and cost estimates. When this is properly done, 
the project can be monitored and evaluated. 

PEP-2 Management Problems 
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* 	 PEP-2 never formed a dedicated commitment to the modular approach. "Top 
down" management and weak links between components of the education 
system in Pakistan created severe stumbling blocks for PEP-2 administration. 
Curriculum development, teacher training, supervision, and pupil testing were 
disconnected. PEP-2 required their coordination for effective planing and 
execution. 

" 	 PEP-2 established a training program that reflected ordinary teacher training 
practices. New training agenda were needed, but learning Coordinators and 
teachers were trained according to old prescriptions. Ineffective training is itself 
partly to blame for many problems that PEP-2 hoped to overcome Learning 
Coordinators and teachers never had a clear grasp of the intended functions of 
learning modules. 

* 	 Learning Coordinator positions remained outside the official supervisory 
structure up to the end of PEP-2. In fact, the entire PEP-2 operation was outside 
the establishment. As indicated the sponsor's intent was that the regular system 
would absorb PEP-2 by the time project ended. Integration was to be done in 
phases where research would guide phase-in policy. It is impossible now to 
predict how the last minute integration of PEP-2 into regular system will work 
out since no research and no evaluation was carried out. 

Recommendations for Project Management 

(1) 	 A project Review Panel should be established to periodically review project 
goals, plans, achievements, and expenditures. this will help to insure that the 
recommended project leads to a program that can be implemented within the 
context of schools in Pakistan. 

(2) 	 Each component of the recommended project should be planned in detail with 
written plans drawn up. The written plans will specify answers to the "why, 
what, how, who, when, where"questions, as well as cost estimates. 

(3) 	 Leadership and staff of each component of the recommended project must 
submit an operational plan, subject to review every six months by the Project 
Review Panel, that specifies component 

(a) Activity and outcome objectives; 
(b) Outcomes described in measurable ways; 
(c) Activities designed to achieve outcomes; 
(d) Staff skills needed to carry out procedures; 
(e) Time-lines and connections between tasks and outcomes; 
(f) Staff personnel assignment; 
(g) Progress to date; 
(h) Costs. 

(4) 	 Component plans must have ongoing continuous evaluation and formal 
evaluation reporting every six months to assess component performance and to 
determine needed adjustments. 

PEP-2 Curriculum Problems 

PEP-2 materials development, i.e., Learning Modules, was its strong point. 
Modules received mixed but generally favorable ratings from expert reviewers. 
Sponsor investment in the modular approach as a basis for lesson planning was 
well justified and the modules themselves can be used as a basis for redesigning 
supplemental material. 
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* 	 Learning Modules in their present form could 	have provided a basis for
improving teaching. Revisions are not doubt needed, but revision specifics can
only be determined after modules are tried out in classrooms and their use is
formatively evaluated. This really never occurred in PEP-2. 

" It would be wrong to say that teachers did not accept Learning Modules. They
never 	became familiar enough wth them to reach a point of acceptance or 
rejection. 

" Primary school curriculum adjectives were too vague for module production and
needed explication. Module writers had to either amplify existing objectives or
to state new ones. PEP-2 however had no real control of the curriculum,
therefore, the linkage of module, textbook, and curriculum objectives was 
tenuous. 

" 	 Textbooks are the primary resource for teachers. Teachers explain concepts topupils by reading from textbooks. Supervisors evaluate teachers on their use of
textbooks. This is an impediment to the use of supplemental material unless
directions given to teachers to improve the classroom environment through
structured teaching can be incorporated within textbooks (as in the USAID­
sponsored project in the NWFP), or integrated in a usable manner. 

Recommendations for Project Curriculum Development 

(5) Careful review must be made of past and current school improvement projects
in Pakistan. There are a number of these that come immediately to mind. The
AED projects in Peshawar and in Quetta, the UNO/ESSP project in Peshawar,
Agha Khan Foundation's field-based Teachers' Training Project in Northern
Areas of Pakistan, Teachers' Resource Centre, Karachi, Pak-German (GTZ)
Primary Education Charsadda District project, Ali Teachers' Training Institute
of Lahore University of Management Sciences, and Teachers, Training
Programme of Agha Khan University at Karachi. Discussions indicate that most
of these projects have strong curriculum design and development features. 

(6) 	 Once review is completed, project activity and pupil learning outcome objectives
should be developed through coordination with the Curriculum Wing of the
Ministry of Education. This will help to insure that any materials developed will
have official endorsement. Activity objectives pertain to project tasks in 
curriculum design and the preparaiion of curriculum materials created according
to design specifications. Outcome objectives are those in a ministry-approved
curriculum development plan for lesson units based on the outcome objectives. 

(7) 	 Learning outcomes must be described in measurable ways that form a basis for
developing corresponding criterion-referenced pupil assessment procedures. It
should oe a part of the teachers job to carry out prescribed continuous 
assessment procedures, maintain records of pupil achievement, and know that
these records are inspected by supervisors. Teachers would need in-service 
training. This assessment would be a very effective way to influence changes in
classroom teaching. If assessment is important enough to "count" in supervision,
then 	teachers will teach what's assessed. 

(8) 	 The format for integrating lesson unit and textbook content must be designed.
Optional formats may be tested through pilot trial and evaluation. 

(9) Lesson unit development should attend to the following considerations: 

(a) 	 Determine the subject x class levels which are to be covered in the 
curriculum, for example, classes 1-3 in mathematics. 
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(b) 	 Review existing curriculum materials and source documents as well as the 
work of subject content specialists to create a scope and sequence table for 
concepts/ topics. 

(c) 	 Produce a resource book ccntaining what pupils are to know about each 
concept, procedures in the subject, and when knowledge and procedures 
are to be applied. 

(d) 	 For each selected concept, develop specifications for teacher materials and 
aids, student materials, teaching activities, student activities and 
exercises, and procedures to assess student learning (criterion -referenced 
and continuous assessment). 

(e) 	 Develop a resource book that describes appropriate teaching methods, 
strategies, and techniques, as well as classroom management techniques. 

(f) 	 Develop resource book of pupil learning assessment tasks. These tasks 
should resemble teaching activities in the lesson units. Assessment tells 
teachers what is to be learned by students and how to measure this 
learning. 

(g) 	 Prescribe a format for combining textbook and lesson unit content into a 
single teacher's guide. The separate text must be integrated in some usable 
way. Student materials may also be specified. Whether through annotation 
or mixed presentation, PEP-2 Learning Modules will provide a useful 
resource. 

(h) 	 Develop lesson units: Using the scope and sequence charts and the two 
resource books, lesson unit writers should develop units that contain 
essentially the same framework as that used for the preparation of PEP-2 
modules, which (1) provides clearly stated objectives linked to textbooks 
and the National Curriculum, (2) indicates explicit teaching materials to 
use, (3) specifies teaching methods, (4) tells teachers how to promote pupil 
involvement, (5) details procedures to assess student learning, and (6) 
provides a basis for teachers .'oobtain help from supervisors. 

(10) 	 All of these products must be used as essential training materials. 

PEP-2 Implementation Problems 

* 	 PEP-2 implementation was a failure, and a key cause of this failure was 
improperly conceived training. Training suffered because of the absence of a 
well-integrated team with a commitment to initial PEP-2 ideas and ideals and 
with the ability to transmit these ideas and ideals to classrooms. The 
consequence of poor training was that Learning Modules were not used. 

* 	 Training at all levels was ineffective because it changed the original conception of 
the modular approach into one similar to teacher training practices in Pakistan. 
Learning Coordinators were often trained by persons who had no special PEP-2 
A-Level training. The trainers had to rely on what they knew and they did not 
know much about the PEP-2 modular approach. 

At the completion of training, Learning Coordinators were unclear of their roles 
in implementing the use of modules by teachers. Teachers' ideas of modules 
never became crystalized because they were never trained to understand the 
function of Learning Modules. 
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Lack of material, mentioned by teachers and Learning Coordinators to explain 
the failure to implement use of the modules, is a feeble excuse. If the PEP-2 
Learning Coordinators and teachers had learned what modules really were, and 
were shown examples during training, they would not have found required 
materials a problem. 

Recommendations for Project Implementation 

(11) 	 Identify the significant agents of implementation. They will form the 
implementation planning team. Education is not the sole possession of the 
Ministry; it belongs to society, and persons other than educationists should be 
represented -on the planning team. One critical role for the implementation 
planning team is to determine criteria for the selection of master trainers. 

(12) 	 Select and train master trainers who are responsible for preparing the initial 
lesson units and training teachers in the use of lesson units. The master trainers 
are trained by members of the planning team (training is NOT handed over to 
the old guard) who will develop master trainer selection criteria and conduct 
training sessions for them. Training will be based on a detailed and approved 
training plan with knowledge and activity objectives and evaluation procedures 
designed to revise the progranur? as necessary. 

(13) 	 Select a small number of experimental schools for implementation. There must 
be an attempt to measure gains in performance attributable to new curriculum 
materials because this is not only what school is mainly about, but also is an 
important incentive for trainers and teachers. No rigid statistical design is 
necessary; perhaps a treatment school using, for example, a unit in mathematics 
but not in language at class 1 is paired with a school using language but not 
mathematics at the same class level; thus the two treatment schools serve as 
controls for one another. 

(14) 	 Master trainers train teachers in the experimental schools. This is not like PEP-2 
where teachers were told 'about' the curriculum. Teachers will 'do' the 
curriculum, they well assist, as part of their training, in developing lesson units 
(giving them a sense of ownership) under the close guidance of master trainers, 
and will practice teach their units. Head teachers will be trained to act as on­
line supervisors of the use of lesson units. 

(15) 	 Master trainers must train supervisors who will assist teachers when using the 
lesson units. Thus master trainers and supervisors are separate groups. Unless 
supervisors are thoroughly knowledgeable about the rationals and use of new 
materials, they will simply apply old criteria when evaluating teacher and pupil 
performance. 

PEP-2 Evaluation Problems 

" 	 PEP-2 formative evaluation, if ever attempted was ineffective. It was needed 
most early in the project to establish and refine procedures. Many of the 
problems identified in this evaluation would have been detected early and 
project changes could have been introduced. PEP-2 proceeded without solid 
feedback information. 

* 	 There is no robust continuous assessment system at the primary level which can 
act as a catalyst to improve teaching. Assessment procedures signal to teachers 
what needs to be taught. The goal is to have objectives drive teaching; if 
objectives and continuous assessment tasks correspond, then assessment can 
help to drive teaching in intended ways. Assessment of pupil learning is 
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currently a mixture of unstandardized and unreliable methods, dissociated from 
the curriculum, and characterized by slipshod reporting. 

Lack of well-defined continuous assessment meant that learning gains
attributable to the modules could not be evaluated, even if the modules had been 
used. 

Recommendations for Project Evaluation 

(16) Informal evaluation is a continual exercise in any well-managed project and 
should be part of the management plan for the recommended project. A full 
formative evaluation should be carried out at half-year intervals. This will 
concentrate, when units are taught in the experimental schools, on unit 
feasibility, acceptance, and unit strengths/weaknesses, an the effectiveness of
training; on estimating learning effects attributable to the units' implementation.
The evaluation will also focus on project administration and costs. A formal 
report is prepared. 
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