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FOREWORD

It is our great privilege to have been associated with the External Evaluation

of Early Literacy Project (ELP).  For children of poor families and socially

marginalized communities, it is very important to achieve early reading abilities

in equal measure as their counterparts in a more linguistically affluent

atmosphere.  ELP’s whole language approach and its contextuality is likely to

effect the achievement of the abilities of the children who are taught through

ELP approach.  The philanthropic attitude and missionary zeal of Director Keerti

Jayram is visible in the presentation of this report.  I appreciate the efforts and

masterly carrying out of the research design and its implementation by Prof.

K.B. Rath, Head, Department of Education and his associates in collaboration

with the members of the ELP team.  Rajasthan Government as well as other State

Governments may like to adopt this approach as a part of their education

programmes at Primary level.  This report can also be used to conduct similar

researches in the field of education.  I wish every success to the ELP in this effort

of social reconstruction through education.
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Executive Summary

Background:

This Early Literacy Project (ELP) has aimed to address the reading and writing processes of young

children who come from sociocultural groups that typically underachieve in school, by attempting to develop

culturally and linguistically meaningful teaching materials and methods through sustained and active engagement

inside classrooms over an entire academic year. The understanding within ELP is that classroom based learning

methods that evolve organically and are grounded in the classroom realities will be meaningful for the children

who use them, since they will be sensitive to the linguistic and developmental needs of these children, and also

to the social contexts that the children and teachers come from. ELP believes that engagement with these

contextualized learning methodologies will lead to increased levels of literacy of children from resource poor

and marginalized communities. The Early Literacy Project (ELP) has attempted to take into account the vital

connections that exist between the ability of children to read and write and the use of instructional texts and

classroom materials that are written and read in ways that are familiar and meaningful to the children. Work

within the ELP project has been taken up at two levels:

a) For young beginning level readers and writers the methodologies focus on building the knowledge and

skills required for phonological processing and for meaning construction.

b) For young readers and writers who are at a more advanced level the methodologies aim to strengthen

reading and writing with understanding and develop a supportive print rich classroom environment to

enhance and strengthen meaningful and purposeful reading and writing

Objectives of ELP

1. To build the foundation competencies which are required for reading and writing with understanding in

Hindi, in young learner classrooms for beginning level learners from neo-literate rural backgrounds

 2. To develop supportive literacy learning environments inside classrooms, along with methodologies that

enhance reading and writing with understanding

 3. To facilitate a smooth transition from home to school for young beginning level literacy learners.

4.  To motivate children from rural backgrounds to actively engage with reading and writing in ways that

they find meaningful and engaging.

The ELP Classroom methodologies

Class 1

In Class 1 the ELP intervention focuses on the developing the following:

i) Phonological processes for exploring and building awareness of:

a) Sound units within spoken language, especially awareness of sounds corresponding to the alpha-syllables or

aksharas.

b) The sound – symbol relationships within written language
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ii) The processes of meaning construction for understanding of the sound - symbol- meaning relationships within

written language, so that children are able to experience meaningless alphabets and syllables as parts of meaningful

written words.

Classes 2 and 3

Development of a facilitative print environment in the classroom for the slightly more advanced level readers and

writers with a focus on:

a) Strengthening reading and writing with understanding

b) Facilitating active engagement with various kinds of print in a variety of meaningful, natural ways.

The implementation process of the ELP intervention

The following process was used for implementing the ELP intervention. After receiving permission

from the State Education Department, an orientation was conducted for the principals of all the eight schools

which were included in the study. This was followed with a training workshop for the language teachers from

each school. Following this the ELP resource material was distributed to all the eight selected schools through

school visits during which the material was shared and discussed with the teachers. Further follow up workshops

were also conducted with the teachers at later stage.

The ELP methods were implemented in the intervention schools by an ELP team member who worked

along with the regular school teacher. In the non intervention schools the programme was implemented by the

regular teacher alone. Visits were made from time to time to the non intervention schools to discuss the

implementation and provide support to the teachers who were implementing the programme. At the same time

close links were maintained with the district, block and cluster level SSA and Education Department functionaries,

who visited the schools from time to time and also, participated in training workshops. Based on a demand

from these functionaries training workshops were also conducted for teachers from all the 220 primary schools

located within the Silora block of Ajmer district.

Reading and writing competencies included in the ELP intervention

Based on the classroom experiences of Phase 1 and 2, ELP has identified some basic competencies,

which are required for building strong foundations for meaningful reading and writing in Hindi. These competencies

include aspects of phonological processing, as well as, of meaning construction. Specific classroom based

interventions have been designed to develop these competencies within young beginning level readers and

writers.

Evaluation Process

An evaluation study was undertaken by the Regional Institute of Education (RIE), Ajmer to assess the

performance of students of Classes 1,2 and 3 in response to the ELP intervention in eight rural government

schools in Rajasthan. The major objectives of this evaluation study were:

a) To assess the competencies for reading and writing with understanding in Hindi, in young beginning level

learners from neo-literate, rural backgrounds.
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b) To find out the effectiveness of classroom based methodologies developed under ELP approach, that

enhance reading and writing with understanding and include competencies for phonological processing, as well

as for meaning construction.

This study was conducted under the leadership of Prof.  K.B Rath, Head Education and the then Dean

of Instruction, RIE; and coordinated by Dr. Usha Sharma, Reader, RIE with four teachers from DM school as

members. The team members were  also assisted by some local volunteers. The team members discussed

about the salient features of ELP project with the Director Ms. Keerti Jayram and the team members. It was

decided that the effectiveness will be evaluated in three phrases; Baseline (August), Midterm (January) and

Endterm (March) on the specific dimensions of literacy scales implicable for particular grade. Multi-wave data

were collected to explore the sustainability of treatment during the session. For this purpose, base line assessment

was conducted at the beginning of the session before starting the treatment.

Sample

Sample of the study constitutes 8 schools from Silora Panchayat Samiti of Ajmer district. Basically

these schools are located in remote rural areas and infrastructural facilities are inadequate. These schools are

divided into 2 groups having 4 schools each. One group is managed by the govt. teachers and other is managed

by ELP team so far as development of literary skill is concerned. However, the schools  managed by govt

teachers are treated as control group as there was no systematic intervention as per guidelines of ELP approach.

The total sample comprised  of 525 students out of which 219 (100 boys and 119 girls) students are in  Govt.

teacher managed school and 306 (158 boys and 148 girls) are in ELP staff managed school. However, all the

students were not present during each phase of assessment.

Procedure of Evaluation

The information was collected from primary and secondary beneficiaries to tap the intervention effects.

The primary beneficiaries include students from class I to III and teachers of the respective schools. The

secondary beneficiaries include parents, educational officers and evaluation team members. The student’s

progress on literacy skills was examined through teacher made tests developed on the basis of reading and

writing competencies included in the ELP approach. At each phase our team members visited each school and

administered the tests. For the purpose of administration all the psychological factors like students’ interest,

motivation and test anxiety were taken care off. Students were involved in a democratic free atmosphere to

answer. Instructions were given to the students in their local dialect as well as Hindi. Detection was conducted

in group. However, testing of reading and writing competencies were carried out individually. Certain activities

were also conducted to get responses from students.

Analysis of Data

Basically ELP approach focuses on variety of skills at two level. In class I emphasis is given on initial

reading and writing skills through linguistically controlled classroom environments. In class II and III reading

and writing skills are strengthened by using print rich classroom. So the analysis were made class wise and

compared between students managed by Govt. teachers and ELP team. Both descriptive and inferential statis-

tics were used to analyze the data with the help of SPSS software and presented sequentially below.
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Major Findings From Quantitative Analysis

1. The basic trend observed from average scores reveals that the mean score of each school increased

progressively from baseline assessment to end term evaluation. However, the quantum of increment is

comparatively more in case of school managed by ELP staffs.

2. The examination of all the stem and leaf plots in class-I, II and III at different phases of assessment very

clearly show the improvement of scores on literacy skills by students managed by ELP team. The progressive

trend is also directed towards the end term evaluation which was carried out after the treatment through ELP

approach on literacy development. This trend of scores signifies the positive influence of literacy approach

adopted by ELP team at two levels of skills development in class I to III.

3. From the box plots, the emerging general trend indicates emphatically that boys and girls were benefitted

through ELP approach in terms of learning literacy skills.

4. The trend of increment in different phases of assessment proved that different caste groups were also

benefitted from ELP approach on literacy skills development.

5. The result of inferential statistics regarding comparison of mean scores in class I shows that during baseline

assessment both the groups did not differ significantly on literacy skills. However, after the treatment i.e.

implementation of ELP intervention the students of school managed by ELP team scored better than students

of school where interventions were provided by Govt. School teachers. In case of each skill the t-value is

highly significant at two different phase of evaluation other than baseline assessment. On the basis of effect size,

it is authenticated that the treatment has above average effect as the value exceed the threshold value (.50).

Further, the effect has increased significantly towards the end term assessment. It is clearly inferred that long-

term intervention on literacy skills in class-I has significant progressive effect.

6. In class II, t-scores calculated for each skill in mid term and end term phase show highly significant difference

and the mean scores of students in schools managed by ELP team are significantly higher than the other

students. The effect size in each case exceeds the average effect (.50). This shows the above average effect of

intervention given by ELP team. Specifically the effect size is increased to wards the end of intervention and

individual reading obtained a higher effect size (.80). It shows that reading skills of students is improved to a

great extent due to the intervention.

7. In class III the results reveal that there is significant difference between students managed by govt. teachers

and ELP team on each skill and in case of each phase of assessment. From the mean scores it is said that

students intervened by ELP approach perform far better than students of other group, because of significant t-

value and effect size calculated for each skill. But the interpretation of effect size for baseline assessment is

difficult as there was no treatment. It is needless to mention that the effect size is significantly less than the

threshold value (.50) in baseline assessment. However, the effect size is significantly higher than the threshold

value (.50) in case of each skill (except one) in mid term and end term assessment. There is a significant effect

of ELP approach so far as development of literacy skills are concerned. The progressive effect  is authenticated
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by the appearance of high effect size (.77) in case of reading a paragraph with understanding. The effect size of

total score also marks an incremental trend towards the end of intervention period.

8. Repeated Measure Analysis of variance compare the within group variance of different repeated measure

i.e. baseline, midterm and endterm and calculate F-value with their significant level. It is observed that in case

of ELP staff managed schools F-value is highly significant in each class. But in case of Govt. teacher managed

schools only the F-value is significant in class-II at 0.05 level. This shows that changes in achievement on

literacy skills continued and sustained till the endterm assessment. It means the students of class-II in Govt.

teachers managed school also improve their literacy skills to some extent towards the end term assessment.

However, the magnitude of  variance is very less in comparison to students of schools managed by ELP staff.

In case of ELP staff managed school the magnitude of variance is very high in all classes (class I, II, III). It is

interpreted that the literacy score obtained by students at baseline, mid term and end term phase improved

substantially as treatment progressed from baseline to end term. Such progressive changes also appeared as

supplementing evidences for sustainability of experimental effects till the end of treatment.

Major Findings From Qualitative Analysis

Class 1

The baseline for both the intervention (ELP managed) and non intervention (Government teacher

managed) schools showed that a majority of students are unable to recognize alphabets. By the mid term

assessment a significantly larger number children in the intervention schools showed phonemic awareness i.e.

were able to identify the initial sounds of words and match them with the correct alphabet, as against children

in the non intervention schools. Evidence of the impact of the intervention was also seen in the word identification

skills. The end term assessment which was conducted after about 7 months after the commencement of the

ELP intervention indicated that the majority of Class 1 children in the schools managed by the ELP team were

able to combine alphabets and syllables to construct meaningful words and then illustrate the meaning of the

word through a drawing. This showed their ability to construct meaning from written symbols, which is an

important foundation skill for meaningful reading. While most of these words were mono and bi syllabic words,

some children have also constructed polysyllabic words; further, some of the words which were constructed

also showed evidence of complex cognitive functioning. Some words were in their local language Marwari,

proving that this task was being undertaken with understanding. The number of children who had attained this

competency in the non intervention schools was significantly less, with a large number of children simply

copying the alphabets and syllables provided. The impact of the intervention was also visible in the qualitative

analysis of writing skills, with error patterns of children of the non intervention schools showing difficulty in

sound symbols correspondence while writing dictated words, as well as while constructing words. These kinds

of errors were significantly less in the intervention schools. The same was also the case with the writing of

dictated sentences, with a qualitative difference in the ability of the children from the ELP managed schools to

write sentences.
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Class 2

The Baseline assessment did not reveal any significant differences in the ability of both the groups to

identify alphabets, syllables and words. The impact of the ELP intervention however becomes visible in the mid

term assessment. Here the performance of the intervention schools while constructing meaningful words is

significantly superior to that of children from the non intervention schools, with the words that were constructed

in the ELP managed schools showing a greater variety and cognitive complexity, such as combining distantly

located syllables, reversing syllables or repeating a syllable. These processes were significantly less in the

government teacher managed schools, in which more than 50% children were unable to construct words. The

midterm assessment repeated the same trend, with a significantly larger number of children in the intervention

schools demonstrating a variety of cognitive and linguistic competencies to construct meaningful words and

draw picture to illustrate their meanings. Significant differences were also found in the reading comprehension

competencies at the sentence level, between the two groups. This was also the case with the ability of the

students to read aloud some given sentences.

The mid term assessment of writing skills showed significant improvement in the intervention group for

writing dictated alphabets, syllables and words. This progress was sustained in the end term assessment, with

a significantly larger number of children being able to write a dictated sentence correctly. The error patterns of

the non intervention group while writing sentence were more in the nature of omissions and substitutions, which

showed that the children were not reading the sentences with understanding. Such errors were only marginal in

the case of the schools managed by ELP.

Class 3

In the baseline assessment children from both the intervention groups were able to recognize alphabets,

syllables and words, which included words with some matras. However, both groups had problems in combining

alphabets and syllables to construct meaningful words. The children from the ELP managed group however

showed the ability to repeat syllables and construct words; but both groups had difficulty in constructing words

by reversing syllables The qualitative analysis did not reveal a significant difference between the two groups,

during the baseline assessment.

However, the mid term assessment which was conducted after four months showed a significant

improvement in the word construction and meaning representation competencies of the ELP managed schools,

as compared to the government teacher managed schools. The error patterns in the latter schools did not show

any specific trend but they indicate that a large number of children in the non intervention schools had not

established the sound symbol relationships required to construct meaningful words, and had therefore constructed

a greater number of meaningless words than their peers in the ELP managed schools. The reading comprehension

competencies which were assessed through a task which required the children to follow directions for drawing

given in five sentences also indicated significantly better performance by the intervention schools. Similar findings

were obtained while assessing the fluency of the students while individually reading sentences.

The end term assessment tested reading comprehension through a word classification activity. The

findings of the qualitative analysis are significantly in the favour of the intervention schools. Many children from
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the non intervention schools wrote the words correctly, but not under the correct category. The reading

comprehension, which was assessed through writing answers based on a set of five sentences, as well as

through the following of written instructions, revealed a similar trend. This was also found in the case of

individualized reading of sentences. The fluency of the ELP managed schools was significantly greater, and

even though a few children were unable to read the sentences, they showed a greater improvement in their

sentence reading competencies, in comparison to their counterparts from the non intervention schools. Significant

differences were also found in the improvement of the writing skills from the baseline to the end term assessment

for both the groups.

Major Findings From Interview

In the evaluation study of ELP project  the immediate stakeholders related to the project implementation

were interviewed in addition to examining the effectiveness of ELP methodologies on class I, II & III Children

(target group).  The interview schedule that was used contains eight to nine questions related to what, why and

how aspects of the ELP project. Different interview schedules were prepared for teachers, education officers

and parents.  All together eleven teachers, five education offices and two parents were interviewed at the end

of the evaluation study. Above all the responses to the interviews indicate that the ELP approach is very

effective in developing early literacy skills at early stage of schooling. It promotes conducive teaching-learning

environment in govt. primary school even for the first generation learners. Such an approach is the need of the

hour and definitely it will sustain the educational improvement of students in the elementary and secondary

section.

Recommendation

Based on the above findings the following recommendations are being made:

1. Based on the findings of this Evaluation Study, an evaluation of the existing programmes for Early

Literacy within the Indian context may be undertaken for assessing the effectiveness of the cognitive

and affective aspects of these existing programmes.

2. With the objective of implementing the RTE Act, the ELP methodologies be utilized within programmes

for out of school children to facilitate and promote the effective mainstreaming of such children.

3. Since the ELP methodologies have evolved through a sustained engagement within classroom inside

government schools which cater to marginalized children both in the rural and urban context, and these

methods have focused on facilitating a smooth home–school transition for such children, therefore

these ELP approaches have direct implications for school programmes which cater to children from

marginalized and disadvantaged backgrounds. The ELP methodologies may therefore be considered

to strengthen foundations of reading and writing in existing school programmes within both the government

and non government sectors, especially in schools which cater to children from marginalized communities

in the Hindi belt.

4. Further research on children’s natural language processes, reading and writing behaviors and thinking

processes is required. Such research has important implications for promoting effective pedagogies
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which enhance meaningful school learning and build foundations for the processes of reading and

writing. This is a gap area within the Indian context. It is essential to build deeper insights of children’s

learning behaviours based on research and to be able to critically evaluate existing programmes, as

well as methods such as the ELP methods and  further improve them. Such initiatives may also be

promoted for enhancing reading and writing within other Indian languages which are not based on the

Devanagari script, such as within tribal languages or languages within the Southern states of India..

5.  The major findings of this study along with the methodologies used within the ELP intervention may be

shared with teachers, teacher educators’ administrators and policy makers.

************
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EVALUATION OF EARLY LITERACY PROJECT

Background of Early Literacy Project*

Early Literacy – importance for life

Reading and writing are essential tools for accessing the technologically driven global world that we

find ourselves in. For many children from poor families and socially marginalized communities this world remains

out of reach, since they are unable to attain mastery over reading and writing skills. Such children have been

found to achieve at lower levels than their more middle-class peers. This is true across nations and throughout

the history of schooling. In general, these children start out behind, and fall farther and farther behind as they go

through school. Recent research on Early Literacy clearly points out that one of the main reasons for this poor

performance is the gap between the school and home environments of such children, which are not addressed

adequately. This Early Literacy Project (ELP) has aimed to address the reading and writing processes of

young children who come from sociocultural groups that typically underachieve in school, by attempting to

develop culturally and linguistically meaningful teaching materials and methods through sustained and active

engagement inside classrooms over an entire academic year. The understanding within ELP is that classroom

based learning methods that evolve organically and are grounded in the classroom realities will be meaningful

for the children who use them, since they will be sensitive to the linguistic and developmental needs of these

children, and also to the social contexts that the children and teachers come from. ELP believes that engagement

with these contextualized learning methodologies will lead to increased levels of literacy of children from resource

poor and marginalized communities. The Early Literacy Project (ELP) has attempted to take into account the

vital connections that exist between the ability of children to read and write and the use of instructional texts and

classroom materials that are written and read in ways that are familiar and meaningful to the children.

Translated into classroom practice this has implied providing space within the classroom for children’s

natural behaviours and processes of learning. This has consequently meant providing space for children from

diverse back grounds and experiences to interact and engage with language and print in a variety of ways. It

has also meant addressing the transition from familiar home environments to the more rigid and formal school

environment. For children who come from homes where there is limited access to printed words, the transition

to the written mode within schools can be extremely challenging, and therefore needs to be consciously made

more accessible and child friendly.

Theoretical perspectives on Early Literacy

Constructivism offers a clear broad philosophical and psychological position that highlights the active

role of a reader in the process of construct meaning, while engaging with texts. This thinking suggests that

reading is a dynamic process that is accomplished by the reader in interaction with the text, the task, the

purpose and the setting or reading situation, and that reading efficiency requires active and flexible approaches,

which address these varied factors. Several theories and their concomitant models, from disciplines as varied

as cognitive psychology, literary criticism, linguistics, psycholinguistics, socio linguistics, sociology and

*Source: ELP Document



10

anthropology coexist within a constructivist perspective, and serve to add different dimensions to the broad

shared understanding of the active and intentional role of a learner within the processes of language literacy

acquisition and learning. A few examples of the range of disciplines and theories that have engaged in enquiry

from this perspective and which have contributed to building a shared understanding within this field are:

Schema Theory (Rumelhart 1977), Readers Response Theory (Rosenblatt, 1978), work within Socio linguistics

such as the seminal work of Labov (1972) and Baratz and Shuy (1969), Gumprez and Hymes as well as the

work of Psycholinguistics like Frank Smith (1971) and Ken Goodman (1967). All of these have had a major

influence on current thinking and research within the field..

A vast amount of work within Early Literacy in the last two decades has been within the socio- cultural

tradition and was influenced by the ideas of Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky,  considered that development

is inherently a social process, i.e. as opposed to a Piagetian approach wherein development is seen as determined

by maturational and organismic forces. In Vygotsky’s theory development occurs when the child internalizes

from the social sphere. This perspective suggests that the emergence of the child’s inner mental world is not a

‘natural’ outcome of some genetically programmed development; instead it evolves through the child’s interactions

within the social and interpersonal sphere. Internalization of printed words and their usage by young children

also happens in the same way i.e. when these are a part of their social interactions with others who are around

them. For example, merely by watching and experiencing other people in their surroundings young infant’s

scribbles have been seen to ‘pick up’ the difference in writing a list and writing a note. Within the Vygotskian

framework, it is understood that it is through a complex process of socialization in the family that a child

develops a predisposition towards print, and a ‘literacy set’ even before he or she enters the school set up.

Research has also shown that interactions that a child has with print in the family setting have a powerful impact

on success in language learning at school.

The Emergent Literacy perspective focuses on literacy use. Work within Emergent Literacy has recognized

the ways in which the knowledge about print acquired by very young children facilitates the processes of early

literacy, and depends to a large extent on print exposure at home. From a completely different angle the work

done within the area of Second Language Learning, Krashen, (1982), Cummins (1987), also saw a shift in

focus within the early seventies, from the earlier structure and form driven approaches to approaches that

focused on language learning as a meaning driven activity, and which drew lessons from children’s active and

intentional natural processes of acquiring oral language. The works of Agnihotri, Krishna Kumar, Narasimhan,

and several others have tried to place some of this thinking within the multilingual, multicultural and diverse

Indian context.

Development indicators for Early Literacy

There is much debate in Early Literacy literature about how to introduce letter sounds and word

identification skills, and whether these should be taught in a structured and sequenced way or not. Some

reading researchers, such as proponents of the reading readiness and bottom – up approach argue strongly for
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explicit instruction in phonological and word identification skills. Successful reading is considered to be built

upon a hierarchy of sub-skills, which have to be learned systematically, in a given sequence and regularly

practiced. An integration of these sub-skills makes possible a fluent reader. Specifically, two strategies require

mention here, as they are somewhat opposing in positions. In ‘Explicit Phonics’, the teacher tells a student

what sound comes from an alphabet. As opposed to this is the ‘Implicit Phonics’, in which starting from words,

a teacher gets the student to extract the sound associated with specific alphabets. (For e.g., from ‘hit’, ‘hat’

and ‘he’, the teacher gets the student to extract the sound associated with the alphabet ‘h’). The ‘top-down’

and ‘whole language’ approaches argue that deliberate teaching of basic elements (letters, sounds, blends,

words) merely fragments the process, and distracts the child from the real business of reading. Such an approach

also considers that alphabet sounds are abstract for children who, during the process of language acquisition

do not hear separate sounds but hear whole words and sentences. The proponents of the top down and whole

language approaches to language teaching emphasize ‘meaning’. They believe that reading should begin with

words and letters that are meaningful for young learners, and linked to their inner speech and lived experience

in organic ways. One way of doing this is through teaching letter names and phonemic sounds that arise from

authentic contexts, within natural language, to make this a meaningful exercise, and at the same time addresses

the diverse needs of learners within a class. Such approaches consider that learning to read and write should

occur in such a context where the whole experience is saturated with a sense of meaningfulness for the children

involved. In such an approach, there is no place for a meaningless drill of alphabet-sound association. It is

argued that children will acquire the sub-skills incidentally, when they are engaged in enjoyable and meaningful

reading/writing tasks.

Recent thinking suggests that the most effective approaches for developing initial reading are those that

combine extensive and varied exposure to printed texts, along with systematic phonological instruction and

awareness of sound segments. Learning the sounds and names of the letters of the alphabet is clearly essential

if they are to take possession of this new medium, but without an equal emphasis on the purpose and meaning

of reading and writing for them, the mechanical skill may eventually be acquired but the children will have no

personal commitment for using them Although this has been a contentious area, there is a clear indication that

all reading materials and programmes need to be grounded in an informed understanding of natural learning

processes, learner diversities and the learner backgrounds. The ELP intervention is placed at this interactive

position and has attempted to develop methods for:

a) Building understanding of the ‘sound-symbol’ correspondence of printed letters and words

(phonological processing and development of spellings)

b) Enabling meaningful engagement with print by facilitating a supportive classroom environment and a

variety of meaningful reading and writing activities and interactions.

The Early Literacy Project (ELP) – an over view

The Early Literacy Project (ELP) aims to understand the literacy learning processes of young children

who come from sociocultural groups that typically underachieve in school, both within urban and rural contexts;
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and further to use this understanding to evolve meaningful teaching methods and facilitative classroom print

environments for building strong foundations for reading and writing with understanding, for young neo-literate

learners. ELP began with the question that if children learn to speak in natural ways through a facilitative

environment, how can this be made to hold true for reading and writing as well? This was the starting point for

a slow organic process of developing methodologies which allowed children to interact with the processes of

reading and writing in meaningful and non threatening ways inside classrooms. The ELP methodologies evolved

slowly through active and sustained engagement with children and teachers inside classrooms over a period of

time.

The effort is to allow methodologies to emerge organically through active engagement with children

within classrooms, so that these methods and approaches develop in response to the diverse needs and

learning behaviours of children, as well as, through active engagement with the complexities inside classrooms.

This process aims to ensure that the ELP approach is grounded in the classroom realities. The project also aims

to closely study children’s natural literacy behaviours and build a deeper understanding of some aspects of

children’s processes of learning to read and write in Hindi.

Objectives of ELP

1. To build the foundation competencies which are required for reading and writing with understanding in

Hindi, in young learner classrooms for beginning level learners from neo-literate rural backgrounds

 2. To develop supportive literacy learning environments inside classrooms, along with methodologies that

enhance reading and writing with understanding

 3. To facilitate a smooth transition from home to school for young beginning level literacy learners.

4.  To motivate children from rural backgrounds to actively engage with reading and writing in ways that

they find meaningful and engaging.

Conceptualization of ELP

Work within the ELP project has been taken up at two levels:

a) For young beginning level readers and writers the methodologies focus on building the knowledge and

skills required for phonological processing and for meaning construction.

b) For young readers and writers who are at a more advanced level the methodologies aim to strengthen

reading and writing with understanding and develop a supportive print rich classroom environment to

enhance and strengthen meaningful and purposeful reading and writing

The ELP Classroom methodologies

Class 1

In Class 1 the ELP intervention focuses on the developing the following:

i) Phonological processes for exploring and building awareness of:

a) Sound units within spoken language, especially awareness of sounds corresponding to the alpha-syllables or
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aksharas.

b) The sound – symbol relationships within written language

ii) The processes of meaning construction for understanding of the sound - symbol- meaning relationships within

written language, so that children are able to experience meaningless alphabets and syllables as parts of meaningful

written words.

Classes 2 and 3

Development of a facilitative print environment in the classroom for the slightly more advanced level readers and

writers with a focus on:

a) Strengthening reading and writing with understanding

b) Facilitating active engagement with various kinds of print in a variety of meaningful, natural ways.

Overview of the ELP intervention strategies

- Provide a balance between a structured programme for introducing young learners to the relationships

between letters, sounds and meanings; and opportunities to children for freely and actively exploring

these in a variety of natural ways.

- Utilize the inherent character of the Devanagari script, which provides a symbol (akshara) for each

spoken sound. This is done by equipping children to first identify the sound units in each word through

the process of syllabification, and then recombining the written forms of the syllables to construct the

whole word. This process aims to facilitate efficient reading and writing since it breaks written words

into speech (sound) units that young children can easily identify.

- Equip children with the skills of combining syllables (aksharas) to construct their own meaningful

written words which match their individualized oral vocabularies, and further to visualize the meaning of

each word through a drawing. So that from an early stage children begin to relate to written symbols as

meaningful and connected to their worlds.

- Link reading and writing activities, inside classrooms, with the children’s home languages and experiences

so that they can build upon their oral vocabulary and connect to reading and writing in meaningful ways.

- Gradually over two years equip children, to make a smooth transition from their home languages to the

language of classroom transaction.

- Once, the children have acquired basic script knowledge and initial reading and writing competencies,

provide them with a supportive print rich classroom environment for actively engaging with a variety of

informal reading and writing activities in non threatening and meaningful ways.

- In the older classes i.e. Classes 2 and 3 focus on strengthening reading and writing comprehension and

other higher order skills like answering questions independently.

- Involve the regular class teachers in the process of developing these methodologies.
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The ELP intervention

Phase 1 of the Early Literacy Project (ELP) was designed as an exploratory intervention project which

began in July 2006 and sought to find suitable ways to strengthen the foundations for reading and writing in

Hindi for diverse groups of young learners within a few mainstream government schools within the urban

context of Delhi. Most of the child population in these selected schools was children of migrants who had come

to Delhi from different parts of the country. Phase 2 began in Rajasthan in January 2008 with work undertaken

in eight night schools within the Silora Panchayat Samiti in the Ajmer District of Rajasthan, in partnership with

the Barefoot College of the Social Work and Research Centre, (SWRC), located within the Silora Panchayat

Samiti. The total number of night school children covered by the ELP intervention is approximately 180. All the

eight night schools in which the ELP intervention was undertaken are administered by the Kadampura Field

Center of the S.W.R.C. The ELP methodologies were introduced in these night schools with the idea of

adapting the programme content of ELP intervention for SWRC. These interventions were monitored closely

through regular meetings, field visits and school based observations. Systematic tracking of learner levels was

undertaken through special performance assessment formats designed by ELP; and the capacity building of the

night school teachers was ongoing. While implementing the ELP programme in the night schools it has been

important to try and build a deeper understanding of the social and environmental frameworks which impact

the children’s learning, along with the perceived role of education and early literacy by the and their communities.

Most of the children who attend the night schools in this area are from the poorest and marginalized communities,

who exist on the fringes of survival. These children begin to share a major part of the responsibilities and

struggles of day-to-day life with adults in their families, from a very young age. Most of the children work in the

day, either at home, or in the fields. A number of them spend a major part of their days grazing their goats and

buffaloes, working in the fields or doing domestic chores. A detailed narrative report on the ELP intervention

within the SWRC night schools was submitted to SRTT in June 2008.

In July 2008, ELP received permission from the Government of Rajasthan to introduce the Phase 2

intervention in eight rural Government Primary Schools located in the Silora Panchyat Samiti in District Ajmer.

These schools are located in the same geographical area as the night schools. The interventions within the

government schools covered approximately 500 children i.e girls and boys, who were enrolled in Classes 1, 2

and 3 of the selected schools. In early July 2008 meetings for working out the modalities of the ELP intervention

within these schools were held with the District and Block officials after a preliminary round of visits to the

selected schools. These consultations with the School Managements / Principals and Block Education Authorities

were followed with orientation sessions for the teachers from the selected schools. An External Evaluation of

the ELP Phase 2 interventions by the Regional Institute of Education (RIE), Ajmer, was instituted for which the

baseline reading and writing observations of children in the selected classes of all the ELP schools were

conducted in early August 2009. Regular work in the classrooms commenced in mid August. Informal and

ongoing planning and review sessions with teachers, and regular tracking of learner progress, formed an important

aspect of monitoring the ELP Phase 2 intervention.
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Within both the above contexts i.e. in the night schools and in the day schools, ELP has been engaged

with intensive classroom based interventions with young beginning and early readers and writers in Hindi.

Through active engagement with classroom processes, ELP found a large number of young learners in the early

classes i.e. Classes 1 to 3 read and write mechanically and without understanding, with some of them barely

being able to identify alphabets. Based on these observations ELP has identified reading and writing competencies,

which are required for building a strong foundation in reading and writing meaningfully, so that young learners

in Classes 1 to 3 are adequately equipped to engage with the school curriculum and the content of different

subjects with understanding.

The ELP intervention has been designed at two levels:

a) For developing methodologies required for building strong foundation skills for reading and writing with

understanding within Class 1 through the Varna Samooha methodology.

b) For developing a supportive methodologies to enhance and strengthen reading and writing with understanding

for the more advanced early literacy learners within Classes 2 and 3.

As mentioned above since July 2006, ELP has been engaged with intensive classroom based interventions

with young beginning and early readers and writers in Hindi, within urban and rural contexts. Through this

engagement, ELP has found a large number of these young learners read and write mechanically and without

understanding, while others can barely read. Within the context of rural Rajasthan it took ELP a few months to

just build the basic sound- symbol relationships, which are essential for any meaningful engagement with script-

based literacy. Through close classroom observations it has become evident that rural children in Classes 2 and

3 are struggling to grapple with their schools texts, since most of them do not have the foundation skills required

for meaningful reading and writing. Most children speak Marwari at home, and do not understand the Hindi

that is used in school, making curricular transactions difficult. The ELP interventions through Phases 1 and 2

have aimed to address some of these challenges through sustained engagement in the classrooms of all the

selected schools. This experience has been vital for adapting the ELP methodologies to the children’s context,

and to the complex realties inside classrooms in rural Rajasthan.

The intervention methodologies

All the methods and materials were developed over one year’s classroom based work in the government

schools and efforts were made to also actively engage the regular class teachers in this process.

Varna Samooha approach in Class 1

ELP has evolved the Varna Samooha approach for building foundations for beginning reading and

writing in Hindi.  Within this approach the Hindi alphabet has been re-divided into 6 groupings. The six varna

samooha groupings are introduced one at a time in a chronological order, with the alphabets and syllables that

have been introduced earlier being included in the subsequent varna samoohas in a cumulative manner. The

sound and symbol correspondence of each alphabet within a varna samooha is introduced through activities.

While the children are introduced to the selected group of alphabets, they are also exposed to the syllables,
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words and texts, which are available within the varna samooha, through specially developed charts, poem

posters, flash cards and activities. This equips the children to relate to alphabets and syllables as parts of

meaningful words, and not as abstract, meaningless syllables.

As an important component of the varna samooha approach specially designed akshara charts have

become an essential element in each classroom, as a socially entrenched tool for word analysis. Children are

taught the rhythm of word syllables in fun ways and then taught ways of using the akshara charts for alphabet

and syllable recognition, and then  learn to combine these syllables to make their own meaningful words, even

if these are in their home languages. They begin to read and write some words from the poem posters based on

akshara charts. They read words that others children write. They share these words through word activities.

They create words by combining akshara flash cards. They express the meanings of the words they have

created by making drawings for each word. They play word games. Children learn to read their names, and the

names of friends, and use this knowledge to fill up attendance charts in the classroom. They share story books

and then move on to writing a few words form these books. Through these specially designed and interrelated

experiences children get varied  opportunities for meaningful and active interactions with written words. More

importantly these methods are designed to allow children opportunities to link classroom experiences with their

real and inner worlds in ways that are accepting and non threatening. Children are allowed to freely use their

natural home languages in the beginner classrooms, and gradually move towards using the school language

over a period of one or two years.

Methods to enhance reading with understanding in Classes 2 and 3

In Delhi ELP developed print rich classes, which allow children to relate to reading and writing in non

threatening and meaningful ways. The idea is to enable children to view reading and writing as something that

is connected to them and their real worlds and not as something that has to do with school and the curriculum.

These classroom environments are also designed to help children make a gradual shift from their home language

to the school language. Within the resource poor schools in rural Rajasthan it was not possible to use many of

these methodologies that evolved in classrooms in Delhi. Most children in these rural schools come from home

backgrounds in which they have practically no print exposure. They bring with them rich oral traditions. The

challenge for ELP therefore has been to tap the linguistic and cultural resources that the children bring into the

classroom while building foundations for meaningful reading and writing.

 Once the children have been through the varna samooha approach and attained mastery over the

phonological processing required for word and sentence construction, the focus of the ELP intervention shifted

to reading comprehension. In Classes 2 and 3 special methodologies were evolved for enhancing the processes

of reading and writing with understanding. These included the following: word wall activities; shared writing;

reading and writing activities based on poem posters; work sheets to facilitate the skills of independently

answering questions based on pictorial or short written texts. Some of these methodologies are still in the

process of evolving, since many of the methods used in Delhi are not applicable to children in villages, most of
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R /W  c o m p e t e n c ie s  in  H in d i

( C la s s e s  1  t o  3 )
              E L P  in t e r v e n t io n

M o tiv a t io n  fo r  R /W

-  D e v e lo p m e n t  o f n o n  th r e a te n in g  a n d  m e a n in g fu l p r in t  r ic h

c la s s r o o m

-  U s e  o f h o m e  la n g u a g e ,  fa m ilia r  w o r d s  a n d  r e a l life

e x p e r ie n c e s  w ith in  c la s s r o o m  R /W  a c t iv it ie s

-  G r a d u a l t r a n s it io n  fr o m  h o m e  la n g u a g e  to  s c h o o l la n g u a g e

b y  C la s s  3

R e c o g n it io n  o f a lp h a b e t  s h a p e s

( R /W )

-  E x p o s u r e  to  a  o n e  o t  tw o  s e le c te d  c o n s o n a n t s ,  v o w e ls  a n d

m a tr a s  a t  a  t im e ,  th r o u g h  6  g r o u p in g s  c a lle d  v a r n a  s a m o o h a s

-  A c t iv it ie s  fo r  e y e -  h a n d  c o o r d in a t io n ,  fin e r  m u s c le

c o o r d in a t io n ,  s p a t ia l p e r c e p t io n  a n d  d ir e c t io n  flo w  r e q u ir e d

fo r  w r it in g  a lp h a b e ts

S o u n d  s y m b o l c o r r e s p o n d e n c e

-  C la s s ific a t io n  o f fa m ilia r  o b je c ts  b a s e d  o n  in it ia l a lp h a b e t

s o u n d  /s y m b o l ( u s e  o f h o m e  la n g u a g e )

-  I n d iv id u a lize d  id e n t ific a t io n  a n d  d r a w in g  o f o b j e c ts

b e g in n in g  w ith  a  p a r t ic u la r  a lp h a b e t  ( u s e  o f h o m e  la n g u a g e )

-  R e c o g n it io n  o f a lp h a b e t s  a n d  s y lla b le s  s o u n d s  /  s y m b o ls

w it h in  a k s h a r a  c h a r ts

-  A c t iv it ie s  b a s e d  o n  a k s h a r a  fla s h  c a r d s

-  I d e n t ific a t io n  o f in it ia l /  e n d  s o u n d s  a n d  s y m b o ls  o f s p o k e n

w o r d s .

W o r d  r e c o g n it io n  ( R /W )

-  R / W  a c t iv it ie s  b a s e d  o n  w o r d  w a ll ( s h a b d  d iw a r  )

-  W o r d  g a m e s

-  W o r k s h e e ts

C o n s tr u c t io n  o f m e a n in g fu l w o r d s

( R /W )

-  I n d iv id u a lize d  u s e  o f a k s h a r a  c h a r t  fo r  c o m b in in g  a lp h a b e ts

/  s y lla b le s  to  c o n s tr u c t  m e a n in g fu l w o r d s  ( u s e  o f h o m e

la n g u a g e )

-  V is u a liz in g  th e  m e a n in g s  o f in d iv id u a lly  c o n s tr u c te d  w o r d s

th r o u g h  d r a w in g s

-  G a m e s  /a c t iv it ie s  b a s e d  o n  w o r d  w a lls

-  A k s h a r a  fla s h  c a r d s  fo r  w o r d  c o n s tr u c t io n

-  W o r k s h e e ts

R e a d in g  c o m p r e h e n s io n

-  P o e m  p o s te r s

-  W o r k s h e e ts

-  A c t iv it ie s  b a s e d  o n  c h ild r e n 's  lit e r a tu r e

R  /  W  o f c o n t in u o u s  te x ts  ( e . g .

p a r a g r a p h s ,  s h o r t  s t o r ie s ,  p o e m s

e tc )

-  S h a r e d  w r it in g

-  P o e m  w r it in g

-  W o r k s h e e ts

-  W r it in g  b a s e d  o n  s to r y  b o o k s

-  R /  W  a c t iv it ie s  b a s e d  o n  c la s s r o o m  d is p la y s  a n d  p r in t

e le m e n ts  in  th e  c la s s r o o m

A n s w e r in g  q u e s t io n s  in d e p e n d e n t ly

( R  /  W )

-  Q u e s t io n s  b a s e d  o n  s h a r e d  w r it in g

-  W o r k s h e e ts

whom have very little exposure to print in their home and village environments. ELP believes that once a child

is able to independently read , write and answer written questions, the child is equipped to engage meaningfully

with different curricular content.

Reading and writing competencies included in the ELP intervention

Based on the classroom experiences of Phase 1 and 2, ELP has identified some basic competencies,

which are required for building strong foundations for meaningful reading and writing in Hindi. These competencies

include aspects of phonological processing, as well as, of meaning construction. Specific classroom based

interventions have been designed to develop these competencies within young beginning level readers and

writers. These competencies and the corresponding ELP interventions, which address each of them, are listed

in the table below:



18

RIE External Evaluation

Evaluation Process

An evaluation study was undertaken by the Regional Institute of Education (RIE), Ajmer to assess the

performance of students of Classes 1,2 and 3 in response to the ELP intervention in eight rural government

schools in Rajasthan. The major objectives of this evaluation study were:

a) To assess the competencies for reading and writing with understanding in Hindi, in young beginning level

learners from neo-literate, rural backgrounds.

b) To find out the effectiveness of classroom based methodologies developed under ELP approach, that

enhance reading and writing with understanding and include competencies for phonological processing, as well

as for meaning construction.

This study was conducted under the leadership of Prof.  K.B Rath, Head Education and the then Dean

of Instruction, RIE; and coordinated by Dr. Usha Sharma, Reader, RIE. The evaluation team consisted of

teachers from the DM School of the Institute which are given below:

Prof. K. B. Rath Team leader

Dr. Usha Sharma Coordinator

Shri Ghuman Singh Member

Shri Hari Om Sharma Member

Shri Sita Ram Meena Member

Shri Abhishek Bhardwaj Member

The team members were assisted by some local volunteers.The team members discussed about the salient

features of ELP project with the Director Ms. Keerti Jayram and the team members. The pattern and

schedule of evaluation were decided in the meeting as below:he

It was decided that the effectiveness will be evaluated in three phrases as mentioned in the above table on the

specific dimensions of literacy scales implicable for particular grade. Multi-wave data were collected to explore

the sustainability of treatment during the session. For this purpose, base line assessment was conducted at the

beginning of the session before starting the treatment.

Evaluation Schedule for ELP Project

Phase Month
Date

From To

Baseline August 4-8-08 8-8-08

Midterm January 6-1-09 9-1-09

Terminal March 23-3-09 25-3-09

Table - 1
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Sample

Sample of the study constitutes 8 schools from Silora Panchayat Samiti of Ajmer district. Basically

these schools are located in remote rural areas and infrastructural facilities are inadequate. These schools are

divided into 2 groups having 4 schools each. One group is managed by the govt. teachers and other is managed

by ELP team so far as development of literary skill is concerned. However, the schools  managed by govt

teachers are treated as control group as there was no systematic intervention as per guidelines of ELP approach.

The total number of boys and girls included in the evaluation study are presented in Table 2.

Table - 2 (Sample of the Study)

The detail composition of schools covered under the evaluation reveals that the schools are quite similar

regarding number of students and teacher-pupil ratio except two schools managed by govt. teachers. Each

school is a middle school (having classes from I to VIII) except two. The students composition of these

groups are given in the Table 3.

Type Gender Class-I Class-II Class-III Total

Managed By

Govt. Teachers

Boys 58 21 21 100

Girls 19 52 48 119

Total 77 73 69 219

Managed By

ELP Team

Boys 57 54 47 158

Girls 70 40 38 148

Total 127 94 85 306

Grand Total 204 167 154 525

Schools Covered under Evaluation and their Composition

Group School Classes
Enrollment

ClassI - V

Enrollment

ClassVI -VII
Total

Teacher
TP

Ratio

Male Female

Managed

By

Govt.

Teacher

Deedwada I - VIII 106 40 146 0 6 24.33

Baba Ki Dani I - V 34 - 34 2 0 17

Tehri I - VIII 106 56 162 4 0 40.5

Tolamal I - V 61 - 61 2 2 15.25

Total 307 96 403 8 8 25.18

Managed

By

ELP Team

Badgaon I - VIII 92 51 143 4 2 23.83

Churli I - VIII 125 36 161 3 1 40.25

Chundri I - VIII 101 47 148 3 2 29.6

Kadampura I - VIII 90 54 144 4 2 24

Total 408 188 596 14 7 28.38

Table - 3
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Procedure of Evaluation

The information was collected from primary and secondary beneficiaries to tap the intervention effects.

The primary beneficiaries include students from class I to III and teachers of the respective schools. The

secondary beneficiaries include parents, educational officers and evaluation team members. The student’s

progress on literacy skills was examined through teacher made tests (attached in Appendix I) developed on the

basis of reading and writing competencies included in the ELP approach. At each phase our team members

visited each school and administered the tests. For the purpose of administration all the psychological factors

like students’ interest, motivation and test anxiety were taken care off. Students were involved in a democratic

free atmosphere to answer. Instructions were given to the students in their local dialect as well as Hindi.

Detection was conducted  in group. However, testing of reading and writing competencies were carried out

individually. Certain activities were also conducted to get responses from students. The skills mentioned in

each stage of evaluation is given in Table 4.

Regarding secondary beneficiaries, focus group interview was organized to collect feedback from

teachers. In addition to it, feedback from parents, education officers and evaluation team members were

collected through interview. Both qualitative and quantitative information were collected from stakeholders to

evaluate the effectiveness of ELP approach in detail .

Class wise progression of Reading and Writing (R/W) Competencies

Class
Baseline ( August 2008) Mid term ( January 2009) End term ( March 2009)

I

- Recognition of alphabets

(varnas) and syllables (aksharas)

through oral reading (Q3)

- Dictation of alphabets and

syllables (Sound / symbol

recognition)  (Q2)

- Sound / symbol correspondence

(Q1)

- Word recognition through

R/W(Q2)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables

and words (Q3)

- Combining alphabets and syllables

to construct meaningful words (Q1)

- Word recognition through R/W

(Q2)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables,

words and sentences (Q3)

II

- Recognition of alphabets and

syllables through oral reading

(Q3)

- Dictation of alphabets and

syllables (Sound / symbol

recognition)  (Q2)

- Recognition of initial sounds/

symbols of words (Q2)

- Combining alphabets and syllables

to construct meaningful words (Q1)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables

and words (Q3)

- Combining alphabets and syllables

to construct meaningful words (Q1)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables,

words and sentences (Q3)

- Reading a paragraph with

understanding by writing answers to

questions based on it. (Q2)

- Fluency of oral reading of

sentences (Q4)

III

- Dictation of alphabets and

syllables (Sound / symbol

recognition) (Q2)

- Recognition of alphabets

(varnas) and  syllables(aksharas)

through oral reading (Q3)

- Combining alphabets and

syllables to construct meaningful

words (Q4)

- Recognition of initial sounds

/symbols of words (Q5)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables,

words and sentences (Q3)

- Combining alphabets and syllables

to construct meaningful words (Q1)

- Reading sentences with

understanding (reading and

following directions) (Q2)

- Fluency of oral reading of

sentences(Q4)

- Dictation of alphabets, syllables,

words and sentences (Q3)

- Combining alphabets and syllables

to construct meaningful words (Q1)

- Reading a paragraph with

understanding by writing answers to

questions based on it. (Q2)

- Fluency of oral reading of

sentences (Q4)

Table - 4
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Analysis of Data

Basically ELP approach focuses on variety of skills at two level. In class I emphasis is given on initial

reading and writing skills through linguistically controlled classroom environments. In class II and III reading

and writing skills are strengthened by using print rich classroom. So the analysis were made class wise and

compared between students managed by Govt. teachers and ELP team. Both descriptive and inferential

statistics were used to analyze the data with the help of SPSS software and presented sequentially below.

Descriptions of Variables

The description of variables measured in class I, II and III  are presented in table 5, 6 and 7 respectively.

In each table, the test items covered in all the 3 phases of assessment are described with number of subject,

minimum, maximum score as well as mean and standard deviation. The purpose is to show the actual number

of students presented during each phase of assessment in both the groups. The total number of students in class

I, II & III is 204,167, and 154 respectively. From the data it is observed that absence of students during the

date of evaluation is increasing towards the end term evaluation. The percentage of missing is more in case of

class I students than other classes. However, during the analysis the missing cases were excluded item wise for

calculating the statistics.
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Description of variables measured in class I

Baseline N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Dictation of alphabets and

syllables for recognition of

their sounds and symbols
180 0 10 1.20 2.12

Recognition of alphabets

and syllables through

reading
180 0 10 1.44 2.67

Total 180 0 20 2.61 4.31

Midterm N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Awareness of sound symbol

correspondence of

alphabets and syllables

through reading

149 0 10 6.03 4.15

Recognition of the written

form of a spoken word

through reading and writing
149 0 10 5.48 4.02

Dictation of alphabets,

syllables and words for

recognition of their sounds

and symbols

149 0 10 4.57 4.25

Total 155 0 30 15.64 11.95

      End term  N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Combining alphabets and

syllables to construct

meaningful words.
145 0 10 6.14 4.31

Recognition of the written

form of a spoken word

through reading and writing
145 0 10 6.52 4.28

Dictation of alphabets,

syllables, words and

sentences

145 0 10 5.63 4.52

Total 145 0 30 18.30 12.48

Table No: 5
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Description of variables measured in class II

Baseline N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Dictation of alphabets and

syllables for recognition of

their sounds and symbols
157 0 10 3.65 3.11

Recognition of alphabets

and syllables through

reading.
157 0 10 3.89 3.30

Total 157 0 20 7.54 6.03

Midterm N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Combining alphabets and

syllables to construct

meaningful words.
134 0 10 5.46 3.78

Recognition of the initial

sound of a word through

reading and writng
134 0 10 6.00 4.43

Dictation of alphabets,

syllables, words and

sentences
134 0 10 6.10 4.12

Total 134 0 30 17.55 11.62

      End term  N Minimum Maximum Mean
Std.

Deviation

Combining alphabets and

syllables to construct

meaningful words.
126 0 10 7.21 3.28

Reading a paragraph with

understanding and then

writing answers to questions

based on it

126 0 10 7.02 3.74

Dictation of alphabets,

syllables, words and

sentences
126 0 10 6.50 3.72

Individual oral reading at the

sentence level.
124 0 10 6.16 4.23

Total 167 0 40 20.21 16.35

Table No: 6
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D escription of variables measured in  class III

B aseline N Minimum Maxim um Mean
S td.

D eviation

D icta tion o f alphabets and

syllab les for recognition of

the ir sounds and symbols

137
0 10 6.30 3.07

Recognition o f alphabets

and syllab les through

read ing.

138 0 10 6.51 3.66

C ombining alphabets and

syllab les to construct

meaningful words.

138 0 10 1.42 2.14

Recognition o f the initia l

sound o f a word through

reading and writng

138 0 5 2.16 2.34

Total 138 0 35 16.26 8.93

Midterm N Minimum Maxim um Mean
S td.

D eviation

C ombining alphabets and

syllab les to construct

meaningful words.

126
0 10 6.29 2.97

Reading a  sentence with

understanding.
121 0 10 7.12 3.69

D icta tion o f alphabets,

syllables, words and

sentences
121 0 10 6.77 3.49

Individua l oral reading a t the

sentence level.
121 0 10 5.26 3.98

Total 121 0 40 25.54 12.25

      E nd term   N Minimum Maxim um Mean
S td.

D eviation

Meaningful classification of

written words
117 0 10 7.62 3.60

Reading a paragraph with

understanding and then

writing  answers to  questions

based on it

117 0 10 5.56 4.11

D icta tion o f alphabets,

syllables, words and

sentences
116 0 10 7.03 3.19

Individua l oral reading a t the

sentence level.
115 0 27 6.09 4.54

Total 117 0 54 26.05 13.51

Table No: 7
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Average score of students in each School

School wise mean scores of students are presented  with their standard deviation in table no. 8,9

and 10. The mean score is based on the total score of each phase of assessment. To show the trend line

graphs are also presented for class I, II and III separately. The basic trend observed from the tables reveals

that the mean score of each school increased progressively from baseline assessment to end term evaluation.

However, the quantum of increment is comparatively more in case of school managed by ELP staffs.

Another trend shows high standard deviation in case of each school invariably. It indicates the heterogeneity

of students in each class so far as their achievement in reading and writing skills are concerned.

Mean scores during phases of evaluation (Class-I)

Group School
Baseline Midterm End term

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD

Managed

By

Govt.

Teacher

Deedwada 18 3.39 5.71 27 9.96 7.33 26 8.00 9.58

Baba Ki Dani 4 1.00 2.00 4 3.50 1.91 3 3.67 4.04

Tehri 23 2.70 4.76 15 2.93 6.37 16 4.25 7.62

Tolmal 16 3.81 5.53 11 5.00 6.56 9 8.56 9.48

Total 61 3.08 5.09 57 6.70 7.29 54 6.74 8.81

Managed

By

ELP Team

Badgaon 24 1.33 2.50 24 4.83 4.52 16 27.56 5.10

Churuli 36 1.25 2.09 18 25.22 5.90 26 27.46 3.14

Chunduri 32 4.53 5.38 32 20.34 11.47 26 26.19 8.65

Kadampura 27 2.22 3.60 24 6.38 3.82 23 19.74 12.37

Total 119 2.37 3.85 98 20.55 11.16 91 25.16 8.70
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Table - 8

Trend of Increment in Class - I

Mean Score

(Total)
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Mean scores during phases of evaluation (Class-II)

Group School
Baseline Midterm End term

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD

Managed

By

Govt.

Teacher

Deedwada 23 9.96 4.73 27 5.04 3.83 29 12.72 9.87

Baba Ki Dani 6 4.67 7.17 7 00 00 7 5.14 13.61

Tehri 25 7.24 7.15 21 3.29 3.85 25 13.00 11.31

Tolmal 11 1.73 3.58 4 6.25 5.80 12 5.92 8.39

Total 65 7.03 6.42 59 9.78 9.86 73 10.97 10.81

Managed

By

ELP Team

Badgaon 24 8.50 5.18 23 24.26 9.85 24 29.83 13.08

Churuli 33 5.30 5.42 17 22.82 9.14 33 19.52 18.55

Chunduri 15 7.93 5.18 20 8.40 3.48 17 32.41 15.22

Kadampura 20 11.45 5.53 20 24.10 7.33 20 33.15 12.54

Total 92 7.90 5.74 75 23.67 8.98 94 27.38 16.37
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Trend of Increment in Class - II
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Mean scores during phases of evaluation (Class-III)

Group School
Baseline Midterm End term

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD

Managed

By

Govt.

Teacher

Deedwada 23 14.70 5.72 25 23.24 10.19 22 18.32 9.41

Baba Ki Dani 3 11.33 4.51 4 11.00 4.97 4 10.50 9.33

Tehri 24 9.25 7.98 15 1.87 2.61 14 11.00 10.79

Tolmal 14 14.71 12.28 9 12.11 11.84 9 13.44 12.31

Total 64 12.50 8.57 53 16.54 11.33 49 14.69 10.62

Managed

By

ELP Team

Badgaon 17 19.88 7.46 16 30.62 6.58 15 32.40 9.50

Churuli 28 17.32 9.75 21 33.67 8.36 22 31.86 11.56

Chunduri 16 22.38 6.71 17 30.35 7.45 17 37.00 4.62

Kadampura 13 20.23 4.27 14 36.07 4.51 14 36.57 2.56

Total 74 19.51 7.96 68 32.62 7.27 68 34.24 8.53

Table - 10
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Distribution of Scores in each class

The mean scores obviously indicate the trend on the basis of average performance. But in case of

intervention effect the progress of each individual is meaningful. So to find a trend on the basis of individual

progress, the total score of each group at different phases of evaluation in presented in a stem and leaf plot. The

stem-and-leaf plot provides more information about the actual values than does a histogram. The length of

each row corresponds to the number of cases that falls into a particular interval. However, the stem-and-leaf

plot represents each case with a numeric value that corresponds to the actual observed value. This is done by

dividing observed values into two components - the leading digit or digits called the stem, and a trailing digit

called the leaf. In few cases the stem is with one digits (class-1 of baseline, midterm and endterm managed by

ELP staff). So the actual value is presented under stem and the number of representation/frequency is marked

by ‘0’. The plot of students managed by govt. teachers and ELP team are presented simultaneously to visualize

the comparative picture of the distribution.  The details are also mentioned in respective plot.

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-I

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Base Line Assessment

Frequency       Stem &  Leaf

24.00        0 .  00000000000000000111111

3.00        0 .  223

4.00        0 .  4455

2.00        0 .  66

2.00        0 .  89

2.00        1 .  01

1.00        1 .  2

2.00 Extremes    (>=16)

Stem width:        10

Each leaf:         1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

28.00        0.0000000000000000000000000000

12.00        1 .  000000000000

9.00        2 .  000000000

2.00        3 .  00

2.00        4 .  00

4.00        5 .  0000

1.00        6 .  0

1.00        7 .  0

2.00        9 .  00

4.00       10 .  0000

3.00       11 .  000

3.00 Extremes    (>=12.0)

Stem width:         1

Each leaf:       1 case(s)
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The above six plots combined in to three groups according to the phase of evaluation very clearly

reveals the trend emerged from intervention effects. It is observed that during baseline assessment the scores

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-I

Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

23.00       0 .  00000000001122223344444

4.00        0 .  6689

3.00        1 .  134

8.00        1 .  55558889

2.00        2 .  34

Stem width:        10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

7.00 Extremes    (=<9.0)

1.00       11 .  0

2.00       15 .  00

1.00       16 .  0

4.00       19 .  0000

3.00       21 .  000

4.00       23 .  0000

2.00       24 .  00

1.00       25 .  0

2.00       26 .  00

4.00       27 .  0000

9.00       28 .  000000000

3.00       29 .  000

28.00       30 .  0000000000000000000000000000

Stem width:         1

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-I

End Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

21.00        0 .  000000000000000233344

8.00        0 .  55556788

3.00        1 .  004

2.00        1 .  55

3.00        2 .  133

3.00 Extremes    (>=25)

Stem width:        10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

11.00 Extremes    (=<20.0)

1.00       21 . 0

2.00       23 . 00

1.00       24 . 0

2.00       25 . 00

2.00       26 . 00

7.00       28 . 0000000

12.00       29 . 000000000000

33.00       30 . 

000000000000000000000000000000000

Stem width:      1

Each leaf:       1 case(s)
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are clustered at the lower end. The top of the plot indicates the lower end and bottom is higher end. The pattern

of distribution is same for the both the groups. But after intervention the distribution for students managed by

ELP team changed progressively in comparison to distribution of scores of students managed by Govt. Teachers.

The trend of distribution shifted towards the higher end.

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-II
Base Line Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

14.00        0 .  00000000122234

11.00        0 .  66777788999

16.00        1 .  0000011223333344

7.00        1 .  5567999

1.00        2 .  0

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

9.00        0 .  000022344

17.00        0 .  55566666777778889

27.00        1 .  000000000111112222233444444

11.00        1 .  55556667889

1.00        2 .  0

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-II
Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

19.00        0 .  0000000000011111444

10.00        0 .  5566778899

6.00        1 .  012244

5.00        1 .  66689

4.00        2 .  0344

5.00        2 .  55679

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

8.00 Extremes    (=<14)

1.00        2 .  0

2.00        2 .  23

8.00        2 .  44555555

12.00        2 .  666666777777

21.00        2 .  888888888999999999999

13.00        3 .  0000000000000

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)
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The plots of class II students show that at baseline assessment the distribution of the scores for both

the groups are not much different. The differences become prominent in case of midterm and endterm assessment

in terms of  frequency  and range of scores. It is clearly  visible in favour of students intervened by ELP team.

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-II
End Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

7.00        0 .  0002333

8.00        0 .  55667788

11.00        1 .  00111234444

8.00        1 .  56678899

6.00        2 .  112233

3.00        2 .  789

4.00        3 .  1333

2.00        3 .  56

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

7.00 Extremes    (=<27)

1.00        2 .  8

7.00        3 .  0001244

25.00        3 .  5567778888888888999999999

25.00        4 .  0000000000000000000000000

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-III
Base Line Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

1.00        0 .  2

9.00        0 .  566678999

13.00        1 .  0001123333344

12.00        1 .  566778889999

4.00        2 .  0124

2.00        2 .  56

1.00        3 .  1

2.00 Extremes    (>=33)

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

1.00        0 .  4

2.00        0 .  89

6.00        1 .  033333

12.00        1 .  556677778899

14.00        2 .  00011222333444

19.00        2 .  5555666677788888999

5.00        3 .  00111

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)
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In class III, the distribution of scores in case of baseline assessment indicates the better achievement of

students managed by ELP team in comparison to scores of students managed by Govt. teachers. This difference

may be by chance. But the trend of distribution derived from the scores obtained during midterm and endterm

assessment  clearly reflect the positive effect of intervention in all the schools managed by ELP team. The

frequency and range of scores clearly indicates the improvement made by students in literacy skills.

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-III
Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

6.00        0 .  011234

8.00        0 .  55677799

7.00        1 .  0012224

6.00        1 .  678899

7.00        2 .  0333344

4.00        2 .  5577

.00        3 .

6.00        3 .  556679

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

1.00 Extremes    (=<7)

2.00        1 .  68

7.00        2 .  0111334

6.00        2 .  556669

9.00        3 .  001233334

29.00        3 .  55566666667777778888999999999

5.00        4 .  00000

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-III
End Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

7.00        0 .  0001124

9.00        0 .  666667789

6.00        1 .  001223

6.00        1 .  555688

5.00        2 .  01133

4.00        2 .  5789

6.00        3 .  012334

1.00        3 .  5

Stem width:      10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)

Frequency    Stem &  Leaf

7.00 Extremes    (=<25)

2.00        2 .  79

10.00        3 .  1223334444

26.00        3 .  55566666677888888889999999

14.00        4 .  00000000000000

Stem width:     10

Each leaf:       1 case(s)
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The examination of all the stem and leaf plots in class-I, II and III at different phases of assessment

very clearly show the improvement of scores on literacy skills by students managed by ELP team. The progressive

trend is also directed towards the end term evaluation which was carried out after the treatment through ELP

approach on literacy development. This trend of scores signifies the positive influence of literacy approach

adopted by ELP team at two levels of skills development in class I to III.

Scores of Boys and Girls on Literacy Skills

CLASS-I

Up to this level we have discussed about the analysis of whole class in terms of early literacy skills.

It is an obvious fact that classroom is a heterogeneous group with mix ability. In this context, the difference

may arise in literacy skills development. So it was decided to analyze the achievement of boys and girls and

different cast groups separately. To analyze the achievement of these groups percentage of total scores were

used and presented through box plots. This plot displays summary statistics for the distribution. It plots

the median, the 25th and 75th percentile, the values that are far removed from the rest. The lower

boundary of the box is the 25th percentile and the upper boundary is the 75th percentile. The line

inside the box represents the median. Fifty percent of the cases have values within the box. The

length of the box corresponds to the interquartile range, which is the difference between 75th and

25th percentile. The asterix marks in the box are called extreme values that are more than 3 box-
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CLASS-II

length from the upper or lower edge of the box. The circle marks are called outliers that are 1.5 and

3 box length from the upper or lower edge of the box.  The lines drawn from the ends of the box to

the largest and smallest observed values are called whiskers. For each phase of assessment the box

plots of class - I presented below. Each box plot presents the distribution of percentage separately for boys

and girls. Within each gender group two box plots are marked by Govt. teacher and ELP team.

From the plots it is observed that the range of distribution increases progressively towards the end

term evaluation. In base line assessment the range of distribution is very limited even the maximum is up to

50 percent except girls of schools managed by Govt. teachers. There are also few extreme cases at the

upper side in both types of intervention management. In mid term and end term assessment the distribution

of scores and median of boys and girls managed by ELP staffs are increased significantly in comparison to

the scores of boys and girls managed by Govt. teachers. Even the median of boys and girls crossed 95% in

the schools managed by ELP staffs. However, there are very few extreme cases at the lower end which

require in-depth case study for detail analysis.

In class II the trend of increment is similar to class I. However, in baseline assessment median score

of girls in schools managed by govt. teachers is better than their peers in schools managed by ELP team.
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CLASS-III

The same is reverse in case of boys. However, in midterm and endterm assessment the median scores of

boys and girls of schools managed by ELP team increased above 80% in comparison to boys and girls of

schools managed by Govt. teachers. In endterm assessment the range of distribution of literacy scores

obtained by girls (schools managed by ELP team) became very wide in comparison to the scores of boys

which shows the variability in the achievement.

In class-III the trend of increment is similar and in favour of boys and girls of schools managed by

ELP team. However, in baseline assessment the  boys and girls of ELP managed schools score better than

other group. After the intervention the initial high score become more and more higher i.e. median 50% in

the baseline to above 80% in both midterm and end term assessment. In case of school managed by Govt.

teachers the median remained approximately same at different phase of assessment.

From all the plots, the emerging general trend indicates emphatically that boys and girls were

benefitted through ELP approach in terms of learning literacy skills.

Scores of Different Caste Groups on Literacy Skills

Further attempt was made to explore the scores obtained by different caste groups on different

literacy skills in class I, II and III separately. From the sample it was noted that most of the students belongs

to OBC and SC categories. There was no ST students and very few belongs to general category. The same
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CLASS-I

box plot is prepared to analyze the trend of increment through distribution of scores. In class-I the range of

distribution and median of OBC, SC and general categories are not much different in both type of schools

except extreme cases at the higher end. In midterm and endterm assessment the range of distribution and

median increased towards higher end in case of schools managed by ELP team. Specifically in end term

assessment the disappearance of plot (for general students) in schools managed by ELP team is due to

absenteeism. Still then there are few extreme cases towards the lower end for OBC and SC students in ELP

managed school.

In class-II, SC students of schools managed by Govt. teachers (Median 60%) and general students

of schools managed by ELP team (Median 60%) scored higher than other caste groups in both type of

schools. In case of mid term assessment OBC, SC and general students of schools managed by ELP team

score significantly higher (median= above 80%) than their respective peers of other group. The same trend

is also continued towards the end term assessment. Invariably all caste groups of schools managed by Govt.

teachers did not change except SC students whose scores are decreased towards the end term assessment.

In class-III, as usual, the scores of different caste group in schools managed by ELP team was

higher than other group before the treatment. But towards midterm and endterm assessment they score

much higher than their initial score with extreme scores towards the lower end in end term assessment.
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CLASS-II

CLASS-III

The trend of increment in different phases of assessment proved that different caste groups were

also benefitted from ELP approach on literacy skills development.
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Comparison of Intervention Effects

The major objective of the external evaluation is to assess the significant effect of literacy model

implemented by ELP team in rural primary school. So to estimate the significant difference the scores

obtained by students of both the groups on each skills as well as total score at different phases of evaluation

were compared. The tables are prepared class wise and presented below. The scores of class I students is

compared in Table no 11.

Comparison of groups on different literacy skills(Class-I)

Baseline Group N M ean SD t df sig. E.size

Dictation of alphabets
Govt. T. 61 1.54 2.49

1.42 178 NS ---
ELP. T. 119 1.03 1.88

Recognition of alphabets Govt. T. 61 1.54 2.98 0.37 178 NS ---

ELP. T. 119 1.39 2.51

Total Govt. T. 61 3.08 5.09 0.96 178 NS ---

ELP. T. 119 2.37 3.85

M idterm Group N M ean SD t df sig. E.size

Awareness of sound symbol
Govt. T. 57 2.82 3.09

9.36 147 .000 0.61
ELP. T. 92 8.02 3.41

Recognition of the written form
Govt. T. 57 2.46 2.65

8.93 147 .000 0.59
ELP. T. 92 7.35 3.57

Dictation of alphabets, syllables
Govt. T. 57 1.42 2.41

8.74 147 .000 0.58
ELP. T. 92 6.52 3.97

Total
Govt. T. 57 6.70 7.29

8.38 153 .000 0.56
ELP. T. 98 20.55 11.16

      End term  Group N M ean SD t df sig. E.size

Construct meaningful words.
Govt. T. 54 2.30 3.43

11.41 143 .000 0.69
ELP. T. 91 8.43 2.94

Recognition of the written form
Govt. T. 54 2.85 3.80

10.58 143 .000 0.66
ELP. T. 91 8.70 2.82

Dictation of alphabets, syllables
Govt. T. 54 1.59 3.06

11.45 143 .000 0.69
ELP. T. 91 8.03 3.40

Total
Govt. T. 54 6.74 8.81

12.27 143 .000 0.72
ELP. T. 91 25.16 8.70

Table No:- 11
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M1: Dictation of alphabets. M4: Awareness of sound symbol. 

M2: Recognition of alphabets. M5: Recognition of the written words

M3: Total.                                M6:Dictation of alphabets, syllables and words. 

M7: Total.

M8:Construct meaningful words.

M9: Recognition of the written words

M10: Dictation of alphabets, syllables, words and sentence

M11:Total

Effect size obtained on different skills at different phase of evaluation

Class I

0 0 0

0.61 0.59 0.58 0.56

0.69
0.66

0.69
0.72

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11

Mid Term End TermBase Line

In the class-I two skills are measured during the baseline assessment and three skills each in mid

term and end term assessment. The table  presents a new concept i.e. effect size in addition to other

necessary components of t-measures. The effect size from t-value is calculated on the basis of formula

prescribed by Andy (2004) and presented in a graph.

The result shows that during baseline assessment both the groups did not differ significantly on

literacy skills. However, after the treatment i.e. implementation of ELP intervention the students of school

managed by ELP team scored better than students of school where interventions were provided by Govt.

School teachers. In case of each skill the t-value is highly significant at two different phase of evaluation

other than baseline assessment. On the basis of effect size, it is authenticated that the treatment has above

average effect as the value exceed the threshold value (.50). The magnitude of excess from threshold value

(the horizontal grid line in the graph) is clearly visible in the graph.  Further, the effect has increased

significantly towards the end term assessment. It is clearly inferred that long-term intervention on literacy

skills in class-I has significant progressive effect. It is highly necessary at formative stage of development.
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Comparison of groups on different literacy skills(Class-II)

Baseline Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size

Dictation of alphabets
Govt. T. 65 3.60 3.41

0.17 155 NS ---
ELP. T. 92 3.68 2.90

Recognition of alphabets Govt. T. 65 3.43 3.34
1.47 155 NS ---

ELP. T. 92 4.22 3.25

Total Govt. T. 65 7.03 6.42
0.89 155 NS ---

ELP. T. 92 7.90 5.74

Midterm Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size

Awareness of sound symbol
Govt. T. 59 3.19 3.26

7.27 132 .000 .53
ELP. T. 75 7.24 3.16

Recognition of the written form
Govt. T. 59 2.97 3.79

8.82 132 .000 .61
ELP. T. 75 8.39 3.31

Dictation of alphabets, syllables
Govt. T. 59 3.63 3.81

7.24 132 .000 .53
ELP. T. 75 8.04 3.24

Total
Govt. T. 59 9.78 9.86

8.51 132 .000 .59
ELP. T. 75 23.67 8.98

      End term  Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size

Construct meaningful words.
Govt. T. 54 4.72 3.06

9.72 124 .000 .66
ELP. T. 72 9.07 1.95

Recognition of the written form
Govt. T. 54 4.30 3.69

9.07 124 .000 .63
ELP. T. 72 9.06 2.16

Dictation of alphabets, syllables
Govt. T. 54 3.52 3.42

10.80 124 .000 .70
ELP. T. 72 8.74 1.96

Individual Reading
Govt. T. 54 2.30 2.96

15.03 122 .000 .80
ELP. T. 70 9.14 2.11

Total
Govt. T. 65 10.97 10.81

7.40 165 .000 .50
ELP. T. 92 27.38 16.37

Table - 12
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Effect size obtained on different skills at different phase of evaluation

Class II

0 0 0
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0.7

0.8

0.5

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11 M12

M1: Dictation of alphabets. M4: Construct meaningful words

M2: Recognition of alphabets. M5:Recognition of the initial sound/symbol of written words

M3: Total. M6:Dictation of alphabets, syllables and words. 

M7: Total.

M8:Construct meaningful words.

M9: Reading a paragraph with understanding and answer to written question

M10: Dictation of alphabets, syllables, words and sentence

M11:Individual Reading

M12:Total

Base Line Mid Term End Term

In class II, two, three and four skills are measured during baseline, midterm and end term evaluation

respectively. The comparisons of mean scores are presented in Table 12.

The value of mean scores during baseline assessment shows the same trend as Class I and it is

valuable for inferring significant effect of intervention. Further t-scores calculated for each skill in mid term

and end term phase show highly significant difference and the mean scores of students in schools managed

by ELP team are significantly higher than the other students. The effect size in each case exceeds the

average effect (.50). This shows the above average effect of intervention given by ELP team. Specifically the

effect size is increased to wards the end of intervention and individual reading obtained a higher effect size

(.80). It shows that reading skills of students is improved to a great extent due to the intervention.
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C omparis on o f groups  on diffe re nt lite racy  s k ills (C las s -III)

B as e line G roup N M e an S D t df s ig . E.s ize

Dictation o f alphabets
Govt. T. 64 5.25 3 .03

3 .94 135 .000 .32
ELP. T. 73 7 .22 2.82

Recognition o f alphabets Govt. T. 64 4.73 3.50 5 .91 136 .000 .45

ELP. T. 74 8.04 3.07

C om b ining  a lphab ets a nd

sylla b le s

Govt. T. 64 0.98 2.09
2 .25 136 .05 .19

ELP. T. 74 1.80 2 .13

Re co gnitio n o f the  ini tia l

sound

Govt. T. 64 1 .73 2.26
2 .01 136 .05 .17

ELP. T. 74 2.53 2.37

Total
Govt. T. 64 12 .50 8 .57

4 .98 136 .000 .39
ELP. T. 74 19.51 7.96

M idte rm G roup N M e an S D t df s ig . E.s ize

co ns truc t m e a ning ful word s .
Govt. T. 58 4 .09 2.47

10 .53 124 .000 .69
ELP. T. 68 8.16 1 .87

Re ad ing  a  sente nce w ith

und erstand ing .

Govt. T. 53 4.91 3 .78
7 .02 119 .000 .54

ELP. T. 68 8 .85 2.36

Dictation o f alphabets, syllab les
Govt. T. 53 4 .30 3 .18

8 .79 119 .000 .63
ELP. T. 68 8.69 2 .31

Ind ivid ua l o ra l rea d ing  a t

the  se ntence le ve l.

Govt. T. 53 3.13 4.11
5 .87 119 .000 .47

ELP. T. 68 6.91 2 .98

Total
Govt. T. 53 16.45 11.33

9 .52 119 .000 .66
ELP. T. 68 32 .62 7.27

      End te rm   G roup N M e an S D t df s ig . E.s ize

M ea ning ful c la ss ifica tion o f

wri tte n wo rds

Govt. T. 49 5 .29 4 .01
7 .12 115 .000 .55

ELP. T. 68 9.31 2.02

Re ad ing  a  p ara gra p h with

unde rs tand ing

Govt. T. 49 1.82 2.34
13.16 115 .000 .77

ELP. T. 68 8 .25 2 .78

Dictation o f alphabets, syllab les
Govt. T. 48 4 .96 3.22

7 .01 114 .000 .55
ELP. T. 68 8.50 2 .23

Ind ividual Reading
Govt. T. 48 2 .79 3 .41

8 .34 113 .000 .62
ELP. T. 67 8 .45 3.70

To ta l
Govt. T. 49 14 .69 10.62

11 .02 115 .000 .72
ELP. T. 68 34 .24 8.53

Table No:- 13
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Effect size obtained on different skills at different phase of evaluation

Class III
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M1: Dictation of alphabets.

M2: Recognition of alphabets.

M3: Combining alphabets and 

syllables to construct meaningful 

words . 

M4: Recognition of the initial sound

M5:Total

M6:construct meaningful words.

M7: Reading a sentence with 

understanding.

M8:Dictation of alphabets, 

syllables, words and sentences

M9: Individual oral reading at the 

sentence level.

M10: Total

M11:Meaningful classification of 

written words

M12:Reading a paragraph with 

understanding and answering 

written question

M13:Dictation of alphabets, 

syllables, words and sentences

M14:Individual Reading

M15:Total

In class III, four literacy skills are measured in each phase of assessment. The result of mean scores

comparison is presented in table 13. The effect size is also presented in the above graph with their threshold

value.

The result reveals that there is significant difference between students managed by govt. teachers

and ELP team on each skill and in case of each phase of assessment. From the mean scores it is said that

students intervened by ELP approach perform far better than students of other group. Because of significant

t-value effect size is calculated for each skill. But the interpretation of effect size for baseline assessment is

difficult as there was no treatment. It is needless to mention that the effect size is significantly less than the

threshold value (.50) in baseline assessment. However, the effect size is significantly higher than the threshold

value (.50) in case of each skill (except one) in mid term and end term assessment. There is a significant

effect of ELP approach so far as development of literacy skills are concerned. The progressive effect is

authenticated by the appearance of high effect size (.77) in case of reading a paragraph with understanding.

The effect size of total score also marks an incremental trend towards the end of intervention period.

The quantitative analysis of treatment and no-treatment groups very clearly prove the effectiveness

of ELP approach in the context of literacy skills development at early stage. To find out the generalisability

Baseline Mid Term End Term
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of the findings and suggesting its wider application in real classroom situation attempt was made to

explore the processes involved in the transaction process during the treatment. It is found that it involves

sequential and active learning based processes for the development of literacy skills at early stage of

schooling. The integration of multi senses during the process of transaction is also a very significant principle

of teaching at this developmental stage. The approach also helps the students to first visualize, and then

verbalize and eventually it vitalizes the literacy skills of students. The features highlighted are meant for

quality learning and also reflected in earlier researches. The efforts of ELP staffs yield significant

improvement in the literacy skills of students at the early stage of schooling. The results are also significant

across the class. It shows that the particular approach is significantly appropriate for stage wise literacy skills

development. From the effect size results, it is proved that the progressive changes in positive direction

continued till the end of intervention. The progress is from concrete to pre-abstraction, so far as the

development of cognitive process is concerned. For example, the effect size is increasing from detection and

recognition skills to combining sounds and constructing meaningful words, individual reading and eventually

to reading with understanding.

Sustainability of Experimental Effect

It is obvious that to prove the effectiveness of certain treatment experimental design is necessary.

Majority of experimental researches collect pre-test and post-test data to prove the effectiveness of treat-

ment. The growth measured at post-test is considered as the effect due to treatment condition. But from the

recent growth researches it was proved that the end product at post-test only is not the indicators of

growth, rather what happens during the treatment is the real indicators of growth and also about the

sustainability of the growth. For this purpose Repeated Measure Design is appropriate to estimate progres-

sive changes occur due to treatment condition. In this evaluation study three repeated measures were taken

on same student in the name of baseline, midterm and endterm assessment. To estimate the significance of

treatment though ELP approach as well as its sustainability till the end of treatment Repeated Measure

Analysis of Variance was used. Technically, the carry over effect and learning effects were controlled

statistically as well as through design. The result of Repeated Measure of Analysis of Variance is given in

Table no 14.

Repeated Measure Analysis of variance compare the within group variance of different repeated

measure i.e. baseline, midterm and endterm and calculate F-value with their significant level. From table 14

it is observed that in case of ELP staff managed schools F-value is highly significant in each class. But in

case of Govt. teacher managed schools only the F-value is significant in class-II at 0.05 level. This shows

that changes in achievement on literacy skills continued and sustained till the endterm assessment. It means

the students of class-II in Govt. teachers managed school also improve their literacy skills to some extent

towards the end term assessment. However, the magnitude of  variance is very less in comparison to

students of schools managed by ELP staff.  In case of ELP staff managed school the magnitude of variance
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Experiment effect in different class

(Repeated Measure ANOVA)

Class I

Govt. Managed ELP Managed
Experiment 

Effect

F- Value Sig.Level F- Value Sig.Level

1.96 NS 232.93 0.001

Class II
Experiment 

Effect
4.03 0.05 59.82 0.001

Class III
Experiment 

Effect
0.74 N.S. 92.31 0.001

Table - 14

is very high in all classes (class I, II, III). It is interpreted that the literacy score obtained by students at

baseline, mid term and end term phase improved substantially as treatment progressed from baseline to end

term. Such progressive changes also appeared as supplementing evidences for sustainability of experimental

effects till the end of treatment.

Overall, the intervention yields a positive significant result, which should be continued in regular

classroom practice. It is an effective tool in the hand of policy makers to prepare the students for 21st

century classroom skills.

Summary of Quantitative Analysis

1. The basic trend observed from average scores reveals that the mean score of each school increased

progressively from baseline assessment to end term evaluation. However, the quantum of increment is

comparatively more in case of school managed by ELP staffs.

2. The examination of all the stem and leaf plots in class-I, II and III at different phases of assessment very

clearly show the improvement of scores on literacy skills by students managed by ELP team. The progressive

trend is also directed towards the end term evaluation which was carried out after the treatment through ELP

approach on literacy development. This trend of scores signifies the positive influence of literacy approach

adopted by ELP team at two levels of skills development in class I to III.
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3. From the box plots, the emerging general trend indicates emphatically that boys and girls were benefitted

through ELP approach in terms of learning literacy skills.

4. The trend of increment in different phases of assessment proved that different caste groups were also

benefitted from ELP approach on literacy skills development.

5. The result of inferrential statistics regarding comparison of mean scores in class I shows that during baseline

assessment both the groups did not differ significantly on literacy skills. However, after the treatment i.e.

implementation of ELP intervention the students of school managed by ELP team scored better than students

of school where interventions were provided by Govt. School teachers. In case of each skill the t-value is

highly significant at two different phase of evaluation other than baseline assessment. On the basis of effect size,

it is authenticated that the treatment has above average effect as the value exceed the threshold value (.50).

6. In class II, t-scores calculated for each skill in mid term and end term phase show highly significant difference

and the mean scores of students in schools managed by ELP team are significantly higher than the other

students. The effect size in each case exceeds the average effect (.50). This shows the above average effect of

intervention given by ELP team.

7. In class III the results reveal that there is significant difference between students managed by govt. teachers

and ELP team on each skill and in case of each phase of assessment. From the mean scores it is said that

students intervened by ELP approach perform far better than students of other group, because of significant t-

value and effect size calculated for each skill. However, the effect size is significantly higher than the threshold

value (.50) in case of each skill (except one) in mid term and end term assessment.

8. From the result of  Repeated Measure Analysis of variance, it is observed that in case of ELP staff managed

schools F-value is highly significant in each class. In case of ELP staff managed school the magnitude of

variance is very high in all classes (class I, II, III). It is interpreted that the literacy score obtained by students

at baseline, mid term and end term phase improved substantially as treatment progressed from baseline to end

term.
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Qualitative Analysis

Why qualitative analysis was chosen?

In the quantitative analysis major focus was given to find out the quantitative difference of

literacy skills between students of govt. teachers and ELP managed schools. While calculating the data

for statistical analysis, the total scores on reading and writing competencies were taken in to consideration.

Obviously, the total score shows the trend but never highlight the underlying processes which occur to

establish the trend.  The results obtained from quantitative analysis clearly reveal the significant impact

of ELP approach on early literacy status/development. But it does not highlight the kind and nature of

competencies developed due to intervention. At the early stage of reading and writing what task they do,

how they do it, what types of mistakes they committed and the possible reasons behind such mistakes

are very helpful for the implementors. So, there is a need to know all those details to gauge the real

effectiveness of ELP approach. Secondly, in reality, triangulation of qualitative and quantitative analysis

authenticates the results for wider generalization.  Hence, in this evaluation study a detailed qualitative

analysis was made to critically examine the positive impact of ELP approach on the development of

literacy skills of beginning learners.

Procedure of Qualitative Analysis :

In ELP project the intervention was focused on early literacy skills, which obviously, includes

early reading and writing skills. So, the data available on early reading and writing skills and its dimensions

were scored in a qualitative manner. They are categorized broadly into reading and writing in which

reading includes recognition of alphabets and syllables, association of sounds symbols, combining syllables

and alphabets to construct words and reading comprehension. The writing part includes formation of

letter, syllables, meaningful construction of words and sentences. Wherever, quantity in terms of number

derived from quality response was analyzed through chi square. It was supplemented with the description

of quality responses given by the students to individual reading, writing and dictation. The qualitative

analyses has been categorized in terms of themes identified for reading writing competencies given

below class wise.

In addition to students’ responses, the interview taken from stakeholders like classroom teachers,

in-charge of cluster centre, parents, Block Education Officer and evaluation team members are analyzed

and presented at the end.
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Reading Competencies

To assess the reading competencies, the questions given to students at different phase of assessment

are incremental in terms of difficulty level. The tables in terms of these questions are presented below

according to the competencies tested at different phases of assessment.

BASELINE ASSESSMENT

Recognition of Alphabets / Syllables*

Table 1 and Table 2 represent the alphabet recognition skills of class I students in the base line

assessment. In this question students were asked to read aloud nine alphabets/syllables and one word.

From the Table 1, it is observed that 36.1% students in the schools managed by ELP team do not

recognize any alphabets/syllables whereas in government teacher managed schools it is only 15.1%.

In table 2 numbers of alphabets and syllables recognized by class 1 students is also widely varied

from 0 to 9. However, in both the cases there is no significant association between the nature of intervention

and response obtained by the students.

Recognition of Alphabets by class I students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 30   (18.1) 49   (29.5) 79    (47.6)

NO 25   (15.1) 60   (36.1) 85    (51.2)

No Response --- 2     (1.2) 2      (1.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  2.36   P > .05

Table - 1

Reading and Writing Competencies of Class I students

*Note: The term alphabet connotes the alphasyllables of Devanagari. The term syllable connotes an
alphasyllable plus matra (or abbreviated vowel) or an akshara. This terminology has been used throught
this report.
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Basically it was observed that the students generally recognized alphabets (i] v] u] y] e] d) but

very few recognized all the given syllables (ik] uk] dk] ....½

Table 3 includes the ability of students in reading alphabets/syllables (aksharas) i.e. with

ek=k@MATRA. The results also reveal that majority of students in both the schools are unable to read it.

Number of Alphabets/syllables recognised by Class I students in

Baseline Assessment

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 25  (15.1) 58   (34.9) 83     (50.0)

1 10   (6.0) 21   (12.7) 31     (18.7)

2 5    (3.0) 10   (6.0) 15     (9.0)

3 1     (0.6) 1    (0.6) 2      (1.2)

4 2     (1.2) 3  (1.8) 5    (3.0)

5 4     (2.4) 6  (3.6) 10   (6.0)

6 3     (1.8) 5   (3.0) 8    (4.8)

7 -- 1    (0.6) 1     (0.6)

8 -- 2    (1.2) 2    (1.2)

9 5    (3.0) 4    (2.4) 9    (5.4)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  4.53  P  > .05

Table - 2

Reading Syllables (Alphabets with Matra)  by Class I students in

Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Yes  5    (3.0) 3   (1.8) 8   (4.8)

No 50    (30.3) 107  (64.8) 157  (95.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 3.21   P  > .05

Table - 3
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Association of Sounds and Symbols

  In Baseline assessment the word reading behaviour of class I students was also examined in

both types of schools (Table 4). It was found that 65.1% of students in schools managed by ELP team

were unable to read words where it is only 30.1% in schools managed by government teachers. However,

chi-square value is not significant.

Midterm Assessment

Phonemic awareness of students is an important skill of reading. This skill was assessed in the

mid-term assessment in depth after the intervention for duration of five months by ELP team. In midterm

assessment to test the sound and symbol association skill, students were asked to encircle the letters/

syllables written on the question paper associating with the initial sound of the spoken word. Five words

were read out (ikyd] ued] edku] dkyh] vke] ) and ‘ten’ alphabets/syllables were written on the

question paper from which the correct one to be chosen. Table 5 and table 6 represent the percentage of

students able to identify the first letter of the spoken words and of number of letters identified by the

students respectively. In both the cases the chi-square value is highly significant. It is observed that 60.3

% of students in schools managed by ELP team are able to identify the first letter of the word based on

sound whereas it is only 26.7 % of students in case of schools managed by government teachers.

Word Reading by Class I students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Yes  5    (3.00) 3   (1.8) 8    (4.8)

No 50    (30.1) 108  (65.1) 158  (95.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 3.27    P  > .05

Table - 4

Identify and mark the first letter of word after listening

(Class I students in Midterm Assessment)

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Yes  39    (26.7) 88   (60.3) 127   (87.0)

No  17   (11.6) 2     (1.4) 19    (13.0)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 24.14   P  < .0001

Table - 5



51

Regarding number of letters/syllables identified correctly, it is found that 49.6% of students in

ELP team managed schools identify ‘5’ letters/syllables correctly whereas 7.8 % in government teacher

managed schools identify only ‘4’ letters/syllables, even 12.8 % of student are unable to identify any

single letter/syllables.

In government managed schools the first letter/syllables ik] vk and e are identified invariably

whereas in case of school managed by ELP team all the five letters/syllables i.e., ik] vk] u] dk and e are

identified correctly. It shows that through intervention the ability to associate sound with the symbol has

been enhanced. This is an important step towards early reading behaviour.

Further, attempt was made to identify how students are integrating different sounds symbols

during the process of constructing word. In this question ‘eleven’ words were written on the question

paper. The task of student was to mark correctly ‘five’ words spoken by teachers serially. Majority of

words were ‘2’ syllables words with MATRAS.

But interestingly it is found that  (Table 7) in mid-term assessment 40.1% percent of students in

school managed by ELP team identified all the ‘five’ words correctly whereas it is only 2.1 % is schools

managed by government teachers. Even 10.6 % of students in schools managed by government teachers

could not answer whereas it is 3.5 % in schools managed by ELP team. More students i.e. around 19

percent identified ‘two’ words or ‘three’ words correctly in schools managed by government teachers

but in case of schools managed by ELP team majority of students identified four or five words correctly.

In case of school managed by government teachers the words only having MATRA of vk  (vk dh ek=k) are

Number of letters/syllables marked correctly on the basis of first letter of the

spoken word. (Class I students in Midterm assessment)

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 17      (12.1) 1     (0.7) 18        (12.8)

1 10      (7.1) 1     (0.7) 11        (7.8)

2 4       (2.8) 3     (2.1) 7         (5.0)

3 9      (6.4) 2     (1.4) 11        (7.8)

4 11     (7.8) 8     (5.7) 19        ( 13.5)

5 5      (3.5) 70    (49.6) 75       (53.2)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 80.43 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 6
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identified correctly by the students. They find difficulty in words having MATRA of b ¼uhyk] ihyk] ekyh]

ukyh] ikuh] dkyh½] but in schools managed by ELP team majority of students identified all the words

correctly with MATRA of vk and mixed with MATRA of b. This quality response proves that the approach

applied by the ELP team has developed the phonemic awareness and letter/syllables recognition skills

very efficiently, which is inevitable for success at early stage of reading.

End Term Assessment

In reading competencies the the meaning construction is a very important dimension.  It was

tested in phase ‘III’ (end-term assessment) after duration of four months in which sufficient inputs were

provided by ELP team. This skill was analyzed through the children’s ability to construct meaningful

words and then draw pictures to show the word-meaning. The children were also required to match the

correct words spoken by teachers and the words written on the question paper.  Construction of meaningful

words was examined and presented in Tables No. 8 to 19.

To assess the construction of meaningful words two questions were given to the students, in the

first question related to constructing words from a given alphasyllable chart which consists of ‘twelve’

cells with one letter/syllables each. The responses of the students were analyzed in terms of different

levels of complexity i.e. constructing meaningful words by combining letters/syllables from any cell,

from the adjoining cells, from distance cells, by repeating letters from same cell etc. These dimensions

are covered to find out the students understanding about the words constructed by him and the complexity

of the underlying processing.

Identify correct spoken words and mark.

(Class I students in Midterm assessment)

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 15      (10.6) 5     (3.5) 20        (14.1)

1 6      (4.2) 1     (0.7) 7         (4.9)

2 13      (9.2) 3     (2.1) 16         (11.3)

3 14      (9.9) 4     (2.8) 18        (12.7)

4 5     (3.5) 16    (11.3) 21       (14.8)

5 3     (2.1) 57    (40.1) 60       (42.3)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 71.59 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 7



53

Table 8 consists of meaningful and meaningless words constructed by students by combining

letters/syllables from alpha-syllable chart. It is observed that significant difference is found in the case of

constructing meaningful words but not in the case of constructing meaningless words. In the case of

meaningful words, students of school managed by ELP team are significantly different from students of

school managed by government teachers.  Majority of students in ELP team managed school are able to

form ‘nine’ and ‘ten’ meaningful words form alpha-syllable chart, whereas in the case of government

teacher managed schools majority of students (21.5%) are not able to construct a single meaningful

word.  The words constructed are basically two or mono syllables words like vke] pkjk] dy] xkuk] eklh] rsy]

ukd] ekyk etc.  In case of ELP team managed schools the students are also able to form ‘three’ letters bi

and polysyllabic words like dey] dejk] pkyd] pkykd] deyk but not a single student of government teacher

managed school are able to form ‘three’ letters bi and polysyllabic words.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Respo-

nses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 31      (21.5) 7     (4.9) 38   (26.4) 39   (27.1) 75   (52.1) 114(79.2)

1 1       (0.7) 1    (0.7) 2     (1.4) 9    (6.3) 12   (8.3) 21  (14.6)

2 2       (1.4)   ---- 2       (1.4) 3    (2.1) 3    (2.1) 6   (4.2)

3 3      (2.1) 1     (0.7) 4       (2.8) 1       (0.7) 1    (0.7) 2   (1.4)

4 3      (2.1)   ---- 3      (2.1) 1       (0.7)     --- 1    (0.7)

5 3      (2.1) 4     (2.8) 7     (4.9)    ----    ----    ----

6 4     (2.8) 3      (2.1) 7     (4.9)    ----    ----    ----

7 1     (0.7) 7     (4.9) 8     (5.6)    ----    ----    ----

8 2       (1.4) 7     (4.9) 9     (6.3)    ----    ----    ----

9 3      (2.1) 15   (10.4) 18   (12.5)    ----    ----    ----

10    ---- 42   (29.2) 42   (29.2)    ----    ----    ----

11    ----- 3      (2.1) 3      (2.1)    ----    ----    ----

12     ----- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7)    ----    ----    ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 78.13 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.98 ,       P   > .05

Table - 8



54

Meaningful words were examined to see the percentage of students combine letters from adjoining

cell to construct such words,  it was observed (Table No. 9) that majority of students of ELP team

managed school construct ‘five’ and ‘six’ words by combining letters from the nearest cell.  But the

evidence is significantly lower in case of students of school managed by government teachers,  (The

words are vke] pkjk] xkuk] ukd] rsy] lhek)

The same pattern of results is also observed from the analysis of meaningful words constructed

by combining letters from distant cells (Table - 10).  In case of students of schools managed by ELP team

the higher percentage are able to construct one to three words by combining distant alphabets / syllables.

However, few students are also able to construct four and five words.  In case of students of schools

managed by government teachers majority of students i.e. 33.3% could not construct a single meaningful

word. The words are deyk] ykuk] dy] ekpk] dejk] eky etc.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by adding adjoining letters from Alphabet Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 34      (23.6) 8     (5.6) 42   (29.2) 50   (35.0) 89   (62.2) 139 (97.2)

1 2     (1.4) 1    (0.7) 3     (2.1) 1       (0.7) 2     (1.4) 3    (2.1)

2 3     (2.1) 3     (2.1) 6       (4.2) 1       (0.7) ----- 1       (0.7)

3 2     (1.4) 4      (2.8) 6       (4.2) --- --- ---

4 3      (2.1) 12    (8.3) 15      (10.4) ---     --- ---

5 1    (0.7) 26  (18.1) 27     (18.8)    ----    ----    ----

6 4     (2.8) 26  (18.1) 30    (20.8)    ----    ----    ----

7 4     (2.8) 6    (4.2) 10    (6.9)    ----    ----    ----

8 ----- 4     (2.8) 4     (2.8)    ----    ----    ----

9 ----- 1    (0.7) 1    (0.7)    ----    ----    ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 61.43 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 1.77 ,       P   > .05

Table - 9
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The data related to constructing meaningful words by repeating letters of the same cell reveals

that there is no significant difference between both the groups in terms of number of meaningful words

and types of schools. It means only few students in schools managed by ELP team construct one meaningful

word (10.5%). (See Table 11). But there is a significant difference between students of both type of

schools in case of constructing meaningful words by reversing letters given in a sequence in alphabet

chart.  About 30 percent and 11 percent students of ELP team managed schools are able to construct

one and two words respectively by reversing letters, where as it is only 5% percent and 0.7% percent in

case of schools managed by govt. teachers.  It is also to be noted that 30.6% of students of schools

managed by government teachers and 21.5% of ELP team managed schools could not construct a single

word (Table No. 12).

Very few students in schools managed by government teachers simply copy the letters from

alphabet chart (Table No. 13).  Ability to combine alphasyllables for constructing meaningful words,

there was a significant difference between both types of schools.  It is obvious that towards the end of

experimental treatment majority of students managed by ELP team develop this complex ability of

reading.  In case of students of government teacher managed schools the percentage is significantly less

and even 22.2% of students could not construct a single meaningful word (Table no. 14).

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by combining distance letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 48      (33.3) 15  (10.4) 63   (43.8) 48   (33.8) 85   (59.9) 133 (93.7)

1 3     (2.1) 16    (11.1) 19     (13.2) 4     (2.8) 4     (2.8) 8    (5.6)

2 1     (0.7) 24   (16.7) 25     (17.4) ---     --- ---

3 1     (0.7) 18   (12.5) 19    (13.2) 1       (0.7) ----- 1       (0.7)

4 ---- 9    (6.3) 9    (6.3) ---     --- ---

5 ---- 8    (5.6) 8    (5.6)    ----    ----    ----

6 ----- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7)    ----    ----    ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 75.80 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.315 ,       P   > .05

Table - 10
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Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letter from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 48      (33.6) 73  (51.0) 121   (84.6) 49   (35.0) 87   (62.1) 136 (97.1)

1 2     (1.4) 15    (10.5) 17     (11.9) 2     (1.4) 1     (0.7) 3     (2.1)

2 1     (0.7) 2     (1.4) 3     (2.1) 1     (0.7)     --- 1     (0.7)

3 1     (0.7) --- 1     (0.7) --- ----- ---

4 1     (0.7) --- 1     (0.7) ---     --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 8.43 ,       P   > .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.88 ,       P   > .05

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing the letter given in sequence from Alpha-syllable

Chart   (Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 44    (30.6) 31   (21.5) 75   (52.1) 52   (36.1) 91   (63.2) 143 (99.3)

1 7     (4.9) 43    (29.9) 50   (34.7) 1     (0.7)  --- 1     (0.7)

2 1     (0.7) 16   (11.1) 17   (11.8)  ---     ---  ---

3 1     (0.7) 1    (0.7) 2     (1.4)       ---     ---    ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 33.73 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 1.73 ,       P   > .05

Table - 12

Table - 11

Copy the letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End termAssessment)

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Yes  9    (6.5) 1    (0.7) 10    (7.2)

No 40   (29.0) 84  (60.9) 124  (89.9)

No Response 4    (2.9)     ---- 4   (2.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 19.65    P  < .0001

Table - 13
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To explain another quality of constructing meaningful words attempt was made to identify how

many words consist of two, three and more letters/syllables were constructed by students of both type of

schools.  The result was also encouraging in favour of ELP approach as presented in Table No. 15. In

case of two and three letter words these was a significant difference between government teacher managed

and ELP team managed schools. The majority students of ELP team managed schools construct 8 to 10

two letter words and 1 to 2 three letter words.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by using Alphasyllables from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 32    (22.2) 8     (5.6) 40   (27.8) 43   (29.9) 81   (56.3) 124 (86.1)

1 1     (0.7) --- 1     (0.7) 7     (4.9) 8     (5.6) 15   (10.4)

2 3     (2.1) 1    (0.7) 4     (2.8) 1     (0.7) 2     (1.4)  3     (2.1)

3 4     (2.8) --- 4     (2.8) 1     (0.7)     --- 1     (0.7)

4 1     (0.7) 3     (2.1) 4     (2.8) 1     (0.7) --- 1     (0.7)

5 5    (3.5) 3     (2.1) 8     (5.6) --- --- ---

6 2     (1.4) 6    (4.2) 8     (5.6) --- --- ---

7 --- 8    (5.6) 8     (5.6) --- --- ---

8 3     (2.1) 15   (10.4) 18   (12.5) --- --- ---

9 2     (1.4) 18   (12.5) 20   (13.9) --- --- ---

10 --- 28   (19.4) 28   (19.4) --- --- ---

12 --- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 33.73 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 4.32 ,       P   > .05

Table - 14
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Constructing meaningful words is obviously helpful for increasing vocabulary of the students.

From the students’ responses to word construction, the number of words constructed on their own

without and with the help of alphabet chart was examined. The students were also allowed to construct

words in Hindi and Marwari. The results presented in Table 16 and 17 are also in favour of students

treated through ELP approach.  These  students not only construct more number of words in Hindi but

also some words in Marwari in comparison to students taught by Government teachers in term of early

literacy skills.

Construct two and three letters words from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Responses

Two Letter Words Three Letter Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 32    (22.5) 7     (4.9) 39   (27.5) 53   (36.8) 64   (44.4) 117 (81.3)

1 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7) 2     (1.4) --- 20   (13.9) 20   (13.9)

2 2     (1.4) 1    (0.7) 3     (2.1) --- 7     (4.9) 7     (4.9)

3 2     (1.4) 1    (0.7) 3     (2.1) ---     --- ---

4 2     (1.4) 1    (0.7) 3     (2.1) --- --- ---

5 2     (1.4) 5     (3.5) 7     (4.9) --- --- ---

6 4     (2.8) 4     (2.8) 8     (5.6) --- --- ---

7 1     (0.7) 5    (3.5) 6     (4.2) --- --- ---

8 2     (1.4) 18   (12.7) 20   (14.1) --- --- ---

9 3     (2.1) 22   (15.5) 25   (17.6) --- --- ---

10 --- 23   (16.2) 23   (16.2) --- --- ---

11 --- 2     (1.4) 2     (1.4) --- --- ---

12 --- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 68.38 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 19.35 ,     P   <  .0001

Table - 15
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Identifying the correct written form of a spoken words was another task to test word recognition

of students in class - 1. In this question twelve words are written in the question paper.  The evaluation

team member read one word loudly and the task of student was to identify the written form of the same

Construct Meaningful words on their own   (Class I students in End term assessment)

Number of

words

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 50    (34.7) 75   (52.1) 125   (86.8) 47   (32.6) 85   (59.0) 132 (91.7)

1 3     (2.1) 14    (9.7) 16   (11.1) 4     (2.8) 5   (3.5) 9    (6.3)

2 --- 2     (1.4) 2     (1.4) 2     (1.4) 1    (0.7) 3   (2.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 7.49 ,       P   < .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 1.46 ,       P   > .05

Construct Meaningful words on their own by choosing letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Number of

words

Hindi Marwari

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 32    (22.2) 8   (5.6) 40   (27.8) 50   (34.7) 55   (38.2) 105 (72.9)

1 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7) 2     (1.4)   --- 32   (22.2) 32   (22.2)

2 3   (2.1)  --- 3   (2.1) 2     (1.4) 3   (2.1) 5   (3.5)

3 3   (2.1) 1     (0.7) 4     (2.8)   1     (0.7)     --- 1    (0.7)

4 2     (1.4) 3   (2.1) 5   (3.5)  --- 1     (0.7) 1    (0.7)

5 6    (4.2) 6    (4.2) 12  (8.3)  ---  ---  ---

6 2     (1.4) 3   (2.1) 5   (3.5)  ---  ---  ---

7 8   (5.6) 8   (5.6)  ---  ---  ---

8 1     (0.7) 9  (6.3) 10  (6.9)  ---  ---  ---

9 3   (2.1) 28  (19.4) 31  (21.5)  ---  ---  ---

10 ---- 21  (14.6) 21  (14.6)  ---  ---  ---

11 ---- 3   (2.1) 3   (2.1)  ---  ---  ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 72.37 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 26.24 ,       P   < .0001

Table - 16

Table - 17
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word from the given words and then encircle it. The result presented in Table 18 reveals that both the

groups of students differ significantly in identifying the correct written from of the spoken words. A

great majority of students (54.2%) of schools managed by ELP team identified all the five spoken words

correctly.

Table 19 represents the percentage of students who are able to draw picture of the word

constructed by them in both type of schools. This task very clearly manifests the internal word meaning

of the constructed word. The highly significant result support the efficiency of ELP approach in supporting

meaning based reading ability of students at early stage of schooling through the process of visualising

the meanings of written words. In the schools managed by ELP team the student were able to draw

picture of ten words. However, this is limited to three words in case of students managed by Government

teachers. Majority of students (32.6%) in government teacher managed schools demonstrate their inability

to represent the meaning of any single word out of five words constructed by them.

Identify correct spoken words and mark

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 18    (12.5) 3     (2.1) 21    (14.6)

1 6     (4.2) ---- 6     (4.2)

2 5     (3.5) ---- 5     (3.5)

3 10    (6.9) 2    (1.42) 12    (8.3)

4 4     (2.8) 8     (5.6) 12    (8.3)

5 10    (6.9) 78   (54.2) 88    (61.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 76.20 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 18
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Writing skills

Baseline Assessment

A child’s writing development parallels their development as a reader.  Print awareness develops

in young children as a result of being read to by adults and having other literacy experiences.  ELP

approach includes all such practices during the early stage of literacy training.  To assess the writing

skills letters, words and sentences were dictated by the evaluation team member at different phase of

assessments.  In the Baseline assessment nine letters and one word with two letters was dictated by the

evaluation team member.  Gradually, the difficulty level was increased from mid term assessment to end

term assessment.  In mid term assessment seven letters and three words with two letters and in end term

assessment five letter with MATRA, three words and a sentence were dictated to the students.  The

writing skill of students on both type of schools are presented in Table No. 20.  Majority of students in

both type of schools were unable to write the letters dictated to them.  There was also no significant

Draw picture to visualise word meaning

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 47      (32.6) 16    (11.1) 63   (43.8)

1 2      (1.4) 5     (3.5) 7     (5.0)

2 3     (2.1) 15    (10.4) 18    (12.5)

3 1      (0.7) 16    (11.1) 17    (11.8)

4 ---- 13     (9.0) 13    (9.0)

5 ---- 10    (6.9) 10    (6.9)

6 ---- 6     (4.2) 6     (4.2)

7 ---- 8     (5.6) 8     (5.6)

9 ---- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7)

10 ---- 1     (0.7) 1     (0.7)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 71.74 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 19
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difference between the two types of treatment groups.  It means students of schools managed by

Government teachers and ELP team are not different in term their initial writing skills.

Mid Term Assessment

In midterm assessment both letters and words were dictated to the students.  Table 21 represents

the number of letter written correctly by the students of both type of schools in terms of treatment.  The

result shown the highly significant difference between the two groups and the students of schools managed

by ELP team write more number of words correctly than students of schools managed by Government

teachers.  Majority students write five to seven letters correctly in class I of ELP team managed schools.

Basically the letter wrote correctly were with M ATRA (like ik] yk] uk] uh] dh] dk ½- Though no specific

trend was visible in term of type of letter written wrongly, but it was found that more number of students

committed mistake in writing letter with E MATRA (bZ dh MATRA).

Writing Alphabets with Matra  by Class I students in Baseline

Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Yes  6    (3.6) 10   (6.1) 16   (9.7)

No 49    (29.7) 100  (60.6) 149  (90.3)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 0.14   P  > .05

Table - 20

Table - 21

Number of alphabets/syllables write correctly with M atra

(Class I students in M idterm assessment)

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 32      (22.5) 11     (7.7) 43        (30.3)

1 8        (5.6) 1      (0.7) 9        (6.3)

2 1      (0.7) 2     (1.4) 3         (2.1)

3 3      (2.1) 3     (2.1) 6        (4.2)

4 6      (4.2) 7     (4.9) 13       (9.2)

5 2     (1.4) 10    (7.0) 12       (8.5)

6 3     (2.1) 22   (15.5) 25     (17.6)

7 1      (0.7) 30   (21.1) 31    (21.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 59.23 ,       P   <  .0001
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In term of writing words (Table 22) it was found that 32.4% of students of ELP managed

schools were able to write all the three words correctly and the result is highly significant.  Also 21.1%

students of ELP managed schools and 34.5% of Government teacher managed school could not able to

write a single word correctly.  The error pattern visible in writing words reveals that some students

substituted letter and MATRAs to change the word dictated by the evaluation team member.  For example

(NALA as MALA, PANI as PANA. In other cased the combination was unrelated like NANA, KALI,

NINA etc.)

End Term Assessment

In end term assessment the writing skills were analysed from dictation as well as to what extent

students identify the correct spoken words and write it correctly.  The table 23 represents the words

identified and written correctly.  From the result it is observed that 48.68% of students from ELP

managed school were able to write all the five words correctly (PALAK, CHITA, KACHRA, GARA,

ACHAR) where as it is only 6.9% students in case of schools managed by government teachers.  Even

22.2% or students in these schools were unable to write a single word correctly.  Generally, in mistake

patterns the letters were substituted and students had difficulty in using MATRAS meaningfully (MATRA,

TARA, NAMAK, KALI, EMLI).  This shows that children are unable to establish correct sound symbols

and use phonic knowledgerelations for construction of words.  But such types of mistakes were very

less in schools managed by ELP team.

Number of words write correctly through dictation

(Class I students in Midterm assessment)

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 49      (34.5) 30     (21.1) 79      (55.6)

1 6        (4.2) 5      (3.5) 11       (7.7)

2      ----- 5     (3.5) 5        (3.5)

3 1      (0.7) 46    (32.4) 47      (33.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 48.58 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 22
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Dictation task in end term assessment includes 5 letter (2 syllables and 3 alphabets), three words

and a sentence.  The result of writing syllables and alphabets is presented in Table-24.  The difference is

highly significant in case of writing both syllables and alphabets and students of ELP managed schools

perform better than students managed by government teachers.  In ELP team managed schools, 45.8%

and 32.6% of students answered all the syllables and alphabets correctly whereas it is on 6.3% and 7.8%

in government teacher managed school.  Majority of students in government teacher managed school

i.e. 27.5% and 27.0% could not write syllables and alphabets respectively.

Write the correct spoken words

(Class I students in End term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 32    (22.2) 7     (4.9) 39   (27.1)

1 3     (2.1) ---- 3     (2.1)

2 3     (2.1) 4     (2.8) 7     (4.9)

3 3     (2.1) 1    (0.7) 4     (2.8)

4 2     (1.4) 9     (6.3) 11    (7.6)

5 10    (6.9) 70   (48.6) 80    (55.6)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 64.05 ,       P   <  .0001

Table - 23

Write correct spoken syllables and alphabets   (Class I students in End term assessment)

Number of

syllables/al-

phabets

Syllables Alphabets

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 39    (27.5) 12   (8.5) 51  (35.9) 38   (27.0) 9   (6.4) 47 (33.3)

1 5     (3.5) 12    (8.5) 17   (12.0) 3     (2.1) 5   (3.5) 8   (5.7)

2 9    (6.3) 65  (45.8) 74    (52.1)  --- 29  (20.6) 29  (20.6)

3 --- --- --- 11    (7.8) 46  (32.6) 57  (40.4)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 53.89 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 63.55 ,       P   <.0001

Table - 24
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Table 25 includes the performance of students on writing the dictated sentence correctly. In End

term assessment the writing skills of students in ELP managed schools are significantly better than

students of schools managed by Government teachers.  It clearly shows that students treated through

ELP approach developed both initial reading and writing skills efficiently.

Write Correct sentences

(Class I students in End term Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 3     (2.1) 60   (41.7) 63    (43.8)

NO 50   (34.7) 30   (20.8) 80    (55.6)

No Response --- 1     (0.7) 1      (0.7)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  51.10   P < .0001

Table - 25
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Reading and writing skills of Class II students

ELP intervention was carried out in three classes (Class I, Class II and Class III).  As language

learning is developmental in nature, the intervention strategies were also planned according to grade

level.  In the same manner the evaluation questions were also grade appropriate and competency based.

Similar to Class I, the Baseline assessment of the class II also evaluated the recognizing of individual

letters and syllables, drawing pictures on their own and writing letters and words dictated by the evaluation

team member.  In mid term assessment it was confined to constructing and writing words in addition to

dictation of letters and words. In end term assessment, the focus was made on constructing words,

reading sentences and answering questions, draw pictures (meaning construction), dictation of letters,

words and sentence.

For qualitative analysis the responses of students on reading and writing tasks were categorized

separately, according to their performance, at difference phase of evaluation and these are presented

below:

Reading Skills

To assess the reading skills at the initial level, nine letters/syllables and one word was given to

students for individual reading.  The basic purpose was to find out the competency i.e. recognition of

alphabets and syllables which is precursor to reading.

Baseline Assessment

Recognition of alphabets/syllables

The identification of alphabets and syllables are presented in Table 26 and 27 which is measured

initially in class II.  Both table 26 and 27 do not reveal any significant difference between both type of

treatment groups.  This shows that at initial level students of both types of schools do not differ in

identifying alphabets and syllables.  The same trend is also reflected in reading words (Table 28) and

reading words with MATRAS  (Table 29). Regarding the initial skills of reading comprehension, the

baseline assessment clearly shows that both the groups are equal in such early literacy competencies.

Recognition of Alphabets by class II students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 43   (32.1) 72   (53.7) 115   (85.8)

NO 9   (6.7) 10   (7.5) 19    (14.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  0.68   P > .05

Table - 26
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Number of Alphabets/syllables recognised by Class II students in

Baseline Assessment

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 8  (6.0) 10   (7.5) 18     (13.4)

1 6   (4.5) 7   (5.2) 13     (9.7)

2 4    (3.0) 4    (3.0) 8      (6.0)

3 5     (3.7) 7   (5.2) 12     (9.0)

4 7   (5.2) 10   (7.5) 17    (12.7)

5 5     (3.7) 15  (11.2) 20   (14.9)

6 8    (6.0) 9   (6.7) 17    (12.7)

7 1    (0.7) 4    (3.0) 5     (3.7)

8 1    (0.7) 3    (2.2) 4    (3.0)

9 7   (5.2) 13    (9.7) 20   (14.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  4.32  P  > .05

Table - 27

Reading words by class II students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 14   (10.4) 20   (14.9) 34   (25.4)

NO 38   (28.4) 62   (46.3) 100  (74.6)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  0.11   P > .05

Read words with Matra by class II students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 15   (11.1) 18   (13.3) 33   (24.4)

NO 38   (28.1) 64   (47.4) 102  (75.6)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  0.70   P > .05

Table - 28

Table - 29
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Mid Term Assessment

During mid-term assessment the skills assessed were identification of alphabets/syllables from

alphabet chart and constructing a meaningful word by adding letters to the first letter given in the

questions.  Also students were asked to construct word from the alpha-syllable chart which consisted

twelve cells with a letter in each cell.  The Table No.30 represents the meaningful words constructed by

students by searching the relevant letter/syllables from alpha-syllable chart.  It was observed that the

performance of students in ELP managed school is significantly superior to their peers from school

managed by government teachers.  From the table it was observed that 37.1% of students in ELP team

managed school construct all the five words whereas it is only 7.3% in schools managed by government

teachers.

To analyse the patterns of word construction the two letters words constructed by the students

on their own were examined on detail.  In this task students constructed any five words by choosing

letters from alphabet chart and then draw pictures of these words to show their meaning.  Table 31

represents meaningful and meaningless words constructed by students by using letters from alphabet

chart.  The results favour the superior performance of students in ELP team managed school (Chi square

value is highly significant).   Majority students in these schools were able to form four (13.2%) and five

(17.9%) words whereas it is 6.6% and 4.7% respectively in schools managed by Govt. teachers.  Even

26.4% of students could not construct a single meaningful word in Govt. teacher managed schools.  The

students of schools managed by ELP team were able to form more words  with two letters and compound

Construct meaningful words by searching letters/syllables from

Alphabet Chart

(Class II students in Midterm Assessment)

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 19  (15.3) 4   (3.2) 23    (18.5)

1 4   (3.2) 3   (2.4) 7     (5.6)

2 6    (4.8) 2    (1.6) 8      (6.5)

3 8      (6.5) 8     (6.5) 16    (12.9)

4 8      (6.5) 7     (5.6) 15    (12.1)

5 9     (7.3) 46  (37.1) 55   (44.4)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  34.41  P  < .0001

Table - 30
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MATRA (like esyk] lkyh] jsrh] ukyh etc.).  They also formed three letters meaningful words (like jsrhyk½. This

is not seen in case of students of Govt. teacher managed school.

Regarding word constriction, Table - 32 represent to what extent students construct meaningful

words by repeating the same letter/syllable from alphabet chart.  The result reveals that there is no

significant difference between both types of treatment groups.  Majority of students in both the groups

did not repeat the same letter/syllable to construct meaningful words.  One such meaningful word construct

by few students was NANA, LALA, etc.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting letter from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 28      (26.4) 1     (0.9) 29   (27.4) 40   (37.7) 29   (27.4) 69 (65.1)

1 4     (3.8) 3    (2.8) 7   (6.6) 6     (5.7) 13   (12.3) 19  (17.9)

2 5     (4.7) 6   (5.7) 11   (10.4) 6     (5.7) 6     (5.7) 12   (11.3)

3 5     (4.7) 7   (6.6) 12  (11.3) 2    (1.9) 2    (1.9) 4   (3.8)

4 7   (6.6) 14  (13.2) 21 (19.8) --- 2    (1.9) 2    (1.9)

5 5   (4.7) 19  (17.9) 24  (22.6) --- --- ---

6 --- 2   (1.9) 2   (1.9) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 38.18 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 6.29 ,       P   > .05

Table - 31

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letter/syllable from Alpha-syllableChart

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 39      (35.8) 38  (34.9) 77   (70.6) 44   (40.4) 54   (49.5) 98 (89.9)

1 12     (11.0) 19    (17.4) 31   (28.4) 7     (6.4) 1     (0.9) 8     (7.3)

2 1     (0.9) --- 1     (0.9) 1     (0.9) 2   (1.8) 3    (2.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 2.37 ,       P   > .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 5.63 ,       P   > .05

Table - 32
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Table 33 includes results of meaningful and meaningless words constructed with the help of

adjacent letters from alphabet chart.  The result in highly significant and the superiority of performance

is also preserved by the students treated through ELP approach.  The words are xkuk] lkx] pyh] ukuk] esjs

etc.

The meaningful words constructed by students with the help of distantly located letters from

Alpha-syllable chart are presented in Table-34.  The same trend of results is also visible as observed in

framing letters by selecting adjacent letters.  This shows the understanding of meaningful word and

fluency in combining sound-symbols to construct a meaningful word by students of schools managed by

ELP team.  Majority of students in these schools able to construct 2 (12.9%) and 3 (28.2%) meaningful

words by selecting letters from distantly located cells of alpha-syllable chart (Examples of words - esyk]

ukd] lkjs] puk] ukVk etc.).  The words formulated by these students reveal that they select the letter from

distance cells randomly, which shows their complex cognitive processing.

To examine such complexity of cognitive processing the construction of words by reversing

letters given in sequence from alpha-syllable chart were analysed and presented in Table 35.  The result

in highly significant in case of meaningful words and at .05 level in case of meaningless words. In case of

meaningful words the students of ELP team managed school construct 1 to 4 words by reversing letters

where as it is negligible in case of students managed by Govt. teachers. 52.2% of students could not

construct on single word in these schools. Words constructed by students of ELP team managed schools

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting adjacent letters/syllable from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 24      (19.4) 4     (3.2) 28   (22.6) 54   (43.5) 70   (56.5) 124 (100)

1 10     (8.1) 19    (15.3) 29   (23.4) --- --- ---

2 11     (8.9) 32   (25.8) 43   (34.7) --- --- ---

3 5     (4.0) 11   (8.9) 16  (12.9) --- --- ---

4 4   (3.2) 4   (3.2) 8   (6.5) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 27.98 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: ****,       P   ****

Table - 33
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are varied  in nature Example of words : rhyh] xyh] lkjs] esyk] ykuk etc..  In case of meaningless words

though students are few but slightly higher in percentage in comparison to students of schools managed

by Govt. teachers.  The words constructed as ykses] rhjs etc.  could not establish any error pattern and may

be due to a chance factor.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting distance letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 28      (22.6) 2     (1.6) 30   (24.2) 53   (43.1) 69   (56.1) 122 (99.2)

1 12     (9.7) 12    (9.7) 24   (19.4) --- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8)

2 7     (5.6) 16   (12.9) 23   (18.5) --- --- ---

3 4     (3.2) 35   (28.2) 39  (31.5) --- --- ---

4 3     (2.4) 4   (3.2) 7   (5.6) --- --- ---

5 --- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 50.61 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 0.76,       P   >  .05

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing letters given in sequence from Alpha-

syllable Chart (Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 48      (52.2) 7     (7.6) 55   (59.8) 53   (57.6) 31   (33.7) 84 (91.3)

1 4     (4.3) 13    (14.1) 17   (18.5) 1   (1.1) 5    (5.4) 6   (6.5)

2 2     (2.2) 10   (10.9) 12   (13.0) --- 2    (2.2) 2    (2.2)

3 --- 6   (6.5) 6   (6.5) --- --- ---

4 --- 2   (2.2) 2   (2.2) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 47.31 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 7.88,       P   <  .05

Table - 34

Table - 35
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Developing sound and symbol relationships and representing the meaning of words are skills

which develop the reading comprehension capacity to a great extent. It will help the students to construct

words at recall level. It means the letters are not in front of the reader to recognize, but they can imagine

the sound symbol relation to the meaningful word. Table 36 shows that in terms of making meaningful

words on their own or at recall level, students managed by ELP team supersede the students managed by

govt. teachers. It is significant at .05 level. However, majority of students i.e. 37.9 % in govt. teacher

managed school and 39.5 % in ELP managed school could not construct a single word. As per cognitive

characteristics at this age level (6-7 years), it is difficult to operate at recall level. But the intervention

provided by ELP team helps to step forward gradually from recognition to recall level. The words

construct in ELP managed schools were Vsy] dkyk] ukV] dey] ofe] etc. (Hindi words to be corrected)

Table - 37 represents the meaning construction capability of students in terms of drawing a

picture to show the meaning of the word constructed with the help of alpha-syllable chart. The result is

highly significant and in favour of students managed by ELP team. They have drawn pictures of words

like ukuk] ukyk] ykyh] ukx ,d] ukd etc.

Table - 38 includes the total number of words constructed by students in response to questions

1 and 2. Words constructed in Marwari, i.e. in their mother tongue, were also taken into consideration.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words on their own without taking any help from alpha-syllable

chart (Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 47    (37.9) 49   (39.5) 96   (77.4) 47   (38.2) 50   (40.7) 97 (78.9)

1 5     (4.0) 5    (4.0) 10   (8.1) 2   (1.6) 15   (12.2) 17  (13.8)

2 2     (1.6) 2   (1.6) 4   (3.2) 1   (0.8) 2    (1.6) 3    (2.4)

3 --- --- --- 1   (0.8) 3    (2.4) 4   (3.3)

4 --- 7   (5.6) 7   (5.6) 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

5 --- 6   (4.8) 6   (4.8) 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

6 --- 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 12.18 ,       P   < .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 11.23,       P   <  .05

Table - 36
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It is observed that students of ELP team managed schools are able to form 1 to 10 words whereas it is

limited to 1 to 9 words in case of schools managed by Govt. teacher. In each case the percentage of

students is more in case of schools managed by ELP team in comparison to the students of other group.

Even in govt. teacher managed schools 14.5 % of students could not construct a single word. Also the

students of ELP team managed schools construct more words in Marwari in comparison to the students

of Govt. teacher managed schools showing that there is a link of the words constructed to their spoken

language. In both the cases the results are highly significant.

D ra w pic ture s  to  s ho w wo rd m e a ning

(C la s s  II  s tude nts  in M id te rm  a s s e s s m e nt)

N um be rs
Stude nts  m a na g e d by

G o v t. Te a c he rs

Stude nts  m a na g e d

by  E L P Te a m
To ta l

0 4 6       (3 7 .1 ) 2 4    (1 9 .4 ) 7 0   (5 6 .5 )

1 4      (3 .2 ) 1 8     (1 4 .5 ) 2 2    (1 7 .7 )

2 1     (0 .8 ) 2    (1 .6 ) 3    (2 .4 )

3 3    (2 .4 ) 7   (5 .6 ) 1 0   (8 .1 )

4 - - - 1 2    (9 .7 ) 1 2    (9 .7 )

5 - - - 6    (4 .8 ) 6    (4 .8 )

6 - - - 1    (0 .8 ) 1    (0 .8 )

P e rc e nta ge s  a re  give n in P a re nthe sis

C hi S q r. Va lue : 3 5 .2 8  ,       P   <  .0 0 0 1

Table - 37

Total number of words constructed in Hindi and M arwari

(Class II students  in M id term assessment)

Numbe rs

Hindi Words M arwari Words

Students  managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students  managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students  managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 18    (14.5) - --- 18    (14.5) 22   (17.7) 17   (13.7) 39  (31.5)

1 8     (6.5) 3    (2.4) 11   (8.9) 21   (16.9) 16   (12.9) 37  (29.8)

2 5     (4.0) 2   (1.6) 7   (5.6) 8   (6.5) 19    (15.3) 27   (21.8)

3 5     (4.0) 5     (4.0) 10   (8.1) 3   (2.4) 14   (11.3) 17   (13.7)

4 4    (3.2) 7   (5.6) 11   (8.9) --- 3   (2.4) 3   (2.4)

5 5     (4.0) 8    (6.5) 13   (10.5) --- 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8)

6 4    (3.2) 18   (14.5) 22   (17.7) --- --- ---

7 1   (0.8) 8    (6.5) 9   (7.3) --- --- ---

8 2   (1.6) 14  (11.3) 16  (12.9) --- --- ---

9 2   (1.6) 1   (0.8) 3   (2.4) --- --- ---

10 --- 4    (3.2) 4    (3.2) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 49.52 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 15.10,       P   <  .01

Table - 38
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End Term Assessment

During end term assessment emphasis was mainly given to reading comprehension and writing

skills. For evaluating reading comprehension skills the students were instructed to construct words by

matching letters and on their own using any letter from alpha-syllable chart; read a sentence and answer

the question, follow written instruction to draw a picture and individual loud reading of sentences.

Writing skills were tested through dictation of letters, words and sentences.

In the first section of reading comprehension, the word constructed by students from the alpha-

syllable chart are analysed critically and presented in the following tables. Table - 39 represents the

performance of students in constructing meaningful and meaningless words by combining letters from

alpha-syllable chart with alphabet/syllable given in the question paper. The result is highly significant in

both cases. In case of meaningful words 48.0 % students of ELP team managed school construct all the

five words whereas it is only 4.7 % in case of schools managed by Govt. teachers. Even. 11.8 % of

students in these schools could not construct a single word. On the other hand majority of students in

Govt. teacher managed school construct more meaningless words in comparison to students of schools

managed by ELP team. For example a majority of students in Govt. teachers managed schools constructed

meaningless words like gktk] jk?k] osVky] phe] lkgk] etc. A common trend emerging from the error

pattern indicates that students are matching letters from the alpha-syllable chart to the first letter written

on the question paper randomly without understanding the meaning. Such type of mistakes is committed

by only 7 students in ELP team managed schools with 1 to 3 words. The results indicate the effectiveness

and sustainable impact of ELP approach in developing literacy skills.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing correct letters from Alph-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 15   (11.8) 1   (0.8) 16   (12.6) 14   (11.0) 65   (51.2) 79 (62.2)

1 3     (2.4) 0    (0.0) 3     (2.4) 24   (18.9) 2     (1.6) 26  (20.5)

2 7     (5.5) 3     (2.4) 10   (7.9) 8     (6.3) 3   (2.4) 11   (8.7)

3 9     (7.1) 3    (2.4) 12   (9.4) 4    (3.1) 2   (1.6) 6    (4.7)

4 15   (11.8) 4   (3.1) 19   (15.0) 2   (1.6) 0    (0.0) 2   (1.6)

5 6    (4.7) 61  (48.0) 67   (52.8) 3   (2.4) 0    (0.0) 3   (2.4)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 70.35 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 58.25 ,       P   < .0001

Table - 39
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In another task students have to construct words on their own with the help of alpha-syllable

chart and then draw pictures to represent the meanings of the words. Table - 40 represents the performance

of students in constructing meaningful words by combing letters from alpha-syllable chart. The result

shows a highly significant difference and favours the superior performance of students managed by ELP

team. Majority of students able to construct 1 to 5 words in these schools but the percentage is less in

case of Govt. teacher managed school. The words constructed are generally two letter words with

MATRAS or mono and bisyllabic words. (Example : rktk] ?kV] ikuh] jktk] jkuh etc.  )

Table - 41 includes the performance of students for constructing meaningful words by combining

adjoining letters from the alpha-syllable chart. In this case also the result in highly significant and favours

the performance of students treated by ELP approach. Constructing meaningful words by choosing

distant letter from alphabet chart (Table 42) is also in favour of students managed by ELP team (example

: rktk] jktk] jkuh etc. ) Table - 43 presents the performance of students for constructing meaningful

words by reversing letters from the alpha-syllable chart. The result is also highly significant and in favour

of students managed by ELP Team. The words constructed are ikuh] tkrk] jkgh etc.)

Construction of meaningful words by repeating letters from alphabet chart is presented in Table

- 44. Though it is in significant at .05 level but only 7.9 % of students in ELP managed school constructed

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by using letters from Alph-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 26   (20.5) 4   (3.1) 30   (23.6) 37   (29.4) 63   (50.0) 100 (79.4)

1 8     (6.3) 2    (1.6) 10   (7.9) 11   (8.7) 5     (4.0) 16  (12.7)

2 7     (5.5) 2     (1.6) 9   (7.1) 5     (4.0) 2   (1.6) 7   (5.6)

3 8     (6.3) 6    (4.7) 14   (11.0) 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) 2   (1.6)

4 5    (3.9) 17  (13.4) 22   (17.3) ---- ---- ----

5 1    (0.8) 41  (32.3) 42  (33.1) ---- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 66.35 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 8.91 ,       P   > .05

Table - 40
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word by repeating the same letter from alphabet chart whereas it is only 0-8 % in case of other group.

The words are rkrk] ikik].

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing nearest letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 35   (28.0) 8   (6.4) 43   (34.4) 46   (41.4) 57   (51.4) 103 (92.8)

1 10    (8.0) 20  (16.0) 30   (24.0) 5     (4.5) --- 10  (7.9)

2 6     (4.8) 24  (19.2) 30   (24.0) ---- 2   (1.8) 2   (1.8)

3 2     (1.6) 18 (14.4) 20   (16.0) 1    (0.9) 1    (0.9)

4 ---- 2    (1.6) 2    (1.6) ---- ---- ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 39.46 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 8.77 ,       P   <  .05

Table - 41

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing distance letters from

Alpha-syllable Chart (Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 34   (27.0) 9   (7.1) 43   (34.1) 46   (36.5) 67   (53.2) 113(89.7)

1 13   (10.3) 32 (25.4) 45   (35.7) 6     (4.8) 3   (2.4) 9  (7.1)

2 6     (4.8) 21  (16.7) 27   (21.4) 2   (1.6) 1    (0.8) 3   (2.4)

3 1     (0.8) 9   (7.1) 10  (7.9) --- --- ---

4 ---- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) ---- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 36.46 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 3.74 ,       P   >  .05

Table - 42
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 From Table 45 it is observed that few students (3.2 %) in Govt. teacher managed school copy

the alphabet from alphabet chart without constructing words.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 44  (34.6) 15  (11.8) 59  (46.5) 52   (41.3) 72  (57.1) 124   (98.4)

1 11   (8.7) 50 (39.4) 61   (48.0) 2     (1.6) --- 2     (1.6)

2 --- 7  (5.5) 7  (5.5) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 44.71 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.71 ,       P   >  .05

Table - 43

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 54  (42.5) 62  (48.8) 116  (91.3) 53   (41.7) 72  (56.7) 125   (98.4)

1 1   (0.8) 10 (7.9) 11   (8.7) 1     (0.8) --- 1     (0.8)

2 --- --- --- 1     (0.8) --- 1     (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 5.74 ,       P   <  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.66 ,       P   >  .05

Table - 44

Copy from Alpha-syllable Chart

(Class II students in End term Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 4     (3.2) 0   (0.0) 4     (3.2)

NO 51   (40.5) 71   (56.3) 122  (96.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  5.33   P < .05

Table - 45
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Table 46 consists of total number of words constructed by students in both type of intervention

groups. In case of Hindi words constructed, the result is highly significant and the total number of words

range from 1 to 10. In case of ELP team managed schools a higher percentage of students clustered at

8 to 10 words in comparison to students of Govt. teacher managed schools. In case of Marwari words

though more number of students in ELP managed schools constructed 1 to 4 words but the result is not

significant.

In the task of drawing picture to show word meaning, Table - 47 reveals a highly significant

result favouring more percentage of students with word drawings in case of schools managed by ELP

team. Around 33 % of students in Govt. teachers managed school could not draw a picture of single

word. The example of words on which pictures drawn are rktk] ikuh] jktk] ?kj] jkuh etc.

In another question students were given three related sentences to read and then answer written

questions based on them. It is generally to test their understanding of sentence read by them. From Table

48, the highly significant result revels that 46.5% students of ELP managed schools answered all the

three questions correctly in writing, whereas it is only 11.8% in case of school managed by Govt.

Total number of words made in Hindi and Marwari

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Hindi Words Marwari Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 8  (6.3) 1     (0.8) 9  (7.1) 39   (31.2) 35  (28.0) 74  (59.2)

1 5 (3.9) 1     (0.8) 6   (4.7) 12    (9.6) 25  (20.0) 37   (29.6)

2 13  (10.2) 3     (2.4) 16  (12.6) 4     (3.2) 7   (5.6) 11   (8.8)

3 7  (5.5) 1     (0.8) 8  (6.3) --- 1     (0.8) 1     (0.8)

4 2   (1.6) 1     (0.8) 3   (2.4) --- 2   (1.6) 2   (1.6)

5 5 (3.9) 2   (1.6) 7  (5.5) --- --- ---

6 2   (1.6) 1     (0.8) 3   (2.4) --- --- ---

7 5 (3.9) 6     (4.7) 11  (8.7) --- --- ---

8 2   (1.6) 12  (9.4) 14  (11.0) --- --- ---

9 4   (3.1) 22  (17.3) 26  (20.5) --- --- ---

10 2   (1.6) 22  (17.3) 24  (18.9) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 55.90 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 6.90 ,       P   >.05

Table - 46
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teachers. Also in these schools 20.5%  of students could not answer a single question whereas only 5.5

% in ELP team managed schools could not answer any question.

In effective written communication answering in a complete sentence is more meaningful than in

a word. Because the former one indicates the clear understanding of question as well as skillful written

communication and later on will be helpful in answering open ended question. From Table-49, it is found

that there is a significant difference between both type of intervention groups and 37.8 % of students in

ELP team managed schools answer all the three questions by writing the answer in a complete sentence.

Draw picture  to show word meaning

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 42  (33.1) 10   (7.9) 52  (40.9)

1 5   (3.9) 5   (3.9) 10   (7.0)

2 2    (1.6) 14  (11.0) 16   (12.6)

3 1    (0.8) 10   (7.9) 11    (8.7)

4 3   (2.4) 19   (15.0) 22    (17.3)

5 2     (1.6) 13  (10.2) 15   (11.8)

7 ---- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  55.47  P  > .0001

Table - 47

Read the instruction and answer questions

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Correct Answer Wrong Answer

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 26     (20.5) 7    (5.5) 33   (26.0) 37   (31.6) 66  (56.4) 103  (88.0)

1 5    (3.9) 3  (2.4) 8  (6.3) 6    (5.1) 1  (0.9) 7   (6.0)

2 9  (7.1) 3   (2.4) 12  (9.4) 1  (0.9) 3   (2.6) 4   (3.4)

3 15  (11.8) 59 (46.5) 74  (58.3) 1  (0.9) 2   (1.7) 3   (2.6)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 39.02 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 7.22 ,       P   >.05

Table - 48
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In contrast, it is only 7.9% in Govt. teacher managed schools. Specifically in these schools many students

find difficulties to answer the question ¼rkjs dks ns[kdj deyh us D;k fd;k \ ½ in a sentence.

Obviously, the clarity of answer depends on one’s understanding of question. For this purpose

first the students have to read the instruction, understand it and then write the answer. Table 50 reveals

that higher percentage of students (51.2%) in ELP team managed schools read the instruction first and

then writes whereas it is only 23.6% in case of schools managed by Govt. teachers. This significant

result clearly supports the process of ELP approach which develops these literacy skill in a systematic

way at early stage.

To find out the loud reading competency, students were given two sentences to read. Each

student’s reading behaviour was scored and presented in Table 51. The result is highly significant and

Answer questions in words or sentences

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Answer in words Answer in sentences

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 45     (35.4) 69  (54.3) 114  (89.8) 33   (26.0) 15  (11.8) 48  (37.8)

1 4    (3.1) 2  (1.6) 6  (4.7) 6    (4.7) 3  (2.4) 9   (7.1)

2 1  (0.8) 1  (0.8) 2  (1.6) 6    (4.7) 6    (4.7) 12  (9.4)

3 5  (3.9) --- 5  (3.9) 10  (7.9) 48   (37.8) 58  (45.7)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 8.60 ,       P   <  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 30.92 ,       P   <.0001

Table - 49

Read instruction in writing first and then answer the questions

(Class II students in End term Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 30     (23.6) 65   (51.2) 95    (74.8)

NO 24   (18.9) 6   (4.7) 30  (23.6)

No Response 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8) 2   (1.6)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  21.81   P < .0001

Table - 50
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indicates the superior performance of students belonging to school treated by ELP approach. Majority

of students in these schools are able to read all the two sentences fluently whereas 40.9 % of students in

Govt. teachers managed school could not read a single sentence.  Further, the reading behaviour of

students was examined in terms of reading the sentence by breaking it up in to small parts or reading the

whole sentence fluently. This indicates the word recognition skills in terms of reading the word as a

single unit. Table 52 reveals that the result is highly significant and higher percentage of students (46.0%)

in ELP team managed school read the whole sentence fluently in comparison to students of Govt.

teacher managed school (15.9%).

Writing competencies of class II students

Writing of letter and words was a part of the processes of constructing words, writing answers

to questions but in addition to this the writing through dictation was specifically scored for analysing the

writing competencies of letter, word and sentence formation. In Baseline and Midterm assessment emphasis

was given to the writing of letters/syllable with only one simple word, however, in End term assessment

letters/syllable, words and a sentence were dictated.

Read the sentences fluently

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 52  (40.9) 18   (14.2) 70  (55.1)

1 --- 14   (11.0) 14   (11.0)

2 3   (2.4) 40   (31.5) 43  (33.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  61.17  P  < .0001

Read sentences by deviding in to small parts

(Class II students in End term Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 11     (9.7) 16   (14.2) 27    (23.9)

NO 18   (15.9) 52   (46.0) 70  (61.9)

No Response 13   (11.5) 3   (2.7) 16   (14.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  17.39   P < .0001

Table - 51

Table - 52
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Table 53, 54, and 55 represent the writing skills of students during Baseline assessment. Regarding

writing of number of alphabets, there was no significant difference between both type of treatment

groups. However, in case of writing words (Table 54) words with MATRAS (Table 55) there was a

significant difference between the two treatment groups. The results indicate that more number of students

in schools managed by ELP team  are able to write correctly the word and word with MATRA in

comparison to students of schools managed by Govt. teachers.

Number of Alphabets/syllables written by Class II students in

Baseline Assessment

Number
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 9  (6.7) 15   (11.2) 24    (17.9)

1 3   (2.2) 9   (6.7) 12     (9.0)

2 6    (4.5) 1    (0.7) 7   (5.2)

3 5     (3.7) 7   (5.2) 12     (9.0)

4 7   (5.2) 13   (9.7) 20    (14.9)

5 3    (2.2) 10  (7.5) 13   (9.7)

6 9   (6.7) 14  (10.4) 23   (17.2)

7 5    (3.7) 8    (6.0) 13   (9.7)

8 3    (2.2) 4    (3.0) 7   (5.2)

9 2   (1.5) 1    (0.7) 3   (2.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  10.01  P  > .05

Table - 53

Writing words by class II students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 19   (14.2) 13   (9.7) 32   (23.9)

NO 33   (24.6) 69   (51.5) 102  (76.1)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  7.49   P < .01

Table - 54



83

Mid Term Assessment

In mid term assessment the performance of students in writing both alphabets and syllables were

improved to a great extent. It is due to the intervention implemented by ELP team. The significant result

presented in Table - 56 shows that the majority of students in schools managed by ELP team write 8 to

9 words correctly in comparison to students of schools managed by Govt. teachers. From table 57 it is

found that majority of students in Govt. teacher managed school write the wrong alphabets and syllables

dictated by the evaluation team member. The error pattern indicates that students of Govt. teacher

managed school committed mistake in both alphabets and syllables whereas few students in ELP managed

Write words with Matra by class II students in Baseline Assessment

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 21   (15.7) 14   (10.4) 35   (26.1)

NO 32   (23.9) 67   (50.0) 99  (73.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  8.28   P < .01

Table - 55

Write the spoken alphabet/syllables correctly

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 16      (12.9) 3   (2.4) 19  (15.3)

1 4     (3.2) --- 4    (3.2)

2 3   (2.4) --- 3   (2.4)

3 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8) 2  (1.6)

4 2  (1.6) --- 2  (1.6)

5 4    (3.2) 1   (0.8) 5   (4.0)

6 7   (5.6) 6   (12.9) 13  (10.5)

7 5   (4.0) 5   (4.0) 10  (8.1)

8 11  (8.9) 16   (12.9) 27  (21.8)

9 1  (0.8) 38  (30.6) 39  (31.5)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 54.64 ,       P   < .0001

Table - 56
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school are unable to write one or two syllables. This shows that the students of Govt. teachers managed

school did not understand the sound symbol relationship correctly. One thing to be noted here that in

Baseline assessment students of ELP team managed schools perform better in writing words and words

with MATRA.  Ideally, in treatment situation both groups should not differ initially.  But this assumption

is not correct in every situation. The treatment effect can be assessed by seeing the rate of improvement

in comparison to the position at the beginning. In this case the students treated through ELP approach

improved their performance after the intervention.

Table 58 and 59 represent the performance of students on writing the words dictated by the

evaluation team member. It is observed that 47.6% (Table 58) of the students in ELP team managed

schools write the word (jktk) correctly whereas it is only 8.1 % in case of students in Govt. teacher

managed school. On the other hand 15.6 % (Table 59) in Govt. teacher managed school write the same

word wrongly in comparison to only 3.4% of students in ELP team managed schools. All the above

results very clearly indicate the positive impact of ELP approach in developing writing skills of beginning

learners.

End Term Assessment

In End term assessment it was found that the progress in writing skills were also sustained

till the end of intervention. Table 60 includes the performance of students in writing 3 letters

with MATRA (;k] xh] cs). The result shows a highly significant difference between the two

Write the spoken alphabet/syllables wrongly

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 22    (17.7) 44   (35.5) 66  (53.2)

1 12     (9.7) 22   (17.7) 34  (27.4)

2 12     (9.7) 4    (3.2) 16  (12.9)

3 3   (2.4) --- 3   (2.4)

4 3   (2.4) --- 3   (2.4)

5 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

8 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 20.55 ,       P   < .01

Table - 57
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treatment groups. Students of ELP team managed school (44.1%) write all the three letters with

MATRA correctly whereas it is only 11.0 % in case of students taught by Govt. teachers. Even

in the same management schools 18.1% of students unable to write a single letter with MATRA.

Write the spoken words correctly

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 44    (35.5) 11   (8.9) 55  (44.4)

1 10     (8.1) 59   (47.6) 69  (55.6)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 53.42 ,       P   < .0001

Write the spoken words wrongly

(Class II students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 30    (25.9) 64   (55.2) 94  (81.0)

1 18     (15.6) 4   (3.4) 21  (18.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 18.45 ,       P   < .0001

Table - 58

Table - 59

Write correct syllable/alphabets through dictation

(Class II students in End term assessment)

Number
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 23  (18.1) 3   (2.4) 26  (20.5)

1 6   (4.7) 3   (2.4) 9   (7.1)

2 12   (9.4) 10   (7.9) 22   (17.3)

3 14   (11.0) 56   (44.1) 70   (55.1)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  40.21  P  < .0001

Table - 60

The same trend of results is also reflected for writing words. From Table 61 it is found

that 54.0% of students in ELP team managed school write the word correctly in comparison to

16.7 % of students in govt. teachers managed schools.
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The ability of students to write a sentence is presented in Table 62. The result is also

highly significant. It shows that 39.4% of students in ELP managed school able to write the

dictated sentence correctly whereas it is only 11.8 % in case of schools managed by govt.

teachers. The dictated sentence consists of 4 words. (cdjh us ?kkl [kk;k). The students omitted one

to two words while writing the sentence. This shows that they are unable to integrate the

meaningful words to construct a meaningful sentence and have not yet grasped the understanding

of a sentences. The error pattern in writing words belonging to the sentence pertains to substitution

and omission of letters in place of correct one (example cdjh] [k;k] in place of [kk;k). Such

mistakes show that students are unable to form a meaningful relationship of words to construct

a sentence. Such types of mistakes are very less in case of schools managed by ELP team.

Write  corre ct words  through dictation

(Class  II s tude nts  in End te rm ass e s sme nt)

N umbe rs

Corre ct Words

Stude nts  manage d

by Govt. Te ache rs

Stude nts  manage d

by ELP Te am
Total

0 33     (26.2) 4  (3.2) 37  (29.4)

1 21    (16.7) 68  (54.0) 89  (70.6)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

C hi Sqr. Value: 45.92 ,       P   <   .0001

Able to write sentences

(Class II students in End term Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 15     (11.8) 50   (39.4) 65    (51.2)

NO 39   (30.7) 22   (17.3) 61  (48.0)

No Response 1   (0.8) ----- 1   (0.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  22.71   P < .0001

Table - 62

Table - 61
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Reading and Writing skills of Class - III Students

At par with class I & II, class III students were also assessed on reading and writing competencies

during Baseline, Mid term and End term assessment. In Baseline assessment emphasis was given to

constructing words from an alphasyllable chart. The students had to match the first letter given in the

question paper to construct word on their own with the help of alphabet/syllable chosen from alphasyllable

chart. They had to construct many words with the same beginning letter. Writing competencies were

assessed through dictation of letter, word and sentence. In midterm assessment the students were asked

to construct words as given in the base line assessment. In addition to this, they were given a task of

reading comprehension i.e. answering questions after reading and understanding a set of related sentences

followed by drawing pictures as per instruction given. Further individual loud reading and dictation

were undertaken to assess reading and writing skills. In End term assessment the tasks were to read,

classify and write a set of  words under the correct categories. Reading comprehension task was given

similar to the one given in the mid term assessment, followed by reading of sentences and dictation.

Reading Skills

Baseline Assessment

In the initial assessment, the skill pre-curser to reading i.e. recognition of alphabets/syllables was

also tested in class- III. Table -63 reveals that there is no significant difference between the two types of

schools included in the project. Majority of students in both the groups are able to recognize the alphabets/

syllabus barring a very few. But when the number of alphabets/syllabus were examined, it is observed

from the Table-64 that majority of students (37.1%) in ELP team managed school were able to identify

nine alphabets/syllables in comparison to 9.7 % of their counter parts. The detail analysis of alphabets /

syllabus identified reveals that students who identify less than nine words in both type of schools were

unable to identify letter with MATRA. But when reading combine letter and MATRA and pronouncing

words there is no significant difference between these two group (Table -65) Students in both type of

schools are equal in terms of basic reading skills.

Able to recognise syllables/alphabets

(Class III students in Baseline  Assessment)

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 48  (38.7) 72   (58.1) 120  (96.8)

NO 3   (2.4) 1   (0.8) 4    (3.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  1.96   P > .05

 Table - 63
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In the task of constructing meaningful words by matching letter from alphasyllable chart with the

first letter given in the box, it is observed that both the groups do not differ significantly in terms of their

word making capabilities (Table - 66). Even majority of students in both the groups do not construct a

single meaningful word.

To what extent students were able to construct words on their own by combining nearest and

distant letters form alphabet chart are examined and presented in Table- 67. In both the cases chi-square

value is not significant. Majority of students in both type of schools are unable to construct a single

Number of syllables/alphabets recognised

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 4  (3.2) --- 4  (3.2)

1 1   (0.8) 2   (1.6) 3    (2.4)

2 4  (3.2) 3    (2.4) 7   (5.6)

3 9   (7.3) ---- 9   (7.3)

4 5   (4.0) 4  (3.2) 9   (7.3)

5 8   (6.5) 5   (4.0) 13  (10.5)

6 7   (5.6) 7   (5.6) 14   (11.3)

7 2   (1.6) --- 2   (1.6)

8 1   (0.8) 4  (3.2) 5   (4.0)

9 12   (9.7) 46  (37.1) 58   (46.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  36.16   P < .0001

 Table - 64

Able to read alphabets with Matra and words

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Read alphabet with matra Read words

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 31  (24.6) 50   (39.7) 81  (64.3) 31   (24.6) 49  (38.9) 80 (63.5)

NO 22   (17.5) 23   (18.3) 45  (35.7) 22   (17.5) 24  (19.0) 46 (36.5)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  1.34   P > .05 Chi Sqr. Value:  0.99  P > .05

 Table - 65
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word. However,  significant result is obtained in case of constructing meaningful words by reapeating

the same letter from alphabet chart (Table 68). In this students’ performance of schools managed by

ELP team perform better than students of schools managed by Govt. teachers. The words constructed

by them are ukuk] rkrk] ykyk] ‘kh’kh] However, constructing words by reversing letter are very less in both

type of schools (Table - 69).

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 35   (27.8) 41  (32.5) 76   (60.3) 43   (34.1) 54   (42.9) 97 (77.0)

1 5    (4.0) 4  (3.2) 9   (7.1) 6     (4.8) 10  (7.9) 16   (12.7)

2 6     (4.8) 6     (4.8) 12   (9.5) 2   (1.8) 4  (3.2) 6   (4.8)

3 2     (1.6) 5    (4.0) 7   (5.6) ---- 3  (2.4) 3  (2.4)

4 2     (1.6) 7   (5.6) 9    (7.1) 2   (1.8) 1   (0.8) 3  (2.4)

5 3   (2.4) 10  (7.9) 13  (10.3) ----- 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 5.38 ,       P   > .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 4.17 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 66

Construct meaningful words by choosing nearest and distant letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Choosing nearest letters Choosing distant letters

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 40   (32.8) 39  (32.0) 79   (64.8) 45   (36.0) 62   (49.6) 107 (85.6)

1 3    (2.5) 4  (3.3) 7   (5.7) 5     (4.0) 7  (5.6) 12   (9.6)

2 4  (3.3) 11   (9.0) 15   (12.3) 1   (0.8) 2   (1.8) 3  (2.4)

3 4    (3.3) 7    (5.7) 11   (9.0) ---- 2   (1.8) 2   (1.8)

4 2     (1.6) 7   (5.7) 9    (7.4)

5 ---- 1  (0.8) 1  (0.8) 1   (0.8) ---- 1   (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 6.02 ,       P   > .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.92 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 67
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Further attempt was made to count the number of words made by students besiders the words

constructed according to the questions. Table - 70, shows that there is no significant difference between

the two groups. All the words constructed by students are two letters words and students of both type

of schools are able to construct up to nine words.

Construct meaningful  and meaningless words by repeating letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful words Meaningless words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 42   (33.3) 32  (25.4) 74   (58.7) 51   (41.5) 69   (56.1) 120 (97.6)

1 6    (4.8) 17  (13.5) 23   (18.3) ---- ---- ----

2 4  (3.2) 23  (18.3) 27   (21.4) 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

3 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) 2     (1.6) 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8) 2   (1.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 17.24 ,       P   <.001 Chi Sqr. Value: 1.38 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 68

Construct meaningful  and meaningless words by reversing letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful words Meaningless words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 48   (38.1) 71  (56.3) 119   (94.4) 50   (39.7) 73   (57.9) 123 (97.6)

1 4  (3.2) 2     (1.6) 6    (4.8) ---- ---- ----

2 ---- ---- ---- 2   (1.8) --- 2   (1.8)

3 1    (0.8) ---- 1    (0.8) 1   (0.8) ---- 1   (0.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 3.01 ,       P   >  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 4.23 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 69
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In another task where students have to construct words with the same first letter, it is found from

the Table 71 that students of both the groups are able to form all the tow words. However, there is no
significant difference between the two groups. In this task the number of words constructed without
same first letter were also explored in qualitative analysis. It is observed from Table 72, that students of
both the groups do not differ significantly. Few students in both the groups constructed up to two
meaningful words.

Construct meaningful  and meaningless words on their own

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful words Meaningless words

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 33   (27.3) 39  (32.2) 72   (59.5) 45   (35.7) 49   (38.9) 94 (74.6)

1 3  (2.5) 1    (0.8) 4    (3.3) 4  (3.2) 9   (7.1) 13  (10.3

2 6   (5.0) 6   (5.0) 12   (9.9) 2   (1.6) 9   (7.1) 11   (8.7)

3 1    (0.8) 7 (5.8) 8    (6.6) ---- 4  (3.2) 4  (3.2)

4 1    (0.8) 7 (5.8) 8    (6.6) 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) 2   (1.6)

5 2   (1.7) 3  (2.5) 5   (4.1) 1    (0.8) --- 1    (0.8)

6 1    (0.8) 3  (2.5) 4    (3.3) --- --- ---

7 ---- 2   (1.7) 2   (1.7) --- 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8)

8 ---- 2   (1.7) 2   (1.7) --- --- ---

9 1    (0.8) 3  (2.5) 4    (3.3) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 12.05 ,       P   >  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 9.61 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 70

Construct meaningful words by identifying the first letter of the word

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful words Meaningless words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 28   (22.4) 34  (27.2) 62   (49.6) 51   (40.5) 53   (42.1) 104 (82.5)

1 10  (8.0) 11    (8.8) 21    (16.8) 2  (1.6) 12   (9.5) 14  (11.1)

2 14   (11.2) 28  (22.4) 42   (33.6) 8    (6.3) 8    (6.3)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 1.82 ,       P   >  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 12.32 ,       P   < .01

 Table - 71
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Total number of words constructed by students in Hindi and Marwari are presented in Table - 73.

Though students were able to construct ten Hindi words and three Marwari words but the percentage

are very less and the result is also not significant.

Construct meaningful words by using other than given letter

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful words Meaningless words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 49   (38.9) 64  (50.8) 113   (89.7) 51   (40.5) 70   (55.6) 121 (96.0)

1 3  (2.4) 4    (3.2) 7    (5.6) 2  (1.6) ---- 2  (1.6)

2 1   (0.8) 5    (4.0) 6   (4.8) ---- 3  (2.4) 3  (2.4)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 1.67 ,       P   >  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 4.93 ,       P   >.05

 Table - 72

Construct Hindi and Marwadi words

(Class III students in Baseline assessment)

Numbers

Hindi words Marwari words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 26   (20.6) 29  (23.0) 55   (43.7) 44   (34.9) 50   (39.7) 94 (74.6)

1 2  (1.6) 1    (0.8) 3    (2.4) 5  (4.0) 15   (11.9) 20  (15.9)

2 11   (8.7) 7   (5.6) 18   (14.3) 4   (3.2) 7   (5.6) 11   (8.7)

3 4    (3.2) 7 (5.6) 11   (8.7) ---- 1  (0.8) 1  (0.8)

4 4    (3.2) 8    (6.3) 12  (9.5) --- --- ---

5 4    (3.2) 7 (5.6) 11   (8.7) --- --- ---

6 ---- 6  (4.8) 6  (4.8) --- --- ---

7 1    (0.8) 3    (2.4) 4    (3.2) --- --- ---

8 1    (0.8) 3    (2.4) 4    (3.2) --- --- ---

10 1    (0.8) 1    (0.8) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 11.47 ,       P   >  .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 4.13 ,       P   > .05

 Table - 73
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In drawing picture to show word meaning, though few students in ELP team managed school

draw pictures of more that two words but the result is also not sifnificant (Table 74).

In quantitiative analysis the significant difference between these two groups was obtained in

Baseline assessment. But a detail qualitative analysis of scores shows that barring few cases, there is no

significant difference between the two groups. Basically when we take samples for same type of

environment for experimental treatment and making groups, they should not differ in terms of criterion

measures on which the intervention will be planned. Further, in quantitative analysis some skills are

added to the total score and compared for significant difference. So one skill with high score may affect

the total score which will appear as a significant difference. In qualitative analysis it is very clearly

proved that both the groups are at par (except in few dimension) so far as reading and writing skills are

concerned.

Mid Term Assessment

After four month of treatment in reading and writing skills the mid term assessment was conducted

and the performance of students on reading skills are presented sequentially.

Like the Baseline assessmen, the first task was to construct word by matching letter from

alphasyllable chart with first letter given in the question box. Table- 75 represents the performance of

students on this task. The higher significant result derived from analysis proved that the students of ELP

team managed school performed better than the students of Govt. teacher managed school. Around

Draw pictures to show word meaning

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 40 (35.7) 42   (37.5) 82  (73.2)

1 9   (8.0) 6   (5.4) 15  (13.4)

2 3  (2.7) 4   (3.6) 7   (6.3)

3 --- 3  (2.7) 3  (2.7)

4 --- 2  (1.8) 2  (1.8)

5 ---- 2  (1.8) 2  (1.8)

6 ---- 1   (0.9) 1   (0.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  8.26   P > .05

 Table - 74
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37% of student streated by ELP approach construct all the five words by selecting letter from alphabet

chart whereas it is only 5.7 % of students in case of schools managed by Govt. teachers. The meaningless

words presented in Table -76 shows a significant difference and the numbers are more in case of schools

managed by Govt. teachers. The error pattern do not show any specific trend, however it clearly indicates

that the students did not established sound symbol relationship to form meaning full words (example of

meaningless words are lkxk] gk;] esdy] ;rh ....)

Construct meaningful words by choosing correct letters/alphabets from

alphabet chart  (Class III students in Mid Term Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 4 (3.3) 6   (4.9) 10  (8.2)

1 3  (2.5) 4   (3.3) 7  (5.7)

2 9  (7.4) 1   (0.8) 10   (8.2)

3 14   (11.5) 2  (1.6)) 16  (13.1)

4 17   (13.9) 10  (8.2) 27  (22.1)

5 7   (5.7) 45  (36.9) 52  (42.6)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  44.51   P < .0001

Construct meanigless words by choosing letters/alphabets from

alphabet chart

(Class III students in Mid Term Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 17 (13.9) 51   (41.8) 68  (55.7)

1 15  (12.3) 10   (8.2) 25  (20.5)

2 16  (13.1) 2   (1.6) 18   (14.8)

3 5   (4.1) 2   (1.6) 7   (5.7)

4 ---- 3    (2.5) 3    (2.5)

5 1   (0.8) --- 1   (0.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  33.00   P < .0001

 Table - 75

 Table - 76
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In further analysis the different way of constructing words are explored and presented below.

Constructing meaningful words by selecting adjoining letters from the alphasyllable chart in presented in

Table - 77, which shows a significant result. In this case majority of students in ELP team constructed

schools formulated two to three meaningful words by selecting adjoining letters from the alphasyllable

chart.

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting nearest letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 15      (12.3) 8     (6.6) 23   (18.9) 49   (40.2) 68   (55.7) 117 (95.9)

1 15     (12.3) 11    (9.0) 26   (21.3) 5    (4.1) ---- 5    (4.1)

2 10     (8.2) 20   (16.4) 30   (24.6) --- --- ---

3 9     (7.4) 28   (23.0) 37  (30.3) --- --- ---

4 5     (4.1) 1    (0.8) 6   (4.9) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 17.12 ,       P   < .01 Chi Sqr. Value: 6.56,       P   <  .01

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting distance letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 9     (7.4) 10    (8.2) 19   (15.6) 44   (36.4) 67   (55.4) 111 (91.7)

1 21     (17.2) 3    (2.5) 24   (19.7) 7    (5.8) 1   (0.8) 8    (6.6)

2 13     (10.7) 33  (27.0) 46   (37.7) 2    (1.7) --- 2    (1.7)

3 9     (7.4) 18   (14.8) 27  (22.1) --- --- ---

4 2     (1.6) 4    (3.3) 6   (4.9) --- --- ---

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 24.63 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 9.55,       P   <  .01

 Table - 77

 Table - 78
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In case of using distant letters the same trend of result appears (Table - 78). The words constructed

are across the cell like: (xk;] pd] esVs] pdk etc.). This shows the development of meaningful vocabulary of

written words of students through the intervention and the ability to combine alphabets to retrive the

meaning. Constructing words by repeating the same letter (Table 79) the chi-square value is significant

at .01 %. In this case more number of students in Govt. teacher managed school repeat the same alphabet

to form the words  (ukuk] dhyh,) up to two words only. But combining words by reversing letters form

alphabet chart (Table 80), students of ELP team managed school perform better than their counter parts

in govt. teacher managed school. Choosing the distance letters across the cell and reversing letter, as

ways of constructing words depends on understanding of the meaning of words clearly. Even significant

number of students in ELP team managed school are able to construct up to three meaningful words in

comparison to students of Govt. teacher managed school (Example of words : eSuk] es;] ykyh] uk;] ;esyh

etc.)

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by  repeating

letters from Alphasyllable Chart

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers

Meaningful Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 37     (30.6) 63    (52.1) 100   (82.6)

1 13     (10.7) 5    (4.1) 18   (14.9)

2 3     (2.5) ---- 3     (2.5)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 11.63 ,       P   < .01

 Table - 79

Cons truct words by re ve rsing le tte rs  from alphasyllable  chart

(class  III stude nts  in M id te rm as se s s me nt)

N umbe r

M e aningful Words M e aningle ss  Words

Stude nts  manage d

by Govt. Te ache rs

Stude nts  managed

by ELP Te am
Total

Stude nts  manage d

by Govt. Te ache rs

Stude nts  manage d

by ELP Te am
Total

0 28     (23.0) 12    (9.8) 40   (32.8) 48   (40.0) 61   (50.8) 109 (90.8)

1 19     (15.6) 28  (23.0) 47   (38.5) 3    (2.5) 6   (5.0) 9  (7.5)

2 7     (5.7) 20  (16.4) 27   (22.1) 1   (0.8) 1   (0.8) 2   (1.6)

3 -- -- 8   (6.6) 8   (6.6) -- -- -- -- -- --

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 21.05       P   < .001 Chi Sqr. Value: 0.42      P   > .05

 Table - 80



97

Students were also asked to construct words on their own by selecting/combining letters from

the given alphasyllable chart. Table - 81 represents the performance of students on this task with a highly

significant result. Majority of students in the ELP team managed schools construct all the five words in

comparison to their counter parts of Govt. teacher managed school. In both type of schools students are

able to construct two letter words with the given letters but in few cases of schools managed by ELP

team students construct words with three letters (ex. pdyk] pyu).

Table 82 includes all the words constructed by the students in Hindi as well as in Marwari. The

result is highly significant. In formulating Hindi and Marwari words students of ELP team managed

school perform better than students of schools managed by Govt. teachers. Majority of students in these

school constructed 5 to 8 words in Hindi and 1 to 3 words in Marwari in comparison to the students of

schools managed by Govt. teachers.

Construct words by selecting  letters from alphabet chart on their own

(class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbe

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 14     (11.5) 1    (0.8) 15   (12.3) 26   (21.3) 53   (43.4) 79 (64.8)

1 12     (9.8) ---- 12   (9.8) 14    (11.5) 13   (10.7) 27  (22.1)

2 11     (9.0) 2  (1.6) 13   (10.7) 7   (5.7) 2    (1.6) 9    (7.4)

3 8     (6.6) 6   (4.9) 14  (11.5) 4   (3.3) --- 4   (3.3)

4 8     (6.6) 20   (16.4) 28   (23.0) 3   (2.5) --- 3   (2.5)

5 1    (0.8) 39   (32.0) 40   (32.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 70.35 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 917.67,       P   <  .001

 Table - 81

Total number of words constructed in response to question 1

(class III students in Mid term assessment)

Number

Hindi Words Marwari Words

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed by

ELP Team
Total

0 3     (2.5) 1    (0.8) 4   (3.3) 23   (18.9) 6   (4.9) 29 (23.8)

1 5     (4.1) --- 5   (4.1) 25    (20.5) 24   (19.7) 49  (40.2)

2 4     (3.3) 3   (2.5) 7   (5.7) 3   (2.5) 26   (21.3) 29  (23.8)

3 9     (7.4) 5   (4.1) 14   (11.5) 2   (1.6) 10   (8.2) 12  (9.8)

4 14   (11.5) 8   (6.6) 22   (18.0) 1  (0.8) 2  (1.6) 3   (2.5)

5 7   (5.7) 11  (9.0) 18   (14.8) ---- ---- ----

6 8   (6.6) 15  (12.3) 23   (18.9) ---- ---- ----

7 3   (2.5) 13  (10.7) 16   (13.1) ---- ---- ----

8 1   (0.8) 12   (9.8) 13   (10.7) ---- ---- ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 26.23,       P   < .001 Chi Sqr. Value: 32.72      P   <  .0001

 Table - 82
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The understanding of meaning is more reliable when students are able to draw the picture of that

word. In this task (Table 83) 17.2 % of students in ELP team managed school are able to draw picture

of all the five words in comparison to 2.5 % of their counter parts in schools managed by Govt. teachers.

Even 29.5% of student sin Govt. teacher managed school could not draw the picture of a single word.

This shows the better reading comprhension ability in favour of students treated by ELP approach.

In addition to it, students were provided five sentences to read, understand and draw the picture

as per instruction. ( for example Åij] ,d NksVk gkV cukvksa). Table 84 represent the performance of students

on this task. Highly significant result reveals that majority of students (38.5 %) of schools managed by

ELP team are able to draw picture of all the five question, where as it is only 9.8 % in case of schools

managed by Govt. teachers. From Table - 85 it is found that 8.1 % of students in Govt. teacher managed

school did not follow the instruction to draw picture. It mean the students are poor in understanding the

meaning by reading the given sentences in which instruction is written.

Draw pictures of construct words to show word meaning

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 36     (29.5) 11    (9.0) 47   (38.5)

1 9     (7.4) 14    (11.5) 23  (18.9)

2 4     (3.3) 9  (7.4) 13   (10.7)

3 1  (0.8) 8  (6.6) 9  (7.4)

4 1  (0.8) 5  (4.1) 6  (4.9)

5 3   (2.5) 21  (17.2) 24  (19.7)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 36.79 ,       P   < .0001

Follow instruction to D raw pictures

(Class  III s tude nts  in M id te rm asse ssme nt)

N umbe rs Stude nts  manage d

by Govt. Teache rs

Stude nts manage d

by ELP Te am
Total

0 12     (9.8) 2    (1.6) 14   (11.5)

1 2    (1.6) -- - - 2    (1.6)

2 5  (4.1) 4     (3.3) 9  (7.4)

3 6  (4.9) 4     (3.3) 10  (8.2)

4 17  (13.9) 11  (9.0) 28  (23.0)

5 12   (9.8) 47  (38.5) 59  (48.4)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

C hi Sqr. Value: 30.49 ,       P   < .0001

 Table - 83

 Table - 84
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The way students read the sentence in presented in Table - 86. To what extent students were

reading the sentences fluently were examined in this task. The result is highly significant. It shows that

more number of students in ELP team managed school able to read 3 to 5 sentence fluently. In govt.

teacher managed school 33.6% of students could not read a single sentence fluently in comparison to

18.9% of their counter parts in schools managed by ELP team.

Regarding reading comprehension, the students of class III were asked to read, classify the 10

words and write them under the categories i.e. food item, vehicle and name of the animal. There are 4

words related to food item, 3 owreds each to vechile and name of the animals. Table 87 shows highly

significant result and students of ELP team managed schools perform better than students of Govt.

Do not follow the instruction and draw pictures on their own

(class III students in Midterm Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 22   (18.0) 1   (0.8) 23    (18.9)

NO 7   (5.7) 4   (3.3) 11    (9.0)

No Response 25   (20.5) 63  (51.6) 88   (72.1)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  35.26   P < .0001

 Table - 85

 Table - 86

Number of sentences read correctly as a sentence

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 41     (33.6) 23  (18.9) 64  (52.5)

1  1   (0.8) 5   (4.1) 6   (4.9)

2 2    (1.6) 4   (3.3) 6   (4.9)

3 ---- 7  (5.7) 7  (5.7)

4 ---- 10   (8.2) 10   (8.2)

5 10   (8.2) 19  (15.6) 29   (23.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 26.94 ,       P   < .0001
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teacher managed school. More number of students in schools managed by ELP team were able to

classify and write correctly all the words in respected categories in comparison to their counterparts in

Govt. teacher managed school.

From table 88 it is observed that more students in Govt. teacher managed school write the word

correctly but not under the specified categories in comparison to students of ELP team managed schools.

It means they could not understand the meaning of the words as a result they were unable to classify

them into categories.

In another task, students were given four sentences to read and understand. Then they were

given five questions to answer on the basis of provided sentences. Table 89 includes the performance of

students on these five question. The results is highly significant and in favour of performance of students

in ELP team managed schools. In this school 33.3% and 13.7% of students correctly answered all the

five and four questions respectively, whereas it is only 3.4% and 2.6% in case of schools managed by

Govt. Teachers.

Classify the words correctly and write in the appropriate column

(Class III students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Food Items Vehicles Animals

Students

managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students

managed by

ELP Team

Total
Students

managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students

managed by

ELP Team
Total

Students

managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students

managed by ELP

Team
Total

0 6   (5.1) 2   (1.7) 8   (6.8) 20   (17.1) 4   (3.4) 24 (20.5) 20   (17.1) 2   (1.7) 22  (18.8)

1 4   (3.4) ---- 4   (3.4) 3   (2.6) ---- 3   (2.6) 3   (2.6) 1  (0.9) 4  (3.4)

2 9   (7.7) 2     (1.7) 11   (9.4) 8     (6.8) 5   (4.3) 13   (11.1) 10  (8.5) 6  (5.1) 16  (13.7)

3 10  (8.5) 10   (8.5) 20   (17.1) 18    (15.4) 59   (50.4) 77   (65.8) 16  (13.7) 59  (50.4) 75  (64.1)

4 20  (17.1) 54  (46.2) 74   (63.2) ---- ---- ---- --- ---- ----

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 23.61 ,       P   <  .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 34.001 ,       P   < .0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 39.33 ,       P   < .0001

Write  words  correctly but  in the  inappropriate  column

(Class  III s tude nts  in End te rm asses sment)

N umbers

Food Items Vehicles Animals

Stude nts

managed by

Govt. Te ache rs

Students

managed by

ELP Te am
Total

Stude nts

manage d by

Govt. Te ache rs

Stude nts

manage d by

ELP Te am
Total

Students

manage d by

Govt. Te ache rs

Stude nts

managed by ELP

Team
Total

0 25   (21.9) 62   (54.4) 87   (76.3) 38   (32.5) 64   (54.7) 102 (87.2) 38   (33.0) 64   (55.7) 102 (88.7)

1 9   (7.9) 3  (2.6) 12   (10.5) 9   (7.7) 3   (2.6) 12   (10.3) 7   (6.1) 3   (2.6) 10  (8.7)

2 4   (3.5) 2     (1.8) 6    (5.3) 1   (0.9) ---- 1   (0.9) 2  (1.7) --- 2  (1.7)

3 - -- --- --- 1   (0.9) 1   (0.9) 2   (1.7) 1   (0.9) --- 1   (0.9)

4 2     (1.8) 1   (0.9) 3   (2.6) ---- ---- ---- --- ---- ----

5 4   (3.5) --- 4   (3.5)

6 1   (0.9) --- 1   (0.9)

8 1   (0.9) --- 1   (0.9)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 22.32 ,       P   <  .001 Chi Sqr. Value: 7.75 ,       P   < .05 Chi Sqr. Value: 8.31 ,       P   < .05

 Table - 87

 Table - 88
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In subsequent task of reading comprehension, students have to draw four pictures of words as

per written instruction provided by the evaluation team members. In Table 90, it is described that 29.1%

and 23.1% students treated by ELP approach are able to draw three and four pictures respectively in

comparison to 1.7% and 3.4% if their counter parts in schools managed by govt. teachers. Many students

in these schools (17.9%) are able to draw pictures of two words (vke] uhe dk isM+).

In individual reading five sentences were given to the students to read. These sentences contain

seven to nine words. The performance of students is presented in Table 91, with a highly significant

result. It is found from the result that 32.5% of students in ELP team managed schools are able to read

all the five sentences in comparison to only 3.4% of students in Govt. Teacher managed schools. Higher

percentage of students (25.6%) in Govt. teacher managed schools could not read a single sentence in

comparison to 12.8% of students in ELP team managed school. It shows that though few students are

Draw picture correctly as per instruction

(Class III students in End Term Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 15  (12.8) 1  (0.9) 16  (13.7)

1 7   (6.0) ---- 7   (6.0)

2 21   (17.9) 6   (5.1) 27   (23.1)

3 2   (1.7) 34   (29.1) 36   (30.8)

4 4   (3.4) 27   (23.1) 31   (26.5)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  71.90   P < .0001

 Table - 90

Number of questions answered correctly

(Class III students in End Term Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 30  (25.6) 4  (3.4) 34  (29.1)

1 10   (8.5) 2   (1.7) 12  (10.3)

2 1   (0.9) 3    (2.6) 4  (3.4)

3 1   (0.9) 4  (3.4) 5   (4.3)

4 3    (2.6) 16  (13.7) 19  (16.2)

5 4  (3.4) 39   (33.3) 43  (36.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  64.00   P < .0001

 Table - 89
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unable to read a sentence in schools treated with ELP approach, still then they have improved their

reading skills in comparison to their counter parts in Govt. teachers managed school.

In the present evaluation study each class (I II III) is treated for one year through ELP approach

in four schools and in other four schools form the same local area conventional approach is implemented.

In three phases of assessment, students of school treated by ELP approach improved their performance

on literacy skills in comparison to their peers in Govt. teacher managed school. Such trend of result

prove that if the same cohort would have been treated from class I, then in class III their performance

could have been much better than the present observation.

Writing Skills

To test the writing skills of class III students the same patterns of dictation was given as class I

and II, but vary in terms of difficulty. In Baseline assessment letters and words are dictated. A sentence

was added to it in both Midterm and End term assessment. Numbers of letters written by both groups of

students are presented in Table 92. The result is significant at .05 level and 17.5% of students in ELP

team managed school are able to write all the nine letters in comparison to 4.8% of student sin Govt.

teacher managed school. However, the percentage of students varied widely in writing numbers of

words in both types of group.

Read fluently the given sentences

(Class III students in End Term Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 30  (25.6) 15  (12.8) 45  (38.5)

1 --- 11   (9.4) 11   (9.4)

2 13   (11.1) 4   (3.4) 17  (14.5)

3 1   (0.9) --- 1   (0.9)

4 1   (0.9) 1   (0.9)

5 4   (3.4) 38  (32.5) 42   (35.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  48.48   P < .0001

 Table - 91
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Further, the performance of students in writing dictated alphabets with MATRA is presented in

Table 93, which shows an insignificant result. It shows that both the groups do not differ in terms of

writing alphabets with MATRA. From Table 94, it is observed that there is a significant difference

between both the groups in writing the word correctly. Though 41.3% of students in ELP team managed

schools write the word  (dkdk) correctly in comparison to 21.4% of students in Govt. teacher managed

school, but many students in both the groups are also unable to write that word.

Able to write number of dictated syllables/alphabets

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Numbers
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 1   (0.8) 2   (1.6) 3    (2.4)

1 2   (1.6) 2   (1.6) 4  (3.2)

2 3    (2.4) --- 3    (2.4)

3 3    (2.4) 3    (2.4) 6   (4.8)

4 8   (6.5) 2   (1.6) 10   (7.9)

5 5   (4.0) 9   (7.1) 14  (11.1)

6 14   (11.1) 12   (9.5) 26   (20.6)

7 6   (4.8) 15  (11.9) 21   (16.7)

8 5   (4.0) 6  (4.8) 11   (8.7)

9 6   (4.8) 22  (17.5) 28   (22.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  18.61   P < .05

Able to write dictated alphabets with Matra

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 34  (27.2) 51   (40.8) 85  (68.0)

NO 19   (15.2) 21   (16.8) 40  (32.0)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  2.36   P > .05

 Table - 92

 Table - 93
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In Midterm assessment the writing of dictated alphabet and syllables improve significantly in

case of students in schools managed by ELP team. From Table 95, it is observed that 42% of students in

these schools write all the four alphabets correctly in comparison to 17.2% of students in Govt. teacher

managed schools. After five months of teaching literacy skills, even 10.7% of students in Govt. teachers

managed schools could not write a single alphabet. The students of these schools find difficulty in

writing alphabet ^g* invariably. In schools managed by ELP team non specific error pattern is emerged.

The errors committed in writing letter reveal that the students substituted the letter ( like x substituted

with ?k), write other letter like (u] d] e) and also added MATRA to the letter like (gk] lk] xk). Such type

of mistakes was committed by students in both types of schools, though percentage is more in case of

school managed by Govt. teacher. This shows that students did not develop sound symbol relationship.

In writing word, Table 96 presents a highly significant result. The performance of students in

ELP team managed school is significantly better than the students of Govt. teacher managed school. The

Able to write dictated words

(Class III students in Baseline Assessment)

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 27  (21.4) 52   (41.3) 79  (62.7)

NO 26   (20.6) 21   (16.7) 47   (37.3)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  5.40   P < .05

 Table - 94

Write detected alphabets/letters

(Class III students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 13     (10.7) 2  (1.6) 15  (12.3)

1  2   (1.6) 3   (2.5) 5   (4.1)

2 6    (4.9) 2   (1.6) 8  (6.6)

3 12  (9.8) 9   (7.4) 21  (17.2)

4 21  (17.2) 52  (42.6) 73  (59.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 22.55 ,       P   < .0001

 Table - 95
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same trend of result is also visible in case of writing the sentence correctly (Tale 97). The sentence

contains five words (lhrk dk csVk gkj x;k). The mistakes committed by students reveal that in Govt.

teacher managed school they missed words like   (csVk gkj x;k), but in other group students used the

MATRA wrongly like (lhrk] csVk).   [It means that these students have phonemic awareness to some

extent but could not use MATRA for writing a meaningful word.]

In End term assessment the questions asked for testing writing skills is more difficult in terms of

using MATRA. Table 98 represents the performance of students in writing alphabets and syllables

separately. In both the cases the result is highly significant and students of ELP team managed schools

perform better than their peers in Govt. teacher managed school. Even at the end of session 11.3% and

10.3% of students of Govt. teacher managed school unable to write alphabets and syllables respectively.

Write the dictated words

(class III students in Midterm Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 26   (21.3) 63   (51.6) 89   (73.0)

NO 24   (19.7) 4   (3.3) 28   (23.0)

No Response 4   (3.3) 1  (0.8) 5   (4.1)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  30.26   P < .0001

Write the dictated sentences

(class III students in Midterm Assessment

Responses
Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 15   (12.3) 57   (46.7) 72   (59.0)

NO 29   (23.8) 10   (8.2) 39   (32.0)

No Response 10   (8.2) 1  (0.8) 11   (9.0)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  40.04   P < .0001

 Table - 97

 Table - 96
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Regarding dictation of two words (/kks;k] Nkrs) in End term assessment, Table 99 shows a significant

difference between the two groups. Higher percentage (38.8) of students in ELP team managed school

write these two words correctly in comparison to 4.3% of students in Govt. teacher managed school.

However, 8.6% of students in ELP team managed schools and 23.3% of students in Govt. teacher

managed school could not write a single word. The errors committed in writing words shows that

students of Govt. teacher managed school replace x for ?k. It shows lack of understanding in sound and

symbol integration when words were repeated two times during the dictation by evaluation team member.

Write correct alphabet and syllables in dictation

(Class III students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Alphabet Syllables

Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed by

ELP Team
Total

0 13   (11.3) 3   (2.6) 16   (13.9) 12   (10.3) 2   (1.7) 14 (12.0)

1 1     (0.9) 5   (4.3) 6   (5.2) 5     (4.3) 2    (1.7) 7  (6.0)

2 34   (29.6) 59  (51.3) 93   (80.9) 32   (27.4) 64  (54.7) 96 (82.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 12.85 ,       P   <  .01 Chi Sqr. Value: 16.44 ,       P   < .0001

 Table - 98

Write correct words in dictation

(Class III students in End term assessment)

Numbers

Correct Words

Students managed by

Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

0 27   (23.3) 10   (8.6) 37   (31.9)

1 16   (13.8) 13   (11.2) 29   (25.0)

2 5   (4.3) 45  (38.8) 50   (43.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 37.79 ,       P   <  .0001

 Table - 99
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In writing the sentence, which contain four words (psru Hkkxdj Fkd x;k), Table 100 shows a highly

significant result. It is found that 35.9% of students in ELP team managed school are able to write the

whole sentence correctly in comparison to 12.8% of students in Govt. teacher managed school. The ‘no’

answer included not writing a single word of the sentence and write few words correctly but not the

whole sentence. The detail analysis reveals that more students in Govt. teacher managed school could

not write a single word of the sentence than their peers in ELP team managed school. Some students in

Govt. teacher managed school were able to write one to two words correctly: example (psru] Fkd½ psru

x;k] psru Fkd] psru Hkkxdj) but could not make a meaningful sentence. The same types of mistakes are also

found in case of students in ELP team managed school but comparatively less. The observation of

performance in writing skills from Baseline to End term assessment proves that ELP approach is effective

in developing literacy skills in comparison to conventional approach presently used in primary school

system.

Able to write the dictated sentences

(Class III students in End Term Assessment)

Responses
Students managed

by Govt. Teachers

Students managed

by ELP Team
Total

YES 15   (12.8) 42   (35.9) 57   (48.7)

NO 33   (28.2) 26   (22.2) 59   (50.4)

No Response 1   (0.9) ---- 1   (0.9)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value:  11.85   P < .01

 Table - 100



108

Feedback from Stakeholders

Sustainability of any project/scheme or developmental plan depends on the ‘Gestalt’ information

it provides to policymakers and implementers.  First, its effectiveness should be reflected on the change

or improvement visible in case of the target group.  It should be substantiated with the clarity in processes

which bring such improvement and change.  Secondly, it should highlight the factors which facilitate or

restrict the effective implementation of the project in the field.  In this context the roles of stakeholders

like teachers, education officer and parents are very important.  To extend the implementation of the

intervention their knowledge about what, why and how of the project is necessary.

In this evaluation study of ELP project, keeping in mind the ‘Gestalt’ aspect the immediate

stakeholders related to the project implementation were interviewed in addition to examining the

effectiveness of ELP methodologies on class I, II & III Children (target group).  The interview schedule

that was used contains eight to nine questions related to what, why and how aspects of the ELP project.

Different interview schedules were prepared for teachers, education officers and parents.  All together

eleven teachers, five education offices and two parents were interviewed at the end of the evaluation

study.

The ELP approach is based on the basic principles of children’s learning at the early stage of

reading and writing.  The process underlying the approach has already been described in the beginning of

the report.  It is presumed that the teacher at primary level must know the processes used in teaching

reading and writing at the early stages.  Such knowledge definitely helps the teachers to grasp the

processes underlying ELP approach.  The intelligibility (what) and plausibility (why) aspect of ELP

project were examined through beginning four questions (Q.no 3 to 6).  These throw light on teacher’s

knowledge about the strategies of teaching  reading and writing at the early stage; the difficulties of

students in reading with understanding and the difficulties encountered by teachers and students while

teaching and learning reading, writing.  The feasibility (how) aspect is covered through asking questions

on their experiences about ELP approach where they were involved; the performance of students during

the ELP  implementation; the difficulties confronted  by students and their suggestions for the improvement

in the ELP approach in future (Q.No. 7 to 11)

The question no. 3 sought answers about knowledge of effective strategies to teach young children

at an early stage. Generally at this stage the affective domain requires greater attention than the cognitive

skills. It means culturing affective domain so that we can gain access to the cognitive domain. In the case
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of any classroom task, successful experiences, recognition of task completion and channelizing incorrect

completion to correct completion, are all aspects that increase motivation and boost the children to take

interest in the task. Such type of focuses is inbuilt in ELP approach which aims to motivate the children

towards reading and writing.

From the interview answers, it is found that not a single teacher expresses the teaching strategies

clearly or highlights the processes underlying strategies, which is essential for bringing effectiveness in

classroom learning.  Only two teachers out of eleven highlight the importance of play way method at an

early stage.  Few teachers (two) explain about the short attention span of children but could not suggest

any programme to accommodate short attention span of students in task management.  Some teachers

(4) highlight the use of poem, story, flash card, rhyming words, Barakhadi chart in teaching young

children.

When teachers were asked to suggest the reasons for the difficulties faced by the children in

reading with meaning, their answers were specifically focused on many peripheral factors.  It means the

teachers’ answers indicated that they are unable to teach effectively because the children are not interested,

parents are illiterate and not taking interest at home, rote methods are used in the classroom and students

are not coming to the school regularly.  The central factors like task management at early stage, integrated

approach in teaching reading and writing, phonic knowledge, sound symbol relation etc. did not find a

place in their answer.

The answers to question on difficulties encountered by children in reading and writing at early

stages; multi-grade teaching, lack of attention by parents at home, students irregularity in attending

classes and lack of interest by children have appeared as the prominent factors invariably.  Two teachers

highlighted that children were coming to the school with their younger brother and sisters, so they are

not able to take interest in the classroom activities.  One teacher explained about the difference in

language at home and school.  Another teacher also focused on lack of teaching-learning materials in

school. Teaching through rote method was also highlighted by two teachers.

Regarding difficulties encountered by teacher in teaching reading with understanding, all the

teachers focused on less number of teachers in the school and they are spending more time in other non-

teaching activities than teaching activities. Other causes include students’ irregularity in attending the

class and discontinuing from school.
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The causes explained by teachers, no doubt, affect the classroom teaching learning and less

number of teachers in the schools is a serious concern.  However, central to classroom teaching-learning

is the teachers’ knowledge and practice on effective strategies.  The clarity in such teaching-learning

principles could have helped the teachers to understand the ‘what’ and ‘why’ aspects of the ELP approach

and its future implementation in primary classroom for teaching reading and writing.

Regarding the ‘how’ aspects of ELP approach, teachers were asked to put down their experiences

on ELP activities implemented for teaching reading and writing in beginning classes (Class I, II & III).

All the teachers appreciate the effectiveness of the ELP approach in teaching reading and writing for the

early stages.  In addition to this, they mentioned the appropriateness of classroom activities designed to

learn alphabet/syllables, construct meaningful words and understanding the meaning of words and

sentences.  Further, they also highlighted that students are taking lot of interest in participating classroom

activities which is very clear from their statement given below.

“etk vkrk gSA cPps :ph ysrs gSA dfork,¡] xhr dkM+ksZ ls cPpksa dks vkUun vkrk gSA cgqr

vPNh  fo/kk gSA vkl&ikl ds okrkoj.k ds ‘ kCn cuk dj i<+krs gS] tSls d ls d¨pj

]dsyM+h vkfnA cPps fQj fp= cukrs gSa budsA cPps tYnh idM+ djrs gSA “

The quality of learning regarding identification of alphabets/syllables, constructing meaningful

words on their own, using MATRAS and reading comprehension skills have improved significantly in

comparison to the conventional approach usually applied in the present classroom situation.  The contents

of the material designed for teaching reading and writing in terms of a resource pack are also appreciated

by all teachers.  Eventually, the teachers believe these methods lead to the improvement in achievement,

even up to 70% as highlighted by one teacher.  They have also felt the change in parents’ involvement in

schooling process. See Example:

vfHkHkkodksa esa cnyko ns[kkA vfHkHkkodksa igys fo|ky; esa vkrs ugha FksA vc oks [kqn NksM+us
vkus yxs gSA mudksa yxrk gS ds muds cPps i<+uk fy[kuk fl[k jgs gSA ;g ckr oks dgrs
Hkh gSa fd tks cPpsa rhu lky ls i<+ ugha ik jgs Fks oks vc vpkud i<+us o fy[kus yxs gSA

These answers are depended totally on the product but not the processes underlying the ELP approach

which make this product possible.
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To be more specific answers were sought from teachers on students’ performance on reading

writing and their study behaviour.  From the responses of teachers, it was observed that reading and

writing skills of children were improved to a great expert through ELP approach. “ cPpksa dks cgqr

Qk;nk gqvk gSa jktw d{kk 2 dk gSA ;g jkstkuk vkrk gSA jktw i<+uk lh[k x;kA rhljh

d{kk dh dbZ yM+fd;ka fdrkc i<+uk lh[k xbZ gSaA eulk d{kk 3 dh cPph gSA mlus vyx

ls bUgha v{kjksa dks tksM+dj ,d dfork cukbZ gSA bl rjhds ls cPps tYnh i<+uk fy[kuk

lh[k tkrs gSA oSls 5 oha d{kk rd Hkh cPpk i<+uk fy[kuk ugha lh[k ikrkA”.  Not only

children were able to construct meaningful words, learn use of MATRA quickly, recite poems and read

the word and sentences meaningfully,  but they were also able to apply their skills to the new situation

like bringing the newspaper cuttings and read in the class, recite poems and construct words when they

were free.  The impact of ELP approach is well stated in the following statements given by the teachers.

^^cPpsa jksekafpr gks tkrs gSA  dkM+Z] pkVZ Vkaxrs gh i<+us dks rS;kj gks tkrs gSA psagjs ij [kq’ kh
vk tkrh gSA cPps gesa ;kn fnykrs gS ekjlkc dkM+Z ls i<+kvksa] dfork ls i<+kvksa dgrs gSA
bZ,yih dh lkexzh dks Lor% gh dke esa ysus yx tkrs gSA^^

^^cPps v[kckj dh eksVh iafä] okD;ksa dh dfVax ykus yx¢ gSa v©js i<+dj lqukus yxsA fy[ks
dks i<+us esa :ph ysus yxsA [kq’ k gksdj crkrs dh eSM+e esjk HkkbZ d{kk 4 esa i<+rk gS mls
i<+uk ugha vkrk gSA eSa rks i<+ ysrk g¡wA cPps xoZ eglwl djrs gSA cPps vfHkHkkodksa dks
fy[kdj o i<+dj lqukrs gSaA uke o vU; ‘ kCn fy[kus yxs gSaA bl i)fr ls cPp ä dh
vVSUlu ij cgqr QdZ iM+k gSaA^^

^^tYnh i<+uk fy[kuk lh[k tkrs gSaA dfork,a cPps xkrs jgrs gSa tSls ^^pkpk pys] pkpk

pys** pkj phrs jsy esa vk;sA^^ tks v{kj fl[kk jgs gSa mu v{kjksa dks tksM+ dj djokrs gSaA

;g cgqr vPNk rkyesy gSA ^^

Time engaged on task was increased through this approach and they also feel pleasure and enjoy

the task of reading and writing.  The classroom discipline increases, children become more regular and
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develop self confidence. All of these  are required at this early stage to develop a positive attitude

towards school and eventually towards education.

Regarding the difficulties observed in the ELP approach, majority of the teachers interviewed

responded in favour of this approach rather than on the difficulties. Their responses to the shortcomings

are directed to less number of teachers and to multi-grade teaching.  A few teachers expressed that initial

two or three months was difficult for them to accommodate this approach.  However, afterwards it

becomes easy to implement these methods in the classroom, as the children begin to respond positively.

In the context of improvement of the ELP approach, the teachers suggested that it could be

implemented with more MATRAs in the beginning, and to start ELP at the beginning of the session.

They even suggested applying this approach to other subjects rather than language teaching only.  However,

the provision of one teacher one class is demanded by many teachers for the effective implementation of

ELP approach in primary school.

Early literacy project is implemented in rural Govt. school comprising children for low socio-economic

status and illiterate parents.  These children are generally first generation learners.  So it is a challenging

task to bring these children to school and nurture their cognitive and affective domain for quality learning

and sustain their interest in study for future.  Obviously, appropriate strategies are required for this

purpose.  To know to what extent teachers were aware about the causes of drop out for these rural

schools and what are the remedies for those, a last question was asked.  From their responses some

common causes were: caring younger brother and sisters; work at home; taking care of animals and lack

of attention by parents.  No remedy was suggested by the teachers.  One teacher perceives the ELP

approach as an alternative strategy for checking dropout in rural school. “[ksrh ds dke] ?kj ij NksVs
eksVs dkeksa dks j[kus] tkuojksa dks pjkus dh otg ls cPps ugha vkrsA bl i)fr dks xkao
okyksa us Hkh ns[kk gSA xkao okys cgqr [kq’ k gSa vius cPpksa ds Lrj ds fy,A ;gka ds vfHkHkkod
cPpksa dks i<+kus ds fy, fd’ kux<+ izkbZosV Ldwy Hkstrs gSaA bZ,yih dk;ZØe dh otg ls oks
vc cPpksa dks gekjs fo|ky; esa Hkstus dks rS;kj gq, gSaA”

Feedback for Education officers

To find out the ‘fate’ of ELP approach in future, policy makers (at school level) were interviewed.

Five education officers from different cadre (BRCF, BEO, Headmaster, CRCF, SDI) were asked to
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respond on the feed back they received about the implementation of ELP in their areas and what they

expect from Early Literary Project.  Regarding the effect of ELP approach, they all appreciate the

strategy used by ELP team.  The responses in their own words clearly stated its effectiveness as below.

“cPpksa esa :ph iSnk gks jgh gSA cPps eu ls i<+&fy[k jgs gSA cPpksa ds LFkkuh; ifjos’ k ls
fof/k;ksa dks tksM+us ds dkj.k cPpksa dks vPNk fjliksaUl feyk jgk gSA  pqjyh ds gsM+ ekLVj
us rks cgqr ljkg;k gS bZ,yih dksA”

Observing the performance of students during their visit to schools, they find the difference in

reading and writing skills of students in the school where ELP was implemented. Basically the difference

is in comparison to the performance of students in govt. primary schools. In this context the statement

of SDI is presented below.

“cgqr cf<+;kA eSaus ns[kk gS fd pkj&pkj v{kj ds ‘ kCn nwljh d{kk ds cPps vlkuh ls i<+

ik jgs gSA eSaus lkspk pkSaFkh&ik¡poha ds cPpsa gSA iwNus ij irk pyk fd os nwljh ds cPpsa Fks

tks pkj v{kj ds ‘ kCn i<+ jgs FksA pkSFkh d{kk dk cPpk fdrkc ugha i<+ ldrk gSA ;g cPps

okD; i<+ jgs FksA iwjs&iwjs okD; i<+ jgs Fks tSls Þesjk xk¡o pwUnM+h gS ßA Þ esjk ftyk vtesj

g Þ SA ;g i<+ o fy[k ik jgs Fks vklkuh ls  A  “

As stated in the beginning about the ‘fate’ of ELP approach, the expectations of education

officers are quite encouraging. The ‘fate’ of ELP approach seems very bright. All the officers are in

favour of implementing in all the govt. schools. The statement of one officer is given below:

“eSa le> jgk g¡w fd ,d vPNk LVsai gS vHkh 6&8 Ldwy esa py jgk gS vxj vki i;kZIV

LVkQ lHkh Ldwy esa ns ;k ljdkjh e’ khujh ls tqM+dj dk;Z lapkfyr djs rks vPNk fjtYV

gksxkA vxj ,d ;k nks vkneh yxk gS rks ;s le; foax izksxzke gSA ;g dUVhU;w izkslsal esa

;s phta gksuh pkf,A ftu tgk¡ nks pkj Ldwy esa nks vkneh c<+ tk,a rks fjVuZ vPNk gksxkA

;s eSM+e dks cM+xkao esa ns[kk gS] dneiqjk esa ns[kk gSA dkQh cPpksa esa ifjoZru ns[kk gSA cPpksa

esa uohu tkx:drk vkbZ gSaA eSM+e tkrh gS cPpsa tkx:d gksdj eSM+e dk bUrtkj djrs

gSA bruh tkx:drk feyrh gSaA  “
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Regarding parents’ opinion it was difficult to infer the trend as only two parents were available

for the purpose of interview due to time constraint. However these two parents, though illiterate, but

feel the positive impact of ELP approach on the basis of the performance of their children.

Above all the responses to the interviews indicate that the ELP approach is very effective in

developing early literacy skills at early stage of schooling. It promotes conducive teaching-learning

environment in govt. primary school even for the first generation learners. Such an approach is the need

of the hour and definitely it will sustain the educational improvement of students in the elementary and

secondary section.

Major Findings From Qualitative Analysis

Class 1

The baseline for both the intervention (ELP managed) and non intervention (Government teacher

managed) schools showed that a majority of students are unable to recognize alphabets. By the mid term

assessment a significantly larger number children in the intervention schools showed phonemic awareness

i.e. were able to identify the initial sounds of words and match them with the correct alphabet, as against

children in the non intervention schools. Evidence of the impact of the intervention was also seen in the

word identification skills. The end term assessment which was conducted after about 7 months after the

commencement of the ELP intervention indicated that the majority of Class 1 children in the schools

managed by the ELP team were able to combine alphabets and syllables to construct meaningful words

and then illustrate the meaning of the word through a drawing. This showed their ability to construct

meaning from written symbols, which is an important foundation skill for meaningful reading. While

most of these words were mono and bi syllabic words, some children have also constructed polysyllabic

words; further, some of the words which were constructed also showed evidence of complex cognitive

functioning. Some words were in their local language Marwari, proving that this task was being undertaken

with understanding. The number of children who had attained this competency in the non intervention

schools was significantly less, with a large number of children simply copying the alphabets and syllables

provided. The impact of the intervention was also visible in the qualitative analysis of writing skills, with

error patterns of children of the non intervention schools showing difficulty in sound symbols

correspondence while writing dictated words, as well as while constructing words. These kinds of errors

were significantly less in the intervention schools. The same was also the case with the writing of dictated

sentences, with a qualitative difference in the ability of the children from the ELP managed schools to

write sentences.

Class 2

The Baseline assessment did not reveal any significant differences in the ability of both the groups

to identify alphabets, syllables and words. The impact of the ELP intervention however becomes visible

in the mid term assessment. Here the performance of the intervention schools while constructing meaningful
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words is significantly superior to that of children from the non intervention schools, with the words that

were constructed in the ELP managed schools showing a greater variety and cognitive complexity, such

as combining distantly located syllables, reversing syllables or repeating a syllable. These processes were

significantly less in the government teacher managed schools, in which more than 50% children were

unable to construct words. The midterm assessment repeated the same trend, with a significantly larger

number of children in the intervention schools demonstrating a variety of cognitive and linguistic

competencies to construct meaningful words and draw picture to illustrate their meanings. Significant

differences were also found in the reading comprehension competencies at the sentence level, between

the two groups. This was also the case with the ability of the students to read aloud some given sentences.

The mid term assessment of writing skills showed significant improvement in the intervention

group for writing dictated alphabets, syllables and words. This progress was sustained in the end term

assessment, with a significantly larger number of children being able to write a dictated sentence correctly.

The error patterns of the non intervention group while writing sentence were more in the nature of

omissions and substitutions, which showed that the children were not reading the sentences with

understanding. Such errors were only marginal in the case of the schools managed by ELP.

Class 3

In the baseline assessment children from both the intervention groups were able to recognize

alphabets, syllables and words, which included words with some matras. However, both groups had

problems in combining alphabets and syllables to construct meaningful words. The children from the

ELP managed group however showed the ability to repeat syllables and construct words; but both

groups had difficulty in constructing words by reversing syllables The qualitative analysis did not reveal

a significant difference between the two groups, during the baseline assessment.

However, the mid term assessment which was conducted after four months showed a significant

improvement in the word construction and meaning representation competencies of the ELP managed

schools, as compared to the government teacher managed schools. The error patterns in the latter

schools did not show any specific trend but they indicate that a large number of children in the non

intervention schools had not established the sound symbol relationships required to construct meaningful

words, and had therefore constructed a greater number of meaningless words than their peers in the ELP

managed schools. The reading comprehension competencies which were assessed through a task which

required the children to follow directions for drawing given in five sentences also indicated significantly

better performance by the intervention schools. Similar findings were obtained while assessing the fluency

of the students while individually reading sentences.

The end term assessment tested reading comprehension through a word classification activity.

The findings of the qualitative analysis are significantly in the favour of the intervention schools. Many

children from the non intervention schools wrote the words correctly, but not under the correct category.

The reading comprehension, which was assessed through writing answers based on a set of five sentences,

as well as through the following of written instructions, revealed a similar trend. This was also found in
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the case of individualized reading of sentences. The fluency of the ELP managed schools was significantly

greater, and even though a few children were unable to read the sentences, they showed a greater

improvement in their sentence reading competencies, in comparison to their counterparts from the non

intervention schools. Significant differences were also found in the improvement of the writing skills

from the baseline to the end term assessment for both the groups.

Major Findings From Interview

In the evaluation study of ELP project  the immediate stakeholders related to the project

implementation were interviewed in addition to examining the effectiveness of ELP methodologies on

class I, II & III Children (target group).  The interview schedule that was used contains eight to nine

questions related to what, why and how aspects of the ELP project. Different interview schedules were

prepared for teachers, education officers and parents.  All together eleven teachers, five education offices

and two parents were interviewed at the end of the evaluation study. Above all the responses to the

interviews indicate that the ELP approach is very effective in developing early literacy skills at early

stage of schooling. It promotes conducive teaching-learning environment in govt. primary school even

for the first generation learners. Such an approach is the need of the hour and definitely it will sustain the

educational improvement of students in the elementary and secondary section.

Conclusions and recommendations

This evaluation study has attempted to facilitate processes of realistic appraisal of children’s

reading and writing processes within rural government schools in Rajasthan and to also build a deeper

understanding of classroom transaction through an assessment of children’s performance on reading and

writing tasks in response to an external intervention. The study has used a comparative framework of

intervention and non intervention government schools. This Evaluation Study has some important

implications for government school programmes, since it has utilized the research expertise and strengths

available within the government sector itself to critically evaluate existing pedagogies within the State

run schools and to then suggest ways to re energise them. Within the plethora of existing research this

study may therefore be viewed as important since it intends to strengthen the linkages between the

practitioners and the academia within the State sector itself and further knowledge building. Research

on Early Literacy within the Indian context is a gap area, which this study has attempted to fill in to a

small extent

Reading and writing have become essential for success in the contemporary global world. Research

in early literacy however clearly indicates that for children who come from homes  where there is limited

access to written words, the transition to the written mode can be extremely challenging and therefore

needs to be made more  accessible and child friendly. This has consequently highlighted the need to
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address issues concerning the transition of young learners from their informal and oral home environments

to the more formal and written school environments. The understanding within ELP is that classroom

based learning methods, that evolve organically over a period of time and are grounded in classroom

realities will be more meaningful for the children and teachers who use them. These methods are likely

to be sensitive to the linguistic and developmental needs children and also to the socio-historical contexts

that the children and teachers come from. This understanding has been crucial for helping ELP to try and

develop classroom methods for building strong foundations for initial reading and writing.

ELPs experience and interventions suggest that for many children from rural and marginalized

societies their school serves as a vital link into a world that is denied to these children. In the complex

webs of their lives the school plays an essential transformative role provided it can enable the children to

develop a strong sense of self and become independent thinkers. For this to happen it is important to

facilitate thinking processes and skills through the classroom methodologies that are being adopted. It

may be noted that during ELP’s initial engagement with schools a number of young learners were found

to read and write mechanically and without understanding, while others were found to barely be able to

read even at the end of Class 5. The ELP interventions addressed some of these challenges through

classroom based methodologies that aimed to strengthen the children’s skills of phonological processing,

as well as the processes of meaning construction. Within the ELP interventions we thus find that in

addition to building the sound –symbol correspondence required for engaging with a written script, a

conscious effort has also been made to enhance the active involvement of children in the processes of

thinking, understanding and constructing meaning while engaging with the written forms language,

from the beginners level itself. This has been found to be pivotal for building the thinking skills required

for meaningful engagement with aspects of reading and writing within and outside the school curriculum

Within any programme for young learners both the cognitive and the affective aspects need to be addressed.

This becomes particularly important within programmes for young learners such as early reading and

writing programmes. A crucial aspect of such programmes is their ability to actively involve and motivate

young learners to engage with reading and writing with interest and understanding. For this purpose the

ELP intervention has used a multi sensory approach which based on an understanding of the affective

needs of young learners. Thus the learners play a variety of written language games; make drawings for

expressing the meanings words that they construct; follow written directions, read and write poems, and

so on. All of these are activities have tried to be meaningful and purposeful for the children, so that they

are able to actively engage and capture the imagination of the children.
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The success of the ELP approach can be assessed from the fact that while the target group of children

within the two categories of schools i.e. the intervention schools and the non intervention schools, was

the same, there has been a significant difference in the reading and writing performance in response to

different evaluation tasks, with a remarkable improvement in reading and writing skills becoming evident

within the intervention or ELP managed schools. This difference can be attributed to the impact of the

ELP intervention. Responses of the teachers and education functionaries who were interviewed suggested

an acknowledgement of the need for a change in the methods in use at present in the non intervention or

government schools. This also calls for a review of the language pedagogy components of teacher

education programmes. There are also important implications for research both for assessing the needs

of early readers and writers, as well as for the development of suitable methodologies, learner tracking

mechanisms and classroom methods for older children. This evaluation study also has implications for

the need for an orientation of policy makers and administrators, so that decisions regarding early literacy

programmes are based on an informed understanding.

Based on the above conclusions the following recommendations are being made:

1. Based on the findings of this Evaluation Study, an evaluation of the existing programmes for

Early Literacy within the Indian context may be undertaken for assessing the effectiveness of the

cognitive and affective aspects of these existing programmes.

2. With the objective of implementing the RTE Act, the ELP methodologies be utilized within

programmes for out of school children to facilitate and promote the effective mainstreaming of

such children.

3. Since the ELP methodologies have evolved through a sustained engagement within classroom

inside government schools which cater to marginalized children both in the rural and urban

context, and these methods have focused on facilitating a smooth home–school transition for

such children, therefore these ELP approaches have direct implications for school programmes

which cater to children from marginalized and disadvantaged backgrounds. The ELP

methodologies may therefore be considered to strengthen foundations of reading and writing in

existing school programmes within both the government and non government sectors, especially

in schools which cater to children from marginalized communities in the Hindi belt.

4. Further research on children’s natural language processes, reading and writing behaviors and

thinking processes is required. Such research has important implications for promoting effective
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pedagogies which enhance meaningful school learning and build foundations for the processes

of reading and writing. This is a gap area within the Indian context. It is essential to build deeper

insights of children’s learning behaviours based on research and to be able to critically evaluate

existing programmes, as well as methods such as the ELP methods and  further improve them.

Such initiatives may also be promoted for enhancing reading and writing within other Indian

languages which are not based on the Devanagari script, such as within tribal languages or

languages within the Southern states of India..

5.  The major findings of this study along with the methodologies used within the ELP intervention

may be shared with teachers, teacher educators’ administrators and policy makers.
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2 ‘ kq:vkrh ewY;kadu ds funsZ’ k vkSj vadhdj.k iz.kkyh

1- fp= cukuk ¼vad ugha fn, tkrs½

cPps vius ?kj vkSj ifjokj ds fp= [kqy dj cukrs gSaA ;fn os dqN vkSj cukuk pkgrs gSa] rks blds
fy, mUgsa NwV nh tkrh gSa] rkfd os eXu gksdj vkSj ets ls Mªkabx djsA blds fy, cPpksa dks yxHkx
10 feuV dk le; fn;k tkrk gSA ;s Mªkabx gj cPps dh ,d >yd f’ k{kdksa dks fn[kkrh gSa vkSj ;fn
f’ k{kd bUgsa xkSj ls ns[ksa rks mUgsa gj cPps dh dqN u dqN fo’ ks” k tkudkjh mudh Mªkabx esa fey ldrh
gSA

2- Jqfrys[k

Jqfrys[k dh lwph & vk] d] u] i] bZ] e] y] dk] ek] dkdk]

f’ k{kd gj o.kZ@v{kj ;k ‘ kCn dks /khjs&/khjs nks ;k rhu ckj i<+ ldrk gSA

Jqfrys[k dh vadhdj.k iz.kkyh

izR;sd lgh fy[ksa x, o.kZ@ v{kj@ ‘ kCn ds fy, & 1 vad]
xyr ds fy, & 0 vad
dqy vad 10

3- O;fDrxr iBu voyksdu

uksV %& gj cPps dks d{kk ds ckgj ys tkdj O;fDrxr Lrj ls izi= esa fn, x, o.kZ@’ kCn
i<+ok¡, A gj o.kZ dh vkSj Åaxyh ls ,d&,d djds ladsr djsA  tc ,d cPpk yxkrkj ik¡p
o.kZ ugha i<+ ik,a] rc bl fLFkfr esa vkxs dh iBu izfØ;k jksd nsa] ysfdu /;ku ls rkfd cPps
dks vlQyrk dk vglkl u gksaA ;fn cPpk ?kcjk;k gqvk gS rkd igys dqN feuV ds fy,
mlls ckrphr djds nksLrkuk fj’ rk cukus dk iz;kl djsaA

fVIi.kh ds LFkku esa cPps dh iBu izfØ;k vkSj mlds vkpj.k dk o.kZu fyf[k,A vad vkSj
fVIi.kh cPps ds tkus ds ckn fyf[k,aA

O;fDrxr iBu voyksdu dh vadhdj.k iz.kkyh

izR;sd lgh i<+s x,a o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn ds fy, &1 vad
xyr ds fy, &0 vad
dqy vad 10
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d{kk 3 ds ewY;kadu izi= ds funsZ’ k

1- ;g izi= dsoy d{kk 3 ds cPpksa dks fnk; tk,xkaA

2- izi= iwjh d{kk dks ,d lkFk djok;k tk,xkA lc ls igys d{kk 3 ds cPpksa dh lwph ls gj
izi= ds Åij cPps dk uke ¼uke ds lkFk cPps dh tkfr ;k firk dk uke½ Ldwy] d{kk]
fnukad vkSj ‘ kks/k dÙkkZ viuk uke fy[ksaA ;g iwjh tkudkjh fy[kuk t:jh gSA blds ckn d{kk
esa izi= ck¡V nsosaA

3- cPpksa dks izi= dh vksj ladsr djrs gq, ekjokM+h  esa le>k,¡ %&

v- lc ls Åij okys ck¡Dl esa ‘ kCn Nqis gq, gSaA cPps dks Åaxyh ls ladsr djds
,d Nqik gqvk ‘ kCn nks ckj] /khjs ls cryk,¡ & xk uk & xkuk A blds
vfrfjDr vkSj nwljk dksbZ mnkgj.k u nsaA cPpksa dks cryk,¡ bl rjg ds dbZ
‘ kCn bl ck¡Dl esa gSaA

c- vc uhps dk igyk ck¡Dl Åaxyh ls fn[kkdj cPpksa dks le>k,¡ fd bu v{kjksa
ls tqM+s v{kjksa dks Åij ds ck¡Dl ls <w¡<+dj] mUgsa ;g ‘ kCn iwjs djus gS] tSals xk
....] [kkyh txg esa xk ls tqM+us okys v{kj dks Åij ls <¡w<+dj iwjs ‘ kCn dks
;gk¡ ij fy[ksaA mnkgj.k us nsaA bl fØ;k ds fy, fLFkfr ds vuqlkj 5 ls 10
feuV nsosaA

l- fQj nwljsa ck¡Dl dks Åaxyh ls fn[kkdj] cPpksa fd os Åij ds ck¡Dl esa ls 5
u, ‘ kCn <¡w<+dj ;gk¡ ij fy[ksaA bl ds fy, cPpksa dks fLFkfr vuqlkj 5 ls 10
feuV nsosaA

n- vc lc ls uhps okys ck¡Dl dh igyh ykbZu ij Åaxyh yxkdj if<+,a tSls r
dh jsy esa rkjsA cPpksa dks le>k,¡ fd ,d r ls ‘ kq: gksus okys ‘ kCnksa dh
jsyxkM+h gSA ml esa dsoy r ls ‘ kq: gksus okyh ‘ kCn gh tk ldrs gS] tSls
rkjkA cPpksa ls ̂r^ ls ‘ kq: gksus okys 2&3 ‘ kCn iwNsaA blh rjg ls cPpksa dks ̂u^
vkSj ^d^ ls ‘ kq: gksus okys ‘ kCn fy[kus dks dgsaA cPpksa dks Li” V rjg ls
cryk,¡ fd bUgsa dgk¡ ij fy[kuk gSA mnkgj.k u nsosA
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d{kk 1 d¢ nwljs ewY;kadu djokus d¢ funsZ’ k dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & o.kZ igpku

d½ o.kZ igpku d¢ fy, 5 ‘ kCn®a dh lwph uhps nh xbZ gSA f’ k{kd bu ‘ kCn®a d® ,d ,d djds i<+rs gSA cPps

bu dh ‘ kq:vkrh /ofu;k¡ d® /;ku ls lqurs gSa] v©j fQj Ái= esa mu ls tq+M+ s o.kZ ;k v{kj d¢ fpUg~ ij x®yk

yxkrs gSaA

o.kZ  v{kj igpku d¢ fy, ‘ kCn lwph &  ikyd]  ued]  edku]  dkyh]  vke

[k½ x®ys okys o.kZ / v{kj®a d® [kkyh txg eas Øe ls cPp ä }kjk fy[kuk

 x®ys okys o.kZ /v{kj bl Ádkj gSa &    ik  u  e  dk  vk

2- nwljk Hkkx & ‘ kCn igpku

d½ ‘ kCn ä d® lqudj igpkuus ij cPps lgh ‘ kCn ij x¨yk yxkrs gSa A

‘ kCn igpku d¢ fy, ‘ kCn Lkwph &   ekyh]  dkdk]  uhyk]  ikuh]  ykyk

[k½ fQj gj x¨ys okys ‘ kCn d¨ fn, x, lgh LFkku esa Øe ls fy[kuk

3- rhljk Hkkx & Jqry¢£

gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; d® n® ckj c®yk tkrk gSA Jqry¢£ dh lwph %

       y  bZ  u  d  ih  vk  eh  ukyk  ikuh  dku

ewY;kadu dh vadhdj.k ç.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

1-o.kZ / v{kj igpku% ‘ kCn dh ‘ kq:vkrh /ouh ls tqM+s o.kZ /v{kj ij x®y yxkuk v©j mls [kkyh

txg eas Øe ls fy[kuk

d½ ‘ kCn d¢ lgh o.kZ /v{kj ij x®yk yxkus d¢ fy,& 1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0

[k½ o.kZ /v{kj lgh fy[kus d¢ fy,  1 vad( xyr ds fy,& 0 ¼dqy vad 10½

2- ‘ kCn igpku% d½ lgh ‘ kCn ij x®yk yxkus d¢ fy, &1 vad( xyr ds fy,& 0

[k½ ‘ kCn  lgh fy[kus d¢ fy,  & 1 vad ( xyr ds fy, & 0 ¼dqy vad 10½

3- Jqry¢£% izR;sd lgh fy[k¢ x, o.kZ / v{kj / ‘ kCn ds fy, & 1 vad(

xyr ds fy, & 0 vad  ¼dqy vad 10½



IX

d{kk 2 dk nwljk ewY;kadu                    dqy vad 30  

 
1- igyk Hkkx & 'kCn £¨t  10 vad                                                 

xk uk , 
p yh d 

   js rh yk 
lk x es 

 

 

Ldwy%  
 

fnukad% 

cPps dk uke 
 

d{kk % 

d- Åij ls v{kj ysdj 
’kCn iwj djks    5 vad                                                 

£- Åij ls vius dqN ’kCn £¨tdj fy£¨ v©j 
fQj mud¢ fp«k cukvks        10 vad                                                 

 
xk----------------- 

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

 
es-------------------- 

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

 
p------------------- 

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

 
uk-------------------  

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

 
lk-------------------- 

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



X

2- nwljk Hkkx &  'kCn fy£¨                                  5 vad 
 

 
3-- Jqrys£                                                10 vad 

 
2- gj jsy d¢ fy, 'kCn fy£¨                               10 vad 
 

 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
   
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

d 

i 

dky
k  

p 



XI

d{kk 2 ds nwljs ewY;kadu djokus ds funsZ’ k dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & ‘ kCn [kkst

d½ Åij nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ esa ls v{kj pqudj mUgsa d ck¡Dl ds 5 ‘ kCnksa dh [kkyh txg esa fy[kdj
‘ kCnksa dks iwjk djuk gSA

[k½ Åij  nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ esa ls pqudj vius eu ds dksbZ 5 u, vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn [kkstdj [k ck¡Dl
esa fy[kuk vkSj fQj gj ‘ kCn ds lkFk esa mldk fp= cukukA

2- nwljk Hkkx&’ kCn fy[kks

bl Hkkx esa d] i vkSj p dh jsy nh xbZ gSA gj jsy ds [kkyh fM+Ccksa esa ml jsy ds o.kZ ls ‘ kq:
gksus okys vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn fy[kus gSaA d jsy esa ,d ‘ kCn mnkgj.k ds rkSj ij fn;k x;k gSaA

3- rhljk Hkkx&Jfryss[k

gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; dks nks ckj cksyk tkrk gSA Jqfrys[k dh lwph %

g  l  x  p  t  vk  r  js  ?kh  jktk

ewY;kadu 1 dh vadhdj.k iz.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

1- ‘ kCn [kkst % ¼dqy vad 10½

d½ v{kj pkVZ ls lgh o.kZ@v{kj [kkstdj] mls [kkyh txg esa fy[kdj vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn cukus ds
fy, &1 vad] xyr ds fy, &0 vad ¼dqy vad 5½

[k½ lgh ‘ kCn ds fy, 1 vad] xyr ds fy, 0 vad ¼dqy vad 5½

2- ‘ kCn fy[kks % lgha ‘ kCn ds fy, 1 vad] xyr ds fy, 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

3- Jfrys[k % izR;sd lgha fy[ks x, o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn ds fy, 1 vad] xyr ds fy, 0 vad ¼dqy
vad 10½



XII

d{kk 3 dk nwljk ewY;kadu                              dqy vad 30  

 
1-'kCn £¨t                                                      10 vad 
 

xk uk ; 
p yh d 

   js rh yk 
lk x es 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ldwy%  
 

fnukad% 

cPps dk uke 
 

d{kk % 

Åij ls v{kj ysdj 
’kCn iwj djks 

Åij ls vius ’kCn £¨tdj fy£¨ v©j 
fQj mud¢ fp«k cukvks  

 
xk----------------- 

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

 
es-------------------- 

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

 
p------------------- 

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

 
uk-------------------  

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

 
lk-------------------- 

 
-------------------- 
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2-i<+®] le>® v©j dj¨                                           10 vad 
 

 
1 Åij ,d N¨Vk ?kj cukv¨A 
 
2 ml ?kj ++ds ikl ,d isM+ cukv¨A 
 
3 vc ml isM+ ij n® fpfM+;k cukv¨A 
 
4 isM+ d¢ uhp¢ ,d yM+dk cukv®A 
 
5 fQj vkleku esa lwjt cukv¨A 
 
3-- Jqrys£                                                        10 vad 
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d{kk 3 d¢ nwljs ewY;kadu djokus d¢ funsZ’ k  dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & ‘ kCn £¨t

d½ Åij nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ essa a lss v{kj pqudj mUgsa d ckWDl ds 5 ‘ kCn ä dh £kyh txg esa fy£dj ‘ kCn ä

d¨ iwjk djukA

[k½ Åij nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ ess a a lss v{kj pqudj vius eu ds d¨bZ 5 u, vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn £¨tdj [k ckWDl

essa a fy£uk v©j fQj gj ‘ kCn d¢ lkFk esa mldk fp«k cukukA

2- nwljk Hkkx & i<+®] le>® v©j dj¨

ik¡p vyx okD; ä esa ik¡p funsZ’ k fn, x, gSaA cPps bUgsa ,d ,d djd¢ i<+rs gSa v©j fQj bud¢ vuqlkj Åij

fn, x, ckWDl esa fp«k cukrs gSaA ;g cgqr t+:jh gS fd cPps bUgsa Lo;a i<+dj le>sa v©j f’ k{kd bUgsa le>k,

ughaA

3- rhljk Hkkx & Jqry¢£

gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; d® n® ckj c®yk tkrk gSA Jqry¢£ dh lwph %

          g  l  x  p  ?kj

         lhrk dk csVk gkj x;kA

ewY;kadu 1- dh vadhdj.k ç.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

1- ‘ kCn £¨t % ¼dqy vad 10½

d½ v{kj pkVZ ls lgh o.kZ /v{kj £¨tdj] mls £kyh txg esa fy£dj vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn cukus d¢ fy,&

1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

[k½ lgh ‘ kCn d¢ fy,  1 vad( xyr ds fy,& 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

2- i<+®] le>® v©j dj¨

ÁR;sd okD; ds fy, lgh fp«k cukus d ¢fy,&1 vad

xyr ds fy,& 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

3- Jqry¢£% izR;sd lgh fy[k¢ x, o.kZ / v{kj / ‘ kCn ds fy, & 1 vad(

xyr ds fy, & 0 vad  ¼dqy vad 10½



XV

d{kk 3 dk nwljk ewY;kadu                              
dqy vad 10  

 
4-O;fDrxr iBu &  
 

1 Åij ,d N¨Vk ?kj cukv¨A 
 
2 ml ?kj ++ds ikl ,d isM+ cukv¨A 
 
3 vc ml isM+ ij n® fpfM+;k cukv¨A 
 
4 isM+ d¢ uhp¢ ,d yM+dk cukv®A 
 
5 fQj vkleku esa lwjt cukv¨A 
 
&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&& 
 
vad 
dqy vad 10A  
1½&gj lgh okD; d¨ çokg ls i<us d¢ fy, &2 vadA 
 
 2½&okD; d¨ :d :d dj v{kj o 'kCn ds :i es i<us d¢ fy, 
                                    &1 vadA 
                                      
 
3½&i wjk okD; d¨ ugha i<uk ;k xyr i<uk d¢ fy, & 0 vadA 

Ldwy%  
 

fnukad% 

cPps dk uke 
 

d{kk % 
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rr̀h; ewY;kadu %  
d{kk % 1 

 
Ukke           d{kk       Ldwy        fnukad 
 
uhps fn; s x;s v{kjksa ls ’kCn cukvksa o ’kCnksa ds fp= cukvksa   dqy vda 10

 
               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

vk  e  lh 

pk jk ek  

yk rs y 

xk  uk d 

End Term Assessment



XVII

2-'kCn igpku  
 

/ouh }kjk ’kCn igpku dj xksyk 
yxkoks 

x®ys okys 'kCn d® fy[kks 
 

ikyd    erhjk  

rkjk      phrs  

xkjk      ykyh 

dkpjk    ued     

bZeyh    vpkj 

   

1 
 

2 
 
 3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

3- Jqrys£                                      vad 10 
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d{kk 1 d¢ rhljs ewY;kadu d¢ funsZ’ k        dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & ‘ kCn £¨t

d½ v{kj pkVZ esa fn;s x;s v{kjks a dks tksM+dj uhps fn;s x;s LFkkuksa ij ‘ kCn cukus gSaA dqy

   nl ‘ kCn cukus gSA fQj ‘ kCnksa ds lkeus buds fp= cukus gSaA

2- nwljk Hkkx &   ‘ kCn igpku

  d½ ‘ kCn dks lqudj igpkuus ij cPps lgh ij xksyk yxkrs gS

  [k½ ‘ kCn igpku ds fy, ‘ kCn lwph & ikyd] phrs] dkpjk] xkjk] vpkj

3- rhljk Hkkx & Jqry¢£

  gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; d® n® ckj c®yk tkrk gSA Jqry¢£ dh lwph %

            lk] ds] jh] p] x] pkjk] rxkjh] esyk

            pkpk vkbZ ikuh ykbZA

ewY;kadu 1- dh vadhdj.k ç.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

 1- gj lgh ‘ kCn ds fy, 1 vad ¼dqy vad&10½

 2- ‘ kCn igpku %

d½ lgh ‘ kCn ij xksyk yxkus ds fy, 1 vad] xyr ds fy, 0 vad ¼dqy vad&10½

[k½ lgh ‘ kCn d¢ fy, 1 vad] xyr ds fy, ¼dqy vad 10½

3- Jqry¢£ %

d½  izR;sd lgh fy[k¢ x, o.kZ @ v{kj @ okD; ds fy, & 1 vad] xyr ds fy, & 0 vad
    ¼dqy vad 8½

[k½  okD; esa 3 ;k 4 lgha ‘ kCn ds fy, 2 vad
    1 ;k 2 lgha ‘ kCn ds fy, 1 vad
    xyr ds fy, 0 vad



XIX

rr̀h; ewY;kadu        dqy vad 30 

d{kk % 2 

 
1- igyk Hkkx & 'kCn £¨t                             10 vad    
                                               
 
             
 
 
 
 

Ldwy%  
 

fnukad% 

cPps dk uke 
 

d{kk %  

rk tk uh 
Vk ;k  ik 

   Fkh y gh 
   ?k j jk 

d- Åij ls v{kj ysdj 
’kCn iwj djks    5 vad                                                 

£-  Åij ls viuk ’kCn v©j mldk fp«k cukvks        
5 vad    
                                              

ph---------------- 
 

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

cs------------------- 
 

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

gk------------------- 
 

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

jk------------------- 
 

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

lk-------------------- --------------- 
 



XX

2- nwljk Hkkx & 10 vad

i<+®] le>® v©j dj®

deyh us ,d rkjk ns[kk FkkA
rkjk ped jgk FkkA
rkjk ns[kdj deyh ukpus yxh A

d½ tokc fy[k¨

deyh us D;k ns[kk \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

——————————————

rkjk dSlk Fkk \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

——————————————

rkjs d® ns[kdj deyh us D;k fd;k \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

——————————————
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[k½ fp«k cukvks

ukprh deyh dk fp= &

pedrk rkjs dk fp= &

3— Jqrys£                                             10 vad

r‘ rh; ewY;kadu dqy vad 10

d{kk % 2

Ldwy% fnukad%

cPps dk uke d{kk %

4- O;fDxrxr iBu &

1-deyh us ,d rkjk ns[kk FkkA

2-rkjk ped jgk FkkA

&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&
vad

dqy vad 10

 1- gj lgh ‘ kCn ds fy, 1 vad & dqy vad 10

 2- gj xyr ‘ kCn ds fy, 0 vad



XXII

d{kk 2 d¢ rhljs ewY;kadu d¢ funsZ’ k        dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & ‘ kCn £¨t

d½ Åij nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ essa a lss v{kj pqudj mUgsa d ckWDl ds 5 ‘ kCn ä dh £kyh txg esa fy£dj ‘ kCn ä

d¨ iwjk djukA

[k½ Åij nh xbZ v{kj pkVZ ess a a lss v{kj pqudj vius eu ds d¨bZ 5 u, vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn £¨tdj [k ckWDl

essa a fy£uk v©j fQj gj ‘ kCn d¢ lkFk esa mldk fp«k cukukA

2- nwljk Hkkx &   i<+®] le>® v©j dj®

d½ tokc fy[k¨& Åij fn, x, vuqPNsn i<+dj]uhp¢ fn, x, Á’u ä dk iwjs okD; esa tokc fy[kukA

[k½ fp«k cukvks& fn, x, funsZ’ k d ¢vuqlkj fp= cukukA

3- rhljk Hkkx & Jqry¢£

gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; d® n® ckj c®yk tkrk gSA Jqry¢£ dh lwph %

            l r pk xh cs jktk

            cdjh us ?kkl [kk;k A

ewY;kadu 1- dh vadhdj.k ç.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

1- ‘ kCn £¨t % ¼dqy vad 10½

d½ v{kj pkVZ ls lgh o.kZ @v{kj £¨tdj] mls £kyh txg esa fy£dj vFkZiw.kZ ‘ kCn cukus d¢

fy,& 1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

[k½ lgh ‘ kCn d¢ fy,  1 vad( xyr ds fy,& 0 ¼dqy vad 5½

2- nwljk Hkkx &  i<+®] le>® v©j dj®                ¼dqy vad&10½

d½ tokc fy[k¨ & iwjs okD; esa lgh tcko d¢ fy, & 2 vad] dsoy ‘ kCn ä esa lgh tokc d¢ fy,

¼okD; esa ugha ½ &1 vad] xyr ds fy, & 0 ¼dqy vad 6½

[k½ fp«k cukvks & fp= ds fy, 2 vad

fp= cukvks a & funsZ’ k ds vuqlkj] le> ls fp= cukus ds fy, &2 vad] fp= esa funsZ’ k dh le> ugha

n’ kkZus ds fy, &0 vad  ¼dqy vad 4½

3- Jqry¢£% izR;sd lgh fy[k¢ x, o.kZ @ v{kj @ ‘ kCn ds fy, & 1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0 vad

¼dqy vad 10½



XXIII

r̀rh; ewY;kadu %          dqy vad 30 
d{kk % 3 

            
Ukke             d{kk        Ldwy          fnukad 
 

1- 'kCnksa dks lgh ?kj esa fy[kks 

pkoy  thi    dkj  nky 
 
 
phrk   cdjh  phuh    lkbZfdy 
 
 
xk,  ikyd 

 

 [kkus dh phts 
 

 okgu 
 

1- 1- 

2- 2- 

3-  
3- 

4- 

 
 

tkuoj ds uke 
 

1- 

2- 

3- 
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2- nwljk Hkkx &  i<+®] le>® v©j dj® 10 vad

xhrk vkSj dkuk dks isM+ vPNs yxrs gSA
xhrk us [ksr esa pkj vke ds isM+ yxk,A
dkuk us [ksr esa rhu uhe ds isM+ yxk,A
dkuk vkSj xhrk isM+ks a dks ikuh fiykrs gSA

d½ tokc fy[k¨ 10 vad

xhrk us fdrus isM+ yxk, \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

——————————————

xhrk us fdl ds isM+ yxk, \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

————————————————

dkuk us fdrus isM+ yxk, \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

—————————————————
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dkuk us fdl ds isM+ yxk, \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

—————————————————

dkuk vkSj xhrk us isM+ dgkW yxk, \

——————————————————————

——————————————————————

——————————————————

[k½ fp«k cukvks

xhrk vkSj dkuk &

vke &

uhe dk isM+ &

3— Jqrys£                                             10 vad



XXVI

d{kk 3 dk rhljk ewY;kadu                          dqy vad 10

Ldwy% fnukad%
cPps dk uke d{kk %

4- O;fDxrxr iBu &

1- xhrk vkSj dkuk dks isM+ vPNs yxrs gS A

2- xhrk us [ksr esa pkj vke ds isM+ yxk, A

3- dkuk us [ksr esa rhu uhe ds isM+ yxk, A

4- dkuk vkSj xhrk isM+ksa dks ikuh fiykrs gS A

5- dkuk vkSj xhrk feydj vke [kkrs gSA

&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&

vad

dqy vad 10

 1- gj lgh okD; dks i<+us ds fy, 2&vad

 2- okD; dks :d&:d dj v{kj o ’ kCn ds :i esa i<+us ds fy, &1 vad

3- iwjk okD; dks ugha i<+uk ;k xyr i<+us ds fy, & 0 vad



XXVII

d{kk 3 d¢ rhljs ewY;kadu d¢ funsZ’ k        dqy vad 30

1- igyk Hkkx & ‘ kCn £¨t

Åij ds ckDl esa gj ‘ kCn d¨ mldss uke d¢ fglkc ls uhps fn, x, rhu¨ ckWDl esa  ls lgh ckWDl esa

fy[kukA

2- nwljk Hkkx &   i<+®] le>® v©j dj®

d½ tokc fy[k¨& Åij fn, x, vuqPNsn d¨ i<+dj] uhp¢ fn, x, gj Á’u dk iwjs okD; esa tokc
fy[kukA

[k½ fp«k cukvks& fn, x, funsZ’ k d¢ vuqlkj fp= cukukA

3- rhljk Hkkx & Jqry¢£

gj o.kZ@v{kj@’ kCn@okD; d® n® ckj c®yk tkrk gSA

Jqry¢£ dh lwph %

          g j lk th ?kh;k  Nkrs

          p¢ru Hkkxdj Fkd x;kA

ewY;kadu 1- dh vadhdj.k ç.kkyh ¼dqy vad 30½

1- ‘ kCn £¨t % ¼dqy vad 10½

‘ kCn d¨ lgh ckWDl es afy[kus d¢ fy,  1 vad( xyr ckWDl es afy[kus ds fy,& 0 ¼dqy vad 10½

2- nwljk Hkkx &  i<+®] le>® v©j dj®                10 vad

d½ tokc fy[k¨ & iwjs okD; esa lgh tcko d¢ fy, & 2 vad( dsoy ‘ kCn ä esa lgh tokc d¢ fy,
¼okD; esa ugha ½ &1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0 ¼dqy vad 10½

[k½ fp«k cukvks & fp= d¢ fy, vad ugha fn, tk,¡x¢] ijUrq bu fp= ä ls cPp ä dh le> dk

vglkl feyrk gS] v©j blfy, ;g fp= egRoiw.kZ gSaA

3- Jqry¢£% izR;sd lgh fy[k¢ x, o.kZ @ v{kj @ ‘ kCn ds fy, & 1 vad( xyr ds fy, & 0 vad

¼dqy vad 10½
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II

Qualitative Analysis – methodology

The following procedure was adopted for the qualitative analysis:

1. Descriptive categories were devised based on all the children’s responses to each test item. These

categories which were in terms of comments / descriptions were copied onto a tabular A3 size chart,

with one column for each category and one row for each child. The categories were entered on

separate sheets for each class i.e. for Classes 1, 2, and 3.

2. Each child’s code was entered row wise along with the related set of categories, for the baseline,

midterm and end term evaluation.

3. Once all the categories had been copied, these were read question wise, i.e. first all the categories

for Question 1 were read across the entire data for a particular Class across all the schools. This

exercise was undertaken jointly by the ELP team (3 people), and was done for all the three

evaluations i.e. the baseline, midterm and end term.

4. Descriptive categories were arrived at from the responses / descriptions within the data, through a

dialogic process which attempted to view each child’s response within a wider conceptual framework

of reading, in an effort to ensure that the analysis is conceptually dense. The process of arriving at a

category was through discussion between the three ELP researchers who jointly identified the

dominant reading/ writing response to each test item.

5. Each child’s response was marked under each the various categories in terms of a three point rating

scale as follows: Y for Yes, N for No and NA for Not applicable.

6. New categories were arrived on cumulatively as one progressed from one data sheet to the next.

7. While naming the categories an effort was made to specify the exact nature of the reading/ writing

response, the specific conditions under which it occurred and any interaction with the researcher.

8.  Regular notes/ memos were written while categorizing. These attempted to explicate the process

of arriving at the category and the relationship between the different categories /codes.

9. As the categorizing progressed the parameters of each category were refined and expanded to

incorporate related responses. In this way the categories were built up cumulatively, with old

categories being refined constantly, and new categories being added to include responses which had

not been observed in the earlier data sheets.

10. It was found important to describe the response as it occurred. The children’s responses were

categories in terms of the underlying cognitive complexity. For example, in the case of combining

syllables from an akshara chart to construct words, there were categories which specified if the

selected syllables were adjoining ones; if they were at a distance from each other; or if the same

syllable was repeated and so on. The focus of the categories is therefore not just on the incidence and

prevalence of responses, but also the level of complexity of the response.
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11. Since refining and reviewing of categories had happened cumulatively, the earlier set of data

sheets for Schools 1, 2 and 3 were revisited and re coded in the light of the modifications that had

been made later on.

12. After all the categories had been arrived at, broader categories were arrived on, and different

conceptually related response categories were clubbed together under one broad category.
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Classroom processes 

Reading and sharing storybooks         Understanding sound-symbol relationships
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                      Drawings words starting with different alphabet

Using the akshara chart to make words and then drawing pictures for these words  

Making words from the akshara chart              Drawing pictures to visualise words
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Using akshara flash cards to make meaningful words 

Using word walls and akshara cards for meaningful word activities 

     Combining akshara cards to make sentences 
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Print based interactions in Classes 2 and 3 

Reading and following directions to draw             Experience based writing

Reading poems from posters   Writing poems based on the posters 

         

Glimpses from the night schools 
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