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FOREWORD

Itis 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, inyoung 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
fromthese functionaries training workshops were also conducted for teachers fromall 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.



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) onthe 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 11 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
ingroup. 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 | emphasis is given on initial
reading and writing skills through linguistically controlled classroom environments. In class 11 and 111 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, 11 and 111 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 I11.

3. Fromthe 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 | 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-1 has significant progressive effect.

6. Inclass 11, 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. Inclass 111 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, midtermand 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-11 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-11 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, I1, I11). Itis
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.



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 methodologiesonclass I, 11 & 111 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. Alltogether 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 researchon 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..
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.

*khkkkkkhkkkikkikkhkk



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 fromresource
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 areader 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 9



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 \gotsky, considered that development
is inherently asocial process, i.e. as opposed to a Piagetian approach wherein development is seenas determined
by maturational and organismic forces. In Vgotsky’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,
ateacher 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
aslow 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, froma very young age. Most of the children work in the
day, either at home, or in the fields. Anumber of them spend a major part of their days grazing their goats and
buffaloes, working in the fields or doing domestic chores. Adetailed 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 childreni.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 foundationskills 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 inthe 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 learnto 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 innon
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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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:

Reading and Writing Competencies being addressed through the
ELP intervention for Classes 1to 3

R/W competencies in Hindi

(Classes 1 to 3) ELP intervention

- Development of non threatening and meaningful print rich
classroom

- Use of home language, familiar words and real life
experiences within classroom R/W activities

- Gradual transition from home language to school language
by Class 3

M otivation for R/W

- Exposure to a one ot two selected consonants, vowels and
matras at a time, through 6 groupings called varna samoohas
- Activities for eye- hand coordination, finer muscle
coordination, spatial perception and direction flow required
for writing alphabets

Recognition of alphabet shapes
(R/W)

- Classification of familiar objects based on initial alphabet
sound /symbol (use of home language)

- Individualized identification and drawing of objects
beginning with a particular alphabet (use of home language)
Sound symbol correspondence - Recognition of alphabets and syllables sounds / symbols
within akshara charts

- Activities based on akshara flash cards

- Identification of initial / end sounds and symbols of spoken
words.

- R/W activities based on word wall (shabd diwar )
Word recognition (R/W) - Word games
- Worksheets

- Individualized use of akshara chart for combining alphabets
/ syllables to construct meaningful words (use of home

language)
Construction of meaningful words - Visualizing the meanings of individually constructed words
(R/W) through drawings

- Games /activities based on word walls
- Akshara flash cards for word construction
- Worksheets

- Poem posters
Reading comprehension - Worksheets
- Activities based on children's literature

- Shared writing

- Poem writing

- Worksheets

- Writing based on story books

R /W of continuous texts (e.g.
paragraphs, short stories, poems

etc) - R/ W activities based on classroom displays and print
elements in the classroom

Answering questions independently - Questions based on shared writing

(R /TW) - Worksheets
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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 fromthe 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
ShriAbhishek 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:
Table - 1

Evaluation Schedule for ELP Project
Date
Phase Month
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

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.
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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)

Type Gender | Class-I | Class-11 | Class-111 | Total
Managed By | BOYs | 58 21 21 100
Gowt. Teachers | Girl 19 52 48 119
Total 77 73 69 219
Managed By | Boys 57 54 47 158
ELP Team Girls 70 40 38 148
Total 127 94 85 306
Grand Total 204 167 154 525

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 amiddle school (having classes from I to V111) except two. The students composition of these
groups are given in the Table 3.

Table - 3
Schools Covered under Evaluation and their Composition
Teacher P
Enrollment |  Enroliment Ratio
Group School Classes | oot - v | Classvi v | Ot
Male Female
Deedwada |- VIII |106 40 146 0 6 24.33
Managed - -
By Baba Ki Dani |1 -V 34 - 34 2 0 17
Govt. Tehri I- VIl |106 56 162 |4 0 405
Teacher
Tolamal -V 61 - 61 2 2 15.25
Total 307 96 403 8 8 25.18
Badgaon I - VI |92 51 143 4 2 23.83
Managed Churli I - VI |125 36 161 3 1 40.25
By
ELP Team Chundri  [1-VlI |101 47 148 3 2 29.6
Kadampura |[1- VIII {90 54 144 4 2 24
Total 408 188 596 14 7 28.38

19



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 11 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 .
Table - 4

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

Class Baseline ( August 2008) Mid term ( January 2009) End term ( March 2009)
- Recognition of alphabets - Sound / symbol correspondence |- Combining alphabets and syllables
(varnas) and syllables (aksharas) | (Q1) to construct meaningful words (Q1)
| through oral reading (Q3) - Word recognition through - Word recognition through R/W
- Dictation of alphabets and R/W(Q2) (Q2)
syllables (Sound / symbol - Dictation of alphabets, syllables - Dictation of alphabets, syllables,
recognition) (Q2) and words (Q3) words and sentences (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)

- Recognition of initial sounds/
symbols of words (Q2)

- Combining alphabets and syllables
to construct meaningful words (Q1)
- Dictation of alphabets, syllables
and words (Q3)

- Recognition of alphabets and
syllables through oral reading
(Q3)

1 - Dictation of alphabets and
syllables (Sound / symbol
recognition) (Q2)

- Dictation of alphabets and - Dictation of alphabets, syllables, - Dictation of alphabets, syllables,
syllables (Sound / symbol words and sentences (Q3) words and sentences (Q3)
recognition) (Q2) - Combining alphabets and syllables
- Recognition of alphabets - Combining alphabets and syllables | to construct meaningful words (Q1)
(varnas) and syllables(aksharas) | to construct meaningful words (Q1) |- Reading a paragraph with

11 through oral reading (Q3) - Reading sentences with understanding by writing answers to
- Combining alphabets and understanding (reading and questions based on it. (Q2)
syllables to construct meaningful | following directions) (Q2) - Fluency of oral reading of
words (Q4) - Fluency of oral reading of sentences (Q4)

- Recognition of initial sounds sentences(Q4)
/symbols of words (Q5)
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Analysis of Data

Basically ELP approach focuses on variety of skills at two level. In class | emphasis is given on initial
reading and writing skills through linguistically controlled classroom environments. In class I1and I11 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 inclass I, 11 and 111 are presented in table 5, 6 and 7 respectively.
Ineach 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, 11 & 111is 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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Table No: 5

Description of variables measured in class |

. . . Std.
Baseline N Minimum | Maximum Mean Deviation
Dictation of alphabets and
syllables for recognition of 180 0 10 1.20 212
their sounds and symbols
Recognition of alphabets
and syllables through 180 0 10 1.44 2.67
reading
Total 180 0 20 2.61 4.31
Midterm N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std.
Deviation
Awareness of sound symbol
correspondence of
alphabets and syllables 149 0 10 6.03 4.15
through reading
Recognition of the written
form of a spoken word 149 0 10 5.48 4.02
through reading and writing
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables and words for 149 0 10 457 4.25
recognition of their sounds
and symbols
Total 155 0 30 15.64 11.95
End term N Minimum | Maximum Mean S.td'.
Deviation
Combining alphabets and
syllables to construct 145 0 10 6.14 4.31
meaningful words.
Recognition of the written
form of a spoken word 145 0 10 6.52 4.28
through reading and writing
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables, words and 145 0 10 5.63 4.52
sentences
Total 145 0 30 18.30 12.48
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Table No: 6

Description of variables measured in class Il

. . . Std.
Baseline N Minimum | Maximum Mean Deviation
Dictation of alphabets and
syllables for recogpnition of 157 0 10 3.65 3.11
their sounds and symbols
Recognition of alphabets
and syllables through 157 0 10 3.89 3.30
reading.
Total 157 0 20 7.54 6.03
. o . Std.
Midterm N Minimum | Maximum | Mean o
Deviation
Combining alphabets and
syllables to construct 134 0 10 5.46 3.78
meaningful words.
Recognition of the initial
sound of a word through 134 0 10 6.00 4.43
reading and writng
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables, words and 134 0 10 6.10 4.12
sentences
Total 134 0 30 17.55 11.62
End term N Minimum | Maximum Mean S.tdi
Deviation
Combining alphabets and
syllables to construct 126 0 10 7.21 3.28
meaningful words.
Reading a paragraph with
understanding and then
" . 126 0 10 7.02 3.74
writing answers to questions
based on it
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables, words and
sentences 126 0 10 6.50 3.72
Individual oral reading at the 124 0 10 6.16 423
sentence level.
Total 167 0 40 20.21 16.35
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Table No: 7

Description of variables measured in class lll

Baseline N Minimum | Maximum Mean S.td'.
Deviation
Dictation of alphabets and 137
syllables for recognition of 0 10 6.30 3.07
their sounds and symbols
Recognition of alphabets
and syllables through 138 0 10 6.51 3.66
reading.
Combining alphabets and
syllables to construct 138 0 10 1.42 2.14
meaningful words.
Recognition of the initial
sound of a word through 138 0 5 2.16 2.34
reading and writng
Total 138 0 35 16.26 8.93
. . . Std.
Midterm N Minimum Maximum Mean S
Deviation
Combining alphabets and 126
syllables to construct 0 10 6.29 297
meaningful words.
Reading a sente_nce with 121 0 10 712 369
understanding.
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables, words and 121 0 10 6.77 3.49
sentences
Individual oral reading at the
sentence level. 121 0 10 5.26 3.98
Total 121 0 40 25.54 12.25
End term N Minimum [ Maximum Mean S.td'.
Deviation
Meaningful classification of
written words 117 0 10 7.62 3.60
Reading a paragraph with
understanding and then
e . 117 0 10 5.56 4.11
writing answers to questions
based on it
Dictation of alphabets,
syllables, words and 116 0 10 703 319
sentences
Individual oral reading at the 115 0 27 6.09 454
sentence level.
Total 117 0 54 26.05 13.51
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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, I1 and 111 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.
Table - 8

Mean scores during phases of evaluation (Class-1)

Baseline Midterm End term
Group School
N Mean| SD N Mean | SD N Mean| SD
Deedwada |18 3.39 571 27 9.96 7.33 26 8.00 9.58
Managed ) -
By Baba Ki Dani | 4 1.00 2.00 4 3.50 1.91 3 3.67 4.04
Govt. Tehri 23 2.70 476 15 293 6.37 16 4.25 7.62
Teacher
Tolmal 16 381 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
Badgaon 24 1.33 2.50 24 4.83 452 16 2756 |5.10
Managed | Chuui |36 |125 (200 |18  |2522 |590 |26  [27.46 |3.14
By
ELPTeam | Chunduri |32 453 |538 |32 2034 |1147 |26 2619 |865
Kadampura | 27 2.22 3.60 24 6.38 3.82 23 19.74 1237
Total 119 2.37 3.85 98 20.55 11.16 91 2516 |8.70
Trend of Increment in Class - |
35
30
25 el
Mean Score
(Total) 20
15
10
5 - o
0 ) 1
Baseline Mid Term End Term
=&=Govt Managed =#=ELP Managed
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Table-9

Mean scores during phases of evaluation (Class-11)

Baseline Midterm End term
Group School
N Mean| SD N Mean| SD Mean| SD
Deednada |23 9.96 4,73 27 504 383 29 1272 19.87
Managed -
By Baba Ki Dani | 6 467 7.17 7 00 00 7 5.14 1361
Govt. Tehi |25 724|715 |21 320 [385 |25 1300 |11.31
Teacher
Tolel 1 173 3.58 4 6.25 5.80 12 5.92 8.39
Total 65 7.03 6.42 59 9.78 9.86 73 1097 11081
Badgaon |24 8.50 5.18 23 24.26 9.85 24 20.83 |13.08
Managed Churuli 33 530 542 17 22.82 9.14 33 1952 1855
By
ELPTeam | Chudui |15 793 |[518 |20 840 [348 |17 3241 1522
Kadanpura | 20 145 |[553 |20 2410 [733 |20 3315 |1254
Total 92 7.90 574 75 23.67 8.98 94 27.38 116.37
Trend of Increment in Class - 11
35
30
Mean Score 25
(Total) 20
15 /
10 ¢ P e
5
o T T L
Baseline Mid Term End Term
== Govt Managed =lll=ELP Managed
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Table - 10

Mean scores dunng phases of evaluation (Class-111)

Baseline Midterm End term
Group School
N |[Mean| SD N | Mean| SD N |Mean| SD
Deednada |23 1470 |5.72 25 23.24 1019 (22 1832 1941
Managed -
By Baba Ki Dani | 3 11.33 |451 4 11.00 497 4 1050 [9.33
Govt. Tehn 24 9.25 7.98 15 1.87 261 14 11.00 ]10.79
Teacher
Tolral 14 1471 (1228 |9 1211 1184 |9 1344 11231
Total 64 1250 |857 53 16.54 11.33 |49 1469 |10.62
Badgaon |17 1988 |7.46 16 30.62 6.58 15 3240 1950
Managed Churdli 28 17.32 |9.75 21 3367 |836 22 3186 |11.56
By
ELPTeam | Chundui |16 238 |671 |17 303|745 |17 37.00 |4.62
Kadarmpura |13 2023 |4.27 14 36.07 451 14 36.57 |256
Total 74 1951 |7.96 68 32.62 1.27 68 34.24 853
Trend of Increment in Class - 11
35 ]|
30
Mean Score
(Total) 25
20
15 A
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5
0 I I
Baseline Mid Term End Term
=®=Govt Managed =#=ELP Managed
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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 endtermmanaged by
ELP staff). So the actual value is presented under stemand 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

Base Line Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf
24.00 0 . 00000000000000000111111 28.00 0.0000000000000000000000000000
3.00 0. 223 12.00 1 . 000000000000
4.00 0 . 4455 9.00 2 . 000000000
2.00 0. 66 2.00 3. 00
2.00 0. 89 2.00 4 . 00
2.00 1. 01 4.00 5 . 0000
1.00 1. 2 1.00 6 . O
2.00 Extremes (>=16) 1.00 7. 0
2.00 9 . 00
Stem width: 10 4.00 10 . 0000
Each leaf: 1 case(s) 3.00 11 . 000

3.00 Extremes (>=12.0)

Stem width: 1

Each leaf: 1 case(s)
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Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-I

Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers EL PStaff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf
23.00 0 . 00000000001122223344444 7.00 Extremes (=<9.0)
4.00 0 . 6689 1.00 11 . 0
3.00 1. 134 2.00 15 . 00
8.00 1 . 55558889 1.00 16 . 0
2.00 2 . 34 4.00 19 . 0000
3.00 21 . 000
Stem width: 10 4.00 23 . 0000
Each leaf: 1 case(s) 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-1
End Term Assessment
Govt. Teachers EL PStaff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & LeafF
21.00 0 . 000000000000000233344 11.00 Extremes (=<20.0)
8.00 0 . 55556788 1.00 21 . O
3.00 1 . 004 2.00 23 . 00
2.00 1 . 655
3.00 2 . 133 1.00 24 . 0O
3.00 Extremes (>=25) 2.00 25 . 00
2.00 26 . 00
Stem width: 10 7 .00 28 . 0000000
Each leaf: 1 case(s) 12.00 29 . 000000000000
33.00 30 .

000000000000000000000000000000000

Stem width: 1

Each leaf: 1 case(s)

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
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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 L ine Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf
14.00 0. 00000000122234 9.00 0. 000022344
11.00 0. 66777788999 17.00 0. 55566666777778889
16.00 1. 0000011223333344 27.00 1. 000000000111112222233444444
7.00 1. 5567999 11.00 1. 55556667889
1.00 2.0 1.00 2.0
Stem width: 10 Stem width: 10
Each leaf: 1 case(s) Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-1I
Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf
19.00 0. 0000000000011111444 8.00 Extremes (=<14)
10.00 0. 5566778899 1.00 2.0
6.00 1. 012244 2.00 2. 23
5.00 1. 66689 8.00 2 . 44555555
4.00 2. 0344 12.00 2. 666666777777
5.00 2. 55679 21.00 2 . 888888888999999999999

13.00 3. 0000000000000
Stem width: 10
Each leaf: 1 case(s) Stem width: 10
Each leaf: 1 case(s)
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Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-1I
End Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers
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)

ELP Staff
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)

The plots of class 11 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
interms 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-111
Base L ine Assessment

Govt. Teachers
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)

ELP Staff
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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Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-111
Mid Term Assessment

Govt. Teachers ELP Staff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf
6.00 0. 011234 1.00 Extremes (=<7)
8.00 0. 55677799 2.00 1. 68
7.00 1. 0012224 7.00 2. 0111334
6.00 1. 678899 6.00 2 . 556669
7.00 2. 0333344 9.00 3. 001233334
4.00 2. 5577 29.00 3. 55566666667777778888999999999
.00 3. 5.00 4 . 00000
6.00 3. 556679

Stem width: 10
Stem width: 10 Each leaf: 1 case(s)
Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Stem-and-Leaf Plot of Total score of Class-111

End Term Assessment
Govt. Teachers ELP Staff
Frequency Stem & Leaf Frequency Stem & Leaf

7.00 0. 0001124 7.00 Extremes (=<25)
9.00 0. 666667789 2.00 2. 79
6.00 1. 001223 10.00 3. 1223334444
6.00 1. 555688 26.00 3. 55566666677888888889999999
5.00 2. 01133 14.00 4 . 0000000000000
4.00 2. 5789
6.00 3. 012334 Stem width: 10
1.00 3.5 Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Stem width: 10
Each leaf: 1 case(s)

Inclass 11, 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.
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The examination of all the stem and leaf plots in class-1, Il and 111 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 Il1.

Scores of Boys and Girls on Literacy Skills

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 classroomis 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-

Scores of Boys and Girls on Baseline Scores of Boys and Girls on Midterm

Assessment Assessment
e 100.00 * * " el I\Glla:‘aged by
ovt.
8 80.00 - ° lg:::ged by g 80.00-| °® ETeachar
2 " Teacher & Elfsasgt:g by
E 60.00 e * Managed bv = 60.00
° ) * ELP Staff s
o 40.007 ° S 4000
(=] I}
8 20.00- "
.00- :
Girl Boy 00 i - ;
sex sex
Scores of Boys and Girls on End term
Assessment

100.00—
o .Managed
S 80007 Hacher
bue 2 Managed CLASS-I
g Wby ELP
° Staff
us 40.00

2 *
S 20,00
X
00~ — -
Girl Boy
sex
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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 - | 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
termevaluation. Inbase line assessment the range of distribution is very limited even the maximum s 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 termand 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 Il 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.

Scores of Boys and Girls in Class-Il on Scores of Boys and Girls in class-Il on
Baseline Assessment Midterm Assessment
100.00— 100.00—
e Managed by > Managed by
S 8000 Govt. S 80.00 Tl Govt.
o = Teacher b :‘“c"’:’
M d —_ anage
T 6000 RS g oo ° mByEL
- L] Staff
- w 40.00
- 40.00- (=]
fg 20.00 =2 20.00 o
) 00— L
.00 = —c
.00 T T Girl Boy
Girl Boy sex
sex
scores of Boys and Girls in class-Il on End term
Assessment
L Managed by
o Govt.
= 80.00- Teacher
o Managed B
o Wep s
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ﬂ o
o
'
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5 40.00
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Scores of Boys and Girls in Class-Ill on Baseline
s dubdbals Scores of Boys and Girls in Class-Ill on

Midterm Assessment
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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-111 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 Gowt.
teachers the median remained approximately same at different phase of assessment.

Fromall 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 skillsinclass I, 11 and 111 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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box plot is prepared to analyze the trend of increment through distribution of scores. In class-1 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-11, 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-111, 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.

Scores of Different Caste Groups on Baseline Scores of different caste groups on Midterm
Assessment Assessment
100.00- 100.00-
0 s Managed by p Managed
5 80004 * | Gowvt. Teacher S 80.007 Mby Govt.
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00~ =TT 1 T
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Assessment
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Scores of different caste groups in class-ll on Sores of different caste groups in Class-Il on
Baseline Assessment Midterm Assessment
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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 | students is
compared in Table no 11. Table No:- 11

Comparison of groups on different literacy skills(Class-1)

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

Gowvt. T. 61 1.54 2.49
Dictation of alphabets 1.42 178 NS
ELP. T. 119 1.03 1.88

Recognition of alphabets Gowt. T. 61 1.54 2.98 0.37 178 NS

ELP. T. 119 1.39 2.51

Total Gowvt. T. 61 3.08 5.09 | 0.96 178 NS
ELP. T. 119 2.37 3.85
Midterm Group N Mean | SD t df sig. | E.size

Gowt. T. 57 2.82 3.09
Awareness of sound symbol 9.36 147 .000 0.61
ELP. T. 92 8.02 3.41

Gowvt. T. 57 2.46 2.65
Recognition of the written form 8.93 147 .000 0.59
ELP. T. 92 7.35 3.57

Gowvt. T. 57 1.42 2.41
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 8.74 147 .000 0.58
ELP. T. 92 6.52 3.97

Gowt. T. 57 6.70 7.29
Total 8.38 153 .000 0.56
ELP. T. 98 20.55 | 11.16

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

Gowvt. T. 54 2.30 3.43
Construct meaningful words. 11.41 143 .000 0.69
ELP. T. 91 8.43 2.94

Gowt. T. 54 2.85 3.80
Recognition of the written form 10.58 143 .000 0.66
ELP. T. 91 8.70 2.82

Gowt. T. 54 1.59 3.06
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 11.45 143 .000 0.69
ELP. T. 91 8.03 3.40

Gowvt. T. 54 6.74 8.81
Total 12.27 143 .000 0.72
ELP. T. 91 25.16 | 8.70
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Effect size obtained on different skills at different phase of evaluation
Class |
0.8
0.69 5 gg 0.69 °-/°
0.7 0.61 o059 058 —_ - __
: . .5 ]
0.6 m o 956
0.5
0.4 -
0.3 1
0.2 -
0.1 - 0 0 0
O T T T T T T T T T T T T
M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M1l
Base Line Mid Term End Term
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

In the class-1 two skills are measured during the baseline assessment and three skills each in mid
termand end term assessment. The table presents a new concept i.e. effect size inaddition 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 Gowt.
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-1 has significant progressive effect. It is highly necessary at formative stage of development.
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Table - 12

Comparison of groups on different literacy skills(Class-I11)

Baseline Group N Mean | SD t af sig. | E.size
Gout. T. 65 3.60 341
Dictation of alphabets 0.17 155 NS
ELP. T. 92 3.68 | 2.90
Recognition of alphabets Gowt. T. 65 3.43 3.34
1.47 155 NS
ELP. T. 92 4.22 3.25
Total Gowt. T. 65 7.03 | 6.42
0.89 155 NS
ELP. T. 92 790 | 574
Midterm Group N Mean | SD t af sig. | E.size
Gout. T. 59 319 | 3.26
Awareness of sound symbol 7.27 132 .000 53
ELP. T. 75 724 | 3.16
Gowt. T. 59 297 | 3.79
Recognition of the written form 8.82 132 .000 .61
ELP. T. 75 839 | 331
Gowt. T. 59 3.63 | 381
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 7.24 132 .000 53
ELP. T. 75 8.04 | 3.24
Gowt. T. 59 9.78 | 9.86
Total 8.51 132 .000 59
ELP. T. 75 | 23.67 | 8.98
End term Group N Mean | SD t df sig. | E.size
Gowt. T. 54 472 | 3.06
Construct meaningful words. 9.72 124 .000 .66
ELP. T. 72 9.07 1.95
Gowt. T. 54 430 | 3.69
Recognition of the written form 9.07 124 .000 .63
ELP. T. 72 9.06 | 2.16
Gowt. T. 54 352 | 342
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 10.80 | 124 .000 .70
ELP. T. 72 8.74 | 1.96
o ] Gowt. T. 54 230 | 2.96
Individual Reading 15.03 | 122 | .000 | .80
ELP. T. 70 9.14 211
Gowt. T. 65 | 10.97 | 10.81
Total 7.40 165 .000 50

ELP. T. 92 27.38 | 16.37
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Effect size obtained on different skills at different phase of evaluation

Class |l

0.9
0.8 1
0.7 1
0.6 -
0.5

0.8

0.7
0.66 ;g3

0.53

0.4
0.3
0.2 1

0 \ \

M1 M2 M3
Base Line

M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11 M12
Mid Term End Term

MZ1: Dictation of alphabets.

M2: Recognition of alphabets.

M3: Total.

M8:Construct meaningful words.

M4: Construct meaningful words

M5:Recognition of the initial sound/symbol of written words
M6:Dictation of alphabets, syllables and words.

M7: Total.

M9: Reading a paragraph with understanding and answer to written question
M10: Dictation of alphabets, syllables, words and sentence

M11:Individual Reading
M12:Total

Inclass I1, two, three and four skills are measured during baseline, midtermand 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 | 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.

41



Table No:- 13

Comparison of groups on different literacy skills(Class-111)

Baseline Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size
Govt. T 64 5.25 3.03
Dictation of alphabets 3.94 135 .000 32
ELP. T 73 7.22 2.82
Recognition of alphabets Govt. T 64 4.73 3.50 591 136 .000 45
ELP. T 74 8.04 3.07
Combining alphabets and Govt. T. 64 0.98 2.09 295 136 05 19
syllables ELP.T. | 74 1.80 | 2.13
Recognition of the initial Govt. T 64 1.73 2.26 201 136 05 17
sound ELP. T 74 2.53 | 2.37
Govt. T 64 12.50 8.57
Total 4.98 136 .000 .39
ELP. T 74 19.51 7.96
M idterm Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size
Govt. T 58 4.09 2.47
construct meaningful words. 10.53 124 .000 .69
ELP. T 68 8.16 1.87
Reading a sentence with Govt. T 53 4.91 3.78 702 119 000 54
Understanding. ELP. T 68 8.85 2.36 ' ' '
Govt. T 53 4.30 3.18
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 8.79 119 .000 .63
ELP. T. 68 8.69 2.31
Individual oral reading at Govt. T 53 3.13 4.11 587 119 000 47
the sentence level. ELP. T 68 6.91 208 ' ' '
Govt. T 53 16.45 11.33
Total 9.52 119 .000 .66
ELP. T 68 32.62 7.27
End term Group N Mean SD t df sig. E.size
Meaningful classification of Govt. T 49 5.29 4.01 712 115 000 55
Reading a paragraph with Govt. T 49 1.82 2.34 13.16 115 000 77
Understanding ELP. T 68 8.25 2.78 ' ' '
Govt. T. 48 4.96 3.22
Dictation of alphabets, syllables 7.01 114 .000 .55
ELP. T. 68 8.50 2.23
o ) Govt. T 48 2.79 3.41
Individual Reading 8.34 113 .000 .62
ELP. T 67 8.45 3.70
Govt. T 49 14.69 | 10.62
Total 11.02 115 .000 12
T

ELP. 68 34.24 8.53
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. . . N . M1: Dictation of alphabets.
Effect size obtained on differentskils at diferent phase of evaluation M2: Recognition of alphabets.

Class I M3: Combining alphabets and
syllables to construct meaningful

09 words
07 M4: Recognition of the initial sound
08 |

06 00 M5: Total
0.7 _ 0.63 096 0.6 ] M#6:construct meaningful words.
_ M7: Reading a sentence with
06 054 055 1 0% understanding.
Y 004 Syllables, words and sentances
04

M 0.9 M9: Individual oral reading at the
= sentence level.
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0.190 17 M11:Meaningful classification of

02 ' written words

M12:Reading a paragraph with

011 understanding and answering
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0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T M13:Dictation of alphabets,
MLM2M3 M M6 M7 M8 MO M ML M2 M3 Wi M5 | syllables, words and sentences

M14:Individual Reading

Baseline Mid Term End Term M15: Total

Inclass 111, 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 performfar 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 thanthe 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
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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 endtermand calculate F-value with their significant level. Fromtable 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-11 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-11 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. Incase of ELP staff managed school the magnitude of variance
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Table - 14

Experiment effect in different class
(Repeated Measure ANOVA)

Class |
Govt. Managed ELP Managed
Experiment F- Value Sig.Level F-Value Sig.Level
Effect 1.96 NS 232.93 0.001
Class Il
Experiment
Effect 4.03 0.05 59.82 0.001
Class Il
Experiment 0.74 N.S 92.31 0.001
Effect ' o ' '
is very high inall classes (class I, I1, I11). 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 21
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, 11 and I11 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 I11.
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3. Fromthe 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 | 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. Inclass 11, 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. Inclass I11 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. Fromthe 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 highin all classes (class I, I1, 111). 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 into 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 and Writing Competencies of Class | students
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 | 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%.

Table - 1
Recognition of Alphabets by class | students in Baseline Assessment
Responses ?tbyudGeon\}ts qsggfg ;u(éle_r;ts_rg:mnaged Total
YES 30 (18.1) 49 (29.5) 79 (476)
NO 25 (15.1) 60 (36.1) 85 (51.2)
No Resporse | --- 2 (12 2 (12

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. \alue: 2.36 P> .05

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.

*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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Table - 2

Number of Alphabets/syllables recognised by Class | students in
Baseline Assessment

Narter | e |y L Team |
0 25 (15.1) 58 (34.9) 83 (50.0)
1 10 (6.0) 21 (12.7) 31 (187)
2 5 (3.0) 10 (6.0) 15  (9.0)
3 1 (06) 1 (0.6) 2 (12
4 2 (12 3 (18) 5 (30
5 4 (24 6 (3.6) 10 (6.0)
6 3 (19 5 (3.0) 8 (48)
7 -- 1 (0.6) 1 (06)
8 - 2 (12 2 (L2
9 5 (3.0) 4 (2.4) 9 (54)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 453 P >.05

Basically it was observed that the students generally recognized alphabets (g, 31, =, o, |, &) but
very few recognized all the given syllables (r, =, @1, ....)
Table 3 includes the ability of students in reading alphabets/syllables (aksharas) i.e. with

ara1 / MATRA. The results also reveal that majority of students in both the schools are unable to read it.

Table - 3

Reading Syllables (Alphabets with Matra) by Class | students in
Baseline Assessment

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total

P by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
Yes 5 (30) 3 (18) 8 (48)
No 50 (30.3) 107 (64.8) 157 (95.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 3.21 P > .05
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Association of Sounds and Symbols

In Baseline assessment the word reading behaviour of class | 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.
Table - 4

Word Reading by Class | students in Baseline Assessment

RESDONSES Students managed | Students managed Total
o by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
Yes 5 (3.00) 3 (19 8 4.9
No 50 (30.1) 108 (65.1) 158 (95.2)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 3.27 P >.05

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 (UTeTd, Hdb, HbI, lell, 3MM, ) 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.

Table -5

Identify and mark the first letter of word after listening
(Class I students in Midterm Assessment)

Students managed by | Students managed
Resporses Govt. Teachers by ELP Team Total
Yes 39 (26.7) 88 (60.3) 127 (87.0)
No 17 (11.6) 2 (1.9 19 (13.0)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqgr. \alue: 24.14 P < .0001
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Table - 6

Numer of letters/syllables marked correctly on the basis of first letter of the
spokenword. (Class | students in Midtermassessmert)

Responses Stugb;)r:/tts _rlt:;::a r?eeg by Stﬁgriprr%raar%ed Total
0 17 (122 1 (07 18 (128)
1 10 (7)) () n (78
2 4 (28) 3 () 7 (5.0)
3 9 (6.4) 2 (14) n (79
4 u (7.8 8 (7 19 (135)
5 5 (35) 70 (49.6) 75 (53.2)

Percentages are given in Parerthesis

Chi Sqr. \alue: 80.43, P < .0001

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 ar, am and = are identified invariably
whereas in case of school managed by ELP team all the five letters/syllables i.e., TT, 31, 9, &1 and ¥ 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 i (3 @! #7=) are
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identified correctly by the students. They find difficulty in words having MATRA of g (-iterr, dretr, Ared,
Arell, 9, @rell), but in schools managed by ELP team majority of students identified all the words
correctly with MATRA of & and mixed with MATRA of g. 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.

Table - 7
Icentify correct spoken words and rmark.
(Class | students in Midterm assessnent)
Resporses Stug;nvt;s [IT_:;? r?eerg by &ggpmed Total
0 15  (10.6) 5 (35 20 (14.9)
1 6 42 1 (07 7 4.9)
2 13 (9.2 3 () 16 (1L.3)
3 14 (99) 4 (28 18 (127
4 5 (35 16 (113 21 (148
5 3 (1) 57 (40.) 60 (423
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. \alue: 71.59 , P < .0001

End Term Assessment

In reading competencies the the meaning construction is a very important dimension. It was
tested in phase ‘111’ (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.
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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 34, =mRT, @, 797, AR, I,

AT, e etc. In case of ELP team managed schools the students are also able to form “three’ letters bi

and polysyllabic words like @5e1, @31, =reta, =T, wHeT but not a single student of government teacher

managed school are able to form “three’ letters bi and polysyllabic words.

Table - 8
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 1 students in End term assessment)
Respo- Meaningful Words Meaningless Words
nses Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed by | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
0 31 (215) 7 (4.9) 38 (26.4) |39 (27.1) 75 (52.1) 114(79.2)
1 1 0.7) 1 (0.7) 2 (14 |9 (6.3 12 (8.3) 21 (14.6)
2 2 (14 2 (143 @1 3 (2.1) 6 (4.2)
3 3 (1) 1 (0.7) 4 (281 (07 1 (07) 2 (L4)
4 3 (21 3 211 0.7) 1 (0.7)
5 3 (1) 4 (28) 7 @9 | -
6 4 (28) 3 (21 7 (49
7 1 (07) 7 (4.9) 8 (56) | ----
8 2 (14 7 (4.9) 9 (63) | ----
9 3 (21 15 (10.4) 18 (125) | ----
10 42 (29.2) 42 (292) | ----
1m | - 3 (21 3 2y | ----
i 2 I— 1 (07) 1 (07
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 78.13 , P < .0001 Chi Sgr. Value: 2.98 , P >.05
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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 3, aRT, I, dTd, del, HIHAT)

Table - 9
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by adding adjoining letters from Alphalet Chart
(Class I students in End termassessnent)

Meaningful \Words Meaningless \Wbrds
RESPOMSES | o s araged | Stuckrts maneged Totel Stcrts mereged | Sucerts maveged | .y

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELPTeam
0 3 (L6 |8 (56) 42 (292) |50 (35.0) 89 (622 139 (97.2)
1 2 (14 1 (07) 3 2) |1 @©7 2 (14 3 (21
2 3 (21 3 (21 6 @42 |1 ©07n |- 1 (7
3 2 (L4 4 (29 6 (42 |-
4 3 () 12 83 15  (104) |-
5 1 07 26 (18.) 27 (188) | -
6 4 (28) 26 (18.) 0 (08 | -
7 4 (28 6 (42 10 69 | -
8 |- 4 (28 4 (29
9 | 1 (07 1 (07
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \éle: 61.43 P < .0001 Chi Sar. \éle: 1.77 , P >.05

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 &aaT, ST, &, 9=, HE-T, d91e etc.

54



Table - 10

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by conbining distance letters from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 1 students in End term assessient)
Meaningful Wbrds Meaningless Words
Resporses Students managed by | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 48  (333) 15 (10.4) 63 (438) |48 (338) 85 (59.9) 133 (93.7)
1 3 () 16 (11.1) 19 (132) [4 (28) 4 (298 8 (59)
2 1 (07 24 (16.7) % (174) |-
3 1 (07 18 (125) 19 @32 |1 ©7n |- 1 (07
4 9 (63 9 (63
5 8 (5.6 8 (56)
6 |- 1 (07 1 (07
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. \alue: 75.80 , P < .0001 Chi Sgr. \alue: 2.315 , P >.05

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).
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Table - 11

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letter from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class | students in End term assessment)

Meaningful Words

Meaningless Words

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 48  (33.6) 73 (51.0) 121 (84.6) |49 (35.0) 87 (62.1) 136 (97.1)
1 2 (149 15 (10.5) 17 (119 |2 (149 1 (0.7) 3 (21
2 1 (0.7) 2 (19 3 (21 1 (0.7) - 1 (0.7)
3 1 (0.7) --- 1 (0.7 - e ---
4 1 (0.7) --- 1 (0.7 --- --- ---
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 8.43 , P >.05 Chi Sqr. Value: 2.88 , P >.05

Table - 12

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing the letter given in sequence from Alpha-syllable

Chart (Class | students in End term assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words
Responses Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 44 (30.6) 31 (21.5) 75 (52.1) |52 (36.1) 91 (63.2) 143 (99.3)
1 7 (49) 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 (149
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 33.73 , P <.0001 Chi Sgr. Value: 1.73 , P >.05
Table - 13
Copy the letters from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class | students in End termAssessment)
Responses Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
Yes 9 (65 1 (0.7 10 (7.2
No 40 (29.0) 84 (60.9) 124 (89.9)
No Response |4 (2.9) 4 (29)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 19.65 P <.0001
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Table - 14

(Class | students in End term assessment)

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by using Alphasyllables from Alpha-syllable Chart

Meaningful Words Meaningless \\ords
RESPOMSeS | o vnts maraged | Stucents managed Total Stugerts managed | Studerts managed |
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team

0 2 @22 |8 (58 40 278 |43 (299 |81 (56.3) 124 (86.1)
1 1 07 1 07 |7 @9 8 (56) 15 (10.4)
2 3 @1 1 (07) 4 28 |1 ©n 2 (14) 3 (21
3 4 (28 4 (28 |1 7 1 (07
4 1 07 3 (1) 4 (8 |1 07 1 (07
5 5 (35) 3 (1) 8 (56) |-

6 2 (L4 6 (4.2) 8 (56) |-

7 8 (56) 8 (56 |-

8 3 (1) 15 (104) |18 (125) |-

9 2 (L4 18 (125 |20 @39) |-

10 28 (194) |28 (194) |-

12 1 (07 1 07 |-

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sar. \alue: 33.73 ,

P <.0001

Chi Sqr. \alue: 4.32 ,

P >.05

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.
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Table - 15

Construct two and three letters words from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class | students in End termassessnent)
Two Letter Words Three Letter Words
RESPOMSES | &t ients maraged | Stuckrnts managed Total Studerts managed | Stderts maneged | .-
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 32 (225) 7 (@9 39 (275 |53 (36.8) 64 (44.4) 117 (81.3)
1 0.7) 1 (07 2 (14 |- 20 (139) 20 (139)
2 2 (19 1 (0.7 3 1) |- 7 (49 7 49
3 2 (14 1 (07) 3 @) |-
4 2 (L4) 1 (07) 3 (1) |-
5 2 (14 5 (35) 7 49 |-
6 4 (29 4 (29 8 (56) |-
7 1 (07 5 (35) 6 (42 |-
8 2 (L4 18 (127) 20 (141 |-
9 3 (21 22 (155) 25 (17.6) |---
10 23 (16.2) 23 (162) |-
1 2 (L4) 2 (14) |-
12 1 (07 1 07 |-
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 68.38 , P <.0001 Chi Sgr. Value: 19.35, P < .0001

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.
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Table - 16
Corstruct Meaningful words on theirown  (Qass | stucents in End termassessirent)

Meaningful \\bros Meaningless W\brds
Nunter of
vords Stucknts maraged | Students managed Total Stucknts managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELPTeam by Govt. Teachers | by ELPTeam
0 5 (347) 7 (521) 125 (86.8) |47 (326) 85 (59.0) 132 (9L.7)
1 3 (21 14 (97 16 (1) (4 (29 5 (35 9 (63
2 2 (19 2 (19 |12 (19 1 07 3 ()
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chisor. \ale: 749, P <.05 Chiso. \ae: 146, P >.05

Table - 17

(Class | students in End term assessment)

Construct Meaningful words on their own by choosing letters from Alpha-syllable Chart

Number of Hindi Marwari
words Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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 (149 32 (22.2) 32 (22.2)
2 3 (2.1) 3 (21) 2 (14 3 (21) 5 (3.5
3 3 (21) 1 (0.7 4  (2.8) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7)
4 2 (14 3 (21) 5 (3.5) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7)
5 6 (4.2) 6 (4.2) 12 (8.3)
6 2 (149 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 (21)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 72.37 , P <.0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 26.24 , P <.0001

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
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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 - 18

Identify correct spoken words and mark

(Class | students in End term assessment)
Nunbers gzvtoen'lt'semw by gugeLnFt)sTg:rr;aged Total
0 18 (12.5) 3 (21 21 (14.6)
1 6 42 6 (42
2 5 (35 5 (35
3 10 (6.9) 2 (142 12 (83
4 4 (28 8 (5.6 12 (83)
5 10 (6.9) 78 (54.2) 88 (61.1)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 76.20 , P < .0001

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.
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Table - 19

Draw picture to visualise word meaning

(Class | students in End term assessment)
Numbers |G Teachers | by ELP Toam | @
0 47  (32.6) 16 (11.1) 63 (43.8)
1 2 (149 5 (35) 7 (5.0
2 3 (21) 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

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
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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.

Table - 20
Writing Alphabets with Matra by Class | students in Baseline
Assessment
Resporses | ST Tere0ed | s s | g
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

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 | of ELP team managed schools.
Basically the letter wrote correctly were with MATRA (like 1r, @1, =11, =, @1, &1 ). 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 (3 @I MATRA).

Table - 21

Number of alphabets/syllables write correctly with Matra
(Class I students in Midterm assessment)
Respomses | Cour Teachers. . |oy ELP Team | 7O
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 (149 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 (1.9 10 (7.0) 12 (8.5)
6 3 (21) 22 (15.5) 25  (17.6)
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, KALLI,

NINA etc.) Table - 22
aple -

Number of words write correctly through dictation
(Class | students in Midterm assessment)

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 49  (34.5) 30 (21.1) 79  (55.6)
1 6 (4.2) 5 (3.5) 11 (77
72 5 (35) 5 (3.5)
1 (07 46 (32.4) 47 (33.1)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 48.58 , P < .0001

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.
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Table - 23

White the correct spoken words

(Class | students in End term assessment)
Nuters | o Teaoors [y ELPToam |
0 2 (22 7 (49 39 (27.1)
1 3 1) 3 (21
2 3 (1) 4 (28 7 (49
3 3 (21 1 (0.7) 4 (2.8)
4 2 (14) 9 (63 1 (76)

10 (6.9 70 (48.6) 80 (55.6)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sor. Vale: 64.05, P < .0001

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.

Table - 24

Wite correct spoken syllables and alphabets  (Class | students in End term assessment)
Nurmber of Syllables Alphabets
syllables/al- Students managed | Students managed Studertts managed | Students managed
phabets by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team Total by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team Total
0 39 (27.5) 12 (85) 51 (359) [38 (27.0) 9 (64) 47 (33.3)
1 5 (35) 12 (85) 17 (120) |3 (1) 5 (35) 8 (5.7)
2 9 (63 65 (45.9) 74 (521) | - 29 (20.6) 29 (20.6)
3 n (79 46 (32.6) 57 (40.4)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 53.89, P <.0001 Chi Sor. Value: 6355, P <0001
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Table - 25

Write Correct sentences
(Class | students in End term Assessnment

Resporses Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
YES 3 (1) 60 (41.7) 63 (43.8)
NO 50 (34.7) 30 (20.8) 80 (55.6)
No Response | --- 1 (0.7 1 (07

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 51.10 P <.0001

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.
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Reading and writing skills of Class Il students

ELP intervention was carried out in three classes (Class I, Class 11 and Class 111). As language
learning is developmental in nature, the intervention strategies were also planned according to grade
level. Inthe same manner the evaluation questions were also grade appropriate and competency based.
Similar to Class I, the Baseline assessment of the class Il 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 11. 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.
Table - 26

Recognition of Alphabets by class Il students in Baseline Assessment

RESDONSES Students managed | Students managed Total

P by Govt. Teachers |by ELP Team
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
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Table - 27

Number of Alphabets/syllables recognised by Class Il students in
Baseline Assessment

Number Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers |by ELP Team
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 (07) 4 (3.0) 5 (3.7)
8 1 (07) 3 (2.2 4 (3.0)

7 (5.2) 13 (9.7) 20 (14.9)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 4.32 P > .05

Table - 28

Reading words by class 11 students in Baseline Assessment

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 Sgr. Valee: 0.11 P> .05
Table - 29

Read words with Matra by class 11 students in Baseline Assessirent
Responses ;t/w(l}eonﬁ q—:ar?rfg gugeLn;sTg:rrnaged 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. \Alue: 0.70 P> .05
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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.
Table - 30
Construct meaningful words by searching letters/syllables from
Alphabet Chart
(Class 1l students in Midterm Assessment)
Students managed | Students managed
Nurmber by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team Total
0 19 (15.3) 4 (32) 23 (185)
1 4 (3.2 3 (24) 7 (56)
2 6 (4.8) 2 (16) 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 Sgr. Value: 34.41 P <.0001

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
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MATRA (like #em, Jret, ¥dt, =it etc.). They also formed three letters meaningful words (like ¥<frenm). This

is not seen in case of students of Govt. teacher managed school.

Table - 31
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting letter from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)
Meaningful Words Meaningless \Wbrds
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team

0 28 (264) |1 (09 29 (27.4) |40 (37.7) 29 (27.4) 69 (65.1)
1 4 (38 3 (28 7 (66) |6 (5.7) 13 (12.3) 19 (17.9)
2 5 (47 6 (5.7) 11 (104) [6 (5.7) 6 (5.7 12 (11.3)
3 5 (47 7 (6.6) 12 (113) (2 (1.9) 2 (19 4 (38)
4 7 (6.6) 14 (13.2) 21 (19.8) |--- 2 (19 2 (19
5 5 (4.7) 19 (17.9) 24 (22.6) |---
6 - 2 (19 2 (L9 |- - -
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 38.18 , P <.0001 Chi Sqr. Value: 6.29 , P >.05

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.
Table - 32

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letter/syllable from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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 (284) (7 (6.4 1 (09 8 (7.3
2 1 (0.9 --- 1 (09 1 (0.9 2 (18) 3 (28

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 2.37 ,

P >.05

Chi Sqr. Value: 5.63 ,

P >.05
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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 1, |1, @refl, 41, ¥

etc. Table - 33

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting adjacent letters/syllable from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Mid term assessiment)

Meaningful \\brds Meaningless \Words
Nurrbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students menaged | Students managed Total
by Gowt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 24 (194) |4 (32 28 (226) |54 (435) 70 (565) 124 (100)
1 10 (81 19 (15.3) 29 (234) |---
2 n @9 32 (25.8) 43 (A7) |-
3 5 (40 1 89 16 (129) |-
4 (32 4 (32 8 (6.5
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 27.98 , P <.0001 Chi Sqr. \Aalue; **** p e

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 - #er,
91, |R, =1, Frer 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
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are varied in nature Example of words : <fTefl, TTefl, AR, Hefl, SiHTetc.. 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 @, <R etc. could not establish any error pattern and may

be due to a chance factor.

Table - 34
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting distance letters from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)
Meaningful \Words Meaningless Words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 28 (226) |2 (16) 30 (242) |53 (43.1) 69 (56.1) 122 (99.2)
1 12 97) 12 (9.7) 24 (194) |--- 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
2 7 (56) 16 (12.9) 23 (185) |[---
3 4 (32 35 (28.2) 39 (315) |---
4 3 (24 4 (32) 7 (5.6)
5 1 (08) 1 (08 |-
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 50.61 P <.0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 0.76, P > .05
Table - 35
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing letters given in sequence from Alpha-
syllable Chart (Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)
Meaningful Words Meaningless \Words
Nurmbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team

0 48 (522) |7 (76) 55 (59.8) |53 (57.6) 31 (33.7) 84 (91.3)
1 4 (43) 13 (14.1) 17 (185) |1 (L1) 5 (5.4) 6 (6.5
2 2 (22 10 (10.9) 12 (13.0) |--- 2 (22 2 (22
3 6 (6.5 6 (65 |-
4 2 (22 2 22) |-
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 47.31 P <.0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 7.88, P < .05
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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
gowvt. 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 T, &Tall, ATe, %A, af, etc. (Hindi words to be corrected)

Table - 36
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words on their own without taking any help from alpha-syllable
chart (Class Il students in Mid term assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Nurrbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team

0 47 (379 49 (39.5) 96 (77.4) |47 (38.2) 50 (40.7) 97 (78.9)
1 5 (4.0 5 (4.0) 10 81 |2 (16) 15 (12.2) 17 (13.8)
2 2 (L6) 2 (L6) 4 (32) |1 (08) 2 (16) 3 (24)
3 1 (08) 3 (24) 4 (33)
4 7 (5.6) 7 (56) |1 (08 1 (08
5 6 (4.8 6 (48 |1 (0.8 1 (0.8
6 1 (08) 1 (08) |-
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 12.18 , P <.05 Chi Sgr. Value: 11.23, P < .05

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 ST, =TT, ofTefl, RT Ueh, < 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.
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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.
Table - 37

D raw pictures to show word meaning
(Class Il students in M id term assessment)
Numbers | 0Ue T here [ By ELp Team | Total
0 46 (37.1) 24 (19.4) 70 (56.5)
1 4 (3.2) 18 (14.5) 22 (17.7)
2 1 (0.8) 2 (1.6) 3 (2.4)
3 3 (2.4) 7 (5.6) 10 (8.1)
4 --- 12 (9.7) 12 (9.7)
5 --- 6 (4.8) 6 (4.8)
6 --- 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 35.28 , P < .0001
Table - 38
Total number of words constructed in Hindi and M arwari
(Class 1l students in Mid term assessment)
Hindi Words M arwari Words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 18  (14.5) 18 (14.5) [22 @7.7) 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 (2.9) 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
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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 BTSTT, T8, dcrel, dM, 4Tel, 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.
Table - 39

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing correct letters from Alph-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in End term assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 15 (11.8) 1 (0.8) 16 (12.6) |14 (11.0) 65 (51.2) 79 (62.2)
1 3 (24 0 (0.0 3 (24) |24 (189 2 (1) 26 (20.5)
2 7 (55) 3 (24) 10 (7.9) |8 (6.3) 3 (2.4) 11 (8.7)
3 9 (71 3 (24) 12 (94) |4 (.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
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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 : TTSTT, €€, 9T, TSI, I etc. )

Table - 40
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by using letters from Alph-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in End termassessnent)

Meaningful Wbrds Meaningless Words
Nurrbers Stucents managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 26 (20.5) 4 (32 30 (236) [37 (294 63 (50.0) 100 (79.4)
1 8 (63 2 (16) 10 (79 |11 (87) 5 40 16 (12.7)
2 7 (55 2 (16 9 (7)) |5 (40 2 (L6 7 (56)
3 8 (63 6 (47) 14 (11.0) |1 (08) 1 (08 2 (L6
4 5 (39 17 (134) 2 (17.3) |----
5 1 (08 41 (32.3) 42 (331) |---- 1 (08 1 (08
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. \alue: 66.35 , P < .0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 8.91 , P >.05

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
: TSI, ]ToT, I ete. ) 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 G ISISIANE] 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
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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 d1dT, 9T4T,.

Table - 41

(Class 11 students in End termassessnent)

Corstruct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing nearest letters from Alphe-syllable Chart

Meaningful V\brds Meaningless W\brds
NUTEETS o s meraged | Stucerts mareged Total Stcknis mereged | Sucerts mereged |
by Govt. Teacrers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 35 (280) 8 (64) 43 (344) |46 (414 57 (51.4) 103 (92.8)
1 10 (80) 20 (16.0) 30 (40 [5 @5 10 (7.9)
2 6 (48) 24 (19.2) 30 (240 |- 2 (19 2 (19)
3 2 (Lo) 18 (14.9) 20 (160) (1 (09 1 (09
4 2 (16) 2 (16 |-
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sr. \ale: 30.46 , P < .0001 Chi Sor. \alwe: 8.77 , P <.05
Table - 42
Corstruct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing distance letters from
Alpha-syllable Chart (Class 11 students in End termassessirent)

Meaningful \\brds Meaningless Wbrds
NUTEETS [ vt naraged | Students mereged Total Stckris mareged | Stcerts mereged | 1y

by Govt. Teachers | by ELPTeam by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 3 (27.0) 9 (7)) 43 (34.1) |46 (36.5) 67 (53.2) 113(89.7)
1 13 (103) 32 (25.4) 45 (357) |6 (49 3 (24) 9 (7.)
2 6 (48) 21 (16.7) 271 (214) |2 (16) 1 (08 3 (24)
3 1 (08 9 (7)) 10 (7.9
4 1 (08 1 (098 1 (08 1 (08
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 36.46 , P < .0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 374, P> .05
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Table - 43

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by reversing letters from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in End term assessent)

Meaningful \Words Meaningless Words
Nurrers Stucents mareged | Students managed Total Students meneged | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 44 (34.6) 15 (10.8) 59 (465) |52 (413) 72 (57.) 124 (98.4)
1 n @87 50 (394) 61 (480) |2 (L6) 2 (196
2 7 (55) 7 (55)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 44.71 , P < .0001 Chi Sor. \ale: 2.71 , P> .05

Table - 44

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating letters from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 11 students in End term assessiment)

Meaningful Wbrds Meaningless Words
Nurrbers Students managed | Students menaged Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 54 (42.5) 62 (48.8) 116 (91.3) |53 (41.7) 72 (56.7) 125 (984)
1 1 (0.8 10(7.9) n @87 1 (08) 1 (08
2 1 (08) 1 (08
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. \alue: 5.74 , P <.05 Chi Sar. \alue: 2.66 , P > .05

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.
Table - 45

Copy from Alpha-syllable Chart
(Class 1l students in End term Assessment

RESDONSES Students managed | Students managed Total

o by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
YES 4 (3.2 0 (0.0 4 (32
NO 51 (40.5) 71 (56.3) 122 (96.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sar. \alue: 533 P<.05
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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. Table - 46
Total numicer of words made in Hindi and Marwari
(Class 11 students in End term assessment)

Hindi Words Marwari \\ords
Nurbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Gowvt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 8 (6.3) 1 (08 9 (71) [39 (312 35 (28.0) 74 (59.2)
1 539 1 (08 6 47 |12 (9.6) 25 (20.0) 37 (29.6)
2 13 (10.2) 3 (24) 16 (126) |4 (32) 7 (56) 11 (88)
3 7 (55) 1 (08 8 63 |- 1 (09 1 (08)
4 2 (16) 1 (08 3 (4 |- 2 (16) 2 (16)
5 539 2 (16) 7 (65 |-
6 2 (L6) 1 (08 3 (24) |-
7 539 6 @7 n @7 |-
8 2 (16) 12 (9.4) 14 (11.0) |-
9 4 (31) 22 (17.3) 26 (20.5) |---
10 2 (16) 22 (17.3) 24 (18.9) [---
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. \alue: 55.90 , P < .0001 Chi Sar. Value: 6.90 , P >.05

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 dTSI, Gl TSI, ER, I 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 Gowt.
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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.

Table - 47
Draw picture to show word meaning
(Class Il students in End term assessment)
Number | Gov Teachers | by £LP Team | T
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 Sgr. Value: 55.47 P > .0001

Table - 48
Read the instruction and answer questions
(Class 11 stucents in End term assessment)
Correct Answer Wrong Answer
Nurbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students menaged Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 26 (205 7 (65 33 (26.0) |37 (31.6) 66 (56.4) 103 (88.0)
1 5 (39 3 (24) 8 (6.39) 6 (5.1) 1 (0.9) 7 (6.0)
2 9 (7.2) 3 249 12 (94) 1 (0.9 3 (26) 4 (34)
3 15 (11.8) 59 (46.5) 74 (583) |1 (0.9) 2 (L7 3 (26)
Percentages are given in Parerthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 39.02 , P < .0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 7.22 , P >05

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.
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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 (R T @& HH = &7 far ? ) in a sentence.
Table - 49

Amswer guestions inwords or sentences
(Class 11 students in End term assessiment)
Answer inwords Arsver in sentences
Nurrbers Students managed by | Students managed Total Students managed by | Students managed Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team Gowvt. Teachers by ELP Team
0 45 (354) 69 (54.3) 114 (89.8) |33 (26.0) 15 (11.8) 48 (37.8)
1 4 (1) 2 (L6) 6 47) |6 47 3 (24) 9 (7.0
2 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 2 (16) |6 @47 6 (47 12 (9.4)
3 5 (39 5 (39 10 (7.9) 48 (37.8) 58 (45.7)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 8.60 , P < .05 Chi Sar. \alue: 30.92 , P <0001

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 Gowt. teachers. This significant
result clearly supports the process of ELP approach which develops these literacy skill in a systematic

way at early stage.
Table - 50

Read instruction in writing first and then answer the questions
(Class 11 students in End term Assessiment

Resporses Students managed by | Students managed Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team

YES 30 (23.6) 65 (51.2) 95 (74.8)

NO 24 (18.9) 6 (4.7) 30 (23.6)

No Resporse |1 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 2 (L)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 21.81 P <.0001

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
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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 Gowt.

teacher managed school (15.9%). Table - 51
Read the sentences fluently
(Class 1l students in End term assessment)
Number gugeonvti ngc?r?;rg ts);ugeLr;tsTrer:;aged Total
0 52 (40.9) 18 (14.2) 70 (55.1)
1 14 (11.0) 14 (11.0)
2 3 (24) 40 (315) 43 (33.9)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. \alue: 61.17 P <.0001
Table - 52

Read sentences by deviding in to small parts
(Class 11 students in End term Assessment

Responses Students managed Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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 Sgr. Value: 17.39 P <.0001

Writing competencies of class 11 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.
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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.
Table - 53

Nunmber of Alphabets/syllables written by Class 11 students in
Baseline Assessment
Nunber ?tbyudGeon\::ts ?:23?: g tS}tyugeLr;ts Tg:nr;aged Total
9 (6.7) 15 (11.2) 24 (17.9)
1 3 (22 9 (6.7) 12 (90)
2 6 (4.5) 1 (0.7) 7 (5.2
3 5 (37) 7 (52 12 (9.0)
4 7 (5.2) 13 (9.7) 20 (14.9)
5 3 (22 10 (7.5) 13 (9.7)
6 9 (6.7 14 (10.4) 23 (17.2)
7 5 (37) 8 (6.0) 13 (97)
8 3 (22 4 (30) 7 (5.2
2 (15) 1 (07) 3 (22
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. \alue: 10.01 P >.05

Table - 54
Writing words by class Il students in Baseline Assessment
Students managed by | Students managed
Responses Govt. Teachers 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 Sgr. Value: 749 P<.01
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Table - 55

Write words with Matra by class 11 students in Baseline Assessment
Responses Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
YES 21 (15.7) 14 (10.4) 35 (26.1)
NO 32 (239 67 (50.0) 99 (73.9)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sqgr. Value: 8.28 P<.01
Table - 56
Write the spoken alphabet/syllables correctly
(Class Il students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers 2535 ngarlﬁenfsged by E;ugin;s_rreraanrlaged Total

0 16 (129 3 (24 19 (15.3)

1 4 (32 4 (32

2 3 (249 3 (249

3 1 (0.8 1 (0.8) 2 (1.6)

4 2 (1.6) 2 (1.6)

5 4 (32 1 (08) 5 (4.0)

6 7 (5.6) 6 (12,9 13 (10.5)

7 5 (4.0 5 (4.0 10 (8.2)

8 1 8.9 16 (12.9) 27 (21.8)

1 (0.8) 38 (30.6) 39 (3L5)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 54.64 , P <.0001

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 Gowvt. teacher

managed school committed mistake in both alphabets and syllables whereas few students in ELP managed
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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 - 57

Write the spoken alphabet/syllables wrongly

(Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)
Nnters | U e | S e | g
0 22 (17.7) 44 (355) 66 (53.2)
1 12 (97 2 (17.7) 34 (27.4)
2 12 (97 4 (32 16 (12.9)
3 3 (24) 3 (24)
4 3 (24) 3 (24)
5 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
8 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 20.55 , P <.01

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 (<) 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 (ar, ¥, 9). The result shows a highly significant difference between the two
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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.

Table - 58

Write the spoken words correctly
(Class 1l students in Mid term assessment)

Students managed Students managed
Numbers by Govt. Teachers 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 Sgr. Value: 53.42 , P <.0001
Table - 59

Write the spoken words wrongly
(Class Il students in Mid term assessment)

Students managed Students managed
Numbers by Govt. Teachers 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 Sqgr. Value: 18.45 P <.0001

Table - 60

Write correct syllable/alphabets through dictation
(Class Il students in End term assessment)

e

0 23 (18.1) 3 (24) 26 (20.5)
1 6 (4.7) 3 (24) 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

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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Table - 61

Write correct words through dictation
(Class Il students in End term assessment)

Correct Words

Numbers Students managed Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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
Chi Sqgr. Value: 45.92 P < .0001
Table - 62
Able to write sentences
(Class 11 students in End term Assessment
Students managed by | Students managed
Responses Govt. Teachers 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 Sgr. Value: 22.71 P <.0001

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. (¥&< = &1 @mn). 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 @1, @3, in place of @r). 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.
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Reading and Writing skills of Class - 111 Students

At par with class | & 11, class 111 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- I11. Table -63 reveals that there is no significant difference between the two types of
schools included inthe 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.
Table - 63

Able to recognise syllables/alphabets
(Class 11 students in Baseline Assessment)

Responses Students managed by | Students managed Total

P Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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 Sqgr. Value: 1.96 P> .05
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Table - 64

Number of syllables/alphabets recognised

(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)
NaTers |G e |y ELPToam | O
0 4 (32 4 (32)
1 1 (0.8) 2 (1) 3 (29
2 4 (3.2 3 (24 7 (5.6)
3 9 (73) 9 (7.3)
4 5 (4.0) 4 (32 9 (7.3
5 8 (6.5 5 (4.0 13 (10.5)
6 7 (56) 7 (56) 14 (11.3)
7 2 (16) 2 (16)
8 1 (0.8) 4 (32) 5 (4.0)

12 (9.7 46 (37.1) 58 (46.8)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. Value: 36.16 P <.0001
Table - 65

Able to read alphabets with Matra and words
(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)

Read alphabet with matra Read words
Responses Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
YES 31 (24.6) 50 (39.7) 81 (64.3) [31 (24.6) 49 (38.9) 80 (63.5)
NO 22 (175) 23 (183 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

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
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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 ==, @, o, frefi, However, constructing words by reversing letter are very less in both

type of schools (Table - 69). Table - 66
Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by choosing letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Baseline assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words
P s ety [ s | g[St e e e [
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 (7.0) 6 (4.8) 10 (7.9) 16 (12.7)
2 6 (4.8) 6 (4.8) 12 95 |2 @8 4 (32) 6 (4.8)
3 2 (1.6) 5 (4.0) 7 (56) 3 (2.4) 3 (2.4)
4 2 (1.6) 7 (5.6) 9 71 |2 @ 1 (0.8) 3 (2.4)

3 (24) 10 (7.9) 13 (103)  |[----- 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
ChiSqr. Value:5.38, P >.05 ChiSqr. \alue: 417, P > .05

Table - 67
Construct meaningful words by choosing nearest and distant letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Baseline assessnent)

Choosing rearest letters Choosing distart letters
NUTERTS 'y /i mreraged | Students meraged Total Stckrts mareged | Stucerts meveged | o

by Gowt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 40 (32.8) 39 (320 79 (648) |45 (36.0) 62 (49.6) 107 (85.6)
1 3 (25 4 (3.3 7 (57) 5 (40 7 (5.6) 12 (9.6)
2 4 (33) 1 (9.0 15 (123) |1 (08) 2 (19 3 (24
3 4 (33 7 (7 1 (9.0) ---- 2 (19 2 (18
4 2 (16 7 (67 9 (74
5 S 1 (098 1 (08) 1 (08) = 1 (08
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 6.02 , P >.05 Chi Sqr. \alue: 2.92 P >.05
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Table - 68

Qorstrut neaningfl and neaningless words by repeating letters fromAdresyllade Crart
(@ass 11 stucknts in Beselire assessnen)
Veanrgful worcs Meanirgless vorth
Nuicers Suckrts mareged | Sucents naneged Toal Suckris nareged | Suckrts mareged Tl
by Govt Teaders | byHPTeamn by Gt Teaders | byHPTeam
0 L RY |GBDH |71 87 |5 @b 0 (6l 120079
1 6 (48 17 (135 |8 (183 |—
2 4 (32 23 (183 21 (249 (1 08 - 1 08
3 1 (09 1 (09 2 (16 |1 (09 1 (09 2 (19
Parcariages are gven in Parertress
iy \de 1724, P <001 iy \Aels3, P >0
Table - 69
Corstruct meaningful and meaningless words by reversing letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class 111 students in Baseline assessment)
Meaningful words Meaningless words
Nunrers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total
by Gowvt. Teachers | by ELPTeam by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team 0
0 48 (38.1) 71 (56.3) 119 (94.4) |50 (39.7) 73 (57.9) 123 (97.6)
1 4 (32 2 (16 6 (4.8
2 - 2 (18 2 (18
3 1 (08 -- 1 (08 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. \alue: 3.01 P > .05 Chi Sqr. \alue: 4.23 P >.06

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.
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Table - 70

Corstruct meaningful and meaningless words on their own
(Qass 111 students in Baselire assessirernt)

Meaningful words Meaningless words
0 B (2739 39 (32.2) 72 (595) |45 (357) 49 (389) o4 (74.6)
1 3 (25) 1 (08) 4 (33 |42 9 (7.0 13 (103
2 6 (50) 6 (50) 12 99 |2 e 9 (7.0 11 87)
3 1 (09 7(58) 8 (66) |- 4 (32 4 (32
4 1 (09 7(58) 8 (66) |1 (09 1 (08 2 (16)
5 2 (L7) 3 (25) 5 @1) |1 (08 1 (08)
6 1 (08) 3 (25) 4 (33 |-
7 2 (17) 2 7 |- 1 (08 1 (08
8 2 (17) 2 17) |-
9 1 (08) 3 (25) 4 (33 |-
Percertages are given in Parerthesis
ChiSor. \le: 1205, P > .05 ChiSor \ake: 961, P >.05

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. Table - 71

Construct meaningful words by identifying the first letter of the word
(Class 111 students in Baseline assessment)

M eaningful words Meaningless words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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
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Table - 72

Construct meaningful words by using other than given letter
(Class 111 students in Baseline assessment)

Meaningful words

Meaningless words

Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 49 (38.9) 64 (50.8) 113 (89.7) |51 (40.5) 70 (55.6) 121 (96.0)
1 3 (249 4 32 7 (5.6) 2 (1.6) ---- 2 (1.6)
2 1 (0.8 5 (4.0 6 (4.8) ———- 3 (24) 3 (2.4)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 1.67 ,

P > .05

Chi Sqr. Value: 4.93 ,

P >.05

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.

Table - 73

Construct Hindi and Marwadi words
(Class 111 students in Baseline assessment)

Hindi words Marwari Wwords
NUTEIS [ 5 erts managed | Studerts managed Total Stucerts maraged | Suderts mevaged |
by Govt. Teacters | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 2% (206) |20 @30) |55 437) |4 349 |50 Go7) |94 (746)
1 2 (16) 1 (08 3 4) |5 @0 15 (119) 20 (15.9)
2 1 ©87) 7 66) 18 (143) |4 (32) 7 (56) 1 87
3 4 (32 7(56) 1 @7 |- 1 (08) 1 (08)
4 4 32 8 (63 12 95 |-
5 4 (32) 7(56) 1@y |-
6 6 (49) 6 (48 |-
7 1 (08) 3 (24) 4 32 |-
8 1 (©08) 3 4 |4 @) |-
10 1 (08 1 08 |-

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 11.47

P > .05

Chi Sgr. \alue: 4.13

P >.05
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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).
Table - 74

Draw pictures to showword meaning

(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)
Narters | o e |y e | T
0 40 (35.7) 42 (375) 82 (73.2)
1 9 (80) 6 (5.4) 15 (13.4)
2 3 (27) 4 (36) 7 (63)
3 327 327
4 2 (19) 2 (18)
5 2 (19) 2 (18)
6 1 (09 1 (09
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. Value: 826 P>.05

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
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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 Gowvt. 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

Table - 75

meaningless words are |r T, 81, Hehd, A ....)

Corstruct meaningful words by choosing correct letters/alphalets from
alphabet chart (Class 111 students in Mid Term Assessirent)
N
0 433 6 (49 10 (8.2
1 3 (25 4 (33 7 (5.7
2 9 (74) 1 (08 10 82
3 14 (11.5) 2 (16) 16 (13.1)
4 17 (13.9) 10 82 27 (22.1)
5 7 (B.7) 45 (36.9) 52 (42.6)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sor. \Alue: 4451 P <.0001
Table - 76
Construct meanigless words by choosing letters/alphabets from
alphabet chart
(Class 11 students in Mid Term Assessment)
s | 806 e | S e |7
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 (16) 18 (14.8)
3 5 (4.1) 2 (1.6) 7 (5.7)
4 3 (25) 3 (25)
1 (0.8) 1 (0.8)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. Value: 33.00 P <.0001
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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.

Table - 77

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting nearest letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class I11 students in Mid term assessment)

Meaningful Wbrds Meaningless Wbrds

Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 15  (12.3) 8 (6.6) 23 (18.9) |49 (40.2) 68 (55.7) 117 (95.9)
1 15  (12.3) n 90 26 (21.3) |5 4.)) -=-- 5 @41
2 10 (8.2 20 (16.49) 30 (246) |--- --- -
3 9 (74 28 (23.0) 37 (30.3)  |--- - ---

5 @41 1 (08 6 (4.9) --- --- ---
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 17.12 , P <.01 Chi Sqr. \alue: 6.56, P < .01

Table - 78

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by selecting distance letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class 11 students in Mid term assessment)

Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Nurmbers Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed | Students menaged Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 9 (74 10 (8.2 19 (156) (44 (364) 67 (55.4) 111 91.7)
1 21 (17.2) 3 (25 24 (19.7) |7 (5.8 1 (0.8) 8 (6.6)
2 13 (10.7) 33 (27.0) 46 37.7) (2 @7) --- 2 (17
3 9 (74 18 (14.8) 27 (221) |--- --- ---

2 (16 4 (3.3 6 (49) --- --- ---
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. Value: 24.63 , P <.0001 Chi Sqr. \alue: 9.55, P < .01
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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: (73, @@, #ic, =@ 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 (s, @Tet,) 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 : #=1, #9, orell, A1, THet

etc.)

Table - 79

Construct Meaningful and Meaningless words by repeating
letters from Alphasyllable Chart
(Class 111 students in Mid term assessment)

Meaningful Words
Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
0 37  (30.6) 63 (52.1) 100 (82.6)
1 13 (10.7) 5 @47 18 (14.9)
2 3 (25 ———- 3 (25

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. \Value: 11.63 , P <.01
Table - 80
Construct words by reversing letters from alphasyllable chart
(class 111 students in Mid term assessment)

M eaningful Words Meaningless Words

Number Students managed | Students managed Total Students managed Students managed Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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)
8 (6.6) 8 (6.6)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis
ChiSqr. Value: 21.05 P <.001 |Chi Sqr. Value: 042 P > .05
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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 . I,
Taﬁe-Bﬁ

Construct words by selecting letters from alphabet chart on their own
(class 1 students in Mid term assessment)
Meaningful Words Meaningless Words

Numbe Students managed Students managed Total Students managed Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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 (74
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 (25)

1 (0.8) 39 (32.0) 40 (32.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqgr. Value: 70.35 , P <.0001 Chi Sqgr. Value: 917.67, P < .001

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
Table - 82

schools managed by Govt. teachers.

Total number of words constructed in response to question 1
(class 111 students in Mid term assessment)
Hindi Words Marwari Words
N e e e e I ol e e R
0 3 (25) 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 (33) 3 (2.5) 7 (5.7) 3 (25) 26 (21.3) 29 (23.8)
3 9 (7.4) 5 (4.1) 14 (115) |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 (57) 11 (9.0) 18 (14.8)
6 8 (6.6) 15 (12.3) 23 (18.9)
7 3 (25) 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 |ChiSqr. Value: 32.72 P < .0001
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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.

Table - 83

Draw pictures of construct words to show word meaning
(Class 111 students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers | Students managed | Students managed | Total
by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team

0 36 (29.5) 1 (9.0 47 (38.5)
1 9 (74 14 (115) 23 (18.9)
2 4 (33 9 (7.4) 13 (10.7)
3 1 (0.8) 8 (6.6) 9 (7.4)

4 1 (0.8) 541 6 (4.9

5 3 (25) 21 (17.2) 24 (19.7)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sqr. \alue: 36.79 , P <.0001

In addition to it, students were provided five sentences to read, understand and draw the picture
as per instruction. ( for example =, & BIeT g€ 9-131). 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.

Table - 84

Follow instruction to Draw pictures
(Class 111 students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers | Students managed Students managed | Total

by Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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)

12 (9.8) 47 (38.5) 59 (48.4)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sqr. Value: 30.49 , P <.0001
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Table - 85

Do not follow the instruction and draw pictures on their own
(class 11 students in Midterm Assessment

YES 22 (18.0) 1 (08) 23 (18.9)
NO 7 (5.7) 4 (33) 11 (9.0)
No Response |25 (20.5) 63 (51.6) 88 (72.1)

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. \alue: 35.26 P <.0001

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.

Table - 86

Number of sentences read correctly as a sentence
(Class 111 students in Mid term assessment)
Numbers | Students managed by | Students managed | Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
0 41 (33.6) 23 (18.9) 64 (52.5)
1 1 (0.8) 5 (4.1) 6 (4.9
2 2 (16) 4 (3.3) 6 (4.9)
3 7 (5.7) 7 (5.7)
4 10 (8.2) 10 (8.2)
10 (8.2) 19 (15.6) 29 (23.8)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 26.94 P <.0001

Regarding reading comprehension, the students of class 111 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.
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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.

Table - 87
Classify the words correctly and write in the appropriate column
(Class 111 students in End term assessment)
Food Items Vehicles Animals
Numbers Students Students Students Students Students Students
managed by managed by Total managed by managed by Total managed by managed by ELP Total
Govt. Teachers | ELP Team Govt. Teachers ELP Team Govt. Teachers Team
0 6 (5.1) 2 (17) 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 (17 (11 (94) 8 (6.8) 5 (4.3) 13 (11.1) |10 (8.5) 6 (5.1) 16 (13.7)
3 10 (8.5) 10 (85) |20 (17.1) |18 (154) |59 (50.4) |77 (65.8) |16 (13.7) |59 (50.4) |75 (64.1)
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

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.

Table - 88
Write words correctly but in the inappropriate column
(Class 111 students in End term assessment)
Food Items Vehicles Animals
Numbers Students Students Stude nts Students Students Students
managed by managed by Total managed by managed by Total managed by managed by ELP Total
Govt. Teachers | ELP Team Govt. Teachers ELP Team Govt. Teachers Team
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 (105) |9 (7.7) 3 (2.6) 12 (10.3) |7 (6.1) 3 (2.6) 10 (8.7)
2 4 (35) 2 (18) |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

In another task, students were given tfour sentences to read and understand. Ihen 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.
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Table - 89
Number of questions answered correctly
(Class 11 students in End Term Assessment)
Numters | ot Toacrers | by ELPToam | 1@
0 30 (25.6) 4 (34) 34 (29.1)
1 10 (8.5) 2 (L7) 12 (10.3)
2 1 (0.9 3 (2.6) 4 (3.4)
3 1 (0.9 4 (34) 5 (4.3)
4 3 (2.6) 16 (13.7) 19 (16.2)
5 4 (34) 39 (33.3) 43 (36.8)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sgr. Value: 64.00 P <.0001

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 (3m, <™ &1 Us).

Table - 90

Draw picture correctly as per instruction
(Class 11l students in End Term Assessment)

Numbers Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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 Sgr. Value: 71.90 P <.0001
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
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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.

Table - 91

Read fluently the given sentences
(Class 11 students in End Term Assessment)
Numbers | Teachers | by ELPToam | TO
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 Sgr. Value: 48.48 P <.0001
In the present evaluation study each class (I I1 I11) 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 111 their performance

could have been much better than the present observation.

Writing Skills

To test the writing skills of class 111 students the same patterns of dictation was given as class |
and 11, 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.
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Table - 92

Able to write number of dictated syllables/alphabets

(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)
Nutbers |0 Tearers | by L eam | T
0 1 (0.8) 2 (1.6) 3 (24
1 2 (L6) 2 (L6) 4 (32)
2 3 (24 3 (24
3 3 (2.4 3 (24) 6 (4.8
4 8 (6.5 2 (L6) 10 (7.9)
5 5 (4.0 9 (7.1) 14 (11.1)
6 14 (11.1) 12 (95) 26 (20.6)
7 6 (4.8) 15 (11.9) 21 (16.7)
8 5 (4.0) 6 (4.8) 1 8.7)

6 (4.8) 22 (17.5) 28 (22.2)
Percentages are in Parenthesis
Chi Sar. Value: 18.61 P <.05

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 (@TeT) 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.

Table - 93

Able to write dictated alphabets with Matra
(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total

P by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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 Sar. Value: 2.36 P> .05
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Table - 94

Able to write dictated words
(Class 111 students in Baseline Assessment)

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total

P by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
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 Sgr. Value: 540 P<.05

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 7 substituted
with &), write other letter like (7, &, ®) and also added MATRA to the letter like (=1, @1, 7). 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.

Table - 95

Write detected alphabets/letters
(Class 111 students in Mid term assessment)

Numbers | Students managed by | Students managed | Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team

0 13 (10.7) 2 (1.6 15 (12.3)

1 2 (1.6) 3 (25) 5 (4.1

2 6 (49 2 (1.6) 8 (6.6)

3 12 (9.8) 9 (74 21 (17.2)
21 (17.2) 52 (42.6) 73 (59.8)

Percentages are given in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 22.55 , P <.0001

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
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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 (far @1 der R Tan). The mistakes committed by students reveal that in Govt.
teacher managed school they missed words like (se1 8= 13m), but in other group students used the
MATRA wrongly like (¥frar, der).  [It means that these students have phonemic awareness to some

extent but could not use MATRA for writing a meaningful word.]

Table - 96

Write the dictated words
(class 111 students in Midterm Assessment

Responses Students managed by | Students managed Total
Govt. Teachers by ELP Team

YES 26 (21.3) 63 (51.6) 89 (73.0)

NO 24 (19.7) 4 (33) 28 (23.0)

No Response |4 (3.3) 1 (0.8 5 4.1

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. \alue: 30.26 P <.0001

Table - 97

Wirite the dictated sentences
(class 111 students in Midterm Assessment

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 Sgr. Value: 40.04 P <.0001

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.
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Table - 98

Wiite correct alphabet and syllables in dictation
(Class 11 students in End termassessirent)

Alphaket Syllables
NUTEETS [ /i naraged | Stucerts merged Total Surbrts mareged by | Suceres meregedby | o)

by Gowvt. Teachers | by ELPTeam Govt. Teachers ELPTeam
0 13 (11.3) 3 (26) 16 (139) |12 (103) 2 (17) 14 (12.0)
1 1 (09 5 43 6 (52 5 @43 2 (17 7 (6.0
2 34 (29.6) 59 (51.3) 93 (809 |3 (27.4) 64 (54.7) % (82.1)
Percentages are given in Parenthesis
Chi Sor. \Value: 12.85, P <.01 Chi Sor. \éle: 16.44 , P <.0001

Regarding dictation of two words (&=, B1d) 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 = for =. It shows lack of understanding in sound and

symbol integration when words were repeated two times during the dictation by evaluation team member.

Table - 99

Write correct words in dictation
(Class 111 students in End term assessment)

Correct Words
Numbers I'q s managed by | Students managed Total

Govt. Teachers by ELP Team
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 Sqgr. Value: 37.79 , P < .0001
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Table - 100

Able to write the dictated sentences
(Class 11 students in End Term Assessiment)

Responses Students managed | Students managed Total

by Govt. Teachers | by ELP Team
YES 15 (12.8) 42 (35.9) 57 (48.7)
NO 33 (28.2) 26 (22.2) 59 (50.4)
No Resporse |1 (0.9) 1 (09

Percentages are in Parenthesis

Chi Sgr. Value: 11.85 P<.01

In writing the sentence, which contain four words (== “rTaR &% 73m), 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 (Id4, or®) ad=

T, = 9, a9 wrTaR) 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.
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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, 11 & I11 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, 11 & I11).
All the teachers appreciate the effectiveness of the ELP approach in teaching reading and writing for the
early stages. Inaddition 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.

“HST 3MAT & | 92 Wl ofd & | HiAamg, Md Brel § dedl b fTa 3T & | 98d
I foRIT B | JME—URNT @ ITcTeRol & © Teg g7 X UGN ©, ol & X PR
el INfe | s=d fR I 9971 § 3996 | 9= Siea] Uhs R @ |

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:

SATATEDT H geela ST | AMHTh] Ugel faermerd | 317 81 o | 39 af ga vle
3 oY B | S9! oIl & & Sd ged YT forg-T R Y2 2 | I8 919 I dhad
A € fh ST 90 9 A1e] 9 Ug =181 U7 X2 o a7 379 M U g foleas o g |

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. “ gedi Pl g

BIRIGT 83T & RT9] P&l 2 Pl © | I RIS AT 2 | JIS), Ul AT -7 | TR

B&IT BT DS TS(bIT fhaTd AT UG TS & | H-TAT Hell 3 Bl el © | A 3ol
T g51 RN Bl STSHR Th Biddl 9415 © | 39 aRib I e SToal T forg=r
IRg ST 2 | I 5 df el db W §<a7 UgHT forg=r =l WG UIarr. 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.

“ged M 81 SI1d & | PlS, A1 S 81 UgH Pl AR B Old & | IeX IR gell
3 S 2 | 5= 8 A1 R § AR dle 3 Uglel, Hiadr I Uerll H8d ¢ |
STAY BT AN DI T B B H o o T S B |

S SRIAR DI AICI Ufh, AT Bl BICHT oA ol § AN UgHR G ol | forkd
BT Y H ! ol o1 | GoT BRI Bl HSH R |18 Hell 4 9 ygdl © IS4
UeT el AT § | H A1 Ug oIdl & 9% T4 A5G B © | ged JAMEd! B
ORI 9 UgaR AR & | M 9 379 © & folka ol 2 | 39 Ughd ¥ d<ai &l
AT W 9gd ®d TSl 7 |

“STeal JedT folg=T WG ST € | Hfade g T Y&d & of ATl el, Tl
Tl IR AT ¥ H M | S MR RAT B 8 S 1Rl Bl e B HRand 2 |

I 98 T AT &

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. “TJl B D[H, YN U Bl
AIC Bl BT G, STFERT D IR DI dole | g2 el 3 | 39 UGfd DI Ta
arel =1 ¥ <@ 2 | M dTel 98 GeT 8 30 gl & R & folq | T8l & ST Tad
T BT UG & foIg fBeFrTg UISde Whol 9oid & | SUAUl BRIHH &I Iotg | a
319 =i BT TR fIermer # 9o B R g 2

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.

“gedi § wdl U7 B BT T | g5 79 A Ug—ford @ B | gea & I aRIeT |
AR T SreT & BIRYT gl BT BT RAUT el 8T 8| el & 8 ARCN
< 1 9gd ERIEAT § STl Bl ¢

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.

“Jgd 9T | H <@ & fh OaR—IR R & © 1] G-I $ell & ol I A TS
ur Re & | H e iei—utedl @ 9ed 8 | gud W udl gdl b 7 gasl & 9% o
ST IR 3R & © TG UG Ig U | AN el Bl g fhad el Ue Aol © | I8 a2
IR IS I U | TR IR U X2 & 99 "W MG Fas! © | " AR el 3R
g | UG Ifora TR I 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:

“ FHST 3@ © b U 376 WU & M 6—8 Whel H Il Rl © R 3T GIe
WIh 1 Thet H & AT IRBN AR A S[edR BRI FdTford B ol 75T Rafee
BRI | 3R U IT I 3MEH &1 & a1 I 993 {7 UM & | 98 deig, Uid 3
g Aot B = | RS ST8l &1 IR ¥hel | a1 JMeH! 9¢ oY ar Res 3resT 8T |
Y HSH BT 9T H <@ 8, HEHAYR H <ET & | B! geai H gRId <1 & | g2
H A9 SIRTRadhdT 3% © | HeH Sl © 9 SITad 81 HeH BT SdolR BRd

2| 34T SRS fBerey 81 «
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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, Il & 111 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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I
Quialitative 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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Tracking Learner Progress ELP presentation at RIE Ajmer on 26June ‘09

Classroom processes

Reading and sharing storybooks Understanding sound-symbol relationships
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Drawings words starting with different alphabet
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Making words from the akshara chart Drawing pictures to visualise words
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Combining akshara cards to make sentences
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Print based interactions in Classes 2 and 3

Reading poems from posters Writing poems based on the posters

Glimpses from the night schools
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