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Presentation Notes
Deergha: 
We appreciate this opportunity to present on our experience of implementing an early grades literacy program in a multilingual context in Nepal. Let me take a second to note that the 2009-2010 reading results being highlighted in this presentation came from the research led by Christabel Pinto of Columbia University, who was a Save the Children research fellow in 2009. We could not have made this presentation without her input. 



Backgrounder: Language and 
learning context in Nepal 

• 2007 Interim Constitution guarantees preservation 
of all cultures and languages

• 102 spoken languages, with Nepali as national 
language and official LOI

• Adult literacy rate: 56% (higher for males [70%] than 
females [44%]); youth literacy: 79% (UNESCO 
2007)

• Net enrollment in basic ed at 93.6%, survival rate to 
grade 5 at 54% (MoE 2009)

• Textbooks and print materials available in schools 
written predominantly in Nepali language
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Deergha: 
To put this presentation in context, let me cite a few statistics about language and learning in Nepal. Nepal is a country with 102 spoken languages, with Nepali used as the official language of instruction. The new 2007 constitution recognizes the importance of this diversity, and guarantees the preservation of these languages. 

In terms of education and literacy, Nepal still has much progress to make. Adult literacy is only at 56%, while youth literacy is at 79%. In both cases, there is a gender gap, with literate males significantly outnumbering literate females. Education access is still not universal—net enrollment is at 73%, while survival to grade 5 is at 54%. Despite the recognition of the diversity of languages in the 2007 constitution, textbooks and print materials availane in schools are still predominantly in the Nepali language. 



Save the Children in Nepal
• SC presence in Nepal spans 

over 30 years
• As of 2009, now operating in 

almost all regions in Nepal, 
covering at least 56 districts 
and working with 90 local 
NGOs

• Education programs in far-
western region working with 
mixed Nepali and Tharu 
populations, particularly in 
Kailali district, where SC has 
been working for over 15 years
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Deergha:
Save the Children has been working in this education context for over 30 years. Save the Children now operates in almost all regions of the country, covering 56 school districts and working with 90 local NGOs. Our education programs in the far-west region of Nepal works among mixed language groups. In Kailali district —which is the focus of this presentation—our education programs serve Nepali and Tharu populations. 



Literacy & language issues:
findings from 2008 SC study 

Average words read correctly per 

minute by home language and sex
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– Among 514 third 
graders, 42% 
couldn’t read any 
words
correctly in a 
minute;

– Evident disparity 
between language 
groups, and
between girls and 
boys

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Deergha:
Save the Children had been working in Kailali for about 5 years when we conducted a School effectiveness study in 2008. This study included an early grades reading assessment, conducted in the LOI Nepali, among a sample of 3rd graders, and revealed a stark finding. Three years into their basic education, 42% of students in Save the Children assisted schools still could not read a single word within a minute. 

Moreover, there was a clear disparity between Nepali speakers and non-Nepali speakers, as well as between boys and girls. As this slide shows, Tharu speakers who could read were only reading 28 wpm for boys, and an even lower 23 wpm for girls—significantly lower when compared to the scores of Nepali speakers.  This inspired Save the Children to intervene to improve reading outcomes among school children, and to build in efforts to address the disparity between Nepali and Tharu speaking children. 



SC’s response: Literacy Boost 
• Save the Children’s signature approach to support 

children’s early grades reading development
• Based on the latest reading research, and responds 

to SC’s own findings of low reading performance in 
countries where we work, including Nepal

• 3 components: assessment, teacher training and 
community action 

• Aims to improve reading instruction, strengthen 
children’s access to literacy and language 
experiences, and measurably improve children’s 
reading and learning
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Deergha:
Literacy Boost is Save the Children’s response to this reality we found in Nepal—and in many other countries around the world. Literacy Boost is based on the latest reading research from academe on how children learn to read, and includes 3 components: assessment, teacher training and community action. Literacy Boost aims to improve reading instruction, strengthen children’s access to literacy and language experiences both in school and in the community, and to measurably improve children’s reading skills. 



Literacy Boost in Kailali, Nepal

• Implemented in Nepal as a pilot program 
(dubbed Padhai Bikash or PABI) in Kailali 
beginning in April 2009

• Implemented in 16 schools and 
approximately 52 communities located in 
Bouniya and Kotatilsipur VDCs

• Local NGO, BASE, as main implementing 
partner 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Deergha: 
In Nepal, Literacy Boost was implemented in Kailali among 16 schools covering 52 communities located in the Bouniya and Kotatilsipur VDCs. Dubbed as PABI or Padhai Bikash, the pilot implementation had the local NGO BASE as its main implementing partner. 



L1 supportive elements of Literacy Boost: 

Book Banks
• Collection of interesting, 

relevant, simple books 
and print materials for 
children to enjoy reading

• Kept by community 
volunteers so that 
children can borrow 
materials near their 
homes

• Materials in Tharu and 
Nepali languages

• Include books from Room 
to Read
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Deergha:
In consideration of the 2008 research findings that showed a significant disparity between Nepali and Tharu speakers in terms of reading skills, Literacy Boost integrated several mother tongue or L1 supportive elements into its design. 

First of all, Save the Children provided Books Banks—collections of interesting and context-relevant storybooks—to its partner schools and communities. Save the Children ensured that these Book Banks included materials in both Tharu and Nepali languages, and worked with other NGOs like Room to Read to gather these Tharu materials. 



L1 supportive elements of Literacy Boost: 
Reading Camps & Reading Buddy

• Activities for children outside of school to 
promote reading practice and develop a love of 
reading

• Run by local community volunteers who could 
speak the children’s language

Presenter
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Deergha:
Another mother tongue supportive element was literacy activities for children such as the Reading Camps and Reading Buddy programs. 

Save the Children tapped local community volunteers who could speak the children’s language, and use the Tharu and Nepali materials in the Book Banks. 

This slide shows the case of Sapana, a third grader from a Tharu-speaking community who attended Literacy Boost activities in her village. As her story shows, children like Sapana benefited from the opportunity to practice their reading in a language that was familiar to them on a regular basis through Literacy Boost activities. 



L1 supportive elements of Literacy Boost:

Community Workshops
• Awareness raising 

sessions for parents 
on the importance of 
language and literacy 
development for 
children’s learning

• Conducted in the 
community, using 
local volunteers and 
the local language
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Deergha:
Still another mother tongue-supportive element were community workshops with parents, to raise their awareness on the importance of reading, and to provide them with concrete ideas for language and literacy activities they could do with their children at home. Again, these activities were conducted by local volunteers in the local language. 



L1 supportive elements of Literacy Boost: 

Nepali to Tharu literacy class
• Intended to train 

adults already literate 
in Nepali to read 
Tharu materials 

• Over time, became an 
informal Tharu 
literacy class for non-
literate women in the 
community
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Deergha:
Finally, Literacy Boost also introduced a Nepali to Tharu literacy class for adults who were already literate in Nepali to be able to read the Tharu materials in the Book Banks. This activity was introduced because Tharu is a relatively new written language, and there are very few adults who can read materials in this language. Both Nepali and Tharu use the same alphabet, but literate adults who were more used to reading in Nepali still needed to be trained to read Tharu correctly. 

Over time, due to community demand, the Nepali to Tharu literacy class evolved into an informal Tharu literacy class for non-literate women in the community. This was an unintended benefit of Literacy Boost—raising broader community interest in reading well beyond its target audience of early grades students in partner schools. 

After having implemented these various Literacy Boost activities over a period of 6 months Save the Children conducted an end of school year reading assessment to measure the change in reading skills that would register among children who participated in the program. My colleague, Ces Ochoa, will now present the results from this first year of Literacy Boost implementation. 



Year 1 Literacy Boost Results
• Analyzed baseline and end of school year reading assessment 

scores among grade 2 children in LB and control schools
• Language of assessment: Nepali (the LOI)
• Showed that students from LB schools showed significantly higher 

gains in key skills than comparison schools at end of year
• Because these groups were equivalent at baseline, this indicates 

that Literacy Boost supported greater reading skill progress during 
the school year
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Ces:
As Deergha mentioned, Literacy Boost conducted reading assessments, at baseline and end of the school year, to assess if the program made a difference in children’s reading scores. We assessed a total of 272 grade 2 children from 16 Literacy Boost schools and 4 control schools. The language of assessment at both baseline and endline was Nepali—meaning the word lists and passages were in this language. However, instructions for the assessment were delivered to the child in their mother tongue. 

Results from the end of year assessment indicated that children in the Literacy Boost schools showed significantly higher gains than their counterparts in the control schools. This was true for the results from the Letter Knowledge test [pause to show the chart]; Concepts About Print [pause]; Reading Fluency or words read correctly in a minute [pause]; and Reading Accuracy, or total words read correctly from the passage. 



Progress of matched sample:
Tracking the Zeroes

• There was a high percentage of 0 scores at baseline for letter identification, 
reading fluency and reading accuracy. 

• When these percentages are compared to the percentages of zero scores 
found at the end of the year, in both LB and comparison groups, the drop in 
the percentage of zeroes in the Literacy Boost group is always larger than 
the drop in the comparison group and is particularly notable for letter 
identification.  

• This suggests that Literacy Boost may have had an especially strong impact 
on supporting the weakest students in the group.

19.9

77.7 79.4

3

58.1 59.5

19.5

83.1 84.4

18.8

70 70

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Letter ID WPM % of w ords read
correctly

%
 o

f s
tu

de
nt

s 
sc

or
in

g 
ze

ro

Literacy Boost Baseline

Literacy Boost Final

Comparison group Baseline

Comparison group Final

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ces:
It should also be noted that there was a significant reduction in children who posted zero scores from baseline to endline among Literacy Boost schools. 

Both LB and control schools had a high percentage of zero scorers in letter knowledge, fluency and accuracy at baseline. At endline, however, the reduction in zero scorers were significantly higher among Literacy Boost schools when compared to the control schools. 



Progress of students in matched sample:
still a lot of children who read 0 wpm

• More than half of LB students still cannot read a single word at the 
end of the year even though this number dropped from nearly 80% 
at the start of the year.  

• Of the LB children who are still at zero words per minute at the end 
of the year, 57% were female and 76.2% were non Nepali-
speakers. 

• There was only a 10% decrease in the percent of students who 
cannot read a single word in the comparison group.
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Ces:
While these results show significant change after 6 months, it should still be noted that there are still a lot of children, even in the Literacy Boost schools, that are unable to read a word correctly in a minute. More than half of the children who were assessed at baseline in LB schools were still at 0 wpm. Of these children, 57% were girls, and a high 76.2% were Tharu children. This indicates that—even if there was progress made—more efforts still need to be exerted to close the gap between Nepali and non-Nepali speakers, as well as between boys and girls. 



Mother tongue and LB results:
Nepali speakers vs. Non-Nepali

• At baseline and at the end of the year, the Nepali-speaking 
students did significantly better than their non Nepali-
speaking counterparts on letter identification, fluency, 
accuracy, and comprehension
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Let us compare the scores between Nepali and non-Nepali speakers more closely. At baseline and end of the year, Nepali-speaking students performed significantly better at letter identification [pause], words read correctly per minute [pause], percentage of words read correctly [pause], and reading comprehension [pause].   

With the exception of letter knowledge, the gains made by Nepali speakers were always higher compared to the score gains made by Tharu speakers. Interestingly, comprehension was the other reading component where the gains between Nepali and non-Nepali speakers were next closest. 



Comprehension
• Questions asked first in Nepali, then in Tharu to 134 (of 

376) children who had not replied

When students were asked in Tharu, additional LB students 
demonstrated their comprehension.
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Let us look at the comprehension scores a bit more, this time again comparing intervention and control schools. 

At endline, the assessment had added a rule of asking the comprehension questions in Tharu if children did not respond to the same question when it was asked in Nepali language. This change was based on feedback from our MLE colleagues from SIL--that not asking the question in the child’s home language tended to make it a measure of the child’s ability to produce a second language response, rather than a measure of the child’s comprehension.  

When we analyze the comprehension scores based only on when the questions were asked in Nepali language, we see that the difference in scores between LB and control schools is not significantly different. However, when we look at comprehension scores when the questions were asked in Tharu, we see that there IS a difference between the two groups. This encourages Save the Children to continue to implement Literacy Boost among minority language learners—as it indicates that, even if the progress is not as high or as fast as it is for Nepali speakers, there is something that we can build on in this approach to improving all children’s reading skills. 



Mother tongue and Literacy Boost:
Did LB help non-Nepali speakers?

• Comparing the end of year 
scores* of non Nepali-
speakers between the LB 
group and the comparison 
group, the students in the LB 
group do significantly better at 
letter identification (p=0.000), 
CAP (p=0.000), and numeracy 
assessments (p=0.001).  
– These results suggest that 

LB supports second-
language learners in these 
areas 

– Attention needs to be 
intensified to support 
second-language learners in 
reading fluency, accuracy 
and comprehension.

*Comparison of scores of the total sample
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So, to the question of whether Literacy Boost was able to help minority language learners improve their reading skills, the answer is a clear yes when it comes to some key skills. When comparing scores among Tharu speakers from LB and control schools, we see that Tharu children from LB schools do significantly better on letter knowledge, concepts about print, and numeracy skills. However, more effort needs to be made in supporting second language learners in the skills of fluency, accuracy and comprehension. 



Language & literacy differences: 
implications for programming

• Tharu-speakers lag 
behind their Nepali-
speaking counterparts in 
all components of literacy 
except for CAP and 
numeracy, and female 
students have lower 
numeracy scores than 
males.  Further thought 
needs to be given on how 
to support these groups 
in particular. 
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For Save the Children, these language and literacy differences points to a clear implication. We need to do better in supporting second language learners, as well as girls, so that we can better bridge the gap between them and native speakers of the LOI. 





Current mother tongue-supportive 
SC initiatives and plans in Nepal

• Continuing Literacy Boost implementation in 
Kailali, and planning to collect/develop more 
Tharu reading materials for children

• Developed a new Literacy Boost teacher training 
session focusing on addressing language issues 
in the literacy classroom

• In new impact site in Kapilvastu, SC has 
completed a mother tongue and education 
situation analysis to guide the development of 
MLE initiatives

• Building capacity of staff and partner NGOs to 
address language and literacy issues

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ces/Deergha:
Amid these findings, Save the Children is striving to improve the way that it addresses the needs of second language learners in Nepal. 
We are continuing to implement Literacy Boost in Kailali, and are adding on more Tharu materials in our Book Banks. 
We developed a new Literacy Boost teacher training session that focuses on how teachers can acknowledge and address language and learning issues in multilingual literacy classrooms. 
In our new impact sites in Kapilvastu, we are striving to build in an acknowledgment of mother tongue issues from the outset by conducting an MLE-focused situation analysis to guide the design of education interventions. 
We are also continuing to build the capacity of our staff and the staff of our partner NGOs in MLE issues. 



Nepal SSRP, language and 
learning: prospects for action

• Nepal’s School Sector 
Reform Plan (SSRP) 
2009-2015 is “focused on 
raising the quality, 
efficiency and 
effectiveness” of 
education services

• “Introducing mother 
tongue as medium of 
instruction” among the 
policy directions 
stipulated to improve the 
quality & relevance of 
Basic Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ces/Deergha: 
Save the Children sees its efforts to strengthen MLE as supportive of the Nepal Ministry of Education’s policy directions to address language and learning issues in the country. The Nepal School Sector Reform Plan or SSRP—which focuses on raising the quality and effectiveness of basic education in the country—includes “introducing the mother tongue as a medium of instruction” among its policy directions to improve the quality and relevance of basic education. 



Nepal SSRP, language and 
learning: prospects for action

• Nepal’s Department of Education  Curriculum 
Development Center tasked with:
– Developing a comprehensive MLE framework to be 

implemented “gradually” through district offices
– Develop learning materials in the different languages
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Ces/Deergha:
In particular, Nepal’s Curriculum Development Center has been tasked with developing a comprehensive MLE framework, and will work to develop learning materials in different languages. Save the Children sees these MLE-focused initiatives on the part of the Department of Education as positive developments, and looks forward to working with the Department of Education in undertaking MLE innovations that can better support the learning of non-Nepali speakers. 
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Namaste, and we look forward to your feedback and questions. 
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