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I. Project Description and Overview 
The Government of Nepal is committed to ensuring that all children in Nepal develop the 
foundational skill of reading.  Although successful efforts have been made to universalize 
basic education in Nepal, the focus has now shifted to the quality of the education that 
children receive. In particular, the Government of Nepal is focusing on ensuring that all 
children develop strong reading skills and habits. To do this, the National Early Grade 
Reading Program (NEGRP) has been developed and will begin implementation in 2015.  

The Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) Study, The Education Management 
Efficiency Study (EMES), and the Teacher Observation Study (TOS) have been prepared in 
collaboration with the Ministry of Education and USAID to provide input to the Government 
of Nepal in advance of the implementation of the NEGRP. The studies will result in a 
nationally representative assessment of the reading skills of students in Grade 2 and Grade 3 
and an analysis of the current instructional practices and institutional and managerial capacity 
requirements to support a coherent national early grade reading program. Each of these 
assessments and studies may provide a useful baseline or benchmark by which the 
effectiveness of the upcoming national reading program could be measured. 

The Data for Education Programming in Asia and the Middle East (DEP/AME) Task Order is 
intended to generate regional and country-specific education data—and analysis of those 
data—that can be used by Asia and Middle East (Asia/ME) bureaus, missions, and partner 
countries to prioritize education needs and corresponding investment. This activity is funded 
under Result 1: Asia/ME Mission Strategy Related Data Needs Met, which is intended to 
strengthen local skill in design, evaluation, and management of education programs, and 
quality data capture and analysis to support them.  

The focus of this report is the EGRA study, which provides a nationally representative 
assessment of Grade (G) 2 and Grade 3 students in Nepal public schools. In January/February 
of 2014, RTI collaborated with the Ministry of Education to conduct an EGRA study which 
included an EGRA for Grades 2 and 3 students in the Nepali language, a student interview, 
and a teacher passage about the upcoming Early Grade Reading Program. The study is 
intended to provide a useful baseline or benchmark by which the effectiveness of the 
upcoming national reading program could be measured. 

Objective and Structure of this Report 
The purpose of this report is to provide data on children’s early grade reading skills as 
measured by the EGRA. In addition, we report information from an accompanying interview 
with children, the teacher passage, and select data from the EMES-TOS. The report focuses 
on these key research questions (RQs): 

1. To what extent are students in Grades 2 and 3 learning to read in Nepali? 

2. What reading-related skills are students in Grades 2 and 3 acquiring? 

3. What factors—both in-school and out-of-school—help explain student performance 
on the EGRA? 
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4. How well do teachers understand a written explanation of a proposed Early Grade 
Reading Program?  

This analysis is guided through the prism of the core research questions that were developed 
and agreed upon in consultation with the Ministry of Education (MOE) and its stakeholders. 
This report presents data that address each of the research questions and draws conclusions 
based on those data. The report also identifies additional areas for further research or 
exploration that could be useful for decision makers.  

To get started, results from the first research questions are presented, providing an overview 
of the core findings from the EGRA. A brief description of the EGRA and the survey 
administration follows, as well as some descriptive characteristics of the study. After this, an 
in-depth analysis for each of the remaining three key research questions is presented. The 
report finishes with conclusions and recommendations. 

II. Overview of Findings from the EGRA Study 
EGRA uses research-based measures of oral reading fluency (ORF), such as accuracy, speed, 
and comprehension. Other subtests, as outlined below, measure underlying skills leading to 
fluency—phonemic awareness, decoding, listening comprehension—and can be useful for 
understanding more specifically what children can and cannot do, and thus explaining 
reading and comprehension outcomes. The findings from these subtests are covered in more 
detail in Section IV of this report. This section provides a quick overview of the two subtests 
(oral reading fluency and reading comprehension) that show whether students can read 
automatically enough to understand a short passage of text and thus provides a response to 
the first research question, namely: 

RQ1: To what extent are students in Grades 2 and 3 learning to read in 
Nepali?  
Being able to read means a child can process connected text (essentially a short story) and not 
just recognize or read words in isolation. To measure how well children are reading, we rely 
on the measure of how fluently (or easily) they read a short passage and how well they 
comprehend what they read. The reading fluency subtest is timed; children read as much as 
they can in 60 seconds, and then are asked to stop and answer questions corresponding only 
to how much of the passage they completed. The oral reading fluency is the number of words 
they correctly read in those 60 seconds. Table 1 below displays the mean oral reading fluency 
and percentage of students with zero scores in Grades 2 and 3. We include zero scores 
because they indicate the proportion of students who could not read any of the passage 
correctly, which is usually indicative of either a lack of sufficient foundational literacy skills, 
problems processing the language of the test, or in some cases students flummoxed by the 
process of being tested in a manner that is completely unfamiliar to them. The mean oral 
reading fluency for Grade 2 was 14.2 correct words per minute (cwpm), and for Grade 3 it 
was 27.2 cwpm. There were significant portions of the students in both grades that were 
unable to read a single word correctly in the passage, thus obtaining a zero score: 37% of 
Grade 2 students and 19% in Grade 3.  
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Table 1: Mean Oral Reading Fluency and Percent Zero Scores in Grades 2 
and 3 

 Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean  
Standard 

Error % Zero Mean  
Standard 

Error % Zero 

ORF 
(correct words per min of text) 14.2 1.0 37% 27.2 1.4 19% 

 

In addition to the reading passage, students were asked up to six comprehension questions. 
The number of questions was determined by how far students read in the passage. Figure 1 
below shows the distribution of students in Grades 1 and 2 according to the number of 
questions they responded to correctly. We can see that in Grade 2, half the students could not 
answer any questions correctly, either because they were unable to read the passage or 
because no matter how much text they read, they did not comprehend it enough to answer the 
questions. For Grade 3 students, the percentage not able to answer any questions was much 
lower, about 27%. And the proportions of those in Grade 3 able to answer 4, 5, or 6 questions 
were much higher than in Grade 2. 

Figure 1: Reading Comprehension Scores 
 
Looking at the relationship 
between reading 
comprehension and oral 
reading fluency provides 
further insight into the extent 
to which students in Grades 2 
and 3 are actually learning to 
read. Figures 2 and 3 display 
the range of oral reading 
fluency scores for students 
with different levels of 
comprehension in Grades 2 
and 3 respectively. For each 
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the median score was just above zero. This means that half the students were not able to 
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Figure 2: Mean Oral Reading Fluency and Reading Comprehension Scores, 
Grade 2 

 
 

For students answering 5 questions correctly, we see that oral reading fluency scores ranged 
from about 35 to 75 cwpm, with the median falling at about 50 cwpm.  

A similar pattern is evident for Grade 3 students, shown in Figure 3 below. As you move 
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scores increase. This is in part an artifact of the way the assessment is structured. As 
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Students have to read fluently enough to be able to easily process and recall the information 
in the text. We see from the Grade 3 data that to comprehend most of the text (say getting at 
least 5 out of 6 of the questions correct), students had to be reading above 30 or 35 cwpm, 
with most students who achieved at least 80% comprehension reading around 60 words per 
minute (in Grade 3) and 55 words per minute (in Grade 2). What we see is that the mean oral 
reading fluency scores for Grades 2 and 3 (14 and 27 cwpm) were well below the levels 
commensurate with full comprehension. And we see that in Grade 3 only about 30% of 
students were reaching the levels of oral reading fluency commensurate with full 
comprehension. 

Average Scores by Region and Ecobelt 

Figure 4 shows the mean 
scores on the reading 
passage subtest for 
students in Grade 2 and 3 
by region. All regions 
show higher scores in 
Grade 3 than in Grade 2. 
For Grade 2, none of the 
differences between 
regions was significant; 
the slight differences 
evident in the graph were 
all within the confidence 
intervals for the weighted 
means. For Grade 3 
however, oral reading 
fluency was significantly 
lower in the Central and Eastern Regions as compared to Kathmandu Valley. Students in 
those two regions on average had the lowest reading performance. 

Another way to disaggregate the oral reading fluency scores is by ecobelt. There are 
important differences in the mean scores and in the proportion of students with zero scores in 
passage reading when comparing ecobelts, as shown in Figures 5 and 6.   

Figure 4: Mean Oral Reading Fluency by Region 
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Figure 5: Mean Oral Reading Fluency Scores by Grade and Ecobelt 
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average scores on all subtasks showing no statistically significant difference. The only 
exception to this were zero scores on the letter sound subtask in grade 2, where zero scores 
for girls (10%) were higher than for boys (6%). In light of these results, we do not report 
disaggregated data by gender.  

Conclusion Regarding Research Question 1 
By Grade 3, most students were demonstrating basic reading skills. However 19% of third 
graders still could not read a single word of a short passage. For Grade 2, a much larger share 
was not reading: 37%.  

Average reading fluency in Grade 3 was much higher than in Grade 2, indicating that a year 
in school is associated with an increase in reading skill. However, the level of reading ability 
being attained by the majority of Grade 3 students was still at an emergent level, with more 
than 50% not able to understand even half of what they are reading (i.e., answering fewer 
than 3 out of 6 questions correctly). Ideally, students would achieve in Grade 1 the reading 
levels currently seen in Grade 3.  

Boys and girls performed at about the same level, but students living in different parts of the 
country did not achieve the same levels. In particular, the Terai ecobelt had the lowest mean 
scores and the highest zero scores compared to all other ecobelts. Possible reasons for this are 
explored in Section IV. In that section we examine how factors relate such as family socio-
economic status and language spoken at home relate to student performance. We also look at 
the relationship between school characteristics (school management, the availability of 
materials, instructional practice) and student performance in reading. 

III. Overview of EGRA and Administration 
Why Test Early Grade Reading? The ability to read and understand connected text is one 
of the most fundamental skills a child can learn. Without basic literacy there is little chance 
that a child can escape the intergenerational cycle of poverty. Furthermore, evidence indicates 
it is important to learn to read both early and at a sufficient rate. A substantial body of 
research documents the fact that students can learn to read by the end of Grade 2, and indeed 
need to be able to read by the end of Grade 2 to be successful in school. Students who do not 
learn to read in the early grades (Grades 1–3) are likely to fall behind in reading and other 
subjects, repeat grades, and eventually drop out of school.  

When students are first learning to read, they must learn the letters of a language and the 
forms of those letters, learn the sounds associated with each letter, and apply this knowledge 
to decode (or “sound out”) new words. At the same time, they are gaining familiarity, or 
automaticity, with words that they can then read by sight, without having to decode them. By 
the end of this first phase of reading development, students on a normal development 
trajectory develop sufficient speed and accuracy in decoding and word recognition to be able 
to read connected text easily enough to allow focus to shift from identifying individual words 
to comprehending the meaning of words, phrases, sentences, and eventually passages. As 
students are able to read text faster and with greater ease, they begin to read orally with speed 
and expression similar to their speech.  
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Purpose and Uses of EGRA: Evidence regarding students’ learning performance in primary 
school, when available, indicates that average student learning in most low-income countries 
is quite low. A recent evaluation of World Bank education lending showed that 
improvements in student learning lag significantly behind improvements in access to 
schooling, while results from those few low-income countries that participate in international 
assessments such as PISA or TIMSS (and inferring from the results of regional assessments 
such as PASEC and SACMEQ)1 indicate that the median child in a low-income country 
performs at about the third percentile of a high-income country distribution (i.e., worse than 
97% of students who were tested in the high-income country). From these results, one can tell 
what low-income country students do not know, but cannot ascertain what they do know 
(often because they scored so poorly that the test could not pinpoint their location on the 
knowledge continuum). Furthermore, because most national and international assessments 
are paper-and-pencil tests (that is, they assume students can read and write), it is not always 
possible to tell from the results of these tests whether students score poorly because they lack 
the knowledge tested by the assessments, or because they lack basic reading and 
comprehension skills.2 

In the context of these questions about student learning and continued investment in 
education for all, EGRA was developed to report on the foundation levels of student learning, 
including assessment of the first steps students take in learning to read: recognizing letters of 
the alphabet, reading simple words, and understanding sentences and paragraphs. A simple 
instrument that can be adapted for use in low-income countries and for any language, EGRA 
systematically measures how well students in the early grades of primary school are 
acquiring reading skills, in order to spur more effective efforts to improve performance in 
these core learning skills.3  

Because they focus directly on the foundational and teachable skills required for reading, the 
results of an assessment such as EGRA can be used to inform ministries of education, donors, 
teachers, and parents about primary students’ reading skills as well as to assist education 
systems in setting standards and planning curricula to best meet students’ needs in learning to 
read. 

What EGRA Measures: The EGRA instrument is composed of a variety of subtasks 
designed to assess foundational reading skills that are crucial to becoming a fluent reader. 
EGRA is designed to be a method-independent approach to assessment—that is, the 
instrument does not reflect a particular method of reading instruction (e.g., “whole language” 
or “phonics-based”). Rather, EGRA measures basic skills that a child must have to eventually 
be able to read fluently and with comprehension—the ultimate goal of reading. The EGRA 
subtasks are based on research for a comprehensive approach to reading acquisition across 
languages. The EGRA subtasks included in the Nepal instrument are described in the 

                                                 
1 Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development’s Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA); Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS); Programme d’Analyse 
des Systèmes Educatifs de la Confemen (PASEC); Southern Africa Consortium for the Measurement of 
Educational Quality (SACMEQ). 
2 RTI International. (2009). Early Grade Reading Assessment Toolkit, 2009. Prepared for the World Bank, 
Office of Human Development. p. 1. Available at: 
https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149  
3 RTI 2009. Available at: https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149  

https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149
https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149
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following section of this report, and full copies of EGRA and corresponding instruments can 
be found in Annex D of this report. 4 

EGRA Adaptation and Administration: The following five EGRA subtasks (all in Nepali 
language) were administered. 

• Listening comprehension is considered to be a critical skill for reading comprehension 
because it shows the ability to make sense of oral language. In this subtask, the 
examiner read a short passage to the students. Students were then orally asked three 
questions about that passage. The listening comprehension score was the total correct 
answers, with a maximum possible score of 3. 

• Letter knowledge assessed students’ automaticity in letter recognition. In Nepali, the 
names of most letters are the same as their sounds, though there are some exceptions. 
This was a timed subtask, in which students were shown a chart containing 10 rows of 
10 random letters. Students were asked to name as many letters as they could within 
one minute, yielding a score of correct letters per minute (clpm). 

• Matra knowledge assessed students’ automaticity in their knowledge of the matras (or 
syllables). This was a timed subtask in which students were shown a chart containing 
10 rows each with 10 matras arranged randomly, yielding a total of 100 matras. 
Students were asked to produce the sounds associated with each matra as quickly and 
accurately as they could within one minute, yielding a score of correct matras per 
minute (cmpm). 

• Nonword decoding assessed students’ skill at applying letter-sound correspondence 
rules to decode (i.e., sound out) unfamiliar words. To ensure that students were 
applying their knowledge of the relationships between sounds and symbols rather than 
reading words from memory, a chart of 50 pronounceable nonwords—words that 
followed legal spelling patterns in Nepali but had no meaning in the language—was 
shown to students. Students were asked to sound out as many nonwords as they could 
within one minute, yielding a score of cwpm. 

• Oral passage reading assessed students’ fluency in reading a passage of grade-level 
text aloud and their ability to understand what they had read. This subtask consisted 
of two parts: 
− Oral reading fluency: The ability to read passages fluently is considered a 

necessary component for reading comprehension. In this subtask, students were 
given a 61-word story and were asked to read it aloud in one minute. The oral 
reading fluency score for each story was the number of cwpm. 

− Reading comprehension: After students read as much of an assigned passage as 
they could within one minute, those who were able to read at least one word 
correctly were asked to respond to orally presented questions that corresponded to 
the parts of the story that were read. Because the number of words read in the 
minute varied by student, so did the number of questions given. Questions were 
both literal, requiring students to directly recall information from the story, and 

                                                 
4 Additional EGRA subtasks not used in this project include measures of phonological processing ability, print 
awareness, and vocabulary. A description of all available EGRA subtasks can be found in the EGRA Toolkit, 
available at: https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149  

https://www.eddataglobal.org/documents/index.cfm?fuseaction=pubDetail&id=149
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inferential, requiring students to combine information from the story with their 
background knowledge to derive a correct answer. Students’ reading 
comprehension scores were recorded as the number of correct responses provided. 
The reading comprehension score was the number of correct answers, with a 
maximum possible score of 6. 

Administering the full EGRA instrument required approximately 15 minutes per student. The 
reading assessment was supplemented by a student questionnaire to capture the demographic 
and social context in which students were learning to read.  

The EGRA administration was designed to make students feel comfortable during the 
assessment. Before administering EGRA, administrators read explicit information about the 
test to the students to explain how it would be used and that it would not impact their grades. 
Also, students were asked to provide verbal assent to participate in the assessment before it 
began. In addition, EGRA administration included an “early stop” rule, which required 
assessors to discontinue the administration of a subtask if a child was unable to respond 
correctly to any of the items in the first line of a subtask (e.g., the first 10 letters, the first five 
words, or the first line of the oral reading fluency story). This rule was established to avoid 
frustrating students who did not understand the subtask or lacked the skills to respond. If a 
subtask needed to be discontinued, the EGRA administrator marked a box indicating that the 
subtask was discontinued because the child had no correct answers in the first line.  

Teacher Passage: A teacher passage that described the proposed Early Grade Reading 
Program was developed at the adaptation workshop. After reading the passage, teachers were 
asked to answer multiple choice questions about the passage. The results of this survey will 
show how well teachers understand the objectives of a national Early Grade Reading 
Program as well as shed some light on how well teachers are able to read and understand 
Nepali text targeted to a secondary level.  

EGRA Adaptation Workshop: A workshop to adapt the EGRA instrument, the student 
interview, and an instrument for teachers was held January 21–22, 2014, in Kathmandu, 
Nepal. Representatives from the MOE, Department of Education, Curriculum Development 
Center, National Center for Education Development, and National Assessment of Student 
Achievement as well as international nongovernmental organizations attended the workshop. 
See Annex A for a complete list of attendees. Over the course of the three days, attendees 
developed and agreed upon the subtasks of the EGRA instrument, adapted the student 
interview, and created the teacher instrument. Included was a half-day of field testing at a 
local school.  

EGRA Assessor Training: Assessor training for baseline data collection occurred January 
26 to 30, 2014, in Kathmandu, Nepal. A total of 72 assessors and supervisors were trained; 
most assessors were experienced trainers contracted by New Era and had significant survey 
experience. A representative from MOE attended the beginning of the training and spoke to 
assessors about their role in the upcoming Early Grade Reading Program. 

EGRA Sampling: We drew a sample of 269 schools and over 5,000 students (split roughly 
equally between Grades 2 and 3) using a four-stage process to ensure representation across 
regions and ecobelts. The sampling process is described in Annex B. A breakdown of schools 
and students by ecobelt and region is shown on the maps below in Figure 9. 
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EGRA Data Collection: The local nongovernmental organization, New Era, was contracted 
to manage the field data collection, which was carried out in each of the 33 selected districts 
from February 10 to March 31, 2014. Two assessors were sent to each district, with five 
supervisors roaming between the districts and performing quality checks. Use of the tablet 
devices and Tangerine software enabled RTI statisticians to monitor data collection 
throughout the field operations, controlling for quality and consistency. The use of electronic 
data collection eliminated the need for separate data entry and increased data accuracy.  

EGRA Dissemination Seminar: A seminar was held on June 18, 2014, in Kathmandu, 
Nepal, to present the results of the EGRA study. The seminar was attended by MOE officials, 
representatives from the corresponding Central Line Agencies, donors, and international 
nongovernmental organizations. See Annex E for a full list of participants.  

Descriptive Statistics from EGRA 

Table 2 displays the characteristics of the 5,083 student 
sample.  

Figure 7 shows the ages of children in Grades 2 and 3 (as 
reported by the children themselves). The majority of 
children were older than the average age expected in 
these grades; 63% of Grade 2 students were 8 years old or 
older and 69% of Grade 3 students were 9 years old or 
older. 

Students were also asked what 
language they speak most often 
at home; 52% of students in 
Grade 2 reported speaking 
Nepali at home, with 45% 
reporting that they spoke a 
local language at home. For 
Grade 3, 51% reported 
speaking Nepali, and 47% a 
local language. Figure 8 shows 
the breakdown of reported 
languages spoken at home by 
ecobelt.  

 

Table 2: Sample by 
Gender 

 G 2 G 3 Total 

Girls 1,271 1,352 2,623 

Boys 1,299 1,161 2,460 

Total 2,570 2, 513 5,083 

Figure 7: Student Age 
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The majority of students in 
the Terai ecobelt (70%) 
reported speaking a 
language other than Nepali 
at home. In fact, this 
percentage is almost equal 
to the percentage of 
students that reported 
speaking Nepali in the 
Mountain (66%), Hill 
(73%), and Kathmandu 
Valley (64%) ecobelts. 
Only 27% of students in the 
Terai ecobelt reported 
speaking Nepali at home.  

The maps in Figure 9 
display the districts and show the number of schools that were included in the sample 
according to region and ecobelt.  

Figure 9: Ecobelts and Regions and Numbers of Schools 

 
 

Figure 8: Student Language by Ecobelt 
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IV. Findings for the Remaining Key Research 
Questions 

RQ 2: What reading-related skills are students in Grades 2 and 3 acquiring? 
In this section, we look across all subtasks to understand how students are performing on the 
skills considered essential to learning how to read. Table 3 below contains the mean scores 
for each subtask, the standard error associated with the mean, and the percentage of students 
scoring zero across all subtasks for Grades 2 and 3.  

Table 3: Summary of Reading Performance on All Subtasks 

 

Grade 2 Grade 3 

Mean  
Standard 

Error % Zero Mean  
Standard 

Error % Zero 

Letter sound knowledge 

(correct letters/min) 
28.6 1.0 8% 39.9 1.1 4% 

Matra reading 

(correct matras/min in isolation) 
15.8 1.1 31% 27.9 1.4 16% 

Nonword reading 

(correct words/min in isolation) 
6.6 0.5 34% 11.7 0.6 19% 

ORF 

(correct words/min of text) 
14.2 1.0 37% 27.2 1.4 19% 

Oral reading comprehension 

(# correct out of 6 questions) 
1.3 0.1 50% 2.4 0.1 27% 

Listening comprehension 

(# correct out of 3 questions) 
1.8 0.1 11% 2.0 0.0 6% 
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On all subtasks, mean scores were significantly higher in Grade 3 than in Grade 2. In 
addition, the percentage of students who scored zero on a task, either because they did not 
answer a signal item correct or because they did not attempt a single item, were significantly 
lower in Grade 3 compared to Grade 2.  

However, despite the higher scores in Grade 3, the results showed a generally high 
percentage of students scoring zero across almost all the tasks and grades, with the exceptions 
of letter sound knowledge and listening comprehension. While the mean score on letter sound 
knowledge was reasonable in Grade 2, many students in Grade 2 appeared to lack other 
important building block skills, such as matra reading (31% scored zero) and nonword 
reading (decoding), on which 34% scored zero. A much lower percentage of Grade 3 students 
had zero scores on these important subtasks.  

Distributions of Scores on Timed Subtasks 
In order to understand more about the character of students’ performance across the subtasks, 
the distributions are shown below. Included is a more detailed explanation of the results on 
each subtask, for both Grades 2 and 3.  

Letter sounds. In this subtask, students were presented with a 10 x 10 grid of 100 Nepali 
letters. Students were asked to identify the letter sound. In Nepali, most of the letters have the 
same sound and name. If a student skipped a letter, or incorrectly identified the sound, the 
item was marked wrong. After one minute, students were asked to stop, and a score was 
calculated based on how many correct letters they identified per minute (clpm).  

The first bar in Figures 10 and 11 below show the percentages of children according to how 
many letters were identified correctly. In Grade 2, 8% of students scored zero, identifying no 
letters correctly. In Grade 3, 4% of students scored zero. Most of second graders correctly 
identified 40 or fewer letters per minute, and the majority of Grade 3 students correctly 
identified 60 or fewer letters per minute. We would expect, certainly by Grade 2 and in fact 
even earlier, that all students could identify letter sounds with fluency and accuracy, as this 
skill is essential to becoming a fluent reading. If letter sound correspondence were being 
taught well from the beginning of primary school (in pre-school and Grade 1), then we would 
expect this skill to be much more automatic by Grade 2 and 3, and these distributions would 
then include much greater shares of students in the upper ranges of performance (e.g., more 
than 60 letter sounds per minute). 
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Figure 10: Distribution of the Timed Subtasks for Grade 2 

 

Figure 11: Distribution of the Timed Subtasks for Grade 3 

 
Matras. In this subtask, students were presented with a grid of 100 matras, which are 
combinations of two letters, a consonant and a vowel. When certain combinations of letters 
are put together, they form new characters that are called matras. Each row of the grid had 10 
matras. Students were asked to identify the matra by correctly pronouncing the sound 
associated with it. If a student skipped a matra, or incorrectly identified the matra, the item 
was marked wrong. After one minute, students were asked to stop, and a score was calculated 
based on how many correct matras they identified per minute (cmpm).  

On this subtask, 31% of second graders and 16% of third grades scored zero, which means 
that these students were either unable to attempt the subtask, or they identified all the matras 
attempted incorrectly. Most second graders correctly identified 20 or fewer matras per 
minute; for third graders, most identified 40 or fewer. As identifying matras is a core skill in 
learning how to read new words in Nepali, it is expected that all students in Grade 3 should 
be able to identify matras fluently.  Correctly pronouncing matras at a rate of 60 per minute 
would equate to one per second, which seems like a reasonable baseline for a fully automatic 
skill, meaning we would expect students to score at that level or higher if they were 
demonstrating fluency in this ability. 
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Nonwords. In this subtask, students were presented with a grid of 50 nonwords, which are 
words that follow the rules of the language but do not mean anything. The nonwords subtask 
targets the key skill of “decoding”, or using what you know about letter sounds and matras to 
sound out unfamiliar words. Each row of the grid had 5 nonwords. Students were asked to 
read the words. If a student skipped a nonword, or incorrectly identified the nonword, the 
item was marked wrong. After one minute, students were asked to stop, and a score was 
calculated based on how many correct nonwords they identified per minute (cnwpm).  

Nonwords was the most difficult subtask for students in both grades; 34% of second graders 
and 19% of third grades scored zero, which means that these students were either unable to 
attempt the subtask, or they identified all the nonwords attempted incorrectly. Majorities of 
students in both grades read from 1 to 20 nonwords correctly per minute. Decoding is a core 
skill needed in order to read the new and unfamiliar words students will encounter when 
reading increasingly complex texts. For this reason, the nonwords subtask shows whether 
students can quickly sound-out (decode) words they have never encountered, The 
distributions above show that only 8% of Grade 2 and 20% of Grade 3 students were reaching 
rates of decoding that could be considered automatic (20–40 cnwpm) 

Oral reading fluency. In order to become competent readers, students must be able to read 
with both speed and accuracy, which we call fluency. Fluency is essential for children to 
comprehend what they are reading. When children read too slowly, or with frequent mistakes, 
their cognitive resources are concentrated on the actual reading (i.e., trying to read the 
words), and they then cannot concentrate on making meaning from the passage as a whole.  

Figure 12: Reading Passage for the Oral Reading Fluency Subtask 

 
The passage that students were asked to read is presented above in Figure 12. Students were 
asked to read the passage quickly and carefully. If a student skipped a word, or read it 
incorrectly, the item was marked wrong. After one minute, students were asked to stop 
reading, and a score was calculated based on how many correct words they read per minute 
(cwpm).  

For this subtask, 37 % of second graders and 19% of third graders received a score of zero, 
unable to attempt to read a single word, or unable to correctly read any attempted words. Of 
the students that could read, most second graders scored 20 or fewer cwpm. For third graders 
who scored above zero, 20% read between 40 and 60 cwpm; 25% read from 20 to 40 cwpm; 
and 26% read between 1 and 20 cwpm.  
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Distributions of Scores on Untimed Subtasks 
Below are the distributions for the untimed subtasks, reading comprehension and listening 
comprehension.  

Reading comprehension. Reading comprehension 
questions were asked directly after the child finished 
reading the story passage. Four questions were 
literal, or text-based, where the answer was explicitly 
stated in the text. Two questions were inferential, 
where the answers were implied, and the student had 
to use what he or she knew about the passage to 
answer the question. For reading comprehension, 
recall that students were only asked questions 
according to how many words they read in the 

reading passage. Table 4 lists the number of words students needed to read in order to trigger 
the question. If a child read 26 words, for example, he or she would be asked questions 1, 2, 
and 3. 

Figure 1 in Section I displays the percentage of students that answered 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 
questions correctly. As noted, very few children answered 5 or 6 questions correctly. 
However, this may be because they either attempted all 6 but answered incorrectly, or they 
did not read far enough in the passage to trigger the questions. Because all students did not 
receive all the questions, it is important to understand how many questions students answered 
correctly of the ones they attempted. Further analysis as depicted below shows the percent of 
questions answered correctly in relation to the number of questions attempted. 

Each row in the table 
corresponds to the number of 
questions attempted, and each 
column shows the percentage of 
students who got that number of 
responses correct. For example, 
we see that for Grade 2 students 
who only read to the point in the 
text that corresponded to the 
first question, 72% got it wrong 
and 28% answered it correctly. 
Of those who read far enough to 
attempt all six questions, 49% 
got them all right, 22% got 5 out 
of 6, 12% got 4 out of 6, and the 

remainder got half or fewer right. The blue or dark background illustrates better performance 
(i.e., more than half the questions correctly answered), while the white background represents 
poorer performance (half or fewer correct). We see that beginning at the point where students 
attempted three questions, the majority of students got most of the questions correct. This 
reinforces the important underlying relationship between reading fluency and comprehension. 
Table 6 provides the same data for Grade 3 students.  

Table 4: Word and 
Question 
Correspondence 

Word number Question number 
7 1 
11 2 
24 3 
33 4 
54 5 
60 6 

Table 5: Grade 2 Analysis of Correct 
Responses to Attempted 
Questions 

Grade 2 

# 
Attempted 

# Correct 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

0               
1 72% 28%           
2 34% 29% 37%         
3 12% 20% 34% 35%       
4 3% 6% 9% 23% 59%     
5 1% 0% 9% 12% 29% 51%   
6 1% 0% 1% 16% 12% 22% 49% 
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The pattern for Grade 3 is 
consistent with what was seen 
for Grade 2, with majorities of 
students answering more than 
half the questions correctly 
provided they read far enough to 
attempt at least three questions. 

Listening comprehension. The 
listening comprehension subtask 
is included in the EGRA as it 
measures students’ oral language 
proficiency. In order to read 
fluently with comprehension, 
students need to be able to 

comprehend the language they are reading in. In this subtask, the assessor read a short story 
aloud to the child, and then asked all children three questions about the story. Two questions 
were literal, and one question was inferential. Figure 13 lists the number of questions 
students answered correctly, out of three possible questions.  

Figure 13:  Listening Comprehension Scores 

  
 

For this subtask, 11% of second graders and 6% of third graders received a score of zero, 
meaning they were either unable to answer a single question, or they attempted to answer 
questions but were incorrect. The percentage of children answering 1, 2, or 3 questions 
correctly varied; 29% of second graders answered all questions correctly, and for third grade, 
the percentage was higher, at 38%, but still short of a majority. Since the listening 
comprehension test used a short passage with very familiar vocabulary—words that Grades 2 
and 3 students should be hearing and using regularly—it is a concern that not more students 
could answer all the questions correctly. If students were not at all accustomed to being asked 
to respond to questions regarding a passage of text they heard read aloud to them, or if the 
assessors read the text with an accent unfamiliar to the students, that could explain in part 
why less than half in both grades could answer all three questions. 
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Table 6: Grade 3 Analysis of Correct 
Responses to Attempted 
Questions 

Grade 3 

# 
Attempted 

# Correct 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

0               
1 72% 28%           
2 25% 32% 43%         
3 10% 15% 28% 47%       
4 2% 4% 8% 21% 65%     
5 0% 2% 7% 10% 33% 48%   
6 0% 0% 2% 10% 19% 30% 39% 
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Conclusion Regarding Research Question 2 
Overall, by third grade, most students were developing some basic skills such as listening 
comprehension. As children spend additional time in classrooms where Nepali is the 
language of instruction, we should expect their skills in oral Nepali to improve. Another basic 
skill that we saw reasonable performance on was letter sounds. For both of these subtasks, 
scores increased between Grades 2 and 3. However, students in both grades were struggling 
with the matra and nonwords subtasks; with high zero scores and low mean scores in both 
grades. These skills, the knowledge of the sounds of the matras and the ability to decode 
unfamiliar words, are essential for students to become fluent readers. And evidence of low 
performance in these areas indicates that students were not receiving adequate instruction in 
these critical reading skills. Furthermore, the lack of mastery of these basic skills explains 
why oral reading fluency and comprehension scores were as low as they were. The majority 
of students were not reading Nepali fluently enough or with enough comprehension to ensure 
that they could read and understand content across the curriculum. A stronger foundation of 
basic reading skills should be in place by Grade 3. 

RQ 3: What factors—both out-of-school and in-school—may explain student 
performance on the EGRA? 
This section presents results pertaining to factors that may explain student performance as 
described above. Scores are disaggregated by such out-of-school factors as ecobelt, student 
socioeconomic status, and student home language. In-school factors include a number of 
variables that relate to school management and governance and to in-school instructional 
practices.  

Out-of-School Factors 

Ecobelt 
As seen in section I, the differences in oral reading fluency and reading comprehension 
across ecobelts were significant, with students in the Terai ecobelt performing consistently 
lower. In this section, first, the results across all subtasks on the EGRA are presented by 
ecobelt. Second, mean scores on the reading passage are presented, both with and without 
zero scores in each ecobelt, in order to understand the character of reading levels among the 
children who were reading. 

The tables below display the mean scores and % zeros across all subtasks by ecobelt. Table 7 
displays scores for Grade 2. Table 8 presents scores for Grade 3.  
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Table 7: Grade 2 Scores by Ecobelt 

 Mountain Hill Terai 
Kathmandu 

Valley 

 
Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero 

Letter sound knowledge 

(correct letters/min) 
36.0 5% 32.8 6% 24.5 12% 31.0 7% 

Matra reading 

(correct matras/min in isolation) 
20.8 21% 18.5 24% 13.1 36% 16.1 28% 

Nonword reading 

(correct words/min in isolation) 
8.5 26% 7.4 29% 5.9 39% 7.1 38% 

ORF 

(correct words/min of text) 
20.5 26% 17.0 31% 11.5 42% 16.7 35% 

Oral reading comprehension 

(# correct out of 6 questions) 
2.0 31% 1.6 42% 1.0 57% 1.6 42% 

Listening comprehension  

 (# correct out of 3 questions)  
 1.8 7%  1.9   8% 1.7  16%  2.1  4%  

 

Table 8: Grade 3 Scores by Ecobelt 

 Mountain Hill Terai 
Kathmandu 

Valley 

 
Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero Means 

% 
Zero 

Letter sound knowledge 

(correct letters/min) 
45.0 3% 45.5 2% 35.1 5% 45.2  2% 

Matra reading 

(correct matras/min in isolation) 
33.2 14% 32.5 10% 23.6 20% 29.8 14% 

Nonword reading 

(correct words/min in isolation) 
13.3 19% 12.5 15% 10.9 22% 12.6 21% 

ORF 

(correct words/min of text) 
33.6 15% 32.4 12% 22.5 24% 34.5 15% 

Oral reading comprehension 

(# correct out of 6 questions) 
3.0 17% 2.8 17% 1.9 36% 3.1 20% 

Listening comprehension 

(# correct out of 3 questions) 
2.1 1% 2.3 2% 1.9 10% 2.2 2% 

 

Grade 2 students in the Mountain ecobelt score higher in all the subtasks (except listening 
comprehension). However, for students in Grade 3, the Hill and Kathmandu Valley ecobelts 
scored about as high the Mountain ecobelt in letter sound knowledge, matra reading, 
nonword reading, and oral reading fluency. 
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For almost all subtasks, the means and percentages of zero scores in the Terai ecobelt were 
significantly lower than those in the other ecobelts.5 This pattern is consistent in Grade 2 and 
3. For example, the percentage of students who scored zero on listening comprehension in 
Terai in Grade 2 and 3 was much higher than in the other ecobelts. For Grade 2, 16% of 
students in the Terai ecobelt could not answer one listening comprehension question 
correctly, as compared to 4–8% in the other ecobelts. In Grade 3, 10% of students in the Terai 
ecobelt could not answer any questions, as compared to 1–2% in the other regions. This 
suggests that, for some students, home language was an important factor in the Terai, a factor 
that will be explored in more detail below.  

It is important to look at how students who were reading were progressing in each ecobelt 
and grade. In order to do this, we remove the students who scored zero on the passage 
reading portion of the EGRA and recalculate the mean for students who scored above zero. 
Figure 14 shows the mean oral reading fluency scores by ecobelt presented alongside mean 
oral reading fluency scores without zero scores, first for Grade 2, then for Grade 3.  

Figure 14: Oral Reading Fluency Means by Ecobelt, with and without Zero 
Scores 

Grade 2 Grade 3 

  
 

First, the mean scores on the passage reading when zero scores are taken out were much 
higher for all ecobelts in both Grades 2 and 3. For those students who could read at least one 
word correctly, the average oral reading fluency across the ecobelts in Grade 2 ranges from 
20 (Terai) to 28 (Mountain) cwpm. In Grade 3, averages without zero sores in each ecobelt 
move up so that the range is from 30 to 41 cwpm. Students who could read in the Terai still 
had the lowest reading fluency scores in both grades. On average students who could read in 
KTV and Mountain ecobelts reached levels of fluency that were approaching, albeit still 
falling short of, what the data in Figures 2 and 3 indicate are commensurate with fuller 
comprehension of text. 
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However, in the Terai ecobelt, although the mean number of words read per minute increased 
without zero scores, the results were still lower than in the other ecobelts, and suggest that 
even in Grade 3, students who were reading were not doing it very well. The mean oral 
reading fluency for students in Grade 3 without zero scores in Terai was approximately the 
same as the mean oral reading fluency including zero scores in the Hill region. In Grade 2, 
the mean oral reading fluency without zero scores in Terai was close to the mean oral reading 
fluency with zero scores in all other ecobelts. 

Socioeconomic Status (SES) 
Using data from interviews with each child after the EGRA instrument was administered; a 
composite index was created for relative socioeconomic status. We asked children about 
certain possessions they may or may not have at home, a methodology used in many 
countries as a proxy for comparing the relative wealth of households. The list of possessions 
about which students were asked was determined in consultation with Nepali researchers 
during the adaptation workshop. Principle component analysis was used to determine how 
possession of various objects within households varies and to understand which objects tend 
to cluster together (i.e., if a family owns a television, then the family likely has electricity). 
Principle component analysis tells us which of these possessions are most important in 
determining the overall scores for SES that would be associated with each student. The 
analysis revealed that a student’s answers regarding a television, a toilet, electricity, and a 
computer were the possessions that grouped together to determine relative socioeconomic 
status levels. Once each student was given a socioeconomic status score, the distribution of 
SES scores was then ranked and sub-divided into four relatively equal categories (quartiles) 
ranging from the lowest SES ranking to the highest. Note that these rankings are not absolute, 
but represent how the households of children compare to each other. Quartiles are ranked 
with the lowest first and the highest fourth. We then calculate the mean oral reading fluency 
for each socioeconomic status category of students. Figure 15 shows the mean oral reading 
fluency for Grades 2 and 3 students in each SES quartile.  
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Figure 15: Reading Fluency by SES Quartile 

 
 

Quartile 4 consistently had higher mean oral reading fluency scores than quartiles 1, 2, and 3. 
These differences are significant. In fact, the mean score for second graders in the fourth 
quartile (22.3) was just lower than the mean score for third graders in quartiles 1, 2, and 3. 
The widest gulf was between the highest (4) and the lowest (1) quartiles. Grade 2 students 
from households in quartile 4 on average had oral reading fluency scores that were 78% 
higher than quartile 1 students. For Grade 3, fourth quartile students on average had oral 
reading fluency scores 41% higher than the students in the first quartile. The lowest SES 
students were more disadvantaged in earlier grades, but the gap between them and the highest 
SES students diminished between second and third grade. However, students in the lowest 
SES quartile were still almost one full year/grade behind the highest SES students (the 
average oral reading fluency for quartile 1 in Grade 3 is only slightly higher than the average 
oral reading fluency for quartile 4 in Grade 2).  

Language 
As reported above, students were asked what language they speak most often at home; 52% 
of Grade 2 students and 51% of Grade 3 students reported speaking Nepali at home. There 
were differences in ecobelts, with the highest share, 70% of students, in the Terai ecobelt 
reporting speaking a language other than Nepali at home. Table 9 below displays scores on 
the listening comprehension subtask according to reported home language. Listening 
comprehension is an important subtask to investigate as it assesses oral language fluency, one 
of the foundations for learning how to read.  

12.5 
14.6 15.1 

22.3 
25.6 

28.4 26.9 

36.1 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

1 2 3 4
Socioeconomic Quartiles 

Average ORF 

G2 G3 G2 G3 G2 G3 G2 G3 



EdData II, DEP/AME Task 15, Nepal EGRA  
 

  24 

 

Table 9 shows that the percentages 
scoring poorly on listening 
comprehension—zero or one correct 
response—was lower for both language 
groups in Grade 3 than in Grade 2. The 
percentages scoring two out of three 
correct were only slightly higher, and 
those scoring three out of three were 
much higher for both groups in Grade 3. 
However, the gap in listening 
comprehension between Nepali speakers 

and speakers of other languages persisted across grades. For example, there were 2.6 times as 
many other language speakers scoring zero on listening comprehension in Grade 2, while 
there were 3.3 times as many doing so in Grade 3. 

If non-Nepali speaking students 
comprehend less well what 
they hear, we could expect 
them to also struggle more than 
Nepali speakers to comprehend 
what they read. Data from the 
reading comprehension portion 
of the EGRA confirmed this. 
Figure 16 shows how much of 
the reading passage each 
language group on average was 
able to understand (based on 
the number of questions 
answered correctly). 

When comparing Nepali 
speakers to speakers of other 
languages, the pattern of 
performance was exactly the 
same for Grades 2 and 3. More 
non-Nepali speakers scored 
zero on reading comprehension 
in both grades, although fewer 

of them were doing so in Grade 3. The percentages of students in the middle range 
(comprehending up to half the passage) were about the same for both groups and in both 
grades. Greater shares of Nepali speakers comprehended more than half of what they read 
(answering 4 or more out of 6 questions correctly) with significant increases in those 
proportions from Grades 2 to Grade 3. And as was the case for listening comprehension, the 
gap between Nepali speakers and non-Nepali speakers in reading comprehension persisted 
from Grade 2 to Grade 3. In fact, the proportion of speakers of other languages scoring zero 

Table 9: Listening Comprehension 
Scores by Home Language 

 
Grade 2 Grade 3 

 
Nepali Other Nepali Other 

Zero / 3 6% 16% 3% 10% 

1 / 3 21% 32% 15% 24% 

2 / 3 35% 31% 38% 34% 

3 / 3 37% 21% 43% 33% 

Figure 16: Reading Comprehension by 
Language Group 
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was 28% greater than the proportion of Nepali speakers doing so in Grade 2. And that 
proportion was 70% greater in Grade 3. This was in contrast to the gap between low SES and 
high SES students, which diminished in Grade 3. 

We further analyzed whether, across all subtasks, more non-Nepali speaking students than 
Nepali-speaking students were scoring zero. Figure 17 below displays the percentage of 
zero-scoring students by language on all the subtasks. The results reveal that the majority of 
students who scored zero reported speaking a local language at home, and that this pattern 
was consistent for all of the subtasks. For example, 65% of students scoring zero on the letter 
sounds subtask were non-Nepali speakers. However, the analysis also reveals that there 
remains a group of children who scored zero and do speak Nepali at home. For nonwords, 
46% of the students who were unable to read a single nonword correctly were Nepali 
speakers. In sum, although home language does explain some of the zero scores, it does not 
account for all of the scores and suggests that other factors must be considered.  

Figure 17: Percentage of Zero-Scoring Students Who Reported Speaking 
either Nepali or a Local Language at Home 
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In-School Factors 
School Management and Teacher Practices 
The evaluation of the current status of the teaching and learning of literacy in Nepal also 
included an EMES-TOS. The EMES-TOS comprises 12 distinct survey instruments designed 
to obtain quantitative and qualitative data at each level of the education system, from schools 
and classrooms to resource centers, districts, and education training centers, to the MOE and 
its central level agencies. The purpose of these surveys was to determine the preparedness of 
the education system to implement a national reading program. The EMES-TOS also 
included administration of EGRA in Grade 2, making it possible to examine the extent to 
which early grade reading performance in a school relates to the school management, 
governance, and teaching and learning factors for which data were collected. The EMES-
TOS includes hundreds of data points. To make analysis of those data points more 
manageable, indices that combine several variables were created, including the following.6 

• School leadership and management index 
− whether school-based management practices demonstrate a priority for early grade 

reading 
• Reading instructional practice index 

− whether observed lessons include best-practice approaches to literacy instruction 
• Child-centered instruction index 

− whether observed lessons exhibit child-centered practices 
• Remediation practices index 

− whether schools offer and students participate in supplemental or remedial 
programs 

• Teaching and learning materials index 
− whether a variety of teaching and learning materials are available 

To determine how these indices and the variables that make them up relate to early grade 
reading outcomes, two types of analyses were conducted. The first examines the extent to 
which a school’s score on each index and its score on each of the component variables in an 
index relate to the average oral reading fluency of the students in Grade 2 of that school. 
Figure 18 below shows the increase in average oral reading fluency associated with a better 
score on the index, as well as the additional number of correct words per minute associated 
with responses to certain variables that make up the index. Note that not all indices are 
included here, nor are all variables within the indices included. Only those that showed a 
significant relationship (p < .1, .05, or .01) are included and discussed.  

                                                 
6 For further understanding of the EMES-TOS see the report prepared for USAID by RTI, “Nepal Early Grade 
Reading Assessment, Education Management Efficiency Study and Teacher Observation Study,” Ed Data II 
Project, Data for Education Programming in Asia and the Middle East, April 2014. 
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Figure 18: Relationship between EMES-TOS Indices and Average Oral 
Reading Fluency  

 
This chart shows that the teaching and learning materials index, the remediation practices 
index, and the reading instructional practice index all had significant relationships with 
average oral reading fluency. The two other indices—leadership and management and child-
centered practices—did not. We see that about 2.5 additional words per minute (wpm) in the 
average oral reading fluency of Grade 2 was associated with every additional point in a 
school’s score on the teaching and learning materials index. Each additional point on the 
remediation practices index was associated with about 3 additional wpm. For the leadership 
and management index, there was no significant relationship to reading fluency. However, 
one variable within that index—whether the PTA raised funds for reading improvement—
was significant. Schools where the PTA did this had on average reading fluency scores that 
were 8 wpm higher than those that did not. 

As that example illustrates, Figure 18 also shows the specific variables within each index 
that had significant relationships themselves with average oral reading fluency. For example, 
offering extra or remedial classes for struggling students is associated with higher average 
ORF in a school of almost 12 cwpm.  Higher average oral reading fluency was associated 
with pupils having Nepali exercise books, teachers having guides in Nepali and English, and 
schools having a library that included elementary level materials. A school that had such a 
library on average had Grade 2 oral reading fluency almost 9 wpm greater than a school that 
did not. Regarding instructional practices, pupils reading aloud, pupils writing answers to 
questions, and pupils whose teachers allowed them to express themselves all showed positive, 
significant correlations with oral reading fluency.  

Schools that had adequate and varied materials that were making the effort to support 
struggling students, that exhibited some of the good practices known to improve reading, and 
that had PTAs that were mobilized to support reading were not surprisingly the schools that 
had on average better reading outcomes. What this analysis does not tell us is how such 
characteristics combined at the school level to support improved reading, nor does it tell us 
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whether those characteristics were simply found in Nepali schools with better than average 
resources. That aspect of the relationship between in-school factors and reading performance 
is explored below. 

In addition to the above discussed analysis, we also examined how the variables included in 
the EMES-TOS indices combine to explain the variation in average oral reading fluency in 
evidence among schools. A step-wise approach to building a linear regression model was 
taken to identify the variables that significantly correlate with oral reading fluency. Students’ 
oral reading fluency was related to the characteristics of their classrooms and schools, based 
on the variables of all five of the EMES-TOS indices—those dealing with school leadership 
and management, reading instructional practices, child-centered instructional practices, 
school approaches to remediation of reading skills, and the availability and use of teaching 
and learning materials. All told, 46 different variables make up these five indices, all of 
which we iteratively tested in a model combining index variables as predictors of a student’s 
oral reading fluency score. The results of the model are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10: Multivariate Model of In-School Factors Shown to Correlate 
Significantly with Average Oral Reading Fluency 

Outcome Variable = Average ORF   
Number of Observations =  4,503   

R-squared =  0.1176   

Independent Variables Coefficients 
t-value 
(P>|t|) 

Linearized 
standard 

error 

If all or most of the students have an exercise book for Nepali 
language 8.042 

3.46 

(.003)** 
2.324 

If the school works with the PTA to raise funds for reading 
improvement 6.017 

2.13 

(.048)* 
2.824 

If the Head Teacher does not think instructional attention should 
be focused on the best performing students 8.191 

3.38 

(.004)** 
2.423 

If the teacher thinks students who are struggling should get the 
most instructional attention 5.919 

2.37 

(.030)* 
2.502 

If the teacher has reference books or a teachers’ guide for Nepali 6.376 
2.52 

(.022)* 
2.535 

If students write answers to questions (as part of a lesson) 6.707 
3.54 

(.003)** 
1.897 

Intercept 1.886 
.062 

(.542) 
3.030 

Note: asterisks (*, **, ***) correspond to significance at the 90, 95 and 99 percent levels 

The variables included in the model are only those that maintained a significant relationship 
with oral reading fluency. In combination, these variables account for about 12% of the 
variation in student scores (R-squared = 0.1176). The in-school factors that are of interest 
relate to teachers’ and students’ having materials for Nepali, whether the PTA works with the 
school to raise funds to put in place programs to improve reading, and the attitudes of the 
Head Teacher and teachers regarding where instructional attention should be focused 
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(additional data on teacher attitudes are explored in the next section of this report). While 
12% seems like only a small fraction of the variation in student reading performance, we 
have seen that other factors—the home language of students, the relative wealth of their 
family, and the ecobelt where they live —all influence how well students are learning to read. 
These in-school variables are therefore contributing over-and-above what is explained by 
those differences. These results reinforce the idea that improvement in outcomes will depend 
on ensuring that teachers and students have the materials they need, that teachers provide 
sound reading instruction, that schools mobilize resources and efforts to improve reading, and 
that teachers and other educational leaders have the attitudes that support improved teaching 
and learning,  

Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs 
The research on how teacher beliefs and knowledge influence their practice and expectations 
for their students is rich and has been going on for decades.7 Understanding teachers’ points 
of view and attitudes regarding how students learn to read tells us something about the 
influence teachers may be having on student performance in reading. In addition, teacher 
attitudes and beliefs also give us a glimpse into teacher knowledge of the content area they 
are teaching, which informs the amount and type of effort it may take to bring about changes 
in instruction. 

The EMES-TOS gathered data through interviews on teacher attitudes and beliefs related to 
use of mother-tongue language (MT), how students should be engaged during lessons, 
student ability to learn, and specific aspects of reading instruction. Teachers were presented 
with pairs of statements from which they had to choose the one with which they agreed most 
strongly. Table 11 shows the results of this portion of the EMES-TOS survey. 

Table 11: Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs8 
 % Agreeing 

Mother tongue language  

Children should learn how to read first in MT as opposed to learning first in Nepali 51% 

Teachers should try to speak the MT of pupils as opposed to children speaking the 
language of the teacher 66% 

Student engagement  

Sometimes children should express their thoughts as opposed to only speaking when called 
upon 95% 

It is better if pupils say when they don’t understand as opposed to only trying to find the 
answer independently 46% 

Children can interrupt teacher to contribute something important as opposed to never 
interrupting the teacher 76% 

The more questions asked by pupils the better the lesson as opposed to too many 
questions being seen as slowing down a lesson 97% 

 

 
 

                                                 
7 Fang, Z. (1996). A review of research on teacher beliefs and practices. Educational research, 38(1), 47-65. 
8 The questions used for this portion of the teacher interview are annexed to the EMES-TOS cited earlier. 
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 % Agreeing 
Student ability 

It is important for all children to learn to read as opposed to thinking it is not important for 
some children 95% 

All children have the ability to learn to read as opposed to thinking some do not have the 
ability 55% 

Pupils’ learning to read depends on the teacher’s skill as opposed to depending on how 
clever the child is 77% 

Reading instruction  

Children should be encouraged to read outside school as opposed to reading only in school 96% 

Children should read books at their ability level as opposed to at their grade level 80% 

To learn to read pupils must learn characters/syllables/sounds and combine them as 
opposed to memorizing lots of words 91% 

Reading with expression indicates understanding as opposed to pronouncing the words 
correctly being the indicator of understanding 72% 

Children should read independently beginning in G 1 as opposed to beginning in G 2 77% 

Students who are struggling should get the most attention as opposed to the pupils who are 
doing well getting the most attention 96% 

Children should learn to read and write at the same time as opposed to learning to read first 
then write 53% 

Assessment is important to determine the level of support students need as opposed to 
determining pupils’ marks or grades 73% 

 

Regarding language of instruction, we see that just half the teachers agreed that children 
should learn how to read first in their mother tongue as opposed to in Nepali. This will have 
implications for implementation of a mother tongue-based, multilingual reading curriculum 
in Nepal. Encouragingly, almost two-thirds of teachers did agree that the teacher should try to 
speak the language of his/her pupils.  

The prevalence of child-centered pedagogy in Nepal surfaces in teachers’ responses to 
statements related to student engagement. More than 90% of teaches agreed that students 
should express themselves and agreed that it is good for students to ask questions during a 
lesson. Teachers were split about 50-50 between those who thought students should ask the 
teacher when they don’t understand and those who thought students should work to find the 
answer themselves. 

The overwhelming majority of teachers agreed that all children should learn to read, but only 
55% thought all children have the ability to do so. More than three-quarters of teachers 
recognized that a student’s learning to read depends on the teacher’s skill rather than on how 
clever the child is. 

The majority of teachers agreed with many of the statements relating to best practice for 
reading instruction, with vast majorities concurring that children should read outside school; 
that students need to learn characters, syllables, and sounds to learn to read; and that 
struggling students should get most of their attention. However, only 53% agreed that 
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students should learn to read and write at the same time—with the other 47% thinking, as is 
commonly misunderstood, that students should learn to read first, then to write. 

Indices that summarize the results of the attitudes and beliefs survey allow us to further 
investigate how individual teachers think about the four areas of interest mentioned above. 
The indices place teachers on a continuum for each of the four components: mother tongue 
instruction, student engagement, student ability, and reading instructional practices. The 
index awards teachers points for statements from above that reflect the ends of the 
continuum; points are then compiled, and teachers are placed at a point on the continuum. 
Figures 19 to 22 show the percentages of teachers at points along the continuum for each 
index. 

Figure 19: Mother Tongue Language Instruction 

  
 

The mother tongue langauge instruction probes teacher beliefs around language of instruction 
in the teaching of early grade reading.The ends of the continuum range from teachers who did 
not view mother tongue instruction as key to the teaching of reading, seen on the left of the 
graph above, to teachers who did see mother tongue instruction as key to teaching reading, 
seen on the right of the graph above. According to this scale, 46% of teachers thought that 
mother tongue instruction is important when teaching early grade reading; 26% believed that 
mother tongue instruction is not key, and that students should learn to read in Nepali 
regardless of their mother tongue. 28% of teachers fell somewhere in-between, where they 
may have thought certain aspects of mother tongue instruction helpful, but other aspects not.  
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Figure 20: Student Ability 

 
 

The student ability index investigates teachers’ beliefs about student ability to learn how to 
read, locating the responsibility and ability to learn on either the child, through inherent 
ability and motivation (located on the left of the graph above), or on the teacher, through 
instruction (located on the right of the graph above). Moving from right to left on the 
continuum reflects shifting responsibility from the child to the instruction the teacher 
provides.  

No teachers viewed the child as solely responsible for their own learning. Rather, all teachers 
believed that instruction plays a role learning, with a majority of teachers (86%, the last two 
bars in the graph combined) shifting responsibility away from the child towards instruction.  

Figure 21: Student Engagement 

 
 
The student engagement index displays teachers’ attitudes around how students can and 
should be engaged in their own learning. From left to right, the continuum shifts from 
students primarily as recipients of information toward students primarily as active learners.  
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No teachers believed that students should primarily be passive learners, absorbing 
information that teachers may give them in school. A majority of teachers fell to the right of 
the continuum, increasingly viewing the role of students as active learners. Interestingly, the 
largest group of teachers (46%) placed towards the right, but not at the end of the continuum, 
suggesting that although teachers believed that students should be active, they also saw a role 
for students to receive instruction from the teacher.  

Figure 22: Reading Instructional Practices 

 
 
The reading instructional practice index measured teacher beliefs that were either attuned or 
not attuned to research-based best practices for reading instruction, such as using leveled 
texts, phonics instruction, and concurrent reading and writing instruction. A move from left to 
right on the continuum reflects beliefs that were increasingly aligned with current research.  

No teachers placed at either end of the continuum; all teachers were in-between the two 
endpoints. A majority of teachers were towards the right, reflecting increasing alignment with 
research-based practices.  

Several analytical approaches were tested to see what if any relationship exists between how 
teachers responded to the attitudes and beliefs portion of the EMES-TOS and their students’ 
performance on the EGRA. However, no statistically significant relationships emerged from 
these data. This may be mostly because of the limited number of teachers for whom we have 
both attitude and beliefs data and EGRA scores. 

RQ 4: How well do teachers understand a written explanation of a proposed 
Early Grade Reading Program? 
Teachers were asked to silently read a short paragraph in Nepali that describes the objectives 
and intentions of MOE’s national reading program. The reading passage, developed in 
conjunction with ministry officials during the EGRA adaptation workshop, was geared to a 
secondary school reading level. To gauge how well teachers read and understood the text, we 
also asked them to respond to five multiple choice comprehension questions. Questions were 
coded for correct/incorrect and Figure 23 below shows the percentage of teachers who 
answered 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 questions correctly. 
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Figure 23: Teacher Comprehension of a Short Passage 

 
 

The majority (54%) of teachers understood the passage with 80% or more comprehension, as 
seen by combining the percentages scoring 4 or 5 out of 5 correct (34% and 20% 
respectively). No teacher scored zero. But there were a small percentage of teachers who had 
difficulty understanding the passage; 14% answered 2 or fewer questions correctly.  

To more fully understand how teachers understood what the short passage was saying about 
MOE intentions regarding early grade reading, we can look at how many teachers answered 
each question correctly. These data are shown in Table 12. 

Table 12: Percent of Teachers Answering Each Question Correctly 
 Percent of Teachers 

Responding Correctly 

Question 1 62% 

Question 2 56% 

Question 3 96% 

Question 4 89% 

Question 5 55% 

 

Questions 1, 2, and 4 were literal, in that the answer to the questions could be found in the 
text. Question 2 asked what the objective was of the program, with the correct response 
being, “improve reading skills.” However, many (44%) responded incorrectly, with most 
choosing the response option “develop language skills.” This response option, although 
incorrect, may point to teacher’s lack of familiarity with instruction that is targeted towards 
“reading” instead of “language.” This distinction, between instructional practices that are 
language focused versus reading focused, is something that may be important to consider 
when designing professional development. 

Questions 3 and 5 were inferential in nature, where the answer to the question was not 
explicitly stated in the text. Teachers scored the highest on question 3 (96% answering it 
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correctly), which asked who the recipients of the reform were. Question 5 had considerably 
fewer correct responses than question 3. It asked what other national initiative the early grade 
reading program might align with, requiring teachers to think of another national program 
that could support early grade reading; 55% did answer question 5 correctly. 

Most teachers understood quite well the written explanation of the proposed national reading 
program. Therefore, distributing written explanations could be a viable channel for 
communicating about that program. However, for some teachers (around 14%), other 
channels besides written communication should be considered. It may be important to 
explicitly show links between such a program and other initiatives and efforts in the sector. 
Additionally, attention to helping teachers see how explicit instruction in reading differs from 
existing practice should also be a feature of future communications about the national reading 
program. 

V. Conclusions and Implications 
The purpose of this report is to provide key results from a national study measuring the 
reading skills of students in Grades 2 and 3 in Nepali across all ecobelts. The report is 
structured around four key research questions. Below, high-level conclusions are provided for 
each research question. We then discuss the implications of the study for three key areas: 
curricula and instructional design, teacher professional development and instructional 
support, and materials development, production, and distribution.  

Research question 1 asked, to what extent are students in Grade 2 and 3 learning to read in 
Nepali?  In general, students were demonstrating emergent reading skills by Grade 3. There 
were increases in mean scores between Grades 2 and 3 on all subtasks and in all ecobelts. 
Girls and boys performed equally well across all subtasks, showing no significant gender 
disparity in teaching and learning in typical Nepali classrooms in the early grades.  

Research question 2 asked, what reading-related skills are students in Grades 2 and 3 
acquiring? Students in Grades 2 and 3 performed well on the letter sound knowledge subtask, 
which means they were acquiring the understanding of the alphabetic principle that is the 
foundation for reading. However, student performance in both grades on matra and nonwords 
subtasks was lower than expected for the grade level. In addition, there remained large 
percentages of students, especially in Grade 2, that were scoring zero on the matra and 
nonword subtask. Poor performance in these skill areas usually indicates that instruction does 
not sufficiently emphasize syllable (matra) reading or decoding (nonword reading).    

There are large disparities in student achievement by ecobelt, with Grade 3 students in the 
Terai region performing at levels similar to Grade 2 students in the Mountain, Hill, and KTV 
ecobelts. For students in the Terai ecobelt, home language was an important factor that may 
have held back their acquisition of literacy in Nepali. The majority of students in the Terai 
ecobelt reported speaking a language other than Nepali. Those students read fewer words 
correctly per minute of the reading passage and answered fewer questions correctly on the 
listening and reading comprehension subtasks.  

Research question 3 explored the factors, both in-school and out-of-school, that help explain 
student performance on the EGRA. As already mentioned, an important out-of-school factor 
is where students reside/go to school, with Terai ecobelt demonstrating lower scores across 



EdData II, DEP/AME Task 15, Nepal EGRA  
 

  36 

all subtasks and grades.  Linked to ecobelt residency is the other issue already mentioned—
home language. While this may be of particular concern in Terai, in general students whose 
first language was not Nepali were not performing as well as those who came to school 
speaking the language of instruction.   

The other out-of-school factor that correlates with reading performance is the relative SES- of 
a child’s family.  Grade 2 students in the lowest socioeconomic quartile had a mean oral 
reading fluency score equivalent to half of the mean score of those in the highest quartile.  
The difference in those mean oral reading fluency scores was lower in Grade 3.   

Several in-school factors also demonstrated significant positive correlations with reading 
performance.  These included aspects of teachers’ reading instructional practices, schools’ 
practices that support reading remediation, PTA support for reading, and the availability of 
teaching and learning materials. These findings suggest that certain aspects of school 
management, instruction, and school support from communities are important factors to 
address when rolling out an Early Grade Reading Program.  

Another in-school indicator, teachers’ having reference materials or teachers’ guides, 
correlates with students having mean oral reading fluency scores higher than students whose 
teachers did not.  This may reflect a more general relationship between availability of 
materials and student performance in reading. Further research could explore the types of 
materials that contribute most to improved reading outcomes.  

Schools that had staffs that recognized that attention must be focused on struggling students 
and that in general put more effort into supporting remediation also had higher mean reading 
fluency scores than those that did not.  And when communities contributed to efforts to 
improve reading, the students in those schools performed better.  

Another in-school factor concerns what teachers thought and believed about several aspects 
of the teaching and learning of reading. Teacher attitudes and beliefs were measured, and 
results revealed patterns of beliefs amongst teachers with regard to mother-tongue instruction, 
reading instructional practices, student ability, and student engagement. In general, most 
teacher attitudes and beliefs fell in the middle of the ranges of the continua used in this 
survey.  

The fourth research question asked how well teachers understand a written explanation of a 
proposed early grade reading program. Results show that a majority of teachers were able to 
read the passage and successfully answer most of the questions asked about it. This shows 
that most teachers had reading and comprehension abilities that would enable them to process 
information written at a secondary school level. However, a small minority of teachers 
seemed to need help processing overly complex written information.  

Implications of the Findings of the EGRA Study for Curricula and 
Instructional Design 
More time on task is needed on foundational reading skills, such as phonics, decoding, and 
explicit instruction on comprehension strategies. The mean scores achieved in Grade 3 are 
more indicative of emergent reading ability rather than the more secure level of skill one 
would expect after three years of schooling. These results suggest that more focused 
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instruction is needed early in the primary cycle to more quickly build literacy-related skills 
and reading ability.   

Effort should be directed towards struggling students in Grades 2 and 3 in addition to all 
students in Grade 1. The results show that once students gain the foundational skills needed 
to begin reading, general achievement rises. Instruction in Grades 1 and 2 should target these 
basic skills, with particular attention paid to learning the matras and learning how to decode 
unfamiliar words. Students may benefit from explicit instruction in the sounds of the matras, 
using similar strategies that have been used to teach the letter sounds, which, results indicate, 
have been largely successful. Students should receive instruction in comprehension strategies 
beginning in Grade 1 through oral comprehension stories.  

In addition, adequate time at the beginning of schooling should be given to ensuring the 
development of Nepali oral language skills, especially for non-native Nepali speakers and 
students from low SES families. Given the differences in results by ecobelt and region, extra 
support and attention should be paid to students in the Terai ecobelt. Strategies that explicitly 
help children bridge from their maternal languages to Nepali may be needed. An alternative 
may be mother-tongue instruction for students in this region, given the significant 
percentages of children who reported using a home language other than Nepali who had low 
listening comprehension scores. Although this presents several challenges, the Terai ecobelt 
may be fertile ground for a pilot program in mother-tongue reading instruction. 

While it is a good sign that more time in school was helping students from less wealthy 
families begin to catch up to better off students, schools may need to recognize the needs of 
disadvantaged students earlier and intervene to help address the challenges those students 
face. Interestingly, while the gap in reading scores between Nepali and non-Nepali speakers 
diminished between Grades 2 and 3, the gap between students from the lowest and highest 
SES quartiles diminished even more. With that in mind, in addition to intervening early or 
providing instruction in the mother tongue as mentioned above, it may be worthwhile to offer 
specific additional learning opportunities to students who continue to struggle with oral 
comprehension of Nepali. 

Other important factors for improving reading are parental and community support for 
reading, and opportunities for supplemental and remedial instruction. School staff that 
recognize and prioritize these factors is important as well. These two findings suggest that 
building up greater awareness of the need to focus on assisting struggling students and 
mobilizing and supporting local initiatives related to reading improvement could be useful 
features of a national reading program. 

Implications of the Findings of the EGRA Study for Teacher Professional 
Development and Instructional Support 
Teacher attitudes are supportive of best practices in reading instruction, but they may lack the 
specific skills, knowledge, and materials to translate their attitudes into consistent practice. 
For example, classrooms in which students were frequently asked to read aloud had a mean 
oral reading fluency score greater than the mean of students who were not asked to read 
aloud. In general, teachers who adhered to instructional practices that align more with 
recognized best practice and research on literacy instruction had students who were 
performing better. Although making such practices widespread is one fundamental challenge 
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that a national reading program will need to confront, the majority of teachers’ beliefs are in 
alignment with these practices.  

Professional development should focus on providing teachers with instructional strategies for 
building foundational reading skills, such as phonics, decoding, and comprehension 
strategies. Although ample attention in the sector is paid to child-centered/active learning 
pedagogies, in the future these pedagogies should be embedded in content-specific 
instructional practices.  

Professional development should also focus on supporting teachers in developing best 
practices for teaching reading to non-Nepali speaking children, such as oral language 
development, pre-teaching, vocabulary development, use of visuals, and making connections 
across languages (code switching when necessary). In addition, teachers should learn best 
practices for remedial instruction, such as varying pedagogy, teaching to different learning 
modalities, and providing ample time for skills practice.  

Implications of the Findings of the EGRA Study for Materials Development, 
Production, and Distribution 
The results show that availability of teaching and learning materials matters for improved 
student reading levels. However, not all schools have sufficient access to materials. Schools 
should have enough textbooks so that each child can have a copy.  

In addition, supplemental materials that are appropriately leveled for pre-emergent, emergent, 
beginner and independent readers must be available. Students should have ample 
opportunities to read multiple books at their reading level.  

There is promise of designing written materials and professional development courses to 
introduce new instructional strategies for the teaching of reading, as the majority of teachers 
already are able to read well with comprehension. Materials in which teachers are asked to 
read and implement a lesson can be designed with confidence in teachers’ ability to 
comprehend the instructions and the lessons. Guides for teachers can also provide explicit 
strategies for teachers when they have students who are non-native Nepali speakers. 
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Annex A: List of EGRA Adaptation Workshop 

Participants 
List of Adaptation Workshop (EGRA) Participants 

January 20-22, 2014 
 

S.N. Name Designation Office/Organization 
1.  Diwakar Dhungel Executive Director CDC 
2.  Madhu Timilsina Member S.S. (Teacher) CDC 
3.  Chandra Kanta Bhusal Deputy Director CDC 
4.  Gopini Pandey  Education Specialist Save the Children 
5.  Rajani Dhimal Curriculum Officer CDC 
6.  Uma Budathoki Section Officer NCED 
7.  Pramila Bakhati Deputy Director NCED 
8.  Ramesh Bhattarai Subject Committee M. CDC (T.U.) 
9.  Ganesh Prasad Bhattarai Deputy Director CDC 
10.  Balaram Timalsina Deputy Director DOE 
11.  Prahlad Aryal Deputy Controller  OCE 
12.  Damodar Regmi Section Officer DOE, Sanothimi 
13.  Mukunda Mani Khanal Under Secretary MOE 
14.  Jhum Prasad Rai Under Secretary MOE/EPC 
15.  Raj Kumar Gandharba Project Manager VSO 
16.  Basanta Pd. Koirala Under Secretary MOE/BEMS 
17.  Devi Ram Acharya Section Officer MOE/ERO 
18.  Anup Tiwari Manager Room to Read 
19.  Uddab Bhattarai Project Officer Room to Read 
20.  Anjila Dahal Project Assistant Room to Read 
21.  Tej Prasad Parajuli Roster Teacher SHSS 
22.  Kabi Raj Maharjan Teacher Minnath Adarsh S.S. 
23.  Dasharath Bhattarai Teacher Patan Higher Secondary 

School 
24.  Kalika Adhikari Teacher Tej Binayak S.S. 
25.  Ram Prasad Bhandari Resource Person DEO Kathmandu 
26.  Kavita Deoja (Dahal) Teacher GFSS 
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Annex B: EGRA Sampling Plan 
The sample was drawn through four stages:  

1) Selection of districts within strata formed by the cross-classification of regions and 
ecobelts. 

2) Selection of Village Development Committees (VDC) within districts. 
3) Selection of schools within VDCs. 
4) Selection of students within schools. 

For the first three stages, the sample was drawn with probability proportional to size (PPS). 
The size measure is the number of learners in Grades 2 and 3. At the fourth stage, field teams 
selected 10 Grade 2 learners and 10 Grade 3 learners at each school. If there were fewer than 
10 learners available in a grade, then all students in that grade were tested. 

Stage 1: 30–35 of the 75 districts in the country were selected. Stratification was based on the 
cross-classification of regions and ecobelts. Table B-1 shows the stratification scheme and 
district counts for each of the 15 strata. Note that the Kathmandu Valley forms its own 
stratum, and note that the {Ecobelt = Mountain, Region = Mid-Western} and {Ecobelt = 
Mountain, Region = Western} cells in the cross-classification have been combined to form a 
single stratum. 

Table B-1. District Sample Sizes 
  Region 

TOTAL 
  Far-

Western 
Mid-

Western Western Central Eastern 
Kathmandu 

Valley 

Ecobelt Mountain 2/3 1/7 1/3 1/3  5/16 

Hill 2/4 2/7 3/11 2/6 2/8 3/3 14/39 

Terai 1/2 2/3 2/3 6/7 3/5  14/20 

TOTAL 5/9 10/31 9/16 6/16 3/3 33/75 
 

Stage 2: This stage was used for all selected districts except the three in the Kathmandu 
Valley. Eight schools were then chosen in each selected district. To keep the costs down, 
clusters of schools were formed. In some districts, travel was costlier than in others. For those 
districts where travel was especially costly, two clusters of schools were selected, and four 
schools were selected within each selected cluster. In other districts, four clusters of schools 
were selected, and two schools were selected within each selected cluster. Table B-2 shows 
which districts were considered more costly and which were considered less costly. In more 
costly districts, two clusters were selected. In less costly districts, four clusters were selected. 

Table B-2. More Costly and Less Costly Districts 
  Region 
  Far-Western, Mid-Western, or Western Central or East 

Ecobelt Mountain More costly More costly 

Hill More costly Less costly 

Terai Less costly Less costly 
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Clusters consisted of VDCs. For the most part, each VDC was a cluster. However, VDCs 
with a small number of schools were joined with neighboring VDCs to form “super-VDCs.” 
In the more costly districts, VDCs with fewer than four schools were joined with neighboring 
VDCs. In the less costly districts, VDCs with fewer than two schools were joined with 
neighboring VDCs. 

Stage 3: Outside the Kathmandu Valley, the selection of schools took place as described in 
the Stage 2 section above. Four schools were selected from super-VDCs in more costly strata, 
and two schools were selected from super-VDCs in less costly strata. 

Inside the Kathmandu Valley, the school sample sizes were as listed in Table B-3. 
Stratification was by district and no clusters of schools were formed. 

Table B-3. School Sample Sizes in the KV Region 
 G2 and G3 Learners # Schools 

District Number Percentage Population Sample 

Bhaktapur 11,536 13.6 301 6 

Kathmandu 54,106 63.6 1,077 26 

Lalitpur 19,427 22.8 386 10 

Total 85,069 100.0 1,764 42 
 

Stage 4: In each school, 10 second grade learners and 10 third grade learners were selected at 
random.  
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Annex C: Anecdotal Findings from Private Schools 

Purpose, Overview, and Limitations to the Private School Sample 
The Nepal EMES/TOS and EGRA surveyed nine private schools in three urban districts of 
Bhaktapur, Syanja, and Chitwan. The purpose of surveying a small number of private schools 
was to convey an anecdotal sense of selected private schools’ practices and performance. 
Because this sample of private schools included so few schools, which were chosen based on 
the convenience of their location to the ward or district center, the results are not in any way 
generalizable for any population of private schools in Nepal. Rather, the results are relevant 
only to those schools that were actually surveyed. For this reason, we detail the range of 
results for each of the private schools as opposed to providing summary mean scores and 
responses. Nor do we attempt to correlate relationships between EMES/TOS findings and 
EGRA results. Any differences to the EGRA and EMES/TOS results from the broader 
sample of community schools should not be construed as statistically significant. Therefore 
no such comparison is given. 

Grade 2 and Grade 3 EGRA Results for Private Schools 
A total of 10 Grade 2 and 10 Grade 3 learners were tested using the same EGRA protocol 
administered in the broader sample of community schools. The scores of the individual 
students are summarized as an average for the school. The minimum and maximum schools’ 
averages for each subtest are provided in Table C-1.  

This table should be interpreted accordingly: the lowest Grade 2 school average score for 
correct letter sounds per minute was 33.6 letter sounds per minute. The highest school 
average score was 56.9 correct letter sounds per minute. Schools that achieved at the higher 
ends of these ranges performed well across all subtests in both grades. Those at the lower end 
of the spectrum had relatively low scores in matra sounds, nonwords, and reading 
comprehension. 

Table C-1. Range of School Mean Scores for Grade 2 and Grade 3 EGRA 
Results 

Subtest 
Grade 2 Grade 3 

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum 

Letter sounds 33.6 56.9 41.6 69.7 

Matra sounds 13.6 55.2 22.6 62.6 

Nonwords 6.1 24.8 8.9 29.7 

Oral reading fluency 24.7 55.2 30.7 70.9 

Reading comprehension 2.8 4.5 2.8 5.5 

Listening comprehension 2.0 2.8 1.8 2.9 
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Figure C-1 arrays the set of nine schools’ based on their average oral reading fluency scores, 
from lowest (left) to highest (right). The dashed line represents the average oral reading 
fluency score for the nine schools and is provided only as a reference point for these schools 
(i.e., to show how they compare to each other). These results show that letter sounds, matras, 
and nonwords all have a fairly co-linear relationship with oral reading fluency. The schools 
that performed above average (the right hand side of the chart) tended to do so in all subtests. 
Of the nine schools, only one school (School 8) performed above average on Grade 2 oral 
reading fluency and performed below average on Grade 3. Conversely, only one school 
(School 4) performed below average in Grade 2 and above average in Grade 3.  

Figure C-1. Grade 2 and Grade 3 EGRA Results by Private School 

 

 

Selected EMES/TOS Results 
A modified version of the EMES-TOS was conducted with these nine private schools—
lessons were observed, and head teachers and teachers were interviewed. All of the 
classrooms were observed during a Nepali language lesson, and all but one were in Grade 2.  
A more limited set of the questions was asked of these schools than was asked of the broader 
sample of public schools. Table C-2 highlights the frequency of “yes” responses and 
observations to a selected set of research questions examined under the EMES/TOS survey. 
The private schools all were reasonably close to the district administrative centers. The 
school closest to the District Education Office was 0.5 kilometers; the furthest was 35 
kilometers. 
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Table C-2. Responses to Selected EMES-TOS Questions 

EMES/TOS Item “YES” Responses 
and Observations 

Leadership and Management  

Does the school keep records of student performance? 4 out of 9 schools 

Do student report cards include reading or literacy indicators? 3 out of 9 schools 

Do schools employ literacy coaches or teaching assistants? 4 out of 9 schools 

Did the head teacher never observe teachers in the classroom (teacher reported)? 1 out of 9 schools 

Teaching, Assessment and Remediation Practices  

Does the teacher teach phonemic awareness or phonics? 1 out of 9 schools 

Does the school offer remedial support to struggling learners (HT reported)? 8 out of 9 schools 

Does the school offer supplemental language classes (teacher reported)? 4 out of 9 schools 

Do teachers routinely assess learners using written tests? 7 out of 9 schools 

Do students take end-of-term and end-of-year tests? 5 out of 9 schools 

Teaching and Learning Materials  

Does the school have libraries with grade-level appropriate materials? 9 out of 9 schools 

Does the school have book corners in its G 2 classroom? 5 out of 9 schools 
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Annex D: EGRA Instruments 
 



 1 

ljb \o fyL {  k | lt lqmof km f/d sIf f - @ 

sfof { Gjogstf {  lgb ] {zg tyf lzi6frf/ , @)!$ 
 
;fdfGo lgb ] {zgx? M 
;a} eGbf klxn] s[kof ljb\ofyL{;+u 5f]6f] s'/fsfgL u/L /dfOnf] / ;xh jftfj/0f agfpg'xf];\ .         
-pbfx/0fsf] nflu tn lbOPsf zLif{sx? x]g'{xf];\ ._ of] k|ZgfjnL ljb\ofyL{n] k/LIffsf] ?kdf glnO{ 
Pp6f v]nsf] ?kdf /dfOnf]sf] nflu lng cfjZos x'G5 . olx ;dodf aRrfnfO{ s;/L s'/fsfgL 
ubf{ a9L ;xh x'G5 eGg] s'/fdf Wofg lbg'xf]nf . afs;df lbOPsf v08x? cfkm\gf] nflu dfq} 
lj:tf/} k9\g' xf]nf / ljb\ofyL{nfO{ cfkm\g} efiffdf ldnfP/ eGg' xf]nf . 
 
d]/f] gfd ____ xf] . d ____ df a:5' . d ltdLnfO{ d]/f] af/]df s]xL s'/f eGg rfxG5' .  
-sfof{Gjogstf{x?sf] ;+Vof, pd]/, aRrfx?sf] ;+Vof, dgkg]{ v]n, /]l8of], l6le sfo{qmd cflb_ 
 
-!_ ltdLnfO{ ljb\ofno gcfPsf] a]nf s] ug{ dgk5{ < 
 -k|ltlqmofsf]nflu kv{g'xf]nf . olb ljb\ofyL{n] pTt/ lbg OR5f gu/]df k|Zg g+= @ ;f]Wg'xf]nf . 

t/ olb pgLx?n] ;xh ?kdf pTt/ lbg] b]lvPdf df}lvs ;xdltnfO{ cuf8L a9fpg'xf]nf_ 
 
-@_ ltdLnfO{ s:tf v]nx? v]Ng dgk5{ < 
 
df } lvs ;xdlt M afs;df lbOPsf] kf7 ljb\ofyL{x?nfO{ k|i6;+u kl9lbg'xf];\ . 
 

• d lzIff dGqfnosf] of] cg';Gwfgsf] nflu sfd u5'{ / xfdLx? afn aflnsfn] s;/L k7g ;Lk 
l;Sb5g\ elg a'em\g sf]lzz ul//x]sf 5f}+ . ltdLnfO{ of] sfo{df 5gf}6 ul/Psf] 5 . 

• o; sfo{df xfdLnfO{ ltd|f] ;xof]u rflxG5 . olb ltdLnfO{ o; sfo{df efu lng dg gnfu]df 
dnfO{ eGg ;Sg]5f+} . 

• xfdL Pp6f k7g v]n v]Ng uO/x]sf 5f}+ . d ltdLnfO{ s]lx cIf/x?, zAbx? / Pp6f 5f]6f] syf 
k9\g nufpg]5' / ;'gfpg] 5' .  

• of] 3l8df d ltdLnfO{ k9\gsf]nflu slt ;do nfUof] elg x]g]{5' . 

• of] hfFr xf]Og / o;n] ltd|f] ljb\ofnosf] k9fO{nfO{ s'g} c;/ ug]{ 5}g . 

• d ltdLnfO{ ltd|f] kl/jf/sf] af/]df s]lx k|Zgx? klg ;f]Wg]5', h:t}M ltd|f] kl/jf/n] 3/df k|of]u 
ug]{ efiff / kl/jf/df ePsf s]lx ;fdfgx? cflb . 

• d ltd|f] gfd n]Vg] 5}g, t;y{ s;}nfO{ klg oL ltd|f pTt/x? x'g eGg] yfxf x'g] 5}g . 

• k'gM olb ltdL rfx+b}gf] eg] ;xeflu gx'g ;S5f}+ . xfdLn] z'? u/]kl5 klg ltdLn] k|Zgsf] pTt/ 
lbggrfx] klg km/s kg]{ 5}g . 

• ltdL;+u s'g} k|Zgx? 5 < 

8f6f a]z cfO{8LM______ 
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• s] ltdL z'? ug{ tof/ 5f}+ < 

df } lvs ;xdlt ePsf ]  a fs;df hf “g 'x f ]; \ M   x f ]  
 
olb df}lvs ;xdlt gePdf pQm ljb\ofyL{nfO{ wGojfb lbO{ oxL kmf/d ;fy csf]{ ljb\ofyL{;+u 
hfg'xf];\ . 
 
A.  k/LIffsf] ldlt ut]M 

dlxgfM 
;fnM 

J.  sIff 
 

sIff @   

sIff #   
B.  ef}uf]lns If]qsf] gfd A   K.  ;]S;g  
C.  ef}uf]lns If]qsf] gfd B  L.  ljb\ofyL{sf] /f]n  
D.  ef}uf]lns If]qsf] sf]8  M.  lnË 

k' M     

:qL M   
E.  k/LIff ;+rfnssf] gfd    
F.  k/LIff ;+rfnssf] sf]8    
G.  ljb\ofnosf] gfd    
H. ljb\ofno EMIS sf]8    
I.  ljb\ofnosf] r/0f/l;km\6 

 

k'/f lbgM  

ljxfgM   

ck/fGxM  

z'? ;doM 
 

k"jf{GxM   

ck/fGxM  
-Pp6fdf lrGx nufpg'xf];\ ._ 
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pkv08 1: cIf/ WjgL k lxrfg  
 
k ]h ! ¹ ^) ;]s]08 
- of] kfgfdf g]kfnL j0f{dfnfsf cIf/x? /flvPsf 5g\ . ltdLn] 

hfg];Dd oL cIf/x? k9\g' kg]{5 . 
 ["c" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, pbfx/0fsf] nflu, of] /c/ cIf/ Wjlg xf]] 
 ["u" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, ca of] s'g cIf/ Wjlg xf] eg .] 
 √ l7s, of] /u/ cIf/ Wjlg xf] . 
 O of] /u/ cIf/ Wjlg xf] . 
 ["g" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, Ps k6s km]l/ k|of; u/ . of] s'g cIf/ 
 Wjlg xf] eg .] 
 √ l7s, of] /g/ cIf/ Wjlg xf] . 

O of] /g/ cIf/ Wjlg xf] . 
- ha d "z'?" eG5', ltdLn] k9\g z'? u/ x} . k|To]s cIf/nfO{ 

b]vfp “b} Tof] cIf/nfO{ pRrf/0f u/ n . 
- ltdLn] ;s];Dd rf “8f] t/ Wofg k"j{s k9\g ;S5f} . 
- olb ltdLnfO{ yfxf gePsf] s'g} cIf/ kfPdf ltdL csf]{ 

cIf/df k9\g ;S5f} . ltd|f] cf}+nf klxnf] cIf/df /fv t .   
x'G5 < n ca k9\g' z'? u/f}+ . 

 
- ( / ) unt cIf/x?nfO{ " / " :Nof; lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ∅ ) tkfO “{n] cufl8 g} unt egL lrGx nufPsf cIf/x? 

;Rrfpg' k/]df uf]nf] lrGx ( ∅ ) nfpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ] ) ljb\ofyL{n] k9]sf clGtd cIf/x?nfO{ ( ] ) lrGx lbg'xf];\ . 

 

p 0f e ; a O if ª v d 

pm ; 3 z w x b h O 0f 

g w P] h c u cf cf} b C 

e 7 p / v cM a r q P] 

8 C cf O If d c c+ g s 

n km u y 1 em 9 / cf] o 

ª t j P 6 if cf} ` k 5 

cf] c pm 7 c+ z x s 1 3 

q P If y ` 8 cM O{ km r 

9 em k o 6 5 j n u t 
          

 

ha ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] cIf/ k9\g 
z'? u5{g\, 38L x]g{ z'? ug'{xf];\ . 
 
Ü olb ljb\ofyL{n] ;+sf]r 

dfg]df jf Pp6} cIf/df tLg 
;]s]08 ;Dd k9\g /f]lsPdf 
csf]{ cIf/df k9\g ;+s]t 
ug'{xf];\ . 

 
I 38Ldf ! ldg]6 k'u]kl5 /f]Sg 

eGg'xf];\ . 
 
I olb ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] 

nfOgdf -!) cIf/x?_ ;lx 
?kdf gk9]df wGojfb 
eGg'xf];\ / of] pksfo{ 
olts}df aGb ug'{xf];\ . tn 
cGTodf lbPsf] afs;df r]s 
u/L csf]{ pkv08df 
hfg'xf];\ . 

@ sfo{ cGTodf 38Ldf af “sL /x]sf] ;do -;]s]08x?sf] ;+Vof_  

@ ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] nfOgdf s'g} ;lx pTt/ glbPsf]n] k7\g sfo{ 
/f]lsPsf] . 

 

 

* w]/} /fd|f] k|of; ! ca csf]{ pkv08df hfcf}+ x} . 
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pkv08 2: dfqf WjgL k lxrfg  
 
k ]h @ ¹ ^) ;]s]08 
- of] kfgfdf g]kfnL j0f{dfnfsf dfqf Wjlgx? /flvPsf 5g\ . 

ltdLn] hfg];Dd oL dfqfx? k9\g' kg]{5 . 
 ["sf" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, pbfx/0fsf] nflu, of] /sf/ dfqf Wjlg 
xf]] 
 ["l3" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, ca of] s'g dfqf Wjlg xf] eg .] 
 √ l7s, of] /l3/ dfqf Wjlg xf] . 
 O of] /l3/ dfqf Wjlg xf] . 
 ["x '" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, Ps k6s km]l/ k|of; u/ . of] s'g dfqf 
 Wjlg xf] eg .] 
 √ l7s, of] /x'/ dfqf Wjlg xf] . 

O of] /x'/ dfqf Wjlg xf] . 
- ha d "z'?" eG5', ltdLn] k9\g z'? u/ x} . k|To]s dfqfnfO{ 

b]vfp “b} Tof] dfqfnfO{ pRrf/0f u/ n . 
- ltdLn] ;s];Dd rf “8f] t/ Wofg k"j{s k9\g ;S5f} . 
- olb ltdLnfO{ yfxf gePsf] s'g} dfqf kfPdf ltdL csf]{ dfqf 

k9\g ;S5f} . ltd|f] cf}+nf klxnf] dfqfdf /fv t .  x'G5 < n 
ca k9\g' z'? u/f}+ . 

   
- ( / ) unt dfqfx?nfO{ " / " :Nof; lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ∅ ) tkfO{n] cufl8 g} unt egL lrGx nufPsf dfqfx? 

;Rrfpg' k/]df uf]nf] lrGx ( ∅ ) nfpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ] ) ljb\ofyL{n] k9]sf clGtd dfqfx?nfO{ ( ] ) lrGx lbg'xf];\ . 

 
kf v" km] nf} ;} b] 9f] d} x] e} 
l8 k} af] 5f] gf emf] df] b} ls b+ 
bf} kf] h' iff] /f] j' 9f} gf} yL ;f 
6" /] 3f] w' z" emf} 3f} sf} la rf 
hf} y} 8f} tf] e] w" jf] lr 7" u' 
km' y} km" vL 7] n] em" n" 9f 5" 
6f] z} v] 5f] 5} u} 3" af} e" xf} 
If] ? df q" sf wf] lt 0f] t" g] 
j] of] u[ hf wf} iff} s] ;] 1f qf 
v' n' rf} kf} lr d] b' Iff 8L 9f} 
          

 

ha ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] dfqf k9\g 
z'? u5{g\, 38L x]g{ z'? ug'{xf];\ . 
 
Ü olb ljb\ofyL{n] ;+sf]r 

dfg]df jf Pp6} dfqfdf tLg 
;]s]08 ;Dd k9\g /f]lsPdf 
csf]{ dfqfdf k9\g ;+s]t   
ug'{xf];\ . 

 
I 38Ldf ! ldg]6 k'u]kl5 /f]Sg 

eGg'xf];\ . 
 
I olb ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] 

nfOgdf -!) dfqfx?_ ;lx 
?kdf gk9]df wGojfb 
eGg'xf];\ / of] pksfo{ 
olts}df aGb ug'{xf];\ . tn 
cGTodf lbPsf] afs;df r]s 
u/L csf]{ pkv08df 
hfg'xf];\ . 

@ sfo{ cGTodf 38Ldf af“sL /x]sf] ;do -;]s]08x?sf] ;+Vof_  

@ ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] nfOgdf s'g} ;lx pTt/ glbPsf]n] k7\g sfo{ 
/f]lsPsf] . 

 

 
* w]/} /fd|f] k|of; ! ca csf]{ pkv08df hfcf}+ x} . 
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pkv08  3: lg/y {s zAb k lxrfg  
 
k ]h  ¹ ^) ;]s]08 
- of] kfgfdf g]kfnLdf cfpg ;Sg] zAbx? /flvPsf 5g\ . ltdLn] 

hfg];Dd oL zAbx? k9\g' kg]{5 . 
 ["zflvg }" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, pbfx/0fsf] nflu, of] "zflvg}" zAb xf] 
.] 
 ["5b \s '" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, ca of] zAb pRrf/0f u/ .] 
 √ l7s, of] "5b\s'" zAb xf] . 
 O of] "5b\s'" xf] . 
 ["tnL" ;+s]t ug'{xf];\, Ps k6s km]l/ k|of; u/ . of] s'g zAb xf] 
 pRrf/0f u/ .] 
 √ l7s, of] "tnL" zAb xf] . 

O of] "tnL" zAb xf] . 
- ha d "z'?" eG5', ltdLn] k9\g z'? u/ x} . k|To]s zAbnfO{ 

b]vfp “b} Tof] zAbnfO{ pRrf/0f u/ n . 
- ltdLn] ;s];Dd rf “8f] t/ Wofg k"j{s k9\g ;S5f} . 
- olb ltdLnfO{ yfxf gePsf] s'g} zAb kfPdf ltdL csf]{ zAbdf 

k9\g ;S5f} . ltd|f] cf}+nf klxnf] zAbdf /fv t .  x'G5 < n ca 
k9\g' z'? u/f}+ x} . 

  
- ( / ) unt zAbx?nfO{ " / " :Nof; lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ∅ ) tkfO{n] cufl8 g} unt egL lrGx nufPsf zAbx? 

;Rrfpg' k/]df uf]nf] lrGx ( ∅ ) nfpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ] ) ljb\ofyL{n] k9]sf clGtd zAbx?nfO{ ( ] ) lrGx lbg'xf];\ . 

 
g]hf nkm ofdf} gf]sL qlr 
nf]kf hfGk' lskm{ P]s'nf] /\of]k 
va/f ;fG3' z0f] tf5f /]w} 
r:7f iflj 6f]5f} ;Dknf ufª\rf 
c+sf ls9 lnef] 88f/f] jftfj] 
P]n' hfcf}/ pFuf tuL jgfh 
nkmf} ¿x ;'Pn' sf]g}a' kfNsf 
tgfv] gfpu} gf/em hfU;f n"d 
6/L u[d kfyf] /lGbd xf]gfsf 
uf]u|f] wfkfn' bfeL /]lnh' 1fk|f 

     
 

ha ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] zAb 
k9\g z'? u5{g\, 38L x]g{ z'? 
ug'{xf];\ . 
 
Ü olb ljb\ofyL{n] ;+sf]r 

dfg]df jf Pp6} zAbdf 
tLg ;]s]08 ;Dd k9\g 
/f]lsPdf csf]{ zAbdf 
k9\g ;+s]t ug'{xf];\ . 

 
I 38Ldf ! ldg]6 k'u]kl5 

/f]Sg eGg'xf];\ . 
 
I olb ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] 

nfOgdf -% zAbx?_ 
;lx ?kdf gk9]df 
wGojfb eGg'xf];\ / of] 
pksfo{ olts}df aGb 
ug'{xf];\ . tn cGTodf 
lbPsf] afs;df r]s 
u/L csf]{ pkv08df 
hfg'xf];\ . 

@ sfo{ cGTodf 38Ldf af“sL /x]sf] ;do -;]s]08x?sf] ;+Vof_  

@ ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] nfOgdf s'g} ;lx pTt/ glbPsf]n] k7\g sfo{ 
/f]lsPsf] . 

 

 
* w]/} /fd|f] k|of; ! ca csf]{ pkv08df hfcf}+ x} . 
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 7 

 

pksfo {  $ M > 't Lj f ]w ¹ ^) ;]s]08 
ca d ltdLnfO{ Pp6f ;fgf] syf 7"nf] :j/df k9]/ ;'gfp“5' . 
To;kl5 ltdLnfO{ d s]lx k|Zgx? ;f]W5' . Wofg k"j{s ;'g / 
;s];Dd /fd|f];+u pTt/ b]pm x} . ltdLnfO{ h'g efiff ;/n nfU5, 
Tolx efiffdf pTt/ lbg ;S5f} . 
 

k f;fª / /df 
 
kf;fª /dfsf] 3/ v]Ng uof] . crfgs 7'nf] kfgL k¥of] . 
p hf8f]n] sfDg yfNof] / pgLx?n] v]Ng aGb u/] . 
/dfn] kf;fªnfO{ Hofs]6 NofOlbOg\ . Hofs]6 nufPkl5 
kf;fªnfO{ Gofgf] eof] . b'j} hgf v';L x'Fb} km]/L v]Ng 
yfn] . 

 

ljb\ofyL{sf] gh/af6 syf 
n]lvPsf] k'l:tsf x6fpg'xf];\ . 
 
ljb\ofyL{nfO{ kf7 jf k|Zgx? 
x]g{ glbg'xf];\ . 
 
olb ljb\ofyL{n] cfkm"n] ghfg]sf] 
atfPdf To;nfO{ unt egL 
lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 
 

( √ ) ! = z'4 
( √ ) ) = cz'4 
( √ ) w  = k|ltlqmof glbPsf] 

 

 
 
 

k | Zgx?M ! ) w 

!_  kf;fª sxf“ uof] < 
 
pTt/M /dfsf] 3/ 

   

@_ /dfn] kf;fªnfO{ s] NofOlbO{g\ < 
 
pTt/M Hofs]6 

   

#_ kf;fª / /df km]/L lsg v]Ng yfn] < 
 
pTt/M kf;fª Hofs]6 nufPof], 

kf;fªnfO{ Gofgf] eof], b'a}nfO{ Gofgf] 
eof] / v';L eP, kf;fªnfO{ ca 
hf8f] ePg  

   

 
 

w ] / }  / fd | f ]  k |o f; ! wGojfb ! 
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pksfo {  % -s_ M df } lvs k7 \g cg 'R5 ]b ¹ ^) ;]s]08 pksfo {  % -v_ M syf k7 \gjf ]w 

tkfO “{n] lgb]{zgx? k9\b} ubf{ ljb\ofyL{nfO{ syf n]lvPsf] k'l:tsf 
b]vfpg'xf];\ . 

Ü olb ljb\ofyL{n] ;+sf]r 
dfg]df jf Pp6} cIf/df 
tLg ;]s]08 ;Dd k9\g 
/f]lsPdf csf]{ cIf/df 
hfg ;+s]t ug'{xf];\ . 

I olb ljb\ofyL{n] kf7sf] 
klxnf] nfOgaf6 s'g} 
klg zAbx? ;xL ?kdf 
gk9]df a'emfO;+u 
;DalGwt s'g} klg 
k|Zgx? g;f]Wg'xf]nf . 

I  olb ljb\ofyL{n] dnfO{ 
 yfxf 5}g eg]df unt 
 lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 

ljb\ofyL{n] syf k7g sfo{ ;s]kl5 p;sf] cuf8Laf6 lbOPsf] 
cg'R5]b x6fpg'xf];\ . ljb\ofyL{nfO{ p;n] k9]sf] syf; “u ;DalGwt 
k|Zgx? dfq ;f]Wg'xf];\ . ljb\ofyL{n] ^) ;]s]G8 leqdf hlt syf 
kl9;S5 Toxf “ ;Ddsf k|Zgx? dfq ;f]Wg'xf];\ . 
 
olb ljb\ofyL{n] !) ;]s]G8;Dd klg ;f]lwPsf] k|Zgsf] k|ltlqmof 
glbPdf, s'g} k|ltlqmof glbPsf] egL lrGx nufpg'xf];\ / csf]{ k|Zg 
;f]Wg'xf];\ . t/ k|Zg gbf]xf]¥ofpg'xf];\ . 

oxf “ Pp6f ;fgf] syf 5 . d ltdLnfO{ of] syf k9\g lbG5' ltdLn] 
7"nf] :j/df Wofgk"j{s l56f] syf k9 x} . ltdLn] syf kl9;s]kl5 
d ltdLnfO{ Tolx syf;+u ;DalGwt s]lx k|Zgx? ;f]Wg]5' . ha d 
;'? ug{ eG5' To;kl5 ltdL syf k9\g ;'? u/ x} . olb syf 
k9\bf ltdLn] gk9]sf] / ghfg]sf] s'g} zAb cfPdf, ltdL csf]{ zAb 
k9\g ;S5f}+ . ltd|f] cf}nf klxnf] zAbdf /fv t .  x'G5 < z'? u/f}+ 
t . ca d ltdLnfO{, ltdLn] ev{/ k9]sf] syfaf6 s]lx k|Zgx? ;f]Wg 

hf “b}+5' . tL k|Zgx?sf] pTt/ ;s];Dd /fd|f] ;+u lbg] k|of; u/ . 
- ( / ) unt zAbnfO{ " / " :Nof; lrGx nufpg'xf];\ . 
- ( ∅ ) tkfO{n] cufl8 g} unt egL lrGx nufPsf zAbx? 

;Rrfpg' k/]df ;s{n ( ∅ ) ug'{xf];\ . 
- ( ] ) a|fs]6df /flv kl9Psf clGtd zAbnfO{ ( ] ) lrGx lbg'xf];\ . 

( √ ) ! = z'4 

( √ ) ) = cz'4 

( √ ) w  = k|ltlqmof glbPsf] 

d'gf af6fdf lx+8\b} lyO{ . p;n] Pp6f s 's ' / b]vL . & d'gfn] s] b]vL <     
pTt/M s's'/ 

! ) w 

Tof] s's'/ ;fgf ]  lyof] . Tof] s'OF s'OF s/fof] . !! s's'/ sqf] lyof] <  
pTt/M ;fgf] 

! ) w 

s's'/sf] v'§fdf 3fp lyof] . 3fp b]v]/ d'gfnfO{ dfof nfUof] .  @$ d'gfn] s's'/nfO{ lsg dfof u/L < 
pTt/M 3fp b]v]/ 

! ) w 

d'gf To;sf] 5]pdf uO{ . p;n] s's'/nfO{ glhs}sf] cf}ifwL k;ndf nuL . #$ d'gfn] s's'/nfO{ sxfF nuL < 
pTt/M cf}ifwL k;ndf 

! ) w 

8fS6/n] s's'/sf] hf “r u¥of] . clg p;sf] 3fpdf cf}ifwL nufof] . p;n] s's'/nfO{ jf]sL / 
vfg]s'/f klg lbO{ . s's'/ s/fpg 5f8\of] . 

%# s's'/ lsg s/fpg 5f8\of] < 
pTt/M– cf}ifwL nufO{ lbPsf]n] . 

! ) w 

d'gfn] k;n]nfO{ wGojfb lbO{ . d'gf v 'zL eO{ . ^) d'gf lsg v';L eO{ < 
pTt/M  s's'/ s/fpg 5f8]sf]n] / s's'/nfO{ lgsf] 

ePsf]n] . 

! ) w 

@ sfo{ cGTodf 38Ldf af “sL /x]sf] ;do -;]s]08x?sf] ;+Vof_      

@ ljb\ofyL{n] klxnf] nfOgdf s'g} ;lx pTt/ glbPsf]n] k7\g sfo{ /f]lsPsf] .      
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w ]/ }  / fd | f ]  k |o f; ! wGojfb ! 



	  
Student	  Interview	  Instrument	  

	  
	  

Zone____________________________________________________________	  
	  

District__________________________________________________________	  

	  

School____________________________________________________________	  
	  
School	  	  
EMIS	  Code_________________________________________________________	  
	  
	  
Teacher	  Name	  
__________________________________________________________	  
	  
	  
Date	  of	  Interview______	  /______	  /______	   	   	  

	  dd	  	  	  /	  mm	  	  	  	  	  	  /	  yyyy	  	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Time	  of	  Interview	  (note	  the	  time	  the	  lesson	  started)	  
	  
Beginning	  Time	  	   ____:____	  	   	   Ending	  Time	   ____:____	  
	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Use	  24	  hour	  time)	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  
Instructions.	  Read	  each	  question	  exactly	  how	  it	  is	  written.	  	  Give	  the	  student	  enough	  time	  to	  respond	  before	  going	  on	  to	  the	  next	  
question.	  	  Record	  the	  student’s	  response	  in	  the	  space	  provided.	  	  
	   	  

Jan. 23, 2014 



	  
	  
Section	  1:	  Student	  Interview	  Questions	  
 
No.	   Questions	   Response	  Options	   REF	  

1.1 Is the student a girl? 
(Do not ask students) 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 

 

1.2 How old are you? ☐ Below 6 years 
☐ 6 years 
☐ 7 years 
☐ 8 years 
☐ Above 8 years 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.3 What language do you speak most often at 
home? 

☐ Nepali 
☐ English 
☐ Local language  (write name of language) 
………………. 
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.4 When you are playing with your friends, 
what languages do you speak? 
 
(Tick all that apply) 

☐ Nepali 
☐ English 
☐ Local language  (write name of language) 
………………. 
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.5 When you are in the classroom, what 
languages do you speak? 
 
 
(Tick all that apply) 

☐ Nepali 
☐ English 
☐ Local language  (write name of language) 
………………. 
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.6 When the teacher is talking, what language 
does he/she use most of the time? 
 

☐ Nepali 
☐ English 
☐ Local language  (write name of language) 
………………. 
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.7 Does the teacher ever use a different 
language? 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.8 What grade are you in? ☐ 2nd grade 
☐ 3rd grade 
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.9 What grade were you in last year? ☐ 1st grade 
☐ 2nd grade 
☐ 3rd grade 
☐ Did not attend school 

 



No.	   Questions	   Response	  Options	   REF	  
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

1.10 Today, how did you get to school? 
 

☐ walk alone  
☐ use own vehicle/bicycle 
☐ use school vehicle 
☐ Other  
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

  



1.11 May I please see your language/reading/ 
writing exercise book?  
 
If YES, PLEASE COUNT/NOTE HOW 
MANY PAGES WERE USED? [MAKE 
SOME POSITIVE COMMENT 
REGARDING STUDENT'S WORK. 
DON'T COMMENT ON NEGATIVE 
GRADES OR TEACHER COMMENTS] 

 
☐ No exercise book available 
☐ One quarter of pages have work 
☐ One half of pages have work 
☐ Three quarters of pages have work 
☐ All pages have work 
 
 

 

1.12  Record the number of pages the teacher has 
marked or corrected mistakes in the exercise 
book.  

 
☐ No exercise book available 
☐ One quarter of pages with marks 
☐ One half of pages with marks 
☐ Three quarters of pages with marks 
☐ All pages with marks 
 

 

1.13 What does the teacher normally do when a 
student does not answer correctly? 
 
 

☐ Teacher rephrases/explains the question 
☐ Teacher encourages the student to try again 
☐ Teacher asks another student 
☐ Teacher corrects student 
☐ Teacher punishes student 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 
☐ Other  

 

1.14 In the last week, did your teacher give you 
homework? 
 
If yes, go to 1.14a 
If no, go to 1.15 

☐ Always 
☐ Sometimes 
☐ Never 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.15a In the last week, did someone at home help 
you with your homework when you need it? 
 
If yes, go to 1.15b 
If no, go to 1.16 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.15b Who helps with your homework? 
 
(Tick all that apply) 
 

☐ Sibling 
☐ Mother or father 
☐ Grandparent 
☐ Other family member  
☐ Other 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.16 Did you have a meal before you arrived at 
school today? 
 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.17 Have you had or will you have a meal at 
school today? 
 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.18a In the last week, have you been absent? 
If no, go to 1.19 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.18b Why were you absent? ☐ I was sick  



☐ I had no food to eat 
☐ Because of market or market day preparation 
☐ I had to take care of siblings 
☐ There are other works at home 
☐ I am treated badly by students or teachers at school 
☐ Due to customs/festivals 
☐ School is too far 
☐ School is not interesting 
☐ Because of bad weather 
☐ No transport available 
☐ Other (Specify): __________________ 

1.18c In the last week, have you been late to 
school? 
If no, go to 1.19 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.18d Why were you late? ☐ I was sick 
☐ I had no food to eat 
☐ Because of market or market day preparation 
☐ I had to take care of siblings 
☐ There are other works at home 
☐ I am treated badly by students or teachers at school 
☐ Due to customs/festivals 
☐ School is too far 
☐ School is not interesting 
☐ Because of bad weather 
☐ No transport available 
☐ Other (Specify): __________________ 

 

1.19 The last time you did well in your studies, 
did your parents/guardian know that you did 
well? 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.20 Can your father read? ☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ No father 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.21 Can your mother read? ☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ No mother 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.22 In the last week, did you have a time to read 
books in your classroom or school library? 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.23 Apart from schoolbooks, do you have any 
other books that you can read at home? 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.24 How often do you read out loud to someone 
at home?   
 

☐ Never 
☐ Sometimes 
☐ Every day 

 



☐ Don’t know/refuse 
1.25 How often does someone at home read to 

you?  
 

☐ Never 
☐ Sometimes 
☐ Every day 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26 Does your family have a …    
1.26a Television 

 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26b Toilet 
 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26c Electricity  
 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26d Solar/Biogas ☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26e Computer 
 
 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.26f Separate reading place ☐ Yes 
☐ No 
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.27 How is food most often cooked at your 
home? 
 
(Tick all that apply) 

☐ Wood 
☐ Electricity 
☐ Kerosene 
☐ Gas 
☐ Coals 
☐ Other  
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

1.28 Where do you normally get your drinking 
water from at home? 

☐ river, stream, or lake 
☐ well/boring water 
☐ communal tap 
☐ water pipe/tap in home 
☐ water truck/tanker 
☐ Other  
☐ Don’t know/refuse 

 

 
Section 2. Agree/Disagree Sentences 
 
Instructions.	  In	  this	  section,	  please	  read	  aloud	  the	  sentence	  and	  ask	  the	  student	  to	  say	  whether	  he	  or	  she	  agrees	  or	  disagrees	  
with	  the	  sentence.	  
	  
In	  this	  section,	  I	  will	  say	  a	  sentence.	  	  Please	  tell	  me	  whether	  you	  agree	  or	  disagree	  with	  the	  sentence.	  
Do	  you	  have	  any	  questions?	  	  May	  we	  proceed?	  

 
 



No. Sentences Coding Categories REF 
2.1 My teacher thinks I can learn how to read.  AGREE 

DISAGREE  

2.2 My teacher helps me to learn how to read. AGREE 
DISAGREE 

 
 

2.3 I want to learn how to read. AGREE 
DISAGREE  

2.4 I enjoy reading. AGREE 
DISAGREE  

2.5 My teacher helps me when I get the wrong answer. AGREE 
DISAGREE  

2.6 I need to practice reading in order to learn how to read. AGREE 
DISAGREE  
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ljb \o fyL {  cGtjf {t f {  pks/0f  
(Student Interview Instrument) 

 
 

1. c+rnsf] gfdM ____________________________________ 
 

 
2. lhNnfsf] gfdM ____________________________________ 
 

 

3. ljb\ofnosf] gfdM ___________________________________ 
 

 
4. ljb\ofno EMIS sf]8 ;+s]tM ____________________________________ 
 

 
5. cGtjf{tf{ ldltM _____/_______/_________ 
                    ut]    dlxgf      ;fn 
cGtjf {t f {s f ]  ;do  
 
6. z'? ePsf] ;doM ________: ________ ;lsPsf] ;doM ________: _________ 
       ah]          ldg]6       ah]        ldg]6 

 

24 306 ]  ;do k |o f ]u ug ' { x f ]; \  .  
 
lgb { ]zg M x/ ]s k |Zg h:tf ]  n ] lvPsf ]  5 To:t }  k9 \g '  x f ]n f .  csf ] {  k | Zgdf hfg 'c l3 

ljb \o fyL {n fO {  k |o f Kt ;do lbg '  x f ]n f .  ljb \o fyL {s f ]  hjfkm lbPsf ]  7 fpm Fd f l6 Kg '  
x f ]n f . 

 
v08 1: ljb \o fy L {  cGtjf {t f k |Zgx? 
 

s | =; + =  k |Zgx? hjfkmx?  

1.1 s] ljb\ofyL{ s]6L xf] < 
-ljb\ofyL{nfO{ g;f]Wg'xf];\ ._ 

 xf]  
 xf]Og  

 

1.2 tkfO “{ slt jif{sf] x'g'eof] <  ^ jif{ eGbf sd 
 ^ jif{ 
 & jif{ 
 * jif{ 
 ( jif{  
 !) jif{ jf ;f] eGbf dfly 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.3 tkfO “{ 3/df k|fo h;f] s'g efiff jf]Ng' x'G5 <  g]kfnL 
 cª\u|]hL 
 :yflgo efiff -n]Vg'xf]nf_ ============= 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.4 tkfO “{ ;fyLx?;+u v]Nbf s'g efiff jf]Ng' x'G5 < 
 
-hjfkm lbPsf ]  ;a }d f lrGx nufpg 'x f ]; \  
. _ 

 g]kfnL 
 cª\u|]hL 
 :yflgo efiff -n]Vg'xf]nf_ ============= 
 cGo 

 

8f6f a]z cfO{8LM_____ 
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s | =; + =  k |Zgx? hjfkmx?  

 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 
1.5 tkfO “ sIff sf]7fdf s'g s'g efiff jf]Ng' x'G5 < 

 
-hjfkm lbPsf ]  ;a }d f lrGx nufpg 'x f ]; \  
. _ 

 g]kfnL 
 cª\u|]hL 
 :yflgo efiff -n]Vg'xf]nf_ ============= 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.6 lzIfsn] sIff sf]7fdf k9fp “bf k|foM h;f] s'g 
efiff af]Ng'x'G5 < 

 g]kfnL 
 cª\u|]hL 
 :yflgo efiff -n]Vg'xf]nf_ ============= 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.7 s] lzIfsn] slxNo} km/s efiff jf]Ng' x'G5 <  jf]Ng' x'G5 

 jf]Ng' x'Gg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.8 tkfO “{ slt sIffdf k9\g' x'G5 <  sIff @ 
 sIff # 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.9 tkfO “{ ut jif{ slt sIffdf k9\g' x'GYof] <  sIff ! 
 sIff @ 
 sIff # 
 ljb\ofno guPsf] 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.10 tkfO “{ cfh ljb\ofno s;/L cfpg' eof] < 
 
 

 k}bn 
 cfkm\g} ;jf/L ;fwg k|of]u u/]// 
    ;fOsn 
 ljb\ofnosf] ;jf/L ;fwg 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.11 s[kof d tkfO{sf] efiff/k7g ;Lk/n]vg ;Lk 
;DaGwL cEof; k'l:tsf x]g{ ;S5' . 
olb x]g{ ;Sg'x'G5 eg] nueu sltj6f k[i7x? 
n]lvPsf 5g\ x]g'{xf];\ . 
 
[ljb \o fyL {s f ]  sfo {sf ]  nf lu ;sf/ f Tds 
l6Kk0 f L  ug ' { x f ]; \  .  gsf/ f Tds c +s / 
lzIfssf ]  l6 Kk0 f L df ly s '/ f gug ' { x f ]; \  . ] 

 cEof; k'l:tsf k|fKt gePsf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] Ps rf}yfO{ kfgfdf 
    n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] cfwf kfgfx?df 
    n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] tLg rf}yfO{  
    kfgfx?df n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] ;a} kfgfx?df  
    n]v]sf] 

 

1.12 lzIfsn] cEof; k'l:tsfdf untx? ;RofPsf] 
kfgfx?sf] /]s8 /fVg'xf];\ . 

 cEof; k'l:tsf k|fKt gePsf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] Ps rf}yfO{ kfgfdf 
    n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] cfwf kfgfx?df 
    n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] tLg rf}yfO{  
    kfgfx?df n]v]sf] 
 cEof; k'l:tsfsf] ;a} kfgfx?df  
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s | =; + =  k |Zgx? hjfkmx?  

    n]v]sf] 
1.13 ;fdfGotof ljb\ofyL{x?n] ;xL hjfkm glbPdf 

lzIfsn] s] ug'{x'G5 < 
 lzIfsn] k|ZgnfO{ JofVof ug'{x'G5 
 km]/L k|of; ug{ eGg' x'G5  
 c? ljb\ofyL{nfO{ ;f]Wg'x'G5 
 ljb\ofyL{nfO{ ;xL pTt/ atfpg'x'G5 
 lzIfsn] b08 lbg'\x'G5 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.14 ut xKtf tkfO “{sf] lzIfsn] u[xsfo{ lbg'ePsf] 
lyof] < 
 
olb lbg'x'G5 eg] 1.15a df hfg'xf];\ . 
olb lbg'x'Gg eg] 1.16 df hfg'xf];\ . 

 ;+w}“ lbg' x'G5 
 slxn] sflx+ lbg' x'G5 
 slxn] lbg' x'Gg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.15a utxKtf s] tkfO “{nfO{ 3/df u[xsfo{ ubf{ cfjZos 
k/]df s;}n] ;xof]u ug{'eof] < 
 
olb ug'{eof] eg] 1.15b df hfg'xf];\ . 
olb ug'{ePg eg] 1.16 df hfg'xf];\ . 

 ug'{eof] 
 ug'{ePg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.15b tkfO “{nfO{ u[xsfo{ ug{ s;n] ;xof]u u¥of] < 
 
-;Defljt ;j}df lrGx nufpg'xf];\ ._ 

 bfh' / lbbL 
 a'jf/cfdf 
 xh'/ a'jf / xh'/ cfdf 
 kl/jf/sf cGo ;b:o 
] cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.16 tkfO “{n] cfh ljb\ofno cfOk'Ug' cuf8L vfgf 
vfg'eof] < 

 vfP 
 vfOg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.17 tkfO “{n] cfh ljb\ofnodf vfgf vfg' eof] jf  
vfgf vfg'x'G5 < 

 vfP / vfg]5' 
 vfPsf] 5}g / vfg] 5}g 

 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.18a utxKtf tkfO{ “ ljb\ofnodf cg'kl:yt x'g' eof] < 
 
-olb cg'kl:yt gePsf] eg] 1.19 df hfg'xf];\ ._ 

 eP+ 
 eOg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.18b olb utxKtf cg'kl:yt x'g' ePsf] eP s]  
sf/0fn] < 

 d lj/fdL ePsf] lyP 
 d;+u vfg]s'/f lyPg 
 lsgeg] ahf/ hfg] lbg ePsf]n] / 
    ahf/sf] tof/L ug'{ k/]sf]n] 
 d}n] d]/f ;fgf efO{/alxgL x]g'{ lyof]  
 3/df cGo sfd lyof]  
 ljb\ofnosf lzIfs / ljb\ofyL{n] /fd|f]  
    Aojxf/ gu/]sf]n] 
 rf8kj{ k/]sf]n] 
 ljb\ofno 6f9f ePsf]n] 
 ljb\ofno rfvnfUbf] 5}g 
 v/fj df};dsf] sf/0fn] 
 oftfoft ;fwg gkfPsf]n] 
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s | =; + =  k |Zgx? hjfkmx?  

 cGo -v'nfpg]_ ======================== 
 

1.18c utxKtf tkfO{ “nfO{ ljb\ofno hfg l9nf ePsf] 
lyof] < 
 
-olb l9nf gePsf] eP 1.19 df hfg'xf];\ ._ 

 lyof] 
 lyPg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.18d tkfO{ “ l9nf x'g'sf] sf/0fx? s] xf] <  d lj/fdL ePsf] lyP 
 d;+u vfg]s'/f lyPg 
 lsgeg] ahf/ hfg] lbg ePsf]n] / 
    ahf/sf] tof/L ug'{ k/]sf]n] 
 d}n] d]/f ;fgf efO{/alxgL x]g'{ lyof]  
 3/df cGo sfd lyof]  
 ljb\ofnosf lzIfs / ljb\ofyL{n] /fd|f]  
    Aojxf/ gu/]sf]n] 
 rf8kj{ k/]sf]n] 
 ljb\ofno 6f9f ePsf]n] 
 ljb\ofno rfvnfUbf] 5}g 
 v/fj df};dsf] sf/0fn] 
 oftfoft ;fwg gkfPsf]n] 
 cGo -v'nfpg]_ ======================== 

 

1.19 tkfO “{n] ev{/} k9fOdf /fd|f] ug'{eof], s] tkfO “{sf] 
a'jf cfdfn] o;jf/] yfxf kfpg' eof] < 

 yfxf kfpg' eof] 
 ePg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.20 tkfO “{sf] a'jf k9\g ;Sg'x'G5 <  ;Sg' x'G5 
 ;Sg' x'Gg 
 a'jf gePsf] 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.21 tkfO “{sf] cfdf k9\g ;Sg'x'G5 <  ;Sg' x'G5 
 ;Sg' x'Gg 
 cfdf gePsf] 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.22 ut xKtf, s] tkfO{“n] sIffdf jf ljb\ofnosf] 
k':tsfnodf k':ts k9\g] ;do kfpg' eof] < 

 kfP 
 kfOg 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.23 ljb\ofnosf k':ts jfx]s s] tkfO{“;+u 3/df 
k9\gsf nflu cGo k':ts 5g\ < 

 5g 
 5}gg\ 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.24 s] tkfO “{ 3/df s;}sf] nflu ;:j/jfrg ul/ k9\g' 
x'G5 < 

 slxNo} k9\b}g 
 slxNo sf “xL k9\5' 
 ;+w} k9\5' 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.25 s] 3/df s;}n] tkfO{“sf] nflu kl9 lbG5 <  slxNo} k9\g' x'Gg 
 slxNo sf “xL kl9 lbg' x'G5 
 ;+w} kl9 lbg' x'G5 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.26 s ] tkfO {sf ]  k l/jf/df lgDg s '/ fx? 5g \   
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< 
1.26a 6]lnlehg  5 

 5}g 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 
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s | =; + =  k |Zgx? hjfkmx?  

1.26b tkfO{sf] 3/df s:tf] k|sf/sf] zf}rfno k|of]u 
ul/G5 < 

 zf}rfno 5}g 
 Kofg / vfN8] zf}rfno 
 3/ aflx/ km\n; zf}rfno ePsf]  
 3/ leq km\n; zf}rfno ePsf] 
 cGo 

 

1.26c ljh'nL aTtL  5 
 5}g 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.26d ;f]nf/ / jfof] Uof “;  5 
 5}g 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.26e sDKo"6/  5 
 5}g 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.26f 3/leq 5'6} k9\g] sf]7f   5 
 5}g 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.27 tkfO “{sf] kl/jf/n] s] df vfgf ksfpg' x'G5 < 
 
-hjfkm lbPsf ]  ;a }d f lrGx nufpg '  
x f ]n f . _ 

 bfp/fsf] r'nf]df 
 ljh'nL aTtLdf 
 d6\6Lt]n 
 Uof “;  
 sf]Onf 
 cGo  
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

1.28 ;fwf/0ftof tkfO{ “sf] 3/df lkpg] kfgL sxf “af6 
NofOG5 < 

 glb, vf]nf jf kf]v/L 
 Ogf/ 
 ;fd'bflos wf/faf6 
 3/}df wf/f ePsf] 
 6\ofª\s/sf] kfgL 
 cGo 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 
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v08 2: ;xdt / c;xdt sygx? 
 
lgb { ]zg M of ]  v08df s [kof k |Zgx? ljb \o fyLn ]  ; ' Gg ]  u/ L k9 \g 'x f ]; \  / ljb \o fyLnfO {  

;f ] Wg 'x f ]; \  sL pgLx? k |Zgdf ;xdt jf c;xdt s ] 5 . 
 
of ]  v08df d k |Zg u5 { ' ,  s [kof tkfO { “ ;xdt jf c;xdt s ] x 'g 'x ' G5 dnfO {  

atfO {  lbg 'x f ]; \  .  
 
tkfO { “sf ]  s ] lx k |Zgx? 5 < s ] x fdL cuf8L a9 \g ;S5f }  < 
 
s | =; + =  sygx? hjfkmx?  

2.1 d]/f] lzIfsnfO{ d k7\g l;k l;Sg ;S5' eGg]  
nfU5 . 

 ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

2.2 d]/f] lzIfsn] dnfO{ k7g\ l;k l;Sgsf] nflu 
;xof]u ug'{ x'G5 . 

 ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

2.3 d s;/L k9\g] eGg] l;Sg rfxG5' .  ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

2.4 dnfO{ k9\g cfgGb nfU5 .  ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

2.5 d]/f] unt pTt/df dnfO{ d]/f] lzIfsn] ;xof]u 
ug'{ x'G5 . 

 ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

2.6 k7\g l;k l;Sgsf] nflu d}n] k9fO{df cEof; 
ug'{kb{5 . 

 ;xdt 
 c;xdt 
 yfxf 5}g/pTt/ lbg grfx]sf] 

 

 



Please	  build	  good	  rapport	  with	  the	  teachers	  by	  talking	  to	  them	  
informally.	  For	  example,	  you	  may	  read	  the	  headings	  below.	  Please	  
explain	  that	  the	  tool	  is	  meant	  for	  sharing	  their	  experiences	  and	  also	  as	  a	  
basis	  for	  developing	  the	  reading	  program	  later.	  Teachers	  will	  feel	  
comfortable	  if	  you	  share	  your	  personal	  experiences	  in	  teaching,	  your	  
opinions	  of	  teachers’	  role	  in	  helping	  students	  with	  their	  difficulties	  etc.	  
Please	  note	  that	  the	  text	  in	  the	  brackets	  below	  is	  a	  just	  a	  guide	  for	  you.	  	  	  	  

Good	  morning	  teacher.	  

My	  name	  is	  ………………..	  I	  come	  from	  ………………..	  Let	  me	  tell	  you	  
something	  about	  myself	  first.	  My	  experience	  in	  teaching	  goes	  like	  this	  
(Tell	  your	  age,	  teaching	  experiences	  etc.).	  I	  am	  here	  to	  find	  out	  how	  
effectively	  the	  children	  read.	  The	  MOE	  is	  working	  out	  to	  implement	  a	  
reading	  skills	  development	  program.	  Once	  it	  starts,	  the	  school	  
curriculum	  and	  the	  reading	  materials	  will	  be	  revised.	  The	  training	  
materials	  will	  also	  be	  revised	  accordingly.	  Your	  experiences	  in	  this	  
regard	  will	  be	  useful	  in	  developing	  appropriate	  training	  materials	  for	  
teaching	  reading	  skills.	  So,	  I	  request	  you	  to	  feel	  free	  and	  share	  your	  
experiences.	  The	  passage	  below	  is	  an	  introduction	  to	  the	  reading	  skills	  
development	  program	  and	  your	  familiarity	  with	  this	  will	  help	  you	  to	  
contribute	  to	  this	  program.	  

	  

Please	  read	  the	  passage	  below	  and	  answer	  the	  questions	  that	  follow	  to	  
make	  sure	  you	  understand	  the	  program	  objectives.	  	  	  	  	  



lzI fs ldq 
 
 
;a}eGbf klxnf lzIfs;Fu jftf{nfk u/L ;xh cj:yf lgdf{0f ug'{xf];\ . pbfx/0fsf 
nflu tnsf zLif{sx? klg k9\g'xf];\ . k|:t't k|ZgfjnL cg'ejsf] cfbfg k|bfg tyf 
k7g lzIf0f l;ksf nflu ;fdu|L lgdf{0fsf] cfwf/ xf] eGg] s'/f :ki6 kfg'{xf];\ . 
lzIfs;+u k|:t't x'Fbf ;xh ?kdf k|:t't x'g cfkm\gf] lzIf0f cg'ej, k7g l;k 
ljsf;sf nflu lzIfssf] e"ldsf tyf ljb\ofyL{sf ;d:ofsf ljifodf 5nkmn ug'{ 
eP dfq lzIfsn] o;nfO{ ;xh ?kdf l:jsf/ ug{] 5g\ . sf]i7sdf lbPsf] ;fdu|L 
tkfO{ cfkm\gf] nflu dfq xf] eGg] s'/fdf ;d]t ljrf/ k'¥ofpg'xf];\ . 
 
gd:sf/ ;/ / Dof8d 
 
d]/f] gfd ………….. xf] . d =========== af6 cfPsf] x'+ . d ca d]/f] cfkm\gf] af/]df 
klg s]xL s'/f eG5' . d]/f] lzIf0f ;DaGwL / lzIff ;DaGwL cg'ej o:tf] 5 -cfkm\gf] 
pd]/, cg'ej, cflb atfpg]_ . d ljb\ofyL{sf] k7g k|efjsfl/tfsf] cWoog ug]{ 
l;nl;nfdf cfPsf] x'+ . of] sfo{s|d ;'? ePkl5 kf7\os|d / kf7\o k':tsdf ;'wf/ 
x'g]5 . Tof] kf7\oqmd / kf7\ok':tsnfO{ sIffsf]7fdf sfof{Gjog ug{ tflnd 
;fdu|Ldf klg ;'wf/ ul/g] 5 . k7g l;k lzIf0fdf cfwfl/t tflnd ;fdu|Lsf nflu 
tkfO{+;+usf] of] cg'ej dxTjk"0f{ x'g]5 . To;}n] ldq tkfO{+nfO{ ljgf ;ª\sf]r o; 
sfo{qmddf efu lng cg'/f]w ul/Psf] 5' . tnsf] cg'R5]b k|:t't sfo{qmdsf] kl/ro 
xf] / o; sfo{qmdsf] af/]df yfxf ePkl5 tkfO{+n] o; sfo{qmdnfO{ ;xof]u ug{ 
;Sg' x'g]5 . 
 
tnsf] cg'R5]b k9\g'xf];\ . 
 
 



Reading Skills Development Program 
 
 
Without the literacy skills children will not be able to learn. Reading is the basis 
for the development of the literacy skills. Research has shown that reading skill 
enhances students’ comprehension ability. It also prepares the foundation for the 
language skills development. The components of the reading skills include letter 
recognition, phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension ability.  
In this context, the MOE is planning to implement the Early Grade Reading 
Program so as to contribute to literacy development campaign. As a preparation for 
this purpose, the reading skill of the students of Grades one to three in thirty three 
districts will be tested. 
 
Based on the results of the survey, Nepali language teachers will be given 
orientation training. After the training, the teachers will be able to enhance the 
reading ability of the students. Based on the outcomes of this survey, the teachers’ 
training modality, curriculum, textbooks and reference materials will also be 
revised. It is expected that the development of reading skills will ensure quality 
education.  
 

1. According to the passage, what type of ability does reading skill develop in 
students? 
a. Knowledge and reasoning 
b. Comprehension and literacy 
c. Criticism and critical appreciation 
d. Synthesis and analysis 
 

2. What is the objective of the program the MOE is implementing? 
a. To develop technical skills 
b. To develop language skills 
c. To develop mathematical skills 
d. To develop reading skills 
 

3. Who are the target beneficiaries of this program? 
a. Students and teachers 
b.  Head teachers 
c. Parents 
d. School Management committee 
 



4. Which early grades is this program being implemented in? 
a. Grade 1 ,3 and 5 
b. Grade 2,4 and 5 
c. Grade 2, 3 and 4 
d. Grade 1, 2 and 3 
 

5. Which national program may this program support? 
a. Literate Nepal campaign program  
b. School System Reform program 
c. Health for all program 
d. Peace education campaign program  

 



k9fO l;k k |jw {g sfo {j | md 
 
 
;fIf/tf l;k lagf afnaflnsfx¿ l;Sgsf nflu tof/ x'Fb}gg\ . k9fO 
;fIf/tf l;k ljsf;sf] d'Vo cfwf/ xf] . k9fO l;kn] ljb\ofyL{sf] af]w 
Ifdtf clej[b\lw ug]{ tYo cg';Gwfgx¿n] cfF}NofPsf 5g\ . o;n]  eflifs 
;fdYo{ ljsf;sf nflu cfjZos cfwf/ tof/ ub{5 . k9fO l;k cGtu{t 
cIf/ lrgf/L, Wjlg ;r]tLs/0f, zAbe08f/ clej[b\lw, k9fOsf] ult / af]w 
Ifdtf ljsf; kb{5g\ . o; ;Gbe{df k|f/lDes txsf ljb\ofyL{x¿sf] 
;fIf/tf l;k ljsf; cleofgdf ;xof]u k'¥ofpg] pb\b]Zon] lzIff 
dGqfnon] k9fO l;kk|jw{ g sfo{j|md sfof{Gjogdf Nofpg] tof/L 
ul//x]sf] 5 . o; k|of]hgsf nflu b]ze/sf ## lhNnfx¿sf sIff b'O{ / 
ltg df cWoog/t ljb\ofyL{x¿sf] k9fO l;k k/LIf0f ul/g] 5 .  
 
k/LIf0faf6 cfPsf] glthfsf cfwf/df sIff Ps b]lv ltgsf g]kfnL ljifo 
cWofkgug]{ lzIfsx¿nfO{ cled'vLs/0f tflnd k|bfg ul/g] 5 .  tflnd 
kZrft\ lzIfsx¿ k9fO l;k clej[b\lw ug]{ u/L lzIf0f ug{ ;Ifd x'g]5g\ . 
o;sf] glthfsf cfwf/df lzIfs tflndsf] 9fFrf, kf7\oj|md, kf7\o k':ts 
tyf ;Gbe{ ;fdu|Ldf k9fO l;k k|jw{ g ug]{ u/L cfjZos ;'wf/ ul/g]  
5 . k9fO l;k ljsf;n] ;a}sf nflu u'0f:t/Lo lzIff ;'lglZrt ug{ 
db\bt ub{5 .  
 
!=  o; cg'R5]bsf] cg';f/, k9fO l;kn] ljb\ofyL{sf] s:tf] Ifdtf 

ljsf;df ;xof]u  u5{ <  
 
 -s_ 1fg / ts{     -v_ af]w / ;fIf/tf  
 -u_ cfnf]rgf / ;dfnf]rgf   -3_ ;+Zn]if0f / ljZn]if0f  
 
@= lzIff dGqfnon] sfof{Gjogdf Nofpg nfu]sf] sfo{j|mdsf] pb]b\Zo s] 

xf] <  
 
-s_ k|fljlws l;k ljsf; ug]{  -v_ eflifs l;k ljsf; ug]{  
-u_ ul0ftLo l;k ljsf; ug]{   -3_ k9fO l;k ljsf; ug]{  

 
#=  o; sfo{j|mdaf6 nfeflGjt x'g] d'Voju{ s'g xf] <  
 

-s_ ljb\ofyL{ / lzIfs    -v_ k|wfgfWofks  
-u_ cleefjs     -3_ ljBfno Joj:yfkg ;ldlt  



$=  of] sfo{j|md k|f/lDestxsf]] s'g s'g sIffdf sfof{Gjog ul/G5 <  
 
 -s_ sIff !, # / %    -v_ sIff @, $ / %  
 -u_ sIff @, # / $    -3_ sIff !, @ / #  
 
%=  o; sfo{j|mdn] /fli6«o :t/sf] j'mg sfo{j|mdnfO{ ;xof]u k'¥ofpFnf <  
 

-s_ ;fIf/ g]kfn cleofg sfo{qmd  
-v_ ljb\ofno ;'wf/ sfo{j|md  
-u_ ;a}sf nflu :jf:Yo sfo{j|md  
-3_ zflGt lzIff cleofg sfo{j|md 
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