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FOREWORD

Bhutan aims to build an education system that helps students develop the necessary skills and abilities that enable them to
succeed in the 21% century. The focus remains on imparting both traditional and modern values intrinsic to the Bhutanese
identity. The Draft National Education Policy 2019 and Bhutan Education Blueprint 2014-24 reflect and support the
development of a robust, inclusive and holistic education system.

The National Education Assessment (NEA), a triennial large scale education assessment, conducted by the Bhutan Council
for School Examinations and Assessment (BCSEA) with technical support from the Australian Council for Educational
Research (India) and financial assistance from Global Partnership for Education (GPE). It was a move towards Bhutan’s
efforts in providing quality education to all students and improvement of learning outcomes. Based on the National
Educational Assessment Framework (NEAF) developed in 2020, the assessment measures students’ knowledge, skills,
understandings and their ability to apply them in real world contexts.

In 2021, NEA was administered to Grade III students in specific areas of learning. This assessment was different from the
earlier cycles of NEA as it was scientifically designed to measure the competencies of students rather than students’ rote
memorisation of content.

The assessment approach of NEA 2021 will inform the future cycles of NEA to establish an assessment system in Bhutan
which is technically rigorous and validated through research to produce valid, reliable, and timely results that help to
understand what students know and can do at the key stage of learning.

NEA 2021 will help to understand the learning progress of students over time and ensure the participation of students with
special needs through the provision of accommodations.

The findings from NEA 2021 cycle show that most students were able to achieve the minimum proficiency levels. It also
provides valuable insights into the factors affecting student learning outcomes, teaching and learning during COVID-19 and
areas of concern that would require additional resources and support.

Ministry of Education and Skills Development, Royal Government of Bhutan intends to respond by follow up on the
recommendations and interventions highlighted in this report which is targeted to improve student performance and to
enhance the overall quality of the education system. Stakeholders at different levels need to consider the use of the
assessment data to make decisions on how to provide students with appropriate resources and support teaching that will help
to improve learning outcomes throughout the school years.

Success in education relies on people and organisations across the community working together for the benefit of children
and young people. We trust the information in this report will help all of us involved in improving our education system.

I would like to commend BCSEA for spearheading the conduct of NEA 2021 and coming up with the NEA report on time,
Australian Council for Education and Research(ACER) India for rendering the technical support, GPE for the financial
support, UNICEF as coordinating agency and Save the Children (SCI) as grant agent.
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Minister
Ministry of Education and Skills Development

Post Box No. 112, Kawajangsa, Thimphu, Bhutan, Tel: PA: +975 2 325431/323825, www.education.gov.bt
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The National Education Assessment (NEA) 2021 is a ground-breaking large-scale survey in the
history of Bhutan’s educational reforms. It marks the inception of an assessment system that
focuses on measuring competencies and attributes of students and not simply the memorisation of
facts.

NEA 2021 report presents the results achieved by grade III students in Dzongkha, English and
Mathematics assessment, the outcome of resources invested in our education system, and the
learning environments in our schools and communities. It also describes the variation in
performance among students from different districts in the domains tested; between boys and girls;
between rural and urban schools; between private and public schools and between students from
high-income and low-income families.

NEA 2021 was conducted at a time when schools and learners spent the past year learning virtually
due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Thus, student outcomes cannot be viewed without considering
the profound impact of the emergency on learners and learning.

The data on student performance along with the factors affecting education will enable the policy
makers and educationists to understand what students know and can do, so that they can identify
the areas which require improvement and also to elucidate if the existing interventions are
supporting the improvement of learning of all learners, leaving no one behind.

The capacity building activities that were embedded into each phase of the 14 key areas of robust
assessment programme resulted in strengthening the capacity of the technical core team members
of Bhutan which will benefit in the seamless and successful conduct of future NEA cycles.

This report would not have been possible without the collaborative efforts and inputs from the
Ministry of Education and Skills Development, Department of Education Programs, Department
of School Education, Dzongkhag/Thromde Education Offices, Schools, Royal University of
Bhutan, Save the Children, UNICEF, ACER-India and Global Partnership of Education (GPE).

I would like to commend on the tireless effort put by BCSEA core team in collaboration with
ACER, India in coming up with this report on time.

Tashi Delek!
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Director
Bhutan Council for School Examinations and Assessment
Ministry of Education and Skills Development

Post Box: 156 Email: bcsea@bcsea.bt
Phone: +975 2 322724/332546/326559 Website: www.bcsea.bt
Fax: +975-2 325086 Location: Babesa Thimphu
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Executive summary

Bhutan is a unique sovereign nation in the world. It has adopted Gross National Happiness
rather than Gross Domestic Product as an indicator of its developmental progress. This
governmental strategy percolates the country’s education policies and programmes.

Since the introduction of modern education in the 1960s, Bhutan has made considerable
progress in achieving the objectives of enhancing access to education and ensuring
educational quality, equity, and efficiency within the system.

The Royal Government of Bhutan introduced the National Education Assessment (NEA) to
understand what students in the country know and can do with their learning. The results of
this large-scale assessment will enable the government to take proactive measures in the
provision of quality and equitable education.

NEA is a triennial large-scale assessment programme that evaluates the ability of students in
using knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes related to core school subjects in grades lll, VI and
IX which are the key stages of student learning in Bhutan.

NEA 2021 was conducted from November to December 2021 in Dzongkha Reading, English
Reading and Mathematical Literacy with grade Ill learners. From this year onwards, children
with disabilities will be able to participate in NEA as Accommodation Guidelines for the
Assessment of Children with Disabilities were developed.

NEA being the first national assessment adopting the literacy approach, scales scores were
used for the first time in the 2021 cycle for reporting learning of students. The scale scores are
derived through scientific calculations based on international best practices. It is expected that
NEA will continue to use scale scores for reporting learning achievements in the foreseeable
future.

Scale scores enable the comparison of assessment results of future cycles with the current
ones, and trace changes in student learning over time and between different cohorts and
grades. The average score for the whole population tested is initially set at 300, with a standard
deviation of 50 for NEA 2021 for each testing literacy. However, if educational standards
improve, the overall average will rise in future cycles.



Participation in the National Education Assessment 2021
« Cognitive test participation

A total of 4,685 (35%) grade lll students, including (24) students with special needs, from 184
schools across 24 Dzongkhags and Thromdes participated in NEA 2021.

_é_

24
184 Dzongkhags and
schools Thromdes

4,685

students

There were 19 private schools included in the sample, constituting 8
percent student participation.

Number of Number of Student
Management schools students percentage
Public 165 4308 92%
Private 19 377 8%
Total 184 4685 100%

Participation from rural areas (2,480 students, 53%) was 6 percent higher-
than urban areas (2,205 students, 47%).

88 B

Number of Number of Student
schools students percentage
Rural 106 2480 53%
Urban 78 2205 47%
Total 184 4685 100%

Girls (2,328 students, 50%) and boys (2,357 students, 50%) equally
participated in the assessment.

o 88 BB

Number of Number of Student
Gender schools students percentage
Female 184 2328 50%
Male 183 2357 50%

Total 184 4685 100%
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Number of Number of Student
District schools students percentage
Bhumtang 4 101 2%
Chhukha 1 286 4%
Dagana 7 170 4%
Gasa 2 27 1%
Gelephu Thromde 2 64 1%
Haa 7 164 4%
Lhuentse 4 89 2%
Mongar 9 219 5%
Paro 15 350 7%
Pema Gatshel 5 17 2%
Phuntsholing 5 137 3%
Thromde
Punakha 6 170 4%
Samdrup Jongkhar 6 141 3%
Samtse 15 406 9%
Sarpang © 251 5%
SJongkhar 2 64 1%
Thromde
Thimphu 5 151 3%
Thimphu Thromde 27 744 16%
Trashigang 14 325 7%
Trashiyangtse 5 123 3%
Trongsa 4 102 2%
Tsirang 6 148 3%
Wangdue 10 250 5%
Phodrang
Zhemgang 4 86 2%
Total 184 4685 100%




* Questionnaire participation

Questionnaire

000

GG

Number of participants

Student Background Questionnaire

4658

Value Questionnaire (Student)

4656

Value Questionnaire (Teacher)

4662 entries by teachers

Teacher Background Questionnaire 558
Principal Questionnaire 184
CDEO/CTEO Questionnaire 24

« What students know and can do

Student performances in each test domain were distributed around the set mean in most of

the districts.

Urban and rural schools

English Mean SE Confidence Mat!'\ematicul Mean SE Confidence
Interval literacy Interval
1 urban 324 n.4 302-347 1% urban 321 87 304-338
£ Rural 284 31 278-290 = Rural 286 2.9 280-292
400 400
350 350
324 324
300 300
+284 +286
250 250
200 200

Urban Rural

Urban

e
!ﬂl

Rural
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Private and public schools

& Private 372 16 341-404 355 6.3 342-367
Public 297 6 285-309 Public 298 59 286-309
400 400
372
* 355
350 350 |
300 300 '
+ 297 * 298
250 250
200 200
£ A P A
i i
Private Public Private Public
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Factors affecting student performance
- Girls were more likely to outperform boys in Reading Literacy, both Dzongkha and English.
. Students from a higher-income household and students with college educated father
performed better in English Reading and Mathematical Literacy.
Minimum profeciencies
At the national level, 84 percent of students in Dzongkha Reading, 90 percent in English

Reading and 93 percent in Mathematical Literacy were able to meet the minimum
proficiencies for grade lIl.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Dzongkha Reading Literacy 16 84

English Reading Literacy

Mathematical Literacy

B Lower than minimum proficiency M Minimum proficiency achieved
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* Environment for students

Students evaluated their school environments positively.

Teachers take care of sick students
I get clean drinking water
| feel happy

| feel safe

M 1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Many times 4 - Always
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Healthy family interactions were reported by most of the students.

Family activities: Your parents or someone in your family eat
meals with you (%)

70

60

50

40

30

20

0 4

Never Few times a year Few times a month  Several times a week

Family activities: Your parents or someone in your family talk to
you about the importance of education (%)

70

60

50

40

30
,  H

Never Few times a year Few times a month  Several times a week
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My family encourages me to get
good marks

My family helps me
with homework

My family ask what I do in school
My family knows my teacher

My familiy helps me with project
work

Students had positive attitudes towards learning.

| feel learning is important for me

I want to get a job when I grow up
I went to do well in life

I want to gain knowledge

24
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Based on the self-ratings of students on the nine student attributes, students nurtured the nine
attributes well.

. ! 2 3 4 . 5
Least important Most important

Going to school

Listening to teachers
Helping someone who needs help

Sharing things with others

Staying clean

Taking care of school properties

Completing homework

Telling the truth

Saying “Thank you”

Volunteering to help

Studying hard

Throwing wastes in dust bin
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* Environment for teachers

Teachers reported positive school environment.

In my school 1 2 3 4

Who fall sick are taken care
Keep the campus clean

Have access to clean drinking water

Never Sometimes Often Always

Teachers evaluated that students in their schools felt safe and happy.

N
w
IS

Students feel safe

Students feel happy

1 2 3 4
Never Sometimes Often Always

Teachers agreed that their school environments are friendly, cooperative, and orderly.

N
w
N

Teachers are friendly among themselves
Teachers are friendly with support staff

Team work is encouraged
Teachers are friendly with students

Students are friendly with each other

—

2 3 4
Never Sometimes Often Always
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Teachers received various professional development programmes in 2021.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Subject content

Teaching methods

Assessment practices

Action research

Student behaviour managment

Information and Communications Technology
Special Education Needs (SEN)

Counselling

mNone M lessthan?20hours ™ 20to39 hours M 40to59 hours ™60 to 80 hours

Teachers reported that they were highly motivated to teach with high job satisfaction.
1 2 3 4

I have a good rapport with students
My efforts result in positive learning outcomes

In my class students are interested to learn

I am proud to be a teacher
I am satisfied with my salary

I think of changing my profession

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
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« Environment for schools
Principals evaluated that their school environments were positive. They maintained good

relationships with their school staff and students. They felt that their efforts contributed to
improving student learning outcomes.

In my school, students are interested to learn
I have good rapport with students

I have good rapport with staff

| provide avenues for students’ collaboration

| provide avenues for students to be innovative

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree

Principals received adequate support from their school staff, vice principals, district education
offices, and MOE.

There is adequate support from junior staff

There is adequate support from DoS, MoE

There is adequate support from DYS, MoE

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
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Principals reported they had a high level of job satisfaction.

I am satisfied with my salary

I am proud to be a principal

I think of changing my profession

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree

Principals evaluated the support from district education offices was more effective.

Dzongkhag/Thromde education office has resulted in
improved school system

Dzongkhag/Thromde education office has resulted in
improved student learning

DCPD (REC) has resulted in improved student learning
BCSE has resulted in improved student learning
DSE, MoE has reulsted in improved school system

DSE, MoE has reulsted in improved student learning

DCPD (REC) has resulted in improved school system

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
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» Support from districts

Various professional development activities took place at least once a year.

| facilitate PD prgrams for schools in my
Dzongkhag/Thromde

| provide mentoring services to principals of my
Dzongkhag/Thromde when required

My Dzongkhag/Thromde provide ICT related
PDs to the schools

| attend PD programs

My Dzongkhag/Thromde conducts PDs
related to 2Ist century competencies (nine
student attribute)

3 4 5
None Once a Twice a Thrice a More than
year year year thrice a year

CDEOs and CTEOs evaluated their professional development support in various ways.

Meetings in Dzongkhag/Thromde were focused on
improving school sytem this year

Meetings in Dzongkhag/Thromde were focused on
improving school performance this year

Meetings in Dzongkhag/Thromde provided 40 hours of
PD all teachers this year

I have started a culture of research in the school in my
Dzongkhag/Thromde

I was part of the action research work carried out in
schools

1 2 3 4
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree Agree
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CDEOs and CTEOs reported that they were engaged with each of the professional supervision

activities at least twice a year.

| provided feedback to principals on school
management during my visit

I visited schools to supervise planned academic
programs

I visited schools to supervise planned
non-academic programs

| provided feedback to teachers on their work
during my visit

I conducted meetings with schools

I verified compliance of schools to national
policies during my visits

| observed lessons during my visit to the schools

None Once a
year

CDEOs and CTEOs reported that resource management was carried out in their districts

following the regulations.

| provided crucial feedback to school in the areas of weakness
during my monitoring visit

| focus more on monitoring the learning outcomes of the
schools during my monitoring visits

I visited school more than twice for monitoring the overall
school programs in my Dzongkhag/Thromde

I focused more on the School Improvement Plan (SIP) of the
schools during monitoring visits

| provide intervention based on the findings from my monitoring
visits to schools

I focused more on monitoring the complaince of policies by the
schools during my monitoring visits

| focused more on the physical parameters of the SPMS

Strongly
disagree

3

Twice a

year

Disagree

4

Thrice a
year

3
Agree

5

More than
thrice a year

4
Strongly
Agree
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« Teaching and learning during the COVID pandemic period

The availability of online classes was rated higher than the effectiveness of online classes by

students and teachers.

87%
77%
students I
Online Online

classes classes
available effective

89%

oo | &

students
Homework Took
given during online
the tests
lockdown
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92%
74%
teachers
Online Online
classes classes
conducted effective
94%
63%
teachers
Gave Conducted
homework online
during the tests
lockdown






Chapter 1. Introduction

Box 1:
The National Education Assessment

Box 2:
The National Education Assessment

The National Education Assessment (NEA) is
a triennial large-scale competency-based
assessment programme conducted in
Bhutan by the Bhutan Council for School
Examinations and Assessment (BCSEA) at
grades lll, VI and IX in core school subjects.
NEA:

assesses students’ learning outcomes

at grades lll, VI and IX every three years;

measures students’ literacy in English,

Dzongkha, Mathematics, and Science

(except for grade Ill, where science is

not assessed);

assesses students’ embodiment of nine

student attributes;

assesses children with disabilities by

providing special accommodations and

adaptations;

collects information pertaining to factors

affecting students’ learning outcomes;

and

reports and compares students’ learning

outcomes on a proficiency scale

informing what they know and what they

can do.
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2021

NEA 2021 was conducted from 25th of
November to 15th of December 2021. It
assessed grade Il students in Dzongkha
Reading, English Reading and
Mathematical Literacy and collected
information from students, teachers,
principals and CDEOs/CTEOs through
various contextual questionnaires.

A total of 4,685 (35.9%) grade lll students,
including students with special needs (24),
from 184 schools across 24 Dzongkhags
and Thromdes participated in NEA 2021.

To make NEA 2021 an inclusive learning
assessment, test accommodations were
provided to students with disabilities
enabling their participation in the assess-
ment. While data on Children with disability
is considered insignificant for generalization
of any inferences in this report.



1.1 Overview of the national education
system in Bhutan

Bhutan is a unique sovereign nation in the
world, as reflected by the fact that while
other nations use Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) as a key indicator of their
developmental progress, Bhutan’s economic,
environmental, societal, and other policies
are guided by its goals for Gross National
Happiness (GNH). This profound approach
has undoubtedly influenced Bhutan’s
education policies as well. The Royal
Government of Bhutan (RGoB) understands
the vital role of education in the
nation-building process and in giving Bhutan
its “distinct identity as a small, peaceful,
progressive and happy nation” (Ministry of
Education, 2014). Since the introduction of
modern education in the 1960s, Bhutan has
made considerable progress in achieving the
objectives of enhancing access to education
and ensuring educational quality, equity, and
efficiency within the system.

The vision for Bhutan from the perspective
of education is to create an educated and
enlightened society based on the traditional
values of tha dam-tshig and ley gyu-drey
(sublime values of solemn devotion and trust
based on interconnectedness, relationship
and bonding, and cause and effect). Hence,
the outcome expected from the education
system is to develop citizens with skills and
abilities that are an ideal blend of modern
and traditional values reflecting the unique
Bhutanese identity.

The nation strives to ensure that future
Bhutanese citizens are well-equipped to
prosper beyond the 2Ist century, uphold the
Bhutanese identity, and value its ancient
tradition, culture and wisdom. This requires
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a system of inclusive and holistic education
that builds these competencies embracing
new developments in line with the vision.

To realise this vision, the Draft National

Educational Policy (NEP) 2019 envisages

to create a robust, inclusive, and holistic

education system that:

« inculcates the principles and values
underpinning the philosophy of GNH;

+ upholds Bhutan'’s unique cultural and
spiritual heritage and values; and

+ prepares citizens to become
knowledgeable, skilful, creative,
innovative, enterprising, and capable
of responding to national needs and
emerging global trends.

The Bhutan Education Blueprint 2014-24

also supports the fulfiiment of this vision

by outlining a strategy for the critical

areas responding to the challenges and
changing needs of the education system
more holistically. The strategy focuses on
bringing various educational reforms in three
sequential waves in order to ensure that the
planned complex interventions are executed
systematically and strategically.

The first wave targets to enable teachers,
principals and schools achieve a minimum
quality standard by up-skilling teachers,
empowering principals, and providing other
supportive measures. The second wave
emphasises on change initiatives such as
institutional work dynamics and culture.
Spillover work from the first wave such as
improving student learning outcomes in
tune with international benchmarks will also
be carried out during this period. The third
wave of reforms focuses on creating a self-
sustaining system that is creative, innovative,
and enterprising so that schools continue to
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perform at high levels of effectiveness and
efficiency.

The reforms are carried out through eight
shifts which are thematically linked to four
important outcomes — access, quality,
equity, and efficiency. Amongst these,
quality is considered as the most important
aspect and, therefore, it remains as an
underlying theme across all the eight shifts.
Large-scale learning assessments can
provide information on various aspects of
an education system, efficiently evaluating
the quality of education and supporting
evidence-based policy making. Many
governments around the world utilise
evidence from their national learning
assessments to improve their education
systems. For example, in Vietham, the
national assessment was used to monitor
students’ learning progress over time, and to
evaluate the effectiveness of policy initiatives
focused on improving educational quality
and helping schools meet new school-based
standards (Attfield & Vu, 2013). Australia
used its national assessment to evaluate
in-service professional development
programmes targeted at improving teacher
and school quality in identified schools.
Literacy and numeracy coaches were
provided to identified school staff for an
improvement in pedagogy (ACER, 2015).

1.1.1.  Need for a Robust Learning
Assessment at the National Level

The education policies of Bhutan explicitly
state the need to prepare students for

the 21st century and meet international
standards while being rooted in the heritage
of Bhutan. Although access to education
has expanded significantly across Bhutan

in recent years, the quality of learning still
remains a major challenge. A study on the
quality of education carried out by REC
(2009) revealed the following findings:
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« Student learning outcomes were below
the minimum expected grade levels,
and many students were unable to
perform basic numeracy and literacy
tasks.

+ A majority of students were unable to
understand core concepts and apply
knowledge to real-life situations across
grades and subjects.

« Students performed better in questions
related to recall.

« Gaps existed in procedural learning
as students made simple mistakes in
questions related to procedural
applications.

« Students across grades performed
poorly in questions related to visual
problems, indicating that students had
poor comprehension ability.

« Employers perceived graduates as
lacking academic preparation and
professional skills to succeed in
entry-level jobs.

The findings from NEA 2013-14 and the
Programme for International Student
Assessment for Development (PISA-D)
conducted in 2017 showed similar concerns
about the quality of educational outcomes
in Bhutan. The PISA-D findings revealed that
the average solution rate in Bhutan was 45%
in Reading Literacy, 39% in Mathematical
Literacy and 45% in Scientific Literacy
(BCSEA, 2019). When compared with the
other seven PISA-D participating countries,
the performance of Bhutan’s students was
ranked between the two highest-performing
PISA-D countries (Ecuador and Poroguoy).
However, the report further stated that a
reliable estimate based on percent correct
scores was significantly below that of the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) countries and the best



education systems in Asia. Therefore, it

is evident that the Bhutanese education
system needs urgent interventions to
upscale the quality of education. One

of the immediate measures is to review

the current practice of examination and
assessment system to understand and
address the gap between current and
expected learning levels of students. Other
interventions such as pedagogical practices,
resources, professional development,
learning environment, health and wellbeing
and support systems will remain crucial and
require periodical reviews and appropriate
interventions.

Realising the gaps in the current education
and assessment systems, the Bhutan
Education Blueprint 2014-24 highlights a
need to revamp these systems to attain
desired competencies at various levels. In
order to effectively achieve these objectives,
the government has identified a need for

a standardised nationwide low-stakes
diagnostic assessment. A well-designed
robust education assessment at national-
level would serve the purpose of informing
specific policy and system-level interventions
in Bhutan.

Large-scale education assessments

are important because results of such

assessments can (BCSEA, 2020):

« provide information about achievement
levels of students at critical stages of
learning;

« monitor educational standards and
learning outcomes over time and
how they relate to the improvement
in educational inputs and initiatives
implemented,;

« guide educational policy development
and interventions to improve learning

National Education Assessment 2021 | Grade Ill Report

outcomes and to address inequalities in
learning outcomes;

« make decisions about resource
allocations based on the impact of
educational inputs in learning outcomes;
and

« generate and capture reliable data that
can be used to identify trends in
educational achievement and growth
over a period of time.

1.1.2. National Education Assessment

The National Education Assessment is a
triennial large-scale assessment programme
conducted in Bhutan by the Bhutan Council
for School Examinations and Assessment
(BCSEA) at key stages of student learning

- grades lll, VI and IX. NEA evaluates the
Bhutanese education system by assessing
the ability of students in using knowledge,
skills, values, and attitudes related to core
school subjects. The ultimate goals of NEA

lie in improving overall student learning
achievement and enhancing the education
system based on the evidence of what
Bhutanese students know and what they can
do with that knowledge.

The first NEA was conducted in 2004 by the
erstwhile Bhutan Board of Examinations (BBE)
for grade VI students in literacy (English) and
numeracy (Mathematics). In 2006, grade VI
was assessed in Dzongkha, followed by an
assessment of grade X students in English
and Mathematics in 2007. The second round
of NEA in literacy and numeracy for grade VI
was conducted in 2011. Subsequently, grade
X students underwent second round of NEA
in English and Mathematics in 2013. The test
items for the NEAs were developed in line
with the national standards to cover learning
outcomes as well as competencies outlined
in the curriculum.
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Even though a couple of rounds of NEA of
grades VI and X were conducted in the

past, there has been limited use of their
findings in policy development due to various
reasons. A need has been felt to improve

the NEA system to provide valid, reliable and
timely information on student learning. In
order to develop a robust national learning
assessment programme for Bhutan,

RGoB has been supported by the Global
Partnership for Education (GPE) from 2018

to 2022. The support from GPE is focused on
the development and implementation of the
National Education Assessment Framework
(NEAF). The Australian Council for Educational
Research (India) supported this endeavour
as a technical partner, helping BCSEA
develop NEAF and its implement as per the
international standards and best practices.

Under the technical support, NEAF was
developed in 2020 to describe what NEA
intends to measure. NEAF (2020) defined the
key elements of NEA, including test grades,
test domains, competencies and learning
outcomes, contextual questionnaires,
assessment guidelines for children with
disabilities, assessment design, and
assessment cycles. NEAF serves as the
guiding document for the conduct of
consistent and reliable NEA. Based on the
newly developed NEAF, NEA at grade Ill was
conducted in 2021.

The NEA cycle has been designed as a three-
year model. NEA will start with grade lll, and
after a gap of three and six years, grades

VI and IX will be added respectively. Thus,
from the third cycle onward, all three target
grades will be assessed together.

This model serves two fundamental purposes
- tracking the same cohort across the school
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years, and identifying the impact of long-
term interventions in the school education
system. The triennial model allows policy
changes to be introduced at grade Il (key
stage one) and monitoring their effect in
phases. It reduces the load of introducing
changes to the cohorts accustomed to a
certain model of education.’

The key aspects of NEA based on NEAF are
highlighted here.

NEA:

« assesses students’ learning outcomes at
grades lll, VI and IX every three years;

« measures students’ literacy in English,
Dzongkha, Mathematics, and Science
(except for grade Ill, where science
is not assessed);

+ assesses students’ embodiment of nine
student attributes;

« assesses children with disabilities by
providing special accommodations
and adaptations;

+ collects information pertaining to factors
affecting students’ learning outcomes;
and

« reports and compares students’ learning
outcomes on a proficiency scale informing

what they know and what they can do.

1.2. National Education Assessment
2021

NEA 2021 was conducted from 25th of
November to 15th of December 2021.
Considering the importance of foundational
learning and the need to pay attention to
learning outcomes of students in their early
years, it was decided to assess grade I
students first in Dzongkha Reading, English
Reading and Mathematical Literacy. Thus, the
NEA 2021 cohort of grade lll students serves
as the reference cohort for tracing learning

' The National Education Assessment Framework (BCSEA 2020, p.155) provides the graphical illustration of the NEA assessment cycle.
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progress over time in the Bhutanese
education system using the triennial cycle of
NEA.

This effort is in line with meeting UN
Sustainable Development Goal 4 (SDG 4),
which is to “ensure inclusive and equitable
quality education and promote lifelong
learning opportunities for all “. The first
indicator of SDG 4, Indicator 4.1.], requires
reporting “the proportion of children and
young people (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the
end of primary; and (c) at the end of lower
secondary achieving at least a minimum
proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii)
mathematics, by sex ". Therefore, it is critical
for RGoB to set the minimum proficiency
levels of grade Il in Dzongkha reading,
English reading and Mathematics through
NEA 2021.

In addition, NEA 2021 also aims to trace
learning progress over time in Bhutanese
education system using the triennial cycle

of NEA. Further, it is expected that the online
teaching, learning and assessment during
COVID -19 lockdowns was not effective and
might have caused learning losses in various
domains.

In light of this, the decision to assess grade
Il students in the foundational cognitive
domains is even more relevant.

1.2.1. NEA as an inclusive assessment

One of the key aspects of NEA is to include
children with disabilities in the assessment.
This effort is in line with the UN SDG Target
4.5 which states “By 2030, eliminate gender
disparities in education and ensure equal
access to all levels of education and
vocational training for the vulnerable,

including persons with disabilities, indigenous
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peoples and children in vulnerable
situations.” Promoting inclusiveness in
education policies is a crucial part of
meeting the target.

In order to accommodate any special
needs of such nature, BCSEA developed
Accommodation Guidelines for the
assessment of Children with Disabilities
(2021). This document contains guidelines
to customise assessment instructions,
directions, instruments, materials, and
conditions and timing, considering special
educational needs of students. It will help in
fulfilling accessibility needs of the students
so that they are able to demonstrate their
learning competencies. The document
also entails the types of accommodations
and processes that could be followed to
facilitate the participation of children with
disabilities in NEA and to keep up with the
inclusive nature of the assessment. NEA
2021 considered presentation, response,
scheduling, and setting accommodations
to meet varied needs of CWDs for their
successful participation in the assessment. ®

1.2.2. NEA scale scores

Throughout this report, results are reported
using ‘scale scores’, which are calculated
using Item Response Theory (IRT). These
replace the percentage correct scores that
were published in the previous NEA reports
before the development of NEAF. This is an
important change that brings significant
advantages.

Most importantly, the scale thus created
remains fixed so that results from all
future surveys can also be reported on the
same scale. This is achieved by applying
appropriate equating procedures and
adequate linking through common items

Retrieved from UN, Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all, Overview, https://

sdgs.un.org/goals/goal4, on 24 August, 2022.

Retrieved from UN, Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all, Targets and Indica-

tors, https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal4, on 24 August, 2022.

Retrieved from UN, Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all, Targets and Indica-

tors, https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal4, on 24 August, 2022.

For details of the accommodations and adjustments, see Accommmodation Guidelines for the Assessment of Children with Disabilities NEA

2021 by BCSEA (2021).
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(also known as anchor items). For example,
a score of 320 in year 2021 will be equivalent
to a score of 320 in three years time, even
though the items used may not be the same.
Thus, in cases where a district’s average
score rises or falls over a three-year period
in a particular domain, can be directly seen,
progress of different districts can be easily
compared, and meaningful conclusions
can be drawn about changes in student
achievement. This is possible because even
though the scores may be derived from
different students taking different tests at
different times, the reporting scale is fixed,
and the scores are equated using statistical
procedures.

The average score for the whole population
tested is initially set at 300, with a standard
deviation of 50 for NEA 2021. However, if
educational standards improve, the overall
average will rise.

150 200 250 300 350 400 450

e ——

High Achievement

Low Achievement Mid-point

This means that a majority of students
(about 70%) are expected to have scores
in the range of 250 to 350. On this scale, a
score of more than 450 would represent an
extraordinarily high level of achievement.

It should be noted that the adoption of

this sophisticated reporting scale allows
comparison with all future cycles, however, it
is not possible to make direct comparisons
with the values reported in the earlier NEAs
before the development of NEAF.

It is also worth noting that the scores for
Dzongkha Reading Literacy, English Reading
Literacy, and Mathematical Literacy are
derived independently by applying the same
principles, leading to an independent scale
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for each domain. Therefore, it is important
that readers do not compare scores across
subjects.

1.2.3. NEA proficiency scales

NEA aims to build a common proficiency
scale, where student performances in a
testing domain from all subsequent NEA
cycles will be aligned together. The scale
enables:

« comparison of student performances
between different cohorts, grades and
cycles;

« tracking changes in learning outcomes
across grades and over time; and

+ describing what students know and how
they are able to apply their knowledge
and skills in various situations.

The results from NEA 2021 serve as a
foundation for constructing the NEA
proficiency scale with the help of IRT. Since
this is the first assessment in the series of
NEAs as per the design provided in NEAF,
all three test domain proficiency scales
for grade Il are set with a mean score of
300 and standard deviation of 50. In the
future NEA cycles, student performances will
be placed on the same proficiency scale
regardless of the grade-level of students.

National level large-scale learning
assessments are expected to provide
information on student achievement

levels as well as factors affecting student
performance. NEA is designed to provide
information to support evidence-based
policy making. In this report, student
performances have been analysed to report
student learning levels, differences among
population sub-groups, and key factors
affecting performances of grade Il students.



Two maijor statistical methods have been
applied to the NEA 2021 data for analysis

- t-tests and linear regression analysis. A
t-test is used to determine whether there is

a significant difference between the means
of two groups. Linear regression models a
linear association that investigates straight-
line relationship between a dependent
variable and a single or multiple independent
variable(s) that is usually continuous but can
be categorical.

The NEA 2021 sampling allows the
comparison of mean scores of different
groups. The NEA 2021 sample is
representative at the national level as well as
district level, enabling comparison of group
mean performances of grade Il students at
various levels. The data allows comparison
of overall student performance by a national
level variable such as location (urban vs.
rural) and between districts. It also allows

a comparison of district statistics against
national statistics as a benchmark.

1.2.4. NEA proficiency levels

The main purpose of NEA is to inform

policy debates by providing information
about contextual factors that influence
achievement and teaching practices by
illustrating what students know and can do.
The NEA data can also be used to reveal
trends in educational growth from one grade
to another, as well as measuring changes
within one grade level over time. Student
performances on the cognitive items can
be used to describe the skills, knowledge,
and understanding of grade Ill students, as
demonstrated by their performance on the
assessment instruments.

In order to better describe students’
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knowledge, skills, and understanding in the
test domains, NEA has adopted the literacy
approach to the test domains, rather than
the traditional content-based approach, and
has developed proficiency scales for each
domain. Following the approach defined in
NEAF, the foundational proficiency scales of
grade lll were developed for the first time in
the country, based on the results from NEA
2021

Although the scales are continuous, for the
ease of interpretation, each scale for every
domain has been divided into proficiency
bands or levels — Level 1, Level 2, and so on.
Once the difficulty level of each test item in
a test domain has been analysed, items are
arranged in the order of difficulty level from
the most difficult items to the easiest ones.
After that, subject experts and statisticians
work together, applying their professional
judgement, to group the items in bands

so that the knowledge and skills required
to solve the items in each band may be
identified.

In NEA, students are said to be at a particular
level on the proficiency scale if their
performance indicates that they are likely to
answer at least half of the items correctly on
a test composed of items which are spread
uniformly across that level. A student located
at the bottom of a particular level would

be expected to succeed in approximately
half of the items on a test comprising items
within that level. Students scoring higher
within that level would be expected to get

a progressively higher proportion of such
items correct, until at the top of the level
where they would be expected to answer

70 to 80 percent of those items successfully
(depending exactly on how wide the band
width is set). Such students cannot be moved
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to the next level as they have not reached the
stage of answering at least half of the items
in the subsequent higher level. Put simply,
students at the bottom of a level would have
a moderate (at least 50 percent) likelihood
of being able to demonstrate the skills
described in a level. Students at the top of a
level would have a high likelihood (between
70% and 80%) of demonstrating those skills.

1.3. Components of NEA 2021

NEA 2021 is composed of cognitive tests in
three domains - Dzongkha Reading Literacy,
English Reading Literacy and Mathematical
Literacy. It also contains various contextual
questionnaires.
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1.3.1. Cognitive tests

Three sets of cognitive tests of NEA 2021 were
developed reflecting the proportions of each
domain area defined by NEAF. The details are
discussed in the following sections.

Reading Literacy

Reading Literacy as a domain is described
in terms of context, text variables, and
item variables. Context refers to the theme
or setting of texts. Text variables refer to
parameters such as text type, text format,
appropriate length, and complexity.

Item variables comprise the cognitive
competencies that are assessed and item
formats used to frame the items. ltems in
the Reading Literacy domain are generally
presented as units that include a reading text
and items to assess comprehension of the
text.

The National Education Assessment Framework (BCSEA 2020, p.155) provides the graphical illustration of the NEA assessment cycle.
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Dzongkha Reading Literacy

The Dzongkha Reading Literacy test of NEA 2021 has the following distribution of units or items
from different aspects.

Table 1.I: Distribution of test units by context

Context Defined in Target numbers Numbers of
NEAF of units units
Personal 50 - 60% 3-4 3
Local 30 - 40% 2-3 4
Global 5-15% 1-2 2
Total 9

Table 1.2: Distribution of test units by text type

Type of Defined in Target numbers Numbers of
Texts NEAF of units units
Imaginative 50 - 60% 2 1
Descriptive 30 - 40% 2 3
Persuasive 5-15% 1 2
Instructional 10-20% 1 3
Transactional 5-15% 1 1
Total 10

Table 1.3: Distribution of test items by skill

Skill Defined in Target numbers [ Numbers of Percent*
NEAF of units units
Locate 35-45% 14-18 1 36%*
Interpret 25-35% 10-14 3 31%
Infer 15-25% 6-10 2 16%
Reflect 5-15% 2-6 3 18%
Total 45 100%

*Due to rounding the sum of percent may exceed 100.

Table 1.4: Distribution of test items by item format

Item Defined in Numbers of Percent
type NEAF items

CRT 15% — 20% 12 27%
MCQ 80% — 85% 33 73%
Total 45 100%
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English Reading Literacy

The English Reading Literacy test of NEA 2021 has the following distribution of units or items from
different aspects.

Table 1.5: Distribution of test units by context

Context Defined in NEAF Target numbers of units Numbers of units
Personal 50 - 60% 3-4 3
Local 30 - 40% 2-3 2
Global 5-15% 1-2 2
Total 7

Table 1.6: Distribution of test units by text type

Type of Texts Defined in AF Target numbers of units | Numbers of units
Imaginative 25-35% 2 2
Descriptive 20-30% 2 2
Persuasive 5-15% 1 1
Instructional 10-20% 1 1

Transactional 5-15% 1 1

Labelling* 5-15%
Total 7

*The items under labelling are not counted, since they are not considered as a part of a text unit.

Table 1.7: Distribution of test items by skill

Skill Defined in NEAF | Target numbers of units | Numbers of units Percent*
Locate 35-45% 14-18 16 35.6%
Interpret 25-35% 10-14 12 26.7%
Infer 15-25% 6-10 7 15.6%
Reflect 5-15% 2-6 3 6.7%
Labelling* 7 15.6%
Total 45 100%

* Labelling is not considered to be a skill, but a pre-skill. However, the category of labelling is
included in the table to tally the total number of items in the English Reading Literacy test.
**Due to rounding the sum of percent may exceed 100.

Table 1.8: Distribution of test items by item format

Item type Defined in NEAF Numbers of items Percent
CRT 15% - 20% 12 27%
MCQ 80% — 85% 33 73%
Total 45 100%
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o
Mathematical Literacy 83 >

Mathematics is defined as a logical way of studying numbers, shapes, and spaces with the
help of a system of symbols and rules to organise them. Another way to define it is, as the
study of structure, order, and relation, which develop gradually from the practices of counting,
measuring, and describing objects. These practices provide the prerequisite mathematical
language and tools to investigate and explore our surroundings.

There are two branches of Mathematics. The first one is a discipline that can be studied for

its intrinsic pleasure, and the other, to explore, understand and communicate with the world
around us. However, both are connected by the same mathematical body of knowledge. In
NEA, this knowledge is interpreted in terms of mathematical literacy. The mathematical literacy
test of NEA 2021 is comprised of items as per the following proportions in various aspects,
including mathematical content, context, cognitive processes, and item format.

Table 1.9: Distribution of test items by mathematical content

Content Defined in NEAF Numbers of items Percent
Number and Algebra 55-65% 25 56%
Measurement 10-20% 7 16%
Geometry 10-20% 8 18%
Data management and Probability 5-15% 5 1%
Total 45 100%

Table 1.10: Distribution of test items by mathematical context

Context Numbers of items Percent
Personal 8 18%
Local 23 51%
Global 2 4%
Intra-mathematical 12 27%
Total 45 100%

Table 1.11: Distribution of test items by cognitive process

Coghnitive process Defined in NEAF Numbers of items Percent
Formulating 25 - 30% 10 22%
Applying 45 - 50% 19 42%
Interpreting 25 - 30% 16 36%
Total 45 100%

Table 1.12: Distribution of test items by item format

Item format Defined in NEAF Numbers of items Percent
MCQ 80% — 85% 38 84%
CRT 15% — 20% 7 16%
Total 45 100%
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1.3.2. Contextual questionnaires

Learning does not take place in isolation.
Often there are other factors that influence
learning. Students’ acquisition of knowledge
and skills is influenced by factors associated
with their backgrounds and learning
environments. These include home, school
and classroom contexts - the information of
which can be collected through contextual
questionnaires. To be able to accurately
inform teaching strategies and policymaking,
data collected from any learning assessment
should support reporting that identifies
nuanced differences between student
cohorts, school types and other pertinent
contexts. This can only be achieved by

using contextual questionnaires alongside
cognitive assessment of students.

One of the objectives of NEA is to investigate
and understand the differences found in
student learning outcomes in the context

of key factors related to the system,

schools and students. Students’ learning
occurs through a variety of activities and
experiences happening at different levels
and through different processes. A series

of questionnaires are used to collect
relevant information on student background
and learning environment from various
stakeholders, including students, teachers,
school principals, and Chief District Education
Officers or Chief Thromde Education Officers.
The questionnaires of NEA 2021 are listed
below along with a brief explanation:

« The Student Questionnaire examines
students’ background, socio-economic
status, language used at home, attitude
towards learning, engagement, health,
and the embodiment of nine student
attributes. It also gathers information
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about students’ learning environments,
material resources, inclusive facilities,
quality instruction, learning time, and
family support.
The Teacher Questionnaire is answered
by teachers and provides essential
information about classroom instructions,
assessment practices, learning time,
material resources, and support from
education officials. It also provides
teachers’ background information
such as their academic and professional
qualifications, motivation to teach,
and professional enhancement
opportunities. Further, it examines whether
nine student attributes are taught and
assessed in schools.
The Principal Questionnaire collects
information from school principals
pertaining to the school and the
administrative system. It collects
information about schools, such as
learning environments, inclusiveness,
quality of instruction, learning time,
material resources, teaching and
assessment of nine student attributes,
family and community support, and
monitoring and support from
stakeholders. In addition, principals’
information such as their attitudes
towards the profession and leadership
experience is also collected.
The Chief District Education Officer
(CDEO)/Chief Thromde Education
Officer (CTEO) Questionnaire collects
information from CDEOs or CTEOs
pertaining to schools under their
jurisdiction and administration. The
questionnaire collects information about
professional and academic development
of teachers, policy and planning,
management and administration, and
financial management. Further, CDEO



CTEOs’ background information such as
educational qualifications and
professional experience is obtained.

« The Values Questionnaires for students
and teachers collect information on
students’ embodiment of the nine
student attributes.

1.3.3. Development of the NEA 2021 tools

The development of the tools for NEA 2021
entailed a significant amount of effort from
BCSEA experts with technical support from
ACER India. In order to make NEA tools valid,
reliable and at par with the international best
practices, a strict quality control process was
observed at each developmental stage.

Pilot NEA

The Pilot NEA survey was conducted in

June 2021. A total of eight CDEO/CTEOs, 44
principals, 134 teachers and 892 students
across 45 sample schools took part in

the pilot study. Cognitive instruments for
Dzongkha Reading Literacy, English Reading
Literacy and Mathematical Literacy domains,
and questionnaires including the CDEO/
CTEO Questionnaire, Principal Questionnaire,
Teacher Questionnaire, Student
Questionnaire, and Value Questionnaires
(for both students and teachers) were
administered during the study.

The Pilot NEA was administered with two
main objectives. One of the objectives

was to evaluate the appropriateness of

the assessment instruments and use that
information to finalise the instruments for
the Main NEA. The process enabled BCSEA to
develop reliable and valid cognitive items
and questionnaires. The second objective
was to check survey operation procedures in
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the field at a smaller scale, and refine the
operational tools and processes for the Main
NEA in order to address unanticipated issues
during the implementation.

For the Pilot NEA, 45 sample schools were
identified based on convenience and
availability. About 20 students were randomly
selected in each sample school and asked
to participate. The students completed
paper-based cognitive tests in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy, English Reading Literacy
and Mathematical Literacy — each lasting
for 40 minutes. Each domain consisted

of three different booklets which were
randomly assigned to the students. Besides
the cognitive tests, the students also filled-
up the Student Questionnaire of 35 minutes
duration and the Value Questionnaire lasting
15 minutes.

The cognitive data were analysed with
psychometric techniques including IRT

to check item validity and test reliability.
Following the evaluation of validity and
reliability of the pilot cognitive items, two
booklets in each test domain were finalised
for the Main NEA. The questionnaires were
also revised and improved for the Main NEA
based on the pilot study.

Main NEA

To accurately measure learning progression,
the required number of items is usually
more than the number of items that can
possibly be answered by a student within
the available testing time. To mitigate this
issue, NEA deploys multiple booklets for
each domain which increases the number
of items while keeping the testing duration
for any given student optimal. To ensure that
different difficulty levels of each of these
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booklets are to be controlled during analysis,
each domain has some common items
between its booklets — also known as ‘anchor
items’. Thus, each student is required to
complete only one booklet per domain.
Appropriate equating methods employed

by data analysts ensure valid comparability
of student learning outcomes resulting from
different booklets.

During the Main NEA, students were asked

to complete the paper-based cognitive
tests in all the three domains. Each domain
consisted of two different booklets (Booklet A
and Booklet B). The test booklets contained
30 test items each, including anchor items.
Depending on the length of tests and reading
requirements, different testing durations

(40 or 80 minutes) were provided for each
domain. The table below summarises the
details of the NEA 2021 cognitive testing.

Table 1.13: Details of the NEA 2021 cognitive testing
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1.3.4. Sample

NEA 2021 followed international best
practices which have been incorporated in
large-scale student assessments, such as
the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA), to achieve the target
precision at a confidence interval of +3.5
percent. The following considerations were
made to draw the sample size for NEA 2021.

Target population

NEA has been designed to investigate
learning achievements of students at the
district level in Bhutan. Hence, the target
population for NEA 2021 (13,049 students)
was all grade Il children studying in both
government and private schools. Before
defining the target population of NEA 2021 of
grade lll, international (non-Bhutanese)

Test domain Numbers of | Number of items | Numbers of Total Test
booklets per booklet anchor items | numbers of | duration
items
Dzongkha Reading Literacy 15 45 60 min
English Reading Literacy 15 45 60 min
Mathematical 2 15 45 60 min
Literacy

In addition, students were also asked

to complete the 60-minute Student
Questionnaire and the 15-minute Value
Questionnaire. NEA 2021 collected contextual
information from CDEOs/CTEOs, school
principals and teachers through contextual
questionnaires. Class teachers of the
sampled students were also asked to
participate in the Value Questionnaire,
containing the same questions as given in
the Students Value Questionnaire.
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students and students with severe functional
and intellectual disabilities were excluded
from the sample frame (28 students). The
sample frame covers 99.8 percent of the
entire grade Il student population in Bhutan.
This made the desired target population of
NEA 2021 of grade Ill equal to 13,021 students.
Taking operational difficulties into account,
further exclusions were considered, and two
school-level exclusions were finalised to
define the final target population of NEA 2021:



« Schools with class size less than eight
students.

« Schools located in the areas which are
geographically inaccessible and difficult
to reach.

Reputed international large-scale
assessments usually allow up to five percent
of such exclusions. The exclusions comprise
4.3 percent of the defined target population
of NEA 2021, reaching a population coverage
of 95.7 percent.

Sample design and method

The sample design for each district, i.e,,
Dzongkhag/Thromde, involved a two-stage
cluster design which used a combination

of two probability sampling methods.

At the first stage, schools were selected
using Probability Proportional to Size (PPS)
sampling principles. This means that

the probability of selecting a particular
school depended on the number of grade
lll students enrolled in that school. At the
second stage, the required number of
students in each school, calculated as 32

in the case of NEA 2021, was selected using
Simple Random Sampling (SRS) method.

In the survey, PPS sampling was based on
grade lll enrolment data from the Education
Management Information System (EMIS) of
2021, maintained by the Ministry of Education

Table 1.14: Explicit strata and sample design of NEA 2021
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(MoE). SRS was conducted according to class
registers available in sampled schools.

Stratification

Stratification means classifying schools
into similar groups according to selected
variables, referred to as stratification
variables. Two types of stratifications

were used in the NEA 2021 sampling
design- explicit and implicit stratification.
Explicit stratification consists of grouping
schools into strata that would be treated
independently from one another, as if they
were separate school sampling frames, while
implicit stratification essentially consists
of sorting the schools uniquely within each
explicit stratum by a set of designated
implicit stratification variables.

A total of four explicit strata was considered
in the NEA 2021 sampling, which are 1) private
schools, 2) special institutes, 3) schools

in small regions and 4) schools in regular
regions. All the schools in the first three
strata were taken in the NEA 2021 sample,
but small schools that met the small school
exclusion standard (enrolment less than 8)
were excluded. Schools belonging to the last
stratum, regular region, were selected as per
the sampling design mentioned earlier. The
table below summarises the explicit strata
used in NEA 2021 and the sample design
applied in each stratum.

Explicit stratum Criteria Total numbers Sampling design
of schools

Private schools School 19 School level census, 32
management students from a school by SRS

Special institutes Special 2 School level census, 32
education students from a school by SRS

Schools in small region Size of 20 School level census, 32
(H(]CI, Gasa, Gelephu Thromde and region students from a school by SRS

Samdrup Jongkhar Thromde) 7 difficult schools dropped

Schools in regular region Size of 475 School level by PPS, 32

(All districts except the four districts region students from a school by SRS
in small region)
Total 516
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The sampling of schools in regular regions
involved the use of implicit strata. District
and location (urban or rural) variables were
used as implicit strata. This means that
schools in the sampling frame were sorted
in a specific order of the implicit strata. The
schools were organised at the first level by
the district variable, followed by the location
variable at the second level, and lastly by
school size. The schools were sorted by their
school size from low to high and then high to
low through all possible combinations of the
implicit strata.

NEA 2021 attained a sample list of 184 schools
and 4,685 students after applying the
methods explained above. In this report, the
sample data was weighted appropriately,
taking their representation in the population
into account for analysis and reporting

to describe student performances and
characteristics.

1.3.6. Participation

A total of 4,685 (36%) grade Il students,
including students with special needs (24),
from 184 schools across 24 Dzongkhags

and Thromdes participated in NEA 2021.
Depending on the size of the school, a
minimum of 8 and a maximum of 32
students were randomly selected from each
sample school.

An attempt was made to make NEA

an inclusive learning assessment. Test
accommodations were provided to students
with disabilities enabling their participation
in the assessment. This reflects Bhutan'’s
efforts in building an equitable and quality
assessment system for all students. The
accommodations included the provision

of test booklets in colour, sign language
interpreters, scribe, time extension, etc.
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Cognitive test participation

The following tables summarise the
distribution of participating schools and
students in NEA 2021. In the sample, more
than 15 percent of the students were from
Thimphu Thromde (744 students, 16%)

and almost 10 percent from Samtse (406
students, 9%), whereas only one percent
of them were from Gasa (27 students, 1%),
Gelephu Thromde (64 students, 1%), and
Samdrup Jongkhar Thromde (64 students,
1%). There were 19 private schools included
in the sample, constituting 8 percent
student participation. About six percent
more students came from rural areas (2,480
students, 53%) than urban areas (2,205
students, 47%). Girls (2,328 students, 50%)
and boys (2,357 students, 50%) equally
participated in the assessment. A total of
22 CWDs, comprising 17 boys and five girls,
participated in the tests.



Table 1.15: Distribution of participants by district
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District Number of schools Number of students | Percent (student)

Bumthang 4 101 2%
Chhukha I 286 6%
Dagana 7 170 4%
Gasa 2 27 1%
Gelephu Thromde 2 64 1%
Haa 7 164 4%
Lhuentse 4 89 2%
Mongar 9 219 5%
Paro 15 350 7%
Pema Gatshel B 17 2%
Phuntsholing Thromde 5 137 3%
Punakha 6 170 4%
Samdrup Jongkhar 6 141 3%
Samtse 15 406 9%
Sarpang 9 25] 5%
SJongkhar Thromde 2 64 1%
Thimphu B 151 3%
Thimphu Thromde 27 744 16%
Trashigang 14 325 7%
Trashiyangtse 5 123 3%
Trongsa 4 102 2%
Tsirang 148 3%
Wangdue Phodrang 10 250 5%
Zhemgang 4 86 2%

Total 184 4685 100%

Table 1.16: Distribution of participants by school management

Management Number of schools Numbers of students Student percent
Public 165 4308 92%
Private 19 377 8%

Total 184 4685 100%
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Table 1.17: Distribution of participants by location
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Area Number of schools Number of students Student percent
Rural 106 2480 53%
Urban 78 2205 47%
Total 184 4685 100%

Table 1.18: Distribution of participants by gender

Gender Number of schools Number of students Student percent
Female 184 2328 50%

Male 183 2357 50%

Total 184 4685 100%

Table 1.19: Distribution of participants by domain

Domain Number of schools Number of students Percent rate
Dzongkha Reading Literacy 184 4652 99%
English Reading Literacy 184 4655 100%
Mathematical Literacy 184 4658 100%

Questionnaire participation

Sample students for NEA 2021 participated
in the contextual questionnaires to collect
information on the factors affecting their
learning and their acquirement of the nine
student attributes. A total of 4,658 students
completed the background questionnaire
and 4,656 students filled the Value
Questionnaire.

A total of 558 teachers, comprising of 3
from each sample school were asked to
participate in the Teacher Questionnaire. In
addition, they also validated the attainment
of nine student attributes of each sampled
student by responding to the Value
Questionnaire.

The principals of 184 sample school took part
in the Principal Questionnaire while 24 CDEOs
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or CTEOs responded to the CDEO/
CTEO Questionnaire. The questionnaire
participation is summarised in the table

below.

Table 1.20: Questionnaire participation

Questionnaire Number of
participants
Student Background 4658
Questionnaire
Value Questionnaire
(Student) e
Value Questionnaire 4662 entries by
(Teacher) teachers
Teacher Background 558
Questionnaire
Principal Questionnaire 184
CDEO/CTEO Questionnaire 24




1.4. How toread the report

Standard error and confidence interval

NEA assesses a sample of students to draw
inferences about the entire population of
children in Bhutan studying in particular
grades. This introduces an uncertainty about
how close the sample estimates are to

the true value of the population. Hence, an
indication of the uncertainty associated with
each estimate is required. Standard error
provides a way to indicate such uncertainty
in sample studies by calculating the
confidence interval. Instead of the point value
of a sample statistic, the confidence interval
gives an estimated range of values which

is likely to include an unknown population
parameter, such as mean. In this report, all
sample statistics regarding students have
been reported with standard error, hence
any interpretation of a statistic is to be done
considering the associated confidence
interval.

t-test

A t-test is used to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between
the means of two groups. Differences in
means are considered significant when the
test statistic t is outside the critical values
+1.96 (a = 0.05). The t value is calculated

by dividing the difference in means by its
standard error.

Linear regression

Regression analysis refers to a set of
techniques used for predicting a dependent
variable using one or more independent
variables. It involves using the pattern of
previously collected data to build a statistical
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model that predicts value of a dependent
variable based on the values of independent
variables. A statistically significant
regression coefficient in a regression model
captures the magnitude of the impact of

an independent variable on the dependent
variable. Among the linear regression
techniques, Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
regression models with multiple independent
variables were used to determine factors of
student achievement in the analysis of NEA
2021.

1.4.2. Statistical significance

The presence of statistical significance shows
that the differences identified in a sample
are likely to be reflected in the population,
rather than being a result of the random
nature of the data. Throughout this report,
95% confidence level has been used to
compute confidence intervals and statistical
significance.

The differences found to be statistically
significant and positive are indicated by
a triangle ‘a’, the differences found to be
statistically significant and negative are
denoted by an inverted triangle ‘v’, and
the differences that are not found to be
statistically significant are specified by
a dash ‘=". Standard errors have been
calculated and used while discussing
whether any differences are statistically
significant.

1.4.3. Rounding

All statistics, including their totals and
differences, are rounded for reporting
purposes. Because of rounding, a few figures
in some tables may appear inconsistent.
Where a value of 0 is reported, it means
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that the value is less than 0.5. In general,
student cognitive test scores and any
percentages are reported in the form of
integer without any decimal place after
rounding in the text of the report. However,
in the tables and wherever appropriate in
the report, percentages and standard errors
are reported after rounding to one decimal
place.

1.6. Limitations of NEA 2021

NEA 2021 undoubtedly represents a
significant step forward in the development
of national learning assessment in Bhutan.
However, in conducting NEA 2021, some
lessons have been learnt and the following
limitations have been noted so that they may
be addressed in future NEA cycles.

Firstly, the NEA 2021 cognitive tests were
developed through rigorous technical
processes, including a pilot study that
assessed grade IV students, instead of grade
[l students . The pilot study was rolled out to
evaluate the appropriateness of cognitive
tests and to improve validity and reliability
by matching the difficulty level of the tests
with the ability of the student population.
Although the English Reading Literacy

test and Mathematical Literacy test were
targeted at the appropriate student ability
levels in the main survey, the Dzongkha
Reading Literacy test was found to be difficult
for average-level students. This means that
the Dzongkha test had a smaller number

of easy items to analyse students at lower-
ability levels and provide information about
what the students at those levels know and
can do. For future NEAs, it is recommended to
reduce the time gap between pilot and main
studies and to test grade Il students instead
of grade IV students during the pilot.
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Secondly, the tests and questionnaires were
found to be lengthy for grade Il students.

All sampled students sitting for the three
cognitive tests took 140 minutes in total to
answer 90 test items. After the testing, the
students were also asked to participate

in the Student Questionnaire and the

Value Questionnaire, taking additional 75
minutes. It is to be noted that the testing
and questionnaire participation is a huge
burden for grade Il students due to the
length and duration. Students experience
fatigue and can easily lose their interest and
concentration. This being the case, validity of
the test and questionnaire data may come
under question. For future NEA cycles, it is
recommended to consider grade and age
level appropriate questionnaires.

Furthermore, in order to meet the key
objectives of NEA 202], schools and students
were sampled in a systematic fashion. This
meant that teachers could not be explicitly
sampled in the same way. As a result, the
analysis of teacher-related variables against
student attainment could not be made in a
comprehensive manner.

It should be noted that in the past NEAs,
Classical Test Theory (CTT) model was

used for developing tests and analysing the
results. For the NEA 2021 survey, IRT has been
used. These two methodologies are quite
different, hence, as a limitation the results of
these surveys are not directly comparable
with each other.

Lastly, BCSEA has used IRT for the first time
for analysis of the NEA data instead of

CTT. Therefore the results of NEA 2021 are
reported in terms of scale scores rather than
percentage correct scores. Whilst this is an
important step towards emulating

7 This decision of testing grade IV students in the pilot was made mainly due to the curriculum coverage and expectation of future learning

progress of grade Il students.
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international best practice, unfamiliarity with
this approach makes it more difficult for a
layperson to interpret results. It is expected
that when IRT becomes more widely used in
Bhutan, this understanding will also improve
in general.

1.6. Summary and conclusion

Bhutan is a unique sovereign nation that
has chosen to prioritise national happiness
in its developmental process. In line with
this vision, the NEP 2019 envisages creating
a robust, inclusive and holistic education
system. Under such a system, the principles
and values of GNH and the nation’s cultural
and spiritual heritage will be inculcated in
students. Over time, citizens will become
knowledgeable, skilful, creative, innovative,
enterprising, and capable of responding to
national needs and emerging global trends.

NEA contributes to this education reform by
providing information on various aspects of
the education system of Bhutan, efficiently
evaluating the quality of education and
supporting evidence-based policy making.
Inspired by the goal of establishing a robust
national learning assessment system, NEAF
was developed in 2020. It addresses what
NEA intends to measure, as it defines the key
elements of NEA, including the competencies
to be tested, test domains, test grades,
contextual questionnaires, assessment of
children with disabilities, assessment design,
and assessment cycles.

NEA is a triennial large-scale assessment
programme conducted BCSEA at key stages
of student learning, grades lll, VI and IX. NEA
evaluates the Bhutanese education system
by assessing the ability of students in using
knowledge, skills, values and attitudes
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related to core school subjects and the
factors affecting their learning. The ultimate
goals of NEA lie in improving overall student
learning achievement and enhancing the
education system based on evidence of
what Bhutanese students know and can do.

NEA 2021 was administered to grade llI
Bhutanese students from 25 November to
15 December 2022. A total of 4,685 grade

[l students from 184 schools across 24
Dzongkhags and Thromdes were tested in
Dzongkha Reading Literacy, English Reading
Literacy, and Mathematical Literacy.

An attempt was made to make NEA

an inclusive learning assessment. Test
accommodations were provided to children
with disabilities enabling their participation
in the assessment. This reflects Bhutan's
efforts in building an equitable and quality
assessment system for all students. The
accommodations included the provision

of test booklets in colour, sign language
interpreters, scribe, time extension, etc.
However, data on the students with
disabilities is considered insignificant for
generalization of any inferences in this report.

In addition to the cognitive testing in three
domains, NEA 2021 also collected information
from CDEOs or CTEOSs, school principals,
teachers, and students through several
contextual questionnaires. The data collected
through the questionnaires provide valuable
insights into aspects of schooling that affect
the learning achievements of students.

The following chapters describe the results
from NEA 2021, informing about the levels of
knowledge gained by grade Il students in
the three test domains and what they can
do with that knowledge. The later chapters
also examine student learning in context

of the factors collected through various
questionnaires.
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Chapter 2. Achievement of grade Il students
in Dzongkha Reading Literacy

Box 1.
Student achievement in Dzongkha Reading Literacy

[ Not significant

[ | Higher than
national mean

M Lower than
national mean

Box 2:
Student achievement by gender in Dzongkha Reading Literacy
[ Not significant

[ Females have
higher mean
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Box 3: Distribution of proficiency levels in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by district (in
percent)
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2.1. Student achievement in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy

This chapter presents grade lll student
achievement in the Dzongkha Reading
Literacy test of NEA 2021. The discussion is
focussed on the analysis of student mean
scores, percentile distributions, proficiency
levels, group differences, and contextual
factors affecting student learning.

The table below shows mean scores of all
the districts as well as the national mean.
Along with the mean scores, associated
standard errors and confidence intervals
are also provided for statistical comparison.
The results of t-tests comparing the national
mean with each district’'s mean along with
the corresponding t-values are provided in
the table.
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In NEA 2021, two districts, Gasa and Punakha,
had the mean score significantly higher than
the national mean. The students from Gasa
(mean score = 356) performed better than
the national cohort (national mean score

= 300) by 56 score points, which is more
than the standard deviation of the test. In
Punakha, the mean score (324) was 24 score
points higher than the national mean. On the
other hand, the students from three districts,
Samtse (mean score = 273), Thimphu (mean
score = 284) and Tsirang (mean score =
274), performed lower than the national
mean.

59



National Education Assessment 2021 | Grade Ill Report

Table 2.1: Mean scores of student achievement in Dzongkha Reading Literacy

District Mean SE | Confidence | tvalue Significance
interval
Bumthang 308 18.5 272-344 0.43 Not significant
Chhukha 304 9.0 286-322 0.42 Not significant
Dagana 288 8.3 272-304 -1.34 Not significant
Gasa 356 2.8 351-361 12.94
Haa 306 214 264-348 0.28 Not significant
Lhuentse 310 5.6 299-32] 1.54 Not significant
Mongar 31 1.3 289-333 0.93 Not significant
Paro 308 7.3 294-322 1.00 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 295 10.9 274-316 -0.44 Not significant
Punakha 324 7.5 309-339 2.93
Samdrup Jongkhar 297 7.0 283-3I1 -0.39 Not significant
Samtse 273 54 262-284 -4.27
Sarpang 304 5.8 293-315 0.60 Not significant
Thimphu 284 6.7 271-297 -214
Trashigang 295 10.6 274-316 -0.45 Not significant
Trashiyangtse 298 52 288-308 -0.32 Not significant
Trongsa 292 19.3 254-330 -0.41 Not significant
Tsirang 274 5.7 263-285 3195
Wangdue Phodrang 312 8.0 296-328 1.39 Not significant
Zhemgang 297 17.8 262-332 -0.17 Not significant
Thimpu Thromde 307 14.3 279-335 0.48 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 315 9.3 297-333 1.52 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 301 9.4 283-319 0.10 Not significant
SJongkhar Thromde 317 47.9 223-41 0.35 Not significant
National 300 3.3 294-306

The table below compares the mean Dzongkha Reading Literacy scores achieved by boys with
that of girls. It shows that no significant difference was detected in the mean achievement

levels of the two groups at the national level.
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In general, no significant difference was found between the mean performance of boys
and girls in any of the districts, except Sarpang where female students (mean score = 313)
outperformed male counterparts (mean score = 295) by an average of 18 score points.

Table 2.2: Mean scores of student achievement by gender in Dzongkha Reading Literacy

District Mean SE Mean SE Significance
(male) | (male) | (female) | (female)

Bumthang 298 22.9 317 19.6 Not significant
Chhukha 299 9.0 309 9.6 Not significant
Dagana 284 12.0 293 6.8 Not significant

Gasa 351 5.1 369 8.1 Not significant
Haa 298 15.9 313 27.0 Not significant
Lhuentse 308 9.5 313 4.7 Not significant
Mongar 304 1.2 317 1311 Not significant
Paro 304 6.7 313 8.6 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 291 13.9 297 10.1 Not significant
Punakha 316 7.7 335 8.1 Not significant
Samdrup Jongkhar 294 7.3 301 8.6 Not significant
Samtse 269 5.0 277 7.7 Not significant
Sarpang 295 6.3 313 6.5
Thimphu 278 5.6 291 8.6 Not significant
Trashigang 294 10.4 297 12.8 Not significant
Trashiyangtse 300 9.2 295 3.9 Not significant
Trongsa 286 12.7 298 26.8 Not significant
Tsirang 269 41 279 8.7 Not significant
Wangdue Phodrang 309 7.6 316 10.4 Not significant
Zhemgang 292 240 302 13.1 Not significant
Thimpu Thromde 300 14.7 314 14.7 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 309 18.0 321 40.6 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 295 12.2 307 7.7 Not significant
SJongkhar Thromde 303 425 329 46.5 Not significant
National 295 3.0 305 5
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2.1.1. Performance in Dzongkha Reading
Literacy

Percentiles

Percentile is a way of describing the level

of performance in a group or groups of
students and a statistic that reports relative
standing of an observation within the group.
It is used to know where someone stands
compared to the rest of the group. In case
of NEA, a percentile indicates the value (of a
scale score) below which a corresponding
percentage of students fall. For example, the
10th percentile score in Dzongkha Reading
Literacy test denotes a score below which ten
percent of the total students have scored.

Percentiles inform readers about dispersion
of student scores and the degree of
homogeneity in terms of student abilities.
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For example, a range between 25th and

75th percentile (the inter-quartile range)
represents performance of the middle half

of students. Similarly, a difference between
5th and 95th percentiles covers 90 percent of
the student scores. The wider this range, the
wider is the ability gap among students in a
test domain.

The table below shows the percentile scores
and the ranges in the percentiles scores in
the Dzongkha Reading Literacy test of NEA
2021. Half of the students lie between scores
266 and 33], with a score point difference of
65, and 90 percent of them lie between 222
and 387 with a range of 165 scores. Dzongkha
Reading Literacy scores of the girls were
distributed wider than those of the boys,
showing the 5th - 95th percentile range of
170, which was greater than the range of the
boys’ scores (159).

Table 2.1: Mean scores of student achievement in Dzongkha Reading Literacy

District 5th 25th 50th 75th 95th Range Range
25th-75th 5th-95th
National 222 266 297 331 387 65 165
Male 220 263 293 325 379 62 159
Female 224 270 303 338 394 68 170

The figure below is an illustrated demonstration of the percentile scores and the group mean

scores with confidence intervals.
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Figure 2.1: Percentile scores in Dzongkha Reading Literacy
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The inter-quartile range (IQR) was highly
variable across districts. For example,
Tsirang had an IQR of 50 score-points whilst
Trashiyangtse had a corresponding value
of 89. These values suggest that the grade
Il student population in Tsirang was far
more homogeneous in performance than
Trashiyangtse. In most districts, the range
of performance for the middle half was
found to be between 54 and 78 scale-score
points. Performances at the 5th and 95th
percentiles respectively show extremes in low
and high achievement. The range between
these two points, which includes 90 percent
of the population, was found to be highly
variable - ranging from 128 (Tsirang) to 200
(Trashiyangtse).

Female

Male

The percentiles provide additional
information when comparing Dzongkha
Reading Literacy performance amongst
districts. For example, when the districts

are arranged in the order of average score,
the difference between adjacent districts
tend to be small. However, the range of
scores may not be similar, hence there is
high dispersion. For example, there was no
significant difference between the median
score (50th percentile) of Sarpang (301)
and Trashiyangtse (301). However, the IQRs
were vastly different - Sarpang’s IQR was 56
compared with Trashiyangtse’s IQR of 89. This
indicates that whilst average achievement
was very similar in the two districts,
Trashiyangtse had a more heterogeneous
group of grade Il students than Sarpang.
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Table 2.4: Percentile scores in Dzongkha Reading Literacy for districts

District 5th 25th 50th 75th 95th
Bumthang 234 271 297 337 413
Chhukha 228 271 302 337 388
Dagana 207 256 289 319 379

Gasa 275 316 351 394 453

Haa 239 278 304 332 381
Lhuentse 242 283 307 338 38I
Mongar 231 275 309 346 398

Paro 236 274 304 339 392

Pema Gatshel 224 260 287 322 382
Punakha 258 294 322 352 403
Samdrup Jongkhar 228 264 294 327 381
Samtse 193 244 274 302 352
Sarpang 235 273 301 329 385
Thimphu 216 25] 282 312 371
Trashigang 208 258 292 331 390
Trashiyangtse 198 252 301 341 398
Trongsa 213 25] 288 324 396
Tsirang 21 250 272 300 339
Wangdue Phodrang 240 279 307 344 400
Zhemgang 216 266 295 328 381
Thimphu Thromde 236 277 305 335 389
Gelephu Thromde 242 282 314 346 392
Phuntsholing Thromde 226 273 298 328 378
SJongkhar Thromde 227 280 317 354 404
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The figure below is an illustration of the percentile scores and the district mean scores with

confidence intervals.
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Figure 2.2: Percentile scores in Dzongkha Reading Literacy for districts
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2.1.2. Proficiency levels in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy

The following table shows the proficiency
levels developed to describe student
performances in Dzongkha Reading
Literacy. As students go up from Level 1to

Level 4, their abilities improve from low to high.
Students at a higher level can comfortably
demonstrate the skills and knowledge of the
assigned level and the levels below it.

Table 2.5: Proficiency descriptions for Dzongkha Reading Literacy

Proficiency Description
level (RA=9H)
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One of the objectives of NEA 2021 is to set

a minimum proficiency level in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy at grade lll. After a series of
extensive reviews and deliberations among
education stakeholders in the country, it has
been decided that students are expected

to reach at least Level 2 at the end of grade
lll. Thus, students with their scores falling
between Level 2 to Level 4 (and above in
future NEAs) would be considered to meet
the minimum proficiency level of grade Il

In NEA 2021, 84 percent of the students were

found to meet the minimum proficiency level
of grade lll, consisting of 29 percent in Level 2,

29 percent in Level 3 and 25 percent in Level
4. However, 16 percent of the students failed
to meet the minimum level with their scores
falling at Level 1. Considering the fact that
NEA 2021 was conducted after the extensive
challenges and changes caused by school
closures due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
the students’ learning achievement in
Dzongkha Reading Literacy in the country is
fairly acceptable. However, despite having
conducted online classes and arranged
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Self-Instructional Materials during the
pandemic and having offered bridging
courses in the beginning of the next
academic year (2021) to cover learning loss,
a 16 percent of students failing to meet the
minimum proficiency level is a matter of
concern. Therefore, it is recommended to pay
special attention to students who fall behind
to improve their learning and meet the
minimum proficiency level.

Figure 2.3: Distribution of proficiency levels in Dzongkha Reading Literacy (in percent)
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In NEA 202], the proportion of students More than 20 percent of the students were
meeting the minimum Dzongkha Reading at Level 1in seven districts, Trashigang
Literacy proficiency standard of grade IIi (21%), Dagana (23%), Trashiyangtse (25%),
ranged from 69 to 100 percent among the Trongsa (25%), Thimphu (26%), Tsirang (28%)
districts. In Gasq, all students successfully and Samtse (31%). It is recommended to

met the minimum proficiency level in further investigate the reasons behind low
Dzongkha Reading Literacy. On the other performance in these districts and support
hand, 69 percent of the students were above them to improve student learning. The table
Level 1in Samtse. and figure that follow illustrate the range

of proficiency level distributions within and
across the districts.

Table 2.6: Distribution of proficiency levels in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by district (in percent)

District Level 1 Level2 | Level 3 Level 4 % min proficiency
Bumthang 11 34 29 26 89
Chhukha 13 28 30 29 87
Dagana 23 30 29 18 77
Gasa 0 7 27 66 100
Haa 9 30 36 26 91
Lhuentse 8 28 33 32 92
Mongar 12 24 29 34 88
Paro 1l 27 31 31 89
Pema Gatshel 17 36 26 21 83
Punakha 4 20 34 42 96
Samdrup Jongkhar 15 34 30 21 85
Samtse 31 36 22 1 69
Sarpang 1 31 34 23 89
Thimphu 26 33 26 15 74
Trashigang 21 28 26 25 79
Trashiyangtse 25 22 24 30 75
Trongsa 25 28 25 22 75
Tsirang 28 40 25 7 72
Wangdue Phodrang 9 28 29 34 91
Zhemgang 18 29 30 24 82
Thimphu Thromde 1 28 34 27 89
Gelephu Thromde 7 24 34 35 93
Phuntsholing Thromde 13 30 33 24 87
SJongkhar Thromde 1 22 28 39 89
National 16 29 29 25 84

68



National Education Assessment 2021 | Grade Ill Report

Figure 2.4: Distribution of proficiency levels in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by district (in percent)
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2.2. Learning gaps in context
2.2.1. Student achievement by gender

In the NEA 2021 Dzongkha Reading Literacy
test, the mean score of the girls (305) was
higher than that of the boys (295) by 10
score points. However, the difference was not
statistically significant, hence achievement
gap was not reported. The table below shows
the mean Dzongkha Reading Literacy scores
achieved by boys and girls. It shows that

no significant difference was detected in

the average performance levels of the two
groups.
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Table 2.7: Student performance in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy by gender

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Male 295 25 290-300
Female 305 4.5 296-314

The comparison of student performance is
visually presented in the figure below.

Figure 2.5: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by gender
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2.2.2. Student achievement by location
(rural vs. urban)

The table below compares mean Dzongkha
Reading Literacy scores achieved by
students in rural and urban areas. There
was no significant performance difference
between the performance of students from
rural areas and those from urban areas. The

mean score of the students studying in urban
schools was higher than that of the students

in rural areas. However, the difference was
not statistically significant. The table and
figure that follow presents the student
performances in Dzongkha Reading Literacy
by location.
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Table 2.8: Student performance in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy by location

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Urban 308 3.7 300 - 315
Rural 295 3.6 288 - 302

Figure 2.6 Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by location
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2.2.3. Student achievement by school
management type

The results from NEA 2021 show that there
was no significant performance difference
between the students studying in private
schools and public schools in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy. The mean scores of the two
groups were almost identical; the private
school mean was 298 and the public school
mean was 300. We can conclude that no
difference was detected between public
school students and private school students
in terms of their performances in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy. The table and figure

below illustrate the student performances

in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by school
management type.
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Table 2.9: Student performance in Dzongkh
Reading Literacy by school

management
Mean SE Confidence
interval
Private 298 26.3 246 - 349
Public 300 4] 292 - 308

Figure 2.7: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by school management
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2.2.4. Student achievement by Early
Childhood Care and Development
programme participation

There was no significant difference between
the Dzongkha Reading Literacy performance
of students who attended the ECCD
programme and those who did not. The
mean score of the ECCD participants (303)
was higher than that of the non-participants
(298) only by a negligible amount, five score
points, without any statistical significance. A
probable explanation for this phenomenon
might be that the ECCD programme in the
country is focused on holistic development
of the of young children through play-
based approach and not through rigorous
Dzongkha literacy efforts.
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Table 2.10: Student performance in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy by ECCD participation

Mean SE Confidence
interval
ECCD - Not 298 45 289 - 307
Attended
ECCD - 303 2.7 298 - 308
Attended

Figure 2.8: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by ECCD participation
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2.2.5. Student achievement by
accommodation type

In the NEA 2021 Dzongkha Reading Literacy
test, the mean score of day-scholars (301)
was higher than that of boarders (285) by 16
score points. However, the difference was not
statistically significant, hence achievement
gap was not reported. The table below shows
the mean Dzongkha Reading Literacy scores
achieved by day-scholars and boarders.

It shows that no significant difference was
detected in the average performance levels
of the two groups.
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Table 2.11: Student performance in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy by accommodation

type
Mean SE Confidence
interval
Day scholar 301 3 296 - 307
Boarder 285 270 - 300

Figure 2.9: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by accommodation type
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2.2.6. Student achievement by language Table 2.12: Student performance in Dzongkha

spoken at home Reading Literacy by home language
The following table and figure compare Mean | SE Confidence
the student performances based on the interval
Iongque quken at home. The students English 294 9 276 - 313
were divided into groups by the languages el 308 5 298 - 318
spoken at home, as reported in the Student

Others 297 6 285 - 308

Questionnaire. The Dzongkha-speaking
group of students had the highest mean
score (308) in Dzongkha Reading Literacy
followed by the group that speaks languages
other than English and Dzongkha (297),
followed by the English-speaking group
(294). However, no significant difference was
detected amongst these three groups when
standard errors were considered.

Figure 2.10: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by home language
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2.2.7. Student achievement by
socio-economic status

It is essential to investigate how student
performances differ in various socio-
economic groups. In NEA 202], students’
socio-economic status was collected
through the Student Questionnaire. The
following discussion focuses on average
student performance by family income level
and father’s education level of students.

The family income of students was grouped
in three ways - income less than Nu 100,000,
between Nu 100,000 and Nu 499,999, and Nu
500,000 and above. The results from NEA 2021
showed that the students with higher family
income level scored higher in Dzongkha
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Reading Literacy on average, but

without statistical significance. Thus, the
performance differences amongst the three
income groups were not meaningful in
Dzongkha Reading Literacy.

Table 2.13: Student performance in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy by family income level

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Less than Nu 292 4.8 283 - 301
100,000
Between Nu 305 25 301 - 310
100,000 and
Nu 499,999
More than 313 6.8 299 - 326
500,000

Figure 2.11: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by family income level
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The same pattern emerged in the analysis Table 2.14: Student performance in Dzongkha
of the impact of father’s education level Reading Literacy by parental education level
on student performances. The mean

score differences were not statistically Mean SE Confidence
supported to be meaningful even though interval
the scores increased as father’'s education Didnotgoto | 293 5.3 282 - 303
level increased. Thus, the performance school

differenceg amongst the three groups were School 304 25 299 - 308
not meaningful in Dzongkha Reading Literacy. education

The table and figure be]ow present the . College 313 76 208 - 328
student performances in Dzongkha Reading education

Literacy by father’s education level.

Figure 2.12: Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by parental education level
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2.2.8. Factors affecting Dzongkha Reading
Literacy performances

A regression analysis was conducted to
understand the factors affecting students’
Dzongkha Reading Literacy performances

in NEA 2021. Various independent variables
were regressed on the dependent variable

- scale score in Dzongkha Reading Literacy.
The independent variables were mostly taken
from the contextual information collected
through the Student Questionnaire, with

an exception of student values which were
evaluated by teachers (‘Teacher value’ in the
regression model below).

Some of the independent variables were
used in an index format after conducting
factor analysis. The index variables included:
« students’ attitude towards learning
(‘Attitude towards learning’ in the model)

« students’ evaluation of classroom
environment (‘Classroom environment’ in
the model)

« students’ evaluation of pedagogical
practices (‘Pedagogical practice’ in
the model)

« socio-economic status (‘SES Economic’
and ‘SES Education’ in the model)

« students’ general health (‘Student health’
in the model)

+ student value rating on the nine student
attributes evaluated by their teachers
(‘Teacher value’ in the model)

« students’ evaluation of teaching and
learning during COVID-19 (‘'Teach
learn COVID-19’ in the model)

The table below summarises results from the
regression analysis. After controlling for all
other factors in the model constant, we can
conclude that the girls performed better than
the boys, whereas the grade repeaters and
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the tuition takers performed lower compared
with their counterparts. The impact of gender
on Dzongkha Reading Literacy seen through
the regression analysis is notable because
no significant performance difference was
detected in the group mean comparison
analysis. It is to be interpreted that girls
perform better than boys in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy when all other conditions
are equal between the two groups.

After controlling for all other variables
constant, father’'s education level had a
significant positive impact on the student
performances in Dzongkha Reading Literacy.
In addition, maintaining a good health
helped the students do well in their Dzongkha
Reading Literacy test as well. Teacher’s
evaluation of nine student attributes
(Teacher value) showed that students who
regard and value the nine attributes scored
higher than students who do not.

R-square tells us how well data fit a
regression model, also known as the
goodness of fit. Ranging from 0 to 1, R-square
indicates a proportion of variability observed
in a dependent variable explained by a
regression model. The NEA regression model
with the independent variables explained
thirteen percent of the total variance in the
student Dzongkha Reading Literacy scores
(R-square of 0.13).

The table below presents the results from the
regression analysis.
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Table 2.15: Regression analysis of students’ Dzongkha Reading performances

Statistic/Variable Coefficient SE Value

INTERCEPT 165.0* 58.2 2.8
Attitude towards learning 4.2 4.4 1.0

Classroom environment -0.8 2.7 -0.3
ECCD 2.6 31 0.8

English at home -10.3 16.8 -0.6
Female 5.6* 2.0 2.8

Grade repeater -12.2* 22 -5.7
Pedagogical practice 0.1 88 0.0
Public schools 15.5 314 0.5
Location_Rural -9.9 5.5 -1.8

SES Economic 1.6 2.3 0.7

SES Education 4.7* 2.0 2.4
Student health 21* 0.6 3.7
Teacher value 19.1* 25 77
Teach learn COVIDI9 'S 1. 1.2

Tuition -7.0* Bi5 -2.0
R-SQUARE 0.13 0.0 5.6

* in the table indicates a statistical significance

2.3. Summary and conclusion

This chapter discussed the analysis of the
NEA 2021 results in the Dzongkha Reading
Literacy test. It can be concluded on the basis
of the results that student performances in
Dzongkha Reading Literacy were distributed
around the set mean score of 300 in many

of the districts. In two districts, Gasa and
Punakha, the students performed better than

their national counterparts in Dzongkha
Reading Literacy. On the other hand, the
students from three districts, Samtse

(mean score = 273), Thimphu (mean score

= 284) and Tsirang (mean score = 274),
achieved lower than the national mean.
Further research is recommended for the
underperforming districts to improve student
learning.
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On the basis of group mean analysis, no
significant difference was detected in the
mean achievement levels of the two gender
groups at the national level. In addition,
gender gap in learning between boys and
girls was hardly found in most of the districts.
Girls had a clear lead in the mean score in
only one district, Sarpang.

At the national level, 84 percent of the
students were able to meet the minimum
proficiency for grade lll which is student
scores placed between Level 2 to Level 4

as defined in the NEA proficiency scale.

This means that the rest of the 16 percent
students failed to meet the minimum level in
Dzongkha Reading Literacy, as their scores
were placed at Level 1. The failure to meet
the minimum level of Dzongkha Reading
proficiency can be attributed to obstructions
in learning due to school closures in the
COVID-19 period and other factors. However,
it is hoped that proper remedial measures
would be taken immediately to improve
learning of students falling below the
minimum proficiency level.

There were no clear gaps in the student
performances by school location and
management type. The analysis results

did not show any significant performance
gaps in Dzongkha Reading Literacy between
the students from rural areas and urban
areas. Similarly, there was no meaningful
difference in the performance of the students
in Dzongkha Reading Literacy in public and
private schools.

In NEA 2021, students who attended the ECCD
programme performed similar to those

who did not, as no statistically significant
difference was found. The same pattern
appeared between the performances of
day-scholars and boarders as no significant
difference was detected between the two
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groups in terms of their Dzongkha Reading
abilities. The results from NEA 2021 showed
that there were no significant performance
differences detected by the language spoken
at home or socio-economic status.

The regression analysis of the Dzongkha
Reading Literacy scores captured a
significant impact of contextual factors.
After controlling for all other variables

in the regression model, several factors
were identified to be affecting student
performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy.
Those factors explain that girls, non-grade
repeaters, students with college-educated
father, students with good health, non-tuition
takers and students who regard the nine
student attributes important would perform
well in their Dzongkha Reading Literacy.

Researchers have reported that the socio-
economic status of family has a major
impact on student performance (Cheadle,
2008; Coleman et. al.,, 1966; Coleman, 1988;
Hanushek et. al., 2022; Sirin, 2005). The results
from NEA 2021 confirmed the impact of SES on
student performance in Dzongkha Reading
Literacy. However, a few other factors known
for their impact on student performance,
including ECCD (Cortézar, 2020; OECD, 2017,
Smith, 2014) and location (Wu, 2013; Yang,
2006), did not show a clear relationship with
Dzongkha scores of grade Il students.

This chapter reported the results of the
Dzongkha Reading Literacy test of NEA 2021.
The findings provided information on the
learning of grade Il students and their
sub-groups and the influence of various
contextual factors on their learning levels.
The evidence on contextual factors which
significantly impact student performance
can support decision-makers to address
educational challenges for improving
assessment outcomes.
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Chapter 3. Achievement of grade Il students
IN English Reading Literacy

Box 1:
Student achievement in English Reading Literacy

[ Not significant

B Higher than
national mean

Lower than
national mean
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Box 2:
Student achievement by gender in English Reading Literacy

[ Not significant

[ Females have
higher mean

PHUENTSHOLING
THROMDE
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Box 3:
Distribution of proficiency levels in English Reading Literacy by district (in percent)
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3.1.  Student achievement in English
Reading Literacy

This chapter presents grade Il student
achievement in the English Reading Literacy
test of NEA 2021. The discussion is focussed
on the analysis of student mean scores,
percentile distributions, proficiency levels,
group differences, and contextual factors
affecting student learning.

The table below presents mean scores of all
the districts as well as the national mean.
Along with the mean scores, associated
standard errors and confidence intervals
are also provided for statistical comparison.
The results of t-tests comparing the national
mean with each district’'s mean along with
the corresponding t-values are provided in
the table.
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This chapter presents grade Il student
achievement in the English Reading Literacy
test of NEA 2021. The discussion is focussed
on the analysis of student mean scores,
percentile distributions, proficiency levels,
group differences, and contextual factors
affecting student learning.

The table below presents mean scores of all
the districts as well as the national mean.
Along with the mean scores, associated
standard errors and confidence intervals
are also provided for statistical comparison.
The results of t-tests comparing the national
mean with each district’'s mean along with
the corresponding t-values are provided in
the table.



Table 3.1: Mean scores of student achievement in English Reading Literacy
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District Mean SE Cl t value Significance
Bumthang 302 12.1 278-326 0.12 Not significant
Chhukha 302 8.8 285-319 0.14 Not significant
Dagana 285 6.5 272-298 -114 Not significant
Gasa 307 25 302-312 0.60 Not significant
Haa 305 60.7 186-424 0.08 Not significant
Lhuentse 277 8.1 261-293 -1.64 Not significant
Mongar 287 4.2 279-295 -1.07 Not significant
Paro 323 6.9 309-337 1.73 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 281 4.9 271-291 -1.53 Not significant
Punakha 296 8.7 279-313 -0.28 Not significant
Samdrup Jongkhar 285 25 280-290 -1.29 Not significant
Samtse 287 5.3 2T7=2297 -1.03 Not significant
Sarpang 297 8.7 280-314 -0.21 Not significant
Thimphu 291 9.1 273-309 -0.62 Not significant
Trashigang 288 7.0 274-302 -0.90 Not significant
Trashiyangtse 276 4.8 267-285 -1.94 Not significant
Trongsa 294 14.0 267-321 -0.33 Not significant
Tsirang 276 4.6 267-285 -1.95 Not significant
Wangdue Phodrang 295 1.8 272-318 -0.30 Not significant
Zhemgang 271 9.1 253-289 -1.99
Thimpu Thromde 343 252 294-392 1.65 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 322 15.7 291-353 113 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 339 3.3 333-345 3.29 Higher than
national mean
SJongkhar Thromde 322 17.4 288-356 1.06 Not significant
National 300 1.4 278-322
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Table 3.2: Mean scores of student achievement by gender in English Reading Literacy

District Mean SE Mean SE Significance
(male) | (male) | (female) | (female)
Bumthang 297 17.3 306 9.7 Not significant
Chhukha 301 8.6 302 10.7 Not significant
Dagana 275 9.0 296 6.4 Not significant
Gasa 304 21 313 9.5 Not significant
Haa 297 68.2 31 55.3 Not significant
Lhuentse 276 91 277 7.8 Not significant
Mongar 280 5.6 295 5.0 Not significant
Paro 317 7.2 328 7.4 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 282 8.3 280 7.4 Not significant
Punakha 291 8.8 303 9.5 Not significant
Samdrup Jongkhar 280 6.2 290 31 Not significant
Samtse 287 5.6 288 5.8 Not significant
Sarpang 293 8.6 302 G5 Not significant
Thimphu 290 8.8 292 10.3 Not significant
Trashigang 282 7.1 295 8.6 Not significant
Trashiyangtse 274 7.8 279 2.8 Not significant
Trongsa 291 14.0 299 15.0 Not significant
Tsirang 274 3.6 278 6.8 Not significant
Wangdue Phodrang 292 1.8 297 12.6 Not significant
Zhemgang 277 213 265 5.4 Not significant
Thimpu Thromde 339 24.7 347 25.6 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 316 25.2 328 26.1 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 329 8.5 349 5.4
SJongkhar Thromde 31 211 331 19.5 Not significant
National 296 10.1 304 12.6
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3.1.1.  Performance in English Reading
Literacy

Percentiles

Percentile is a way of describing the level

of performance in a group or groups of
students and a statistic that reports relative
standing of an observation within the group.
It is used to know where an individual stands
compared to the rest of the group. In case
of NEA, a percentile indicates the value (of a
scale score) below which a corresponding
percentage of students fall. For example,
the 10th percentile score in English Reading
Literacy test denotes a score below which ten
percent of the total students have scored.

Percentiles inform readers about dispersion
of student scores and the degree of

Table 3.3: Percentile scores in English Reading Literacy
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homogeneity in terms of student abilities.

For example, a range between 25th and 75th
percentile (the inter-quartile range)
represents performance of the middle half

of students. Similarly, a difference between
5th and 95th percentiles covers 90 percent of
the student scores. The wider this range, the
wider is the ability gap among students in a
test domain.

The table and the figure below show the
percentile scores and the ranges in the
percentile scores in the English Reading
Literacy, NEA 2021. Half of the students lie
between scores 266 and 329, with a score
point difference of 63, and 90 percent of
them lie between 228 and 395 with a range
of 167 scores. The degree of homogeneity in
student performance was more or less the
same between girls and boys.

5th 25th | 50th | 75th 95th Range Range
25th-75th 5th-95th
National 228 266 294 329 395 63 167
Male 226 262 290 324 390 62 164
Female 232 269 298 332 399 63 167
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Figure 3.I: Percentile scores in English Reading Literacy
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The inter-quartile range (IQR) was highly
variable across districts. For example,
Lhuentse had an IQR of just 41 score-

points whilst Thimphu Thromde had a
corresponding value of 82. These values
suggest that the grade Il student population
in Lhuentse was far more homogeneous

in performance than Thimphu Thromde. In
most districts, the range of performance for
the middle half was found to be between
42 and 72 scale-score points. Performances
at the 5th and 95th percentiles respectively

show extremes in low and high achievement.

The range between these two points, which
includes 90 percent of the population, was
found to be highly variable - ranging from
108 (Samdrup Jongkhar) to 180 (Trongsa).
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The percentiles provide additional
information when comparing English Reading
Literacy performance amongst districts. For
example, when the districts are arranged in
the order of average score, the difference
between adjacent districts tend to be small.
However, the range of scores may not be
similar, hence there is high dispersion.

For example, there was no significant
difference between the median score (50th
percentile) of Thimphu (289) and Trongsa
(289). However, the IQRs were significantly
different - Thimphu’ IQR was 53 compared
with Trongsa’s IQR of 72. This indicates that
whilst the average achievement was similar
in the two districts, Thimphu had a more
heterogeneous group of grade Il students
than Trongsa.
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Table 3.4: Percentile scores in English Reading Literacy for districts

District 5th 25th | 50th | 75th 95th Range Range

25th-75th 5th-95th
Bumthang 243 273 298 324 385 51 142
Chhukha 228 268 295 332 391 64 163
Dagana 219 256 280 307 379 51 160
Gasa 230 275 299 340 407 65 177
Haa 235 273 303 336 38l 63 146
Lhuentse 220 256 276 297 885 4 15
Mongar 230 262 287 3n 349 49 19
Paro 248 287 317 365 417 68 169
Pema Gatshel 226 251/ 278 302 350 45 124
Punakha 233 265 292 319 380 54 147
Samdrup Jongkhar 235 261 281 303 343 42 108
Samtse 224 259 284 313 361 54 137
Sarpang 231 267 294 323 379 56 148
Thimphu 229 263 289 316 367 53 138
Trashigang 222 258 285 312 374 54 152
Trashiyangtse 200 244 271 303 371 59 171
Trongsa 210 254 289 326 390 72 180
Tsirang 226 251 273 298 336 47 10
Wangdue Phodrang 222 261 291 321 385 60 163
Zhemgang 195 245 272 300 332 55 137
Thimphu Thromde 262 301 339 383 43] 82 169
Gelephu Thromde 248 290 321 354 393 64 145
Phuntsholing Thromde 262 305 333 375 424 70 162
SJongkhar Thromde 253 289 314 348 412 59 159
National 228 266 294 329 395 63 167
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The figure below is an illustration of the percentile scores and the district mean scores with
confidence interval

Figure 3.2: Percentile scores in English Reading Literacy for districts
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3.1.2. Proficiency levels in English Reading
Literacy

The following table shows the proficiency
levels developed to describe student
performances in English Reading Literacy.

As the level goes up from Level 1to Level 4,
the abilities of students improve from low to
high, indicating that the students at a higher
level can comfortably demonstrate the skills
and knowledge of the assigned level and the
levels below it.

Table 3.5: Proficiency descriptions for English Reading Literacy

Proficiency Description
level
Level 4 Students at this level are typically able to read different genres of texts, including infor-

mative texts that are slightly dense. They are able to locate explicitly stated information in
texts and write them, even when they are not in a prominent position or even in the pres-
ence of competing details. They make more complex interpretations such as those re-
quiring linking a sentence to a previous one. Students are able to identify simple rhyming
words. They are able to read texts to infer meanings at different levels of understanding
using prior knowledge. They can reflect on a text to recog-nise the main theme or author's
purpose in a text about a familiar topic.

Level 3

Students at this level are typically able to read longer texts of different types including
non-continuous texts, narratives and poems. They can se-lect directly stated
information using synonymous matches in different types of texts. They are able to
interpret information by linking ideas from different parts of a text or to prior knowledge,
paraphrasing information and deducing word meaning using clues in short texts. They
also identify the main idea of a short non-continuous text even when it is implied. They
can infer the traits of a character in narratives based on clues in the text.

Level 2

Students at this level are beginning to read short, simple texts of different types. They are
able to identify simple details which are explicitly stated and are a direct match to the
words in the task, in very short simple texts. They interpret basic conventions to retrieve
details. They begin to make simple connections between the information in the text and
common, eve-ryday knowledge.

Level 1

Students at this level are able to match words to simple illustration of a familiar object.
They are also able interpret basic actions and phrases that are familiar from everyday life.
They can recognise information about con-crete and/or familiar objects, animals, etc.

9l



One of the objectives of NEA 2021 is to set

a minimum proficiency level in English
Reading Literacy at grade lll. After a series of
extensive reviews and deliberations among
education stakeholders in the country, it has
been decided that students are expected

to reach at least Level 2 at the end of grade
lll. Thus, students scoring between Level 2

to Level 4 (and above in future NEAs) would
be considered to have met the minimum
proficiency level of grade lIl.
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In NEA 2021, 90 percent of the students were
found to meet the minimum proficiency level
of grade lll, consisting of 34 percent in Level
2, 31 percent in Level 3 and 25 percent in
Level 4. However, 10 percent of the students
failed to meet the minimum level with their
scores falling at Level 1. Given the educational
challenges faced by students during the
COVID-19 pandemic, students’ learning
achievement in English Reading in the
country is commendable.

Figure 3.3: Distribution of proficiency levels in English Reading Literacy (in percent)
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In NEA 2021, the proportion of students
meeting the minimum proficiency standard
of grade lll ranged from 78 to 98 percent
among the districts. Aimost all districts

had more than 80 percent of the students
meeting the minimum proficiency standard
of grade lll, except for Trashiyangtse (78%)
and Zhemgang (78%). In thirteen out of the
24 districts, the proportion of students with
English Reading Literacy scores at Level 2 or
above exceeded 90 percent. Seven districts
had more than 95 percent students at Level 2
or above, including Thimphu Thromde (99%),
Phuntsholing Thromde (98%), Samdrup

92

Jongkhar Thromde (98%), Gelephu
Thromde (97%), Paro (96%), Gasa (96%),
and Bumthang (95%). More than 20

percent of the students were at Level 1in
Trashiyangtse (22%) and Zhemgang (22%).
It is recommended to further investigate
the reasons behind low performance in
these districts and support them to improve
student learning. The table and figure that
follow illustrate the range of proficiency level
distributions within and across the districts.
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Table 3.6 Distribution of proficiency levels in English Reading Literacy by district (in percent)

District Level 1 Level2 | Level 3 Level 4 % min proficiency
Bumthang 5 36 39 21 95
Chhukha 10 33 30 27 90
Dagana 16 42 26 15 84
Gasa 4 32 35 29 96
Haa 7 31 31 3l 93
Lhuentse 15 46 32 7 85
Mongar 9 41 37 13 91
Paro 4 22 32 43 96
Pema Gatshel 14 49 28 9 86
Punakha 9 36 35 20 91
Samdrup Jongkhar 9 49 32 9 91
Samtse 13 41 30 16 87
Sarpang 9 35 34 2] 91
Thimphu 10 39 32 18 90
Trashigang 13 40 30 17 87
Trashiyangtse 22 43 2] 14 78
Trongsa 17 32 28 24 83
Tsirang 17 49 26 8 83
Wangdue Phodrang 14 33 32 22 86
Zhemgang 22 42 30 6 78
Thimphu Thromde 1 15 27 56 99
Gelephu Thromde 3 20 29 48 97
Phuntsholing Thromde 2 12 32 54 98
SJongkhar Thromde 2 19 41 37 98
National 10 34 31 25 90
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Figure 3.4: Distribution of proficiency levels in English Reading Literacy by district (in percent)
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3.2. Learning gaps in context
3.2.1. Student achievement by gender

In the NEA 2021 English Reading Literacy test,
the mean score of the girls (304) was higher
than that of the boys (296) by nearly 10
score points. However, the difference was not
statistically significant, hence the gap has
not been reported. The table below shows
mean English Reading scores achieved by
boys and girls. It shows that no significant
difference was detected in the average

performance levels of the two gender groups.
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Table 3.7: Student performance in English Reading
Literacy by gender

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Male 296 10.1 276-316
Female 304 12.6 279-328

The comparison of student performance is
visually presented in the figure below.

Figure 3.5: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by gender

400
350
300 304
W96
250
200
Male Female

95



3.2.2. Student achievement by location
(rural vs. urban)

The table below compares mean English
Reading Literacy scores achieved by
students in the rural and urban areas. It
shows that a significant difference was
detected in the average performance levels
of the two groups. The students studying

in urban areas (324) outperformed the
students in rural areas (284) by 40 score
points. This is a notable gap in student
learning. On the basis of this evidence, RGoB
is expected to design an appropriate policy
response to close the learning gap between
these groups in the near future.
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Table 3.8: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by location

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Urban 324 1.4 302 - 347
Rural 284 31 278 - 290

Figure 2.6 Student performance in Dzongkha Reading Literacy by location
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3.2.3. Student achievement by school
management type

The results from NEA 2021 show a clear
performance difference between students
studying in public schools and those
studying in private schools. The mean score
of private school students was 372, more
than one standard deviation above the
national mean of 300. On the other hand,
the public school students recorded 297 as
their average score. The difference between
the two groups is a phenomenal 1.5 times of
standard deviation (75 score points). Hence,
it is imperative from a policy standpoint to
enhance the quality of education in public
schools.
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Table 3.9: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by school

management
Mean SE Confidence
interval
Private 372 16 341- 404
Public 297 6 285 - 309

Figure 3.7: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by school management
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3.2.4. Student achievement by Early
Childhood Care and Development
programme participation

There was no significant performance
difference between the performance of
students who attended ECCD programme
and those who did not. The mean score

of the ECCD participants was higher than
that of the non-participants by eleven
score points. However, the difference was
not statistically significant. A probable
explanation for this phenomenon might be
that the ECCD programme in the country
is focused on holistic development of the
of young children through play-based
approach and not through rigorous English
literacy efforts.
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Table 3.10: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by ECCD participation

Mean SE Confidence
interval
ECCD - Not 295 8.8 278 - 313
Attended
ECCD - 306 14.4 277 - 334
Attended

Figure 3.8: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by ECCD participation
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3.2.5. Student achievement by
accommodation type

In the NEA 2021 English Reading Literacy test,
the mean score of day-scholars (302) was
higher than that of boarders (279) by 13
score points. However, the difference was not
statistically significant, hence no meaningful
conclusions on the difference in learning
among day scholars and boarders can be
made. The table below shows the mean
English Reading Literacy scores achieved

by day-scholars and boarders. It shows

no significant difference in the average
performance levels of the two groups.
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Table 3.11: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by accommodation

type
Mean SE Confidence
interval
Day scholar 302 12 279 - 325
Boarder 279 4 271 - 286

Figure 3.9: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by accommodation type
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3.2.6. Student achievement by language
spoken at home

The following table and figure compare
student performances based on the
language spoken at home. The students
were divided into groups by the language
spoken at home, as reported in the Student
Questionnaire. The English-speaking group
of students had the highest mean score
(344) followed by the Dzongkha-speaking
group (308), further followed by the group
that speaks a language other than English

and Dzongkha (293). However, no significant

difference was detected among these
three groups when standard errors were
considered.
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Table 3.12: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by home language

Mean SE Confidence
interval
English 344 18 309 - 379
Dzongkha 308 9 290 - 326
Others 293 9 276 - 311

Figure 3.10: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by home language
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3.2.7. Student achievement by
socio-economic status

It is essential to investigate how student
performances differ in various socio-
economic groups. In NEA 2021, data on
students’ socio-economic status were
collected through the Student Questionnaire.
The following discussion focuses on average
student performance by family income level
and father’s education level of the students.

Family income of students was grouped in
three ways - income less than Nu 100,000,
between Nu 100,000 and Nu 499,999, and

Nu 500,000 and above. The results from NEA
2021 showed that the students with higher
family income level scored higher in English
Reading Literacy on average. The mean
score difference between the highest income
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group (346) - Nu 500,000 and above, and
the lowest income group (283) - less than
Nu 100,000 was 63 score points and it is

statistically significant. This suggests that
family income is one of the important factors
affecting student learning in English in the

country.

Table 3.13: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by family income level

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Less than Nu 283 4.9 273 - 293
100,000

Between Nu 306 8.9 288 - 323
100,000 and

Nu 499,999

Nu 500,000 346 18.7 309 - 383
and above

Figure 3.11: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by family income level
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The same pattern emerged in the analysis
of parental education level and student
performances. The students with college-
educated fathers (351) scored 47 score
points higher than the students having

a school educated father but no college
degree (304). The students whose father
had a college education performed better
(351) than the students whose father had
no educational experience (281). The score
difference was 70 and it was statistically
significant.
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Table 3.14: Student performance in English
Reading Literacy by parental education

level
Mean SE Confidence
interval
Did not go to 281 4.9 272 - 291
school
School 304 7 290 - 318
education
College 351 15.8 320 - 382
education

Figure 3.12: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by parental education level
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3.2.8. Factors affecting English Reading
Literacy performances

A regression analysis was conducted to
explain the factors affecting students’
English Reading Literacy performances in
NEA 2021. Various independent variables
were regressed on the dependent

variable - scale score in English Reading
Literacy. The independent variables were
mostly taken from the contextual information
collected through the Student Questionnaire,
with an exception of student values which
were evaluated by teachers (‘Teacher value’
in the regression model below).

Some of the independent variables were
used in an index format after conducting
factor analysis. The index variables included:
« students’ attitude towards learning
(‘Attitude towards learning’ in the model)

« students’ evaluation of classroom
environment (‘Classroom environment’ in
the model)

« students’ evaluation of pedagogical
practices (‘Pedagogical practice’ in
the model)

« socio-economic status (‘SES Economic’
and ‘SES Education’ in the model)

- students’ general health (‘Student health’
in the model)

+ student value rating on the nine student
attributes evaluated by their teacher
(‘Teacher value’ in the model)

« student’s evaluation of teaching and
learning during COVID-19 (‘Teach learn
COVID-19’ in the model)

The table below summarises results from the
regression analysis. After controlling for all
other factors in the model constant, we can
conclude that the girls performed better than
the boys, whereas the grade repeaters,
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public school students and students studying
in rural areas performed lower compared
with their counterparts. The impact of gender
on English Reading Literacy seen through the
regression analysis is interesting because

no significant performance difference was
detected in the group mean comparison
analysis. It is to be interpreted that girls
perform better than boys by around five
score points in English Reading Literacy when
all other conditions are equal between the
two groups.

As expected, socio-economic status, both
economic and educational, played an
important role in the student performances.
It was found that higher the socio-economic
status of students, the greater the student
English Reading Literacy score. In addition,
maintaining good health helped the students
do well in their English Reading Literacy

test as well. Teacher’s evaluation of nine
student attributes (Teacher value) showed
that students who regard and value the

nine student attributes scored higher than
students who do not.

R-square tells us how well data fit a
regression model, also known as the
goodness of fit. Ranging from 0 to 1, R-square
indicates a proportion of variability observed
in a dependent variable explained by a
regression model. The NEA regression model
with the independent variables explained 36
percent of the variance in the student English
Reading scores (R-square of 0.36).

The table below presents the results from the
regression analysis.
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Table 3.15: Regression analysis of students’ English Reading Literacy performances

Statistic/Variable Coefficient SE Value

INTERCEPT 256.5* 14.8 17.3
Attitude towards learning 0. 0.2 0.5
Classroom environment -0.8 1.7 -0.5
ECCD 1.6 1.7 0.9

English at home 1.7 6.5 1.8
Female 5.2* 1.5 3.6
Grade repeater -10.9* 3.4 -3.2
Pedagogical practice 0.2 0.9 0.3
Public schools -27.1* 7.7 -35
Location_Rural -22.8* 6.9 -3.3

SES Economic 8.2* 2.6 3.2

SES Education 15.6* 1.6 9.7
Student health 1.8* 0.6 29
Teacher value 13.7* 35 3.9
Teac learn COVID19 1.2 0.7 1.7
Tuition -4.6 2.6 -1.7
R-SQUARE 0.36 0.1 2.6

* in the table indicates a statistical significance

3.3.  Summary and conclusion

This chapter discussed the analysis of the
NEA 2021 results in the English Reading
Literacy test. It can be concluded on the basis
of the results that student performances in
English Reading Literacy were more or less
equally distributed around the set mean
score of 300 across the 24 districts. There
was only one district /city (Phuntsholing
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Thromde) where students outperformed

the rest of the country with a mean score

of 339 and only one district (Zhemgang)
that underperformed with a mean score

of 271. Further research is recommended

for the underperforming district to improve
student learning. On the basis of group mean
analysis, a gender gap between boys and
girls was barely found in most of the districts.
Girls had a clear lead in the mean score in
only one district.




At the national level, 90 percent of the
students were able to meet the minimum
proficiency for grade lll, placing their
performances in Level 2 to Level 4 as
defined in the NEA scale. This means that
the rest of the 10 percent students failed to
meet the minimum level in English Reading
Literacy, placing their scores at Level 1. It

is commendable for the country to record

a high proportion of students meeting

the minimum level of English Reading
Literacy proficiency, even after experiencing
obstructions in learning due to school
closures during the COVID-19 pandemic.
However, remedial measures would be
required to improve the learning of students
falling below the minimum proficiency level.

There were clear performance gaps in
student performances by school location
and management type. The students
studying in urban areas outperformed

the students in rural areas in the English
Reading Literacy test. Even though there are
relatively small number of private schools
in the country, the mean English Reading
Literacy score of the private school students
was higher by a huge margin of 75 score
points as compared with the public school
students). It is recommended to prioritise
education policies to address these gaps at
the earliest.

In NEA 2021, students who attended the ECCD
programme performed similar to those

who did not, as no statistically significant
difference was found. The same pattern

was observed in the performances of day-
scholars and boarders as no significant
difference was detected between the two
groups in terms of their English Reading
abilities.
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A group of research findings suggest that
socio-economic status of family plays a
critical role in student learning (Cheadle
2008; Coleman et. al. 1966; Coleman 1988;
Hanushek et. al. 2022; Sirin 2005). The results
from NEA 2021 showed that socio-economic
status affected student learning in both the
mean score analysis and the regression
analysis. The students from higher-income
household (Nu 500,000 and above) had
better English Reading abilities than the
students coming from the lowest-income
group (less than Nu 100,000). The group of
students coming from households where
fathers have a college degree outperformed
the students in the other categories,
including households where the fathers have
achieved school education or no education.

The regression analysis confirmed most of
the English Reading Literacy results discussed
earlier. After controlling for all other variables
in the regression model, several factors

were identified to be affecting student
performance in English Reading Literacy.
Those factors explain that girls, non-grade
repeaters, private school students, students
studying in urban location, students from
higher family income group, students with
college-educated father, students with good
health and students who regard the nine
student attributes important perform well in
English Reading Literacy.

Girls showed better performances than

boys in English Reading Literacy when

all other factors were controlled in the
regression analysis of NEA 2021. However, this
finding was not detected statistically when
compared only the group means of girls and
boys. International literature has reported a
trend that girls are more likely to outperform
boys in literacy and boys are more likely to



do so in numeracy (World Bank, 2018, J-PAL,
2022). The analysis of the NEA data confirmed
that grade Il girls achieved higher English
Reading Literacy scores than grade Ill boys
when all other conditions remained the
same.

The findings from this chapter on the
performance of grade Il students in English
Reading Literacy provide information on
their learning and their sub-groups against
various contextual factors. It is expected that
these evidences of contextual factors that
impact student performance will contribute
to making evidence-based decisions in
national education policies.
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Chapter 4. Achievement of grade lli
students in Mathematical
Literacy

Box 1.
Student achievement in Mathematical Literacy

[ Not significant

B Higher than
national mean

Lower than
national mean

Box 2:
Student achievement by gender in Mathematical Literacy

[ Not significant
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Box 3:

Distribution of proficiency levels in Mathematical Literacy by district (in percent)
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4]. Student achievementin
Mathematical Literacy

This chapter presents grade Il student
achievement in the Mathematical Literacy
test of NEA 2021. The discussion is focussed
on the analysis of student mean scores,
percentile distributions, proficiency levels,
group differences, and contextual factors
affecting student learning.

The table below presents mean scores of all
the districts as well as the national mean.
Along with the mean scores, associated
standard errors and confidence intervals are
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also provided for statistical comparison. The
results of t-tests comparing the national
mean with each district’s mean along with
the corresponding t-values are provided in
the table.

In NEA 202], the students from Phuntsholing
Thromde (mean score = 334) performed
better than the national cohort (nationall
mean score = 300) by 34 scale scores on
average. On the other hand, the mean score
of Tsirang (275) was found to be significantly
lower than the national mean by 25 scale
scores.



Table 4.1: Mean scores of student achievement in Mathematical Literacy
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District Mean SE | Confidence | tvalue Significance
level
Bumthang 305 7.4 290-320 0.41 Not significant
Chhukha 303 9.2 285-321 0.22 Not significant
Dagana 285 6.6 272-298 -1.28 Not significant
Gasa 308 4.2 300-316 0.76 Not significant
Haa 291 44] 205-377 -0.20 Not significant
Lhuentse 279 5.8 268-290 -1.86 Not significant
Mongar 286 4.3 278-294 -1.32 Not significant
Paro 322 6.7 309-335 1.87 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 284 10.6 263-305 -11 Not significant
Punakha 295 9.7 276-314 -0.36 Not significant
Samdrup Jongkhar 283 6.1 271-295 -1.48 Not significant
Samtse 287 4.9 277=2297 -1.20 Not significant
Sarpang 307 9.2 289-325 0.52 Not significant
Thimphu 287 2.9 281-293 -1.28 Not significant
Trashigang 288 7.2 274-302 -0.99 Not significant
Trashiyangtse 283 4.6 274-292 -1.58 Not significant
Trongsa 299 18.2 263-335 -0.05 Not significant
Tsirang 275 4.9 265-285 -2.30
Wangdue Phodrang 302 9.1 284-320 0.15 Not significant
Zhemgang 280 1.2 258-302 -1.35 Not significant
Thimpu Thromde 333 16.8 300-366 1.70 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 331 28.3 276-386 1.04 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 334 81 318-350 2.69 Higher than national
mean

SJongkhar Thromde 316 8.6 299-333 1.23 Not significant

National 300 9.7 281-319
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The table below compares the mean Mathematical Literacy scores achieved by boys with that
of girls. It shows no significant difference in the mean achievement levels of the two groups at
the national level. There was no significant difference found between the mean performance
of boys and girls in any of the districts. This means that boys and girls were performing equally
well at the district level as well.

Table 4.2: Mean scores of student achievement by gender in Mathematical Literacy

District Mean SE Mean SE Significance
(male) | (male) | (female) | (female)
Bumthang 306 1.3 304 5.9 Not significant |
Chhukha 302 8.4 304 1.6 Not significant
Dagana 276 10.9 294 4.8 Not significant
Gasa 305 8.2 313 9.5 Not significant
Haa 294 73.0 289 214 Not significant
Lhuentse 273 77 282 7.4 Not significant
Mongar 287 5.7 284 4.6 Not significant
Paro 321 6.0 324 7.7 Not significant
Pema Gatshel 284 10.6 283 10.8 Not significant
Punakha 294 7.5 295 14.0 Not significant
Samdrup Jongkhar 285 6.9 282 8.0 Not significant
Samtse 288 5.8 286 6.0 Not significant
Sarpang 305 9.7 310 9.8 Not significant
Thimphu 289 27 284 54 Not significant B
Trashigang 288 7.6 289 7.4 Not significant B
Trashiyangtse 284 6.9 283 3.9 Not significant
Trongsa 288 18.7 31 17.9 Not significant
Tsirang 276 5.5 273 6.9 Not significant
Wangdue Phodrang 302 10.2 302 9.3 Not significant
Zhemgang 287 24.0 274 6.1 Not significant
Thimpu Thromde 332 17.6 334 16.2 Not significant
Gelephu Thromde 328 432 334 215 Not significant
Phuntsholing Thromde 328 12.4 340 51 Not significant
SJongkhar Thromde 31 13.7 320 8.2 Not significant
National 296 10.1 304 12.6 Not significant




4.1.1. Performance in Mathematical Literacy

Percentiles

Percentile is a way of describing the level

of performance in a group or groups of
students and a statistic that reports relative
standing of an observation within the group.
It is used to know where someone stands
compared to the rest of the group. In case
of NEA, a percentile indicates the value (of a
scale score) below which a corresponding
percentage of students fall. For example,
the 10th percentile score in Mathematical
Literacy test denotes a score below which ten
percent of the total students have scored.

Percentiles inform readers about dispersion
of student scores and the degree of
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homogeneity in terms of student abilities.

For example, a range between 25th and

75th percentile (the inter-quartile range)
represents performance of the middle half

of students. Similarly, a difference between
5th and 95th percentiles covers 90 percent of
the student scores. The wider this range, the
wider is the ability gap among students in a
test domain.

The table and the figure below show the
percentile scores and the ranges in the
percentiles scores in the Mathematical
Literacy test of NEA 2021. Half of the students
lie between scores 265 and 329, with a score
point difference of 64, and 90 percent of
them lie between 228 and 395 with a range
of 167 scores. The degree of homogeneity in
student performance was more or less the
same between the girls and the boys.

Table 4.3: Percentile scores in Mathematical Literacy

5th 25th | 50th | 75th 95th Range Range
25th-75th 5th-95th
National 228 265 294 329 395 64 167
Male 226 264 293 328 397 64 171
Female 230 266 295 330 393 64 163

n3



Figure 4.1: Percentile scores in Mathematical Literacy
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The inter-quartile range (IQR) was fairly
variable across districts. For example,
Lhuentse had an IQR of just 45 score-points
whilst Gasa had a corresponding value of
80. These values suggest that the grade llI
student population in Lhuentse was far more
homogeneous in performance than Gasa.

In most districts, the range of performance
for the middle half was found to be between
46 and 78 scale-score points. Performances
at the 5th and 95th percentiles respectively
show extremes in low and high achievement.
The range between these two points, which
includes 90 percent of the population, was
found to be highly variable - ranging from 112
(Lhuentse) to 189 (Gasa).

The percentiles provide additional

Female Male

25-50th M 50-75th M 75-90th [ MEAN

information when comparing Mathematical
Literacy performance amongst districts. For
example, when the districts are arranged in
the order of average score, the difference
between adjacent districts tend to be small.
However, the range of scores may not be
similar, hence there is high dispersion. For
example, there was no practical difference
between the median score (50th percentile)
of Bumthang (298) and Gasa (300).
However, the IQRs were significantly different
— Bumthang’s IQR was 47 compared with
Gasa’s IQR of 80. This indicates that whilst
average achievement was very similar

in the two districts, Gasa had a more
heterogeneous group of grade Il students,
with a wider distribution of student scores,
than Bumthang.
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Table 4.4: Percentile scores in Mathemattical Literacy for districts

Disctrict 5th 25th | 50th | 75th 95th Range Range
25th-75th 5th-95th

Bumthang 245 277 298 324 393 47 148
Chhukha 227 263 295 337 405 74 178
Dagana 218 252 280 310 371 58 153
Gasa 228 267 300 347 417 80 189
Haa 227 264 290 315 363 51 136
Lhuentse 225 256 279 301 337 45 n2
Mongar 229 261 282 307 351 46 122
Paro 252 289 318 352 412 63 160
Pema Gatshel 223 254 283 308 351 54 128
Punakha 227 261 289 323 385 62 158
Samdrup Jongkhar 214 257 281 308 352 5] 138
Samtse 223 259 284 310 359 51 136
Sarpang 232 273 304 337 400 64 168
Thimphu 219 259 286 313 359 54 140
Trashigang 223 260 283 313 364 53 141
Trashiyangtse 212 250 276 312 378 62 166
Trongsa 212 260 294 336 401 76 189
Tsirang 218 250 271 297 338 47 120
Wangdue Phodrang 227 267 297 333 393 66 166
Zhemgang 220 251 278 300 352 49 132
Thimphu Thromde 255 295 329 369 424 74 169
Gelephu Thromde 247 293 327 371 416 78 169
Phuntsholing Thromde 255 300 330 366 423 66 168
SJongkhar Thromde 250 284 31 344 404 60 154
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The figure below is an illustration of the percentile scores and the district mean scores with
confidence interval.

Figure 4.2: Percentile scores in Mathematical Literacy for districts
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4.1.2. Proficiency levels in Mathematical indicating that the students at a higher level
Literacy can comfortably demonstrate the skills and

knowledge of the assigned level and the

The following table shows the proficiency levels below it.
levels developed to describe student

performances in Mathematical Literacy. As

the level goes up from Level 1to Level 5, the

abilities of students improve from low to high,

Table 4.5: Proficiency descriptions for Mathematical Literacy

Proficiency
level

Description

Level 5

Applies the concept of place values to solve simple problems in familiar situations; relates
repeated addition and multiplication; multiplies 2-digit numbers by 1-digit numbers and
divides 2-digit numbers by 1-digit numbers; recognises growing patterns with shapes;
identifies a single operation rule in numerical patterns and finds the missing term; inter-
prets different representations of time on an analogue clock to solve simple problems in
familiar situations; aligns the corresponding faces of an object and its net; uses data in
bar graphs to solve simple problems in familiar situations

Level 4

Recognises odd and even numbers in familiar situations; relates multiplication and
division; selects and applies multiple strategies for solving problems involving addition
and subtraction up to 3-digit numbers; performs basic multiplication and division (2-digit
by 1-digit) to solve simple problems in familiar situations; connects and converts between
decimals (up to tenths?cmd fractions (unit fractions); converts minutes to hour; identifies
angles as greater than, less than or equal to a right angle; uses data in pictographs to
solve simple problems in familiar situations

Level 3

Adds and subtracts up to 3-digit numbers to solve simple problems in familiar situa-
tions; recognises that different wholes can be divided to show the same fractional parts;
recognises repeating patterns with shapes; measures, compares and estimates length
and mass using formal units; converts between formal units of measurement; calculates
elapsed time; classifies simple geometrical shapes based on their attributes; identifies
basic transformation (turns and flips); uses data from a tally chart to solve simple prob-
lems in familiar situations; uses a calendar to solve simple problems in familiar situations

Level 2

Compares up to 5-digit numbers; subtracts up to 2-digit numbers by regrouping; rec-
ognises unit fraction and decimals up to tenth digit; represents familiar situations using
number sentence; recognises patterns involving skip counting; reads time to the hour,
half-hour and quarter-hour on analogue clocks; recognises parallel, perpendicular lines
and line of symmetry; reads data from a tally chart to solve simple problems in familiar
situations

Level 1

Recognises up to 4-digit numbers; performs addition and subtraction on up to 2-digit
numbers without regrouping; uses multiple non-standard units to measure length, mass
or capacity; identifies and classifies 2-D and 3-D shapes; retrieves information from a
tally chart
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One of the objectives of NEA 2021 is to set a
minimum proficiency level in Mathematical
Literacy at grade lll. After a series of extensive
reviews and deliberations among education
stakeholders in the country, it has been
decided that students are expected to reach
at least Level 2 at the end of grade lIl. Thus,
students with their scores falling between
Level 2 to Level 5 (and above in future NEAs)
are considered to have met the minimum
proficiency level of grade lIl.
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In NEA 2021, 93 percent of the students have
met the minimum proficiency level (Level
2) of grade lll, with 20 percent students in
Level 2, 38 percent in Level 3, 20 percent in
Level 4, and 14 percent in Level 5. However,
seven percent of the students failed to meet
the minimum level with their scores falling
at Level 1. Considering the fact that NEA
2021 was conducted after COVID-19 school
closures, students’ learning achievements
in Mathematical Literacy in the country are
commendable.

Figure 4.3: Distribution of proficiency levels in Mathematical Literacy (in percent)
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In NEA 2021, the proportion of students
meeting the minimum proficiency
standard of grade Il ranged from 85 to

99 percent amongst the districts. All the
districts had more than 80 percent of the
students meeting the minimum proficiency
standard of grade Ill. In 16 out of the 24
districts, the proportion of students with
Mathematical Literacy scores at Level 2 or
above exceeded 90 percent. More than 15
percent of the students were at Level 1in
Trashiyangtse (16%). It is recommended to
further investigate the reasons behind low
performance in these districts and support

them to improve student learning. The table
and figure that follow illustrate the range

of proficiency level distributions within and
across the districts.
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Table 4.6: Distribution of proficiency levels in Mathematical Literacy by district (in percent)

District Level 1 Level2 | Level3 | Level 4 Level 5 [ % min proficiency
Bumthang 16 47 22 13 98
Chhukha 20 35 19 18 92
Dagana 13 26 39 15 8 88
Gasa 6 18 40 15 21 94
Haa 8 21 46 19 6 92
Lhuentse 11 27 47 13 2 89
Mongar 7 24 49 15 5 93
Paro 2 10 34 30 24 98
Pema Gatshel € 28 41 17 5 91
Punakha 9 22 39 18 N 90
Samdrup Jongkhar 12 24 42 18 5 89
Samtse € 25 44 17 6 92
Sarpang 6 15 38 25 16 94
Thimphu 1 23 4] 19 7 90
Trashigang 9 23 43 18 7 91
Trashiyangtse 16 26 34 15 10 85
Trongsa 12 19 36 17 17 89
Tsirang 13 88 40 1 8 87
Wangdue Phodrang 7 19 38 22 15 94
Zhemgang 12 29 42 12 B 88
Thimphu Thromde 1 8 29 27 34 98
Gelephu Thromde 2 10 26 27 35 98
Phuntsholing Thromde 2 7 28 32 32 99
SJongkhar Thromde 1 15 36 28 19 98
National 7 20 38 20 14 93
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Figure 4.4: Distribution of proficiency levels in Mathematical Literacy by district (in percent)
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4.2. lLearning gaps in context
4.2.1. Student achievement by gender

In the NEA 2021 Mathematical Literacy test,
there was practically no difference in the
mean scores of the boys (mean score =
299) and the girls (mean score = 301). The
statistical test also shows no significant

difference in the average performance levels

of the two gender groups.

National Education Assessment 2021 | Grade Ill Report

Table 4.7: Student performance in Mathematical
Literacy by gender

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Male 299 9.3 281-317
Female 301 10.1 281-321

The comparison of student performance is

Figure 4.5: Student performance in English Reading Literacy by gender

visually presented in the figure below.
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4.2.2. Student achievement by location Table 4.8: Student performance in Mathematical
(rural vs. urban) Literacy by location

The table below compares mean Mean SE Confidence

Mathematical Literacy scores achieved by interval

students in the rural and urban location. Urban 321 8.7 304 - 338

It shows that a significant difference was Rural 286 29 280 - 292

detected in the average performance levels
of the two groups. The students studying in
urban areas (321) outperformed the students
in rural location (286) by 35 score points. This
gap in student learning is worth noticing. On
the basis of this evidence, RGoB is expected
to design an appropriate policy response to
close the learning gap between these groups
in the near future.

Figure 4.6: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by location
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4.2.3. Student achievement by school
management type

The results from NEA 2021 showed a clear
performance difference between students
studying in public schools and those studying
in private schools. The mean score of private
school students was 355, more than one
standard deviation above the national mean
of 300. On the other hand, the public school
students recorded 298 as their average
score. The difference between the two groups
is a remarkable 57 score points, showing
more than a standard deviation gap. Hence,
it is imperative from a policy standpoint to
enhance the standard of education in public
schools.
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Table 4.9: Student performance in Mathematical
Literacy by school management

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Private 355 6.3 342 - 367
Public 298 59 286 - 309

Figure 4.7: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by school management
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4.2.4. Student achievement by Early
Childhood Care and Development
programme participation

There was no significant performance
difference between the performance

of students who attended the ECCD
programme and those who did not. The
mean score of the ECCD participants was
higher than that of the non-participants by
nine score points. However, the difference
was not statistically significant. A probable
explanation for this phenomenon might be
that the ECCD programme in the country

is focused on holistic development of the
of young children through play-based
approach and not through rigorous literacy
efforts..

Figure 4.8: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by ECCD participation
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Table 4.10: Student performance in Mathematical
Literacy by ECCD participation

Mean SE Confidence
interval
ECCD - Not 296 8 280 - 311
Attended
ECCD - 305 1.7 282 - 328
Attended

400

350

305

300
T296

250

200

ECCD-Not attended
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4.2.5. Student achievement by The table below shows the mean
accommodation type Mathematical Literacy scores achieved by
day-scholars and boarders. It shows that
In the NEA 2021 Mathematical Literacy test, a significant difference was detected in
the mean score of day-scholars (302) the average performance levels of the two
was higher than that of boarders (275) groups.

by 27 score points. This difference was
statistically significant, hence the gap

can be concluded as meaningful. The day
scholars outperformed the boarder students

Table 4.11: Student performance in Mathematical

in Mathematical Literacy. The pattern in the Literacy by accommodation type
group mean analysis of accommodation

type is contrasting with the other two test Mean SE Confidence
domains earlier. The performance gaps were eyl
not statistically significant in Dzongkha and Day scholar | 302 10 283 - 322
English Reading Literacy. Boarder 275 3 269 - 281

Figure 4.9: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by accommodation type
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4.2.6. Student achievement by language Table 4.12: Student performance in Mathematical
spoken at home Literacy by home language

The following table and figure compare -

the student performances based on the Mean SE Confidence
language spoken at home. The students interval
were divided into groups by the language English 338 14 310 - 366
spoken at home, as reported in the Student Dzongkha 307 7 293 - 321
Questionnaire. The English-speaking group Others 294 8 278 - 310

of students had the highest mean score
(338) followed by the Dzongkha-speaking
group (307), further followed by the group
that speaks a language other than English
and Dzongkha (294). However, no significant
difference was detected among these

three groups when standard errors were
considered.

Figure 4.10: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by home language
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4.2.7. Student achievement by
socio-economic status

It is essential to investigate how student
performances differ among students from
various socio-economic groups. In NEA

2021, students’ socio-economic status was
collected through the Student Questionnaire.
The following discussion focuses on the
average student performance by family
income level and father’'s education level of
the students.

Family income of students was grouped in
three ways - income less than Nu 100,000,
between Nu 100,000 and Nu 499,999, and Nu
500,000 and above. The results from NEA 2021
showed that the students with higher family
income level scored higher in Mathematical
Literacy on average. The mean score
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difference between the highest income
group (342) - Nu 500,000 and above and
the lowest income group (283) - less than
Nu 100,000, was 59 score points and it is
statistically significant. This implies that
family income is one of the important factors
affecting student learning in Mathematics in
the country.

Table 4.13: Student performance in Mathematical
Literacy by family income level

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Less than Nu 283 5.8 272 - 295
100,000
Between Nu 306 53 296 - 317
100,000 and
Nu 499,999
More than 342 17 309 - 375
500,000

Figure 4.11: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by family income level

400
350
N 342
w306
300
Mo83
250
200
Less than Between More than
Nu 100,000 Nu 100,000 500,000
and Nu
499,999

127



A similar pattern emerged in the analysis

of parental education level and student
performances. In NEA 2021, as father’s
education level improved from no education
to school education and then to college
education, the mean Mathematical Literacy
score increased by a significant margin.

The students with college-educated father
(346) scored 41 score points higher than

the students having father with school
education but no college degree (305). The
same student group (mean score = 346)
outperformed the students having father with
school education (mean score = 305) by 41
scale scores.

The students whose father had a college
education performed better (346) than the
students whose father had no educational
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experience (282). The score difference was
64 and it was statistically significant. These
results suggest that father’'s education is a
factor which can explain variances in student
performances in Mathematical Literacy. The
higher the father’'s education level, the better
the students’ performance in Mathematical
Literacy.

Table 4.14: Student performance in Mathematical
Literacy by parental education level

Mean SE Confidence
interval
Didnotgoto | 282 4.4 274 - 291
school
School 305 6.9 291 - 318
education
College 346 9 328 - 364
education

Figure 4.12: Student performance in Mathematical Literacy by parental education level

400
350
M 346
305
300
m282
250
200
Did not go School College
to school education education

128



4.2.8. Factors affecting Mathematical
Literacy performances

A regression analysis was conducted to
explain the factors affecting students’
Mathematical Literacy performances in
NEA 2021. Various independent variables
were regressed on the dependent variable
- scale score in Mathematical Literacy. The
independent variables were mostly taken
from the contextual information collected
through the Student Questionnaire, with
an exception of student values which were
evaluated by teachers (‘Teacher value’ in the
regression model below).

Some of the independent variables were
used in an index format after conducting
factor analysis. The index variables included:
« students’ attitude towards learning
(‘Attitude towards learning’ in the model)

« students’ evaluation of classroom
environment (‘Classroom environment’ in
the model)

+ students’ evaluation of pedagogical
practices (‘Pedagogical practice’ in
the model)

« socio-economic status (‘SES Economic’
and ‘SES Education’ in the model)

- students’ general health (‘Student health’
in the model)

« student value rating on the nine student
attributes evaluated by their teachers
(‘Teacher value’ in the model)

+ students’ evaluation of teaching and
learning during COVID-19 (‘Teach learn
COVID-19’ in the model)

The table below summarises the results from
the regression analysis. The impact of gender
on Mathematical Literacy seen through

the regression analysis and group mean
comparison analysis is interesting because
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no significant performance difference was
detected in both the methods unlike the
cases in the two other test domains. After
controlling all other factors in the model the
same, we can conclude that the gender gap
was not significant in Mathematical Literacy,
unlike the cases in Dzongkha and English
Reading Literacy. This means that the boys
and girls performed equally well in the NEA
2021 in Mathematical Literacy test.

The grade repeaters and students studying
in rural areas tend to perform poorly
compared with their counterparts. Socio-
economic status, both economic and
educational, played an important role in

the student performances. The higher the
socio-economic status students have, the
greater the student’s Mathematical Literacy
score was. In addition, maintaining a good
health helped the students do well in their
Mathematical Literacy test as well. Teacher’s
evaluation of nine student attributes
(Teacher value) showed that students who
regard and value the nine student attributes
scored higher than students who do not.

R-square tells us how well data fit a
regression model, also known as the
goodness of fit. Ranging from 0 to 1, R-square
indicates a proportion of variability observed
in a dependent variable explained by a
regression model. The regression model

with the set of the independent variables
explained 31 percent of the variance in

the student Mathematical Literacy scores
(R-square of 0.31).

These factors affecting student
performances identified by NEA 2021 will be
helpful in making evidence-based policy
decisions in the country. The table below
presents the results from the regression
analysis.
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Table 4.15: Regression analysis of students’ Mathematical Literacy performances

Statistic/Variable Coefficient SE Value

INTERCEPT 229.7* 19.2 12.0
Attitude towards learning 0.9 29 0.3
Classroom environment 0.0 29 0.0
ECCD 1.5 2.6 0.6

English at home 10.3* 5.2 2.0
Female -1.2 1.9 -0.7
Grade repeater -14.9* 4.4 -3.4
Pedagogical practice -0.9 1.2 -0.7
Public schools -11.4 9.0 =8
Location_Rural -20.3* 5.2 -3.9

SES Economic 7.2* 1.8 4.0

SES Education 14.9* 1.5 10.2
Student health 2.3* 0.7 34
Teacher value 15.1* 21 7.2
Teach learn COVIDI9 1.4 0.9 1.5
Tuition -2.8 35 -0.8
R-SQUARE 0.31 0.1 4.8

* in the table indicates a statistical significance

4.3. Summary and conclusion

This chapter discussed the analysis of the
NEA 2021 results in the Mathematical Literacy
test. It can be concluded on the basis of

the results that student performances in
Mathematical Literacy were more or less
equally distributed around the set mean
score of 300 across the 24 districts. There
was only one district/city (Phuntsholi
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Thromde) where students outperformed
the rest of the country with a mean score

of 334 and only one district (Tsirang) that
underperformed with a mean score of 275.
Further research is recommended for the
underperforming district to improve student
learning.

At the national level, 93 percent of the
students were able to meet the minimum




proficiency level for grade lll, with their
performances placed in Level 2 to Level 5
as defined in the NEA scale. This means that
the rest of the seven percent students failed
to meet the minimum level in Mathematical
Literacy with their scores placed at Level 1. It
is commendable for the country to record

a high proportion of students meeting the
minimum level of Mathematical Literacy
proficiency, even after experiencing
obstructions in learning due to school
closures in the COVID-19 time. However, it is
hoped that proper remedial measures would
be taken to improve learning of students
falling below the minimum proficiency level.

On the basis of group mean analysis and
regression analysis, a gender gap between
boys and girls was barely found at the
national level as well as district level in
Mathematical Literacy. On the contrary to
the English Reading Literacy, this result does
not confirm the international research on
student performances by gender difference
discussed earlier in Chapter 3. There is a
body of literature supporting that boys are
more likely to perform better in mathematics
than girls (World Bank, 2018, J-PAL, 2022).
However, from the NEA 2021 dataq, it is difficult
to conclude that there is a clear gender gap
in Mathematical Literacy favouring boys at
grade lll level.

There were clear performance gaps in the
student performances by school location and
management type. The students studying

in urban areas outperformed the students

in rural areas in the Mathematical Literacy
test. Even though there are relatively small
number of private schools in the country, the
mean Mathematical Literacy score of the
private school students was higher by a huge
margin of 75 score points as compared
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with the public school students. It is
recommended to prioritise education policies
to address these gaps as soon as possible.

In NEA 202], the students who attended the
ECCD programme performed similar to those
who did not, as no statistically significant
difference was found. The same pattern as in
the analysis of ECCD programme appeared
between the performances of day-scholars
and boarders as no significant difference
was detected between the two groups in
terms of their Mathematical Literacy abilities.

As seen in other international research
(Cheadle, 2008; Coleman et. al., 1966;
Coleman, 1988; Hanushek et. al,, 2022; Sirin,
2005), the results from NEA 2021 showed that
socio-economic status affected student
learning. The students from highest-income
household (Nu 500,000 and above) had
better Mathematical Literacy abilities than
the students coming from the lowest-income
group (less than Nu 100,000). The group of
students coming from households where
fathers have a college degree outperformed
the students in the other categories,
including households where the fathers have
achieved school education or received no
education.

The regression analysis confirmed most of
the Mathematical Literacy results discussed
earlier. After controlling for all other variables
in the regression model constant, several
factors were identified to be affecting
student performance in Mathematical
Literacy. Those factors explain that students
who speak English at home, non-grade
repeaters, private school students, students
studying in urban areas, students from higher
family income group, students with college-
educated father, students with good health
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and students who regard the nine student
attributes important would perform well in
their Mathematical Literacy.

The findings from this chapter provided
information on the learning of grade I
students in Mathematical Literacy and their

sub-groups by the various contextual factors.

These evidences of contextual factors that
impact student performance are expected
to contribute to evidence-based decisions in
national education policies.
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Chapter 5. Wellbeing and values of grade |l

students

Box 1:
Positive school environment

= teachers take care of sick students

= most of essential facilities are available
in school

= students feel happy and safe in their
school

= some students experience bullying
sometimes

Box 2:
Healthy family interactions (Students)

= have meals with their parents or family
members several times a week

= have conversations about their
education and schools with their family
members

= participate in family activities including
visiting temples and attending
Tshechus together

= receive support from their families in
various ways
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Box 3:
Positive attitudes towards learning
(students)

= agree to the importance of learning and
aspire to get a job and to do well in their
lives and to gain knowledge

= maintain good habits of self-study, read,
and play after school

Box 4:
Activities outside school

=« Watching TV and using a mobile phone
were among the popular activities

Box 5:
Students nurture the nine student
attributes.

Going to the school, listening to teachers,
staying clean, and taking care of the school
property are among the highest rated items
by students.



Education communities around the world
have recognised the importance of social
and emotional learning in school education
for achieving sustainable development.
Researchers have found that social and
emotional wellbeing has a positive impact
on students’ academic and life successes,
including educational achievements (Adi
et al,, 2007; CASEL, 2003; Davies et al., 2021;
Durak et al.,, 2011; Malecki and Elliot, 2002).

In this chapter, findings from the Student
Questionnaire are discussed. The analysis
of student responses is focused on student
wellbeing and values around the nine
student attributes.

5.1. Physical and emotional wellbeing
of grade Ill students

This section reports the physical and
emotional wellbeing of grade Il students
based on self-rating provided by the
participants.
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5.1.1.  Self-rating on health and the
experience of health problems

During the NEA 2021 data collection, many
students reported that they had been

sick. More than 80 percent of the students
reported they were sick many times (65%) or
were always sick (21%) in the last one year.
Only three percent of the students said they
were never sick in the last one year. These are
worrisome data as students’ health affects
learning achievements, as we have seen in
the analysis of NEA 2021. The results from the
regression analysis confirmed that students
with good health performed better in all three
test domains.®

Figure 5.1: Student health: In the last one year, | have been sick (%)
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8 During the pandemic, there was a circular and consistent reminder from the government to refrain from visiting hospitals in order to
prevent oneself from getting exposed to the COVID-19 virus. To avoid crowding at hospitals, flu centres at various strategic places were
established. Students with flu like symptoms were asked to visit hospital and stay at home.
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To elaborate further, a surprisingly high proportion of students stated they visited a hospital
due to sickness in the last year. Almost 70 percent of them (67%) said they visited a hospital
all the time and nearly one quarter of them (24%) reported that they did so frequently. It is not
unusual to see a high number of young children visiting a hospital due to sickness. However,
the results indicate that the frequencies of hospital visits of students participating in the study
are more than expected. It is recommended that policy makers prioritise the improvement of
students’ health.

Figure 5.2: Student health: In the last one year, | have visited a hospital
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Many students missed classes due to poor health in the last one year. More than half of the
students (52%) completing the survey reported that they missed classes many times and 34
percent of them said always.

Figure 5.3: Student health: In the last one year, | have missed classes because of my sickness (%)
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Figure 5.4: Student health: In the last one year, | have got help from my school when | was sick (%)
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5.1.2. Physical, social and emotional
wellbeing

In the Student Questionnaire, students

were asked to rate the school environment
on a scale of 1to 4 where 1 represented
‘never’; 2 'sometimes’; 3 ‘many times’; and 4
‘always’. The questions regarding the school
environment were mainly concerned with the
use and availability of essential facilities.

Many times Always

On average, students expressed that most
facilities in their schools were available and
used by providing a rating of more than 2
(sometimes) and lower than 3 (many times).
The parameters for rating included having

a clean campus and the availability of
playgrounds, computers, libraries, and clean
toilets. They rated high on teachers’ care

for sick students and clean drinking water
between 3 (many times) and 4 (always).
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Figure 5.5: Physical environment of school
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Students strongly felt that they helped each other at school (95%). Close to four out of five
students agreed that their teachers were friendly (82%), other students were friendly (79%),
and their principals were friendly (77%). More than 70 percent of students responded that their
non-teaching staff were friendly.

Figure 5.6: Social and emotional environment of school (%)
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Students felt happy many times (3.1) and
safe in school (2.8). Likewise, students

rated low on the statements that they felt
lonely (1.8) and were bullied sometimes

(1.8). On average, students rated between

2 (sometimes) and 3 (many times) on the
questions asking if they were afraid of the
principal (2.2), vice principal (2.7) or teachers
(2.2).

It is also reported that students experienced
beating by the principal (1.8), vice principal
(1.8) or teachers (2.0) in their schools. An
earlier survey also found evidence of corporal
punishment in schools.

Figure 5.7: Social and emotional environment of school

| feel happy

| feel safe

I am afraid of vice principal

I am afraid of my principal

I am afraid of teachers

My teachers beat students

| feel lonely

My principals beat students

My vice principal beats students

I am bullied

I 1- Never

2 - Sometimes

National Education Assessment 2021 | Grade Ill Report

According to the report published by the
National Commission for Women and
Children (NCWC) and UNICEF Bhutan in 2016,
64 percent of children aged 13-17 reported
that they had experienced physical violence,
mostly in the form of corporal punishment, in
their lifetime. Around two thirds (67%) of the
children who experienced physical violence
identified school as the location of physical
violence. Practices of corporal punishments
bring only negative effects on the
development and learning of children. The
United Nations has included the elimination
of violence against children in several

SDGs and therefore it is imperative to take
action that prohibits corporal punishment in
schools.

3 - Many times 4 - Always

9 Key facts, Corporal punishment and health, World Health Organization, retrieved from
https:/ /www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/corporal-punishment-and-health on 15 November 2022.
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5.1.3. Family support

Almost two thirds of students (64%)
participating in the survey said their parents
or family members ate meals with them
several times a week. Nearly one third of
them (32%) had fewer chances of having
meals with their parents or family members.
However, four percent of students reported
that they did not have any chance to do so.

More than 40 percent of students (44%)
informed that their family members spent
time talking to them several times a week,
while nearly half of them (48%) reported
their parents did so a few times in a month
or a year. About ten percent of them (8%)
expressed that their family members did
not spend time talking to them. Limited
communication with family members in the
early years has negative consequences on
students’ wellbeing (Bireda & Pilley, 2018).

More than 90 percent of students (94%)
were reminded by family members of the
importance of education. Around half of

the students (51%) responding to the survey
pointed out that family members stressed
the importance of education several times a
week.
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Figure 5.8: Family activities: Your parents or
someone in your family eat meals with

you (%)
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Figure 5.9: Family activities: Your parents or
someone in your family spend time just
talking to you (%)
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Figure 5.10: Family activities: Your parents or
someone in your family talk to you
about the importance of education (%)
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In general, family members were concerned
about any problems their children might be
facing at the school. More than 80 percent
of students (86%) reported that their family
members talked to them about any possible
problems at the school.

A significant proportion of students (87%)
responded that their family members were
interested in knowing how they were getting
along with other students. More than one-
third of them (36%) were asked questions by
family members about their interactions with
peers several times a week.

More than 90 percent of students (91%)
answered that their family members visited
temples with them at least a few times in a
year.
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Figure 5.11: Family activities: Your parents or

someone in your family talk to you
about any problems you may have at
school (%).
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Figure 5.12: Family activities: Your parents or
someone in your family ask you about
how you are getting along with other
students at school (%)
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Figure 5.13: Family activities: Your parents or
someone in your family visit temples
with you (%)
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For a majority of the students participating Figure 5.14: Family activities: Your parents or
in the survey, the Bhutanese tradition and someone in your family attend
culture are imbedded in their family life. Tshechu with you (%)

Eighty six percent of students reported that

their family members attended Tshechu with 50
them at least a few times in a year. The figure 40
below shows the student responses to the 30 A
question.
20
10 :u e 20
0
Never Few Few Several
times times times a
ayear a month week

The Student Questionnaire further asked if family members supported students in their
studies. More than 90 percent of students reported that their families encouraged them to get
good marks (94%) and attended parent-teacher meetings (92%). Ninety percent of students
received help from their families in doing homework, whereas eighty two percent were
supported in doing project work. Most of the students stated that their families asked about
their school lives (89%) and knew their teachers (88%). However, the proportion of students
whose families read story books to them (66%) or told stories to them (75%) was relatively
smaller.

Figure 5.15: Support from family (%)
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5.1.4. Attitudes towards learning

From the results of NEA 2021, it is concluded
that grade Il students have positive attitudes
towards learning. Nearly all students (99%)
agreed that they felt learning is important
and almost all students wanted to get a job
when they grow up (98%), to do well in life
(98%), and to gain knowledge (97%).

Figure 5.16: Students’ attitudes towards learning (%)
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Students chose Mathematics (41%) as their favourite subject, followed by English (33%) and
Dzongkha (26%) from the test domains of NEA 2021. This choice was further confirmed when
students were asked to tell about their least favourite subject. More than 40 percent of students
(44%) picked Dzongkha as their least favourite subject. English (30%) and Mathematics (26%)
came at the second and the third place respectively.

Figure 5.17: Favourite subject (%) Figure 5.18: Least favourite subject (%)
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Students reported that they like their
favourite subject because it was interesting
(64%) and they liked the subject teacher
(60%). Less than half of the students agreed
that they liked the subject because it was
easy (47%).

Figure 5.19: Reason for liking the favourite subject (%)
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Students reported that they like their
favourite subject because it was interesting
(64%) and they liked the subject teacher
(60%). Less than half of the students agreed
that they liked the subject because it was
easy (47%).

Figure 5.20: Reason for not liking the least favourite subject (%)
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5.1.6. Student activities outside school

The Student Questionnaire asked some questions to see what activities students do outside
school. Aimost 90 percent of students (89%) did self-study and read (88%) at home at least
half an hour every day. More than 85 percent students (86%) reported that they spent at least
half an hour every day for playing outdoor games.

Figure 5.21: Activities at home (%)
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The figure below lists the activities students do outside the school. The responses from students
show that watching TV and using a mobile phone were among the popular activities students
do outside school. Aimost 80 percent of students (79%) watched TV every day for at least one
hour. However, more students (84%) used a mobile phone every day. On the contrary, using an
iPad or tablet PC and playing computer games were not popular among students probably
due to the unavailability of devices. More than one third of students (36%) played computer
games at least one hour every day and a quarter of them used an iPad or tablet every day.

Figure 5.22: Activities outside school every day (%)
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5.2. Values of grade Ill students

Students were asked to participate in the
Value Questionnaire which assessed the
nine student attributes classified into six
categories. A total of 12 statements were
given to the students to rate on a scale of 1
(least important) to 5 (most important). The
six categories and 12 statements were:

» Leadership competence — by asking to
rate ‘Telling the truth (honesty)’, ‘Taking
care of school things (respecting
public property)’, and ‘Completing
homework (responsibility)’

* Family, community and national
values — by asking to rate ‘Saying Thank
you (gratitude)’ and ‘Volunteering to help
(kindness)’

* Spirituality and character - by asking to
rate ‘Listening to teachers (respect)’,
Helping someone who needs help
(empathy)’, and ‘Sharing things with
others (sharing)’

» World readiness — by asking to rate ‘Going
to school (achievement)’

» Physical wellbeing - by asking to rate
‘Staying clean (cleanliness)’

* Enduring habits of lifelong learning — by
asking to rate ‘Throwing wastes in dust
bin (waste management)’ and ‘Studying
hard (perseverance)’
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The figure below displays the responses from
students to the 12 statements grouped by the
six categories. Ratings by students ranged
from 4.3 to 4.8 on average, showing that
students highly valued all the statements
given. Going to school (4.8), representing the
value of ‘leadership competence,’ and
listening to teachers (4.7), representing the
value of ‘spirituality and character,” were
among the highest rated items. However,

all the other questions were highly rated,
meaning that students considered the values
important to them.
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Figure 5.23: Self-rated student values

1 5
Least important Most important

Going to school

Listening to teachers

Helping someone who needs help

Sharing things with others

Staying clean

Taking care of school properties

Completing homework

Telling the truth

Saying “Thank you”

Volunteering to help

Studying hard

Throwing wastes in dust bin
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The same set of statements were given to the class teachers to evaluate each participating
student in their nine student attributes. The figure below demonstrates the results from
student responses to the 12 statements grouped by the six categories. The teachers rated their
students highly in observing the attributes, giving students 4.0 to 4.7 ratings to all the items on
average. Teachers evaluated that going to school (4.7), representing ‘world readiness’ was
most important to their students. The ratings on the rest of the statements by the teachers
were slightly lower than those by the students.

Figure 5.24: Teacher-rated student values

1 5
. 2 .
Least important Most important

Going to school

Helping someone who needs help

Sharing things with others

Listening to teachers

Staying clean

Completing homework

Taking care of school properties

Telling the truth

Volunteering to help

Saying “Thank you”

Studying hard

Throwing wastes in dust bin
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5.3. Summary and conclusion

The results from the Student Questionnaire
provided with updated information on the
physical, social, and emotional wellbeing of
students, family support, student attitudes
towards learning, and values of the grade

lll students. It can be concluded that some
of the findings were encouraging and some
areas require more attention from policy
makers.

Regarding the school environment, students
agreed that their teachers took care of sick
students. Students evaluated that essential
facilities in their schools were available and
used by giving a rating between 2.2 and 3.3
on a scale of 1to 4 (1-never, 2-sometimes,
3-many times, 4-always). The facilities
included clean drinking water (3.3), a clean
campus (2.9), a playground (2.5), computers
(2.2), alibrary (2.2) and clean toilets (2.2).

It is encouraging to see that students
reported that they felt happy and safe in
their schools. On average, students rated
the level of their happiness and safety in
schools around 3 (many times) on a scale
of 1 (never) to 4 (always). Likewise, students
rated low on the statements that they felt
lonely (1.8) and were bullied sometimes (1.8).
Although student ratings are low on bullying,
it is close to 'sometimes,’ indicating that a
few students experienced bullying. It is to be
emphasised at the policy level that bullying
is not acceptable behaviour and help for
any student affected should be available in
schools.

From the results of the Student Questionnaire,
we find that students had healthy family
interactions. Almost two out of three students
(64%) said their parents or family members
ate meals with them several times a week.
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A maijority of students reported that at least
few times a month, their parents or family
members spent time talking to them (69%),
one such topic being the importance of
education (76%), and asked about problems
they face at their schools (63%). Many
students said that at least a few times a year,
they participated in family activities including
visiting temples (91%) and attending Tshechu
(86%). Students received support from

their families in various ways. Their families
encouraged them to get good marks (94%),
attended parent-teacher meetings (92%),
helped them with homework (90%) and
project work (82%), and asked what they do
in schools (89%), among others.

The NEA 2021 results revealed that grade

[l students had positive attitudes towards
learning. Nearly all students (99%) agreed
that they felt learning is important. Aimost all
students wanted to get a job when they grow
up (98%), to do well in their lives (98%), and
to gain knowledge (97%).

It is inspiring to see that most of the students
maintained good habits of self-study,
reading, and playing after school. Many
students (89%) did self-study at home,

read (88%) at home, and played outdoor
games (86%) at least half an hour every
day. Watching TV and using a mobile phone
were among popular activities students did
outside their schools. On the contrary, using
an iPad or tablet PC and playing computer
games were not popular among students
probably due to the unavailability of devices.

Based on the self-ratings of students on the
nine student attributes, students nurtured
the nine attributes well. The ratings done by
their teachers on attributes also confirmed
student views. Ratings from both teachers
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and students ranged from 4.0 to 4.8 on a
five-point scale (1-least important to 5-most
important). Going to school (4.8), listening to
teachers (4.7), staying clean (4.6), and taking
care of school property (4.6) were among the
highest rated items by students.

Most of the students experienced missing
classes due to poor health during the last
one year. Ninety seven percent of students
reported that they were sick and 95 percent
of students said that they missed school.
These results may be consequences of the
COVID-19 pandemic. On the positive side,

a significant number of students reported
that they received help from their schools
when they were sick. More than 80 percent of
students (85%) responded that their schools
helped them when they were sick in the last
one year. These results suggest that it is
important to continue providing support for
students who fall sick through schools and
improving sanitation and personal hygiene
programmes in schools for students.
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Considering the ratings by students, there
may be a need to further investigate corporal
punishment cases in schools. Students were
asked to rate on a scale of 1 (never) to 4
(always), on the questions asking about their
principals, vice principals, and teachers. On
average, they rated between 2 (sometimes)
and 3 (many times) on most of the
statements asked for rating. They responded
that they were afraid of the principal (2.2),
vice principal (2.7) or teachers (2.2). It is

also reported that they experienced beating
by the principal (1.8), vice principal (2.7) or
teachers (2.0) in their schools.

The findings and aspects discussed in the
chapter may be reviewed carefully before
policy decisions to improve the school
environment and student wellbeing. It is
recommended to maintain the critical
questions in the Student Questionnaire for
the future cycles of NEA to trace a trend and
changes in contextual factors of students.






Chapter 6. School and community
environment

Box 1:
Positive school environment

Teachers:
rated highly on the availability of care for
sick students, clean campus and
clean drinking water in their school.
evaluated that students in their school
felt safe and happy.
agreed that their school environments
were friendly, cooperative, and orderly.

Principals:
maintained good relationships with
their school staff and students
felt that their efforts contributed to
improving student learning outcomes
received adequate support from their
school staff, vice principals, district
education offices, and MoE
considered their school environments
friendly for teachers, support staff,
students, and themselves
evaluated that their students were safe
and happy in the school
reported that they hardly faced negative
behaviour from students and teachers

Box 2:
Professional development programmes
for teachers in 2021

Teachers received more PD in the areas
directly related to teaching such as subject
content and ICT.

Teachers reported that PD opportunities

were less frequent in the areas of SEN

and action research.

Teachers evaluated that PD programmes

were more effective in the areas of

assessment practices, teaching methods,

ICT, and subject content.
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+ CDEOs and CTEOs were involved in
various professional development
activities at least once a year.

« Districts provided 40 hours of PD to all
teachers.

Box 3:
Teaching practices

Teachers:
emphasised learning intentions
promoted learner centred teaching
strategies
understood the importance of
assessment
promoted assessment for learning

Box 4:
Motivation to teach

Teachers reported that they were highly
motivated to teach with high job
satisfaction.

Box 5:
Nine student attributes

Principals strongly agreed that the nine
student attributes were promoted in their
schools

Box 6:
Monitoring activities

CDEOs and CTEOs
provided crucial feedback to schools
on areas that need improvement
focused on monitoring the learning
outcomes of their schools
visited schools more than twice for
monitoring
focused on the School Improvement
Plan of the schools during their visits



This chapter discusses findings from

the various questionnaires of NEA 2021,
including the Teacher Questionnaire, the
Principal Questionnaire, and the CDEO/CTEO
Questionnaire. It focusses on analysing the
environment for teachers and principals and
the support received from CDEOs and CTEOs
in their districts.

6.1. Enabling environment for teachers

This section analyses teacher responses to
the Teacher Questionnaire on professional
enhancement, teaching and assessment
practices, and motivation to teach along
with validating the school environment
statements reported by students in the
previous section.

A total of 558 teachers participated in the
NEA 2021 survey for collecting contextual
questionnaire. In principle, three teachers
from each sample school were asked to
participate, preferably teaching grade i
students in the three test domains. However,
it is to be noted that sampling methods to

Figure 6.1: Physical environment of school for students

Who fall sick are taken care

Keep the campus clean

Have access to clean drinking water

Get to use clean toilets

Have access to safety features/environment
Use playground

Use library

Use computer

With special educational needs have access
to disability-friendly facilities

1- Never 2 - Sometimes
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guarantee representativeness of the

sample were not applied to select teachers.
Therefore, any analysis based on the data
collected from teachers represents ‘teachers
who participated’, not the entire teacher
population and should be interpreted as
sample specific.

6.1.1. School environment

Participant teachers were asked to evaluate
a set of statements concerning students on a
scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always). The average
ratings of teachers are displayed in the figure
below.

The teachers rated highly on the statements,
‘In my school, generally students who fall
sick are taken care’ (3.9), ‘In my school,
generally students keep the campus clean’
(3.8), and ‘In my school, generally students
have access to clean drinking water’ (3.8),
indicating that the activities described in

the statements happened in their schools
almost always. On the other hand, teachers
reported that disability-friendly facilities were
sometimes available for SEN students (2.2).

3 - Often 4 - Always
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Another set of questions were about This indicates that teachers thought their
emotional aspects of their students. Teachers students usually felt safe and happy and
rated highly on student safety (3.7) and only a few of them felt lonely or got bullied.
happiness (3.6) in school, but low on student  Teachers evaluated that their students were
loneliness (1.5) and student bullying (1.7). ‘sometimes’ scared of the principal (1.8) and

the vice principal (2.0).

Figure 6.2: Social and emotional environment of school for students

Students feel safe

Students feel happy

Students are scared of vice principal
Students are scared of principal
Students are bullied

Students are beaten by vice principal
Students are scared of teachers
Students feel lonely

Students are beaten by teachers

Students are beaten by principal

1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Often 4 - Always
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Teachers highly rated the social environment We can conclude that teachers worked in
of work. All the statements included on friendly, cooperative, and orderly school

this topic in the questionnaire were rated environments. The figure below summarises
between an average of 3.5 and 3.7, or close how teachers evaluated each of the

to4 (qlwoys). There is a minor difference in statements.

the ratings of 3.5 and 3.7, meaning teachers

observed the stated items almost always.

Figure 6.3: Social environment of school

Teachers are friendly among themselves
Teachers are friendly with support staff
Team work is encouraged

Teachers are friendly with students
Students are friendly with each other
Principal is friendly with staff

Students follw school rules

Students help each other

Principal is friendly with students

Support staff are friendly with students

1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Often 4 - Always
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6.1.2. Professional enhancement

Teachers participated in various professional
development (PD) programmes in 2021.

The following figure displays the number

of hours teachers participated in PD
programmes on subject content, teaching
methods, assessment practices, action
research, student behaviour management,
internet and communications technology
(ICT), special education needs (SEN), and
counselling.

Figure 6.4: Hours of PD programmes received in 2021

Assessment practices

Action research

Student behaviour management

Information and Communication Technology
Special Education Needs (SEN)

Counselling

20%
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The most frequent category of teachers’
responses was ‘less than 20 hours’ of PD
opportunities for most of the areas including
ICT (59%), subject content (58%), assessment
practices (54%), counselling (54%), teaching
methods (53%), and student behaviour
management (46%). However, many
teachers reported that they never attended
any PD programme on SEN (70%) and

action research (61%). From the responses

of teachers on PD participation, teachers
spent more hours in PD programmes in areas
related to teaching directly, such as subject
content and ICT than others.

40% 60% 80% 100%

ENone M Less m 20 to 39 B 40to 59 H 60 to 80
then 20 hours hours hours
hours
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Teachers were asked to evaluate the impact ~ Teachers felt that PD programmes had a

of PD programmes on a scale of 1to 5, 1 higher impact on areas like assessment

being the lowest and 5 being the highest. On  practices (3.9), teaching methods (3.9), ICT
average, teachers rated the impact of PD (3.8), and subject content (3.8). The following
between 3 and 4 on all the areas of PD. figure demonstrates the ratings of teachers on

the impact of their PD experiences.

Figure 6.5: Impact of PD programmes

Assessment practices

Teaching methods

Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
Subject content

Counselling

Student behaviour managment

Action research

Sepcial Education Needs (SEN)
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6.1.3. Teaching and assessment practices

The Teacher Questionnaire included Teachers evaluated themselves highly on
questions regarding teachers’ teaching emphasising learning intentions. All the
practices on five key aspects - emphasising  statements used were rated close to 4 on
learning intentions, learner centred a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always), meaning
strategies, reflective practices, resources that they prepare lesson plans aligned with

used, and continuous formative assessment.  intended learning outcomes in advance, take
care of students’ prior knowledge, and refer to
the curriculum framework.

Figure 6.6: Teaching practices — Emphasising learning intentions

| prepare lesson plans

My lession plans are in line with the intended learning
outcomes

My lesson plans takes care of students’ prior knowledge
I know the intended learning outcomes

I refere the curriculum framework

1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Often 4 - Always
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Teachers rated all the statements concerning The most highly rated statements were ‘|

learner centred strategies in teaching encourage students to ask questions’ (3.7)
between 3 (often) and 4 (always), except and ‘| make connections between the textbook
the statement, ‘I take students outside the knowledge and real-life situations’ (3.6). This
classroom to learn’ (2.6). It is understandable  suggests teachers embrace learner centric
that teachers could take students outside approaches in their teaching practices.

only on limited occasions considering most
of the teaching are supposed to happen
within the school and in the classroom.

Figure 6.7: Teaching practices - Learner centred strategies

I encourage students to ask questions

I make connections between the textbook knowledge and
rea life situations

I use a variety of insturctional strategies

| use activities that require student collaboration

I use language familiar to students to clarify certain
concepts

I encourage students to draw interaces with reaons

| take students outside the classroom to learn

1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Often 4 - Always
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Teachers’ ratings on reflective teaching It seemed rare for teachers to review lessons
practices were marginally lower than the through video recording (1.7) and conduct
earlier ones, ranging from 1.6 to 3.2. Among action research to improve their teaching (1.6).

the statements asked, only one statement
received a higher average rating than 3
(often), which is ‘I seek professional support
from colleagues’ (3.2).

Figure 6.8: Teaching practices - Reflective practices

I seek professional support from colleagues

HODs observe my lessons

Vice principal observe my lessons

Colleagues provide feedback on the lesson observed
Principal observes my lessons

I maintain a lesson reflection journal

I invite colleagues to observe my lessons

I invite colleagues to observe my lessons

I invite colleagues to observe my lessons

1- Never 2 - Sometimes 3 - Often 4 - Always
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Teachers reported the use of resources
including references and teaching learning
materials (TLM) while teaching. The three
statements were rated between 3 (often)
and 4 (always): 'l use references to support
my teaching’ (3.4), ‘My school supports
usage of a variety of TLMs’ (3.3), and ‘I use
various TLMs' (3.3). The rating was relatively
lower for teachers’ ICT use in teaching (2.8)
and the availability of TLMs in schools (2.9).

Figure 6.9: Teaching practices - Resources used

| use reference to support my teaching

My school supports usage of variety of TLMs

| use various TLMs

My school has ageuqate TLMs

I use ICT in my teaching

1- Never 2 - Sometimes
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Further research is recommended to
understand the resource availability gaps and
accordingly provide adequate resources for
teaching including TLMs and ICT.

3 - Often 4 - Always
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Teachers were asked to evaluate their
assessment practices on a scale of 1

to 4,1 being ‘strongly disagree’ and 4

being ‘strongly agree’. The figure below
summarises teachers’ ratings on the various
statements regarding their assessment
practices. On average, teachers understood
the importance of assessment (3.8) and they
provided oral feedback to students (3.8).
The rating was followed by ‘Il use assessment
tools to assess students’ learning’ (3.7), ‘I
design assessment tasks to find students’
progress in learning’ (3.6), and ‘I provide
written feedback’ (3.5), among others.
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Considering teachers rated most of the
assessment practice statements higher
than 3 (agree), it can be derived that they
were confident with the listed assessment
practices and activities.

Teachers rated lower than 3 on two
statements about students’ self-assessment.
The average rating was 2.9 on the statement,
‘My students do self-assessment’ and 2.6 on
‘My students know how to set criteria for self-
assessment’. This may indicate that student
self-assessment is an area where teachers
need training to guide and engage students.

Figure 6.10: Assessment practices - Continuous formative assessment

I understand the importance of assessment

| provide oral feedback

I use assessment tools to assess students’ learning

I design assessment task to find students’ progress in
learning

| provide written feedback
I know how to develop competency based questions

| use continous formative assessment guidebook

My students improve their work based on the feedback
received

| use assessment accomodations when required

| use adequate training on formative assessment

My students do self-assessment

My students know how to set criteria for self-assessment

1- Strongly
disagree

2 - Disagree
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4 - Strongly
agree



6.1.4. Motivation to teach

Teachers’ motivation to teach students

was investigated through the Teacher
Questionnaire. The Questionnaire asked
participants to rate several statements on a
scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly
agree).

Figure 6.11: Motivation to teach - Student interest

I have good rapport with students

My effrts results in positive learning outcomes

In my class students are interested to learn

1- Strongly
disagree

2 - Disagree
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Teachers rated highly on the statement
related to the interest of students. They
agreed that they had good rapport with

their students (3.6). They also said that

their efforts in teaching resulted in positive
learning outcomes of students (3.5).
Teachers considered that their students were
interested to learn in the class (3.5).

3 - Agree 4 - Strongly

agree
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In general, teachers agreed that they had

a good relationship with their principals

(3.7) and received support from their school
principals (3.6), vice principals (3.5), HODs
(3.5) and the district education offices (3.1)
for their work. Teachers rated higher than

3 (agree) on other statements on support.
The statements include ‘The management is
flexible in addressing my professional needs’
(3.3), ' am recognised appropriately for my
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initiative’ (3.2), and 'l depend on colleagues
for professional support’ (3.2). There was
only one statement whose rating fell under
3, ‘There is adequate support from parents’
(2.9). This indicates that teachers felt
support from parents was less than that
from other stakeholders. The following figure
summarises the responses from teachers
on the support from different groups of
stakeholders.

Figure 6.12: Motivation to teach — Support from management, peer and stakeholders

I have good relation with my principal

Principal supports my work

Vice principal supports my work

HOD supports my work

The management is flexible in addressing my professional
needs

I am recognised appropriately for my initiative
I depend on colleagues for professional support

There is adequate support from the Dzongkhag/Thromde
education office

There is adequate support from parents

1 - Strongly
disagree
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2 - Disagree

3 - Agree

4 - Strongly
agree
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It seems that teachers were satisfied with
their job. They agreed that they were proud
to be a teacher (3.6) and satisfied with their
salaries (3.3). In addition, they did not think of
changing their profession (2.0).

Figure 6.13: Motivation to teach — Job satisfaction

I am proud to be a teacher

I am satisfied with my salary

I think of changing my profession

1- Strongly 2 - Disagree 3 - Agree 4 - Strongly

disagree agree
When we considered the age of teachers Figure 6.14: Job satisfaction by age group - | think
and school location, findings showed of changing my profession

slight differences in teachers’ ratings of

job satisfaction. Younger teachers and/or
teachers teaching in rural areas seemed to
be considering a change of profession. The 3
tables below display the average ratings of

the three job satisfaction statements by the

age group of teachers and school location. 2
1
30 yeras 31to 40 41to 50 More
and years years than 51
below years

Figure 6.15: Job satisfaction by school location - |
think of changing my profession

Urban Rural
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In addition, older teacher groups expressed
satisfaction with their salaries more than
younger groups. However, it is to be noticed
that the gaps in the ratings were narrow as
we can see in the figure below.

6.2. Enabling environment for
principals

This section analyses responses from the
Principal Questionnaire collected from 284
schools which participated in NEA 2021. The
analysis focuses on investigating principals’
attitudes towards the profession, efficacy of
teachers, community engagement, social
aspects of school environment, monitoring

and support, and the nine student attributes.
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Figure 6.16: Job satisfaction by age group — am
satisfied with my salary

30 yeras 31to 40 41to 50 More
and years years than 51
below years

6.2.1. Attitudes towards the profession

Principals agreed that their students were
interested in learning, by giving an average
rating of 3.4 on a scale of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). This result
matches with the responses that came
from teachers on students’ interests (3.5),
discussed in the previous section.

Figure 6.17: Attitudes towards profession — Students’ interests

In my school, students are interested to learn M

1 - Strongly 2 - Disagree

disagree
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3 - Agree 4 - Strongly
agree
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Principals reported they had a good rapport
with students (3.8) and staff (3.7). They
believed that their efforts resulted in positive
student learning outcomes (3.7). Principals
helped students to be collaborative (3.6) and
innovative (3.5).

Figure 6.18: Attitudes towards profession — Management efficacy

4
I have good rapport with students
I have good rapport with staff
The effort | put result in positive student learning outcomes
| provides avnenues for students’ collaboration
| provides avenues for students to be innovative
1- Strongly 2 - Disagree 3 - Agree 4 - Strongly
disagree agree
Principals evaluated that they received They rated around 3 (agree) on the support
adequate support from both junior and from MoE (3.1 from the Department of
senior staff in school (3.7), vice principals School Education, 3.0 from the Department
(3.6), and the district education offices (3.3). of Service, and 3.0 from the Department of

Youth and Sports). The support from the locall
government was rated slightly lower as 2.7,
oscillating between ‘disagree’ and ‘agree’.
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Principals evaluated that they received
adequate support from both junior and
senior staff in school (3.7), vice principals

(3.6), and the district education offices (3.3).

They rated around 3 (agree) on the support
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from MoE (3.1 from the Department of

School Education, 3.0 from the Department
of Service, and 3.0 from the Department of
Youth and Sports). The support from the local
government was rated slightly lower as 2.7,
oscillating between ‘disagree’ and ‘agree’.

Figure 6.19: Attitudes towards profession — Support from stakeholders

There is adequate support from junior staff

There is adequate support from senior staff

There is adequate support from vi