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Executive Summary

Introduction and Method

This study is on primary education amid the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. The study reflects only
the BRAC school programme. Educational activities and literacy skills of the fifth-grade students of six
types of BRAC schools were compared. A comparison of BRAC school findings with similar national
estimates was also made. The school types are Non-formal education under the Integrated Develop-
ment Programme of BRAC (NFE-IDP), Second Chance Education for Out of School Children
(SCE-OOSC), Non- formal education for Marma children (NFE-Marma), Bridge school, single-class-
room Shishu Niketan [Shishu Niketan (single)], and multi-classroom Shishu Niketan [Shishu Niketan
(multi)]. The BRAC school sample includes 3,822 students of Grade 5 from 190 schools located in 97
upazilas/thanas under 44 districts. The national sample consists of 800 students of the same Grade
from 200 villages located in 100 upazilas/thanas under 64 districts. The sampled students were
brought under a literacy test using the tool developed by the Education Watch group, a Civil Society
initiative to monitor educational progress in Bangladesh. All other information was collected by inter-
viewing the parents. The BRAC sample also includes information from 410 teachers. Data for this
study were collected in December 2021.



Findings

The students’ background

1. The age of students ranged from 9-15 years,
with a mean of 11.6. Over 53% of the students
were girls. NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC, NFE-Marma,
and Bridge school had more girls than boys; it
was the other way around in two types of Shishu
Niketan. A third of the students were from urban
schools.

2. The mothers were more educated than the
fathers. Half of the mothers and 41.1% of the
fathers completed primary education. Both
parents of 30.7% of the students had this level of
education, and none of 16.6% had schooling.
Both parents of 64.2% of multi-classroom
Shishu Niketan students, 7.4% of single class-
room Shishu Niketan, 27.8% of Bridge school,
18.8% of SCE-OOSC, 13.1% of NFE-IDP, and
4.1% of NFE-Marma completed primary educa-
tion.

3. The principal source of household income
includes day labour (20.6%), agriculture
(16.5%), salaried job (16.2%), small business
(15.8%), self-employment (8.7%), rickshaw/van
pulling (8.4%), driving (6.4%), remittance
(4.9%), and others (2.5%). At least one member
of 48.8% of the households became unem-
ployed during the pandemic. Food security
status decreased for three-quarters of the
households.

4. Overall, 73.7% of the students studied in
other schools before admitting to BRAC
schools. This was 91.2% in Bridge school,
73.8% in multi-classroom Shishu Niketan,
59.4% in SCE-OOSC, 46.8% in NFE- IDP,
46.3% in single classroom Shishu Niketan, and
17.3% in NFE-Marma.

5. Of the sampled students, 93.2% were admit-

ted to BRAC schools before the pandemic and
4.1% during the pandemic; both continued in
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BRAC schools until the fieldwork of this study.
The remaining students were admitted to other
schools (1.3%) or dropped out of the education
system (1.3%) during the pandemic.

The teachers’ background

1. Over 93% of the teachers of multi-classroom
Shishu Niketan and 100% of the remaining five
types were females. Their age ranged from
19-53 years, with a mean of 31.8.

2. Nearly 32% of the teachers completed
secondary education, 45.3% completed higher
secondary education, 17.2% had a Bachelor’s
degree, and 5.6% had a Master’s degree. Over
69% of the teachers of multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, 22.5% of SCE- OOSC, 15% of Bridge
school, 12.5% of single classroom Shishu
Niketan, 8% of NFE-IDP, and none of NFE-Mar-
ma had at least a Bachelor’s degree.

3. Sixty-nine percent of the teachers joined
BRAC schools on or before starting schooling
for this cohort of students under study, 24.8%
after starting school but before the pandemic,
and 6.4% during the pandemic. About 85% of
the teachers reported having basic training. The
remaining did not, as they were replacement
teachers. All got refresher training.

4. The length of experience of the teachers
ranged from 0-30 years, with a mean of 9.6. The
mean was highest in single classroom Shishu
Niketan (12.2 years), followed by SCE-OOSC
(9.5 years), Bridge school (9.3 vyears),
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan (7.2 years),
NFE-IDP (4.8 years) and NFE-Marma (4.2
years), respectively.



Availability of ICT gadgets at home
and their use

1. Over 92% of the households had feature
phones in 2020 and 2021. In 2020, 46.5% had
smartphones, 53.1% had television sets, and
41.5% had Internet. These were 51.5%, 53.3%
and 46.4%, respectively, in 2021. Ninety-four per-
cent of the NFE-Marma households and over
99% of the others had a feature or a smart-
phone.

2. The students used ICT gadgets for education-
al purposes during school closure — 91.1% in
2020 and 83.6% in 2021. A decrease in this was
observed in NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC and Bridge
school only. No gender difference was observed
in this. More rural students used ICT gadgets
than urban students in 2020, but no difference
was observed in 2021. BRAC school students,
in general, were much ahead of the students in
the national sample — 91.1% versus 25.4% in
2020 and 83.6% versus 27.9% in 2021.

Engagement in education at home

1. The BRAC school teachers, on average,
offered 38.7 phone and 38.2 home classes,
totaling 76.9. The students’ participation rate
was 68.5% in the former and 71.2% in the latter;
overall, 69.8%. A wide variation was observed in
both by school type. A large proportion of the
students of SCE-OOSC and NFE-Marma did not
participate in any phone class. 1

2. The parents compared three types of classes.
Out of 10, they scored 9.5 for face-to-face class-
es, 7.1 for home classes, and 5.1 for phone
classes.

3. Nearly 70% of the students submitted assign-
ments with wide variation by school type — from
34.2% in NFE-IDP to 90.7% in multi-classroom
Shishu Niketan. The majority of them did assign-
ments rarely or sometimes. The girls were more

likely to do assignments than boys (71.9% vs.
67.1%), and more urban students than rural
areas did assignments (89.2% vs. 60.2%).
BRAC school students were significantly less
likely to do assignments than the students in the
national sample (69.7% vs. 78.2%).

4. Nearly two-fifths of the students claimed to
watch television classes — 37.6% of the boys
and 41.5% of the girls, and 32.9% in rural and
53.8% in urban areas. A wide variation was also
observed by school type — none of NFE-Marma
to 54.7% of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan.
The students in the national sample were far
behind the BRAC school students in watching
television classes, with only 15.3% of them
availing of this.

5. The household members’ tutored 65.3% of
the students, and 29.7% availed of private tutor-
ing, substantially varying by school type.2No
gender difference was observed in any of them,
but the rural students were ahead of the urban
students in both. Their household members
tutored over 68% of rural and 58.7% of urban
students, and 31.5% of rural and 26% of urban
students availed of private tutoring. Whereas no
difference was observed between BRAC and
the national sample in household members’
tutoring, 65.7% of national sample students
availed of private tutoring compared to 29.7% in
BRAC.

Assessment of literacy skills

1. Overall, 34.9% of BRAC school students
achieved literacy skills. No gender difference
was observed. The literacy rate was 36.7%
among rural and 30.9% among urban students.

1 The fact is that the phone classes were arranged for the
students of 30 SCE-OOSC schools only and it was not possible
to arrange the phone classes for NFE-Marma due to Internet
connectivity problem.

2 Household members tutoring is free but private tutoring
refers to on payment tutoring mostly provided by the outsiders.



The rate was 56.1% in multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, 41.9% in single classroom Shishu
Niketan, 36.6% in Bridge school, 33.9% in
NFE-IDP, 21.5% in SCE-OOSC, and 7.5% in
NFE-Marma.

2. No gender difference was observed in literacy
rate in any school type. The urban-rural differ-
ence persisted in two types. In SCE-OOSC, the
rural students significantly outperformed the
urban students, but in single classroom Shishu
Niketan, the urban students surpassed their
rural counterparts.

3. Component-wise, 92% of the students had
reading skills, over three-quarters had writing
and numeracy skills, and 41% had application
skills. The girls did better than the boys in writing
skills, but both did equally in the others. The
rural students outperformed the urban students
in each component.

4. Compared to 27.2% of the students in the
national sample, the BRAC school students
achieved 7.7 percentage points more literacy
skills. The BRAC's rate was 0.4 percentage
points higher than the projected national figure
for the year. BRAC school students’ supremacy
over the students in the national sample was
observed in all four components of literacy.
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5. Students’ participation in phone and home
classes and doing assignments significantly
contributed to predicting their literacy skills by
controlling the effects of their background and
school-andteacher-related factors.

Recommendations

1. The findings related to the educational activi-
ties amid school closure and other related
issues including literacy test results need to be
discussed at the management level and dissem-
inated to the field level managers, programme
organisers and teachers. More explanation
along with pros and cons and the challenges of
the initiatives should be explored aiming to rede-
sign the three specific initiatives — phone and
home classes and assignments.

2. An experimental design with at least one
school type may be considered with an aim to
make phone and home classes and the assign-
ments entangled parts of BRAC education provi-
sion along with face-to-face classroom activities.
A randomised control trial with various degrees
of each of these initiatives may help find out the
threshold of the composition of activities and
investment for maximising learning achieve-
ment.
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Background

BRAC is famous for its non-formal education programme. The BRAC Education Programme (BEP) has
a long experience in providing primary education through various alternative modes to the children of
lower economic strata of the population living mostly in rural areas and urban slums. Starting in 1985,
this initiative, throughout its journey, emphasised girls’ access to education, specifically those from
households being marginalised in different ways. The cadre of teaching staff is comprised of females
from the communities. Continuous refresher training of teachers, close supervision by parents
and BRAC staff and independent monitoring are keys to the success of this initiative (Nath & Shahja-
mal, 2010). About 6.2 million children completed primary education in BRAC schools over a period of
three-and-a-half decades (1985-2021) (BEP monitoring data 2022). The quality of education provided
through BEP was observed as satisfactory compared to the state-run mainstream primary education
system (Nath et al. 1999; Nath, 2006, 2012).

Along with all spectra of human life, education has been disrupted amid the coronavirus (COVID-19)
pandemic (UNESCO, 2020). In Bangladesh, classroom activities of the whole school education system
were shut down for one-and-a-half years amid the pandemic. The country has ranked as one of the top
few countries with uninterrupted longest school closures (UNESCO global dataset, 2021). Like many
other educational institutions in Bangladesh, the teachers and students of BRAC schools adopted
some alternative methods to carry out education during this period. This research is an attempt to com-
pare different types of BRAC primary school initiatives just after the reopening of the schools. Some
comparisons were also made with relevant national statistics wherever possible. The national statistics
were taken from a recent study on education in Bangladesh during COVID-19 school closure
(Nath et al. 2022).

The BRAC school programme

At present (in 2021), BEP had six different types
of initiatives. These include Non-formal educa-
tion under the Integrated Development
Programme of BRAC (NFE-IDP), Second
Chance Education for Out of School Children
(SCE-OOSC), Non-formal education for Marma
children (NFE-Marma), Bridge school, single
classroom Shishu Niketan [Shishu Niketan
(single)], and multi-classroom Shishu Niketan
[Shishu Niketan (multi)]. Except for the last type,
all others are single classroom, one teacher
schools with around 30 students in each. There-
fore, only a cohort of students stay in each of
these types of schools at a time, but multiple
cohorts in the remaining. Students take their
seats on mats in all other types except the two
types of Shishu Niketan. Chairs and tables are
used in both single-and-multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan. The national curriculum is followed in
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each type. Free textbooks provided by the
National Curriculum and Textbook Board
(NCTB) are used including some supplementary
materials produced by BEP. It requires at least a
Bachelor's degree to be a teacher in the
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan, but a Second-
ary School Certificate for the remaining. A short
description of each type is provided below.

Non-formal education under the Integrated
Development Programme of BRAC (NFE-
IDP): This is BRAC’s traditional non-formal
school designed for children of age 8-10 years,
who did not admit to school or dropped out of
education after 1-2 years of schooling. The
students complete five academic years of prima-
ry education (Grades 1-5) over a period of
four calendar years.



Second Chance Education for Out of School
Children (SCE-OOSC): This type is similar to
NFE-IDP. SCE-OOSC is located in one rural and
one urban location in two different districts. BEP
runs this type under an agreement with the
Bureau of Non-Formal Education (BNFE) of the
government of Bangladesh.

Non-formal education for Marma children
(NFE-Marma): This type of school is specifically
designed for the children of a small ethnic com-
munity— Marma. Starting from pre-primary the
students complete their primary education in this
school within six calendar years. The full lesson
in pre-primary is provided in Marma language
which gradually decreases to 5% in the 5th
Grade. Bangla and English are introduced in
Grade 1 with 20% and 10% share, respectively;
which end up with 70% and 20%, respec-
tively.

Bridge school: Bridge school admits only those
children who have dropped out of the formal
education system in Grades 2—4. The admitted
students go through a bridge course for four
months and then start lessons of Grade 2 or 3—
based on their level at the end of the bridge
course. After the bridge course, those who start
lessons in 2nd Grade receive an education of

additional 36 months to complete the full course
of primary education. This is 32 months for
those who start with the lessons of 3rd Grade.

Shishu Niketan (single classroom): This
fee-based school starts from pre-primary or
Grade 1 and ends at Grade 5. This is also a
single classroom, one teacher school. Tuition
fees are mostly the same in each Grade. The
duration of schooling is 5/6 calendar years
depending on the starting Grade.

Shishu Niketan (multi-classroom): This is
also a fee-based school, though the fees are
higher than single classroom Shishu Niketan.
Tuition fees gradually increase with the
increase of Grade. This school starts from
pre-primary and ends at Grade 5 taking six
calendar years. Led by a headteacher this type
of school has many classrooms and teachers.
Each classroom has 30-35 students. In 2021, a
total of 3,567 BRAC schools were in operation
with 110,404 students. The maijority of these
students were in Grade 5 — 88,347 students in
3,209 schools. Table 1.1 shows the number of
schools and students in Grade 5 and the
percentage of girls by school type. On average,
53.6% of the students were girls.

School type o:l :;‘12‘:15 ostLtllebeer:'ts i
girls

NFE-IDP 696 61.1
SCE-O0SC 18,969 56.4
NFE-Marma 75 46.7
Bridge school 1,700 47,630 54.7
Shishu Niketan (single) 19,172 46.7
Shishu Niketan (multi) 1,805 46.2
Total 3,209 88,347 53.6

Table 1.1. Distribution of fifth-grade students by BRAC school type



These 5th Graders started their schooling with
the above BRAC schools 2—4 years back from
the start of the coronavirus (COVID-19)
pandemic. All these BRAC schools were also
shut down on 17 March 2020 when all educa-
tional institutions in the country were closed by a
government directive. Like all other schools in
the country, the classroom activities of BRAC
schools were postponed until 11 September
2021. Therefore, the students experienced
school closure for 18 months.

Educational activities during school
closure

The BRAC Education Programme (BEP) took
several initiatives to continue the education of
the students of its schools. The first instruction to
the students was to stay at home safely and to
review the previous lessons already taught
before school closure. The parents were asked
to facilitate this as much as they can with their
limited education. The three specific initiatives of
BEP are assignments, phone classes, and home
classes.

Assignments: These are mostly exercises for
the students on languages, mathematics and
other subjects, where questions are written on a
piece of paper keeping space for students’ work.
The teachers reached these (known as sheets)
to the students’ homes and collected them after
a certain duration. They were supposed to get
back those to the students with their feedback.
This was for a short duration, say 6-8 weeks.

Phone classes: The teachers arranged weekly
group calls over cell phones for approximately-
half an hour dividing the students into 5/6
groups. The students in a particular group were
fixed considering the closeness of their homes.
During each half hour of class, the teachers
discussed lessons and provided their instruc-
tions for further studies or homework. The
students were also allowed to ask questions to
their teachers. These remote classes were
arranged when there were restrictions on mass
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movements from the administration (central or
local) due to the pandemic.

Home classes: The teachers arranged these
face-to-face classes at the premises of the
students when there were no restrictions on
mass movements. The same group of students
participated in each class on a prefixed prem-
ise. This was mostly a mini classroom with a
duration of slightly more than a phone class.
The activities were similar to that in a phone
class.

At least one phone or home class was arranged
per week for each group of students. Some
student groups got three classes in a fortnight if
the number of groups was less. The assign-
ments were centrally created. The trainers of
the BEP central office trained the Programme
Organizers, who then provided training to the
teachers on the new teaching methods. Guide-
lines for each of the above activities and neces-
sary instructions for the teachers were provided
by the central office of BEP. BEP branch offices
provided supervision and monitoring. Note that
BEP had no budget provision for the phone
classes for the students of SCE-OOSC. Only
30 such schools had some arrangement on a
pilot basis. The phone classes were not possi-
ble to arrange in NFE-Marma schools due to
Internet connectivity problems. The other issue
is that due to reduced COVID-19 protocol
restriction, the number of home classes has
increased in 2021 than in 2020 and therefore,
the number of phone classes has decreased.

In addition to the above, the students were
asked to watch academic programmes on Ban-
gladesh Television or Sangsad Television
(afterwards called television class). The televi-
sion classes were universal and were organ-
ised under the auspices of the Ministry of
Primary and Mass Education (MoPME).



Rationale

The management team of BEP expressed its
interest to BRAC Institute of Educational Devel-
opment (BRAC IED), BRAC University to have a
comparative analysis of the learning achieve-
ment of the students of various types of schools
under its operation. A question, therefore, came
whether the analysis should consider the
students of all the Grades or a sample of
Grades. A consensus was made to assess the
learning achievement of only the 5th Graders
because they occupied four-fifths of the total
number of BRAC school students in 2021. The
other benefit of this was also brought in mind —
assessment of the 5th Graders would allow
comparing BRAC school students with the
national level assessment of 5th Graders under
the study education in Bangladesh during
COVID-19 school closure (popularly known as
‘learning-loss study’), if the same assessment
tool is used.

Study objectives

With the above considerations, the following
were the objectives of this study.

1. To make a comparison of educational activi-
ties during the school closure and literacy
levels of the 5th Grade students of six types of
BRAC schools, viz., NFE-IDP, NFE-Marma,
SCE-OOSC, Bridge school, Shishu Niketan
(single classroom), and Shishu Niketan
(multi-classroom);

2. To compare the educational activities and
literacy levels of the students of BRAC schools
with the similar estimates of 5th Graders
obtained from the ‘learning-loss study’;

3. To estimate the dropout rate of the students
of the aforementioned BRAC schools during
the school closure; and

4. To explore the factors predicting literacy skills
of BRAC school students specifically to identify
the role of the educational activities during the
pandemic in attaining literacy skills.






CHAPTER

Research Method




Alarge scale sample survey of students was the main method. A representative sample of students was

selected keeping a provision of independent estimates by school type. These students were brought
under a literacy test and their parents were interviewed for relevant information. In addition, the teach-

ers of the sampled students provided some information. Grade 5 students’ data from the national ‘learn-

ing loss study’ were used to compare the BRAC school findings with the national scenario. The follow-
ing sections provide relevant methodological information about the BRAC school sample. Similar infor-
mation on the national sample is available in Nath et al. (2022).

The instruments

Three instruments were used to collect data for
this study. These are a literacy assessment test,
a questionnaire for students’ information, and a
teacher questionnaire. A brief description of the
instruments is given below.

Literacy assessment test: This is a 23-item
tool assessing skills in the areas of reading,
writing, numeracy and application of these three
skills. Each area contains six items. This tool is
used one-to-one basis. It has two equivalent
sets (Sets Ka and Kha), which are used equally
distributing in the sample. The average duration
of the test is about 40 minutes per respondent.
The data reliability is 90% (Ahmed et al. 2003).

Questionnaire for students’ information:
Information related to the socio-economic back-
ground of the students, their demography, activi-
ties to continue education during school closure,
and attendance in school before and after school
closure due to the pandemic are the issues of
this questionnaire.

Teacher questionnaire: This includes a list of
all students who were admitted to BRAC schools
before the pandemic, those who were admitted
during the pandemic and identification of those
who left school. In addition, the distance
between school and branch office, teachers’
age, gender, educational qualification, training,
length of experience, and joining time in BRAC
school were the issues of this questionnaire.
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Sample

The students were the key to this study. There-
fore, their literacy skills were considered the
key to calculating the sample size for the study.
Considering 50% literacy rate, 95% confidence
limit, 5% error of precision, design effect 1.5
and 25% dropout rate, it was estimated that a
sample of 800 students would be required for
each school type. The formula provided in
Cochran (1977) was used in calculating the
sample size. The sample was drawn at two
levels. Forty schools were randomly selected
from each of the four types [viz., SCE-OOSC,
Bridge school, Shishu Niketan (single), and
Shishu Niketan (multi-class)]. In each of the
selected schools, 20 students were randomly
selected. On the other hand, all the students of
the other two types [NFE-IDP and NFE-Marma]
were brought in the sample. Therefore, a total
of (800 x 4 + 696 + 75 =) 3,971 students were
sampled for the study from 190 schools. These
schools were located in 97 upazilas/thanas
under 44 districts.

BEP head office provided the list of the
schools. The teachers of the sampled schools
provided the students’ list [the headteachers in
the case of Shishu Niketan (multi-classroom)].
Although 3,971 students were sampled, 3,822
could be successfully brought under the study.
Table 2.1 shows the sample at a glance.



School type

NFE-IDP
SCE-O0SC
NFE-Marma

Bridge school
Shishu Niketan (single)
Shishu Niketan (multi)

Total

Table 2.1. Sample at a glance

Fieldwork

The school sample was drawn by the Research
Team, but the student sample by the trained
Field Research Assistants (FRAs). Recruitment
and training of the FRAs were held in Dhaka.
The Research Team members trained them.
The FRAs started their fieldwork by interviewing
the teachers of the sampled schools and collect-
ing the student list from them. They adminis-
tered the literacy test to the sampled students
and interviewed the parents of the students for
administering the questionnaire for students’
information. All the interviews were held at the
homes of the respondents. As the FRAs visited
the respondents unnoticed, some of them had
to visit more than once. A total of 53 FRAs
worked dividing them into 24 teams. Three
supervisors and the Research Team members
supervised the fieldwork. The training of the
FRAs was held in the last week of November
2021 and the fieldwork took the whole month of
December 2021.

Number of students

Number

i HEEEl Initial Actual
sample sample

25 696 613

40 800 800

5 75 75

40 800 775

40 800 800

40 800 759
3,971 3,822

Data analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS version 21) was used in analysing data.
Basic statistics such as mean, median, standard
deviation, frequency distribution, quintiles, rate
(in percentage form) etc., were the tools to
understand the situation. Cross-tabulations with
two or more variables were often done. Appro-
priate statistical tests were carried out to find the
significance of the differences. A multiple logistic
regression analysis was also performed to fulfill
the requirement of a specific objective. The
student and teacher samples were not propor-
tional to the respective population; therefore,
weights had to be used for aggregated
estimates. Weights by school type were calcu-
lated using the procedure given in Cochran
(1977). Annexes 2.1 and 2.2 provide the
weights used.
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This chapter presents the background characteristics of the students under study. It has three distinct
sections. These are about the schools, the students, and the teachers.

The schools

Out of 190 study schools, 130 were located in rural and 60 in urban areas. All NFE-IDP and NFE-Mar-
ma schools were located in rural areas. Overall, two-thirds of the students were from rural schools and
one- third from urban schools. The proportion of urban students was 55% in SCE-OOSC, 33.4% in
Bridge school, 12.3% in single classroom Shishu Niketan, and 39.3% in multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan (Table 3.1). On average, the schools were 10.5 kilometres away from the branch offices of
BEP from which they were administered. The urban schools were 7.9 kilometres and the rural schools
were 11.7 kilometres away from the branch offices. The average distance from branch office to school
was 2.9 kilometres for NFE- IDP, 9.2 kilometres for SCE-OOSC, 17 kilometres for NFE-Marma, 10.5
kilometres for Bridge school, 12 kilometres for single classroom Shishu Niketan, and 8.3 kilometres for
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan.

The students

single-classroom and 46.6% in the multi-class-
room schools. This was 52.3% in rural areas

Traditionally BRAC schools admit more girls than
boys. The proportion of girls was 53.3% in the

sample, which was not the case for each school
type (Table 3.1). More girls than boys were
admitted to four school types; these are NFE-IDP
(59.9%), SCE-OOSC (58.9%), Bridge school
(53.5%) and NFE-Marma (52%). An opposite
scenario was observed in both types of Shishu
Niketan. The proportion of girls was 47.8% in the

% of

School type urban og/‘;r?sf
students

NFE-IDP 0.0 59.9
SCE-O0SC 55.0 58.9
NFE-Marma 0.0 52.0
Bridge school 33.4 53.5
Shishu Niketan (single) 12.3 47.8
Shishu Niketan (multi) 39.3 46.6

Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001
Total 33.2 53.3

Table 3.1. Area, gender and age distribution of students by school type
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and 55.3% in urban areas (Annex 3.1). A mini-
mal difference was observed in the proportion
of girls between rural and urban schools in
three types: SCE-OOSC, Bridge school, and
Shishu Niketan (single). In the multi-classroom
Shishu Niketan, 45.8% were in rural and 48% in
urban areas.

Age (Years)

Range Mean SD Median
9-15 1.4 1.6 11.0
9-15 12.0 1.7 12.0
9-15 11.5 1.5 11.0
9-15 11.6 1.6 11.0
9-15 11.2 1.4 11.0
9-15 1.1 1.2 11.0

p<0.001

9-15 11.6 1.6 11.0



The age of the students varied from 9-15
years, with a mean of 11.6 years and a standard
deviation of 1.6 (Table 3.1). Overall, 5.6% of the
students were of age nine years, 21.1% were of
age 10 years, 28% were of age 11 years, 19.8%
were of age 12 years, 13.6% were of age 13
years, and 12% were of age 14-15 years
(Annex 3.2). The mean age of the students
varied from 11.1 to 12 years by school type. It
was 11.1 years in multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, 11.2 years in single classroom Shishu
Niketan, 11.4 years in NFE-IDP, 11.5 years in
NFE-Marma, 11.6 years in Bridge school, and
12 years in SCE-OOSC (Table 3.1). This was

Parents completing primary education

School type
Mother’s
NFE-IDP 26.0
SCE-O0SC 38.9
NFE-Marma 9.5
Bridge school 48.0
Shishu Niketan (single) 68.0
Shishu Niketan (multi) 79.6
Level of significance p<0.001

Total 50.8

50.8% of the mothers and 41.1% of the fathers
completed primary education (Table 3.2). Both
parents of 30.7% of the students completed
primary education, and none of 16.6% of the
students had a single year of schooling. Com-
paring each of the above indicators, it was
observed that the parents of the students of
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan were the most
educated, followed by those of single-classroom
Shishu Niketan, Bridge school, SCE-OOSC,
NFE-IDP and NFE-Marma, respectively.

Percentage distribution of parents by the level of
education separately for rural and urban areas

Both parents

never
Father’s Both schooled
241 13.1 128.0
30.9 18.8 22.9
20.3 4.1 68.5
38.4 27.8 15.8
55.9 47.4 12.8
70.1 64.2 5.0
p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
411 30.7 16.6

Table 3.2. Percentage of students by parental education and school type

11.5 years among rural and 11.7 vyears
among urban students (Annex 3.2).

The mothers were more educated than the
fathers measured in years of schooling com-
pleted. Of the mothers, 25.6% never admitted
to school, 23.5% admitted to the school but
dropped out before completing primary educa-
tion, 46.2% completed primary education but
left school before completing secondary educa-
tion, and 4.7% completed secondary education
or studied more (Annex 3.3). These figures
were 36.7%, 22.1%, 33.4% and 7.8% among
the fathers (Annex 3.4). It was observed that

are provided in Annexes 3.5 and 3.6. The
parents of the rural school students were more
educated than those in urban areas. For
instance, 56.6% of rural and 39.2% of urban
mothers, 45.7% of rural and 32% of urban
fathers completed primary education (Table 3.3).
Both parents of 36.3% of rural and 19.4% of
urban school students had such a level of
education. Both parents of about a fifth of the
urban students and 15.1% of the rural students
had no schooling. School type-wise analysis
also shows a similar result for each type.



Parents completing primary education Both parents

School type
Mothers Fathers Both eSyEc oo
Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban
SCE-00SC 51.4 28.7 38.4 24.8 28.1 11.0 22.3 23.4
Bridge school 51.9 40.2 416 32.0 32.0 19.3 14.2 18.9
Shishu Niketan (single) ~ 67.8 69.4 56.3 53.6 47.7 45.4 13.2 10.3
Shishu Niketan (multi) 85.1 71.2 72.7 66.0 68.0 58.4 3.8 6.8

Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
Total 56.6 39.2 45.7 32.0 36.3 19.4 151 19.6

Table 3.3. Percentage of students by parental education, school type and area

Information on the principal income sources of this. The highest proportion of the households
the students’ households was collected. Over lived on agriculture in two types, viz., NFE-IDP
69% of the households were concentrated in (34.7%) and NFE-Marma (64%). It was day
four sources of income (Table 3.4). These are labour in another two types — SCE-OOSC (27%)
day labour (20.6%), agriculture (16.5%), small and Bridge school (20.3%). Although small busi-
business (15.8%), and salaried job (16.2%). ness was the principal source of income for the
The other sources include self-employment highest proportion of households of multi-class-
(8.7%), rickshaw/van pulling (8.4%), driving room Shishu Niketan, it was agriculture (22%)
(6.4%), remittance (4.9%), and others (2.5%). and small business (20.1%) for single classroom
School type-wise variation was observed in Shishu Niketan. A similar type of rural-urban
School type
Senoottype NFE-  SCE-  NFE-  Bridge Nmonu Shishu ot
IDP OOSC Marma school

(single)  (muilti)

Agriculture 34.7 10.1 64.0 16.6 22.0 11.5 16.5
Day labour 29.7 27.0 29.3 20.3 15.8 1.5 20.6
Salaried job 4.2 20.8 1.3 17.2 10.1 15.5 16.2
Small business 14.5 15.9 4.0 135 20.1 291 15.8
Driver 0.3 5.0 0.0 6.8 6.9 6.5 6.4
Rickshaw/van puller 4.7 1.4 0.0 7.7 7.2 7.5 8.4
Self-employed 3.6 6.9 1.3 9.5 8.9 9.4 8.7
Remittance 2.4 1.1 0.0 515 6.8 5.9 4.9
Others 5.7 1.9 0.0 2.7 22 3.2 25
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 3.4. Percentage distribution of students by the principal sources of household income and school type
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variation was observed in each school type
(Annex 3.7). Overall, agriculture was at the top
in rural areas, and it was the salaried job in
urban areas. Rural households were also ahead
of urban households in terms of remittance as
the primary source of income.

At least one member in 48.8% of the households
lost their earnings during the pandemic (Table
3.5). This was highest in SCE-OOSC (59.8%),
followed by single classroom Shishu Niketan

At least one

increased in 1.1% of the households and
remained the same in 14.9% (Annex 3.9).
Expenditure decreased in 42.4% of the house-
holds, increased in 23.3% of the households,
and remained the same in 34.3% (Annex 3.10).
The respondents rated their households’ yearly
food security status on a four-point scale. The
points in the scale were always in deficit, some-
times in deficit, breakeven, and surplus. They
did so for two different periods — during and
before the pandemic considering both income

HH food security
status decreased

hool Income Expenditure
School type mfm&%';,‘ggs ara | et Onestep  Two steps
NFE-IDP 34.3 79.8 42.6 65.6 8.3
SCE-OOSC 59.8 88.0 37.9 58.0 20.8
NFE-Marma 0.0 60.0 30.7 48.0 &73
Bridge school 45.3 84.5 45.8 5815 241
Shishu Niketan (single) 47.9 79.5 39.0 49.6 21.4
Shishu Niketan (multi) 441 76.5 38.7 47.8 25.6
Level of significance p<0.001

Total 48.8 83.8 42.4 53.7 22.7

Table 3.5. Percentage of households by school type and various indicators related to economic status during the pandemic

(47.9%), Bridge school (45.3%) and multi-class-
room Shishu Niketan (44.1%), respectively.
Whereas at least one member of 34.3% of the
households of NFE-IDP lost their earnings, it
was none in NFE-Marma. Those who lost their
income, on average, lost it for four months. One
per cent of them were unemployed at the time of
fieldwork of this study. Being unemployed was
more common in urban areas than in rural areas
—62% versus 42.2% (Annex 3.8). The urban-ru-
ral difference was much higher in SCE-OOSC
households than in

and Bridge school

multi-classroom Shishu Niketan.

The income and expenditure patterns of the
households have changed during the pandemic.
Income decreased in 83.8% of the households,

and expenditure of all heads. Before the
pandemic, 1% of the households rated them as
always in deficit, 10% sometimes in deficit,
50.9% breakeven, and 38.1% surplus (Annex
3.11). The proportions of households always in
deficit and sometimes in deficit have increased
during the pandemic and reached 10.9% and
55.9%, respectively (Annex 3.12). On the other
hand, the proportion of breakeven and surplus
households decreased to 28.5% and 4.7%,
respectively. Such a change was observed in
each type of school. Overall, an increase in
household food security status was observed in
1.4% of the households; it was stable in 22.2%,
one-step decreased in 53.7%, and two-step
decreased in 22.7% of the households. There-

fore, the food security status deteriorated in



more than three-quarters of the households
(Annex 3.13 and Table 3.5). The yearly food
security status decreased in 85.3% of NFE-Mar-
ma households, 78.8% in SCE-OOSC house-
holds, 77.6% in Bridge school households,
73.9% in NFE-IDP households, 73.4%
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan households,
and 71% in single classroom Shishu Niketan
households (Table 3.5). Deterioration in food

in

security status was more among urban house-
holds than in rural areas — 80.8% versus 74.1%
(Annex 3.14). Therefore, an opposite scenario
was observed in having a stable status.

BRAC schools were not the first school for the
majority of the students under study. Overall,
73.7% of the students attended the other
schools before admitting to BRAC schools
(Table 3.6). They were 75.3% among the boys
and 72.2% among the girls (p<0.05). Of these
students, half attended government primary
schools and 15.2% in private kindergartens.
School type-wise analysis shows that it was
highest in Bridge school (91.2%), followed by
multi-classroom  Shishu  Niketan (73.8%),
SCE-OOSC (59.4%), NFE-IDP (46.8%), single
classroom Shishu Niketan (46.3%) and
NFE-Marma (17.3%), respectively. More such
students were admitted to rural schools than

urban schools (75.8% versus 69.4%; p<0.001).
The rural-urban gap was observed by school
type but in different dimensions. Whereas the
figure was higher in urban than rural areas for
SCE-OOSC, an opposite
observed in Bridge school and both Shishu
Niketan. Over 98% of the students of rural
Bridge schools and 77.2% of those in urban
areas were of this kind.

scenario was

Of the above sample, 93.2% were admitted to
BRAC schools before the pandemic and 4.1%
during the pandemic; both continued there till
the fieldwork of this study. The remaining
students were admitted to the other schools
(1.3%) or dropped out of the education system
(1.3%) during the pandemic. This shows that the
dropout rate among BRAC school students was
very small during school closure. Therefore, the
remaining analysis with the student sample
(Chapters 4, 5 and 6) would be with the former
two groups, who are 97.4% of the sample. We
considered this because these students were
about to complete primary education (Grade V)
from the BRAC schools. Note that no difference
was observed in the background of the whole
sample and this partial sample.

Gender Area
School type All
Boys Girls Rural Urban
NFE-IDP 55.7 40.9 46.8 46.8
SCE-OOSC 61.4 58.0 53.1 64.5 59.4
NFE-Marma 16.7 17.9 17.3 17.3
Bridge school 92.2 90.4 98.3 77.2 91.2
Shishu Niketan (single) 50.2 41.9 47.2 39.8 46.3
Shishu Niketan (multi) 76.5 70.6 78.0 67.3 73.8
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
Total 75.3 72.2 75.8 69.8 73.7

Table 3.6. Percentage of students who attended the other school before admitting to BRAC schools by school type, gender and area
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The teachers

All teachers of NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC, NFE-Mar-
ma, Bridge school and single classroom Shishu
Niketan and 93.5% of multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan were females (Table 3.7). Overall,
99.3% of the teachers were females. Their age
varied from 19-53 years, with a mean of 31.8
years. Over 27% of the teachers were below 26
years, 26.2% were 26-30 years, 31.4% were
31-40 years, and the remaining were 40 years
or more (15.2%). The mean age of the teachers
varied by school type. It was over 33 years in
SCE-OOSC and single classroom Shishu
Niketan, 31.5 years in multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, 30.7 years in Bridge school,28.2 years
in NFE-IDP, and 26.6 years in NFE-Marma. No
statistically significant difference was observed
in teachers’ age by area; however, the urban
school teachers had a higher mean age than
theirrural counterparts (32.7 years versus 31.2
years).

School type % of
females
NFE-IDP 100.0
SCE-O0SC 100.0
NFE-Marma 100.0
Bridge school 100.0
Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0
Shishu Niketan (multi) 93.5
Total 99.3

with a third of them having a Bachelor’s degree
and 36.5% having a Master’s degree. The
SCE-OOSC teachers followed them, with 20%
having at least a Bachelor’'s degree. Among
others, 15% of Bridge school, 10% of single
classroom Shishu Niketan, 8% of NFE-IDP and
none of NFE-Marma had a Bachelor’s degree.
On average, the urban school teachers were
more educated than the rural school teachers.
Over a fifth of rural and 28.1% of urban school
teachers had at least a Bachelor's degree
(Annex 3.15). Various scenarios were observed
by school type. For instance, whereas the rural
teachers of SCE-OOSC were more educated
than their urban counterparts, an opposite
scenario was observed in Bridge school, and no
urban-rural difference was observed in multi
-classroom Shishu Niketan.

The majority of the teachers studied Humanities
at the secondary level (59.9%), followed by
Science (27.1%) and Business (13%) (Annex

Age (Years)
Range Mean SD Median
19-50 28.2 9.0 24.0
21-52 334 8.4 35.0
22-33 26.6 4.4 27.0
21-48 30.7 7.5 29.0
19-47 33.2 7.8 32.5
20-53 31.5 6.4 30.0
19-53 31.8 7.6 30.0

Table 3.7. Gender and age distribution of teachers by school type

Nearly 32% of the teachers completed second-
ary education, 45.3% completed higher second-
ary education, 17.2% had a Bachelor’s degree,
and 5.6% had a Master’'s degree (Table 3.8).
The teachers of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan
were much ahead of the others in education,

3.16). Eighty-four per cent of the teachers of
NFE-IDP, around two- thirds of those of each
type of Shishu Niketan, three-fifths of those of
SCE-OOSC and NFE-Marma, and 55% of those
of Bridge school studied Humanities at the
secondary education level. Business studies



Educational qualification

School type Total

Secondary Higher Bachelor’s Master’s

secondary

NFE-IDP 36.0 56.0 8.0 0.0 100.0
SCE-OOSC 32.5 45.0 20.0 2.5 100.0
NFE-Marma 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Bridge school 37.5 47.5 15.0 0.0 100.0
Shishu Niketan (single) 35.0 52.5 10.0 2.5 100.0
Shishu Niketan (multi) 5.4 25.0 33.1 36.5 100.0
Total 31.9 45.3 17.2 5.6 100.0

Table 3.8. Percentage distribution of teachers by educational qualification and school type

was the second dominating stream of education
for the teachers of NFE-IDP and NFE-Marma
but it was science for the remaining four types.

Sixty-nine per cent of the teachers joined in the
respective BRAC schools when this cohort of
students started their education in these schools
or before, 24.8% joined afterwards but before
the pandemic, and 6.4% joined during the
pandemic (Table 3.9). Replacement of teachers
was much higher in NFE-IDP and NFE-Marma
(56% and 60%), followed by SCE-OOSC (35%).
A quarter of the teachers were replaced in
Bridge school and single classroom Shishu
Niketan. It is not clear in the case of multi-class-

School type On or before
starting of this
student cohort

NFE-IDP 44.0
SCE-O0SC 65.0
NFE-Marma 40.0
Bridge school 75.0

Shishu Niketan (single) 75.0
Shishu Niketan (multi) 45.4
Total 69.0

room Shishu Niketan because new teacher-
scould join there at any time. However, 43.1% of
the teachers of these schools joined before the
pandemic but not at the beginning, and 11.5%
joined during the pandemic. The proportion of
teachers who joined during the pandemic was
16% in NFE-IDP, 10% in SCE-OOSC, 5% in
Bridge school, and 2.5% in single classroom
Shishu Niketan. Teacher replacement occurred
more in urban schools than rural schools

(Annex 3.17).

About 85% of the teachers reported having
basic training. They were 90% in single class-
room Shishu Niketan, 87.5% in SCE-OOSC,

Joining time

Ait;ter Iitafrting During Total

theu;a:d:::ic the pandemic
40.0 16.0 100.0
25.0 10.0 100.0
60.0 0.0 100.0
20.0 5.0 100.0
225 2.5 100.0
43.1 11.5 100.0
24.8 6.4 100.0

Table 3.9. Percentage distribution of teachers by school type and joining time
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around 82% in Bridge school and multi- class-
room Shishu Niketan, 52% in NFE-IDP, and
40% in NFE-Marma. This was 79.8% in rural
and 92.8% in urban schools. All teachers
received refresher training.

The length of experience of the teachers ranged
from less than one year to 30 years, with a mean
of 9.6 years (Table 3.10). Over 35% of the teach-
ers had 0-5 years of experience, over a quarter

Length of experience (years)

School type
0-5 6-10
NFE-IDP 60.0 36.0
SCE-O0SC 37.5 275
NFE-Marma 60.0 40.0
Bridge school 32.5 275
Shishu Niketan (single) 27.5 17.5
Shishu Niketan (multi) 54.6 24.6

Level of significance

Total 355 25.2

211

4.0
35.0
0.0
40.0
55.0
20.8

39.2

had 6-10 years of experience, and about
two-fifths had 11 or more years of experience.
The mean length of experience varied by school
type — 4.2 years in NFE-Marma to 12.2 years in
single classroom Shishu Niketan. This was over
nine years in SCE-OOSC and Bridge school,
7.2 years in multi-classroom Shishu Niketan,
and 4.8 years in NFE-IDP. An equal mean was
and urban school

observed among rural

teachers.

Some basic statistics

Total
Range Mean Median
100.0 0-12 4.8 5.0
100.0 2-27 9.5 7.5
100.0 0-6 4.2 5.0
100.0 1-23 9.3 8.0
100.0 1-28 12.2 13.0
100.0 0-30 7.2 5.0
p<0.05
100.0 0-30 9.6 8.0

Table 3.10. Percentage distribution of teachers by length of experience and school type
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This chapter starts with analysing data on availability of Information and Communications Technolo-
gies (ICTs) at home of the students followed by use of those in continuing education during school
closure. The state of students’ engagement in education at home in different ways are also presented
afterwards.

Availability of ICT gadgets at home

Considering Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) as important means of communica-
tion during the pandemic, data on the availability of ICT gadgets in the students’ homes were collected.
The selected ICT gadgets were feature phones, smartphones, desktop computers, laptop computers,
radio sets, television sets and the Internet. Less than 1% of the households had a desktop, laptop or
radio set. Of the remaining, feature phones were the most available gadgets followed by television
sets, smartphones, and the Internet. In both 2020 and 2021, around 93% of the households had
feature phones and over 53% had television sets (Figure 4.1). No significant difference was observed
by year in the availability of these two gadgets. The availability of smartphones increased from 46.4%
in 2020 to 51.5% in 2021 (p<0.001) and that of the Internet from 41.5% in 2020 to 46.4% in 2021
(p<0.001).

Figure 4.1. Percentage of BRAC school students'
households having some selected ICT gadgets by year
100 93.592.7
80
53.153.3
60 46_451.5 41 5464
40
20
0
Featurephone Smartphone  Televisiorset Internet
2020 = 2021

School type-wise analysis noticed a significant
difference in the availability of ICT gadgets in the
households. Feature phones were available in
90.8-97.5% of the households, smartphones
from 14.9— 59.2%, television sets from 9-73.9%,
and the Internet from 14.9-55.8% (Table 4.1). In
both years, NFE- IDP households were at the top
in the availability of feature phones, followed by
SCE-OOSC, NFE-Marma and Bridge school,
respectively. The position of multi classroom
Shishu Niketan was the fifth in 2020 followed by
single classroom Shishu Niketan; however, they
have exchanged their places in 2021. The
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan households
were far ahead of the others in the availability of
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the remaining three devices. The position of the
single classroom Shishu Niketan households
was the third in each. The Bridge school house-
holds secured the second position in the cases
of smartphones and the Internet, and it was
SCE-OOSC households for television sets. The
NFE-Marma households had the bottom posi-
tion in each. The NFE-IDP and SCE-OOSC
households were close to each other in secur-
ing the fourth and the fifth positions in the avail-
ability of smartphones and the Internet. In the
availability of television sets, NFE-IDP house-
holds had the fifth and Bridge school house
holds had the fourth positions.



ICT gadgets

School type Feature phone Smartphone Television set Internet
2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021
NFE-IDP 97.3 975 357 408 214 223 342 39.0
SCE-00SC 96.6 95.5 38.8 43.0 57.4 55.5 324 373
NFE-Marma 955 94.0 14.9 16.4 9.0 9.0 14.9 14.9
Bridge school 93.0 92.4 49.5 55.8 50.3 51.8 454 51.3
Shishu Niketan (single) 91.4 90.8 45.8 48.9 65515 54.2 40.1 42.8
Shishu Niketan (multi) 92.1 917 56.1 59.2 738 73.9 527 55.8

Table 4.1. Percentage of BRAC school students’ households having some selected ICT gadgets by school type, gadget type and year

No significant difference was observed bet-
ween rural and urban households in having
feature phones (Table 4.2). The availability of
the other devices was significantly more in
urban households than the rural households (at
p<0.001 level). The urban-rural gap in the avail-
ability of television sets was much higher than

2020
ICT gadgets
Rural Urban Rural
Feature phone 93.2 94.2 92.5
Smartphone 43.7 51.9 48.3
Television set 43.9 72.5 44.0
Internet 38.2 48.2 42.3

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

others. A statistically significant increase in the
availability of smartphones and Internet was
also noticed in both areas (at p<0.01 level).
More feature phones were available in the rural
than the urban households of SCE-OOSC
(Table 4.3). No urban-rural difference was
observed in the availability of feature phones in

Table 4.2. Percentage of BRAC school students’ households having some selected ICT gadgets by gadget type, year and area

School type Area Feature phone
2020 2021
Rural 98.1 97.8
SCE-OO0SC
Urban 95.4 93.5
Rural 93.0 92.2
Bridge school
Urban 93.1 92.7
Rural 90.9 90.1
Shishu Niketan (single)
Urban 95.6 95.6
Rural 91.7 91.3
Shishu Niketan (multi)
Urban 92.8 92.4

2021 Rural vs. Urban 2020 vs. 2021
Urban 2020 2021 Rural Urban
93.2 ns ns ns ns
58.0 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01 p<0.01
72.8 p<0.001 p<0.001 ns ns
54.9 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01 p<0.01
ICT gadgets
Smartphone Television set Internet
2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021
28.7 30.4 39.8 38.7 203 220
476 53.8 726 70.0 42.8 50.5
46.7 52.9 405 418 420 47.3
55.2 61.7 70.6 726 52.4 59.7
454 485 51.8 49.9 39.6 42.7
48.9 522 83.3 86.7 433 433
59.2 62.4 72.2 736 55.0 58.5
51.3 54.2 76.2 74.4 491 51.6

Table 4.3. Percentage of BRAC school students’ households having some selected ICT gadgets by school type, area, gadget type

and year



the households of Bridge school and
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan. The rural
households of SCE-OOSC and Bridge school
were much behind their counterparts in urban
areas in the availability of the remaining three
devices. In the case of multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, the rural households were ahead of
the urban households in the availability of
smartphones and the Internet but an opposite
scenario was observed in the availability of
television sets.

The BRAC school students’ households, on
average, had an equal proportion of feature
phones in both years (Table 4.4). The same
was also observed in the case of the television
set. No significant difference was observed in
any of them with the national sample of Grade
V. But the national sample households were
ahead of the BRAC school sample households
devices in both years. Although an increase in
the availability of each of them from 2020 to

BRAC National BRAC National 2020 2021

2020
ICT gadgets
Feature phone 93.5 93.2 92.7
Smartphone 46.4 53.8 51.5
Television set 53.1 56.8 53.3
Internet 41.5 46.6 46.4

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

observed in four school types. These are
NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC, Bridge school, and
Multi-classroom Shishu Niketan. The house-
holds of the single classroom Shishu Niketan
were one and NFE-Marma were 4-5 percent-
age points behind the others.

The students of Grade V are not supposed to
have personal devices considering their ages.
This study observed that 2.1% of the students
of BRAC schools had personal devices (any of
the above) in 2020 and 2.8% had this in 2021.
These figures were 3% and 4.2%, respectively
in the corresponding national sampleof Grade
V. A statistically significant gender difference
was observed in the BRAC school sample in
both years where the girls lagged behind the
boys. In 2020, 2.8% of the boys and 1.4% of the
girls had personal devices (p<0.01). These
figures were 4% and 1.7%, respectively in 2021
(p<0.001). Although no gender difference was
observed in the national sample in 2020 (3.8%

BRAC vs. National 2020 vs. 2021

BRAC National

925 ns ns ns ns
59.5 p<0.001 p<0.01 p<0.001 p<0.05
54.5 ns ns ns ns
55.1 p<0.05 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01

Table 4.4. Percentage of households having some selected ICT gadgets by gadget type and year: BRAC versus National

terms of the availability of the remaining two
2021 was observed in both samples. Only the
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan households
were ahead of the national sample households
in the availability of these two devices (Tables
4.1 and 4.4).

More than 99% of the households in both sam-
ples (BRAC and national) had a feature phone
or a smartphone with no difference by area. In
the case of BRAC schools, no difference was
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vs. 2.4%; ns), the boys were ahead of the girls
in 2021 (6.7% vs. 2.2%; p<0.01). The BRAC
school parents discriminated against their girls
in providing personal ICT devices. The
urban-rural difference was also observed in the
BRAC school sample, where more urban
students had their own devices than the rural
students. In 2020, 2.7% of urban and 1.7% of
rural students had their own devices (p<0.05);
and in 2021, 4% of urban and 2.2% of rural
students had this (p<0.01). School type-wise



analysis shows the urban-rural difference only
in Bridge school.

Use of ICT gadgets for educational
purposes

A high proportion of BRAC school students
used ICT gadgets for educational purposes in
both years. Over 91% of the BRAC school
students used any ICT gadgets for educational
purposes in 2020 which significantly decreased
to 83.6% in 2021 (p<0.001) (Table 4.5). A

Components of literacy

Gender/Area
2020
90.3
Gender Boys
Girls 91.8
Level of significance ns
Rural 91.8
Area ara
Urban 89.7
Level of significance p<0.05
All 91.1

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

ahead of the urban students in 2020 (91.8% vs.
89.7%, p<0.05).

A statistically significant variation was observed
in the use of ICT gadgets for educational
purposes by school type (Table 4.6). The
students of NFE-Marma were at the bottom
with those of SEC-OOSC slightly ahead of
them. The students of the other four types had
much better use of ICT gadgets. A significant
decrease in the use of ICT gadgets was noticed
in the cases of NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC and

Level of

2021 significance
83.5 p<0.001
83.6 p<0.001

ns
84.2 p<0.001
82.1 p<0.001

ns
83.6 p<0.001

Table 4.5. Percentage of BRAC school students who used any ICT gadgets for educational purposes by gender, area and year

decrease in the use of ICT gadgets was noticed
for the students of both genders and in both
areas. Although no gender difference was
observed in any year, rural students were

Gender/Area
2020
NFE-IDP 89.3
SCE-O0SC 77.3
NFE-Marma 70.1
Bridge school 97.2
Shishu Niketan (single) 89.3
Shishu Niketan (multi) 94.5
Level of significance p<0.001

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Bridge school. No change was observed in the
remaining three types.

Year Level of
2021 significance
76.8 p<0.001
64.5 p<0.001
62.7 ns
89.2 p<0.001
87.6 ns
94.4 ns

p<0.001

Table 4.6. Percentage of BRAC school students who used any ICT gadgets for educational purposes by school type and year



A good proportion of the students used multiple
gadgets. In 2020, 76.5% of the students used
feature phones, 24.5% used smartphones,
33.7% used television sets, and 11% used the
Internet (Table 4.7). These figures were 69.9%,
23.3%, 24.1% and 10.5%, respectively in
2021. A statistically significant decrease in the
use of feature phones and television sets was

noticed.
2020
ICT gadgets
BRAC National
Feature phone 76.5 8.7 69.9
Smartphone 24.5 11.6 23.3
Television set 33.7 13.9 241
Internet 11.0 10.1 10.5
Any 91.1 25.4 83.6

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

BRAC National 2020 2021

the national sample (although not statistically
significant). Except for the use of the Internet,
the students in the national sample had much
less use of the other devices than the BRAC
school students. Use of the Internet increased
among the students in the national sample.

More analysis on the use of ICT gadgets for
educational purposes is done for the BRAC

BRAC vs. National 2020 vs. 2021

BRAC National

71 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 ns
19.3 p<0.001 p<0.05 ns p<0.001
8.8 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.01
17.8 ns p<0.001 ns p<0.001
27.9 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 ns

Table 4.7. Percentage of students who used ICT gadgets for educational purposes by gadget type, school type and year: BRAC

versus national

The use of ICT gadgets for educational purpos-
es was far less among the Grade V students in
the national sample. Only 25.4% in 2020 and
27.9% in 2021 used them. Note that whereas it
significantly decreased in the case of BRAC
schools an increasing trend was observed in

school sample (Table 4.8). The students of
NFE-Marma did not use any other devices
except feature phones. The use of feature
phones decreased from 2020 to 2021 in three
school types. They are NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC,
and Bridge school. This was obvious, as the

Feature phone Smartphone Television set Internet
Gender/Area 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021 2020 2021
NFE-IDP 84.7 73.3 7.1 5.3 5.5 25 1.1 0.9
SCE-O0SC 64.8 53.5 12.3 10.5 38.6 28.1 45 43
NFE-Marma 70.1 62.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bridge school 82.9 75.9 29.7 27.3 33.3 22.0 14.3 13.1
Shishu Niketan (single) 72.4 71.0 23.5 254 29.9 246 8.8 9.4
Shishu Niketan (multi) 70.3 69.6 35.5 39.7 47.0 38.8 19.8 25.1
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Notes: Statistically significant differences by year: Feature phone (NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC, Bridge school); Television set

(NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC,Bridge school, both Shishu Niketan); Internet (multi-classroom Shishu Niketan)

Table 4.8. Percentage of students who used any ICT gadgets for educational purposes by school type and year
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number of phone classes decreased in 2021
due to reduced COVID- 19 protocol restrictions.
The use of television sets also decreased
among the students of these three types along
with both Shishu Niketan. The use of the Inter-
net remained the same in both years among the
students of four school types. The Internet use
significantly increased only among the students
of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan — from
19.8% in 2020 to 25.1% in 2021.

Use of both feature phones and television sets
for  educational purposes  significantly
decreased among the students of both
genders. The use of feature phones decreased
from 74.2% in 2020 to 68.5% in 2021 (p<0.001)
for the boys and from 78.5% in 2020 to 71.1%
in 2021 for the girls (p<0.001). On the other
hand, a third of the students of each gender

used television sets for educational purposes in
2020 which decreased to 23.1% for the boys
Gender
School type Year
Boys Girls
Feature phone 2020 74.2 78.5
2021 68.5 711
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001
Smartphone 2020 25.3 23.8
2021 23.8 22.9
Level of significance ns ns
Television 2020 33.5 33.6
2021 231 24.9
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001
Internet 2020 11.9 10.2
2021 11.0 10.2

Level of significance ns

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Table 4.9. Percentage of students who used any ICT gadgets for educational purposes by gadget type

ns

and 24.9% for the girls (p<0.001). A gender
difference was observed only in the use of
feature phones in 2020. Proportionately more
girls used this than the boys (78.5% vs. 74.2%;
p<0.01). The use of cell phones decreased may
be because of a decrease in phone classes.

A statistically significant decrease in the use of
feature phones and television sets was
observed in both areas. The use of feature
phones decreased from 77.4% in 2020 to
69.9% in 2021 in rural areas (p<0.001) and
from 74.6% in 2020 to 69.7% in 2021 in urban
areas p<0.01). The use of television decreased
from 26.1% in 2020 to 21% in 2021 in rural
areas (p<0.001) and from 49.7% in 2020 to
30.5% in 2021 in urban areas (p<0.001). More
urban students used smartphones, television
sets and the Internet than the rural students in

both years.
Level of Area Level of
Significance o Urban Significance
p<0.01 77.4 74.6 ns
ns 69.9 69.7 ns
p<0.001 p<0.01
ns 22,5 28.2 p<0.001
ns 21.2 27.7 p<0.001
ns ns
ns 26.1 49.7 p<0.001
ns 21.0 30.5 p<0.001
p<0.001 p<0.001
ns 6.7 20.0 p<0.001
ns 6.5 19.1 p<0.001
ns ns

, year, gender and area



Engagement in education at home

Around 99% of the students of BRAC schools
reported engaging in educational activities
during school closure. The figure was so high
that there was no way to have a difference in
this concerning school type, area or gender.
The students followed many different ways
arranged by their parents and school teachers
to continue their education. The household
members tutored some students and some
received private tutoring. The former was free
and the latter was on a payment basis. The
school teachers gave them assignments and
arranged phone and home classes. Alongside,
the students watched television classes organ-
ised by the Ministry of Primary and Mass Edu-
cation.

The students reported their engagement in
studies in a three-point scale dividing the whole
duration of school closure into six time periods.
These are mid-March—May 2020, June—August
2020, September— December 2020, Janu-
ary—February 2021, March—-May 2021, and
June—August 2021. The points in the scale
were scored as often = 2, sometimes = 1, and
never = 0. Addition of the scores of six time
periods provided a total score separately for
each mode of studies. These were then catego-
rised in the following way: Never (0), Rarely
(1-2), Sometimes (3-5), Often (6-7), Usually
(8-11), and Always (12). This represents level
of engagement.

Household members’ support and
private tutoring

Nearly two-thirds of the students of BRAC
schools were tutored by their household mem-
bers and 29.7% were privately tutored. No
gender difference was observed in any of them.
More rural students received each of them than
the urban students — 68.5% of rural and 58.7%
of urban students were tutored by the house-
hold members (p<0.001) and 31.5% of rural
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and 26% of urban students were privately
tutored (p<0.001).

A statistically significant variation was observed
by school type in each (Tables 4.10 and 4.11).
The proportion of students tutored by house-
hold members varied from 33.3% in NFE-Mar-
ma to 72.3% in Bridge school. This was from
16.7% in NFE-Marma to 51.2% in NFE-IDP in
the case of private tutoring. Mostly an equal
proportion of students (over half) of NFE-IDP
availed of each of them. For other school types,
the proportion of students availing household
members tutoring was higher than that of
private tutoring. In receiving household mem-
bers’ tutoring, the students of Bridge school and
both Shishu Niketan were closer to each other
and far ahead of the students of the other three
school types. Otherwise, NFE- IDP students
were far ahead of those of the other types in
availing of private tutoring, where the students
of SCE-OOSC and both Shishu Niketan were
close to each other keeping them substantially
distance from the top.

No gender difference was observed in any of
the school types in any of the issues. In receiv-
ing support from the household members, the
rural students of Bridge school surpassed their
rural counterparts. It was the other way around
for the students of multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan. The urban students of SCE- OOSC
and multi-classroom Shishu Niketan availed of
more private tutoring than their rural counter-
parts. An opposite scenario was observed in
the case of Bridge school students’ private
tutoring.

Of the students, 34.7% never received house-
hold members tutoring, 1% received rarely,
6.5% sometimes, 29.7% often, 13.8% usually
and 14.9% always (Annex 4.1). Otherwise,
70.3% of the students never received private
tutoring, 7.7% received rarely, 7.6% some-
times, 4.4% often, 5.6% usually, and 4.4%
always (Annex 4.2). More analyses on this by



School type Gender Level of Area Level of All
Boys Girls Significance Rural Urban Significance

NFE-IDP 49.8 54.0 ns 52.3 - - 52.3
SCE-OO0SC 42.5 44.7 ns 44.8 42.9 ns 43.8
NFE-Marma 22.9 43.2 ns 33.3 - - 33.3
Bridge school 73.3 71.5 ns 74.8 67.2 p<0.05 72.3
Shishu Niketan (single) 69.2 69.3 ns 69.7 65.9 ns 69.3
Shishu Niketan (multi) 70.2 71.8 ns 66.9 771 p<0.01 70.9

Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Total 66.2 64.5 ns 68.5 58.7 p<0.001 65.3

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Table 4.10. Percentage of students who were tutored by household members by school type, gender and area

school type, area and gender are provided in
Annexes 4.1 to 4.4.

Television classes

Nearly two-fifths of the students claimed to
watch television classes — 37.6% of the boys

(44.1%), Bridge school (39.5%) and single
classroom Shishu Niketan (35.7%), respective-
ly. Only 8.6% of the students of NFE-IDP and
none of the NFE-Marma had a chance to watch
television classes. A statistically significant
proportion of girls than boys of each type of
Shishu Niketan attended television classes. No

Gender Area
School type —_— signicance Al
Boys Girls Rural Urban

NFE-IDP 53.2 49.9 ns 51.2 - - 51.2
SCE-O0SC 334 335 ns 29.2 37.0 p<0.05 335
NFE-Marma 14.3 18.9 ns 16.7 - - 16.7
Bridge school 26.5 24.9 ns 30.2 16.2 p<0.001 256
Shishu Niketan (single) 31.5 37.8 ns 34.1 38.5 ns 34.6
Shishu Niketan (multi) 35.8 37.6 ns 32.9 42.4 p<0.01 36.7

Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Total 29.4 29.9 ns 31.5 26.0 p<0.001 29.7

Table 4.11. Percentage of students who were privately tutored by school type, gender and area

and 41.5% of the girls (p<0.05) (Table 4.12).
About a third of the urban and 53.8% of the
the
(p<0.001). Participation in television classes
was highest in the multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan (54.7%), followed by SCE-OOSC

rural students also claimed same

gender difference was observed in other types.
The area-wise difference was observed in two
types: SCE-OOSC and Bridge school. More
urban students than their rural counterparts of
these two types participated in television class-
es.



Gender Area
el e . Si;:i‘;?;afce Si;:i\;?cla‘;fce Al
Boys Girls Rural Urban
NFE-IDP 7.6 9.3 ns 8.6 - - 8.6
SCE-00SC 413 46.0 ns 26.2 59.2 p<0.001 44 1
NFE-Marma 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 - - 0.0
Bridge school 39.8 39.3 ns 33.5 51.8 p<0.001 39.5
Shishu Niketan (single) 29.8 421 p<0.001 34.8 42.9 ns 35.7
Shishu Niketan (multi) 48.1 62.1 p<0.001 54.6 54.6 ns 54.7
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Total 37.6 41.5 p<0.05 329 53.8 p<0.001 39.7

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Table 4.12. Percentage of students who attended television classes by school type, gender and area

Over 60% of the students of BRAC schools
watched 10.5%
watched rarely, 16.5% sometimes, 9.1% often,

never television classes,
2.2% usually, and 1.4% always (Annex 4.5).
The students who watched television classes
were concentrated in the three categories only,
viz., rarely, sometimes or often. This was
observed irrespective of school type (Annex
4.6).

Assignments submission

On average, 69.7% of the students claimed to
submit assignments (Table 4.13). The girls

were significantly ahead of the boys in submit-
ting assignments (71.9% vs. 67.1%; p<0.001).
The urban-rural difference was much bigger
than this — 89.2% of urban and 60.2% of rural
students submitted assignments (p<0.001).
The students of multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan and SCE-OOSC were very close to
each other with a submission rate of 90.7% and
89.1%, respectively. This was 83.7% among
the students of single classroom Shishu
Niketan, followed by those in NFE-Marma
(75%), Bridge school (55.9%) and NFE-IDP
(34.2%), respectively. The girls were ahead of
the boys in submitting assignments in two who

Gender Area
School type . Si;re\i‘:‘?t:ac:\fce Si;:;"';:ac:rce Al
Boys Girls Rural Urban
NFE-IDP 37.1 32.3 ns 34.2 = - 34.2
SCE-O0SC 85.6 91.6 p<0.01 83.3 94.1 p<0.001 89.1
NFE-Marma 68.6 81.1 ns 75.0 - - 75.0
Bridge school 52.1 59.3 p<0.05 41.7 85.0 p<0.001 55.9
Shishu Niketan (single) 84.6 82.8 ns 82.3 94.5 p<0.001 83.7
Shishu Niketan (multi) 89.5 92.1 ns 87.9 94.9 p<0.001 90.7
Level of significance p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Total 67.1 71.9 p<0.001 60.2 89.2 p<0.001 69.7

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Table 4.13. Percentage of students who submitted assignments by school type, gender and area
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school types: SCE-OOSC and Bridge school.
On the other hand, the urban students of each
of the four school types surpassed their rural
counterparts in doing assignments.

Although a high proportion of students submit-
ted assignments, the majority of them submit-
ted rarely (24.7% of all students) or sometimes
(22.2 of all students) (Annex 4.7). Therefore,
less than a quarter of the students submitted
the assignments often, usually or always. Sep-
arately, the rates were 11.3%, 9% and 2.5%,
respectively. All the students of NFE-Marma

among the students in the national sample.
Otherwise, BRAC school students watched
more television classes than those in the
national sample. The other related observa-
tions include: the students of Bridge school and
two types of Shishu Niketan received more
support from the household members than the
average of BRAC schools and the national
sample; none of the BRAC schools could reach
the estimate of the national sample in private
tutoring; SCE-OOSC and two types of Shishu
Niketan surpassed the national sample in
submitting assignments; and except NFE-IDP

Figure 4.2. Percentage of students engaged in various activities
to pursue education during school closure: BRAC vs. National
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80 65.3 64.6 65.4
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submitted assignments did so rarely (Annex
4.8). The majority of the students of Bridge
school and two types of Shishu Niketan submit-
ted the assignments rarely or sometimes. A
relatively better situation was observed in
SCE-OOSC. Of them, 21.3% submitted often,
15.1% usually, and 11% always. SCE-OOSC
students were far ahead of the others in submit-
ting assignments always.

Figure 4.2 provides a comparison between
BRAC school students and the national sample
of Grade V. The proportion of students receiv-
ing household members’ tutoring was close to
each other. The tendency of taking private
tutoring and doing assignments was more

and NFE-Marma, all others were ahead of the
national sample in watching television classes.

Home and phone classes

The teachers of BRAC schools, on average,
offered 38.7 phone and 38.2 home classes
during school closure; totalling 76.9 (Table
4.14). The number of such classes varied from
one school to another and by school type.
School type-wise, the multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan offered 107.9 classes, NFE-Marma
offered 84.5 classes, single classroom Shishu
Niketan offered 78.8 classes, Bridge school
offered 76.9 classes, NFE-IDP offered 75 class-
es, and SCE-OOSC offered 72.1 classes. The



mean number of home classes was more than
that of phone classes in three school types:
NFE-IDP, SCE-OOSC and NFE-Marma. It was
the other way around in two: Bridge school and
single classroom Shishu Niketan. Mostly an
equal number of phone and home classes were
offered in multi-classroom Shishu Niketan.

Mean number of classes offered

School type
Phone Home

NFE-IDP 30.8 44.2
SCE-OOSC 28.0 441
NFE-Marma 8.4 76.1
Bridge school 41.6 35.3
Shishu Niketan (single) 41.2 37.6
Shishu Niketan (multi) 53.8 541
Total 38.7 38.2

SCE-OOSC (60.3%). This was around 74% in
NFE-IDP and Bridge school; and around 69%
in two types of Shishu Niketan. Not much varia-
tion was observed in the phone class participa-
tion rates of different school types except
SCE-OOSC, which had dramatically a low
participation rate. Overall, the home class

Students participation rate

Both Phone Home Both
75.0 71.2 76.5 74.2
721 491 67.6 60.3
84.5 74.6 83.3 82.4
76.9 73.5 74.1 73.7
78.8 68.8 68.6 68.6
107.9 70.6 68.3 69.3
76.9 68.5 71.2 69.8

Table 4.14. Mean number of classes offered by teachers and students participation rate by school and class types

On average, 85.3% of the students participated
in both phone and home classes, 4.1% in
phone classes only, 9.4% in home classes only,
and 1.2% none. The participating students
were distributed according to the quintiles of the
number of classes participated. The lowest
quintile of students participated in <10 phone
classes, the second quintile participated in
11-23 classes, the third quintile participated in
24-31 classes, the fourth quintile participated in
32-41 classes, and the highest quintile partici-
pated in 42 or more classes. These quintile
categories for the home classes were <10,
11-21, 22-31, 32-42, and 43 or more, respec-
tively.

The students, on average, attended 69.8% of
the classes; 68.5% of phone and 71.2% of
home (Table 4.14). The participation rate was
highest in NFE-Marma (82.4%) and lowest in
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participation rate was higher than the phone
class participation rate. Participation rates of
phone and home classes were close to each
other among the students of Bridge school and
single classroom Shishu Niketan. The phone
class participation rate was a bit higher than the
home class participation rate among the
students of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan.
The students’ home and phone class participa-
tion rates in different periods are provided in
Figure 4.3. Both rates gradually increased from
March-May to September-December 2020.
Afterwards, the home class participation rate
continued its increasing trend but the phone

class participation rate gradually decreased.
The parents were asked to score each
face-to-face class before the pandemic and
home and phone classes during the pandemic
on an 11-point scale, where a score of zero was
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Figure 4.3. Students' participation rate in home and phone classes by month and year
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worst and 10 were the best. The means of the
scores were calculated. On average, the
parents provided 9.5 for face-to-face classes,
7.1 for home classes, and 5.1 for phone class-
es. No difference was observed by school type.

No gender difference was observed in the
participation rates of home or phone classes —
at the aggregated level or by school type. On
the other hand, the participation rate, at the

Phone class
School type

Rural Urban

SCE-OOSC 42.3 55.1
Bridge school 74.9 70.8
Shishu Niketan (single) 68.9 68.1
Shishu Niketan (muilti) 71.6 68.7
Total 69.6 66.4

aggregated level, was higher among rural
school students than their urban counterparts in
both classes (Table 4.15). The rural students
participated in 69.6% of phone and 72.4% of
home classes, which were 66.4% and 68.1%,
respectively among the urban students. Togeth-
er, the rural students participated in 70.8% of
the classes and the urban students in 67%.

Home class Both
Rural Urban Rural Urban
66.3 69.1 57.5 63.1
75.6 69.4 75.2 70.3
70.2 53.8 69.5 61.6
67.4 69.6 69.4 69.1
72.4 68.1 70.8 67.0

Table 4.15. Students’ participation rate in phone and home classes by school type and area
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This chapter is divided into four sections. After providing literacy levels of different types of BRAC
schools, a comparison of them was made with the similar national statistic. These were followed by the

relationship of participation in phone and home classes with the literacy rate. Finally, a logistic regres-
sion analysis was performed to identify the factors predicting literacy skills of students and the roles of

various initiatives in achieving literacy skills.

Literacy status of students

On average, 34.9% of the students of BRAC
schools were literate (Figure 5.1). The literacy
rate was the highest among the students of
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan (56.1%) and the
lowest among those of NFE-Marma (7.5%). The
rate was 41.9% in single classroom Shishu
Niketan, 36.6% in Bridge school, 33.9% in
NFE-IDP, and 21.5% in SCE-OOSC. Therefore,
the literacy rate of the multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan was 21.2 percentage points, single

students achieved reading skills, 41% achieved
application skills. The performance in numeracy
and writing were very close to each other.
Three-quarters of the students achieved each
skill. The gender difference was not observed in
any component except in writing skills, where the
girls outperformed the boys (77.5% vs. 72.9%;
p<0.001). Area-wise analysis shows that the
students of rural schools performed significantly
better than those of urban schools in each com-

60
50
40 33.8
30
20
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21.8

NFEIDP SCEOOSCNFEMarma

Figure 5.1. Literacy rate of BRAC school students by school type
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classroom Shishu Niketan was seven percent-
age points and Bridge school was 1.7 percent-
age points higher than the average literacy rate
of BRAC schools. On the other hand, the literacy
rate of NFE-IDP was one percentage point,
SCE-OOSC was 13.4 percentage points and
NFE-Marma was 27.4 percentage points below
the average literacy rate of BRAC schools.

Component-wise analysis shows that the

students did best in reading and worst in the
application (Table 5.1). Whereas 92% of the
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ponent. For instance, 94.5% of rural and 86.9%
of urban students achieved reading skills
(p<0.001), 81.2% of rural and 63.1% of urban
students achieved writing skills (p<0.001),
78.6% of rural and 70% of urban students
achieved numeracy skills, and 42.9% of rural
and 37.2% of urban students achieved the
application skills (p<0.001). No gender differ-
ence was also observed in the literacy rate.
However, the rural students significantly outper-
formed the urban students in literacy skills
(36.7% vs. 30.9%; p<0.001).



Components of literacy

Gender/Area
Reading
91.6
Gender Boye
Girls 92.5
Level of significance ns
94.5
Area Rural
Urban 86.9
Level of significance p<0.001
All 92.0

Note: ns = not significant at p = 0.05

Writing

Literacy
Numeracy Application
75.7 42.5 354
75.9 39.8 34.4
ns ns ns
78.6 42.9 36.7
70.0 37.2 30.9
p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001
75.8 41.0 34.9

Table 5.1. Percentage of students achieving various components of literacy by gender and area

No gender difference in literacy rate was
observed in any of the school types (Annex
5.1). The girls did significantly better than the
boys in the following cases: reading skills
among NFE-IDP students, writing skills among
Bridge school, and both types of Shishu
Niketan, and numeracy skills in NFE-Marma
(Annexesb5.2 to 5.4). Otherwise, the boys of
single classroom Shishu Niketan did signifi-
cantly better than the same school girls in the
application (Annex 5.5). The urban-rural differ-
ence in literacy rate persisted in SCE-OOSC
and single classroom Shishu Niketan but in two
different directions (Figure 5.2 and Annex 5.1).
In SCE-OOSC, the rural students significantly
outperformed the urban students (30.4% vs.
13.9%; p<0.001) but in single classroom
Shishu Niketan, the urban students surpassed
their rural counterparts (55.6% vs. 44.1%;
p<0.01). In the case of SCE-OOSC, a statisti-
cally significant difference in favour of the rural
students was observed in each component of
literacy (Annexes 5.2 to 5.5). Elaborately, 88%
of rural and 72.4% of urban students had read-
ing skills (p<0.001), 79.1% of rural and 35.3%
of urban students had writing skills (p<0.001),
76.9% of rural and 51% of urban students had
numeracy skills (p<0.001), and 35.9% of rural
and 19.5% of urban students had the applica-
tion skills (p<0.001). On the other hand, the
urban students of single classroom Shishu

Niketan surpassed their rural counterparts only
in the application skills (62.2 vs. 44.2; p<0.001)
(Annex 5.5). Besides, the rural students of
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan showed better
performance in writing and numeracy skills than
their counterparts in urban schools (Annexes
5.3 and 5.4). Here, 95% of rural and 89.9% of
urban students had writing skills (p<0.05) and
91.7% of rural and 85.9% of urban students had
numeracy skills (p<0.05)

Literacy skills: National versus
BRAC

The national study carried out prior to this study
projected that the literacy rate of the students of
Grade V would reach 34.5% in 2021 if it main-
tains the same rate of progress that was from
2002 to 2016 (Nath et al. 2022). However, the
estimated rate for the year was 27.2%. Com-
paring the finding of this study with the above
two it can be said that whereas the national
literacy rate for the students of Grade V was 7.3
percentage points behind the projected rate,
the BRAC school students were 0.4 percentage
points ahead of the projected rate. In other
words, the BRAC school students were 7.7
percentage points ahead of the national aver-
age for Grade V.
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Figure 5.2. Literacy rate by school type and area
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BRAC school students performed better than
the national average in each component of
literacy (Figure 5.3). In reading, 88.5% of the
national and 92.1% of the BRAC sample had
the minimum skills. This was 59.1% and 75.4%,
respectively in wiring, 62.7% and 75.8%,
respectively in numeracy, and 34.1% and 41%,
respectively in the application. Therefore, the
BRAC school students were 16.3 percentage
points ahead of the national average in writing
skills, which was 13.1 percentage points in
numeracy skills, 6.9 percentage points in the
application, and 3.6 percentage points in read-
ing skills.

As the literacy rate substantially varied by
school type their deviations from the national
average also varied to a great extent (Figure
5.4). The literacy rates of four school types

were higher than the national average. Of them,
the multi-classroom Shishu Niketan was at the
top with 28.9 percentage points ahead of the
national average. It was 14.7 percentage points
for single classroom Shishu Niketan, 9.4
percentage points for Bridge school, and 6.7
percentage points for NFE-IDP. The
SCE-OOSC was 5.7 percentage points and
NFE-Marma was 19.7 percentage points
behind the national average. Note that the
literacy rates of the students of Bridge school,
and both Shishu Niketan were higher than the
projected national literacy rate.

Phone/home classes and literacy
The literacy rate of the students significantly

increased with the increase in the quintiles of
the number of phone and home classes attend-
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Figure 5.3. Percentage of students achieving various components
of literacy: National vs. BRAC
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by the students. The literacy rate was 20.6% for
those who belonged to the first quintile regard-
ing attendance in phone classes, which
increased to 43.6% for those belonging to the
fifth quintile (Annex 5.6). These rates were
29.5% and 46% for the first and the fifth quin-
tiles regarding attendance in the home classes
(Annex 5.7). Combining the both, the literacy
rate was 21.9% among those who belonged to
the first quintile, 30.4% among those who
belonged to the second quintile, 36.6% among
those who belonged to the third quintile, 38%
among those who belonged to the fourth quin-
tile, and 47.9% among those who belonged to
the fifth quintile (Figure 5.5). A separate analy-
sis by gender and area also produced similar
findings (Annexes 5.6 to 5.8).

logistic regression analysis was considered to
be the most suitable method. Three sets of
explanatory variables were considered:
students’ background, school and teacher char-
acteristics, and educational activities during
school closure. The students’ background
includes age, gender, area, mothers’ education,
fathers’ education, and pre-primary participa-
tion. The school and teacher characteristics
include distance from school to branch office,
teachers’ education, basic training and length
of experience, and joining time in school. The
educational activities include participation in the
phone, home and television classes, household
members and private tutoring, and assignment
submission. The number of explanatory
variables was six in the first and the third sets
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national national

Figure 5.4. Comparison of literacy rate of different BRAC schools with the
national average
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Multiple regression analysis
predicting literacy

The aims of this section are two. First, to identi-
fy the factors predicting the literacy skills of
BRAC school students; and second, to explore
the predicting capability of the educational
activities carried out during school closure
controlling the effects of the student and teach-
er-related characteristics.

The dependent variable was the literacy skills
of the students, which is dichotomously mea-
sured (literate and non-literate). Therefore, a

each and five in the second set; totalling 17.
The measurement of the variables used in the
analysis is provided in Annex 5.9. Low-level
correlation among most of the variables and
moderate-level correlation among a few others
confrmed the absence of multicollinearity
among the explanatory variables. Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS version
21) was used to analyse data. The first set of
variables was put in Block 1, the second set in
Block 2, and the third set in Block 3.

Results from the analysis considering the full
set of data are provided in Table 5.2. Three
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models are presented. The first model contains
only the first set of variables, the second model
contains the first and the second sets, and the
third model contains all three sets. The findings
reveal that age and mothers’ education signifi-
cantly predicted students’ literacy skills in all
three models. Although the area of residence of
the students appeared as a significant predictor
in the first two models, it did not appear as a
significant predictor in the third model. Distance
between school and branch office, teachers’
education and experience, and joining at the
beginning contributed significantly and positive-
ly to the models. Of the third set of variables,
participation in phone and home classes, and
assignment submission came out as signifi-
cantly positive predictors of the literacy skills of
the students. Of these three, the role of partici-
pation in phone classes was the most in
explaining the variability in the dependent
variable, followed by home classes and assign-
ment submission. No role of household mem-
bers or private tutoring or television classes
was observed. The explanatory variables
collectively explained 11% of the variation in the
dependent variable, indicating most of it was
unexplained. In the total contribution of the
variables, students’ background had 3%,
school and teacher characteristics 4%, and
educational activities 4%.

A similar exercise for each school type, except

NFE-Marma due to the small sample size, was
carried out. Three regression models were
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produced for each but the third one is provided
in Annex 5.10. A summary of the analysis
containing information on the educational activ-
ities significantly predicting literacy skills is
presented in Table 5.3. The findings reveal that
home classes and assignments significantly
predicted the literacy skills of NFE-IDP
students. These were phone classes, private
tutoring, assignment and television classes for
SCE-OOSC students and phone and home
classes for Bridge school students. Home
classes, assignments and television classes
predicted the literacy skills of both Shishu
Niketan. Household members’ tutoring did not
appear in any of the models as a significant
predictor.

The explanatory variables collectively expla-
ined 14% of the variation in the literacy skills of
NFE-IDP students. This was 20% in
SCE-OOSC, 9% in Bridge school, 19% in
single classroom Shishu Niketan, and 17% in
multi-classroom Shishu Niketan. Compared to
the other school types, the students’ back-
ground had a higher contribution in explaining
the variations in literacy skills in SCE-OOSC
and multi-classroom Shishu Niketan (Annex
5.11). The school and teacher factors contribut-
ed most in the single classroom Shishu
Niketan. The highest contribution of education-
al activites was observed in SCE-OOSC,
followed by multi-classroom Shishu Niketan
and NFE-IDP, respectively.



Explanatory

- EEEEEE

Age 9.51** 11.51*** 19.29***

Area 5.88* 4.87*

Mothers’ education 0.07 29.87*** 25.34*** 17.89***

Distance: school to office 14.34*** 11.11%**

Teachers’ experience 23.60*** 0.0 15.43***
Teachers’ basic training - - - - - -

Teachers’ joining 15.71** 12.63***

Home class 22.50***

H members'twroring NN N I I - -

Private tutoring

Television class

-2 Log-Likelihood 4619.37 4508.85 4400.66
Nagelkerke R2

Model Chi-squre - T - T - ]

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Table 5.2. Logistic regression analysis predicting literacy of BRAC school students

2022 | Primary Education amid the Pandemic:
A Comparative Study of Different BRAC School Initiatives
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SCE-00SC p<0.05 0<0.05
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Table 5.3. Summary of school type-wise regression analysis showing the level of significance of the educational activities in predicting

literacy skills
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This study primarily compares the educational activities and literacy skills of various BRAC primary
education initiatives amid the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. The second level of comparison was
made between BRAC schools and the overall national scenario. Although BRAC is famous for its non-
formal education programme, some modifications were made to its programme design over the period.
Six different types of BRAC schools are compared in this study which vary in terms of context and the
mode of operation. These commonly supplement the national primary education initiative of the
government. Therefore, the national curriculum is followed across the BRAC school types. However,
the use of supplementary materials is BRAC’s tradition. This study is unique in the sense that no other
study considered so many types of BRAC schools along with a comparison of them with the national
system. This study also discloses the facts about the educational activities and learning achievements
of the NGO sector education programmes in Bangladesh during the COVID-19 pandemic, taking

BRAC as a case.

The findings reveal that BRAC schools were
heterogeneous regarding students’ and teach-
ers’ background characteristics. The students
varied with regard to parental education and
household economy. The teachers also varied
with regard to their level of education, basic
training, dropout and replacement, and length of
experience. However, no common chronology
was observed by school type except the multi-
classroom Shishu Niketan, which was found to
place the top in most indicators. For instance,
regarding parental education, multi-classroom
Shishu Niketan was at the top, followed by
single classroom Shishu Niketan, Bridge school,
SCE-OOSC, NFE-IDP and NFE-Marma,
respectively. Although multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan was able to hold the top position regard-
ing a stable source of household income, it was
SCE-OOSC that secured the second position
keeping single classroom Shishu Niketan and
Bridge school away with an equal distance. A
different chronology was observed in terms of
household members’ being unemployed during
the pandemic or the food security status of
households. Whereas multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan topped in teachers’ education and
single classroom Shishu Niketan in the length of
experience of the teachers, SCE-OOSC and
Bridge school secured the following two posi-
tions in both. Better socioeconomic background
of the students may be linked to the
fee-charging status of the schools. The afore-
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mentioned variations by school type are the
potential in creating variations in students
getting educational opportunities during the
pandemic. Compared with the previous studies
on BRAC schools, it can be said that the educa-
tional qualifications of the teachers and the
parents of BRAC schools have increased
tremendously. However, they were still below the
mainstream primary schools.

The findings demonstrated that the BRAC
schools, in general, were creating a second
chance education provision for the children in
Bangladesh. But these were the first and only
schools for over a quarter of the students.
SCE-OOSC and Bridge schools were supposed
to be the second chance for all of their students,
but it was not! For two-fifths of the students of
SCE-OOSC and 8.8% of those of Bridge schools
did not admit to anywhere before admitting to
these schools. The multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan although charges fees and as they oper-
ate like any mainstream formal school, the
parents may shift their children from other
schools to these schools if they think these are
better for their children. But what about the
single classroom Shishu Niketan? The majority
of the students of this type were directly
admitted to these schools and were now com-
pleting their primary education. It was interesting
to observe that some children were admitted to
BRAC schools during the pandemic and the and



dropout from BRAC schools was tiny. This may
be because of close contact between the
students and teachers at that time. The teachers
performed several activities (phone and home
classes and assignments) to carry out educa-
tion when classroom doors were closed due to
the pandemic.

The availability of ICT devices at home was
important for the students to keep in contact with
their school teachers and participate in academ-
ic activities during the pandemic. Most of the
students’ households had one or another ICT
gadget at home, although the feature phones
were most common. Not much variation was
observed in having a feature phone or a smart-
phone at home by school type. A television set
was not available at home like a cell phone
(feature or smart). Nearly three-quarters of the
students of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan,
more than half of them in single classroom
Shishu Niketan, Bridge school and SCE-OOSC
had a television set. The students of NFE-IDP
and NFE-Marma were less likely to have televi-
sion sets at home. These clearly show that
although the BRAC school students irrespective
of their school type had an ICT device at home to
attend phone classes, they were not equally able
to watch television classes. No difference
between BRAC school students and the main-
stream school students was observed in terms
of the availability of feature phones but the latter
had more smartphones, television sets or the
Internet than the former. The BRAC school
students with huge differences among them
were much ahead of their national counterparts
in using ICT devices for educational purposes.
This was because the BRAC school teachers
were able to bring most of the students (nearly
90%) under their phone class initiative.

The students of Grade 5 were not supposed to
have their own devices but a small proportion of
them was reported to have those. Although such
a tendency was more among the students of
other schools than in BRAC schools. Gender

ea-wise differences persisted in this. The girls
and the rural students were less likely to have
their own devices. Although there was no gender
difference in the use of ICT devices for educa-
tional purposes more urban households had ICT
devices (smartphones, television and Internet)
than the rural households and the use of those
for educational purposes was also higher in
urban areas. But unfortunately, the students of
urban schools achieved lower literacy skills than
those in rural schools. Such a converse may be
explained by more rural students’ participation in
phone and home classes and getting tutoring
support from the household members and
privately. Moreover, the parents of urban
students were less educated than those in rural
areas.

Self-studies at home along with doing assign-
ments and participation in phone and home
classes were the principal activities of BRAC
school students during school closure. Although
the number of classes arranged by the teachers
significantly varied from one school to another
and by school type, the teachers on average
conducted a good number of each type of class
for their students. The students’ participation
rates were also high (70%) with substantial
variation by school type. The teachers collective-
ly could not bring 10.6% of their students to
phone classes and 5.3% to home classes. A
large proportion of the students of two school
types (38.4% of SCE-OOSC and 46.3% of
NFE-Marma) did not participate in any phone
classes when over 99% of the former and 94%
of the latter households had a feature or a smart-
phone. The case of NFE-Marma can be
explained by the remoteness of residences of
the students (Chattogram Hill-Tracts) and there-
by mobile phone connectivity issue but what
about SCE-OOSC. The number of phone class-
es offered to the students of these two school
types was much less than the others. Due to
budgetary constraints, only a small portion of the
SCE-OOSC students received phone classes.
BRAC school students also took advantage of



the television classes unparalleled to their coun-
terparts in the mainstream schools; however,
they were a bit behind in doing the assignments.
Three in every 10 students of BRAC schools did
not do any assignments. In addition, like the
mainstream school students, the household
members’ also tutored BRAC school students
and some of them had private tutors. Although
the BRAC and the mainstream school students
equally received household members’ support in
their studies at home, the mainstream school
students were greatly ahead of BRAC school
students in availing of private tutoring. Less
participation in private tutoring can be treated as
good but what about doing the assignments. The
teachers had to be more careful in this so that all
students be benefitted from this initiative.

The parents seemed to be not convinced about
the alternatives such as phone and home class-
es when they were asked to compare those with
the face-to-face classes held before the
pandemic. Although they gave very high scores
to the face-to-face classes, followed by home
classes and phone classes, respectively. The
scores for the phone classes were almost half of
that in face-to-face classes. Several reasons can
be identified for this. First, none of the phone or
home classes was familiar to the parents there-
fore they were unaware of the effectiveness of
these initiatives. Second, the duration of classes
was too small than the usual face-to-face class-
es, which they might not be ready to accept as
classes. Third, the home classes were held in
tiny places of the residences of the students
which might not allow doing all kinds of activities
that could be done in a classroom setting.

The BRAC school students, in general,
performed better in the literacy test compared to
the mainstream school students. Their achieve-
ments were not only 7.7 percentage points
higher than the national average but also 0.4
percentage points higher than the projected
achievement for the assessment year. This
reminds us of the historic facts about BRAC
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school students’ outperformance over the main-
stream government and non-government prima-
ry schools observed in various Education Watch
studies (Nath & Chowdhury, 2001, 2009; Nath
Chowdhury & Ahmed, 2015). However, a declin-
ing trend in BRAC schools’ performance was
observed in a separate study conducted by the
BRAC Research and Evaluation Division (Nath,
2018). Substantial variation in the literacy skills
by school type was a reality where the students
of multi-classroom Shishu Niketan showed an
unparalleled performance and single classroom
Shishu Niketan showed a generous achieve-
ment. The performance of the students of Bridge
school and NFE-IDP were close to the average
performance of BRAC schools. The performanc-
es of the students of SCE-OOSC and NFE-Mar-
ma were far behind the average. At least four
types can be identified which did better than the
national average.

The variation in the performance by school type
can mostly be explained by the students’ and
teachers’ background characteristics and the
educational activities the students carried out
during school closure. The findings presented in
the previous chapters reveal a similar chronolo-
gy of different types of BRAC schools regarding
ICT gadgets’ availability in the homes of the
students and their use for educational purposes;
however, it slightly differs regarding students’
participation  in educational activities. The
chronology from the top to bottom for the first
two indicators was multi-classroom Shishu
Niketan, Bridge school, single classroom Shishu
Niketan, SCE-OOSC, NFE-IDP, and NFE-Mar-
ma. The Bridge school and single classroom
Shishu Niketan interchanged their places in the
third indicator. The chronology of the perfor-
mance in literacy skills of the first three school
types (two types of Shishu Niketan and Bridge
school) was consistent with their rank in
students’ participation in educational activities
during school closure. The position of NFE-Mar-
ma was also consistent. However, a reverse
result was observed in NFE-IDP and



SCE-OOSC. Whereas the
SCE-OOSC participated more in educational
activities than those of NFE-IDP, a reverse
performance was observed in the literacy test.

students  of

A previous study using a national dataset on
primary school students revealed that in predict-
ing the students’ learning achievement, the
contribution of students’ background was more

than their school, teachers and educational
support related factors (Nath, 2012). A reverse
result was observed in a separate study on
BRAC school students (Nath, 2018). The finding
of this study is consistent with the finding of the
previous study on BRAC schools. Therefore,
school-related factors still contribute more than
the background characteristics to the learning
achievement of BRAC school students.

With the above discussion, the Research Team places the following two recommendations for BEP’s
consideration.

1. The findings related to the educational activities amid school closure and other related issues
including literacy test results need to be discussed at the management level and disseminated to the
field level managers, programme organisers and the teachers. More explanation along with pros and
cons and the challenges of the initiatives should be explored aiming to redesign the three specific
initiatives — phone and home classes and assignments.

2. An experimental design with at least one school type may be considered with an aim to make
phone and home classes and the assignments entangled parts of BRAC education provision along
with face-to-face classroom activities. A randomised control trial with various degrees of each of these
initiatives may help find out the threshold of the composition of activities and investment for maxi-
mising learning achievement.
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Annexes
| Numberofstudents  Proportions

School type
- - Populion 7 Sample )

NFE-IDP 0.008 0.160 0.052
SCE-00SC --_--
NFE-Marma 0.001 0.020 0.056
Bridge school --_--

Shishu Niketan (single) 19,172 0.217 0.209 1.028

Srishu Nietan (mutt) | 1,805 - © 0020 01%  o0d02

Annex 2.1. Calculation of weights for student sample

School type
- - Poruiaion P Sampe o)

NFE-IDP 0.007 0.061 0.115
SCE-00SC --_--
NFE-Marma 0.001 0.012 0.083
Bridge school --_--

Shishu Niketan (single) 741 0.206 0.098 2.102

Shishu Niketan (mulf) | 468 - 01030 063 0205

Annex 2.2. Calculation of weights for teacher sample
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NFE-IDP 59.9 59.9

NFE-Marma
Shishu Niketan (single)

Annex 3.1. Percentage of girls by school type and area

10 ---------
11

12 ---------

13

& ---------

15

iz ---------

Mean

2 ---------

Median

Bridge school

Annex 3.2. Percentage distribution of students by age, school type and area

School type
_ _ _ _

NFE-IDP 100.0
SCE-00SC _ _ _ _ 1000
NFE-Marma 100.0

Bridge school _ _ _ _ 1000
Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Shishu Niketan (mut) _ _ _ _ 1000

Annex 3.3. Percentage distribution of students by mothers’ level of education and school type



School type

NFE-IDP
SCE-O0OSC
NFE-Marma

Bridge school
Shishu Niketan (single)
Shishu Niketan (multi)

100.0

100.0

100.0

Annex 3.4. Percentage distribution of students by fathers’ level of education and school type

School type

SCE-O0SC

Bridge school

Shishu Niketan
(single)
Shishu Niketan
(multi)

Rural 100.0
------
Rural 100.0
F-----
ura 100.0
F----m

ura
F----?
ura

Annex 3.5. Percentage distribution of students by school type, area and mothers’ level of education

School type

SCE-O0SC

Bridge school

Shishu Niketan
(single)
Shishu Niketan
(multi)

Rural 100.0
__ ____
Rural 6.6 100.0
__ ____
Rural 100.0
__ ____
Rural 100.0
__ ____
Rural 8.8 100.0

Annex 3.6. Percentage distribution of students by school type, area and fathers’ level of education
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principal sowrce | Scheolype

Offlousenold  scecosc  mridgeschoot  ShishuNiketan snle) Shishu Niketan (mu)
income
- -  Rural -- -- -- -

Agriculture 244 241 14.6 24.0

------ ----
---——- ----

Driver
Rickshawivan puler - - - - - - - - - -

Self-employed

Remitance ---——-----

Others

Tl ----------

Annex 3.7. Percentage distribution of students by principal source of household income, school type and area

Day labour
Salaried job

Small business

School type _

SCE-OO0SC 4 69 8 p<0.001
Bridge school p<0.05
Shishu Niketan (multi) p<0.001 p<0.001

Annex 3.8. Percentage of households with at one member being unemployed during the pandemic by school type and area

NFE-IDP 100.0
SCE-00SC ____
NFE-Marma 100.0

Bridge school

Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Shishu Niketan (muit) _ _ _ o100

Annex 3.9. Percentage distribution of households by changes in household income during the pandemic and school type



NFE-IDP 100.0
SCE-00SC ____
NFE-Marma 100.0

Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Bridge school

Shishu Niketan (multi)

Annex 3.10. Percentage distribution of households by changes in household expenditure during the pandemic and school type

NFE-IDP 100.0

SCE-00SC _ _ _ _ o0

NFE-Marma 100.0

Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Annex 3.11. Percentage distribution of households by school type and food security status before the pandemic

Bridge school

s N

NFE-IDP 100.0
NFE-Marma 100.0
Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Shishu Niketan (mut) _ _ _ _ 100

Annex 3.12. Percentage distribution of households by school type and food security status during the pandemic
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NFE-IDP 100.0
SCE-00SC _ _ _ _ 1000

NFE-Marma 100.0
Bridge school _ _ _ _ 1000

Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Shishu Niketan (mut) _ _ _ _ 1000

Annex 3.13. Percentage distribution of households by school type and changes in food security status during the pandemic

School type .

SCE-O0SC Rural 100.0
Bridge school Rural 100.0
Shishu Niketan Rural 100.0
(single) | Urban _ _ _ _ 1000
Shishu Niketan Rural 100.0

(mut -—————
e ! ! 1 - I |
L [ A T [ A T

Annex 3.14. Percentage distribution of households by school type, area and changes in food security status during the pandemic

SCE-0O0SC Rural 100.0
Bridge school Rural 0.0 100.0
Shishu Niketan Rural 29 100.0
(single) ~ Umban _ _ _ _ 100
Shishu Niketan Rural 4.9 100.0
(mut) ~ Umban _ _ _ _ 1000
Rural 5.8 100.0

Annex 3.15. Percentage distribution of teachers by school type, area and educational qualification



School type | Stream of education at secondary level

NFE-IDP 100.0
NFE-Marma 100.0

Shishu Niketan (single) 100.0

Annex 3.16. Percentage distribution of teachers by stream of education at secondary level and school type

Bridge school

School type
SCE-OOSC Rural 100.0
Bridge school Rural 100.0
Shishu Niketan Rural 100.0
i) ——— ——
Shishu Niketan Rural 100.0
(mut Umen _ _ _ o t000
Rural 100.0

Annex 3.17. Percentage distribution of teachers by school type, area and joining time in BRAC school

HH members’
tutoring _ _ _ _

Never 70.3

Rarely _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.1. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of household members tutoring, gender and area
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HH members’
tutoring _ _ _ _

Never

Rarely _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.2. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of private tutoring, gender and area

Frequency of

HH members’

Never

Rarely _ _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.3. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of household members tutoring and school type

HH members’

Never

Rarely _ _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.4. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of private tutoring and school type



Never

Rarely _ _ _ _ _

Sometimes

Often _____

Usually

Atways _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.5. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of watching television classes, gender and area

Frequency of
watching TV classes

requencyot  Seheelee

Never 100.0

Rarely _ _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.6. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of watching television classes and school type

submitting
assignments _ _ _ _

Never

Rarely _ _ _ _ _
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _

Usually

AR _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.7. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of submitting assignments, gender and area
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froquencyof  Seheoltee
submitting
assignments

Never

Rarely ____ __
Sometimes

Often _ _ _ _ _ _

Usually

Aways _ _ _ _ _ _

Annex 4.8. Percentage distribution of students by frequency of submitting assignments tutoring and school type

FEDF _ _ _ _ _ _

SCE-OOSC

NFE Merma _ _ _ _ _ _

Bridge school

Shishu Niketan (multi)

Annex 4.9. Students’ participation rate in phone and hone classes by school type and gender

School type

e T
School type
- -

NFE-IDP ns

NFE-Marma
_ _ - _ _ _ -

Shishu Niketan (single) 43.7 55.6 p<0.01 41.9

shishu Nikstan (muit) [ - - - N R =T
Level o significance [N (NN I NEENN NN N AN

Annex 5.1. Literacy rate by school type, gender and area

Bridge school




School type

NFE-IDP p<0.05

SCE-00SC - _ - _ -- _
NFE-Marma
- - - - -- -

Shishu Niketan (single) 98.5

Shishu Niketan (mult) 676 - - - - - -
Level of significance | p<0.001 | [ <0.001 [ [[ps0i001 | [[p=0001 [ [ps0001 |

Annex 5.2. Percentage of students having reading skills by school type, gender and area

NFE-IDP

SCE-00SC - -- - -- -
NFE-Marma
- - - - _ - _

Shishu Niketan (single) 82.1 90.3 p<0.01 85.

Shishu Niketan (mult) | "898 | [ 967 [ p<0.001 - - - -
Lovelof signifioance | p<0/001 | | P<0.001 " [ [ ps0001 | [ p<0.001 [ [ p<0001 |

Annex 5.3. Percentage of students having writing skills by school type, gender and area

Bridge school

Bridge school

NFE-IDP

NFE-Marma 5.3 p<0.05

Shishu Niketan (single) 83.1

Shishu Niketan (mult) 898 - - - - - -
Level of significance | p<0.001 | [ p<0.001 [ [[p<0.001 | [[p=0001 [ [[p<0i001 |

Annex 5.4. Percentage of students having numeracy skills by school type, gender and area

Bridge school
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NFE-IDP ns
NFE-Marma
Shishu Niketan (single) 49.7 2.6 p<0.05 442 2.2 p<0.001 46.3

Shishu Niketan (mult) 59,1 - IR - IR R
Level of significance | p<0,001 | P<0.001 [ [ p<0001 [ p<0001 | | p<0001

Annex 5.5. Percentage of students having the application skills by school type, gender and area

First
Third
Fifth

Level of significance _ __ _ _

Annex 5.6. Literacy rate of students by quintiles of number of phone classes attended, gender and area

First

Second _ __ _ _
Third

Fourth _ __ _ _
Fifth

Level of significance _ __ _ _

Annex 5.7. Literacy rate of students by quintiles of number of home classes attended, gender and area



phone and home classes

First

Second _ __ _ _
Third

Fourth _ __ _ _
Fifth

Level of significance _ __ _ _

Annex 5.8. Literacy rate of students by quintiles of number of phone and home classes attended, gender and area

Dependent variable
Literacy rate 1 = literate, 0 = non-literate
Independent variables
Gender 0 = boys, 1 = girls; gender of students
Area ~ O=uteni-wmlacacfresidenceofstdents
Fathers’ education 0-16; years of schooling completed by fathers

Mothers’ education

Pre-primary participation o = not participated, 1 = participated; students early year's participation in pre- primary education
Distance: school to office

Teachers’ education 10-16, years of schooling completed by teachers

Teachers’ experience

Teachers’ basic training 0 = not-trained, 1 = trained

Teachers’ joining

Phone class 0-65; number of phone classes attended by the students

Home class

HH members’ tutoring 0-12; score of students’ having HH members tutoring

Private tutoring

Assignment 0-12; score of students’ submission of assignments

Television class

Annex 5.9. Measurement of variables used in regression analysis
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Explanatory
variables

Age
Gender
Area
Fathers’ education
Mothers’ education
Pre-primary participation
Distance: school to office
Teachers’ education
Teachers’ experience
Teachers’ basic training
Teachers’ joining
Phone class
Home class
HH members’ tutoring
Private tutoring
Assignment
Television class
Constant
-2 Log-Likelihood
Cox & Snell R2
Nagelkerke R2
Model Chi-square
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

7.13* 10.83*** 5.48*

0.99 15.86*** -0.25

3.68* 0.0

-0.01

-0.01 7.31**

-0.07

4.10* .02 9.51™

-0.04 4.50* -0.02

5.92™ -0.02

648.63 946.27

Annex 5.10. Logistic regression analysis predicting literacy by BRAC school types



Shishu Niketan (single) Shishu Niketan (multi)

Explanatory
variables Regression Wald Regression Wald
coefficient statistic coefficient statistic
Age 0.05 0.65 -0.13 3.18
Gender 0.10 0.35 0.05 0.08
Area -1.11 14.79*** -0.13 0.43
Fathers’ education 0.02 0.44 0.06 4.52*
Mothers’ education 0.05 2.79 0.04 1.35
Pre-primary participation 0.08 0.21 0.08 0.13
Distance: school to office 0.04 18.65*** -0.01 0.09
Teachers’ education 0.40 35.50*** -0.05 0.11
Teachers’ experience 0.03 3.12 -0.03 1.36
Teachers’ basic training -0.73 3.64 0.71 6.23*
Teachers’ joining 0.69 6.64* -0.23 1.31
Phone class 0.02 12.41%** 0.03 19.15%**
Home class 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.58
HH members’ tutoring -0.02 0.83 0.00 0.01
Private tutoring 0.03 1.74 -0.02 0.53
Assignment -0.09 6.87* 0.11 7.93*
Television class 0.06 4.41* 0.07 5.49*
Constant -6.03 25.80*** -0.15 0.01
-2 Log-Likelihood 916.36 868.90
Cox & Snell R2 0.14 0.12
Nagelkerke R2 0.19 0.17
Model Chi-square 117.55*** 92.80***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Cont. Annex 5.10. Logistic regression analysis predicting literacy by BRAC school types

R Squared values Changes in R Squared values
School type
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 to 2 Model 2 to 3
NFE-IDP 0.03 0.07 0.14 0.04 0.07
SCE-OOSC 0.09 0.11 0.20 0.02 0.09
Bridge school 0.02 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.04
Shishu Niketan (single) 0.03 0.15 0.19 0.12 0.04
Shishu Niketan (multi) 0.08 0.09 0.17 0.01 0.08

Notes: Set 1: Students’background;Set2: Schooland teachercharacteristicsSet 3: Educationalactivitiesduring
schoolclosure.Model 1 containsthe variablesof Set1 only, Model 2 containsthe variablesof Set1 & 2, and Model
3 containsall three sets.

Annex 5.11. Changes in R Squared values from one regression model to the next for different types of school
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