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FOREWORD

National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN), the second cycle of nationwide
assessment of Grade 3 students, presents the status of reading and numeracy competencies in
Nepal. Foundational literacy and numeracy are the two pillars of students' future learning and
performance. The development of reading and mathematical-concept-application skills in the
early grades enhances students’ ability to succeed in the future. To determine the current
milestone, the Education Review Office (ERO), under the Ministry of Education and Sports,
has continued its commitment to providing key evidence of students' learning by conducting
the National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy.

The large-scale assessment, NARN, has been conducted across all seven provinces, based on
responses from 7,531 students of 579 schools in Nepal. It has generated information on the
achievement of grade three students in reading and numeracy. In the study, reading fluency,
accuracy, listening comprehension, decoding, and related measures were examined. At the same
time, understanding of basic mathematical concepts, recognition of geometric shapes, currency
identification, and daily-life mathematical skills are assessed in numeracy. This report also
provides crucial insights into variation in students’ achievement by geographical region, gender,
socio-economic status, and learning environments at home and at school, among other factors.

This report serves as evidence for policymakers, government, schools, universities,
stakeholders, teachers, and educators in taking timely actions and interventions to empower
students’ foundational learning. The findings and recommendations conclude with a strong
interest in advancing reform of essential literacy and numeracy skills from the early stages of
schooling.

I would like to express my gratitude to the individuals and organizations for their support and
efforts throughout the development of this report. Similarly, my sincere appreciation goes to
the Central level agencies, EDCU Officials, ERO officials, students, teachers, schools, local
governments, enumerators, supervisors, and technical experts who contributed continuously
throughout the assessment cycle. I also acknowledge the valuable support and collaboration
from the data analysis and report-writing team. The completion of NARN 2024 was possible
after the collective effort of all of them.

I am indebted to the Ministry of Education and Sports, Hon. Minister Sasmit Pokharel, and the
respected secretary, Mr. Choodamani Poudel, for overall guidance. I strongly believe that the
evidence and findings presented in this report will serve as an additional resource and a key
milestone for formulating educational plans and policies, implementing programs, and
empowering teachers and students to improve learning outcomes. It is our shared responsibility
to ensure that every student acquires basic reading and numeracy competencies to lay a strong
foundation for education. So, this report will support the analysis of the situation from the
classroom level to the policy level for enhancing quality education in Nepal. I truly appreciate
the constructive feedback and suggestions from readers and experts to further innovate in
student assessment.

Jayaram Adhikari
Director General
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction

The National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) assesses how grade three
students in Nepal perform in reading and basic numeracy. It provides feedback for policies and
programs at the national and provincial levels. Drawing on international examples such as
EGRA and EGMA, as well as Nepal's past efforts, including National Assessment of Student
Achievement (NASA) and some versions of EGRA and EGMA, ERO designed NARN, a single
assessment that comprises both reading and numeracy skills. NARN replaces the earlier NASA
for grade three by incorporating elements from those assessments, as well as other assessments
such as EGRA and EGMA.

The Education Review Office (ERO) conducted the first round of NARN in 2020. Then, in
2024, ERO conducted the second round of NARN using an updated framework. The goals of
NARN include assessing students’ performance in reading and numeracy; identifying how
factors such as socio-economic background, geographical region, parental support and home
environment, and school practices influence their achievements; and suggesting better policy
options based on the evidence. It also helps track students' progress in reading and numeracy
over the year.

Method and Process

ERO used a multi-stage sampling method to select 7,531 students from 579 schools across 33
districts. To represent provinces as well as ecological regions, seven provinces are taken as
explicit strata and three ecological regions as implicit strata when selecting the sample. Schools
were selected from each selected district using the probability proportional to size (PPS)
sampling method. For testing, if there were more than 15 students in grade 3, a random sampling
method was used to select 15 students from each school, and if there were 15 or fewer students
in the grade, all students were selected for testing. However, schools with fewer than 5 students
in grade 3 were excluded from the sample.

The assessment of reading covers components such as word identification, dictation,
vocabulary, picture description, oral reading fluency and comprehension in Nepali language.
Numeracy includes recognizing shapes, number sense, performing basic
mathematical/arithmetic operations, working with fractions, telling time on clocks, recognizing
currency, and reading graphs. All these components are based on the national curriculum for
grade three. Additionally, while designing the assessment framework and developing tools,
global competencies in early reading and mathematics were considered.

Assessment tools were designed to assess reading skills such as dictation, vocabulary, picture
description, oral reading fluency and comprehension. Students' numeracy skills were assessed
using tools related to identifying shapes and numbers, the four basic operations, fractions,
telling time on clocks, identifying currency, and reading graphs. All these sub-skills of reading
and numerical abilities were based on Nepal's Grade 3 national curriculum, and when
developing tools, global competencies related to early reading and mathematical skills were
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also considered. The national assessment of reading and numerical skills included both group
and individual tests. Individual oral tests were conducted to assess oral reading fluency,
comprehension and numerical competence, while other reading and numerical skills were
assessed through group-administered written tests.

In this assessment, in addition to assessing reading and numerical skills, questionnaires were
prepared for students, teachers, and head teachers to identify how economic, social, family, and
school-related factors affect students' reading and numerical achievement. For this purpose, the
necessary information was collected using these questionnaires from the concerned students,
teachers, and head teachers.

It analyzed the data using Classical Test Theory (CTT), breaking it down by national,
provincial, and other factors such as socio-economic and geographic factors, which helped
clearly identify differences in achievement.

Overall achievement

e  When it comes to overall achievement, the 2024 NARN results show only a small increase
in reading compared with four years ago, as the average score rose from 43.5% to 44.9%,
just 1.4 % points higher. It points to the need for more interventions in teaching reading
skills in Nepali. On the other hand, in numeracy, students performed better, raising the
average score from 37.22% to 50.16%, a 12.94% increase, indicating stronger achievement
in basic numeracy skills.

e In reading sub-tasks, students did well, with the average scores in identifying words at
58.4%, comprehension at 57.5%, and vocabulary at 52.9%. But the average score for
dictation was low at 36.9%, and the average score for describing pictures was even lower
at 26.7%. For numeracy, students’ achievement in real-life skills was high, with average
scores of 78.2% for reading graphs and 73.2% for currency identification. Weaker areas
include the average scores for clock reading (time) at 38.7%, fractions at 43.6 %, and
geometric shape identification at 44.7%.

e In oral reading fluency, the average correct words per minute was only 22, with some
noticeable decline from the 2020 NARN (which was 25 cwpm), which is far lower than
the proficient level (35 cwpm). Similarly, the average achievement in one-to-one reading
comprehension was 48.6%, with only a small improvement (increased by 0.9%) from the
2020 NARN.

Proficiency levels

e Looking at proficiency levels, most of the students are struggling in reading fluency. About
75.3% read fewer than 35 correct words per minute, which is below the proficient level. In
comprehension, a large portion of students are at the pre-basic level (nearly 51%), with
only 24.5% achieving the proficient and above levels. In numeracy, students are classified
into proficiency levels based on achievement as follows: 14.4% below basic, 43.9% basic,
26.4% proficient, and 15.4% advanced. It shows that the majority of students (58.3%) are
below the proficient level.
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Provincial and ethnic disparities

Disparities show up a lot across provinces and ethnic groups. In reading, Gandaki
Province topped at 61.4%, while Madhesh at 38.7% and Karnali at 38.8% were way
behind. Numeracy followed similar patterns, with Gandaki at 61.1%, Karnali at 42.2%,
and Lumbini at 44.8%.

Ethnic differences vary by subject. Pahadi and Janajati groups performed better in
reading, but Madhesi groups and some Himali did not achieve the same level of
performance. In numeracy, the Madhesi group scored highest, whereas the Himali
groups, particularly those classified as ‘others’ in that category, scored the lowest in most
areas.

Socio-economic, geographical and educational factors and their effects on achievement

There is a little bit of a gap in gender. Girls performed slightly better in reading than boys,
with small differences across subtasks. Boys performed slightly better in numeracy,
particularly in currency tasks, and, to a lesser extent, in other areas.

If children travel over an hour to school, reading scores drop. Spending free time on
homework helps both reading and numeracy.

Having midday meals every day is linked to higher scores, and locally grown meals have
better impacts on students’ achievement.

Consistent teacher presence in classes gives better reading and numeracy outcomes.
Family help with studies, parents who can read, especially fathers, and checking on
school activities can help achieve better performance.

Greater opportunities to study or do homework at home have a positive impact on
achievement.

Students from urban locations performed better in comparison to their rural peers in both
reading and numeracy.

Key areas for policy intervention

The NARN 2024 findings suggest the following key areas for policy interventions toward
improving early reading and numeracy achievement.

a)

b)

Strengthening foundational reading: Targeted interventions are required due to low
proficiency levels and reading achievement. This involves expanding access to a range of
reading materials, strengthening early-grade reading programs, and improving teacher
preparation and development in foundational literacy.

Closing achievement gaps in numeracy: Although there has been progress in numeracy,
many students are still at basic or below-basic level, especially when it comes to abstract
concepts like fractions and clock reading. The shift from number knowledge to applied
mathematical thinking needs better support in curriculum and instruction.

Reducing regional and ethnic disparities: There are notable differences between
provinces and ethnic groups. Policy interventions must be sensitive to ethnicity and
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d)

g)

iv

geography, focusing on underperforming regions and supporting marginalized
communities.

Improving teacher effectiveness: Better results are associated with consistent teacher
presence in the classroom and positive teacher-student relationships. Fostering supportive
classroom environments, professional development, and teacher attendance, as well as
improving teacher time on task, should be the focus of policy interventions.

Increasing parental and community support: The benefits of community-based
programs, parental involvement, and family support underscore the significance of
collaborative mechanisms between the home, school, and community

Improving the provision of midday meals: Students' academic performance is positively
impacted by the regular provision of midday meals at school that are made with local
ingredients, suggesting that midday meal provision needs to be further improved.
Designing and implementing differentiated provisions: Various socio-cultural,
economic, geographical, and home-related factors affect students' performance on reading
and numeracy, which suggests differentiated and diverse provisions and teaching-learning
practices for improving the reading and numeracy skills of students.

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



HEABR QT
RIS

N TR THEAT HrggRT o TRUHT TGTE T MO RaehT TR 7 (National
Assessment for Reading and Numeracy, NARN) o FUTerdT H&T dHaHT [andige gerg aar
AR I [Te®H & FEdl Juclied eliee Tl G A= HUH TAL0 TEg | T8
WIH ASTHT ATERAT GSHT T Y29 TALAT A T BRAHABT AR IEATT J&H 6 |
YR FHE 98T 9 9@ (EGRA) T YRFPWE H&r i @9 alewr (EGMA) e
A=aRITE TR EATTHT AT HATTHT FEET Gfer woiter e ueses aEd wdEnr (NASA)
T YR FeT TeA R qhavEradl dvareEs AT SHE T AfEE e qhen
Feael TS qAT WUg Huewt AT qhEAEl geed WH el | 99 GUEvE 9 adr
o 7o Rvee qEEET RS A Uerg g T Raew qiE aleE aeierE we
TET R 98E T URfeE FHE A e qaAer I HET SAT G arad T TETssT
Tl [Edeees qHT FHIESH TRUET EaT T8l BT il ferameier it qetier feramdf
IR AT THAT (NASA) S FHA F(Tead Wl g |

e PR ThETer W R0%0 W uRdl Ued Terg qar e fwwr afgr afe
oA ThT T | oty | R0y AT SifEre TUTedY wHE gt darEtas T qerg qu
Tt Rt Aiea e T T g5 =T qeTs adn e R avd ahe
R0RY H W&T q&g Uers ¥ e Ruwr frndfeesr Suafy Taar qha T 8l g€
et wrfo - qeufH, S afEw, afaseT TEaNT qur SR 9
TRTeATT e wT AaaasT naEEEsEdl aodeedd ST HaU THE g AR qiear
T T AT AT 9E Reeprg uRer i AT Fwereed gord vy | cawd, a9
Tt T ferdfees! ver T At R Yo ywfders 9 afiered T gaT T 7ed
T |

ICERRINER

fErE O THEAT Fegel T 0%y FI UG q°T MG Roehr AT Gl Gsererin
i wdfHleRrer®  Tq g TRuEn frerdeear q@en qeEe T B | ager
e A THEAT Frgel TRV THAT Fele [ (Multi-stage sampling method) TANT T
33 et wor frmarseae ©,uzq Fardee ghe e | Tl g aRew
T TEUTEE T Al ATiferss SgEes qHad T AT YRIEEers Yo WUSEE (Explicit
strata) T famr=r Tifera EAETS AT Yrse® (Implicit strata)m%%ﬁﬁﬁ:fw
HAEER! FMiEcd g1 T Toud Javrene fede® ghle TRuE! fEr | ge TRy Joid
Seetrae forardl ageard SgaIaar FAe g e RIS g4 T (Probability proportional
to size) AT FAIE TRUHT AT 99 TQALITHT AT FHEM 3 AT QY AwaT aer e woan
WWW(Randomsampling)ﬁﬁmﬁmﬁmw(19\ EGLIES RS

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office | v



e HH foandt oA wa et e @i g RuET e 9% wEm 3 W Y
ST TR (el WUET Eemeadrs S THATH GHET RS 90T |

ECEREEEII N K ca SR R b ol e I (S e A et ki L e E ol b B R L R [ F 2
T T TEH! @0 AT TH IR AT THAT T AEe® TN RS 2@ | fmmdianr
AT T TavET AN ST ATHREEHT Ao, Ggede®d! e/, Tedrh
TR AT HARE, M1e®, TS THT FaATS, HaT Uied™ 9 T AHe® g EHAHT HIIT
T AR WHET TRUST B Terg T e R @ wn e Ruge o we
3 BT U TMETHHAT AT gH W 7 gt fwm et T & foee Ao @i
rae® [HHm et It gers T I Rugesedl At dargeears q e s
R | erg qur T Rawr afgw whenmr aEeTa qhE ¥ At 7l g wEEe
TRuHT BET| WiE 9oT wAE T G el qheus @i sath T i e
TSI TRUHT (90T 9 0= qerg q9r MOy sl THEu GHed aoaerd o qemeb!
rETHaTe RUHT o |

T T qers R qur e s qaer Fardier e, amie, A ao
e et gFaf-aq dedeed SHeEd! Uers adr TUT ITACTHT & Hedl THE TagT
I U e el Al Fered, e# T queedd s di yeAEee i w1
Fraedare fFERe aghad IRusT B

T AT T Rgeas! W T aEgs® Feee IRUAT g1 A Ataerarg
Tl o TR Taear i amiE- e qor sfserma wferers g o B

TCAEEHT ATIHT SATEAT MU T | TEAT AT ITACUEEHT Teh! HeTdl T TqHT FRUEE
Ufe=Te T eI T g |
LEVESERIC0)

o THIUH W R0RY Bl UETE T MU Ul AT THEATH! TSIl A ATATRT AT
THEAHT TATHT UETS RO FT A8 S ¥3.4% AE ¥¥.89% T0H g Ters o
RreTg Ul FAT 4.¥% of TH FASH! § | AT TUTHET I&T RYHT AW a9 FATHHT
AALIHATAS ATeaTSIH | AT, AT R frarefieeer wbr waifa W sfawg | T
T R0R0 HT BT TALAEH! AT AZH 38.23% T TIX X0.6% Tl g| o
R Rerg Iuaed 93.8¥% o dehl JRdvg | T8 ATIRAT T o & wwt
WU TEd |

o T Rusrmide SUSHET T ardieed eeE dfed, g T IERHUSIAT A
YT.¥%, L. 4% T UR.%%% HATGq AgH BGA THT G| T ATCGTdT A€ agh
36.2% T TAEE AUEH R6.0% WA WH! G| T fofea aviar Fendeer wiears
WHl TEEg | T Rueraita darediee ST greataa Rygear fFardier Iuatey
T AU F T URHN TEEAT A A ©5.3% T TR gEeiaa [Goar e

vi | NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



ATH 93.}% @R g | T Raereaitd vt g, B T saiwda aenee aeamET
Trafead Rowr g ag® HAM 35.9% ¥3I.6% T YY.9% T Iuad AR 3w |

o T THEUR gt Wi T&7 WATE (ORF) | A Ui e 7 I% 9158 9[g SR
T@UHT g, 9T g1 0RO Ea) T@'q e Y oF wee gt (cwpm)-{%zﬁ
R | 7 A TET FaEA Fe fEe gt ard ROy T (34 cwpm) SRR 8
FH ITART WA QT | IS T, ARG AE TR ET TSTEEH AT IRy
¥G.&% TE AT R0R0 I THAVHT el K A, Fld 0.%% o YUK ATH g |

AR TIX

o WifeE ThEvE wfwnr Godee tod yEedT weed s serg) AR
HRA 9%.3% o fandier wfd fee 3¥ wwa1 FH0 veaeE fowdn gd 9agd, S Mt
T FH G I HRA 4% Fardiam widie 3% weevear aet fEhaT 9ga aag |
T, TeAah frardieedt el e - AaRad T (T K q%) @E T FRE
Y¥.4% < A YA T GIwaT AT TaX Bkl Tt |

o TUHY RAdh ATIRIT TEHET a0 Y. Y%, ATIRAT TEHT ¥ 3.2%, TAIT TEd &.%%
T IS AEAT QUM% TE ATIRNT T HAWE deell qEd a¢ et (15.3% ) wE g
W AT TR T S TN B ¥ 1.9% S el wEr g

TR T S/ AT

o Tz Sualamr WEie T Faed THeeEH AGAT O g | TeTs Ruwr gt
YT AT AT € 9.¥% & AUTATAT TWhT g A WAL T 35.8% T BT Fa2T
3T.5% @ TP WHE g AU o e weE ded qg® € 9.9%, Bl
TSATHT ¥WR.R% T QT TR ¥Y.C% TRl g |

o SA/STE EqH R SuatcaEr Emsare Ffagd e g1 e foa wE <
AT TR qeIcHs ©THT TH BT G ¥ A HEe®h! Aad IIarse HaAsT
g | O Team WA SEdT Arhd A9 gaweaT Fdl Ehl g |

IIATHHT AN, AT, Sferd T NS RIIdaT a0 deaah! T

o UETE RATE GETH Wifyd REE SUCSTA Tl AR B | grAE Greedral Tag
T e A Ay BIfRier T A 1A AHT JUHTIT el e whl g |
T Radh g gEw! Iudted Fal T WH g | e T HER aeatad
FAAT FATEH! Jucd Al THN F |

o  AAATIHEEAS AT T UHh GUSH=aT a¢] G0 AN AaeTHl 9818 [{Is g%
IR | T Rad a9 vy Beeser s 99T ane aradiidThl [HeTs
YA FEaT HHA A | I, WA G Tebrar FArgHer gerg T i g4
g 9UH G |

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office vii



TF T e @l yarde faEndiE e Suaed aes 9ednt WaE gl oA
TIT IHETAT AT @ISRl Jardel [Tardiees! ITaadr GhRcHs TE a1
R F |

FEACEHT et Mmae Sufafael Terg qar T s T8 ahem Tusr g |
HAITH NRATRE GedW, T TG G AMIIEHEE, [T T JaTeE T Aadeed
forarergeer wiafateeewr =@ e Tl Sualcaw gericqs Afder fTusT 5|

BRAT AL T A1 TEHME T a6 ATIEE JTACTHT GHHE TATT TH! 3 |
Tl g Ferdfeed qerg qur wvd Rq gaer rder See Bt qerrar a9
JUAd YT T G |

AT gEETHT AR THE Se

UQTE A1 MU Ut AT @@ R0y B A YRPE q@3 T A Iudted
FIR T AT AR T HEIAH (Interventions) FT AN FHFIGT THE SAEH G
fewr 7

%)

)

R

)

g)

viii

AT TRIEs Y36 UM: eTs RaH SRIuspl a9 Iuaied TaXals dersd e
BRHH, FEAYAH AEAIF G| TGH AN 787 afieedr 189 R T, TR
FHET U&7 FAFAGEAS Y36 UG T ATIRAT HERAHT Al [ qard T et
AVITHAT AR ] AT g |

AT ITlouar BT AaEeds ®H T FAf 0T Sar Hel Wi SUh
At AR PramefieE @@ N ArEaRaE A1 AeRT dedll TRt g | R T R T e
B TOTEdr o AAUrE el faardieed! Judiey A FHNR G| qIEdTH! A
TgET TANHT S & T v e aiEdT T e serme T R fesas
ARATSE T AEATE G |

TRRE T /AT AGAEARE HH T GIIEG T A S/ qeeeee
ITAREAT Jecl@ g M G| M FEqede® T J1d/Srdr fEfaear T swadtd
FaETefic WE FHNR IUACTHT &7 T THEe® Uea T e HEHA qoaradan
Y AAAHT AYEEETS BT SR YA T AT 5 |

TRIEAUTRT THEHTIRATAT GG FETHIEHT MimaX Ries Il T qebrions (Rree-faardt
T TN AGSTeTs Aeded TWHT G| T9HT AN HENHISTH! AT, [Rreswmant
TarTa e T WiEs guRafers sereTs @y R e Waws g6 Tere
TACTHT IR AT AT AR T HTATA (Interventions) e Hiegd TS |
ARE® T TS WA dig: [AeraadT SHEEW ARG B eeE, e
AMAEF ST Feraar T et faea iEie wednEe go wEaars Aewan
AR IR, e T qHRAEES W G Wi 1y AEva® g |

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



=) foar T SEe gER: e T STET WA IR SE KA @
ot sgaeaer Rardlees! A ITArTHT GHRIcHE: THT TR SRauH! gar fear
QI SHATATHT 9 IR T AE0H Ehl 37 |

F) Eh Blb VAHFEEH! [Sulg T Hral-aa: Ffie qratsrs-aiepiis, aiis, dies T
T FrEfad dedeed Fardieed! Terg T TG SETdTh! [HahRAT TTd aTe JUahTel
faremdieea®t Terg T T R gawr T W wE T g wEa qur e R
AAEETD] [FT T WANT TH9H &7 |

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office ix






Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARYY ...ttt ee et e et eaee e e eeaeeeeaaeeereeeereen i
T TR 1 ettt eueeueeueenesnesnennesnennannsnsanesnesnssnssnssnssnsnesnssnssnesnssnsenssnssesnesnssnssnenns A%
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 INEEOAUCTION ..ottt ettt e et e e v e e eaeeeeateeeeteeesseeeseeeeaseeeseeennseeans 1
1.2 Objective 0f the NARN ......ccccoiiiiiiciieiteeereeste ettt se et seresbe et seesseessseesseesseessaens 2
1.3 Large-Scale Assessment for Reading and NUMETACY .........cccvevveecvieciieriienienienieeieeiens 2
1.4 ASSESSIMENE CYCLC.....eiiiiiieiieeieeie ettt e e ereesteesteesebessbeasseessaesseesssessseessansseenseens 3
CHAPTER 11
METHODOLOGY
2.1 POPUIALION ..ottt ettt ettt et e te et e e ae e e st e emteenbe e bt e saeesneeeneeenseeseens 5
2.2 SAMPIE....eiiieteeee ettt ettt ettt et e ht e et e e be e bt e bt e bt e enteenteeteeteens 5
2.3 Assessment Framework and TOOIS..........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 9
MoOdES OF ASSESSIMENL. .......vviiiiiiiieeeeiiie ettt eete e et e e e et e e e eeateeeeeetreeeeeeveeeeeereeeeenns 9
Reading framewWoOrK..........c.ooiiiriiiiie e 10
Numeracy FramewWork .........cooiiiiiiiiiiiieieee et 11
Contextual Information Questionnaire Framework ............c.ccocoveevviiiiiiiiiiiiiccie e, 11
TOOIS PreParation ........ccueeuieiiiiriiesiieeie ettt ettt ettt e st e st e sateeteebeesaeesneesnseenees 13
2.4 Test and Questionnaire Administration and Data Quality Assurance.............ccccceeuen.ee. 13
Test and Questionnaire AdmMINISTIAtION ..........c.eeevviiiiiieiiiieeeiee ettt e veeeeere e 14
Monitoring and SUPETVISION ......ceceivieriiieiiieriieriesieeie ettt et e seesteebeesbeesseesseesnseenees 14
Data Entry and Data Quality ASSUTANCE .......c..eecueeireriierieeniienie et esieesiee et eee e 14
2.5 Data Analysis ProCeAUIE ............ccvevviiriiiiieiiecicctt ettt seneeer e sreesa s 14
CHAPTER 111
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND
INFORMATION

3.1 Gender COMPOSITION ....ccveevieirieiieriiesreeereereesreesseeseesrreesseeseesseessaesssessseesseessesssessssessees 15
3.2 CaSte/ELNNICILY ...vviviiciiiciecie ettt e e b e e te e s taestbeetbeesbeesbeesba e snenenas 15
3.3 MOSt LIKEd SUDJECES....ccuviieiiiiieiieiieciie ettt ete et tre e e veeveete e taestbessbeesveesvaeseens 16
3.4 Distance of School from HOME ............cccoieiiiiiiiiicicce e 16
3.5 Use of Leisure Time at SChOOL.........c.ooooiiiiieiiieie et 17
3.6 Status of Midday Meal at SChOOL .........cccueiviiiiiiiiiiiecece e 18
3.7 Teachers' Presence in the CIassroOm ..........ceeevviiiiiiieiiieiiieecie et 20
3.8 Learning Experience and Perception towards the Teacher ...........ccccevevvvciinciieniennennnnns 22
3.9 Teaching Method of Nepali Subject Teacher..........cccccuvveiieeiiiiierienieeiecieeeeeeeee 23

3.10 Teaching Method of Math Teacher ..........cccevcveviieiieiieierieceee e 23



3.11 Students’ Time Spent at HOME.........cccccvvriiiiiiieiiieieriecie et eeeeeee s 25

3.12 Support for Study at HOME.........ccceeviiiiiiiiiiieiereece ettt 25
3.13 Literacy Of PArnts ......c.cccvieeiieiiiiieiiecie ettt et ee e esve e teesae e e sssessseensaensaenseens 26
3.14 Reading Reference Books at HOME..........c.ccovveviiiiiinieciiciccceceee e 27
3.15 Parental concerns on Child EQUCAtion............cc.ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 27
CHAPTERIV
FINDINGS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN READING
4.1 Achievement in REAAING .......ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee et 30
4.2 Achievements in Sub-tasks of Reading.........cccoceeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 30
4.3 Achievements in Reading by Provinece ..........coccveviieiieiiieniienienieeeee et 31
4.4 Achievements in Reading by Municipality and Rural Municipality.........c.ccceceereurennene. 33
4.5 Achievements in Reading by Ecological Regions ..........cccccecceviiniiniiinnienienieeieee, 33
4.6 Achievements in Reading by Gender............ccovieriiriieiienieieeieeeee et 34
4.7 Achievements in Reading by EthniCity .........ccoeciiriiiiiiiiiiiie e 36
4.8 Achievements in Reading by Distance of School from Home............c.ccccoviiniinnnnnn 38
4.9 Achievements in Reading by Use of Leisure Time at School............cccocceeviiniiniinnne. 39
4.10 Achievements in Reading by Availability of Midday Meal at School......................... 40
4.11 Achievements in Reading Time Spent by the Teacher in the Classroom .................... 42
4.12 Achievements in Reading and Students' Perception of the Teacher .............c.ccueuee.ne. 42
4.13 Achievements in Reading by Students’ Time Spent at Home .........c.ccccvevveeienreennenne, 43
4.14 Achievements in Reading by Support Received for Study at Home.............cccuveeene. 44
4.15 Achievements in Reading by Parents’ Literacy and Engagement..............cccccveennnnen. 44
4.16 Achievements in Reading by Students’ Reading Habit of Reference Books............... 46
CHAPTER V
FINDINGS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN NUMERACY

5.1 Achievement iN NUIMETACY .......cc.eeruierierierieeieesieesteesieestesteebeebeeseesseesseesneesnseeseenseens 47
5.2 Achievements in Sub-tasks 0f NUMETACY .......ccceecviririeniniirieniiieeeeieieeteee e 47
5.3 Achievements in Numeracy by Province .........cccccovvevieriieeciieiiieiieiesiesee e 49
5.4 Achievements in Numeracy by MUnicipality.........cccecvereierciieiienienienie e 51
5.5 Achievements in Numeracy by Ecological Regions ...........c.cccveevrrienieniincieeeeieeienns 51
5.6 Achievements in Numeracy by Gender............ccocveveerieriiieiiieniienieniesee e 52
5.7 Achievements in Numeracy by Caste/EthniCity..........cccoceevieiierienieniiiieeeeeeeeiene 53
5.8 Achievements in Numeracy by Distance of School from Home ...........cccccecenininnne 57
5.9 Achievements in Numeracy by Use of Leisure Time at School ..........cc.ccccevveninnnne. 57
5.10 Achievements in Numeracy by Availability of Midday Meal at School ..................... 58
5.11 Achievements in Numeracy by Students Rating of the Midday Meal Provided at

SCROOL. ... ettt ettt et e e et e e e abe e e beeetreeeteeetaeeereaen 59
5.12 Achievements in Numeracy by Presence of Teacher in Math Class.........c.cccoceeeenenee. 60

5.13 Achievements in Numeracy and Their Perception Towards the Teacher .................... 61



5.14 Achievements in Numeracy by Students’ Time Spent at Home ...........cccccoceeveneennne. 62

5.15 Achievements in Numeracy by Support Received for Study at Home ........................ 63
5.16 Achievements in Numeracy by Parental Literacy and Engagement ............cc.ccccceee.e. 63
5.17 Achievements in Numeracy by Students’ Reading Habit of Reference Books ........... 65
5.18 Students' achievement in Numeracy at different Proficiency Levels..........cccccceeeneee. 66
CHAPTER VI
ACHIEVEMENTS IN ONE-TO-ONE ASSESSMENT
6.1 Achievements in Reading and NUMEIACY ........cccceereeriieiiiiiiieiieieiete st 71
6.2 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Province ............ccocceeieeiiiniiniiiienncenenns 72
6.3 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Local Level ............ccccoovininiiiiiinnncnns 73
6.4 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Caste/Ethnicity...........ccccceveiriirneeneencnne 74
6.5 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading FIUENCY .......cccceeviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 75
6.6 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Province ..........cccoocevivniiniveieenenncnne 76
6.7 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Local Level ...........coccoooiniiiiinnnncnn. 77
6.8 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Caste/Ethnicity...........c.ccoevveveeneennee. 78
6.9 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Gender.............cccoeoeeviiniiniiineeneennenne 79
6.10 Readers Cate@OTIZAtION .......cc.eeruieriieiiieiieeie ettt et te et te et ettt e stee st e snte e e ebeenbeenaeens 80
6.11 Proficiency Level in Reading Comprehension............coceecieiierienienieeiieieeeeseeeieens 80
6.12 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Province ..........ccccoveeeeiincennnene. 81
6.13 Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by local level ...........cccooceeiiiinininnenne 82
6.14 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Caste/Ethnicity..........cccceevverevennenns 82
6.15 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Gender ...........cccoeveveevieneenneannen. 83
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 Summary Of FINAINES ....ccueeiiriiiiiiiiieieeteeet ettt 84
7.2 CONCIUSION. ... teutieitietieeite ettt ettt et e st e st e e ateete et e essteeatesabeenseenseenseeseesnsesnsesnseenseanseans 89
7.3 RECOMMENAALIONS ......eeeuiieiiieiieiietierite ettt ettt tte st e st e et e bt e sseesstesneesneeenseeseenseans 90
REFERENCES .....couiiiitiinininininisissississssssssssisssssissssssssissssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 91
ANNEXES ...uoiiiiitinrinninniniiinininiississienisisisimisisissssmssssssssssssssssess 93
Annex 1: Data Analysis Framework for Groups ASSeSSMent ............ceceevereerieneesierenneennen. 93
Annex 2: One-to-One Assessment Framework..........ccccovevierinieriineniinenieieneeieneeeee 94
Annex 3: Results on Background Information Questionnaires.............ccceeceevereeciereneennen. 95
Annex 4: Results on REAdINg ........coeiiiriiiiiiiiiiieieceeseese ettt 103

Annex 5: Results 0N NUMETACY .......ccceirierieiieeieeieerieesieesteeteereebe e seesseesseesnsesnseenseenseens 107



List of Tables

Table 1: Selection of districts by province and geographical 1egions.............cccvveeveeecreeenneeennnn. 5
Table 2: Provincial distribution of student population (grade 3) ........cccvevevierrieenieeecieeeee e 7
Table 3: Details of SAMPIE AISTIICES ...ecuvvieiiiieiiieeiie ettt ettt e eereeeseveeeerea s 8
Table 4: Reading framework for NARN-grade 3, 2024 .........coocovieviiieriiieeiee e 10
Table 5: Numeracy framework for NARN-grade 3, 2024 ..........ccooiieiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeen 11
Table 6: Types of contextual questionnaires and coverage of information...............ccceceeeruennen. 12
Table 7: Students’ learning experience and perception toward the teacher ..............cccceeeueenneee. 22
Table 8: Achievement percentages in sub-tasks of reading by province ........c..ccceeeeeerenennee. 33
Table 9: Students' achievement in sub-tasks of reading by caste/ethnicCity...........c.cccccveerveenneen. 38
Table 10: Achievement in reading and students' perception towards the teacher ...................... 43
Table 11: Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy by province ..........cccceeeveeerveeriveeenveeseneeennns 50
Table 12: Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy by ethniCity ...........ccceveveeevieeniieecieerieeeen. 56
Table 13: Achievement in numeracy and their perception towards the teacher......................... 61
Table 14: Classification of proficiency levels in NUMETaCY ..........cccvvercveeerieercrie e eiee e 67
Table 15: Achievement in reading and numeracy by province..........ccoecceeeeuveerveervveencveesnneeennns 73
Table16: Achievements in reading and numeracy by local level.............cccoeeviiiviiicieenieenen. 74
Table 17: Achievements in reading and numeracy by gender ...........ccooceveeveerieenciienciieeeeene, 74
Table 18: Achievements in reading and numeracy by caste/ethnicity .........ccccecevveveveercerrenennns 75
Table 19: National benchmarks for oral reading fluency (ORF) for grade 3 .............ccveennennee. 75
Table 20: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by province..........ccceeevvevcvvevcveecceeeneeenne, 76
Table 21: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by local level ...........ccccoeeviiiciiiiniiinnnee, 78
Table 22: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by caste/ethnicity..........cccceevevvercreeeenennns 79
Table 23: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by gender..........c.ccoceveriivininneninenene. 79
Table 24: Oral reading fluency of readers categorization............coceevererienenieneneeeneneeeee 80
Table 25: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by provinee...........ccceecveeeevveerveesnnnenne 82
Table 26: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by local level ...........cccccocivenincnnnne. 82
Table 27: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by caste/ethnicity............cccceeveerenennnee. 83

Table 28: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by gender...........ccoocvevvenvenvenveennnnee. 83



Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:
Figure 7:
Figure 8:
Figure 9:

Figure 10:
Figure 11:
Figure 12:
Figure 13:
Figure 14:
Figure 15:
Figure 16:

List of Figures

NARN CYCLe...ntiiiiiieeiie ettt ettt ettt e s et e st estaeesnbeesssaeensaeesseeesnseeennes 4
SAMPING AESIZN...eeeuviiiieiiiiiiieciieeiee ettt e esiteesreeesbeeeteeesebeessseeesaeesssseessseeans 7
Gender composition Of STUAENLS..........ccviiiiiiiiiiieiie e e 15
Ethnic Composition Of StUAENLS .........cevcviiiiiiiiiieciie e 16
Most liked subjects by StUAENLS..........ccccviiiiiiiiciiieciee e 16
Distance to school from home...........cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 17
Use of leisure time at sSchool by StUdents .........c..cccvvieiiieiciieeriie e 18
Students receiving midday meal at SChOOL ..........ccccoocvieveiiiiiiie e 18
Types of midday meals provided by SChoOl..........ccccoeeviiieiiieiiiee e, 19

Students’ rating of meals provided by SChOOI ..........cccoeieiiiiiiiiiiiiicicceecee e, 20
Presence of teachers in math class reported by students ............ccccevveieerieenniennnnn. 21
Presence of teacher in Nepali class reported by students ............ccceeeevieeciienneeennnn. 21
Students’ perception of the method of teaching in Nepali class.........ccccceveeneennnnee. 23
Students agree that a math teacher makes learning fun.............ccccooevveeiviieniieennnn, 24
Students’ perception of the method of teaching in math class..........ccccccveeeverennnnnn. 24
Students’ time spent at ROME .........cc.eevciiiiiieeiiieeciee e 25

Figure 17: Students receiving support for study at hOme ...........ccceeveeieeiiieniiieiieieeeeeeee 26
Figure 18: Literacy Of PATENLS ......eeecuiieriiieiiie et eeiie et esite et e et e st e s eeeeseaeessseesssaeesnseesnnaeeans 26
Figure 19: Students frequently used reading reference books at home............ccceevvevviiennennne. 27
Figure 20: Do your parents ask you, "What did you learn today?".........c.ccoeovveviieiciienireennnens 28
Figure 21: Do your parents visit the school to inquire about your studies with your teacher?...28
Figure 22: Achievement in r€AING .........cccueeiiieeiiieeiieeiieeetee ettt e eree e e e eteeesreeeereeeseveeeenas 30
Figure 23: Achievement in sub-tasks of 1€ading .........ccccecvevrrierriiiiiiie e 31
Figure 24: Achievement in reading DY PrOVINCE.........ccveruierieririieiiienite sttt 32
Figure 25: Achievement in reading by municipality ..........ccccceeveieiriiiniieeiiie e e esiee e 33
Figure 26: Achievement percentages in reading by ecological regions ............ccceeveeveeereennnnnnn. 34
Figure 27: Achievement percentages in reading by gender............ccceeveeviinieniieneeneenieee, 35
Figure 28: Achievement percentages in sub-tasks of reading by gender ...........cccceecvvevvvreennnns 36
Figure 29: Students’ achievement percentages in reading by caste/ethnicity .............cceceennee. 37
Figure 30: Achievement in reading by distance of school from home..............cccevvvvrviirrnnnns 39
Figure 31: Achievement in reading by use of leisure time at School ..........c.ccoceecenireinincnnnnn 40
Figure 32: Achievement in reading by availability of midday meal at school...............c............ 41

Figure 33:

Achievement in reading by types of midday meal provided at school ..................... 41



Figure 34:
Figure 35:
Figure 36:
Figure 37:
Figure 38:
Figure 39:
Figure 40:
Figure 41:
Figure 42:
Figure 43:
Figure 44:
Figure 45:
Figure 46:
Figure 47:
Figure 48:
Figure 49:
Figure 50:
Figure 51:
Figure 52:
Figure 53:
Figure 54:
Figure 55:
Figure 56:
Figure 57:
Figure 58:
Figure 59:
Figure 60:
Figure 61:
Figure 62:
Figure 63:
Figure 64:
Figure 65:

Achievement in reading time spent by the teacher in the classroom ........................ 42
Achievement in reading by students’ time spent at home .............cccocevveeciienieeennnn. 43
Achievement in reading by support received for study at home..........ccocccoceeriinne. 44
Achievement in reading by parental [iteracy ..........ccceeveveeeviieriieeeniiesiie e eevee e 45
Achievement in reading by parental engagement.............cccveeveereieeniieenieenieeeennnn 45
Achievement in reading by students’ reading habit of reference books ................... 46
Achievement i NUIMETACY .......ceerurerieeritieeriieeeteeeeieesteeenteeessteesseessseessseeessseessseens 47
Achievement in sub-tasks Of NUMETACY........cccecieriiieriieiiie e 48
Achievement in NUMETACY DY PrOVINCE......cccuveeevieerieeiiieeiieeeieeeeiieeereeereeeseveeeneeas 49
Achievement in numeracy by municipality.........cccccceveieiiieeniiiienieeeiee e 51
Achievement in numeracy by ecological regions...........cccvuvevveeeerieenieeenieeeree e 52
Achievement in nUMEracy by ender..........ccvvviiivrviieriie et 52
Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy by gender...........ccceeevvieeiiiniiiieniiecieeeen 53
Achievement in numeracy by caste/ethniCity..........ccceeeeieviiirciiiecciieciieeee e 54
Achievement in numeracy by distance of school from home..........cc..ccoceniniinnin. 57
Achievement in numeracy by use of leisure time at school...........c..cccceeeiienveennnnn. 58
Achievement in numeracy by availability of midday meal at school ....................... 58

Achievement in numeracy by types of midday meal provided at school.................. 59

Achievement in numeracy by their rating of the midday meal provided at school... 60

Achievement in numeracy by the presence of a teacher in math class ..................... 61
Achievement in numeracy by students’ time spent at home............cccceeeeveeeeveennnenn. 62
Achievement in numeracy by support received for study at home...........c.cccveenee. 63
Achievement in numeracy by parental literacy .........ccccceevivereiieeniieeiieecieeeree e 64
Achievement in numeracy by parental engagement...........ccceecveeeeveenieenreeencneennnnenn 65
Achievement in numeracy by students’ reading habit of reference books................ 66
Students achieving various proficiency levels..........ccocoerieniiniiiniiieniierieseeeeee 67
Proficiency level in NUMETacy DY PrOVINCE .......cceevveeeriieerieeriiiesieeeieeesereesveeeenens 68
Proficiency level in numeracy by municipality ..........ccocceeeueeriierieeneenieeieeieeieeiens 69
Proficiency level in numeracy by Sender ...........ccoeecveervieencieenniie e 70
Achievement in reading and NUMETACY .........cceveerrierierieeieeriienie e site e eee e e 72
Proficiency level in oral reading fIUENCY ........cceevieviiriiiiiiiieeee e 76

Proficiency levels in reading cCOMPrehension.........c.eeecveeeiveereeenciiieniieseeeeeesneens 81



CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

The Education Review Office (ERO) has been conducting the National Assessment of Student
Achievement (NASA) in grades 5, 8, and 10, and the National Assessment for Reading and
Numeracy (NARN) in grade 3. The NARN is a student assessment designed to assess the
literacy and numeracy skills of students in Nepal, often focusing on early grades of basic
education. It aims to assess how well students are progressing in key areas of learning such as
oral reading fluency, reading comprehension, mathematical understanding, and problem-
solving skills. The results of these assessments provide valuable insights into the effectiveness
of the education system and inform strategies for educational improvement.

Reading and mathematics skills are fundamental to children's future development. Recognizing
their importance, these skills have been incorporated into the school-level curriculum in Nepal.
Various school-based assessments are conducted to determine students' achievement levels and
provide feedback to improve teaching and learning practices. Nepal also conducted several
national assessments of student achievement to provide feedback on policies and programs. The
examples of national assessments are: National Assessment of Student Achievement (NASA)
in grades 5, 8, and 10, and the National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) in
grade 3. Focusing on National Early Grade Reading Program (NEGRP) districts, Nepal also
conducted Early Grade Reading Assessments (EGRAs) in 2016, 2018, and 2020 to monitor the
progress of the National Early Grade Reading Program (NEGRP) and Classroom-Based Early
Grade Reading Assessments (CB-EGRA) in 2017 and 2018. Considering the findings from
these assessments of Nepal, as well as a review of international practices in EGMA and EGRA,
ERO designed NARN in 2017.

Several education systems around the world have their own national-level assessments at
different grades. Besides, several education systems around the world have participated in
various international assessments, such as the Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS) for grades 4 and 8 students, the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study
(PIRLS) for grade 4 students, and the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) for
15-year-old students. Similarly, several education systems around the globe have been
conducting Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and Early Grade Mathematics
Assessment (EGMA) in grades 2 or 3 of school education. Besides, some regional consortium
of several education systems have developed their own regional assessments. ERO decided to
develop an assessment tool to assess the reading and mathematics skills of early-grade children,
considering various international assessment practices and Nepal's own initiatives such as
NASA, EGRA, and CB-EGRA. This framework is a result of the discussions aimed at creating
a comprehensive assessment tool and process for grade three. The primary purpose of the
National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) in Nepal is to provide feedback for
policy and program development at both national and provincial levels. The assessment data
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offer insights into the support students need to enhance their literacy and numeracy skills.
NARN replaces grade 3 NASA and includes content domains from both EGRA and EGMA.

NARN is a large-scale assessment conducted to identify the current status of grade three
students’ reading and numeracy skills, also known as foundational skills. ERO conducted the
first NARN in 2020. Building on the experiences gained from the first NARN in 2020, ERO
also updated the 2017 NARN framework to align with Nepal's existing curriculum. Following
this framework, the second NARN was conducted in 2023/24 (i.e., 2080/81 BS). This report
has been prepared based on the database prepared by the ERO from the NARN conducted in
2024.

1.2 Objective of the NARN
As per the revised 2023 NARN framework, the objectives of the NARN are as follows:

1. To identify the current status of students’ achievement and basic skills in reading and
numeracy.

2. To identify the effects of students’ socio-economic and geographical conditions on
achieving the minimum level of reading and numeracy skills.

3. To provide evidence-based suggestions for revising policies and programs to improve
achievement levels.

1.3 Large-Scale Assessment for Reading and Numeracy

Large-scale assessments (LSAs) of reading and numeracy are systematic student assessments
designed to measure what students know and can do at key stages of schooling. These
assessments provide governments and education systems with reliable data on learning
outcomes, equity, and trends in learning achievements over time. The Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), conducted by the International Association for the Evaluation
of Educational Achievement (IEA), is an international assessment that measures reading
literacy in 4th-grade students (typically ages 9-10) (TIMSS & PIRLS International Study
Center, 2021). PIRLS measures reading comprehension through both literary and informational
texts (TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center, 2019). PIRLS has increasingly transitioned
to digital assessments, reflecting evolving educational technologies. It also encompasses
reflecting on written texts and other sources of information as tools for attaining individual and
societal goals, also known as “reading to do” (Stiggins, 1982). Emphasis is shifting from
demonstrating fluency and basic comprehension to applying what is understood to new
situations and projects. In addition to international and regional assessments, several well-
established national LSAs focus on foundational literacy and numeracy. Nepal’s NASAs for
grades 5, 8, and 10, and NARN for grade 3, are examples of national LSAs.

In the domain of early grade learning, specialized tools have emerged to measure foundational
skills more precisely. The Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and Early Grade
Mathematics Assessment (EGMA) are widely used diagnostic tools that capture students’
decoding, fluency, comprehension, and basic numeracy skills in Grades 1-3 (RTI International,
2016).
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Nepal’s National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) evolved directly from this
global practice in early grade assessment and from Nepal’s own experience with EGRA under
the National Early Grade Reading Program (NEGRP). In 2014, the Ministry of Education
conducted the first EGRA across multiple districts, generating the first systematic evidence on
early grade reading in Nepal. These assessments revealed significant challenges in decoding
and oral reading fluency. This EGRA provided a basis for designing NEGRP in Nepal and for
the government to prioritize foundational learning in the School Sector Development Plan
(SSDP). The NEGRP conducted baseline, midline, and endline EGRA, focusing on NEGRP
program districts. Realizing the need for a national assessment of foundational learning of
students and building on these practices of assessments, Nepal institutionalized NARN as a
national, government-led assessment to monitor grade 3 learning outcomes of students in
reading and numeracy regularly, using adapted methodologies from EGRA/EGMA and
aligning with Nepal’s curriculum. This way, NARN represents a significant national effort to
assess foundational literacy and numeracy skills among Grade 3 students. Conducted by the
ERO, NARN examines reading fluency, accuracy, decoding, comprehension, and core
mathematical operations (ERO, 2025). It serves to identify early learning deficiencies, monitor
provincial disparities, and evaluate the effectiveness of national educational strategies.
Grounded in the belief that early-grade learning outcomes predict future educational and life
success, NARN emphasizes the importance of early interventions for long-term educational
equity and quality (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010). Together, these large-scale assessments—global
and national—underscore the importance of systematic measurement of student learning to
inform responsive policy, to improve classroom practices, and to ensure that all students are
acquiring the essential skills needed for lifelong success.

Wagner’s (2011) work on “smaller, quicker, cheaper” (SQC) assessments, widely promoted by
UNESCO, advocates streamlined, context-appropriate tools that generate timely, actionable
information without the heavy financial and logistical demands of traditional large-scale
assessments. In this spirit, the NARN aligns more closely with a skill-based assessment genre,
as it focuses on capturing students’ foundational competencies through concise, targeted tasks
rather than attempting to measure the full breadth of curriculum content. This orientation
reflects the SQC philosophy by emphasizing practicality, efficiency, and direct relevance to
classroom learning. By prioritizing essential competencies and emphasizing practical skill
assessment, NARN embodies the shift toward more efficient and meaningful assessment
approaches that support instructional improvement and system-level decision-making.

1.4 Assessment Cycle

The NARN cycle commences with the development of the assessment framework, followed by
the preparation of assessment tools. These tools undergo piloting, revision, and finalization to
ensure their effectiveness. Subsequently, assessors receive training before administering the
test. Once the assessments are conducted and the assessment sheets are marked, data entry and
analysis take place. The process concludes with the preparation and dissemination of the final
report. Figure 1 illustrates each step in NARN's assessment cycle.
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Figure 1: NARN Cycle
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CHAPTER 11
METHODOLOGY

NARN is the national assessment that measures students' reading and numeracy skills at the end
of grade three. Both group-administered and one-to-one assessment modes were used in the
2024 NARN. The trained assessors conducted both the group-administered (written) and one-
to-one (oral) assessments. To capture oral reading fluency (ORF) in correct words per minute
(cwpm) and basic number concepts, a one-to-one assessment was conducted with a subsample
from each sample school. The assessment was conducted, and data were analyzed using
Classical Test Theory (CTT). Therefore, the results are presented as a percentage of the score.

2.1 Population

The National Assessment for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) 2024 focused on assessing
reading and numeracy skills among students at the end of early grades (grade 3). The assessment
targeted all community schools offering grade three, including Madrasa, Gumba, Gurukul, and
community-managed schools. These schools collectively formed the study's total population.
The total population for the assessment accounts for 467,860 students.

2.2 Sample
Sampling method and sampling frame

A multi-stage sampling technique was employed to select student samples for the assessment.
The total number of schools that are running grade three constitutes the sample frame for this
study. A total 0of 27,298 schools (Flash report 2081 BS), spread over 77 districts and running up
to or beyond grade 3, constitute the sample frame.

In the first stage, the population was stratified by the country’s seven provinces, which served
as explicit strata. In the second stage, to ensure representation of different geographical regions
in the sample, 33 districts were selected to cover diverse geographic areas. Districts from each
geographical region are randomly selected after the number of districts to be selected for each
region is fixed. The following table shows the selected districts from different provinces and
geographical regions:

Table 1: Selection of districts by province and geographical regions

Selected districts with geographical regions

Province Mountain Hill Leslimneigly Tarai Inner Tarai
Valley

Koshi Solukhumbu | Ilam Jhapa,
Morang,
Sunsari

Madhesh Dhanusha,
Mabhottari,
Rautahat,
Saptari,
Siraha
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Selected districts with geographical regions
Province Mountain Hill Kathmandu Tarai Inner Tarai
Valley
Bagmati Nuwakot Bhaktapur, Chitwan,
Kathmandu, Makawanpur
Gandaki Baglung, Nawalparasi
Kaski, east
Tanahun
Lumbini Pyuthan Banke, Dang,
Kapilbastu,
Rupandehi
Karnali Kalikot, Dailekh, Surkhet
Mugu Jajarkot,
Sudurpashchim Achham, Kailali
Baitadi,
Doti
Total 3 11 2 12 5

In the third stage, as the primary sampling unit (PSU), schools (clusters) were selected from
each selected district. A Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) sampling method was employed
to select schools, giving larger schools a higher probability of selection. This approach ensured
both statistical precision and socio-demographic diversity across provinces. However, to ensure
efficient use of resources, schools with fewer than five students enrolled in grade three were
excluded from the sampling frame. A total of 579 schools from 33 districts were selected for
the assessment. To cover each province and account for sampling error, the total number of
students in the sample was estimated to be between 7000 and 8000.

In the final stage of sampling, students were randomly selected from each selected school. For
group assessment, when the sample size was set at 15 students, simple random sampling was
used to select 15 students if the class had more than 15 students. If the number of students in
the class is less than or equal to 15, then all the students were selected in the sample. For the
one-to-one oral assessment, 5 students were randomly selected among 15 students.

To address potential non-response and school inaccessibility (due to factors such as school
mergers, holidays, or natural disasters), an additional 4% of schools were designated as
replacements in each province. If a district yielded fewer than five sample schools, the shortfall
was adjusted by selecting additional schools from neighboring districts. The overall sampling
design is presented in the figure below.
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Figure 2: Sampling design
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Sample size and its distribution

The final sample included 110 schools from Koshi Province, 74 from Madhesh Province, 111
from Bagmati Province, 66 from Gandaki Province, 96 from Lumbini Province, 54 from Karnali
Province, and 68 from Sudurpaschim Province.

In total, 579 schools from 33 districts were selected, and 7,531 sample students from these

schools were selected for the group assessment—sufficient to achieve the desired statistical
precision.

The table presents the distribution of the grade three student population and the corresponding
sample sizes for the NARN 2024 assessment across Nepal’s seven provinces.

Table 2: Provincial distribution of student population (grade 3)

Province Population Sample Population (%) Sample (%)
Koshi 62,159 1386 13.3 18.4
Madhesh 1,42,029 1046 30.4 13.9
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Province

Bagmati
Gandaki
Lumbini
Karnali
Sudurpashchim
Total

Population
62,414
29,647
80,477
40,557
50,577

4,67,860

Sample
1433
857
1304
621
884
7,531

Population (%)
13.3
6.3
17.2
8.7
10.8
100

Sample (%)
19
114
17.3
8.2
11.7
100

The total population of grade three students in community schools across all provinces is
467,860, with a total sample size of 7,531 students. The sample distribution closely mirrors the
population distribution, ensuring proportional representation.

The following table presents a detailed list of the sampled districts.

Table 3: Details of sample districts

Province Districts Sample School Sample Students
Koshi Ilam 11 109
Jhapa 23 268
Morang 38 513
Solukhumbu 9 117
Sunsari 29 379
Subtotal 110 1386
Madhesh Dhanusha 19 275
Mabhottari 11 156
Rautahat 22 294
Saptari 10 138
Siraha 12 183
Subtotal 74 1046
Bagmati Bhaktpur 10 123
Chitwan 20 277
Kathmandu 28 386
Makwanpur 35 418
Nuwakot 18 229
Subtotal 111 1433
Gandaki Baglung 17 225
Kaski 14 179
Nawalpur 25 312
Tanahun 10 141
Subtotal 66 857
Lumbini Banke 16 224
Dang 10 140

8
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Province Districts Sample School Sample Students

Kapilbastu 37 491

Pyuthan 16 208

Rupandehi 17 241
Subtotal 96 1304

Karnali Dailekh 12 146
Jajarkot 11 129

Kalikot 14 144

Mugu 8 90

Surkhet 9 112

Subtotal 54 621

Sudurpashchim Achham 19 254
Baitadi 17 186

Doti 10 149

Kailali 22 295

Subtotal 68 884

Total 33 579 7531

Five districts from each province, except Gandaki and Sudurpaschim, were selected as samples.
In each, Gandaki and Sudurpaschim included four districts as the sample. In this way, a total of
33 districts were included in the 2024 NARN sample.

The sample was drawn from rural municipalities (about 40%) and municipalities (about 60%)
for the study. Similarly, the sample was seen to represent different ecological regions and
genders. The table presents the percentage distribution of sample respondents by geographic
region. A large majority of respondents, 62.6%, are from the Tarai region, 35.0% from the Hill
region, and some 2.4% from the Mountain region. Likewise, an almost equal gender-wise
sample size was randomly selected during test administration.

2.3 Assessment Framework and Tools

NARN assesses grade three students’ reading and numeracy skills. Assessment tools were
developed using a specified assessment framework aligned with Nepal's national curriculum for
grade three students in the Nepali language and mathematics. In addition, background
information questionnaires were administered to students, teachers, and head teachers.

Modes of assessment

NARN 2024 utilized two distinct modes of assessment: group assessment (written) to assess
overall reading and numeracy achievement, and one-to-one assessment (Oral) to capture oral
reading fluency (ORF) in correct words per minute (cwpm) and comprehension in reading and
basic numeracy concepts. Individual assessments (one-to-one) were administered to a sub-
sample of students from each school that participated in the assessment. Group assessments
were conducted in classroom settings, while one-to-one assessments provided a more detailed
understanding of students’ oral and foundational mathematics skills.
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Reading framework

For the reading framework, competencies in the Nepali language of the level (grades 1-3)
together with learning outcomes of grade 3 were analyzed, and 7 key learning outcomes for
grade 3 were identified. As per the national curriculum of Nepal, the following are the seven
competencies in reading for grade 3 students taken for assessment purpose:
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To assess learning competencies, sub-tasks and the corresponding assessment tools have been
identified. The following framework with sub-tasks and types of tools was used to design
assessment tools for reading:

Table 4: Reading framework for NARN-grade 3, 2024

G XX

-Task under M f
SN SubReasdirlllg de Type of tools Ass:s(ifn(;nt
Word Identification Word list Group/written
2 | Dictations Text for dictation Group/written
3 Vocabulary Comprehension of word meaning and | Group/written
the use of words
4 | Picture Description Picture with questions Group/written
5 Reading Reading comprehension followed by | Group/written
Comprehension comprehension questions
Sub-Total of group (written) test
6 | Oral Reading Fluency | Reading text of 60 words One-to-one/oral
7 Reading Reading comprehension with | One-to-one/oral
Comprehension comprehension questions
Sub-total of one-to-one (oral) test

Tools for reading assessment comprise different types of test items for group-administered
written tests and a set of reading texts for one-to-one assessment to capture oral reading fluency
(ORF) in correct words per minute (cwpm), along with comprehension questions. The
assessment framework for reading indicates that the reading test comprises six key sub-tasks:
word identification, dictation, vocabulary, picture description, reading comprehension, and oral
reading fluency.
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Numeracy Framework

For the numeracy framework, competencies in mathematics at the level (grades 1-3) together

with
ident

S

7.
8.
9.

learning outcomes of grade 3 were analyzed, and 9 key competencies for grade 3 were
ified. The following were the nine competencies in numeracy for grade 3 students:

Identify, measure, and construct two-dimensional shapes.

Use up to 5-digit numbers in daily life in Devanagari and Hindu-Arabic numerals.

Use a local numeration system.

[Mustrate the fractions and compare the fractions.

Solve daily life problems by using basic arithmetic operations.

Use appropriate units and apparatus to measure materials, interpret them, and use them to
solve time-related problems in daily life.

Recognize and calculate Nepali currencies.

Read the information from simple graphs and tables.

Develop and use mathematical knowledge, skill, thinking, and attitude in daily life.

To assess learning outcomes, 9 sub-tasks and their corresponding assessment tools have been
identified. The following framework was used to design assessment tools for numeracy:

Table 5: Numeracy framework for NARN-grade 3, 2024

SN Sub-Task under Numeracy Type of tools Mode of assessment
1 | Geometric shapes identification Questions Group/written
2 | Identification of angles and sides Questions Group/written
3 | Number Identification (Sense) Questions Group/written
4 Use of Basic Mathematical (Arithmetic) Questions Group/written

Operations
5 | Fraction Questions Group/written
6 | Clock Reading (Time) Questions Group/written
7 | Identification of Currency Questions Group/written
8. | Reading a Simple Graph Questions Group/written
Sub-total of group assessment
3 | Number Knowledge (Identification) Oral question One-to-one/oral
4 | Summing the values Oral question | One-to-one/oral
5 | Subtracting the values Oral question | One-to on/oral
6 | Use of arithmetic operation Oral question | One-to on/oral
Sub-total of one-to-one assessment

Contextual Information Questionnaire Framework

NARN 2024 collected information from students, teachers, and head teachers using separate
sets of contextual questionnaires. Major contextual factors that influence students’ achievement,

such

as personal, home-related, demographic, peer-group, teacher-related, economic, physical,
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and school- and leadership-related factors, are included. Information on background factors
was obtained through three sets of questionnaires administered to students, teachers, and head
teachers. The following table presents coverage of information by each type of questionnaire:

Table 6: Types of contextual questionnaires and coverage of information

Questionnaires
type

Coverage of information

¢ Gender, age, home language, caste/ethnicity

¢ Educational background of parents

e Socio-economic status of parents/family (SES)

e Home environment such as facilities, availability of books and other
study materials

e Level of parental/family support for study

o Activities beyond the school hours/home

quei‘:ilj)icnrzires e Distance between school and home
¢ School bullying
e Perception of classroom environment, such as sense of safety,
friendliness of other students, support from teachers.
e Teaching-learning process in the classroom/school
e Most liked subjects
o Use of leisure time at school
® Midday meal
o Gender, age, first language
o Teaching conditions including class size, access to resources, percentage
of students having textbooks, access to substitute teachers in case of
absence, time spent in the classroom
¢ Educational experience, teacher qualifications, and teaching experience
o Teaching-learning practice and conditions at school
¢ Professional engagement with learning, such as access to and interest in
professional development, interest in teaching, and time spent on
Teacher preparation for classes
questionnaires | e Availability of instructional support such as classroom visits and

feedback by the head teacher, school supervisor

e Teaching methods, such as language of instruction, use of assessment,
and style of teaching

o Satisfaction with working conditions, such as tenure, salary, and level
of supervision.

o Relationship between the school and community, such as interactions
with parents, involvement in school committees

e Attitude and cooperation from students
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Questionnaires Coverage of information
type

e Gender and age

e Educational and management experience and qualifications

e School environment, including the quality of buildings and facilities,
as well as availability of resources

e School records, such as fluctuations in student numbers, student and

Head teacher teacher absenteeism

questionnaires | ® Professional engagement of school leadership, such as access to and
interest in professional development and interest in education

e [eadership style and use of time

e Assessment of teachers' work

e Satisfaction with working conditions

e Relationship with the community

Tools Preparation

Using the reading and numeracy frameworks, subject experts developed test items for reading
and numeracy. The test items included both a written group test and an oral one-to-one test. The
sets of items drafted by subject experts were reviewed against the framework, and booklets were
prepared for piloting by editing these test items. Multiple booklets were prepared and piloted.
Based on the piloting results, items were analyzed. The items were accepted, revised, or rejected
based on item statistics parameters. With those updated items, the subject experts prepared two
sets of booklets for group assessment in reading and numeracy. In addition to test items for a
group-administered written test, the experts’ group prepared items for the oral test. The items
and booklets prepared by the subject experts’ group were piloted, reviewed, and approved by
the subject committees to finalize the test items and booklets.

Using the assessment framework, a team of experts prepared contextual information
questionnaires for students, teachers, and head teachers. While designing the questionnaires,
experts drew on prior contextual information from NARN 2020 and previous NASAs, making
necessary revisions and contextualizing it. They also prepared new questionnaires to meet the
system's needs. A panel of experts and practitioners reviewed the drafted questionnaires.

2.4 Test and Questionnaire Administration and Data Quality Assurance
Assessor Training

A cascade training model was adopted to ensure the effective and consistent administration of
the assessment. The process began with a Master Training of Trainers (MToT) conducted at the
central level. During this phase, several rounds of discussions were held, and a comprehensive
guideline was developed to standardize procedures across all trainers. The centrally trained
assessors then delivered training to EDCU assessors at the provincial/district level, promoting
uniformity in test administration.
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Test and Questionnaire Administration

Trained assessors facilitated the administration of the tests in schools. The group assessment
was conducted within approximately one hour, while the one-to-one assessment for each student
took less than ten minutes. In addition to the core assessment tasks, assessors collected
background information by consulting head teachers and class teachers and by reviewing class
attendance registers. Since the background data on time to school, provision of midday meal,
and its quality, etc., were subjective expressions of the students (self-reported) rather than
objective measures.

Monitoring and Supervision

The ERO personnel and their roster experts actively monitored the assessment process. Such a
monitoring process ensured that the administration was conducted in accordance with
established standards and protocols.

Data Entry and Data Quality Assurance

ERO also recruited and trained data-entry personnel to enter assessment data. To maintain data
integrity, ERO conducted thorough cross-checks of the entered information, including a careful
review of the background data. In addition to these quality control measures, Kathmandu
University (KU) collaborated with ERO to perform comprehensive data cleaning and jointly
finalize the dataset for the final analysis.

2.5 Data Analysis Procedure

The analysis of NARN 2024 data was performed through a collaborative effort between the
ERO and KU. Throughout the process, teams from both institutions regularly met to discuss
and reach consensus on the cleaned datasets, key variables for comparison and analysis, and the
data's limitations.

Once the data cleaning was finalized, the dataset was recoded into relevant variables and
imported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25 for detailed
analysis. Weighted analysis was applied to generalize findings from the sample to the broader
population, ensuring representativeness. The students' achievement levels in reading and
numeracy were examined in relation to various socio-economic variables, such as location,
distance, and caste/ethnicity. Results were primarily presented through tables, graphs, and
figures. The study's findings are based on a weighted sample.

The test was designed, and data were analyzed using Classical Test Theory (CTT), which is
relatively easy to understand. The results are expressed as an average score (percentage),
generally at the test level. Although the higher likelihood of sample- and item-dependent results,
as well as test-level rather than item-level interpretation, is often considered a major limitation
of CTT compared with Item Response Theory (IRT), CTT is still widely used in student
assessment.
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CHAPTER III
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND
INFORMATION

This chapter describes the key sociodemographic characteristics of the student sample.
Similarly, it also describes key background information factors collected through
questionnaires. To estimate and explain the influence of different background factors on
students’ achievement, these characteristics and factors will be linked to students’ achievement
in the next chapter.

3.1 Gender Composition

The figure presents the gender distribution in the student sample, showing that 43.1% are girls,
38.4% are boys, and 18.5% of students did not report their gender. Although an almost equal
gender-wise sample size was taken during test administration.

Figure 3: Gender composition of students

18.5

43.1

m Boys = Girls = Not reported

3.2 Caste/Ethnicity

The figure presents the ethnic composition of the students in grade 3. The distribution of
students by caste/ethnicity shows that the largest proportion belongs to the Himali/Pahadi
Brahmin/Chhetri group (19.8%), accounting for nearly one-fifth of the total sample. This is
followed by Madhesi Janajati respondents (16.8%) and Himali/Pahadi Janajati respondents
(13.2%).

A considerable proportion of respondents (13.4%) did not report their caste/ethnicity. Among
the Madhesi groups, Madhesi Others account for 11.8%, while Madhesi Dalit and Madhesi
Brahmin/Chhetri represent 8.8% and 7.7%, respectively. Similarly, among the Himali/Pahadi
groups, Himali/Pahadi Dalits make up 7.3% of the sample, whereas Himali/Pahadi Others
constitute the smallest proportion at only 1.3%.
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Figure 4: Ethnic Composition of students
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3.3 Most Liked Subjects

The study presents students' preferences regarding their favorite subject. A clear majority
(61.1%) reported liking Nepali the most, indicating a strong inclination toward the national
language. Math was favored by 9.4% of students, followed by English at 7.6%. Social studies
(Serophero) were the least preferred among the listed subjects, with only 2.6% choosing it as
their favorite. A small percentage, 3.3%, mentioned other subjects, and a significant 16.0% did
not report their preference. The findings reveal that Nepali is by far the most liked subject
among students.

Figure 5: Most liked subjects by students
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3.4 Distance of School from Home

The figure presents data on how long it takes students to travel from home to school. A majority
of students, 59.1%, reported that their commute takes 15 minutes or less, indicating that most
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students live close to their schools. 17.7% travel for 30 minutes, while smaller proportions take
45 minutes (5.2%) or 1 hour (5.5%). Only 1.3% of students reported commuting for more than
an hour, suggesting that long travel times are rare. However, 11.1% of the responses did not
report travel time. These findings suggest that school accessibility is good, with most students
able to reach their school within half an hour.

Figure 6: Distance to school from home
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The travel-time data aligns with Nepal’s national policy emphasis on easy access to school. The
SSDP (2016-2023) and the SESP (2022-2032) both highlight that basic schools should be
located within a reasonable walking distance to ensure equitable access, particularly for younger
children. These policies emphasize the importance of school mapping and proximity to prevent
children from encountering obstacles such as long distances. The finding that 59.1% of students
reach school within 15 minutes, and only 1.3% travel more than an hour, suggests that most
communities are aligned with these policy expectations. The Free and Compulsory Education
Act (2075 BS) stipulated that access to basic schools should be within a two-kilometer radius
of students' residences.

3.5 Use of Leisure Time at School

The study shows how students typically spend their leisure time at school when there are no
classes. Half of the students (47.5%) engage in classwork, making it the most common activity
during free periods. A significant portion (28.5%) of students' time is spent on homework,
indicating that academic tasks dominate students' unstructured time. Only 10.8% of students
reported playing, suggesting that opportunities or preferences for recreational activities during
school hours may be limited. A small number (1.3%) are involved in other activities, and 11.9%
of the responses were not reported. Overall, the results highlight a strong academic focus during
students’ leisure time at school.
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Figure 7: Use of leisure time at school by students
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3.6 Status of Midday Meal at School
Regularity of Midday Meal at School

The data show how regularly schools provide midday meals to students. A large majority
(77.5%) reported receiving a midday meal daily, indicating that most schools have a consistent
midday meal program. A smaller percentage of students received midday meals often (4.9%)
or sometimes (4.5%), suggesting that regular meal availability is not universal. Additionally,
13.1% of students did not report on this question. The data suggest that daily midday meal
provision is a common practice in schools, reflecting efforts to support students’ nutritional
needs.

Figure 8: Students receiving midday meal at school
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In this study, 77.5% of the students reported receiving a midday meal daily in school, and the
substantial reliance on meals prepared in school using locally available ingredients (63.6%)
strongly reflects the intentions of Nepal’s midday meal policy. According to the School
Education Sector Plan (SESP) (2022-2032), one of the key outputs under health and nutrition
is “the provision of healthy and nutritious midday meals to students in basic schools, prioritizing
local food systems and community involvement.” Simultaneously, the narrative review by
Yonzon et al. (2025) explores how the midday meal program has contributed to educational
equity and academic resilience in community schools by improving attendance, reducing
dropout rates, and supporting children. Students benefit from consistent midday meal provision,
with the majority receiving freshly cooked meals on-site, suggesting a positive alignment
between policy design and practice. However, a minority still receives meals only occasionally
(4.5%) or via cash (6.7%), indicating gaps in the equitable implementation of the program.
Yonzon et al. emphasize that while the program contributes to equity, persistent issues around
funding, infrastructure, and monitoring threaten its full potential (Yonzon et al., 2025).
However, further studies on the impact of the midday meal program, which is envisioned to
minimize dropout and repetition rates and increase promotion rates, need to be conducted
longitudinally.

Types of Midday Meals Provided by School

The research shows the types of midday meals provided to students at school. A majority,
63.6%, receive meals prepared at school using locally available ingredients, highlighting a
strong reliance on local resources and community involvement in school meal programs. 11.4%
of students receive meals bought from the market by the school, while 6.7% are given money
instead of meals, indicating a cash-based alternative. A small proportion (1.7%) reported other
forms of midday meal provision. However, 16.6% of students did not report. These findings
reflect that most schools focus on preparing meals on-site using local ingredients.

Figure 9: Types of midday meals provided by school
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Students’ Rating of Midday Meals Provided by School

All the students were also asked: How would you rate the meals/food provided by the school?
The figure presents students’ ratings of the meals or food provided by their schools. A
significant majority (43.7%) reported liking meals the most, while another 25.8% simply stated
they like them, indicating overall positive feedback. Additionally, 12.9% of students like the
meals, suggesting moderate satisfaction. Only 0.9% reported not liking the meals, indicating
minimal dissatisfaction. However, 16.8% did not report. Overall, the data suggest that the
school meals are well-received by most students.

Figure 10: Students’ rating of meals provided by school
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3.7 Teachers' Presence in the Classroom
Presence of Teachers in Math Class

The figure presents students’ perceptions of their teacher's presence in math class. A large
majority, 72.9%, reported that the teacher stays in class for the entire period, indicating strong
teacher attendance and classroom engagement. A smaller percentage, 4.6%, reported that the
teacher arrives late and leaves early, while 3.6% noted that the teacher does not come to class,
indicating some issues with punctuality or, in a few cases, absentecism. However, a
considerable 18.9% of the students did not report. The findings indicate that most students
experience consistent teacher presence in math classes.
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Figure 11: Presence of teachers in math class reported by students
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Presence of Teachers in Nepali Class

The findings present students’ views on their teacher's presence in Nepali class. A majority of
students (66.6%) reported that the teacher stays in class for the entire period, suggesting
generally good teacher engagement. However, this is slightly lower compared to math classes.
A small percentage of students noted that the teacher arrives late and leaves early (4.0%) or
does not come to class (3.4%), indicating occasional issues with teacher attendance. Notably,
26.0% of the students did not report. The study suggests that most students observe consistent
teacher presence in Nepali classes.

Figure 12: Presence of teacher in Nepali class reported by students
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The comparison of teacher presence across subjects shows slightly stronger consistency in Math
(72.9%) than in Nepali (66.6%) as reported by students, reflecting subject-wise variation also

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office | 21



noted in national and international studies. Similarly, UNESCO (2014) and the World Bank’s
WDR 2018 highlight that teacher absenteeism and reduced time on task disproportionately
affect language subjects, which are often considered less rigidly scheduled. The small number
of students who reported being late or absent in both subjects aligns with the School Sector
Development Plan (SSDP 2016-2023) and the School Education Sector Plan (SESP 2022-
2030). Both plans acknowledge that teacher absenteeism is a significant barrier to learning and
emphasize the need for improved monitoring and accountability, as well as increased
instructional time on task. The students’ achievement compared to the 2020 NARN data, which
shows an increase in mathematics achievement, might be attributed to the positive impact of
teachers’ presence in class. However, the specific study to examine the effects of teachers’
presence could be further explored.

3.8 Learning Experience and Perception towards the Teacher

The responses to the statements about teacher behavior and support reveal positive perceptions
among students. A very high percentage (83.8%) strongly agree that their teacher teaches with
care and affection, showing that most students feel emotionally supported in the classroom.
Similarly, 70.8% strongly agree that most teachers pay attention to them, indicating that
students feel noticed and valued.

Table 7: Students’ learning experience and perception toward the teacher

Statement Strongly Agree | Disagree Sfrongly
agree disagree

The .teacher teaches with care and 23.8 15 0.8 13
affection.
Most teachers pay attention to me 70.8 11.9 2.1 2.3
Teachers do not give punishments. 50.0 17.0 7.4 10.1
Teachers take us to thf: library and 462 156 78 15.7
encourage us to read a variety of books.
Teachers take us to the library and suggest
reading additional books beyond the 51.8 16.0 5.8 11.5
textbook.

Half of the students (50.0%) strongly agree that teachers do not give punishments, while smaller
proportions disagree (7.4%) or strongly disagree (10.1%), suggesting that while most students
feel discipline is handled gently, some still experience or perceive punitive practices.

Regarding library use, 46.2% strongly agree that teachers take them to the library and encourage
them to read a variety of books, though 15.7% strongly disagree, suggesting inconsistencies in
library access across schools or classes. A slightly higher proportion (51.8%) strongly agrees
that teachers suggest reading additional books beyond the textbook, reflecting encouragement
for independent learning. However, the presence of disagreement in both library-related
statements indicates that such practices may not be uniformly implemented.
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The responses suggest a caring teaching environment with a general emphasis on personal
attention and non-punitive discipline, though access to library resources and promotion of
additional reading appear to vary.

3.9 Teaching Method of Nepali Subject Teacher

The teaching methods used by Nepali teachers, as reported by students, show a variety of
approaches. The most common method, with 55% of students, is that the teacher speaks and
writes on the board, indicating a traditional and direct style of instruction. Close behind, 53.3%
of students said their teachers actively engage them in classwork and activities, which reflects
an interactive and participatory approach to learning. Additionally, half of the students (50.3%)
reported that their teachers ask questions and encourage students to provide answers, promoting
student involvement and critical thinking. Lastly, 45.1% noted that teachers ask questions and
provide the answers themselves, suggesting a guided-learning approach in which the teacher
leads the discussion. Overall, the data highlights a balanced mix of teaching strategies that
combine direct instruction with interactive and student-centered techniques.

Figure 13: Students’ perception of the method of teaching in Nepali class
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3.10 Teaching Method of Math Teacher

The data reflects students’ perceptions of whether their math teacher makes learning fun by
using games. A majority of students (56.5%) strongly agree with this statement, and an
additional 13.5% agree, indicating that many students find their math lessons engaging and
interactive. On the other hand, 5.2% disagree, and 9.0% strongly disagree, indicating that a
small but notable proportion of students do not feel that games are used effectively in their
learning. A considerable 15.8% of students did not report the response. Overall, the data suggest
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that most students take a playful, engaging approach to learning math, although there is room
for improvement in consistency.

Figure 14: Students agree that a math teacher makes learning fun
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Figure 19 outlines the different teaching methods used by math teachers as reported by students.
The most common method, cited by 69.7% of students, is that the teacher speaks and writes on
the board, indicating a traditional lecture-based approach. 54.7% mentioned that the teacher
engages students in classwork and activities, suggesting a good level of interactive learning.
Additionally, 47.6% reported that teachers ask questions and students provide answers, while
44.1% said teachers ask questions and provide the answers, reflecting varying degrees of student
participation. These responses indicate that while the dominant method is still teacher-centered,
many math teachers also incorporate interactive and student-involved strategies to support
learning.

Figure 15: Students’ perception of the method of teaching in math class
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3.11 Students’ Time Spent at Home

Most of the students (75.2%) spend their time at home reading and doing homework. This
suggests a strong focus on academic activities outside of school hours. A much smaller
proportion of students spend their time playing games (7.4%) or doing housework (5.0%), while
only 1.2% reported watching mobile videos or TV. Additionally, 11.1% of students did not
report how they spent their time at home. Overall, the data indicate that academically related
activities dominate students' home time compared to leisure or household tasks.

Figure 16: Students’ time spent at home
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3.12 Support for Study at Home

The majority of students (71.5%) receive help in their studies at home from family members,
highlighting the important role families play in supporting students' learning outside of school.
A smaller portion of students (10.2%) get assistance from friends, which may indicate peer
support networks. However, 6.6% of students reported that no one at home could help them
with their studies, suggesting a gap in academic support for some learners. Additionally, 11.7%
percent did not report who helped them with their studies. Overall, family support remains the
primary source of study support for most of the students at home.
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Figure 17: Students receiving support for study at home
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3.13 Literacy of Parents

The data on parental literacy, as reported by the children, show that a higher percentage of
fathers (64.8%) can read and write compared to mothers (51.9%). Conversely, 33.3% of
mothers and 19.0% of fathers reported being unable to read and write. There is also a notable
portion of respondents who did not report parental literacy status—14.8% for mothers and
16.1% for fathers. Overall, this suggests that fathers tend to have higher literacy rates than
mothers, though a significant number of both parents are illiterate or have unknown literacy
status.

Figure 18: Literacy of parents
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3.14 Reading Reference Books at Home

The data indicate that 40.5% of students often read books beyond their textbooks, suggesting a
strong interest in additional reading among a significant portion of learners. Another 34.2% read
occasionally, showing moderate engagement with extra reading materials. However, 11.0% of
students reported never reading books outside of their textbooks, which may reflect limited
access, interest, or support for reading. Additionally, 14.3% did not report reading books at
home. Overall, most students engage in reading beyond the curriculum, a positive sign for
literacy development.

Figure 19: Students frequently used reading reference books at home

’

11.0

40.5

342

= Frequently Sometime = Never = Not reported

The finding that a large proportion of students read beyond their textbooks (i.e., 40.5%
frequently and 34.2% occasionally) aligns closely with national and international policy
expectations aimed at strengthening a reading culture. Nepal’s School Education Sector Plan
(SESP 2022-2032) and the National Curriculum Framework (NCF 2076) emphasize cultivating
foundational literacy and promoting reading activities outside the formal curriculum as essential
for developing lifelong learning habits. Pfost et al. (2013) demonstrate that extracurricular
reading significantly enhances vocabulary and comprehension, while UNESCO (1975)
emphasizes that children thrive in rich, literate environments with access to diverse reading
materials. The data in this study suggest that students’ additional reading habits reflect positive
literacy development and indicate the need for continued investment in school libraries, reading
corners, and community reading programs to ensure equitable access for all learners.

3.15 Parental concerns on Child Education

The data reveal that 40.1% of students are asked by their parents every day about what they
learned, indicating consistent parental engagement in their children’s education. An additional
32.7% reported that their parents sometimes ask this question, showing occasional interest.
However, 12.5% of students said their parents never inquire about their learning, which may
point to a lack of involvement or awareness. Furthermore, 14.7% did not report on this aspect.

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office | 27



Overall, while a majority of parents show some level of interest in their children’s daily
learning, there remains a part of students who receive little to no such engagement at home.

Figure 20: Do your parents ask you, ""What did you learn today?"

45.0
40.0
35.0

40.1
32.7

30.0
25.0
20.0

150 12.5 14.7
10.0

5.0

0.0

They ask this They sometimes ask They never ask this Not reported
question every day. this question. question.

Similar types of questions about their parents' visit to the school to inquire about their children's
education. The data shows that 22.1% of students' parents often visit the school to discuss their
children’s studies with teachers, reflecting strong parental involvement. A larger part, 50.4%,
reported that their parents sometimes make such visits, indicating moderate engagement.
However, 12.5% said their parents never visit the school to inquire about their academic
progress, suggesting a lack of direct communication between home and school for some
students. Additionally, 15.0% of responses were not reported. Overall, while most parents
demonstrate some level of engagement with their child's education through school visits, there
is still room to strengthen home-school collaboration.

Figure 21: Do your parents visit the school to inquire about your studies with your teacher?
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This section provided a descriptive account of the demographic and contextual variables
considered in the NARN study. The above-mentioned parameters were profiled to capture the
broader learning environment and student background. These included: gender composition,
caste/ethnicity, most liked subjects, distance of school from home, use of leisure time at school,
status of midday meals, teacher presence in the classroom, students’ learning experiences and
perceptions of teachers, teaching methods in mathematics and Nepali, use of time at home,
parental support for study, parental literacy, access to additional reading materials at home, and
proactive parental engagement in their child’s education.

It is important to note that this section has been limited to demographic profiling. Further
statistical analysis has been undertaken to examine the relationship between these variables and
student performance in reading and numeracy in the following chapters. Furthermore, the
dataset lacked disaggregated information on certain key groups, particularly students with
disabilities and Dalit communities. As a result, the potential implications of these demographic
factors for equity in learning outcomes would remain unexplored in the present report.
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CHAPTER 1V
FINDINGS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN READING
4.1 Achievement in Reading

The findings on students’ overall achievement scores in reading from the National Assessment
for Reading and Numeracy (NARN) show only a modest improvement over the four years. In
NARN, reading is measured in the Nepali language. In NARN-2020, the average reading
achievement score was 43.5%, which increased slightly to 44.9% in NARN-2024. It shows a
gain of just 1.4% points.

This minimal progress suggests that efforts to enhance reading skills have had a limited impact.
It indicates a need for renewed focus on literacy instruction, including strategies such as early-
grade reading interventions, teacher training, use of engaging reading materials, and increased
library access, to drive more significant improvements in students' reading outcomes.

Figure 22: Achievement in reading
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4.2 Achievements in Sub-tasks of Reading

The breakdown of reading achievement by sub-task reveals significant variation in student
performance across different reading skills. Students performed best in Word Identification
(58.4%) and Reading Comprehension (57.5%), indicating strong decoding and comprehension
abilities when engaging with written text. Vocabulary also showed a decent performance level
at 52.9 %, suggesting a fair grasp of word meanings. However, achievement in Dictation
(36.9%) and, especially, in writing skills in Picture Description (26.7%) was much lower. These
tasks require spelling accuracy and the ability to express ideas based on visual cues—skills that
are underdeveloped among many students.

Overall, while students demonstrate strength in recognizing and understanding written words,
they struggle more with expressive and written language skills, highlighting the need for
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targeted instructional support in writing, listening-to-writing translation (dictation), and oral
language development.

Figure 23: Achievement in sub-tasks of reading
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4.3 Achievements in Reading by Province

The provincial breakdown of reading achievement scores reveals significant provincial
disparities in student performance across Nepal. Gandaki Province stands out with the highest
average score of 61.4 %, indicating strong reading skills among its students. Koshi (52.8%) and
Bagmati (52.7%) also performed well, both above the national average of 44.9%. In contrast,
provinces such as Madhesh (38.7%), Karnali (38.8%), Sudurpaschim (40.9%), and Lumbini
(43.1%) recorded below-average performance, with Madhesh and Karnali showing the lowest
scores.

These results highlight a clear need for region-specific interventions to improve reading
outcomes, particularly in the underperforming provinces. Investments in teacher training, local-
language materials, early-grade reading programs, and library access could help bridge these
regional gaps in reading achievement.
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Figure 24: Achievement in reading by province
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Achievements in Sub-tasks of Reading by Province

At the national level, among the sub-tasks of reading components, the results indicate that
students perform relatively well in word identification (58.4%) and reading comprehension
(57.5%), while their weakest area is writing skills in picture description (26.7%), indicating
challenges in expressive tasks.

The provincial breakdown of sub-tasks in reading achievement scores reveals significant
regional disparities in student performance across Nepal. Gandaki stands out with the highest
performance across all sub-tasks, particularly in reading comprehension (75.6%) and
vocabulary (68.5%). Lumbini performs well in word identification (68.3%) but scores very low
in picture description (19.2%). Madhesh consistently lags, with the weakest performance in
dictations (27.2%), while Karnali also falls below average in most areas, especially in word
identification (48.7%) and reading comprehension (51.5%). Koshi and Bagmati perform above
the national average on most sub-tasks, while Sudurpaschim remains close to the national
average. Overall, the findings suggest that students across Nepal are stronger in recognizing and
understanding words but face difficulties in the creative and descriptive aspects of reading, with
notable disparities across provinces, where Gandaki leads and Madhesh and Karnali require
more focused support.
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Table 8: Achievement percentages in sub-tasks of reading by province

Provinces
Sub-t.a sk of Nepal | Koshi | Madhesh | Bagmati | Gandaki | Lumbini | Karnali Sudl{r
Reading paschim
Word Identification 58.4 66.1 50.0 64.3 67.8 68.3 48.7 51.6
Dictations 36.9 475 272 48.9 55.1 354 309 32.6
Vocabulary 52.9 59.9 48.1 58.7 68.5 48.4 49.3 51.6
Picture Description 26.7 31.2 22.6 37.1 46.7 19.2 21.5 245
Reading 575 | 646 56.9 58.3 75.6 51.9 515 52.6
Comprehension

4.4 Achievements in Reading by Municipality and Rural Municipality

The data comparing reading achievement scores by municipality type shows a noticeable
performance gap between rural and more urban areas. Students from Municipalities have a
higher average reading score of 46.4, while those from Rural Municipalities have a lower
average of 42.6. This 3.8% point difference suggests that students in municipalities may benefit
from improved access to educational resources, infrastructure, and teaching quality. The lower
performance in rural areas highlights the need for targeted support, such as improving school
facilities to ensure more equitable reading outcomes across different geographic settings.

Figure 25: Achievement in reading by municipality
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4.5 Achievements in Reading by Ecological Regions

The reading achievement scores across ecological regions show noticeable variation. Students
from the Hill region have the highest average score at 48.3%, outperforming both the Mountain
(43.9%) and Tarai (43.0%) regions.

This suggests that students in the Hill region may have better access to educational resources,
qualified teachers, or learning environments that support reading development. The relatively
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lower scores in the Mountain and Tarai regions may reflect challenges such as remoteness,
language barriers, or limited exposure to reading materials.

These findings highlight the need for region-specific literacy strategies, especially in the Tarai
and Mountain areas, to address contextual barriers and promote equitable reading outcomes
across Nepal.

Figure 26: Achievement percentages in reading by ecological regions
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4.6 Achievements in Reading by Gender

The findings on reading achievement by gender show that girls slightly outperform boys, with
an average score of 47.1% compared to 46.8% for boys. Although the difference is small, it
indicates a slight advantage for girls in reading performance. The results suggest relatively
balanced reading achievement between boys and girls, while also pointing to the need for further
attention to marginalized or unreported groups to ensure no students are left behind.
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Figure 27: Achievement percentages in reading by gender
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Achievements in Sub-tasks of Reading by Gender

The comparison of boys’ and girls’ performance across different reading sub-tasks shows that
their achievement levels are nearly identical, with only minor differences. Girls slightly
outperform boys in word identification (61.2% vs. 61.1%), dictations (39.3% vs. 38.3%), and
picture description (28.7% vs. 28.0%), while boys perform a little better in vocabulary (55.2%
vs. 54.2%) and reading comprehension (59.9% vs. 59.6%). Overall, both boys and girls
demonstrate similar strengths in word identification and reading comprehension, while dictation
and picture description remain their weakest areas. The negligible differences suggest that
gender is not a significant factor in reading achievement, as boys and girls perform at nearly the
same level across all sub-tasks.
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Figure 28: Achievement percentages in sub-tasks of reading by gender
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4.7 Achievements in Reading by Ethnicity

The reading scores across caste and ethnic groups reveal notable differences in performance.
The highest reading score is recorded among Himali/Pahadi Janajati students (55.1%),
indicating comparatively stronger reading ability within this group. Himali/Pahadi Dalit
(51.1%) and Himali/Pahadi Others (50.0%) follow this.

Among the Madhesi groups, Madhesi Other students achieve the highest reading score (46.3%),
followed by Madhesi Janajati (44.2%), Madhesi Dalit (43.1%), and Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri
(42.5%). The reading score for Himali/Pahadi Brahmin/Chhetri students is 47.0%, higher than
all Madhesi categories except Madhesi Others.

The findings indicate that Himali/Pahadi groups, particularly Janajati and Dalit students, tend
to perform better in reading compared to the Madhesi groups. The results also suggest
disparities in reading achievements across caste and ethnic categories.
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Figure 29: Students’ achievement percentages in reading by caste/ethnicity
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Achievements in Sub-tasks of Reading by Caste/Ethnicity

The achievement in sub-tasks of reading across ethnicity shows notable disparities. The
performance of students across different reading-related competencies shows variation among
caste/ethnic groups. Overall, Himali/Pahadi Janajati students demonstrate the highest
achievement in most areas, while comparatively lower performance is observed among some
Madhesi groups, particularly in dictation and picture description.

In Word Identification, the highest percentage is recorded by Himali/Pahadi Janajati students
(69.6%), followed by Himali/Pahadi Others (64.9%) and Himali/Pahadi Dalit (62.9%). The
lowest performance is observed among Madhesi Dalit students (55.7%).

For Dictation, Himali/Pahadi Janajati again achieved the highest percentage (50.5%), while
Madhesi Dalit students recorded the lowest score (31.3%). In general, Himali/Pahadi groups
perform better in dictation than Madhesi groups.

In terms of Vocabulary, the highest percentage is found among Himali/Pahadi Janajati students
(62.1%), followed by Himali/Pahadi Dalit (59.8%). Madhesi groups show moderate
performance, although Madhesi Dalit and Madhesi Others each achieve 55.7%.

Regarding Picture Description, performance levels are comparatively lower across all groups.
However, Himali/Pahadi Janajati students obtain the highest percentage (34.2%), while
Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri students record the lowest percentage (23.8%).
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For Reading Comprehension, the highest achievement is observed among other Madhesi
students (65.4%), followed by Himali/Pahadi Janajati (63.8%) and Himali/Pahadi Dalit
(62.9%). The lowest percentage is reported among Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri students (53.9%).

The findings suggest that Himali/Pahadi Janajati students consistently perform better across
most literacy competencies, especially in word identification, dictation, vocabulary, and picture
description. However, in reading comprehension, other Madhesi students demonstrate the
strongest performance.

Table 9: Students' achievement in sub-tasks of reading by caste/ethnicity

Sub-task of Reading WI Dictations Vocabulary PD RC
Madhesi 58.6 34.7 493 23.8 53.9
Brahmin/Chhetri

Madhesi Janajati 61.7 35.0 51.2 24.6 57.8
Madhesi Dalit 55.7 31.3 55.7 243 60.1
Madhesi Others 62.6 33.5 55.7 26.8 65.4
Himali/Pahadi 57.3 40.9 54.5 30.8 57.6
Brahmin/Chhetri

Himali/Pahadi Janajati 69.6 50.5 62.1 34.2 63.8
Himali/Pahadi Dalit 62.9 44.7 59.8 31.7 62.9
Himali/Pahadi Others 64.9 44.6 57.7 29.8 58.7

[Note: WI = word identification; PD = picture description; RC = reading comprehension]
4.8 Achievements in Reading by Distance of School from Home

The data on reading achievement by distance from home to school show a general trend where
students with shorter or moderate travel times perform better than those with long commutes.
The highest achievement score is observed among students who travel 45 minutes (48.1%) and
30 minutes (47.8%), slightly above those who travel 15 minutes (47.0%) or 1 hour (46.2%).

However, there is a sharp drop for students who travel more than one hour, with an average
score of 39.3%, significantly below the national average of 44.9%. This suggests that long travel
distances may negatively affect students’ learning due to fatigue, irregular attendance, or
reduced study time at home.
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Figure 30: Achievement in reading by distance of school from home
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4.9 Achievements in Reading by Use of Leisure Time at School

The data on how students use their leisure time during periods when there are no classes show
a strong relationship between academic engagement and reading achievement. Students who
spend their free time doing homework have the highest average reading score at 50.3%,
followed by those engaged in classwork at 47.2%, both above the national average of 44.9.

In contrast, students who spend their leisure time playing have a significantly lower score of
39.7%, and those involved in other activities score 42.8%, both falling below the national
average.

This pattern suggests that students who use their free time for academic purposes tend to
perform better in reading. It highlights the value of encouraging effective time management and
structured learning support during school hours to improve outcomes.
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Figure 31: Achievement in reading by use of leisure time at school
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4.10 Achievements in Reading by Availability of Midday Meal at School

The study on reading achievement and availability of midday meals at school shows a positive
relationship between consistent meal provision and student performance. Students who receive
midday meals daily have the highest average reading score of 48.4%, which is above the
national average of 44.9%. In comparison, students who receive midday meals frequently but
not daily scored lower at 41.9%, and those who receive midday meals only sometimes scored
the lowest at 39.1%.

This suggests that regular access to nutritious meals at school may support better concentration
and learning, leading to improved reading outcomes. It highlights the importance of reliable
school feeding programs as part of a comprehensive approach to enhancing student
achievement.
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Figure 32: Achievement in reading by availability of midday meal at school
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Achievements in Reading by Types of Midday Meal Provided at School

The achievement scores in reading vary according to the types of midday meals provided by
schools. Students who received meals prepared at school using locally available ingredients
scored the highest, with an achievement score of 49.2%. Those whose schools bought meals
from the market had a slightly lower score of 43.7%. In cases where schools provided money
instead of meals or food, the achievement score was 46.0%. Other types of midday meal
arrangements resulted in an achievement score of 47.8%. This suggests that the type of midday
meal provision may influence students’ reading performance, with locally prepared meals
associated with higher achievement scores.

Figure 33: Achievement in reading by types of midday meal provided at school
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4.11 Achievements in Reading Time Spent by the Teacher in the Classroom

The achievement scores in reading also differ depending on whether the teacher is present in
the Nepali class. Students whose teacher stayed in class for the entire period achieved the
highest reading score, at 49.9%. When the teacher arrived late and left early, the reading score
dropped to 43.2%. These results suggest that consistent teacher presence during class time is
positively associated with better reading achievement scores among students.

Figure 34: Achievement in reading time spent by the teacher in the classroom
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4.12 Achievements in Reading and Students' Perception of the Teacher

The achievement scores in reading vary according to students’ perceptions of their teachers’
behaviors and attitudes. Students who strongly agree that their teacher teaches with care and
affection have a reading score of 47.0%, which decreases progressively for those who agree
(41.5%), disagree (35.1%), and strongly disagree (37.5%).

Similarly, students who strongly agree that teachers pay attention to students have a reading
score of 47.5%, while those who strongly disagree score the lowest at 50.0%.

Regarding punishments, students who agree that teachers do not give punishments score the
highest at 50.6%, with lower scores across other responses. When teachers take students to the
library and encourage them to read a variety of books, the highest score is among those who
agree (49.8%), followed by those who strongly agree (47.5%). A similar pattern emerges when
teachers suggest reading additional books beyond the textbook, with the highest achievement
score of 47.8% for strongly agree.

This suggests that positive teacher behaviors, such as care, attention, and encouragement to read
beyond textbooks, are associated with higher reading achievement scores.
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Table 10: Achievement in reading and students’ perception towards the teacher

Achievement score in reading

statement
Strongly Agree  Disagree Sfrongly
agree disagree

The teacher teaches with care and affection 47.0 41.5 35.1 37.5
Teachers pay attention to students 47.5 43.9 39.9 50.0
Teachers do not give punishments 46.4 50.6 47.7 454
Teachers take the students to the library
and encourage them to read a variety of 47.5 49.8 42.1 46.6
books
Teachers take the students to the library
and suggest reading additional books 47.8 46.1 46.3 46.7
beyond the textbook

4.13 Achievements in Reading by Students’ Time Spent at Home

The achievement scores in reading vary depending on how students use their time at home.
Those who spend their time reading and doing homework have the highest reading achievement
score of 48.7%.

In contrast, students who spend their time playing games or watching mobile videos and TV
have lower scores, with 35.8% and 33.7%, respectively. Students who engage in housework
have a reading achievement score of 42.7%. This data suggests that dedicating time to reading
and homework at home is linked to better reading performance, whereas more passive or
recreational activities, such as gaming and watching videos, are associated with lower
achievement scores.

Figure 35: Achievement in reading by students’ time spent at home
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4.14 Achievements in Reading by Support Received for Study at Home

The achievement scores in reading differ by the type of support students receive for their studies
at home. Students who receive help from family members have the highest reading achievement
score of 49.1%. Those who get support from friends have a lower score of 39.1%, while students
who report that no one at home can help them with their studies have the lowest score of 37.6%.
This indicates that family support plays a significant role in enhancing students’ reading
performance, whereas a lack of support or reliance solely on friends is linked to lower
achievement.

Figure 36: Achievement in reading by support received for study at home
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4.15 Achievements in Reading by Parents’ Literacy and Engagement
Achievements in reading by parental literacy

The achievement scores in reading are influenced by students' parents' literacy status. Students
whose mothers can read and write have a higher reading achievement score of 49.0%, compared
to 44.8 % for those whose mothers cannot read and write.

Similarly, students whose fathers are literate also score 49.0% in reading, while those with
fathers who cannot read and write score 42.3%. These findings suggest that parental literacy,
both mothers’ and fathers’, is positively associated with better reading achievement among
students.
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Figure 37: Achievement in reading by parental literacy
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Achievements in reading by parental engagement

The achievement scores in reading show some variation based on parental involvement in
students' learning. Every day, when parents ask their children, “What did you learn today?”, the
reading achievement score is 48.6%, and it is slightly higher, at 49.0%, when parents ask this
question sometimes. However, students whose parents never ask this question have a notably
lower score of 41.7%.

Figure 38: Achievement in reading by parental engagement
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Regarding parents visiting the school to inquire about their children’s studies, students whose
parents visit sometimes have the highest reading score (50.6%), followed by those whose
parents visit frequently (44.9%). Students whose parents never visit the school score the lowest
at 41.8%.

These results highlight the importance of parental engagement, showing that even occasional
involvement can positively impact students' reading achievement.

4.16 Achievements in Reading by Students’ Reading Habit of Reference Books

The achievement scores in reading are influenced by students’ habits of reading books beyond
their textbooks.

Figure 39: Achievement in reading by students’ reading habit of reference books
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Those who frequently read additional books have the highest reading achievement score, at
49.1%, followed closely by students who read sometimes, at 48.5%. Students who never read
books beyond their textbooks have a significantly lower score of 40.4%. This indicates that
engaging in additional reading beyond the prescribed textbooks is associated with better reading
performance.

46 NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



CHAPTER V
FINDINGS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN
NUMERACY

5.1 Achievement in Numeracy

The findings on students' overall achievement in numeracy show a significant improvement
between the National Assessment of Reading and Numeracy (NARN) cycles of 2020 and 2024.
In 2020, the average numeracy score was 37.22%, while in 2024, it increased to 50.16%. This
reflects a notable gain of 12.94% points, suggesting positive progress in students' mathematical
understanding and skills over the four years. The improvement could be attributed to enhanced
teaching practices, better learning resources, increased parental engagement, or targeted
interventions in numeracy education.

Figure 40: Achievement in Numeracy
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5.2 Achievements in Sub-tasks of Numeracy

The numeracy score consists of eight different sub-tasks: Geometric Shapes Identification,
Angle Identification, Number Identification (Sense), Use of (Basic mathematical) Arithmetic
Operation, Fraction, Clock Reading (Time), Currency Identification, and Reading Simple
Graph.

The breakdown of students' achievements across various numeracy sub-tasks reveals varying
levels of competency in different mathematical skills. Students performed best in tasks related
to reading Simple Graphs (78.2%) and Identification of Currency (73.2%), indicating strong
practical and real-life skills.

Moderate achievement was observed in Angle Identification (56.3%), Number Identification
(Number sense) (48.4%), and Use of (Basic mathematical) Arithmetic Operations (45.7%),
suggesting foundational understanding but with room for improvement.
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On the lower end, students showed weaker performance in Geometric Shapes Identification
(44.7%), Fractions (43.6%), and particularly Clock Reading (Time) (38.7%), which points to
challenges in abstract or applied mathematical concepts.

These findings suggest that students are good at interpreting visuals and real-world applications;
however, there is a clear need to strengthen conceptual understanding in geometry, arithmetic
operations, and time-related tasks.

Figure 41: Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy
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When compared with international frameworks such as EGMA and Infernational Common
Assessment of Numeracy (ICAN), the NARN sub-task performance reveals both alignment and
domain-specific wait. The EGMA toolkit (RTI International, 2014) emphasizes foundational
domains like Number Identification and Arithmetic Operations as stepping stones for later
mathematical reasoning. In NARN, students perform moderately in those domains (48.4% for
Number Sense/Identification; 45.7% for Mathematical/Arithmetic Operations), confirming that
the arithmetic core is accessible to some learners. However, NARN also includes extension
domains: Geometric Shapes, Clock Reading, and Fractions, that fall into more abstract or
applied reasoning spaces. These domains show notably weaker performance (44.7%, 38.7%,
and 43.6%, respectively), consistent with international observations that, after students master
arithmetic, they often struggle to transfer their skills to geometric, measurement, time, or data
tasks. International assessment efforts such as ICAN (PAL Network, e.g., ICAN 2020)
incorporate geometry, measurement, and data domains into foundational numeracy
assessments, underscoring that these domains are part of the global “next frontier” for numeracy
development (PAL Network, 2022). The contrast suggests that while Nepal’s students have

48 | NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



some of the best performance in arithmetic, their performance drops off sharply when the tasks
require reasoning in space, time, or representation, highlighting a need for curriculum and
instruction to better scaffold the transition from arithmetic fluency to applied mathematical
thinking.

5.3 Achievements in Numeracy by Province

The provincial breakdown of numeracy achievement scores reveals noticeable regional
disparities in student performance across Nepal. Gandaki Province recorded the highest average
score at 61.1%, indicating strong numeracy skills among its students. Koshi (54.8%) and
Madhesh (53.7%) also outperformed the national average of 50.2%, indicating positive
outcomes in these provinces.

In contrast, Karnali (42.2%), Lumbini (44.8%), and Sudurpaschim (46.1%) showed lower
achievement levels, highlighting areas that may require targeted support and intervention to
improve learning outcomes. Bagmati Province, despite being home to the federal capital, scored
47.6%, slightly below the national average.

These variations suggest that educational policies, resource distribution, teacher quality, and
socio-economic factors may be influencing student performance differently across provinces.
Addressing these gaps will be crucial for promoting equity in education nationwide.

Figure 42: Achievement in numeracy by province
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Achievements in bub-tasks of numeracy by province

The province-wise achievement in numeracy sub-tasks shows both strengths and weaknesses
across different areas. Gandaki consistently performs the strongest, scoring highest in Number
Identification (Number sense) (65.1%), Use of Basic mathematical/arithmetic Operations
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(55.8%), Fractions (53.3%), Identification of currency (79.5%), and Reading Simple Graphs
(87.9%). Koshi also performs well, especially in reading simple graphs (84.1%) and currency
identification (74.0%). Madhesh shows strengths in angle identification (68.1%) and currency
identification (75.3%), though it lags behind Gandaki in other sub-tasks.

On the other hand, Karnali and Sudurpaschim have overall low performance, with Karnali
scoring the lowest in geometric shapes identification (29.3%), number identification (40.9%),
fractions (35.9%), and clock reading (25.9%). Lumbini also remains below average in most
areas, except for a moderate result in currency identification (69.6%). Bagmati demonstrates
mixed performance, performing better in currency identification and graph reading, but weakest
in clock reading (28.8%).

Across all provinces, students perform best in identifying currency and reading simple graphs,
with these tasks scoring the highest overall. In contrast, clock reading and geometric shapes are
the weakest areas, reflecting challenges in applied and visual numeracy skills. Overall, the data
highlight Gandaki as the leader in numeracy achievement, Koshi and Madhesh showing
moderate performance, and Karnali and Sudurpaschim as the most disadvantaged provinces that
need targeted numeracy support.

Table 11: Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy by province

Province

Sub-Task of |\ hi | Madhesh | Bagmati | Gandaki | Lumbini | Karnati | >"9"F
Numeracy paschim
Geometric Shapes | o 44.7 482 56.6 42.1 293 412
Identification
Angle 63.3 68.1 44.0 56.4 48.9 46.2 493
Identification
Number
Sense/Identificati | 54.2 48.4 50.9 65.1 413 40.9 46.0
on
Use of
Mathematical/ | ¢ | 52.8 40.7 55.8 38.7 37.2 40.8
Arithmetic
Operation
Fraction 49.5 46.2 413 533 39.6 35.9 39.1
Clock Reading 43.1 477 28.8 45.4 363 25.9 29.9
Identification of |, o 753 712 79.5 69.6 69.1 74.0
Currency
Reading Simple 84.1 76.3 76.5 87.9 76.5 77.9 75.7
Graph
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5.4 Achievements in Numeracy by Municipality

The data comparing average numeracy achievement scores by municipality type reveal a
performance gap between urban and rural areas. Students in Municipalities scored an average
0f 52.0%, which is 4.6% points higher than those in Rural Municipalities, who averaged 47.4%.
This suggests that students in urban or semi-urban settings have better access to educational
resources, qualified teachers, and supportive learning environments compared to their rural
counterparts. The disparity highlights the need for targeted interventions in rural areas to ensure
more equitable learning outcomes across different geographical settings.

Figure 43: Achievement in numeracy by municipality
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5.5 Achievements in Numeracy by Ecological Regions

The numeracy achievement scores across ecological regions show a gradual increase from the
Mountain region to the Tarai. Students in the Tarai region performed best, with an average score
of 51.5%, followed by the Hill region at 48.0% and the Mountain region at 45.8%, the lowest.
This trend may reflect differences in accessibility, infrastructure, and availability of educational
resources. Tarai’s higher performance could be linked to better school facilities and easier
access to educational services, whereas students in the Mountain region may face greater
challenges due to remoteness, limited infrastructure, and teacher shortages. These results
underscore the importance of region-specific strategies to address educational inequities and
support students in less-advantaged areas.
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Figure 44: Achievement in numeracy by ecological regions
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5.6 Achievements in Numeracy by Gender

The gender-wise comparison of numeracy achievement scores shows that boys outperformed
girls, with an average score of 53.2% compared to 49.9%. This represents a gender gap of 3.3%
points in favor of boys. While both groups are close to the national average (50.2%), the gap
suggests that boys may have slightly better access to learning opportunities or greater
confidence in numeracy-related tasks. This difference, although not very large, indicates a need
to promote gender-responsive teaching practices and create supportive environments that
encourage girls to develop stronger numeracy skills.

Figure 45: Achievement in numeracy by gender
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Achievements in sub-tasks of numeracy by gender

The gender-wise performance in numeracy sub-tasks shows that boys perform slightly better
than girls across most areas. Boys outperform girls in geometric shapes identification (47.4%
vs. 45.5%), angle identification (59.8% vs. 57.1%), number sense/identification (52.3% vs.
48.1%), use of arithmetic operations (48.3% vs. 44.9%), fractions (46.0 % vs. 43.8 %), and
clock reading (40.3% vs. 37.2%). A noticeable gap is observed in currency identification, with
boys scoring 79.2% and girls 71.5%. However, the difference in reading simple graphs is
minimal (80.6% for boys vs. 79.6% for girls), indicating near parity.

The findings show that both boys and girls perform best at reading simple graphs and identifying
currency, while their weakest areas are clock reading and fractions. The results indicate a
consistent but small gender gap in favor of boys, suggesting that while boys show slightly
stronger numeracy skills overall, the differences are not very large except in currency
identification.

Figure 46: Achievement in sub-tasks of numeracy by gender
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5.7 Achievements in Numeracy by Caste/Ethnicity

The numeracy achievement scores across ethnic groups show considerable variation, reflecting
disparities influenced by socio-cultural, economic, and geographic factors. The distribution of
numeracy performance across caste/ethnic groups shows noticeable differences among the
categories. The highest percentage is observed among other Madheshi students (60.5%),
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indicating comparatively stronger numeracy performance within this group. This is followed by
Madhesi Janajati (53.7%), Himali/Pahadi Dalit (52.7%), and Himali/Pahadi Janajati (52.4%).

Students from Madhesi Dalit backgrounds also demonstrate a moderate level of numeracy
performance, at 51.6%. In contrast, lower percentages are found among Himali/Pahadi
Brahmin/Chhetri (48.2%) and Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri (47.5%). The lowest numeracy
percentage is recorded among Himali/Pahadi other students (46.4%).

The findings reveal that numeracy achievement varies across caste and ethnic groups, with
Madhesi others students showing the strongest performance, while other Himali/Pahadi
students demonstrate the lowest performance in numeracy.

Figure 47: Achievement in numeracy by caste/ethnicity
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Achievements in sub-tasks of numeracy by caste/ethnicity

The data on numeracy sub-tasks across ethnic groups in Nepal reveal some level of disparities
in student performance. The table shows variations in numeracy sub-task performance across
different caste/ethnicity groups. Overall, the highest achievement levels are observed in
practical numeracy skills such as daily-life mathematics, currency identification, and reading
simple graphs, while comparatively lower performance is observed in fractions, clock reading,
geometric shape identification, and arithmetic operations.

Among the groups, Madhesi Others consistently demonstrate the strongest performance across
most numeracy sub-tasks. They achieved the highest scores in angle identification (67.8%),
number sense/identification (58.3%), use of arithmetic operations (58.9%), fractions (53.0%),
clock reading (52.0%), daily-life mathematics (82.9%), and currency identification (82.2%).
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Similarly, Himali/Pahadi Janajati also perform strongly, particularly in geometric shape
identification (52.1%), daily-life mathematics (82.4%), and reading simple graphs (85.5%), the
highest score among all groups for graph reading.

In contrast, comparatively lower achievement is observed among Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri and
Himali/Pahadi Others in several foundational numeracy skills. Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri record
the lowest scores in geometric shape identification (40.5%), fraction (41.4%), and clock reading
(35.0%), while Himali/Pahadi Others show the lowest performance in use of arithmetic
operations (39.5%), identification of currency (63.4%), and daily life mathematics (71.7%).

The results also indicate that practical and contextual numeracy tasks are generally easier for
students across all groups than abstract mathematical concepts. For example, most groups
scored above 70% in daily-life mathematics, currency identification, and graph reading,
whereas scores for fractions and clock reading remained below 55% across all groups. This
suggests that students are relatively more comfortable applying mathematics in familiar real-
life contexts than performing conceptual or procedural mathematical tasks.

Furthermore, disparities among caste/ethnicity groups are evident, particularly in higher-order
numeracy skills such as fractions, arithmetic operations, and graph interpretation. The gap
between the highest and lowest-performing groups is notable, indicating unequal learning
outcomes and differences in educational opportunities, learning environments, or socio-
economic conditions across groups.

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office 55



. . . . . . . . . SO

6'SL ¥'€9 L'T1L 6'¢e L'y S'6¢€ 6'9% L'9Y %% IpeyRq/IeWIE

. . . . . . . . . nreda

6'¢8 S9L 718 L'8¢ L'LYy 1'9% 8IS ¥'79 L'sy PRy I[eWIE]

: . . . . : . : . nefeuer

¢'s8 €9L 7’8 I'6¢ oY (447 9'¢s (99 1'cs Ipeyeq /I[ewrg]

. . . . . . . . . LnayyD/uryeryg

8L I'cL I'9L 17443 'y ey L'LYy £6¥ Ve IpeyRq /eI

(4% (44 678 0'cs 0'¢s 6'8S €8¢ 8°L9 L8y SIOUYIQ IYSOYPEIA

6'6L I'8L €6L I'6¢ €Sy S'Ly YLy S'€9 S'ov e 1YSAYPEN

608 8'9L S6L sy 8'Sy L0S L0S 1'29 Sy nefeue 1ysoypen

. . . . . . . . . Lnayyd

€9L I'vL 9'SL 0'6¢ iy 9'tl v 0'¢s Sor JuTyeIg 1SOYPEIN

ydexp fousrm)y jo | sopewoypery | Suipeay uoperdQ | uonedsyNUIPY uonEIHUIPY uonedynuUIPY fpruyyy/eIse)

Jdunig N, oy Auie 2 uondeLy | WP JERIET »3u sadeys Aq £deadwnN
€ Suipeay HELHUOPI AL D Joasn JoquuinN e JLI}AW03) Joyse-qns

| NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office

Qoruypa Aq Koviounu fo sYsvl-qns ul UIWIANIY 7] gV S



5.8 Achievements in Numeracy by Distance of School from Home

The figure below, which shows numeracy achievement scores by distance from home to school,
shows a clear decline in performance as travel time increases. Students who live within 15
minutes of their school achieved the highest average score of 53.7%, while those who travel
more than 1 hour scored the lowest at 45.7%.

This pattern suggests that shorter travel distances may contribute to better learning outcomes,
due to reduced fatigue, more time for study and rest, and increased regularity in attendance. In
contrast, students with longer commutes may face physical strain, tiredness, and less time for
homework or revision, all of which can negatively impact performance.

Figure 48: Achievement in numeracy by distance of school from home
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5.9 Achievements in Numeracy by Use of Leisure Time at School

The findings on how students use their leisure time reveal a strong correlation between
academically focused activities and higher numeracy achievement. Students who spent their
free time doing classwork scored the highest, with an average of 54.2%, followed closely by
those doing homework at 53.3%, both well above the national average of 50.2%.

In contrast, students who spent their time playing had a significantly lower average score of
44.7%, while those engaged in other activities scored 47.1%. This suggests that students who
utilize free periods for academic tasks tend to perform better in numeracy, highlighting the value
of reinforcing learning during school hours. It also emphasizes the need for schools to encourage
productive use of in-between-class time to support improved academic outcomes.
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Figure 49: Achievement in numeracy by use of leisure time at school
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5.10 Achievements in Numeracy by Availability of Midday Meal at School

The findings on the availability of midday meals at school indicate a strong association between
regular school meals and numeracy achievement scores. Students who receive the midday meal
daily scored the highest, with an average of 54.2%, well above the national average of 50.2%.

In comparison, those who receive midday meals frequently (but not daily) scored 45.7%, and
students who get midday meals only sometimes had the lowest score of 40.0%. This trend
suggests that consistent access to school meals may positively impact students’ concentration,
energy levels, and overall academic performance. The findings highlight the importance of
ensuring regular, reliable school meal programs, particularly in low-resource settings, to support
both health and learning outcomes.

Figure 50: Achievement in numeracy by availability of midday meal at school
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The students' numeracy achievement is further examined in relation to the types of midday
meals provided by the school. The findings on the types of midday meals provided by schools
and their relation to numeracy achievement show that meals prepared at school using locally
available ingredients are associated with the highest student performance among standard meal
types, with an average score of 54.5%. This suggests that freshly prepared, locally sourced
meals may contribute to better student health and concentration, positively influencing learning
outcomes.

In contrast, students receiving meals purchased from the market and those given money instead
of food scored lower, with average scores of 49.2% and 48.6%, respectively—both below the
national average.

The findings support the effectiveness of school-prepared meals using local ingredients over
alternative methods, reinforcing the value of investing in sustainable and nutritious school
feeding programs.

Figure 51: Achievement in numeracy by types of midday meal provided at school
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5.11 Achievements in Numeracy by Students Rating of the Midday Meal Provided at
School

The students' numeracy achievement is also examined alongside their ratings of the school's
midday meal. The data on students' ratings of school-provided meals and corresponding
numeracy achievement scores show a clear link between meal satisfaction and academic
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performance. Students who reported liking the meals the most had the highest average score,
55.4%, followed by those who liked them (51.3%) and those who liked them (52.3%).

In contrast, students who did not like the meals scored significantly lower, at 38.9%, well below
the national average of 50.2%. This data suggests that students' enjoyment and satisfaction with
school meals may contribute positively to their focus, well-being, and academic outcomes. It
highlights the importance of providing not only nutritious but also appealing meals, as student
preferences can influence the effectiveness of school feeding programs and learning
performance.

Figure 52: Achievement in numeracy by their rating of the midday meal provided at school
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5.12 Achievements in Numeracy by Presence of Teacher in Math Class

The figure below clearly shows the impact of teacher presence in math class on students'
numeracy achievement. Students whose teachers stayed in class for the entire period scored the
highest, with an average of 55.1%, significantly above the national average (50.16%). This
indicates that consistent and full teacher engagement during class time positively affects
learning outcomes.

In contrast, when the teacher arrives late and leaves early, students’ performance drops to
40.9%, and when the teacher does not come to class. These findings underscore the critical role
of teacher regularity and time on task in improving students' numeracy achievement scores.

60 NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office



Figure 53: Achievement in numeracy by the presence of a teacher in math class
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5.13 Achievements in Numeracy and Their Perception Towards the Teacher

The findings reveal a clear relationship between students’ perceptions of their teachers’
behaviors and their achievement scores. Students who strongly agree that their teachers teach
with care and affection tend to have higher scores (52.9%) than those who disagree or strongly
disagree, indicating that a supportive teacher-student relationship positively influences learning.
Similarly, students who feel that teachers pay attention to them also perform better, with the
highest achievement among those who strongly agree (53.5 %).

Interestingly, perceptions about teachers not giving punishments show little variation in scores,
suggesting that disciplinary practices may have less direct impact on numeracy achievement.
On the other hand, students who agree or strongly agree that teachers take them to the library
and encourage them to read a variety of books tend to score higher, highlighting the importance
of exposure to diverse reading materials. Furthermore, students who report that teachers suggest
reading additional books beyond the textbook also show better performance, emphasizing how
encouragement for supplementary reading supports academic success. Overall, the findings
underline that positive, attentive, and resource-rich teaching practices are closely linked to
improved student achievement.

Table 13: Achievement in numeracy and their perception towards the teacher

Achievement score

Statement Strongly Agree Disagree Sfrongly
agree disagree
The teacher teaches with care and affection 52.9 43.5 35.0 45.7
Teachers pay attention to students 53.5 49.1 45.7 47.2
Teachers do not give punishments 52.2 55.0 52.9 52.2
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Achievement score

Statement Strongly Agree  Disagree Sfrongly
agree disagree

Teachers take the students to .the library and 529 55.9 496 50.6

encourage them to read a variety of books

Teachers take the students to the library and

suggest reading additional books beyond 54.2 54.5 46.2 47.8

the textbook

The math teacher makes learning fun by 555 50.9 472 46.5

engaging us in games

5.14 Achievements in Numeracy by Students’ Time Spent at Home

The study also examined the relationship between time spent at home and their numeracy
achievement score. The figure below shows how students spend most of their time at home,
revealing a strong connection between academic activities and higher achievement scores.
Students who spend their time reading and doing homework have the highest average
achievement score, at 53.8%, indicating that dedicating time to study-related tasks outside
school significantly supports their learning.

In contrast, students who spend most of their time playing games or watching mobile videos or
TV have lower scores of 44.9% and 41.4%, respectively, suggesting that leisure activities
unrelated to academics may negatively impact their numeracy performance. Those who spend
time on housework score higher at 48.4%, but are still below students focused on reading and
homework. This highlights the importance of encouraging students to engage in productive,
study-oriented activities at home to improve academic outcomes.

Figure 54: Achievement in numeracy by students’ time spent at home
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5.15 Achievements in Numeracy by Support Received for Study at Home

The findings also examined the relationship between students' numeracy achievement scores
and the support they received for studying at home. Data on support for studies at home shows
a clear link between the source of help and student achievement. Students who receive help
from family members have the highest average achievement score, at 54.5%, suggesting that
family support plays a crucial role in enhancing learning outcomes.

In contrast, students who rely on friends for study support score significantly lower, at 43.7%,
and those who report that no one at home can help have a similar score of 44.4%. This suggests
that the absence of family support or reliance on peers may be associated with lower academic
performance. This emphasizes the importance of strong family involvement in a student’s
education to promote better achievement.

Figure 55: Achievement in numeracy by support received for study at home
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5.16 Achievements in Numeracy by Parental Literacy and Engagement
Achievements in numeracy by parental literacy

Students’ numeracy achievement score is also examined with respect to their parents' literacy.
The data on parental literacy and student achievement show that students whose mothers can
read and write have a slightly higher average score (53.2%) compared to those whose mothers
cannot (52.0%).

Similarly, students whose fathers are literate score 54.0%, which is noticeably higher than the
48.7% average for students whose fathers cannot read and write.
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These differences suggest that parental literacy, particularly the father’s literacy in this data, is
associated with better student performance, likely because literate parents can provide more
effective academic support and create a learning-friendly environment at home. Encouraging
adult literacy programs could therefore have positive indirect effects on children’s education.

Figure 56: Achievement in numeracy by parental literacy
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Achievements in numeracy by parental engagement

Furthermore, students' numeracy achievement is also examined in relation to parental
engagement or monitoring in children's studies. The data on parental engagement show
interesting patterns related to student achievement. Students whose parents ask, "What did you
learn today?" every day have an average achievement score of 52.7%, while those whose
parents ask this question only sometimes score slightly higher at 54.5%. Students whose parents
never ask have an average score of 48.4%, indicating that even occasional parental interest in
daily learning is linked to better performance.

Among students whose parents visit the school to inquire about studies, those whose parents
visit sometimes achieve the highest average score, at 56.3%, followed by those whose parents
visit frequently, at 50.2%. Students whose parents never visit score the lowest at 44.8%. This
suggests that regular, though not necessarily frequent, parental involvement in school matters
positively impacts student achievement. Findings highlight the importance of parental
engagement both at home and with the school in supporting better academic outcomes for
students.
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Figure 57: Achievement in numeracy by parental engagement
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5.17 Achievements in Numeracy by Students’ Reading Habit of Reference Books

The findings on reading books in addition to textbooks show that students who read books
outside their textbooks often or sometimes achieve higher numeracy scores, with averages of
53.6% and 54.8%, respectively. In contrast, students who never read additional books score
significantly lower, at 44.6%. This indicates a strong positive relationship between engaging
with extra reading materials and academic performance. Encouraging students to read beyond
the required textbooks can therefore be an effective strategy to improve their understanding and
achievement in numeracy.
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Figure 58: Achievement in numeracy by students’ reading habit of reference books
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5.18 Students' achievement in Numeracy at different Proficiency Levels

The Education Review Office (ERO) defined four levels of proficiency in numeracy. The four
levels of proficiency are: below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced. These proficiency levels
also align with the Global Proficiency Framework (GPF).

The Education Review Office evaluated various methods for benchmarking the NARN
(Numeracy) proficiency levels. To ensure a valid and evidence-based benchmarking process,
ERO uses the bookmark method to set standards and benchmarks and a modified version of it
to set benchmarks. The modified method utilized Classical Test Theory (CTT), specifically the
difficulty of the test items, expressed as the percentage of correct answers. The four levels of
proficiency in numeracy are defined as,

Below basic: learners lack the most basic knowledge and skills. As a result, they generally
cannot complete the most basic grade-level tasks.

Basic: Learners have limited knowledge and skills. As a result, they can partially complete basic
grade-level tasks.

Proficient: learners have developed sufficient knowledge and skills. As a result, they can
successfully complete the most basic grade-level tasks.

Advanced: Learners have developed superior knowledge and skills. As a result, they can
complete complex grade-level tasks.

The table below shows the classification of proficiency level in numeracy
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Table 14: Classification of proficiency levels in numeracy

Proficiently level Cut-off score in numeracy in Percent
Pre-basic Less than 30
Basic 30 to less than 60
Proficient 60 to less than 80
Advance 80 and above

The finding indicates that numeracy proficiency in Nepal is concentrated at the lower and
middle levels. A considerable proportion of learners (14.4%) are at the below basic level,
meaning they lack the most basic numeracy knowledge and skills and are unable to complete
even the simplest grade-level tasks. The largest share of learners (43.9%) falls under the basic
level, suggesting that although they have limited numeracy knowledge and skills, they can only
partially complete basic grade-level tasks. In contrast, about one-quarter of learners (26.4%) are
proficient, indicating they have developed sufficient numeracy knowledge and skills to
successfully complete the most basic grade-level tasks. A smaller but notable proportion
(15.4%) is at the advanced level, reflecting superior numeracy knowledge and skills that enable
them to handle complex grade-level tasks. These findings reveal that a majority of learners
remain at or below the basic level, underscoring the need for focused interventions to strengthen
foundational numeracy and support learners’ progression toward proficient and advanced
levels.

Figure 59: Students achieving various proficiency levels
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Proficiency level in numeracy by province

The provincial distribution of numeracy proficiency in Nepal shows marked variation across
regions. Gandaki Province demonstrates the strongest overall performance, with the lowest
proportion of learners at the below basic level (3.9%) and the highest share at the proficient
level (42.7%), along with a substantial proportion at the advanced level (20.0%), indicating that
many learners possess sufficient to superior numeracy skills and can complete both basic and
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complex grade-level tasks. Koshi Province also performs well, with a low percentage of learners
below basic (9.5%) and a balanced distribution across basic (43.6%), proficient (28.0%), and
advanced (19.0%) levels.

In contrast, Karnali and Lumbini Provinces show a larger concentration of learners at the lower
proficiency levels. Karnali has the highest proportion of learners at the basic level (58.5%) and
a sizable share at the below-basic level (17.1%). In comparison, only small proportions reach
proficient (18.4%) or advanced (6.1%) levels, suggesting limited numeracy skills for many
learners. Similarly, Lumbini records 17.9% of learners at the below basic level and half (49.8%)
at the basic level, with comparatively fewer learners demonstrating proficient (22.7%) or
advanced (9.7%) skills.

Madhesh and Sudurpashchim Provinces display mixed patterns. Madhesh has a moderate share
of learners below basic (14.5%) and a relatively higher proportion at advanced (23.0%),
indicating division between low and high performers. Sudurpashchim shows a sizable
concentration at basic (48.3%) and below-basic (17.8%) levels, with fewer learners reaching
proficient (19.8%) or advanced (14.1%) levels. Bagmati Province, despite its urban advantage,
shows a large share of learners at basic (45.2%) and below basic (14.9%) levels. In comparison,
only 6.5% reach the advanced level, suggesting challenges in progressing learners to higher-
order numeracy skills.

The results indicate substantial provincial disparities in numeracy proficiency. While provinces
like Gandaki and Koshi have a higher proportion of learners who can complete basic- to
complex-level tasks, others-particularly Karnali, Lumbini, and Sudurpashchim-require targeted
interventions to strengthen foundational numeracy and support learners’ progression from basic
and below-basic levels to proficient and advanced levels.

Figure 60: Proficiency level in numeracy by province
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Proficiency level in numeracy by municipality and rural municipality

The comparison of numeracy proficiency by local government shows clear differences between
rural municipalities and municipalities. Rural municipalities have a higher proportion of
learners at the below basic level (16.2%), indicating that a notable share of learners lack the
most basic numeracy knowledge and are unable to complete even simple grade-level tasks. This
challenge is further reflected in the basic category, where nearly half of the learners (47.0%)
have limited numeracy skills and can only partially complete basic grade-level tasks. In contrast,
municipalities record lower proportions at below basic (13.1%) and basic (41.8%) levels.

On the other hand, municipalities demonstrate stronger performance at higher proficiency
levels. A larger share of learners in municipalities is proficient (28.1%), meaning they have
developed sufficient numeracy knowledge and skills to complete basic grade-level tasks,
compared to 23.7% in rural municipalities. Similarly, the proportion of learners at the advanced
level is higher in municipalities (17.0%) than in rural municipalities (13.0%), indicating a
greater capacity to handle complex grade-level numeracy tasks. The findings suggest an urban—
rural gap in numeracy achievement, with learners in municipalities performing better than those
in rural municipalities, highlighting the need for targeted support to strengthen foundational
numeracy skills in rural areas while continuing to promote higher-order skills across all local
governments.

Figure 61: Proficiency level in numeracy by municipality
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Proficiency level in numeracy by gender

The gender-wise distribution of numeracy proficiency shows noticeable differences between
boys and girls. A higher proportion of girls falls under the basic level (13.3%) than boys
(10.3%), indicating that more girls lack the most basic numeracy knowledge and are generally
unable to complete simple grade-level tasks. Similarly, a slightly larger share of girls (46.2%)
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is at the basic level than boys (44.1%), suggesting limited numeracy skills that allow only partial
completion of basic grade-level tasks.

In contrast, boys demonstrate stronger performance at higher proficiency levels. A greater
proportion of boys are proficient (28.6%) than girls (25.7%), indicating that more boys have
developed sufficient numeracy knowledge and skills to complete basic grade-level tasks
successfully. Likewise, boys also outperform girls at the advanced level (17.1% versus 14.8%),
indicating a higher share of boys with superior numeracy skills capable of completing complex
grade-level tasks. The results point to a modest gender gap in numeracy proficiency, with boys
slightly more represented at higher achievement levels, highlighting the importance of targeted
strategies to support girls’ progression from basic and below-basic levels to proficient and
advanced numeracy.

Figure 62: Proficiency level in numeracy by gender
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The NARN assessments from 2020 to 2024 show only slight progress in reading, with over 90%
of Grade 3 students still not meeting the minimum proficiency level. Numeracy results reveal
similar challenges, as most learners remain at or below the basic level. About 14% lack even
the most basic skills, while 44% can only partially complete simple tasks. Just over a quarter
reach proficiency, and only 15% demonstrate advanced skills. Overall, the findings indicate that
the majority of students struggle with foundational literacy and numeracy, underscoring an
urgent need for targeted interventions to help them progress toward higher achievement levels.
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CHAPTER VI
ACHIEVEMENTS IN ONE-TO-ONE ASSESSMENT

This study also conducted one-to-one oral reading and numeracy assessments with students. A
one-to-one reading assessment included a 60-word Nepali text for oral reading fluency and
reading comprehension questions. In Numeracy, oral one-to-one assessment included items for
identifying two- to three-digit numbers, adding one-digit numbers, subtracting numbers less
than 20, and using addition and subtraction to solve verbal problems

6.1 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy

Between NARN 2020 and NARN 2024, there is no significant change in students’ performance
on reading-related tasks. Average oral reading fluency shows a slight decline from 25 cwpm
(correct words per minute) in 2020 to 22 cwpm in 2024. A similar pattern is observed in reading
comprehension, where scores remain stable, increasing the average score from 47.7% in 2020
to 48.6% in 2024, indicating overall stability with a slight improvement in text understanding.

In numeracy skills, there is significant progress. Average achievement in number identification
improved from 61.3% in 2020 to 72.9% in 2024, reflecting stronger basic mathematical
understanding. New measures in 2024 show high average achievement in summing values
(76.1%), subtracting values (67.1%), and particularly in the use of arithmetic operations
(81.8%), suggesting that students are more confident and skilled in applying arithmetic
procedures.

These findings suggest that reading fluency remains a concern with a slight decline, and
comprehension has stabilized. Numeracy, on the other hand, has shown notable improvement,
particularly in arithmetic operations, reflecting a shift in students' strengths toward
mathematical skills over time.
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Figure 63: Achievement in reading and numeracy
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6.2 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Province

The table presents students’ performance in literacy and numeracy in one-to-one assessment
across Nepal's seven provinces. The results reveal considerable provincial disparities in learning
outcomes.

In Oral Reading Fluency (ORF), students from Gandaki Province achieved the highest score
(average of 26.7 cwpm), followed by Koshi Province (average of 25.5 cwpm) and Bagmati
Province (average of 23.8 cwpm). In contrast, Madhesh Province recorded the lowest ORF
score (average 14.7 cwpm), followed by Karnali Province (average 17.1 cwpm). This indicates
that reading fluency is stronger in Gandaki and Koshi, while students in Madhesh and Karnali
face greater challenges in basic reading skills.

A similar trend is observed in Reading Comprehension. Gandaki Province again performed the
best with an average score of 61.8%, significantly higher than the national average. Koshi
(51.6%) and Bagmati (49.6%) also showed relatively strong performance. On the other hand,
Madhesh Province recorded the lowest score (37.4%), followed by Karnali (39.0%). These
findings suggest substantial inequalities in literacy achievement across provinces.

In numeracy-related indicators, Gandaki Province consistently demonstrated the strongest
performance. It achieved the highest average scores in Number Knowledge (Identification)
(82.0%), Summing the values (83.5%), and Subtracting the values (77.1%). Madhesh Province
performed relatively well in Number Knowledge (Identification) (77.1%) and in subtracting the
values (72.0%), despite its weaker literacy outcomes.
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Conversely, Karnali Province showed the lowest performance across most numeracy indicators,
including average achievement in Number Knowledge (66.8%), summing values (68.2%), and
subtracting values (56.8%). Sudurpaschim and Lumbini provinces also scored comparatively
lower in several mathematics-related competencies.

In the Use of arithmetic operations, Koshi Province achieved the highest average score (87.0%),
followed by Lumbini Province (85.0%) and Gandaki Province (83.8%). Madhesh (77.0%) and
Sudurpaschim (76.0%) recorded comparatively lower scores in this area.

The findings demonstrate clear provincial disparities in both literacy and numeracy
achievement. Gandaki Province appears to have the strongest overall learning outcomes,
particularly in reading comprehension and mathematics, while Madhesh and Karnali provinces
lag on several indicators, especially literacy. These variations may reflect differences in
educational resources, teacher quality, socioeconomic conditions, language diversity,
infrastructure, and access to quality schooling. The results highlight the importance of province-
specific educational policies and targeted interventions to reduce learning inequalities across
Nepal.

Table 15: Achievement in reading and numeracy by province

Tasks Koshi Bagmati Madhesh Gandaki Lumbini  Karnali Sudull'I[l)aschl
Oral Reading 255 23.8 14.7 26.7 19.5 17.1 22.3
Fluency (cwpm)
Reading
Comprehension 51.6 49.6 374 61.8 47.2 39.0 47.6
(%)
Number

1. . .1 2. . . .

Knowledge /1d(%) 77 733 7 520 09 o0 o
Summing —the g 5 74.5 76.3 83.5 75.4 68.2 72.8
values (%)
Subtracting  the 717 635 7.0 771 64.9 56.8 61.4
values (%)
Use of arithmetic 7.0 793 77.0 83.8 85.0 80.5 76.0

operation (%)

6.3 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Local Level

The table below presents students’ performance on one-to-one assessments of reading and
numeracy indicators by local level, comparing municipalities and rural municipalities. The
results indicate that students from municipalities performed better than those from rural
municipalities across all learning indicators.
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Tablel6: Achievements in reading and numeracy by local level

Tasks Municipality Rural Municipality
Oral Reading Fluency (cwpm) 23.7 20.0
Reading Comprehension (%) 493 47.8
Number Knowledge (Identification) (%) 74.0 71.5
Summing the values (%) 78.7 72.9
Subtracting the values (%) 70.0 63.6
Use of arithmetic operation (%) 82.0 81.5

Achievements in reading and numeracy by gender

The following table shows the performance of boys and girls across different reading and
numeracy indicators in one-to-one assessments. The results show gender differences in
achievement across skill areas. The findings suggest a gender-based difference in learning
outcomes. Girls have stronger literacy skills, particularly in reading fluency and comprehension,
whereas boys show better performance in numeracy and arithmetic-related competencies.

Table 17: Achievements in reading and numeracy by gender

Tasks Boys Girls
Oral Reading Fluency (cwpm) 20.6 23.4
Reading Comprehension (%) 47.1 50.1
Number Knowledge (Identification) (%) 76.2 69.8
Summing the values (%) 79.1 73.5
Subtracting the values (%) 71.4 63.1
Use of arithmetic operation (%) 83.2 80.6

6.4 Achievements in Reading and Numeracy by Caste/Ethnicity

The table below shows students’ performance across literacy and numeracy indicators in one-
to-one assessments by caste/ethnicity groups. The results reveal noticeable disparities among
the different groups in both reading and mathematics-related competencies.

Among the groups, Brahman/Chettri students achieved the highest scores in almost all
indicators. In Oral Reading Fluency, they read 26.6 cwpm, which is higher than Dalit (20.4
cwpm), Janajati (24.7 cwpm), and Others (17.9 cwpm). Similarly, in Reading Comprehension,
Brahman/Chettri students obtained the highest score (55.4%), while the “Others” group
recorded the lowest (43.6%). This indicates comparatively stronger literacy performance among
Brahman/Chettri students.

In numeracy-related indicators, Brahmin/Chettri students also performed better overall. In
Number Knowledge(Identification), they scored 76.2%, followed by Dalit (72.8%), Janajati
(72.5%), and Others (71.2%). A similar trend is observed when summing the values, with
Brahmin/Chettri students scoring 80.2%, slightly higher than the other groups.
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For subtracting the values, the differences among groups were smaller. Brahman/Chettri
students scored 69.2%, Janajati students 66.6%, others 67.0%, and Dalit students 65.5%.
Although the variation is less pronounced, Brahman/Chettri students still maintained a slight
advantage.

In the Use of Arithmetic Operations, Brahman/Chettri students again achieved the highest
score (84.5%), followed closely by Janajati (83.3%) and Dalit (82.2%), while the other group
scored the lowest (79.0%).

Table 18: Achievements in reading and numeracy by caste/ethnicity

Tasks Brahmin/Chettri | Dalit | Janajati | Others
Oral Reading Fluency (cwpm) 26.6 204 | 24.7 17.9
Reading Comprehension (%) 554 49.1 | 494 43.6
Number Knowledge/id. (%) 76.2 72.8 | 72.5 71.2
Summing the values (%) 80.2 754 | 75.1 74.9
Subtracting the values (%) 69.2 65.5 | 66.6 67.0
Use of arithmetic operation (%) 84.5 82.2 | 833 79.0

6.5 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency

The student's proficiency level is classified into four categories: pre-basic, basic, proficient, and
advanced. The data are further analyzed by proficiency level across four categories for oral
reading fluency (ORF) and reading comprehension, using the one-to-one assessment database.
Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency are defined based on the number of correct words read
per minute (cwpm). As per the reading benchmarks set in 2022 (Education Review Office,
2022), ERO established the following proficiency levels and their benchmarks in reading:

Table 19: National benchmarks for oral reading fluency (ORF) for grade 3

Level Reading sub-skills and unit Benchmark
Reading fluency (correct words per minute) Less than 20
Pre-basic . .
Reading comprehension (%) Less than 30%
Basi Reading fluency (correct words per minute) 20 to Less than 35
asic
Reading comprehension (%) 30% to less than 60%
Reading fluency (correct words per minute) 35 to less than 45
Proficient . :
Reading comprehension (%) 60% to less than 80%
Reading fluency (correct words per minute) 45 and above
Advanced ; :
Reading comprehension (%) 80% and above

(ERO, 2023, p. 50, MOEST, 2022, p. 78))

The oral fluency assessment results indicate that a large proportion of students are performing
below the expected standard. Students reading fewer than 20 correct words per minute are
classified as pre-basic; this group accounts for 50.9% of students, indicating serious challenges
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in basic decoding, accuracy, and reading speed. Those students who read between 20 and 34
correct words per minute fall under the basic category and account for 24.6% of the students,
suggesting emerging reading skills but insufficient fluency. Students who read 35 to 45 correct
words per minute are considered proficient, yet only 9.7% of students reach this level, indicating
that few learners meet the expected fluency benchmark. In contrast, 14.8% of students who read
more than 45 correct words per minute are categorized as advanced, demonstrating strong
fluency, accuracy, and expressive reading. Overall, the results reveal that approximately three-
quarters of students (75.5%) read fewer than 35 correct words per minute and remain below the
proficient level, highlighting a critical need for targeted interventions to improve oral reading
fluency.

Figure 64: Proficiency level in oral reading fluency
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6.6 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Province

The table presents the distribution of students by proficiency level in Oral Reading Fluency
(ORF) across Nepal's seven provinces. The proficiency levels are categorized into Pre-basic,
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The findings indicate substantial provincial variation in
reading proficiency.

Table 20: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by province

Pr;t:,l:l:cy Koshi | Madhesh | Bagmati | Gandaki | Lumbini | Karnali | Sudurpaschim
Pre basic 41.9% 70.4% 47.6% 38.5% 58.6% 60.0% 48.3%
Basic 28.1% 19.7% 22.3% 27.1% 20.6% 28.2% 28.0%
Proficient 12.8% 5.3% 11.3% 13.2% 8.4% 5.0% 7.9%
Advance 17.2% 4.6% 18.8% 21.2% 12.4% 6.8% 15.8%

The proportion of students at the pre-basic level is highest in Madhesh Province (70.4%),
followed by Karnali Province (60.0%) and Lumbini Province (58.6%). This suggests that a large
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majority of students in these provinces have not yet achieved foundational reading fluency. In
contrast, Gandaki Province (38.5%) and Koshi Province (41.9%) recorded lower percentages
of pre-basic readers, indicating comparatively better reading performance.

At the basic level, the percentages are similar across provinces, ranging from around 19% to
28%. Karnali Province (28.2%), Koshi Province (28.1%), and Sudurpaschim Province (28.0%)
have slightly higher proportions of students at this level, suggesting that many students in these
provinces have only basic reading skills.

The proportion of students achieving the Proficient level remains low across all provinces.
Gandaki Province recorded the highest percentage (13.2%), followed by Koshi Province
(12.8%) and Bagmati Province (11.3%). In comparison, Karnali Province (5.0%) and Madhesh
Province (5.3%) had the lowest percentages of proficient readers.

At the Advanced level, Gandaki Province again performed the best, with 21.2% of students
reaching advanced reading fluency. Bagmati Province (18.8%) and Koshi Province (17.2%)
also demonstrated relatively strong performance. Conversely, Madhesh Province had the lowest
proportion of advanced readers (4.6%), followed by Karnali Province (6.8%).

The findings reveal significant disparities in oral reading fluency proficiency among provinces.
Gandaki, Bagmati, and Koshi provinces show comparatively stronger reading performance,
with higher proportions of proficient and advanced readers. In contrast, Madhesh and Karnali
provinces have a large concentration of students in the pre-basic category and very few students
reaching higher proficiency levels. These differences may be linked to variations in educational
quality, teacher effectiveness, socioeconomic conditions, language environment, and access to
learning resources.

6.7 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Local Level

The findings present the distribution of students across different proficiency levels in Oral
Reading Fluency (ORF) by local level, comparing municipalities and rural municipalities. The
findings show that students from municipal areas demonstrate higher reading proficiency than
those from rural areas.

The proportion of students at the pre-basic level is higher in rural municipalities (56.4%) than
in municipalities (46.5%). This indicates that more than half of the students in rural
municipalities have not yet developed foundational reading fluency, highlighting greater
literacy challenges in rural areas.

At the Basic level, municipalities recorded a slightly higher percentage (26.1%) compared to
rural municipalities (22.7%). This suggests that a larger share of students in municipalities
possess basic reading skills.

The proportion of students reaching the Proficient level is low in both local levels, but
municipalities still perform better, with 10.7% of students categorized as proficient compared
to 8.5% in rural municipalities.
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Similarly, at the Advanced level, municipalities recorded a higher percentage (16.7%) than rural
municipalities (12.3%). This indicates that students in municipalities are more likely to achieve
higher levels of reading fluency.

The findings reveal a clear disparity in oral reading fluency between municipalities and rural
municipalities. Rural municipalities have a larger concentration of students in the pre-basic
category and fewer students achieving proficient or advanced levels. These differences may
reflect inequalities in educational resources, school infrastructure, teacher availability, access
to reading materials, and socioeconomic conditions.

Table 21: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by local level

Proficiency Levels Municipality Rural Municipality
Pre basic 46.5% 56.4%
Basic 26.1% 22.7%
Proficient 10.7% 8.5%
Advance 16.7% 12.3%

6.8 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Caste/Ethnicity

The findings present the distribution of students across different proficiency levels in Oral
Reading Fluency (ORF) by caste/ethnicity groups. The findings indicate noticeable disparities
in reading proficiency among the different social groups.

The proportion of students at the pre-basic level is highest among the other groups (60.8%),
followed by Dalit students (51.9%) and Janajati students (46.2%). In comparison,
Brahmin/Chettri students recorded the lowest percentage at this level (39.7%). This suggests
that students from the other and Dalit groups are more likely to struggle with foundational
reading fluency.

At the Basic level, the distribution is similar across groups. Dalit students recorded the highest
percentage (27.5%), followed by Brahmin/Chettri students (25.9%) and Janajati students
(24.8%), while the other group had the lowest proportion (22.5%). This indicates that many
students across all groups stay at the basic stage of reading development.

The percentage of students reaching the Proficient level is low across all caste/ethnicity
categories. Brahmin/Chettri students achieved the highest proportion (13.4%), whereas the
other group recorded the lowest (7.9%). Dalit and Janajati students had similar proficiency
levels, at 9.7% and 9.2%, respectively.

At the Advanced level, substantial differences are observed. Brahmin/Chettri students had the
highest proportion of advanced readers (21.0%), closely followed by Janajati students (19.8%).
In contrast, Dalit students (10.9%) and the other group (8.8%) had much lower percentages of
advanced readers.

The findings show that Brahmin/Chettri students demonstrate comparatively stronger reading
proficiency, with higher proportions of proficient and advanced readers and fewer students at
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the pre-basic level. Dalit students and the other groups appear to face greater literacy challenges,
as reflected by the high concentration of students in the pre-basic category and the lower share
of advanced readers. Janajati students perform moderately, showing strong representation at the
advanced level despite a sizable proportion at the pre-basic level.

Table 22: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by caste/ethnicity

Proficiency Levels Brahmin/Chettri Dalit Janajati Others
Pre basic 39.7% 51.9% 46.2% 60.8%
Basic 25.9% 27.5% 24.8% 22.5%
Proficient 13.4% 9.7% 9.2% 7.9%
Advance 21.0% 10.9% 19.8% 8.8%

6.9 Proficiency Levels in Oral Reading Fluency by Gender

The results show the distribution of students across different proficiency levels in Oral Reading
Fluency (ORF) by gender. The findings indicate that girls demonstrate better reading
proficiency than boys.

The proportion of students at the pre-basic level is higher among boys (54.1%) than among girls
(47.7%). This suggests that a larger share of boys have not yet developed foundational reading
fluency skills. In contrast, fewer girls fall into this lowest proficiency category, indicating
comparatively stronger reading performance among girls.

At the Basic level, the difference between boys and girls is small. Girls recorded 25.1%, slightly
higher than boys (24.3%). This suggests that a similar proportion of students from both genders
have basic reading abilities.

The percentage of students achieving the Proficient level is low for both groups, but girls again
perform slightly better. Girls accounted for 10.1% of proficient readers, compared with 9.3%
of boys.

A more noticeable difference appears at the Advanced level. Girls recorded a higher percentage
(17.1%) than boys (12.3%). This indicates that girls are more likely to achieve higher levels of
reading fluency and advanced literacy skills.

The findings show that girls outperform boys in oral reading fluency proficiency. Boys are more
concentrated in the pre-basic category, while girls are more represented in the proficient and
advanced levels.

Table 23: Proficiency levels in oral reading fluency by gender

Proficiency Level Boys Girls
Pre basic 54.1% 47.7%
Basic 24.3% 25.1%
Proficient 9.3% 10.1%
Advance 12.3% 17.1%
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6.10 Readers categorization

Table 24 provides details on the percentages of different reader categories; only 16% of the
students are fluent readers, while 16.6% could not read a single word in the oral assessment.

Table 24: Oral reading fluency and readers categorization

95% Confidence Interval

Oral Reading Fluency Sample size | Percent of Learners Standard Error Lower Upper
No readers (ORF = 0) 455 16.6% 0.7% 15.2% 18.0%
Initial readers (ORF: 1 - 15) 728 26.5% 0.8% 24.9% 28.2%
Emergent readers (ORF: 16 -44) 1121 40.9% 0.9% 39.0% 42.7%
Fluent Readers (ORF: 45 or above) 439 16.0% 0.7% 14.7% 17.4%

6.11 Proficiency Level in Reading Comprehension

Students' reading comprehension proficiency is also analyzed across four categories: pre-basic,
basic, proficient, and advanced, using the one-to-one assessment database. The proficiency
levels for reading comprehension are defined by the specific scoring criteria in Table 19.

The findings show a mixed performance pattern among students. Students scoring below 30 are
categorized as pre-basic; 32.2% of students fall into this group, indicating substantial difficulty
understanding and interpreting written texts. Those scoring between 30 and 59 are classified as
basic, accounting for 16.3% of students, which suggests limited comprehension skills that
require further instructional support. Students who score between 60 and 79 are considered
proficient, representing 20.7% of the total and demonstrating an acceptable level of reading
comprehension aligned with expected learning standards. Notably, students scoring 80 and
above are categorized as advanced, comprising 30.8% of the sample and reflecting strong
comprehension abilities, including analysis, inference, and critical understanding of texts.
Overall, although nearly half of the students (48.5%) score below 60 and remain below the
proficient level, a considerable proportion have achieved proficient or advanced levels,
indicating comparatively stronger performance in reading comprehension.
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Figure 65: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension
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6.12 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Province

The findings present the distribution of students across proficiency levels in Reading
Comprehension across Nepal's seven provinces. The results reveal substantial provincial
disparities in students’ comprehension abilities.

The proportion of students at the pre-basic level is highest in Madhesh Province (47.7%),
followed by Karnali Province (40.0%) and Lumbini Province (34.2%). This indicates that a
large share of students in these provinces struggle with basic reading comprehension skills. In
contrast, Gandaki Province recorded the lowest percentage of pre-basic students (18.3%),
suggesting comparatively stronger reading comprehension performance.

At the Basic level, the differences among provinces are moderate. Karnali Province recorded
the highest proportion (21.8%), while Gandaki Province had the lowest (12.5%). This suggests
that many students in Karnali remain at the foundational stage of reading comprehension
development.

The proportion of students achieving the Proficient level is similar across provinces, ranging
from around 14% to 24%. Gandaki Province recorded the highest percentage (23.5%), closely
followed by Sudurpaschim Province (23.4%), while Madhesh Province had the lowest
proportion (14.5%).

At the Advanced level, substantial variation is evident. Gandaki Province performed
exceptionally well, with 45.7% of students reaching the advanced level. Koshi Province
(33.7%) and Bagmati Province (31.4%) also showed relatively strong performance. In contrast,
Karnali Province had the lowest percentage of advanced readers (18.2%), followed by Madhesh
Province (24.0%).

In sum, the findings indicate that Gandaki Province has the strongest reading comprehension
performance, with the lowest proportion of pre-basic students and the highest proportion of
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advanced readers. On the other hand, Madhesh and Karnali provinces show comparatively
weaker outcomes, with larger shares of students at the pre-basic level and fewer students
achieving advanced proficiency.

Table 25: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by province

Proficiency

Level Koshi | Madhesh | Bagmati | Gandaki | Lumbini | Karnali | Sudurpaschim
Pre basic 29.3% 47.7% 30.5% 18.3% 34.2% 40.0% 31.4%
Basic 15.6% 13.8% 16.7% 12.5% 17.5% 21.8% 17.1%
Proficient 21.5% 14.5% 21.5% 23.5% 19.4% 20.0% 23.4%
Advance 33.7% 24.0% 31.4% 45.7% 28.8% 18.2% 28.1%

6.13 Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by local level

The distribution of reading comprehension proficiency across local levels shows broadly similar
patterns between municipalities and rural municipalities, with only minor differences. At the
pre-basic level, rural municipalities (32.8%) have a slightly higher proportion of students
compared to municipalities (31.7%), indicating a marginally larger share of students at the
lowest proficiency stage in rural areas. A similar pattern is observed at the basic level, where
rural municipalities again record a higher percentage (17.5%) than municipalities (15.2%). In
contrast, at a proficient level, both local levels are almost identical, with municipalities at 20.8%
and rural municipalities at 20.5%, suggesting comparable mid-level reading performance.
However, the differences are clearer at the advanced level, where municipalities outperform
rural municipalities, recording 32.2% compared to 29.1%.

Table 26: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by local level

Proficiency Level Municipality Rural Municipality
Pre basic 31.7% 32.8%
Basic 15.2% 17.5%
Proficient 20.8% 20.5%
Advance 32.2% 29.1%

6.14 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Caste/Ethnicity

The distribution of reading comprehension proficiency across caste/ethnicity groups shows
noticeable variation in learning outcomes. At the pre-basic level, the highest proportion is
observed among “Others” (38.6%), followed by Janajati (31.1%) and Dalit (30.5%), while
Brahmin/Chettri have the lowest share (24.4%), indicating better foundational skills in this
group. A similar pattern is seen at the basic level, where Dalits (18.3%) report the highest
proportion, followed by Others (16.3%), Janajati (16.0%), and Brahmin/Chettri (15.3%), and
suggesting slightly weaker early-stage performance among the latter. At the proficient level,
Janajati students (23.8%) perform better compared to Brahmin/Chettri (21.3%), Dalit (20.3%),
and Others (18.2%). A clearer gap emerges at the advanced level, where Brahmin/Chettri
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students (39.0%) significantly outperform other groups, followed by Dalit (31.0%), Janajati
(29.0%), and Others (26.9%). The results indicate that Brahmin/Chettri students are more
concentrated at the advanced proficiency level, while Dalit, Janajati, and especially the “Others”
category show greater representation in lower proficiency categories, reflecting disparities in
reading comprehension outcomes across caste/ethnic groups.

Table 27: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by caste/ethnicity

Proficiency Level Brahmin/Chettri Dalit Janajati Others
Pre basic 24.4% 30.5% 31.1% 38.6%
Basic 15.3% 18.3% 16.0% 16.3%
Proficient 21.3% 20.3% 23.8% 18.2%
Advance 39.0% 31.0% 29.0% 26.9%

6.15 Proficiency Levels in Reading Comprehension by Gender

The distribution of reading comprehension proficiency by gender shows both similarities and
notable differences in performance levels.

Table 28: Proficiency levels in reading comprehension by gender

Proficiency Level Boys Girls
Pre basic 33.7% 30.7%
Basic 16.8% 15.9%
Proficient 21.3% 20.2%
Advance 28.3% 33.2%

Table 23 shows that at the pre-basic level, boys (33.7%) have a slightly higher proportion than
girls (30.7%), indicating a marginally larger share of boys at the lowest proficiency stage. A
similar pattern is observed at the basic level, where boys (16.8%) again slightly exceed girls
(15.9%). At the proficient level, the difference remains small, with boys at 21.3% and girls at
20.2%, suggesting broadly comparable intermediate reading skills between the two groups.
However, a clear reversal is observed at the advanced level, where girls (33.2%) outperform
boys (28.3%), indicating stronger higher-order reading comprehension among female students.
In summary, while boys are slightly more represented in the lower proficiency categories, girls
demonstrate better performance at the advanced level, suggesting a relative gender advantage
in higher reading proficiency outcomes.
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CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 Summary of Findings

Socio-Demographic Information
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The participating students (n=7,531) included 43.1% girls, 38.4% boys, while 18.5%
of students did not report their gender.

Madhesi Janajati students represent the largest share at 16.8%, followed by Pahadi
Brahmin/Chhetri at 13.5%, and Pahadi Janajati at 12.3%. Other notable groups include
Madhesi Others (11.8%), Madhesi Dalit (8.8%), and Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri (7.7%).
A considerable portion, 13.4% of the students, did not report on their ethnicity.

A clear majority, 61.1%, reported that they like Nepali (subject) the most. Math was
favored by 9.4% of students, followed by English at 7.6%. Social studies were the least
preferred among the listed subjects, with only 2.6% choosing it as their favorite.

A majority of students, 59.1%, reported that their commute takes 15 minutes or less,
indicating that most students live close to their schools. 17.7% travel for 30 minutes,
while smaller proportions take 45 minutes (5.2%) or 1 hour (5.5%). Only 1.3% of
students reported commuting for more than an hour. However, 11.1% of the responses
did not report travel time.

A large majority, 77.5%, reported receiving midday meals daily. Additionally, 13.1%
of students did not report on this question. A majority (63.6%) receive meals prepared
at school using locally available ingredients. 11.4% of students reported receiving
meals bought from the market by the school, while 6.7% reported being given money
instead of meals.

A large majority, 72.9%, reported that the math teacher stays in class for the entire
period, indicating strong teacher attendance and classroom engagement. A smaller
percentage, 4.6%, mentioned that the teacher arrives late and leaves early, while 3.6%
noted that the teacher does not come to class. A considerable 18.9% of the students did
not report.

A majority of students, 66.6%, reported that the Nepali teacher stays in class for the
entire period. A small percentage of students noted that the teacher arrives late and
leaves early (4.0%) or does not come to class (3.4%). Notably, 26.0% of the students
did not report.

Most students spend the majority of their time at home reading and doing homework,
as indicated by 75.2% of respondents. A much smaller proportion of students spend
their time playing games (7.4%) or doing housework (5.0%), while only 1.2% reported
watching mobile videos or TV. Additionally, 11.1% of students did not report how they
spent their time at home.
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The majority of students (71.5%) receive help with their studies at home from family
members. A smaller portion of students (10.2%) get assistance from friends, which may
indicate peer support networks. However, 6.6% of students reported that no one at home
can help them with their studies. Additionally, 11.7% did not report who helped them
with their studies.

The data on parental literacy, as reported by the children, show that a higher percentage
of fathers (64.8%) can read and write compared to mothers (51.9%).

Achievements in Reading

Progress in reading was modest —1.4% points only (44.9%, from 43.5% in 2020),
indicating that efforts to enhance reading skills have had a limited impact.

Among the subtasks of reading, students performed well in word identification (58.4%)
and reading comprehension (57.5%) but struggled with expressive and written language
tasks such as dictation (36.9%) and picture description (26.7%).

Reading performance varied significantly by province as well as other background
variables:

Gandaki Province stands out with the highest average score of 61.4%, followed by
Koshi (52.8%) and Bagmati (52.7%). In contrast, provinces such as Madhesh (38.7%),
Karnali (38.8%), Sudurpaschim (40.9%), and Lumbini (43.1%) recorded below-
average performance, with Madhesh and Karnali showing the lowest scores.

The provincial breakdown of sub-tasks of reading achievement scores in reading
reveals significant regional disparities. Gandaki stands out with the highest
performance across all sub-tasks, particularly in reading comprehension (75.6%) and
vocabulary (68.5%). Lumbini performs well in word identification (68.3%) but scores
very low in picture description (19.2%). Madhesh consistently lags behind, with the
weakest performance in dictations (27.2%), while Karnali also falls below average in
most areas, especially in word identification (48.7%) and reading comprehension
(51.5%). Koshi and Bagmati perform above the national average across most sub-
tasks, while Sudurpaschim remains close to the national average.

Urban students (46.4%) and those in the Hill region (48.3%) outperformed peers in
other areas.

Girls (47.1%) slightly surpassed boys (46.8%) in reading. Girls (61.2%) slightly
outperform boys (61.1%) in word identification and dictation. Girls and boys achieve
39.3% and 38.3%, respectively, in picture description, while girls and boys achieve
28.7% and 28.0%, respectively, in vocabulary, with boys (55.2%) performing slightly
better than girls (54.2%). and reading comprehension, with boys’ performance at
59.9% and girls at 59.6%.

Ethnic disparities persisted, with some Madhesi and Himali groups performing below
national averages.
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The highest achievement score in reading is observed among students who travel 45
minutes (48.1%) and 30 minutes (47.8%), slightly above those who travel 15 minutes
(47.0%) or 1 hour (46.2%). However, there is a sharp drop for students who travel
more than one hour, with an average score of 39.3%, significantly below the national
average of 44.9%.

Students with literate and engaged parents, access to books beyond textbooks, and
supportive home environments scored higher.

Regular school meal provision and consistent teacher presence positively affected
performance.

Achievements in Numeracy

Students demonstrated measurable improvement (13 % points) in numeracy (50.16%)
compared to the previous cycle - 2020 (37.22%), reflecting positive progress in basic
mathematical skills. They performed well in practical and visual tasks such as
identifying currency (73.2%), interpreting graphs (78.2%), and basic calculations.
However, performance was weaker on abstract concepts such as fractions (43.6%),
Geometric Shapes Identification (44.7%), and clock reading (38.7%).

Performance in numeracy also varied significantly by province and other background
variables:

Gandaki Province recorded the highest average score at 61.1%, followed by Koshi
(54.8%) and Madhesh (53.7%). In contrast, Karnali (42.2%), Lumbini (44.8%), and
Sudurpaschim (46.1%) showed lower achievement levels. Bagmati Province scored
47.6%, slightly below the national average.

The provincial breakdown of sub-tasks of numeracy achievement scores in reading
reveals significant provincial disparities. Gandaki consistently performs best, scoring
highest in number identification (65.1%), use of arithmetic operations (55.8%),
fractions (53.3%), currency identification (79.5%), and reading simple graphs
(87.9%). Koshi also performs well, especially in reading simple graphs (84.1%) and
currency identification (74.0%). Madhesh shows strengths in angle identification
(68.1%) and currency recognition (75.3%), though it lags behind Gandaki in other
sub-tasks. On the other hand, Karnali and Sudurpaschim are the weakest performers
overall, with Karnali scoring the lowest in geometric shapes (29.3%), number
identification (40.9%), fractions (35.9%), and clock reading (25.9%). Lumbini also
remains below average in most areas, except for moderate results in currency
identification (69.6%). Bagmati demonstrates mixed performance, performing better
in currency identification and graph reading, but weakest in clock reading (28.8%).

Urban students (52.0%) outperformed rural peers (47.4%), with the Tarai region
(51.5%) leading overall in numeracy achievement.

Boys (53.2%) performed marginally better than girls (49.9%). The gender-wise
performance in numeracy sub-tasks shows that boys perform slightly better than girls
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across most areas. Boys outperform girls in geometric shapes identification (47.4%
vs. 45.5%), angle identification (59.8% vs. 57.1%), number identification (52.3% vs.
48.1%), use of arithmetic operations (48.3% vs. 44.9%), fractions (46.0% vs. 43.8%),
and clock reading (40.3% vs. 37.2%). A noticeable gap is observed in currency
identification, with boys scoring 79.2% compared to 71.5% for girls. However, the
difference in reading simple graphs is minimal (80.6% for boys vs. 79.6% for girls),
showing near parity.

Students from certain ethnic and remote groups, especially in the Himali region,
lagged. Madhesi Others recorded the highest average score (60.5%), significantly
above the national average (50.2%), followed by Madhesi Janajati (53.7%), Pahadi
Janajati (53.2%), Pahadi Dalit (53.1%), and Pahadi Brahmin/Chhetri (52.6%)—all
performing slightly above or around the national level. Madhesi Dalit also performed
well at 51.6%.

Students with shorter commute times, regular school meals, and supportive family
environments showed higher achievement.

Teacher’s regular attendance in the classroom and positive teacher—student
relationships correlated strongly with better scores.

Key Results from One-to-One Assessment

Between NARN 2020 and NARN 2024, there is no significant change in students’
performance on reading-related tasks. Oral reading fluency shows a slight decline
from 25 cwpm in 2020 to 23 cwpm in 2024. A similar pattern is observed in reading
comprehension, where scores remain stable, increasing marginally from 47.7% in
2020 to 48.4% in 2024, indicating overall stability with a slight improvement in
text understanding.

In numeracy skills, there is significant progress. Number knowledge
(Identification) improved from 61.3% in 2020 to 72.68% in 2024, reflecting
stronger basic math understanding. New measures in 2024 show high achievement
in summing values (75.62%), subtracting values (66.85%), and particularly in the
use of arithmetic operations (80.30%), suggesting that students are more confident
and skilled in applying arithmetic procedures.

Proficiency Levels in Reading

In oral reading fluency, students reading fewer than 20 correct words per minute are
classified as pre-basic, and this group constitutes 50.9% of the students, reflecting
serious challenges in basic decoding, accuracy, and reading speed. Those who read
between 20 and 34 correct words per minute fall under the basic category and
account for 24.4% of the students, suggesting emerging reading skills but
insufficient fluency. Students reading 35 to 45 correct words per minute are
considered proficient, yet only 8.5% of students reach this level, indicating that
relatively few learners meet the expected fluency benchmark. In contrast, 16.2% of

NARN Report 2024, Education Review Office | 87



88

students read more than 45 correct words per minute and are categorized as
advanced.

In reading comprehension, students scoring less than 30 are categorized as pre-
basic, and 32.6% of the students fall into this group, indicating substantial difficulty
in understanding and interpreting written texts. Those scoring between 30 and 59
are classified as basic, accounting for 16.2% of students, which suggests limited
comprehension skills that require further instructional support. Students who score
between 60% and 79% are considered proficient, representing 20.7% of the total
and demonstrating an acceptable level of reading comprehension aligned with
expected learning standards. Notably, students scoring 80% and above are
categorized as advanced, comprising 30.5% of students.

The students could read at 45 cwpm or more and comprehend 80% or more of the
questions related to a 60-word text, increasing from 8.4% in 2020 to 9.1% in 2024.

The proportion of non-readers (ORF = 0) declined from 10.2% in 2020 to 6.2% in
2024, indicating progress in reducing the number of students completely unable to
read. Similarly, the share of initial readers (ORF: 1-15) increased from 27.6% to
34.2%, suggesting that more children are at least beginning to develop basic reading
skills. However, the percentage of emergent readers (ORF: 16—44) remained almost
stagnant, at 43.3% in 2020 and 43.4% in 2024. More concerning is the decline in
fluent readers (ORF: 45 or above), which fell from 18.9% to 16.2%.

Proficiency Levels in Numeracy

A considerable proportion of learners (14.4%) are at the below basic level, meaning
they lack the most basic numeracy knowledge and skills and are unable to complete
even the simplest grade-level tasks. The largest share of learners (43.9%) falls
under the basic level, suggesting that although they have limited numeracy
knowledge and skills, they can only partially complete basic grade-level tasks. In
contrast, about one-quarter of learners (26.4%) are proficient, indicating that they
have developed sufficient numeracy knowledge and skills to successfully complete
the most basic grade-level tasks. A smaller but notable proportion (15.4%) is at an
advanced level.

A higher proportion of girls fall below the basic level (13.3%) compared to boys
(10.3%), indicating that more girls lack the most basic numeracy knowledge and
are unable to complete simple grade-level tasks. Similarly, a slightly larger share
of girls (46.2%) is at the basic level than boys (44.1%), suggesting limited
numeracy skills that allow only partial completion of basic grade-level tasks. In
contrast, boys demonstrate stronger performance at higher proficiency levels. A
greater proportion of boys are proficient (28.6%) than girls (25.7%), indicating that
more boys have developed sufficient numeracy knowledge and skills to
successfully complete basic grade-level tasks. Likewise, boys also outperform girls
at the advanced level (17.1% versus 14.8%).
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7.2 Conclusion

Students’ achievements in numeracy and reading offer critical, practical, and adoptable insights
into current learning trends in Nepal. There has been remarkable progress in both areas, which
deserves to be highlighted as a sign of positive educational change. Students have shown
measurable improvement in numeracy, reflecting the success of interventions aimed at
enhancing mathematical understanding. These achievements are especially evident in real-life
and visual tasks such as reading graphs, identifying currency, and performing basic calculations.
However, students continue to struggle with abstract mathematical concepts, including
fractions, geometry, and time-telling. This points to the need for significant reforms in the
teaching of these aspects of numeracy. There is a clear need to strengthen conceptual learning
through improved pedagogy, curriculum design, and teacher support, especially in abstract
content areas.

Reading is another area where considerable progress is visible. There has been a slight increase
in average achievement scores over the assessment period compared to the previous one.
Students show relative strength in decoding and comprehension, particularly in word
identification and understanding text. However, weaknesses remain in expressive and written
language skills, such as dictation and picture description. These gaps highlight the need to shift
focus toward writing, oral expression, and early-grade literacy development. Strengthening
teacher capacity in reading instruction, increasing access to engaging, age-appropriate reading
materials, and promoting library use are essential steps toward improving reading performance.

There are considerable disparities across geographic, demographic, and socioeconomic
dimensions. Students in urban areas tend to perform better than those in rural areas, likely due
to better infrastructure, the availability of qualified teachers who prefer to stay in urban settings,
and richer learning environments. Across regions, the Tarai excels in numeracy, while the Hill
region leads in reading. Although gender gaps are minimal, boys slightly outperform girls in
numeracy, while girls have a slight advantage in reading. Ethnic disparities are particularly
challenging, with some Madhesi and Himali groups scoring well below national averages.
These inequities in learning outcomes call for context-sensitive, inclusive, and culturally
responsive pedagogies to bridge achievement gaps across different strata of society.

Beyond demographic factors, school- and family-related elements significantly shape student
learning outcomes. Students benefit when teachers consistently support and engage them with
care and encouragement. Such support plays a vital role in academic performance, as motivated
students tend to achieve better results. Similarly, how students use their time is crucial for
academic success. Those who dedicate time to homework or reading perform better. Parental
guidance in the area is crucial.

In this context, parental involvement is another crucial factor. Literate parents, especially those
who actively support their children’s education by asking about schoolwork or visiting schools,
contribute positively to learning outcomes. Students who receive help from family members
tend to outperform those who rely on friends or lack support at home. Additionally, students
who regularly read books beyond the standard curriculum achieve better results in both reading
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and numeracy. This suggests that encouraging independent reading is an important tool for
overall academic development and underscores the need to increase parental awareness.

In conclusion, while progress in numeracy is encouraging, the stagnant growth in reading and
persistent inequalities across regions and groups demand a need for a more integrated, inclusive,
and targeted approach. Improving education in Nepal requires strategic investment in teacher
development, equitable resource distribution, community engagement, and a sustained focus on
literacy from the earliest grades.

7.3 Recommendations

The 2024 NARN findings suggest the following recommendations to improve early reading
and numeracy achievement.
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a)

b)

d)

e)

g)

Strengthen foundational reading: Targeted interventions are required due to low
proficiency levels and reading achievement. This involves expanding access to a range
of reading materials, strengthening early-grade reading programs, and improving
teacher preparation and development in foundational literacy.

Close achievement gaps in numeracy: Although there has been progress in numeracy,
many students are still at basic or below-basic levels, especially when it comes to
abstract concepts like fractions and clock reading. The shift from number sense to
applied mathematical thinking needs better support in curriculum and instruction.
Reduce regional and ethnic disparities: There are notable differences between
provinces and ethnic groups. Policy interventions must be sensitive to ethnicity and
geography, concentrating on underperforming regions and providing support to
marginalized communities.

Improve teacher effectiveness: Better results are associated with consistent teacher
presence in the classroom and positive teacher-student relationships. Fostering
supportive classroom environments, professional development, and teacher attendance,
as well as improving teacher time on task, should be the focus of policy interventions.
Increase parental and community support: The benefits of community-based
programs, parental involvement, and family support underscore the significance of
collaborative mechanisms between the home, school, and community

Improve the provision of midday meals: Students' academic performance is
positively affected by the regular provision of midday meals at school that are made
with local ingredients, suggesting that midday meal provision needs to be further
improved.

Design and implement differentiated provisions: Various socio-cultural, economic,
geographical, and home-related factors affect students' performances on reading and
numeracy, which suggest differentiated and diverse provisions and teaching-learning
practices for improving the reading and numeracy skills of students.
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ANNEXES
Annex 1: Data Analysis Framework for Groups Assessment

Achievement in reading and numeracy

Assessment Total Total
Skills Questions | obtained Achievement score
types score
Score
Reading | Groups Q1 to Q5 Hit 24 Obtained score « 100
assessment Total score
Numeracy | Groups Q6to Q12 HH 22 Obtained score 100
*
assessment Total score
Achievement score in Reading by sub-tasks
Total
SN Sub-Task. under Questions | obtained LU Achievement score
Reading score
Score
Word Identification Q1 4y 4 Obtained score 100
Total score
Dictations 0 4 3 Obtained score « 100
Total score
Vocabulary Q3 4 4 Obtained score « 100
Total score
Picture Description Q4 sy 4 Obtained score £ 100
Total score
Reading Obtained score
. 5 Hit 4
Comprehension Q Total score 100
Achievement score in Numeracy by sub-tasks
Total
SN 2l SULIT Questions | obtained Total Achievement score
Numeracy score
Score
Geometric shapes Obtained score 100
*
identification Qba it 1 Total score
Identification of angels Obtained score 100
*
and sides Q6b i 1 Total score
Number Identification Obtained score 100
*
Q7 i 6 Total score
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Total
SN Sub-Task under Questions | obtained Total Achievement score
Numeracy score
Score
Use of Basic Obtained score
4 | Mathematical/Arithmetic Q8 ## 6 Total score * 100
Operation
Fraction Obtained score
> Q9 it 3 Total score * 100
6 Clock Reading (Time) Obtained score « 100
Q10 i 2 Total score
Identification of Obtained score
7 Currency Qll iid 1 Total score 100
5 Reading Simple Graph Obtained score £ 100
) Q12 i 2 Total score

Annex 2: One-to-One Assessment Framework

Achievement score in Reading and Numeracy in one-to-one assessment

Total
-Task
SN SRR SUIT B Questions | obtained L Achievement score
Numeracy score
Score
1 | Oral Reading Fluency | Correct Obtained score 100
*
words per Ht 60 Total score
minutes
2 | Readin, Obtained score
S A, B, C, i 5 100
Comprehension D, and E Total score
3 | Number Knowledge Aand B i ) Obtained score 100
(Identification) an Total score
4 | Summing the values Obtained score 100
C o 1 Total score
5 | Subtracting the Obtained score 100
values D it 1 Total score
6 | Use of arithmetic Obtained score
. E H# 1 100
operation Total score
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Annex 3: Results on Background Information Questionnaires

Province

Frequency Percent
Koshi 62159 13.3
Madhesh 142029 30.4
Bagmati 62414 13.3
Gandaki 29647 6.3
Lumbini 80477 17.2
Karnali 40557 8.7
Sudurpaschim 50577 10.8
Total 467860 100.0
Municipality

Frequency Percent
Rural Municipality 187894 40.2
Municipality 239383 51.2
Sub Metropolitan City 23219 5.0
Metropolitan City 17364 3.7
Total 467860 100.0
Municipality

Frequency Percent
Rural Municipality 187894 40.2
Municipality 279966 59.8
Total 467860 100.0
Ecological Region

Frequency Percent
Mountain 11125 24
Hill 163947 35.0
Tarai 292788 62.6
Total 467860 100.0
Gender

Frequency Percent
Boys 179792 38.4
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Province

Girls 201745 43.1
Not reported 86323 18.5
Total 467860 100.0
Q1. What is the medium of instruction used in your
school for subjects other than Nepali?

Frequency Percent
Nepali 191176 40.9
English 16067 34
Both-Nepali & English 162579 34.7
Others 53924 11.5
Not reported 44114 9.4
Total 467860 100.0
Q2. What is your caste/ethnicity?

Frequency Percent
Madhesi Brahmin/Chhetri 36117 7.7
Madhesi Janajati 78369 16.8
Madhesi Dalit 41194 8.8
Madhesi Others 55078 11.8
Himali/Pahadi Brahmin/Chhetri 92611 19.8
Himali/Pahadi Janajati 61567 13.2
Himali/Pahadi Dalit 34169 7.3
Himali/Pahadi Others 6169 1.3
Not reported 62585 13.4
Total 467860 100.0
Q4. Which subject do you like the most?

Frequency Percent
English 35732 7.6
Math 43783 9.4
Nepali 285991 61.1
Not Reported 74673 16.0
Others 15593 3.3
Social 12087 2.6
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Province

Total 467860 100.0
QS. How long does it take you to travel from your home
to school?

Frequency Percent
15 Minutes 276580 59.1
30 Minutes 82721 17.7
45 Minutes 24425 5.2
1 Hour 25771 55
More than one hour 6209 1.3
Not reported 52154 11.1
Total 467860 100.0
Q6. At your school, how do you usually spend your
leisure time during periods when there are no classes?

Frequency Percent
Classwork 222298 47.5
Homework 133201 28.5
Playing 50727 10.8
Others 6074 1.3
Not reported 55559 11.9
Total 467860 100.0
Q7. How regularly does your school provide midday meal
to you?

Frequency Percent
Daily 362761 77.5
Frequently 22891 4.9
Sometime 21035 4.5
Not reported 61172 13.1
Total 467860 100.0
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Province

Q8. What types of midday meal your school provide to
you?

Frequency Percent
Meals prepared at school using locally available ingredients | 297382 63.6
Meals purchased from the market by the school 53375 11.4
Money provided instead of meals/food 31293 6.7
Others 8135 1.7
Not reported 77675 16.6
Total 467860 100.0
Q9. How would you rate the meals/food provide by the
school?

Frequency Percent
I like the most 204264 43.7
I like 120561 25.8
I like to some extent 60191 12.9
I don't like 4055 0.9
Not reported 78789 16.8
Total 467860 100.0
Q10. How do you rate the presence of the Math teacher in
the class?

Frequency Percent
The teacher stays in class for the entire period 341164 72.9
The teacher arrives late and leaves early 21735 4.6
The teacher generally does not come to class 16738 3.6
Not reported 88223 18.9
Total 467860 100.0
Q10. How do you rate the presence of a Nepali teacher in
the class?

Frequency Percent
The teacher stays in class for the entire period 311627 66.6
The teacher arrives late and leaves early 18516 4.0
The teacher generally does not come to class 15969 3.4
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Province

Not reported 121747 26.0
Total 467860 100.0
Q11A. The teacher teaches with care and affection.

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 391983 83.8
Agree 16219 35
Disagree 3713 0.8
Strongly disagree 6063 1.3
Not reported 49882 10.7
Total 467860 100.0
Q11B. Most teachers pay attention to me

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 331397 70.8
Agree 55595 11.9
Disagree 10048 2.1
Strongly disagree 10547 2.3
Not reported 60272 12.9
Total 467860 100.0
Q11C. Teachers do not give punishments.

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 234123 50.0
Agree 79770 17.0
Disagree 34538 7.4
Strongly disagree 47374 10.1
Not reported 72055 15.4
Total 467860 100.0
Q11D. Teachers take us to the library and encourage us
to read a variety of books.

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 216326 46.2
Agree 73208 15.6
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Province

Disagree 36303 7.8
Strongly disagree 73361 15.7
Not reported 68661 14.7
Total 467860 100.0
Q11E. Teachers take us to the library and suggest
reading reference books

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 242568 51.8
Agree 74915 16.0
Disagree 26952 5.8
Strongly disagree 53944 11.5
Not reported 69482 14.9
Total 467860 100.0
Q11F. The math teacher makes learning fun by engaging
us in games.

Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 264337 56.5
Agree 63252 13.5
Disagree 24435 5.2
Strongly disagree 41880 9.0
Not reported 73956 15.8
Total 467860 100.0
Q12. How does your math teacher teach you?

Frequency Percent
The teacher speaks and writes on the board. 326061 69.7
The teacher engages students in classwork and activities. 256054 54.7
The teacher asks questions, and students provide the answers. | 222563 47.6
The teacher asks questions and provides the answers to the 206166 44.1

students.
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Province
Q12. How does your Nepali teacher teach you?

Frequency Percent
The teacher speaks and writes on the board. 257236 55.0
The teacher engages students in classwork and activities. 249479 533
The teacher asks questions, and students provide the answers. | 235190 50.3
The teacher asks questions and provides the answers to the 210977 45.1
students.
Q13. How do you spend most of your time at home?

Frequency Percent
Reading and doing homework 351883 75.2
Playing games 34746 7.4
Watching mobile videos or TV 5804 1.2
Doing housework 23548 5.0
Not Reported 51879 11.1
Total 467860 100.0
Q14. Who helps you with your studies at home?

Frequency Percent
Family members 334455 71.5
Friends 47503 10.2
No one at home can help with my studies 31087 6.6
Not reported 54815 11.7
Total 467860 100.0
Q15. Can your mother read and write?

Frequency Percent
Yes 242661 51.9
No 155883 333
Not reported 69315 14.8
Total 467860 100.0
Q16. Can your father read and write?

Frequency Percent
Yes 303397 64.8
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Province

No 89126 19.0
Not reported 75337 16.1
Total 467860 100.0
Q17. How often do you read reference books?

Frequency Percent
Frequently 189462 40.5
Sometime 159993 342
Never 51430 11.0
Not reported 66975 14.3
Total 467860 100.0
Q18. Do your parents ask you, "What did you learn
today?"

Frequency Percent
They ask this question every day. 187490 40.1
They sometimes ask this question. 153066 32.7
They never ask this question. 58551 12.5
Not reported 68753 14.7
Total 467860 100.0
Q19. Do your parents visit the school to inquire about
your studies with your teacher?

Frequency Percent
Frequently 103302 22.1
Sometime 235888 50.4
Never 58351 12.5
Not reported 70319 15.0
Total 467860 100.0
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Annex 4: Results on Reading

Overall Sub-task of Reading
Reading ;Z:l:?l D.icta Voca ]l;::cstclg[e) léf)?:::'%
fication tions bulary tion hension
Nepal Nepal 449 58.4 36.9 529 26.7 57.5
Province Koshi 52.8 66.1 475 59.9 31.2 64.6
Madhesh 38.7 50.0 27.2 48.1 22.6 56.9
Bagmati 52.7 64.3 48.9 58.7 37.1 58.3
Gandaki 61.4 67.8 55.1 68.5 46.7 75.6
Lumbini 43.1 68.3 354 48.4 19.2 51.9
Karnali 38.8 48.7 30.9 49.3 21.5 51.5
Sudurpaschim 40.9 51.6 32.6 51.6 24.5 52.6
Municipality Rural Municipality 42.6 59.6 349 49.4 233 535
Municipality 45.0 56.1 36.1 54.5 27.5 59.7
i?t';Metr"poman 49.8 68.3 438 | 540 30.0 59.0
Metropolitan City 61.4 63.1 60.0 67.8 49.1 68.2
Municipality Rural Municipality 42.6 59.6 349 49.4 233 535
Municipality 46.4 57.5 38.2 553 29.1 60.2
Ecological Mountain 439 46.9 34.9 54.2 374 54.8
Region Hill 48.3 57.7 433 56.8 29.9 58.7
Tarai 43.0 59.2 334 50.7 24.6 56.9
Gender Boys 46.8 61.1 383 55.2 28.0 59.9
Girls 47.1 61.2 39.3 54.2 28.7 59.6
Not reported 35.8 46.1 28.1 452 19.6 475
Caste/Ethnicity | Madhesi
Y Brahmin/Chhetri 42.5 58.6 347 493 23.8 53.9
Madhesi Janjati 442 61.7 35.0 51.2 24.6 57.8
Madhesi Dalit 43.1 55.7 313 55.7 243 60.1
Madhesi Others 46.3 62.6 335 55.7 26.8 65.4
Himali/Pahadi
Brahmin/Chhetri 47.0 57.3 40.9 54.5 30.8 57.6
Himali/Pahadi Janjati 55.1 69.6 50.5 62.1 34.2 63.8
Himali/Pahadi Dalit 51.1 62.9 44.7 59.8 31.7 62.9
Himali/Pahadi Others 50.0 64.9 44.6 57.7 29.8 58.7
Not reported 29.9 39.6 22.7 37.2 16.5 41.1
Total 44.9 58.4 36.9 529 26.7 575
Distance from 15 Minutes 47.0 60.6 38.3 55.8 28.8 60.4
home to school | 30 Minutes 478 61.6 39.6 56.8 29.0 60.1
45 Minutes 48.1 59.2 422 56.9 28.0 59.8
1 Hour 46.2 58.7 41.1 52.2 28.0 56.2
More than one hour 393 522 33.0 48.9 17.4 51.1
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Overall

Sub-task of Reading

Word . Picture | Reading
. . Dicta Voca 3
Reading Identi . Descrip | Compre
. tions bulary . .
fication tion hension
Not reported 273 41.6 20.8 30.6 12.2 38.0
Use of leisure | Classwork 47.2 60.8 38.0 56.7 28.9 60.9
time during Homework 50.3 62.7 436 | 577 315 62.8
periods when 7P 39.7 573 313 47.0 20.1 512
there are no
classes Others 42.8 454 36.5 55.7 27.5 55.5
Not reported 27.4 41.0 21.3 313 12.7 37.1
Availability of | Daily 48.4 61.3 40.0 57.3 29.9 61.9
midday meal at | prequently 41.9 58.1 33.2 51.6 213 53.7
school Sometime 39.1 58.7 354 | 425 17.9 44.8
Not reported 27.0 40.9 20.3 31.0 12.9 36.9
Types of Meals prepared at
midday meal school using locally 49.2 62.7 41.1 57.8 30.0 62.5
provided by available ingredients
school Meals purchased from
the market by the 43.7 54.7 359 52.4 27.0 56.0
school
Money provided
instead of meals/food 46.0 60.6 38.5 514 30.8 56.2
Others 47.8 58.2 35.1 64.9 28.7 64.6
Not reported 28.3 43.5 20.8 33.8 12.1 389
Rating for the | I like the most 51.2 65.0 435 59.2 31.4 64.5
meals/food I like 44.1 58.2 345 | 542 255 57.6
provided by iy o some extend 47.7 59.4 408 | 552 311 58.8
the school
I don't like 33.7 459 20.7 46.8 24.8 434
Not reported 28.2 414 21.1 334 13.2 389
Presence of The teacher stays in
Nepali teacher | class for the entire 499 64.0 41.2 59.2 30.2 63.4
in the class period
The teacher arrives
43.2 58.9 37.8 46.8 27.5 50.4
late and leaves early
Not reported 32.0 432 24.4 38.4 17.5 43.7
Teacher Strongly agree 47.0 60.5 38.5 555 28.4 60.4
teaches with Agree 415 56.9 35.8 49.6 215 49.6
care and Disagree 35.1 61.0 30.2 36.7 143 383
affection .
Strongly disagree 37.5 48.4 30.8 41.9 23.9 495
Not reported 31.0 433 254 36.4 16.3 393
Teachers pay Strongly agree 475 61.5 394 55.7 28.0 60.8
attention to Agree 43.9 54.8 34.2 54.2 28.0 58.3
students Disagree 39.9 553 324 | 476 25.1 46.7
Strongly disagree 50.0 63.4 453 51.7 335 61.2
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Overall Sub-task of Reading
Reading ;Z:l:?l Picta Voca ]l;lecstclz; léf)?l(llll)l:'i
fication tions bulary tion hension
Not reported 315 442 24.8 374 17.6 399
Teachers do Strongly agree 46.4 62.3 37.2 55.6 26.5 59.4
not give Agree 50.6 627 | 447 | 561 312 643
punishments - "ry. o ree 477 582 378 | 584 325 613
Strongly disagree 454 51.8 38.5 54.2 29.6 59.7
Not reported 32.0 45.5 25.6 373 17.7 40.4
Teachers take Strongly agree 47.5 60.5 40.1 54.7 29.5 59.9
the students to | Agree 49.8 63.8 40.7 60.0 30.6 63.2
the library and - P e 421 47.1 38 | 572 235 572
encourage to
read a variety Strongly disagree 46.6 66.8 36.6 523 25.2 62.3
of books Not reported 31.0 43.1 243 38.1 17.3 38.8
Teachers take Strongly agree 47.8 62.6 40.1 54.8 28.4 60.8
the to the Agree 46.1 53.5 355 | 587 30.3 63.0
library and Disagree 46.3 60.4 41.1 53.6 27.4 54.1
:zagciis; Strongly disagree 46.7 63.0 37.0 55.1 27.9 60.4
1f)ci)f((:lr(znce Not reported 31.4 44.7 25.1 38.3 16.0 38.9
jgzliggitt(’f Ejil;l’ii“d doing 48.7 62.1 405 | 571 30.0 61.8
home Playing games 358 524 26.4 439 18.4 472
ygg;‘grgﬁbﬂe 337 448 239 | 432 19.3 472
Doing housework 42.7 53.5 358 50.6 243 56.3
Not Reported 27.5 41.2 20.9 32.6 12.3 36.9
Supports for Family members 49.1 61.9 41.0 57.7 30.7 62.3
studies at Friends 39.1 57.8 32.4 44.8 17.0 49.8
home No one at home can
help with my studies 37.6 48.8 26.7 479 23.1 52.3
Not reported 28.4 43.0 21.5 335 13.2 379
Mother read Yes 49.0 63.4 41.8 56.2 29.7 61.2
and write No 44.8 573 35.3 547 274 58.6
Not reported 30.6 435 23.0 37.3 14.8 41.8
Father read Yes 49.0 63.9 41.2 56.5 29.6 61.6
and write No 423 522 33.6 527 25.9 55.7
Not reported 314 43.6 234 38.6 16.2 43.0
Reading Frequently 49.1 63.0 41.8 55.8 31.1 613
reference Sometime 48.5 61.9 39.8 57.6 29.5 62.4
books Never 404 55.2 32.1 51.0 20.7 513
Not reported 27.7 39.5 19.7 352 12.5 39.7
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Overall

Sub-task of Reading

the teacher

Word . Picture | Reading
. . Dicta Voca )
Reading Identi . Descrip | Compre
. tions bulary . .
fication tion hension
‘I"arents a}sked, They ask this question 486 503 415 57 316 602
‘What did you | every day.
learn today?" i
They sometimes ask 49.0 63.2 408 | 572 29.6 62.6
this question.
They never ask this 417 63.5 311 | 489 19.7 56.2
question.
Not reported 28.3 41.0 20.2 35.1 13.0 399
Parents Frequently 449 56.6 36.9 53.7 28.1 57.0
visiting the Sometime 50.6 64.6 42.4 58.6 31.9 63.7
school to Never 418 59.6 344 49.1 19.6 538
inquire about N 1
: . ot reporte:
studies with P 282 39.2 203 35.8 133 40.5
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