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Foreword

The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) works with low-
income countries around the world to help them provide basic
education of good quality to all of their children. Countries
develop education sector plans that set clear targets and
commitments; their partners including donors, multilateral
agencies, civil society and the private sector align their support

around these plans.

GPE has developed a monitoring and evaluation strategy to
measure the progress made in implementing these plans, and

to determine the impact on children’s learning and progression
through school. This report, entitled Results for Learning, is the
first in what will be an annual review of this progress. It describes
the achievements that countries have made in increasing access
to learning. It also highlights challenges that must be addressed

by countries and their partners.

This report makes use of a new tool to improve the evidence-
based dialogue around education within countries: a results
form developed for each country which describes the targets

in that country’s education sector plan, and presents the actual
achievements which are observed and communicated by the
country itself. The data collected using the results form are
presented and analyzed in this report. We believe this tool will
help strengthen the dialogue among all partners around how to

accelerate progress in education.

The Results for Learning Report uses data from education sector
plans, joint sector review reports and GPE grant applications.
Additional data were provided by partners such as UNESCO

and the World Bank. Findings show many positive developments

within the countries where the GPE partners are working:

More children are in school. In countries with a plan that has
been endorsed by partners, primary school completion rates rose
from 56 to 71 percent in the past decade.

Fewer children are excluded from school. The rate of out-of-
school children in these countries declined from 34 to 18 percent

over the decade.

Youth literacy rates have increased. The increase is modest,
from 777 percent in 2000-03 to 81 percent in 2007-10, with a
higher increase for girls and for students in fragile or conflict-

affected contexts.

Countries have increased their education financing. The
share of government expenditures allocated to education
increased from 17 percent in 2000 to 19.4 percent in 2011, representing

3.9 percent of GDP in 2000 and 5.8 percent of GDP in 2011.

GPE financing has grown steadily as a share of official
development assistance for basic education. GPE began
disbursements in 2004 and accounted for 12 percent of ODA
disbursements for 2010, with a higher percentage almost certain

for 2011, a year in which GPE disbursements reached $385 million.

The Results for Learning Report shows the persistence of several

important challenges:

Poverty continues to keep significant numbers of children
out of school. Poverty is by far the greatest predictor of children
being out of school. Poverty factors interact powerfully with
gender dynamics so that gender differentials in out-of-school
populations are greatest among the poor. Children with disability,
children living in remote areas, children who work, and nomadic
children are also far less likely to be living in poverty, and to be

out of school.

Learning levels are alarmingly low. In most low- and lower-
middle income countries, up to 75 percent of children in grades 2
to 4 cannot read at all. By the end of primary schooling, children
in low-income countries, including those supported by GPE, are

from 4 to 6 grades behind children in industrialized countries.

Assessments of learning are not sufficiently established
or used to increase quality. Even where such assessments are
available, their results are not well utilized to improve instruction

or to guide planning processes.

A remaining challenge for the report itself is the lack of data in
many countries. This challenge will be tackled vigorously over
the coming years to ensure that this report improves the evidence
basis for dialogue around education in all low-income countries,
and helps ensure that all children are able to claim their right to a

good education.
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Bob Prouty, Head

Global Partnership for Education Secretariat
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Main Findings

Countries where the Global Partnership for Education (GPE)
partners have worked together to endorse an education

sector plan (GPE developing country partners) have achieved
noteworthy progress on a number of education indicators.
The findings from this report show these countries have made

particular progress in the following areas:

More children are in school and fewer are shut out. In
GPE countries, the primary-school completion rate rose from 56
to 71 percent between 2000 and 2010, while the rate of out-of-
school children decreased significantly, from 34 to 18 percent, and
it is expected to fall to 12 percent by 2020. As access to education
improves, girls are expected to benefit considerably: the rate of
out-of-school girls is anticipated to fall from 20 to 13 percent
between 2010 and 2020 and the rate of out-of-school boys from

16 to 12 percent.

Financial commitments to basic education have grown.
Overall, the share of government expenditures in GPE countries
allocated to education increased from 17 percent in 2000 to
19.4 percent in 2011 and represented 5.8 percent of GDP in 2011
against 3.8 percent in 2000. GPE disbursements have risen
steadily since 2004, accounting for 12 percent of the disbursements
of official development assistance in basic education in 2010. 2011
was a record year, at US$385 million disbursed, despite overall
cuts to education spending worldwide, for a total cumulative of
US$1.3 billion since GPE disbursements started.

Youth literacy rates have increased. The literacy rates
for youth (15-24 year olds) in GPE countries increased from
77 percent in 2000—-03 to 81 percent in 2007-10. This rate
has grown more rapidly among young women, from 73 to 78
percent, and even more rapidly in fragile or conflict-affected GPE

countries, from 56 to 69 percent.

Despite progress in a number of areas, this report shows that
GPE countries share several important challenges with other

developing countries:

Large pockets of out-of-school children remain,
including the poorest of the poor, child laborers,
the disabled and the nomadic. Although there has been
important progress in access, still 61 million primary-school

aged children worldwide are not in school. In GPE countries,

poverty is the greatest predictor of children being out of school.
The level of exclusion associated with poverty is significant: in a
large group of these countries, the gross attendance rates among
children of secondary-school age in households in the poorest
quintile are nearly zero. Gender dynamics interact powerfully
with poverty factors, so that gender differentials in out-of-school

populations are greatest among the poor.

Learning quality in low-income countries is alarmingly
low. Assessments in low and lower-middle income countries,
including GPE countries, reveal that 25 to 75 percent of children in
grades 2 to 4 cannot read at all. Children in low-income countries
are around 4 to 6 grades behind children in industrialized
countries. Moreover, poor learning outcomes, particularly in

the early grades, are associated with higher repetition rates and
higher dropout rates, and result in much higher costs for taking

children from entry to completion of school.

Learning outcomes assessments are not sufficiently
established or used to increase quality. Even when such
assessments are available, their results are not well utilized

to improve instruction or to guide education sector plan

development and monitoring.

The improvement of education sector plan monitoring
is needed to foster education results. It remains difficult to
gather information on both educational targets set in education
sector plans and actual observed achievements. Furthermore,
even when such data are available, it is not given sufficient
attention during regular reviews of the education sector which

monitor implementation progress.

Cost pressures are heightened by teacher shortages

and the need to expand access to secondary education.
The progress in education financing over the past ten years is
remarkable, but it is not sufficient to address two major challenges
that are exerting greater pressure on education budgets. First,
there is a need for increased resources to expand the number of
qualified teachers, develop their skills, improve their conditions
and increase incentives to teach in remote areas. Second, there is
a greater demand for post-primary education which could reduce

the allocation of resources to basic education.



Overview

The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) has adopted
a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) strategy to improve
dialogue and accountability in the partnership, provide
evidence on the contribution of the partnership in the
education sector, and help the Board of Directors in
decision-making processes.

This is the first Results for Learning Report based on this

strategy. It presents education achievements within the
Global Partnership and identifies new challenges.

In this report, GPE developing country partners (also
referred to as “GPE countries”) are compared to low-income
countries that are eligible to join the Global Partnership
but have not yet joined (“GPE-eligible countries”).! These
comparisons show significant differences for some key
indicators. The differences cannot always be causally
attributed to the GPE per se. In some cases, GPE countries
started at a lower level but were already making good
progress at the point of endorsement of their Education
Sector Plans (ESPs), so they had more room to improve
even on previous trend. Other factors may have combined
to improve results more quickly in GPE countries.
Furthermore, while progress has been good, many
challenges remain. The report makes it clear, though, that
membership in GPE is generally associated with better
access, quality of learning, and financing outcomes.

The report thus constitutes a baseline report against which
ongoing monitoring on education performance in GPE
countries can be compared in the future.

CHAPTER 1 briefly describes the tools and organizational
structures used to implement the M&E strategy, especially
the Results Framework, which describes the progress
achieved in reaching the educational goals set by the 46
GPE developing-country partners as of December 2011,
and the accountability matrix, which defines the roles and
responsibilities of all partners.

CHAPTER 2 presents the global achievements in basic
education since 2000 in the 46 countries with an endorsed
education sector plan (ESP) as of December 2011 and

compares these achievements with the achievements of the
GPE-eligible countries. The GPE-eligible countries seem to
represent the most reasonable comparator. Comparisons
are also made between GPE countries that are in fragile
situations and those that are not. In addition, the chapter
presents the results of a forecasting exercise used to project
global trends in the Global Partnership over the next 10 years
(see the tables and annexes in chapter 2).

CHAPTER 3 investigates the disparities in access to
education within countries to identify the remaining pockets
of out-of-school children. Most of the evidence is derived
from 154 household surveys from 1997—2011.

CHAPTER 4 examines learning outcome indicators and,
more broadly, the quality of basic education. The analysis is
based on a review of joint sector review (JSR) reports, ESPs,
and national, regional, and international learning outcome
assessments.

CHAPTER & presents an overview of the domestic and
external financing flows in education in GPE countries. The
chapter investigates two potential constraints on education
financing that will need to be addressed in coming years: (1)
the financing of expanding the number of qualified teachers
and improving teachers’ conditions and (2) investments in
the development of post-primary education. In addition, the
results of the 2011 Monitoring Exercise on Aid Effectiveness
in the Education Sector are highlighted. The chapter also
focuses on the implementation of the new Global Partnership
for Education Fund created after the GPE replenishment in
November 2011. It details the results achieved through the
GPE trust fund resources that have been allocated since 2004.

CHAPTER 6 analyzes the progress of GPE countries in
seeking to reach the education targets defined in their ESPs.
The GPE has reviewed the documentation available on the
46 GPE countries and produced a results form showing the
targets and achievements in the education indicators on each
country for 2009—15. The main objective of this exercise has
been to improve monitoring in the sector by facilitating the
identification of the education goals and the commitments
made by partners within these countries.
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I. GPE monitoring tools

In 2010, the GPE midterm evaluation concluded that an
effective assessment of the partnership’s impact would not
be possible at that time given the lack of a proper results-
oriented M&E framework to monitor national and global
processes. In response, the Global Partnership developed
the M&E strategy to improve accountability in the education
sector and gauge the contribution and the added value of
the partnership.

While developing the M&E strategy, the GPE identified
several challenges. First, the assessment of the partnership’s
added value would be limited if only the activities financed
by GPE trust funds were considered. The Global Partnership
is a country-based initiative predicated on the drafting of
sound ESPs by developing-country partners with the support
of local education groups (LEGs). These plans constitute a set
of commitments made by governments, donors, multilateral
agencies, civil society organizations, and other partners
supporting the education sector. If the local partners are
unable to fulfill the commitments, the education objectives
identified in the plans become out of reach. It is therefore
critical that the M&E strategy improve transparency in the
process of identifying objectives and commitments among
GPE partners.

To ensure ownership, the M&E strategy relies on the
targets defined by local partners.

A second challenge involves avoiding the imposition of a
heavy reporting burden on partners and relying as much as
possible on existing sources of information. The GPE has
remained committed to this approach in the preparation
of the present Results for Learning Report, although some
additional consultation with LEGs has been required.

As the focus of the Global Partnership on quality and
learning outcomes has increased, the development of
indicators that can provide information on the progress
being achieved in learning across countries has become
necessary even in the absence of standardized information
that would foster consistency in the reporting across countries.

Finally, a critical objective of the M&E strategy is the
development of an evaluation methodology to assess the
impact of the Global Partnership locally and globally. Given
the complexity and scale of the partnership, it is not possible
to attribute causality or impact in a clear-cut manner.

To address these challenges, the M&E strategy relies on the
following three elements: (1) a Results Framework, (2) an
accountability matrix, and (3) an impact evaluation. The
Results Framework provides information on the objectives
set by GPE partners and the progress in an effort to reach
these objectives. The Results Framework is used to monitor
achievements in education in GPE countries, including
activities financed by the partnership.

The M&E strategy relies on the following three elements:
(1) a Results Framework, (2) an accountability matrix, and
(3) an impact evaluation.

The accountability matrix defines the stakeholder roles,
responsibilities, and commitments that contribute to the
attainment of the educational objectives presented in the
Results Framework. Our Results for Learning Report
includes an updated version of the accountability matrix
based on additional consultation with GPE partners.

The Results Framework and the accountability matrix will
also be used as inputs for an impact evaluation of the Global
Partnership that will be carried out by 2015. The proposal is
to commission separate studies by 2015 to investigate the net
impact of the partnership, that is, what has happened that
would not have happened without the GPE. A final report
will be produced in 2015 to summarize the conclusions of the
various studies.

Il. Global achievements and trends in basic education

By the end of 2011, the ESPs of 46 of the 67 countries currently
eligible to join the Global Partnership had been endorsed

by local partners and these countries had joined the GPE.

Of these 46 countries, 13 are considered fragile states.?

This section looks at the historical trends in key education
indicators in GPE countries and compares these with trends
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in countries that are eligible to join the partnership, but
have not yet joined. Comparisons are also made between
countries in fragile situations and those that are not in
fragile situations.

1. Progress in the youth literacy rate

The main goal indicator in the Results Framework,
improvement in the youth literacy rate (15- to 24-year-
olds), is used to assess the midterm contribution of the
GPE to human capital development.

Actions between now and 2015 will have little impact on
this indicator because of the lead time required for impact.?
The aim of analyzing this indicator is to provide a long-
term marker of progress, and to enable the identification of
countries with specific issues or best performers that can be
studied for useful lessons.

Information on the literacy rate is based on data of the
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS).4 Over the last decade,
most of the GPE countries have produced data for only one
or two years because the relevant data are derived from
censuses or occasional surveys. Because of the lack of data,
the GPE has calculated the average youth literacy rate for
GPE countries for 2007—10. During this period, the average
youth literacy rate was 77 percent overall: 81 percent among
young men and 773 percent among young women. There

are important disparities across countries. Thus, the youth
literacy rate was above 9o percent in 11 countries, below 70
percent in 13 countries, and below 50 percent in 3 countries.

The youth literacy rates in GPE countries increased from 77
to 81 percent during the periods 2000—03 and 2007-10.5
The literacy rate grew more rapidly among young women:
from 73 to 78 percent in GPE countries and from 56 to 70
percent in GPE countries in fragile situations.®

2. Progress in key outcome indicators
On outcomes, six critical indicators have been selected: (1)

the gross enrollment ratio in preprimary education, (2) the
gross intake ratio in primary education and the gender parity

index in the gross intake ratio, (3) the rate of out-of-school
children, (4) the primary-school completion rate and the
gender parity index in the primary-school completion rate,
(5) the transition rate from primary to secondary education,
and (6) the lower-secondary completion rate and the gender
parity index in the lower-secondary completion rate. On all
these indicators, the GPE countries have outperformed the
countries that are GPE-eligible. On most of the indicators,
the GPE countries have also improved more rapidly over
the past decade. GPE countries in fragile situations have
typically not shown as much improvement as other GPE
countries, and they also started out at a lower baseline.

On all these indicators, the GPE countries have outperformed
the countries that are GPE-eligible. On most of the
indicators, the GPE countries have also improved more
rapidly over the past decade. GPE countries in fragile
situations have typically not shown as much improvement.

In GPE countries, the primary-school completion rate
increased from 56 to 71 percent between 2000 and 2010.
The levels and trends in the rate are higher in these
countries than in low- and lower-middle-income countries
more generally. The GPE countries in fragile situations
consistently show lower primary-school completion rates;
among these countries, the rates have been stagnant at
around 55 percent since 2004, following a small increase
during the previous three years. Among the countries on
which data are available, 39 percent had reached gender
parity by 2010 in primary-school completion.

In addition to assessing the progress that countries have
made in the last 10 years in school access and progression,
the GPE commissioned the Education Policy and Data
Center to develop a forecasting tool to project global trends
in education. The model that the center created takes into
account the historical trends in entry rates and student
flows within the education systems of GPE countries and
GPE-eligible countries (including promotion, repetition, and
drop-out rates) and can be used to forecast pupil enrollments
over the next 10 years.

The results of the projection suggest that universal primary-
school completion may not be achieved even by 2020,
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especially in the GPE countries that are fragile.” In the latter
countries, the 2010 baseline for completion is as low as 47
percent among girls and 66 percent among boys. Even if we
assume excellent performance in the next decade so that

the completion rate increases in this group by 20 percentage
points among both genders, the group will still be behind the
other country groups in 2020.

Universal primary-school completion may not be
achieved even by 2020, especially in the GPE countries
that are fragile.

With respect to the development of lower-secondary
education, the average completion rates in 2010 were below
50 percent in GPE countries and in GPE-eligible countries.
However, increased enrollments in primary school, as well
as improved progression rates within lower-secondary
education, could, potentially, have a large impact on the
number of students enrolled in the last grade of lower-
secondary school over the next 10 years. The average
completion rates at this level of education systems are,
however, likely to remain below 70 percent until 2020 in all
the country groups analyzed. The slowest rate of progress
can be expected in GPE countries where the completion rates
in lower-secondary education did not change much between
2000 and 2010.

In GPE countries in 2010, the female completion rate in
lower-secondary education was still lower than the completion
rate among males, at 41 and 47 percent, respectively. This
gender disparity is more important in GPE countries that
are fragile, where the difference between the boys and girls
reaches 12 percent: 38 percent among girls and 50 percent
for boys. However, the gender gap is projected to decrease by
half by 2020.

In 2010, the female completion rate in lower-secondary
education was still lower than the completion rate
among males.

Ill. Behind the global figures: disparities in access

Our analysis of global achievements in basic education has
relied on data from UIS. Our data represent aggregated
averages that may hide large disparities within countries.
The GPE has commissioned a study on the issue of internal
disparities within countries to identify the remaining
pockets of education exclusion. Most of the evidence has
been derived from household surveys, particularly the
Demographic and Health Surveys and UNICEF’s Multiple
Indicator Cluster Surveys. The study analyzed 154 surveys
from 1997 to 2011, especially those providing the most recent
information. The results cover 43 of the 46 GPE countries
and 45 non-GPE countries.

The analysis demonstrates that the groups of children
most frequently excluded from education are the poorest
children, children in rural areas, children in nomadic
families, and children with disabilities. A rapidly growing
group who are being excluded consists of poor urban children.

The study also examines success stories, including GPE-
supported programs that have helped provide these groups
with access to schooling. These successful interventions have
focused on the particular barriers faced by out-of-school
children by: assisting in relieving financial constraints;
building schools in remote locations; developing special
curricula, establishing flexible school schedules and roaming
schools; promoting campaigns to end stigmatization; and
training teachers to teach children with special needs.

Overall, gender disparity has been greatly reduced and
continues to decline. The remaining pockets of inequity in
primary and secondary education are found within groups
of disadvantaged children (poor, rural, or nomadic) in
which girls and boys are both excluded. One critical policy
decision will therefore be whether to focus on girls in these
disadvantaged groups or whether to develop inclusive policies
that support both genders in cases in which poverty or issues
such as nomadism are the ultimate cause of exclusion.

Getting children into school—eliminating the nonparticipation
of children in education—is the biggest hurdle confronting
the goals of Education for All. Despite the attention
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on dropouts, the most serious issue facing the Global
Partnership is the large group of children who will never
enter school. Nonparticipation, the most severe form of
school exclusion, particularly affects poor children. Among
children in the 20 percent of households with the highest
incomes in GPE countries, 96 percent enter school at some
point, while, among children in the 20 percent of households
with the lowest incomes, almost a quarter (23 percent) will
never enter school. Attendance among the poorest children is
especially affected by the lack of nearby schools.

Nonparticipation of children in education—is the biggest
hurdle confronting the goals of Education for All.

The analysis shows that drop-out rates may be significantly
lower than is commonly supposed. Once the barriers to
school entry are removed, most children who start school
remain at least until grade 4. Household surveys show

that drop-out rates before grade 4 are about half the rates
suggested by administrative data. The discrepancy between
the drop-out rates presented in this analysis and those
found in other studies can be partly explained by repetition
rates in the early grades that inflate the apparent number
of dropouts and mask a high incidence of children who
never enter school, as well as a lack of early childhood
development programs.

Delayed entry—the entry of children who are older than the
theoretical official age of school entry—is the second leading
factor contributing to the phenomenon of out-of-school
children. Delayed entry is problematic because children
start to leave school in adolescence, and this may mean
that delayed entrants will not stay in school long enough
to complete a full primary-school cycle. Delayed entry is
pervasive among children in all income groups, and it may be
effectively addressed through public campaigns detailing the
benefits of early education and age-appropriate education.

Delayed entry—is the second leading factor contributing
to the phenomenon of out-of-school children.

Student absenteeism is significant in some GPE countries,
and it is more prevalent among children in low-income

households. Rates are roughly equal among boys and girls.

The leading causes of absenteeism are illness and the need to
work. This demonstrates the urgency of nutrition and health
programs aimed at children and of programs to support
family incomes.

Poverty is thus the most serious factor of school exclusion
today. Boys and girls in higher-income households tend to

be in school and stay in school (even if they delay entry).
These children are better served by public schools, are able to
afford private schools, and attend school on relatively more
days. If GPE-funded programs focus on the poorest children,
a greater impact would be thus achieved. Issues related to
gender and urban-rural location remain worthy of attention,
but are better understood and addressed in the context of a
targeted poverty approach.

If GPE-funded programs focus on the poorest children, a
greater impact would be thus achieved.

IV. Learning achievement

The Global Partnership has been increasingly highlighting
learning outcomes and education quality. These have been
key themes throughout GPE'’s replenishment efforts and
continue to represent one of the partnership’s key strategic
directions.

To track learning achievement, the Results Framework
lists two key indicators, the proportion of pupils who are
able to read and understand a text a) by the end of the
first two grades of primary schooling®, and b) by the end
of the primary or basic education cycle.® However, the
significance of learning outcomes is broader than these
specific indicators. Likewise, the significance of quality is
broader than learning outcomes. Good data are increasingly
becoming available on these issues, and these data would
allow countries to track and improve the ability of education
systems to produce better learning outcomes.

The GPE has commissioned an analysis of the collection and
use of information on quality and learning achievement,
especially in GPE countries. The analysis has relied on

national, regional, and international assessments and
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involved reviews of ESPs and JSR reports to determine the
status of learning outcomes in GPE countries and, in some
cases, engage in comparisons with other countries.

The analysis has concluded that learning outcomes and
quality in education more generally are positive in some
areas, while other areas require vast improvement.

The positive findings include the following:

» Relative to GPE-eligible countries, GPE countries
undertake learning assessments more frequently,
participate more often in special assessments and in
regional and international assessments, and manage

their own national assessments more often.

» There is mounting evidence that significant quality
improvements will become possible within a few years.
Tied to the notion that there may not be any inherent
access-quality trade-off, evidence from successful pilot
initiatives and scale-up projects is beginning to challenge
the view that quality is extremely difficult to achieve.
More research is required, and more needs to be done in
seeking to scale up the successes in quality improvement,
but the trend has been encouraging in the last few years.

GPE countries undertake learning assessments more
frequently, participate more often in special assessments
and in regional and international assessments, and manage
their own national assessments more often.

The following areas need improvement:

« Learning outcome indicators are alarmingly poor. Basic
reading skills are acquired approximately four to five
times more slowly by children in poor countries than by
children in high-income countries, that is, the average
child in poor countries is about four to six grades behind
the average child in countries of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in
reading skills, and will never catch up.

Learning outcome indicators are alarmingly poor. Basic
reading skills are acquired approximately four to five

times more slowly by children in poor countries and will
never catch up.

« According to international assessments, the median child
in poor countries is reaching young adulthood with, at
best, one-fifth the knowledge capital of the median child
of corresponding age in high-income countries.* This
represents a serious form of deprivation and is a barrier

to social and economic development.

» Although there is a positive trend in the inclusion of
learning outcomes in plans, it has been insufficient. The
analysis of ESPs and JSR reports demonstrates that
governments and local donors pay little attention to
learning outcomes, which are generally secondary
to other issues.

« The ESPs and JSRs that address quality and learning
outcomes do not include research evidence on the
factors affecting quality. Most of the discussion refers
to inputs to schools and overall management processes.
For example, the issues involved in teacher certification
are examined rather than the issues involved in teacher
practices and the teaching skills deployed in classrooms:
there is little focus on teaching and learning as concrete
activities, and there is little evidence-based scrutiny of
the factors influencing teaching and learning.

« Many countries do not systematically use the data
available on learning outcomes to undertake sector
planning and monitoring. The data that have become
available in recent years is substantial, particularly
in Africa and Latin America, thanks to the efforts
of assessment systems such as the Latin American
Laboratory for Assessment of the Quality of Education
of the Program on the Analysis of Education Systems
of the Conference of Ministers of Education of French-
Speaking Countries, and the Southern and Eastern
Africa Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality, as
well as early-grade assessments of reading. The UIS and
the World Bank have also begun to regularize reporting
on learning outcomes. However, while these initiatives
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are often discussed at conferences among specialists
and reflected in pilot projects, the implications are not
yet resonating in sectoral strategies or sectoral tracking
plans. The lack of a focus on learning issues is clearest
at the local or country level and less so regionally or
globally.

Many countries do not systematically use the data
available on learning outcomes to undertake sector
planning and monitoring.

« Although there is a recent trend to assess the impact
of education in the early grades on overall success in
learning outcomes, and although the data available in
this area have increased quickly in recent years, country
documents on the sector still do not focus sufficiently
on the relationship of early childhood development and
early-grade schooling with overall learning outcomes.

» There is some risk that the progress in the collection of
relevant data over the past decade will slow or reverse
if more attention is not paid to assessment systems.
None of the regional or international systems that
produce data on learning outcomes are particularly
robust or sustainable. Donors, technical collaborators
in the broader community, and governments should
pay urgent attention to the financial and management
health of these systems. Approaches worth exploring
include (1) extending regional assessments to areas not
yet covered, (2) enhancing collaboration and shared
elements among regional assessments and between
regional and international assessments, (3) improving
the technical understanding of the relationship between
early assessments and end-of-cycle assessments, while
developing better practices in the early assessments,
and (4) demonstrating the use of assessments to provide
instructional support that leads to measurably improved
teacher and learner performance. Various GPE partners
have attempted to initiate such processes, for example,
through the workshops on early reading held in Kigali,
Rwanda in March 2012, but more needs to be done by
all partners.

V. Analysis of domestic and external financing and
the effectiveness of education service delivery

In 2011, GPE countries allocated a significant share of public
resources to the education sector. Of government budget
expenditures of US$168 billion, US$32.5 billion went to
education, representing 5.3 percent of gross domestic
product and 19.4 percent of total budget expenditure. The
primary and secondary education subsectors absorbed 78
percent of total education expenditures.

Meanwhile, external funding represents an important
resource in GPE countries, at around US$4 billion in
international aid commitments in the education sector in
2010. The proportion of international aid to education in
GPE countries often accounts for an important part of public
education expenditures, for example, 42 percent in Ethiopia,
72 percent in Liberia, and 23 percent in Senegal in 2008.

In 2011, the GPE launched the Monitoring Exercise on Aid
Effectiveness in the Education Sector, in parallel with the
OECD’s 2011 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration."
The goal of the monitoring exercise was to develop a
framework to allow the LEGs to discuss various components
of aid effectiveness in GPE countries and GPE-eligible
countries, among which 38 partners participated in the
exercise. The monitoring exercise covers approximately
US$2.1 billion in education aid provided in these countries
in 2010 by OECD Development Assistance Committee
donors, but excludes aid supplied by nongovernmental
organizations and private foundations. In the countries, 245
GPE development partners and 31 ministries of education
took part in the exercise. The overall results show that
technical cooperation, joint missions, and joint analysis are
coordinated among the development partners. However,
there is room for improvement especially in (1) managing
and providing education aid more transparently, more
predictably, and in a manner that is more aligned with
government budgets; and (2) working with results indicators
and jointly reviewing progress on a regular basis.
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There is room for improvement especially in (1) managing
and providing education aid more transparently, more
predictably, and in a manner that is more aligned with
government budgets; and (2) working with results indicators
and jointly reviewing progress on a regular basis.

Two areas will require urgent attention by governments

and development partners: (1) improving the use of
national financial management and procurement systems
(especially if the fiduciary risk is low) and (2) developing and
implementing program-based approaches. This will require
specific attention to the alignment and harmonization of
capacity development initiatives.

Cumulative grant disbursements of the GPE trust fund
resources through 2011 totaled US$1.3 billion, of which
US$385 million was disbursed in 2011. Disbursements
through GPE program implementation grants have risen
steadily since the creation of the GPE Catalytic Fund in 2004.

In November 2011, the new Global Partnership for Education
Fund was launched as a mechanism to streamline the
existing GPE funding architecture, which comprises the
Catalytic Fund, the Education Program Development

Fund, and the GPE Secretariat Trust Fund. The new GPE
Fund covers all areas eligible for funding as determined

by the Board of Directors and is designed as a financial
intermediary fund, meaning that agencies eligible to serve as
a supervising entity or managing entity may receive funds
directly, following approval by the Board of Directors.

In November 2011, the new Global Partnership for Education
Fund was launched as a mechanism to streamline the
existing GPE funding architecture.

The GPE monitors underperforming grants to undertake
remediation actions as needed. To improve the predictability
of GPE funding in GPE developing country partners, the
GPE Secretariat collects the annual disbursement targets

on each grant for each country. In 2011, the ratio of actual
disbursements of GPE implementation funding to the
planned disbursements was around 62 percent.

GPE-funded programs represent an important share of the
external financing in education in GPE countries: GPE Fund
disbursements accounted for 12 percent of the disbursements
of official development assistance in basic education in 2010.
Furthermore, in four countries that applied for a grant in
2011 (Afghanistan, Cote d’'Ivoire, Guinea Bissau, and Mali),
GPE funding accounted, respectively, for 11, 84, 35, and 25
percent of the external funds planned in education over the
subsequent three years. This large amount of funding in a
country or sector with low-absorption capacity may lead
ministries of finance to pull back domestic funds or, indeed,
other external funding and allocate those funds to other
sectors. For this reason, it is crucial for the Global Partnership

to develop a relevant dialogue with governments and provide

ministries of education with more negotiating power.

To ensure that GPE-funded programs remain additional

to rather than a substitute for other resources, one should
have a clear idea of future financing flows in the education
sector. However, information on the achievement of national
financing targets is poor. Among GPE countries, 38 countries
have not provided information on the achievement of their
commitments in public education spending in 2010. There

is more information on aid flows, but 28 countries have not
supplied any information on the achievement of their targets
in this area.

Two major challenges in education financing will need to
be addressed in coming years: (1) the financing of increased
resources to expand the number of qualified teachers, and
(2) the development of post-primary education. Teacher
salaries represent the largest share of public expenditures
in education, for example, 70 percent in Cote d’Ivoire, 82
percent in Malawi, and 53 percent in Rwanda in 2008.
Since 2000, many teachers have been recruited with little
or no professional training. They have been hired by the
government or paid directly by parents. This has enabled
education systems to meet the increasing demand for
education, but raised issues of quality and has certainly
created challenges for the teaching profession and teacher
organizations. The qualifications of many of these teachers
are inadequate, and their salaries are sometimes insufficient
to meet even basic needs. This may contribute to the high
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turnover and absenteeism, and may thus affect the quality
of learning. The GPE could provide guidelines to developing
country partners on ways to improve the qualifications and
the motivation of teachers and ensure adequate living standards
within the profession, while working within the fiscal
constraints that are likely to continue over the next few years.

Two major challenges in education financing will need to
be addressed in coming years: (1) the financing of and (2)
the development of post-primary education.

Another emerging constraint on education financing is the
development of the post-primary subsector. Enrollment

in lower-secondary education is expected to increase
dramatically. If the transition rate between primary and
lower-secondary education were to rise to 100 percent,
projected enrollments in lower-secondary education in
2020 would be 2 times greater than enrollments in around
2005 in Lesotho, Togo, and Zimbabwe; close to 4 times in
Guinea and Mali; around 9 times in Burundi, Tanzania, and
Uganda; and more than 11 times in Mozambique and Niger.
Domestic resources would be insufficient to allow systems to
provide enough teachers and classrooms to meet these levels
of enrollment growth, and teacher recruitment would fail to
keep pace.

A partial solution would involve enhancing efficiency and
management in the education sector and decreasing unit
costs in post-primary education. There is room for such
improvement: many countries are able to achieve better
results with the same amount of resources. One of the main
problems is the process by which teachers are assigned to
schools. The pupil-teacher ratio is often not taken adequately
into consideration. Moreover, in some GPE countries,
repetition rates are high and account for additional waste
in resources.

Some countries have undertaken studies to track the
effectiveness of service delivery to schools and to monitor
effective learning times. These studies focus on identifying
the discrepancies, inefficiencies, and delays in the execution
of selected public expenditures and demonstrate that schools
receive only a small share of the deliverables they have
been assigned.

VI. The achievement of national targets: the purpose
of tracking progress

The Global Partnership is centered on the development and
the implementation of sound ESPs, which represent sets of
commitments reached by national partners. It is therefore
critical for the GPE to possess an accurate overall view of
the degree of achievement of the education targets set by
countries. However, two analyses carried out by the GPE
show that monitoring in the education sector is not rigorous

and systematic in countries.

The GPE commissioned an assessment of the effectiveness of
the JSRs. The findings are primarily based on the evidence
of more than 130 documents—reports, aide-mémoires, ESPs,
codes of practice, terms of reference, and so on—in JSRs in
21 countries. Almost all JSRs include a stated intention to
use the respective ESP objectives as the basis for measuring
progress toward targets, but few do so prominently, consistently,
and systematically. Among the JSR reports analyzed, less
than half include an explicit analysis of data against key
indicators. In some cases, alternative indicators have been
generated and are used instead of the indicators discussed
in the ESPs. Moreover, many JSRs include long lists of
recommendations that cannot be manageably implemented.

As part of the M&E strategy, the GPE has developed a
results form, including key sectoral indicators for 2009-15,
to support sectoral monitoring in countries and improve
transparency and accountability. Results forms for 46 GPE
countries have been produced using publicly available
national sources of information (mainly ESPs, JSRs, and
GPE grant applications) and have been shared with LEGs
for certification and use. The results forms are presented in
chapter 6, annex 6A and will be published on the GPE website.

The main objective of the results forms is to facilitate access
to the information already available on countries, but that is
typically scattered across many documents, to ensure that
stakeholders are aware of the past and future commitments
made by the country, thereby improving dialogue and mutual
accountability. The results forms will be updated as a follow-
up to the JSRs in each country.
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The analysis of the JSRs and the preparation of the results
forms have shown that there is a lack of accountability and of
monitoring in the effort to realize national education targets
or, at least, that it is difficult to gather information on the
objectives established by countries. This point is critical and
may diminish the effectiveness of the partnership.

There is a lack of accountability and of monitoring in the
effort to realize national education targets or, at least,
that itis difficult to gather information on the objectives
established by countries.

The analysis of target achievement—the first analysis of
this kind undertaken by the GPE in the education sector—
suggests that the regular, consistent, and well-documented
monitoring of education indicators is performed only in a
few GPE countries. The analysis highlights that the lack of
data is especially problematic in terms of domestic financing
indicators (on which data on targets and on achievements
are only available in one-fifth of the countries) and education
service delivery (on which data are available in only one-
fourth of the countries).

By creating the results forms, the GPE hopes to facilitate
the role of the LEGs in monitoring the implementation of
the ESPs. The GPE will also organize a series of regional
workshops to provide guidance on effective JSRs, with

a particular view to tracking the commitments made by
partners. Whenever feasible, the GPE Secretariat will
participate in the JSRs.
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ENDNOTES

'GPE-eligible countries qualify for assistance from the International
Development Association (IDA] in categories 1 and 2. IDA category

3 countries eligible are in fragile situations and/or small island
economies.

?Based on the World Bank 2012 definition. See "Fragile and
Conflict-Affected Countries,” World Bank, Washington, DC, http://
go.worldbank.org/BNFOS8V3S0.

*It takes approximately 15-20 years for a primary education system
to affect the youth literacy rate comprehensively.

¢ See Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

°Data on both periods were available only in 29 GPE countries.

¢ Data are available on six of the GPE countries that are fragile.

"The primary-school completion rate is the total number of new
entrants (the nonrepeaters] in the last grade of primary education,
regardless of age, expressed as a percentage of the total population
of the theoretical (official] entrance age for the last grade of
primary school. Projections of the number of pupils are driven by
changes in the gross intake ratio and flow indicators (promotion,
repetition, and drop-out rates), as well as population estimates.

® This indicator will be updated according to the new GPE Strategic Plan.

?The first indicator is the proportion of pupils who, by the end of

the first two grades of primary schooling, have demonstrated that
they can read and understand the meaning of a grade-appropriate
text. The second indicator is the proportion of pupils who, by the end
of the primary or basic education cycle, are able to read a grade-
appropriate text and demonstrate understanding, as defined by the
national curriculum or as agreed by national experts.

® Note also the youth literacy rates in GPE countries.

""" For the GPE monitoring exercise, see "2011 Monitoring

Exercise on Aid Effectiveness,” Global Partnership for Education,
Washington, DC, http://www.globalpartnership.org/our-work/
areas-of-focus/aid-effectiveness/2011-monitoring-exercise-on-
aid-effectiveness-2/; for the OECD survey, see "2011 Survey on
Monitoring the Paris Declaration,” Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/dac/
aideffectiveness/2011surveyonmonitoringtheparisdeclaration.htm.
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Stakeholders in the education sector are increasingly
emphasizing the need to demonstrate results and outcomes
linked to development programs and development funding.
The results focus requires the provision of credible
information from each stakeholder. The focus on results
and data transparency is an integral part of the globally
accepted agenda on aid effectiveness. In 2005, the Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness stated that development
partners “should endeavour to establish results-oriented
reporting and assessment frameworks that monitor
progress against key dimensions of the national and sector
development strategies and that these frameworks should
track a manageable number of indicators for which data

are cost-effectively available” (OECD 2005, 9). It is in this
context that the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) has
developed a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) strategy as
an essential element for improving mutual accountability
and strengthening the compact between donors and partner
countries in the education sector and in the GPE.

The GPE, founded in 2002, is based on a strong commitment
to improved mutual accountability in the education sector.
The midterm evaluation conducted in 2009—10 for the period
2003 to 2009 concluded, however, that the GPE’s reporting
and M&E efforts had been fragmented and were missing

PHOTO CREDIT: Save the Children

a results-oriented framework for adequately monitoring
country and global processes and their impact (GPE 2010).

In response to the findings of the evaluation, the GPE
developed an M&E strategy in 2010—11. In addition to
improving the accountability for results and contributions
in the education sector, the strategy also aims at assessing
the value added by the partnership. The strategy is based
on three elements, as follows:

1. A Results Framework that provides information on the
goals set by GPE partners and the progress achieved
toward these goals

2.An accountability matrix that defines the roles,
responsibilities, and commitments of all stakeholders
in contributing to the attainment of the educational
objectives stated in the Results Framework and that
tracks the performance of stakeholders against these

commitments

3.An impact evaluation methodology to assess impact

The M&E strategy was approved by the GPE Board of
Directors on November 9, 2011 (GPE 2011). The strategy is
a living document and will be updated following requests
from the Board of Directors. The finalization of a new GPE
Strategic Plan for 2012—15 will lead to a first update of the
M&E strategy by the end of 2012.

The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) has developed
a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) strategy as an
essential element for improving mutual accountability and
strengthening the compact between donors and partner
countries in the education sector and in the GPE.
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I. Opportunities and challenges:
implementation of the M&E strategy

The implementation of the GPE M&E strategy involves
the establishment of an approach focused on managing

for results and mutual accountability that depends on the
compliance and participation of all development partners
in all GPE countries. The approach is ambitious. It is based
on ongoing data collection and reporting, particularly in
areas in which data have not previously been collected on a
regular and consistent basis. Four principles are key to the
approach: (1) a country focus, (2) reliance on existing sources
of information where these exist, (3) a focus on quality in
education and in learning outcomes, and (4) a concern for
true, net impact. These principles are explained in the four
subsections below.

A. The scope of the M&E strategy

The GPE is a country-based initiative. The M&E strategy is
therefore not concerned only with the deliverables associated
with the funding the GPE provides. Instead, the education
commitments and achievements of each GPE partner in its
work with GPE countries in their efforts to reach time-bound
education goals, defined at the country level, are considered
in the M&E strategy.

The GPE approach holds that all partners at the country
level (governments, donors, multilateral organizations, civil
society organizations, and others) should participate in the
development and endorsement of sound education sector
plans (ESPs) and should align their funding and activities
to these plans. The ESPs set out the time-bound education
goals, objectives, priorities, and strategies of governments.
The relevance, quality, and feasibility of these plans are
assessed at the country level by the development partner
group, with the support of the GPE and the leadership of the
partner government.*

The ESPs are the reference documents used by education
partners to align their technical or financial support to
national education priorities. They are also the reference

documents for monitoring progress: if a government and its

development partners are unable to fulfill their commitments
in the implementation of an ESP, the education objectives
announced in the plan are out of reach. It is therefore
critical that the M&E strategy improve transparency in the
establishment and tracking of objectives and commitments
by GPE partners at the country level.

Not only would the monitoring of the GPE’s achievements
and the assessment of its value added be hindered if only the
activities financed through GPE funds are considered, but, in
a world defined by partnerships, they would be suspect meth-
odologically because the actions of each partner help leverage
the actions of other partners and because policy reform based
on multipartner dialogue is as responsible as funding for any
progress. Thus, partners should be held accountable for their
commitments even if these commitments are not realized
through or are not otherwise part of GPE funding. Holding
partners individually accountable for delivering on their com-
mitments represents an opportunity for greater transparency,
as well as a challenge in data collection, regular reporting,
and managing for results at the global level. Along with reli-
able country data, it also facilitates an innovative approach to
managing for results within the GPE.

The GPE relies on existing information on the education
sector, including five main sources of data: at the global
level, the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) database and
UNESCO EFA Global Monitoring Report and, at the country
level, the ESPs, the JSRs and the GPE grant applications.

B. Relying on existing sources of information

Reporting on more than 45 developing countries and
hundreds of development partners places a logistical
challenge on the GPE with regard to the availability of data
and the consistency of data collection to support the M&E
strategy. The GPE has, however, resisted establishing a new
data collection and reporting mechanism to avoid placing
additional burdens on partners and raising transaction
costs, especially among governments and donor partners
with limited capacity. Wherever possible, the GPE relies
on existing information on the education sector, including
five main sources of data: at the global level, the UNESCO
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Institute for Statistics (UIS) database and UNESCO EFA
Global Monitoring Report and, at the country level, the ESPs,
the Joint Sector Reviews (JSRs), and GPE grant applications.?
The GPE will advocate for full funding and staffing of the
institutions responsible for these and other sources of data
so that all indicators may be tracked and all measurement
tasks implied by the M&E approach may be performed.

At the country level, progress in achieving objectives and goals
in education will be monitored based on data on indicators
relevant to the national targets identified in the ESPs.

1. Country-level data sources

At the country level, progress in achieving objectives and
goals in education will be monitored based on data on
indicators relevant to the national targets identified in the
ESPs. The GPE plans to promote the collection of these data
through the JSR process. The majority of GPE developing-
country partners, also referred to as GPE countries, conduct
regular education sector reviews, usually annually (in

some cases, semiannually). These reviews typically involve
representatives of development partners and the ministry of
education, as well as other line ministries, national education
stakeholders, and civil society organizations. The GPE
encourages the drafting and submission of a report as an
outcome of the JSR process. The report should describe the
main findings of the review. This might take the form of an
aide-mémoire shared with all participants in the JSR process
and with other education stakeholders. In each country, the
coordinating agency (which may be the lead donor) should
share the aide-mémoire with the GPE, which would post it

on the GPE website. Each JSR process would examine a
minimum set of indicators consistent with the GPE Results
Framework. In the event there is no JSR, the coordinating
agency, on behalf of the local education group (LEG), will
provide the GPE with a brief annual update on progress in the
implementation of the ESP.

2. Global data sources

UNESCO’s annual EFA Global Monitoring Report is the

main instrument for assessing global progress on the six

Education for All (EFA) goals to be met by 2015. The data in
the report are drawn from several sources, including the UIS
database and household surveys. As a core partner in the
EFA movement, the GPE should utilize the information in the
report. The report promotes global awareness on education
issues and can thus be instrumental in advocacy efforts so
that development partners honor their commitments, not
least regarding the six EFA goals and the Millennium
Development Goal on education (Goal 2).
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The initial report (UNESCO 2002) was launched because
“governments recognized that regular and rigorous
monitoring was required to track progress towards the six
[EFA] goals, identify strategies that make a difference and
hold governments and donors to account for their promises”
(UNESCO 2010, 2). Thus, outcome indicators used to
measure progress in education provide an annual platform

to analyze progress of the EFA goals.

The GPE M&E strategy is aimed at monitoring a selection of
core indicators at the national level that are specific to the
GPE compact, comparing the progress against the targets
specified by countries themselves in such indicators, as set
mainly in their ESPs, JSRs and GPE grant applications. The
GPE Results Framework is the main monitoring tool. The
Results Framework helps facilitate and strengthen country-
level dialogue (and also, partly, dialogue at the global
level), and the strategy is intended to encourage in-depth



o VN3] GPE’'s Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy
¥ ___"§

assessments and agreements on methods to achieve progress
in the areas covered by the framework. The dialogue should
put emphasis on specific issues identified by the LEG (some of
which may be related to the six EFA goals). Additionally, the
accountability matrix provides for the specific allocation of
responsibilities and duties among the core constituencies
linked to the Results Framework.

C. Providing information on achievements in
education quality and learning outcomes

As the GPE’s focus on education quality and learning
outcomes has increased, it has become necessary to develop
quantitative and qualitative indicators that can provide
information on progress in learning across countries even in
the absence of standardized information that would ensure
consistency in reporting across developing-country partners.

A critical objective of the M&E strategy is the development of
an impact evaluation methodology to assess the impact of the
GPE at the local and global levels.

The GPE encourages and facilitates dialogue within the
partnership to expand the information on achievements in
enhancing education quality. It supports the development and
improvement of learning outcome assessment systems at the
national, regional, and global levels. The GPE seeks to ensure
that the ESPs and JSRs present and discuss the information
provided through these learning assessment systems. It works
with the key assessment agencies, including agencies that
report on or use the assessments—such as the International
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement,
the International Institute for Educational Planning, the
Latin American Laboratory for Assessment of the Quality
of Education, the Program on the Analysis of Education
Systems of the Conference of Ministers of Education of
French-Speaking Countries, the Southern and Eastern Africa
Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality, the UIS, and
the World Bank—to improve coordination and to advocate

for support for the measurement of indicators and progress
toward goals. In addition, the GPE hopes to provide support
to the agencies working with countries on quality assurance
methodologies and frameworks (for now, mainly UNESCO
and the World Bank).

D. Assessing the impact of the Global Partnership

A critical objective of the M&E strategy is the development
of an impact evaluation methodology to assess the impact
of the GPE at the local and global levels. However, given
the complexity, variety, and scale of the GPE’s involvement
in country processes and funding, it is not possible to
determine causality or measure impact in the clear-cut
manner that is possible in pilot projects. Nonetheless, more
can be done to document the value added by the GPE.

Il. Three components of the GPE M&E strategy
A. The Results Framework

A core tool of the M&E strategy is the Results Framework,
which provides information on the objectives set by GPE
partners and the progress achieved in the effort to reach
these objectives. The objectives are classified as goal,
outcome, and output. Each of these is associated with specific
indicators and data sources (table 1.1). The overall goal of
the Results Framework is to measure and monitor progress
in implementing the interventions of the GPE. In particular,
the overall goal is to monitor achievements in education in
GPE countries, including those activities that are financed by
the GPE.

A core tool of the M&E strategy is the Results Framework,
which provides information on the objectives set by GPE
partners and the progress achieved.
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TABLE 1.1. RESULTS FRAMEWORK: KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Level
Goal

Improve the literacy rate in
GPE countries

Outcome

No. Indicator

Youth literacy rate (15-24 year age-group)

Gross enrolment ratio in preprimary education

2. Grade 1 gross intake ratio
3. Rate of out-of-school children
4. Primary-school completion rate
Number of girls and boys 0. Ratio of GPE countries that have achieved gender parity in
receiving good-quality primary-school completion
primary education and 6. Transition rate from primary to lower-secondary education
transitioning to lower- and 7. Lower-secondary completion rate
upper-secondary school 8. The proportion of pupils who, by the end of two grades of primary school, have
demonstrated that they can read and understand the meaning of grade-level text
9. The proportion of students who, by the end of the primary or basic education cycle, are
able to read and demonstrate understanding, as defined by the national curriculum or
as agreed by national experts
Output
a. The quality of the ESPs: 10.  The GPE is developing a methodology to assess the quality of the ESPs; this
sound sector policies are methodology will be specified in the new Guidelines for Education Plan Preparation
developed and implemented and Appraisal
b. The mobilization of 11. Ratio of public spending on education to total public spending
sufficient and sustainable 12 Aid commitments and disbursements for education
domestic and external 13 4 ' . . . .
financing for education Ratio of actual disbursements of GPE implementation funding to planned disbursements
c. The education sector is 14.  Share of education aid by the government sector reported in the government budget
supported by GPE donors 15.  Share of education aid that uses national public financial management systems
according to the principles 14, Share of education aid that uses national procurement systems and procedures
of aid effectiveness 17. Education aid provided in the context of program-based approaches
18.  Number of total and new students in primary education
19. Number of total and new teachers in primary education
20.  Number of total and new classrooms in primary education
21. Number of total and new students in lower-secondary education
d. The improvement of 22.  Number of total and new teachers in lower-secondary education
education service delivery 23, Number of total and new classrooms in lower-secondary education
24.  Textbooks per pupilin primary education (mathematics)
25.  Textbooks per pupil in primary education (language)
26.  Effectiveness of service delivery in schools
27. A measure of effective learning time

Source: GPE compilation.
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The Results Framework includes indicators on basic
education, which is defined as early childhood development
and primary and lower-secondary education. The
identification of these indicators is the result of a
consultation process undertaken in 2011 among members
of the partnership. The set of indicators reflects a tradeoff
between maximizing information on the education sector
and limiting the reporting workload of local partners.
The Results Framework will be modified following the
finalization of the GPE Strategic Plan for 2012—15. Annex
1A describes the indicators in detail.

The role of the GPE is to facilitate access to the information
available in the education sector; this role does not involve
new data collection. The information presented in the
Results Framework is based on multiple sources, as follows:

« The UIS database is the most important source. It
ensures that the information on education indicators
is internationally comparable. Except for indicators on
learning outcomes, the indicators at the goal and outcome
levels of the Results Framework are aggregated using the
UIS database.

» National, regional, and international assessments
provide the data on learning outcomes. These data
are not comparable across countries, except for the
data generated by regional or international programs.
Therefore, it is not currently possible to present
aggregated data on these indicators.

» The database of the Development Assistance Committee
of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development provides the information on aid

commitments and disbursements.3

« The GPE has undertaken two exercises to monitor
the implementation of the core indicators of the Paris
Declaration that are relevant to education. The first was
conducted in 2008 as a pilot survey in 10 developing-
country partners (GPE 2009). In late 2010, the GPE
undertook a monitoring exercise in 38 participating
developing countries.* The exercise relied on an expanded
set of questions, but focused on the same set of core

indicators. A summary of the results are presented in
chapter 5. In 2012, the GPE is revising the methodology
to collect information on aid effectiveness.

» Household surveys are used to probe beyond national
averages, to investigate disparities within countries, and
to examine the validity of administrative data collected

through education management information systems.

ESPs, JSRs, and GPE grant application documents are the
main sources of country data. A principal objective of the
M&E strategy is to ascertain whether national ESPs are
implemented and whether the targets defined by local
partners are being achieved.

« ESPs, JSRs, and GPE grant application documents are
the main sources of country data. A principal objective of
the M&E strategy is to ascertain whether national ESPs
are implemented and whether the targets defined by local
partners are being achieved. To facilitate this process,
the GPE reviews the publicly available documentation
(mainly ESPs, JSRs, and GPE grant application packages)
on GPE countries and produces a results form for
each country. The form indicates targets established
by the countries and the values of indicators in the
Results Framework over 2009—15. These forms will
be completed, validated, and updated by the LEGs as
needed, especially following a JSR or after an ESP is
updated. They will be published on the GPE website. They
constitute an innovation in terms of accountability and
will facilitate access to the information already available
at the country level (usually scattered in many different
documents) to ensure that every stakeholder is aware of
the past and future commitments made by the country
and its partners. In addition, the forms will enable the
GPE to avoid a top-down approach insofar as the targets
established in the Results Framework are based on the
targets defined by local partners in the ESPs. The data
derived from national sources such as ESPs and JSRs
may differ from the data available through international
sources because of differences in definitions, methods
of calculation, or the underlying data. For these reasons,
the GPE will discourage the use of data based on
national sources, as presented in these forms, to make
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comparisons between countries. Rather, these data will
be used to assess the progress of individual countries in
achieving their own targets.

Other studies undertaken in the education sector by GPE
partners will be used wherever relevant. This will be
especially the case of studies providing information on
the effectiveness of service delivery to schools (such as
public expenditure tracking surveys) and on assessments
of learning time.

PHOTO CREDIT: Simon Davis/DFID

BOX 1.1. MEASURING OUT-OF-SCHOOL POPULATIONS

Out-of-school children of primary-school age are children
of primary-school age who are not in either primary

or secondary school. Children who are out of school
include children who have never entered school, as well
as children who have dropped out. Irregular attendance
patterns that lead to staying in school, dropping out, or
dropping back in make it difficult to determine how many
students are in school regularly.

The two main sources of data on out-of-school children
include administrative records (education management
information systems) and household surveys. There are
advantages and limitations in using either type of data to
count out-of-school children.

Administrative data can allow for annual monitoring

on the number of out-of-school children. However, this
type of data may be subject to unknown biases through
over- and underreporting as well as measurement error
from census-based projections, and often do not provide
information on student populations outside the formal
education system.

On the other hand, household surveys can provide
education data on children inside and outside the formal
education system. However, because education is not the
main subject of household surveys, data collected on out-
of-school populations is often underestimated because
factors such as nonattendance after enrollment and
erratic attendance are not always identified. Moreover,
these surveys do not measure at a standard point of the
school year across countries.

To ascertain whether the questions normally asked
during household surveys are capturing the out-of-
school issue sufficiently, a quick study was conducted
by GPE Secretariat in Karnataka, India. It shows in this
case a strong underestimation (over 50%) of the out of
school children.

For more detailed information refer to annex 1C Measurement Issues in

Counting the Number of Out-of-School Children.
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B. The accountability matrix

A second core component of the development of an M&E
strategy centers on the design of an accountability matrix.
The matrix describes the roles and responsibilities of all
GPE stakeholders and partners in the effort to meet the
educational targets specified in the Results Framework. It
also provides for monitoring the extent to which the partners
fulfill their commitments.

The matrix describes the roles and responsibilities of all
GPE stakeholders and partners in the effort to meet the
educational targets specified in the Results Framework.

The desire to improve accountability in the partnership
partly derives from the findings of the 2009—10 midterm
evaluation, which concluded that GPE-supported activities
were often vaguely defined and that implementation was
left to the discretion of the partners, who were not held
responsible if they did not undertake the activities (GPE
2010). Moreover, previous to the evaluation, the focus of
accountability had been asymmetrically biased toward
partner countries, whereas donors had not been held
accountable for fulfilling their commitments, including
their financial commitments, to education in the developing
world. This weakened the GPE compact and reduced the
voice of partner countries in the partnership.

The accountability matrix, like the other components of the
M&E strategy, is a living document that will be revised as
the roles and responsibilities of partners in the partnership
evolve. The matrix helps ensure that partners understand
their responsibilities within the partnership and in the
fulfillment of national goals in education. The GPE will
define parameters to determine the roles of each partner
based on relevance and capacities. The purpose is not only
to establish the division of labor within the GPE, but also to
create a framework to foster accountability.

The matrix is based on a grid describing the commitments
of each GPE stakeholder to carry out certain responsibilities
that will contribute to the achievement of the educational
goals reflected in the Results Framework. (The accountability

matrix is presented in more detail in annex 1B.) The matrix

will allow the GPE to assess the progress of partners in
fulfilling their commitments and, especially, to identify the
areas in which efforts should be redoubled.

It is understood that the roles and responsibilities identified
in the matrix are not comprehensive and will likely change

as the partnership gains experience. Thus, it is expected that
the GPE and its partners will cooperate in the development
of the systems, processes, and reporting practices needed to
encourage accountability. The enforcement of the accountability
matrix is an important element in ensuring the support of
stakeholders for the achievement of GPE goals based on a
platform of mutual understanding, dialogue, and transparency.

All GPE partners should review and report regularly on the
fulfillment of their roles. The GPE will work with its partners
over the coming year to define these roles and the implications
for each partner, including the support that will be needed,
the additional activities that will be required to improve the
related M&E, and any steps that should be taken to identify the
expected contribution of each partner to the goals of the GPE.
The GPE hopes to increase the commitment of all stakeholders
by using the second results report (in 2013) to examine the
compliance of stakeholders with the accountability matrix.
To achieve this, the GPE is developing a system to monitor
the fulfillment of commitments by GPE partners.

C. The impact evaluation methodology

A third core ingredient of the M&E strategy is impact
evaluation. Part of the impetus for the inclusion of this
ingredient is the 2009—10 midterm evaluation, which
recommended that methodologies for impact evaluation be
developed, including a major evaluation in 2015 that should
establish whether the GPE is a cause of changes observed
at the national and global levels in the achievement of
outputs, outcomes, and impacts in education (GPE 2010).
The midterm evaluation also cautioned against raising
expectations: a rigorous impact evaluation (using, for
example, randomized, controlled trials) is not possible
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partly because of the many factors affecting education policy
and resource allocation decisions besides the GPE. Thus,
it recommended the use of a mix of methods, including
contribution analysis.

To give a comprehensive picture of the impact of GPE,
one should focus on the effects that can be reasonably
claimed by the GPE. As a basis for the impact evaluation
in 2015, the overarching questions should reflect the core
principles of the GPE and should therefore focus on (1) the
GPE as a partnership of donors and developing countries,
multilateral institutions, the private sector, and civil society
organizations and (2) the GPE as a financial institution.
Thus, to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the
performance of the GPE, the core questions of the impact
evaluation are the following:

« What are the important factors that have affected the
relevance of the GPE, the implementation of its activities,
and its potential impact on achieving universal basic
education in countries?

» How and to what extent have the actions of the GPE led
to an improvement in the empowerment of developing-
country partners to draft and implement sound ESPs?

« Have the actions of the GPE strengthened the contribution
of aid to outcomes in educational development?

Additional questions should analyze the impact chain, as
follows:

« Has membership in the GPE strengthened policy dialogue
and aid coordination within the education sectors of

countries?

« Has membership in the GPE or the GPE process
subsequent to it strengthened the effectiveness of the
implementation of ESPs by countries?

» Has membership in the GPE or the GPE process subsequent
to it increased the domestic financing of basic education
by countries?

PHOTO CREDIT: Kelly Cline

» Has the GPE fostered external support for ESPs by
signaling to donors that the individual ESPs of countries
are sound, sustainable, and a good investment?

« Has the GPE contributed to beneficial educational
outcomes in countries by improving the allocation of
funding to the issues and areas of greatest need or by
enhancing allocation efficiency?

« Has the GPE raised the likelihood that local actors will
undertake evaluations of outputs, outcomes, and impacts
in education? Has the use of evaluations increased

in countries?

« Has the GPE improved education within countries and at
the global level?

To answer these questions and to measure the impact of
the GPE, the impact evaluation should be broken down into
components that are explored through separate studies and
various levels of analysis. The causal chain of the underlying

intervention theory has two main steps:
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« The influence of the GPE on policy change and resource
allocations in countries and at the global level

« The influence of these policy changes on educational

outcomes

The relevant studies will be commissioned by 2015 and then
carried out on a regular basis. Each year, the results of these
studies will be released on the GPE website. A final impact
evaluation report will be produced in 2015 to summarize the
conclusions of the studies and provide inputs for the next
GPE replenishment process.

PHOTO CREDIT: Guy Calaf/Save the Children

Ill. The organizational structure for the
implementation of the M&E strategy

An M&E unit within the GPE Secretariat will be responsible
for monitoring the Results Framework and the accountability
matrix. The Secretariat will present a results report to the
Board of Directors annually. The report will describe the
achievements by countries and stakeholders in terms of

the Results Framework and the accountability matrix. The
present report is the first results report.

To carry out actions that other partners are already conduct-
ing is not the purpose of the GPE Secretariat. The principal
aim of the GPE is to facilitate access to information already
available on the education sector. The GPE Secretariat does
not collect data except in specific instances where no other
partners are collecting the data that are needed, such as the
case of data on aid effectiveness in the education sector. An-
other important role of the GPE is to identify knowledge gaps
in terms of M&E and find partners willing to fill these gaps
through the Global and Regional Activities Program (GPE
2012). For example, an important part of this program is the
development of data on learning outcomes.

The GPE Secretariat value added in M&E is expected to
derive from its access to documents presenting national
targets, such as the ESPs and JSRs and therefore does not
require special data collection. By using this information
to produce descriptions of the results achieved by all
developing-country partners, the GPE adds to knowledge
about the level of implementation of the ESPs.

The GPE will establish an M&E committee, which will
provide advice to the Board of Directors and guidance to the
GPE on M&E, including on the following:

» Reviewing and assessing the implementation of the M&E
strategy to strengthen the accountability mechanisms of
the partnership

« Recommending to the Board of Directors changes in the
M&E strategy, as appropriate

« Preparing the annual GPE results report

An independent steering committee is currently being estab-
lished to guide the GPE impact evaluation. The committee
will provide advice on approaches and methods at all levels
and guide and direct the overall design and implementation
of the evaluation. It will consist of a team of experts who will
be appointed based on expertise and experience in conduct-
ing impact evaluations. The members will be engaged as
independent consultants and paid through the Secretariat
budget. They will be accountable to the Board of Directors.
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ENDNOTES

1. The development partner group includes partners that are
supporting the country in developing and implementing an ESP.
The development partner group and the government also
participate together in the local education group (LEG].

2 For the UIS database, see Data Centre (database], UNESCO
Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org. For the
EFA Global Monitoring Report, see "EFA Global Monitoring Report,”
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization,
Paris, http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/leading-
the-international-agenda/efareport/.

3. See Aid Architecture (database) and Aid Statistics (database),
Development Assistance Committee, Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/dac/.

«."2011 Monitoring Exercise on Aid Effectiveness,” Global
Partnership for Education, Washington, DC, http://www.
globalpartnership.org/our-work/areas-of-focus/aid-
effectiveness/2011-monitoring-exercise-on-aid-effectiveness-2/.
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CHAPTER TWO
I

The main goal in the GPE Results
Framework, the youth (15-24 years of
age) literacy rate, is used to assess the
midterm contribution of the Global Part-
nership to human capital development.

Global Achievements and Trends in Basic Education
I

By the end of 2011, 46 of the 67 countries eligible to join the Global Partnership

for Education (GPE) had had education plans endorsed at the local level and had
joined the partnership. Of these 46 countries, 13 are in fragile situations.* (For

a list of GPE developing country partners and GPE-eligible countries, see annex
2A.) This chapter looks at the historical trends in key education indicators for GPE
countries and compares these countries with countries that are eligible to join the
partnership, but have not yet joined. Comparisons are also made between countries

in fragile situations and countries not in fragile situations.

I. Progress in the youth literacy rate: goal indicator

The main goal in the GPE Results Framework, the youth (15—24 years of age) literacy rate, is used to

assess the midterm contribution of the Global Partnership to human capital development. Actions

between now and 2015 will have little impact on this indicator because of the lead time required for

impact.? The aim of analyzing this indicator is to provide a long-term marker of progress and to enable

the identification of countries with specific issues or countries that are best performers and can be

studied for useful lessons. In addition, such analysis helps focus the attention of the partnership on

L e . 1* e _- ‘:L
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The literacy rate grew more rapidly
among females: from 73 to 78 percent
in GPE countries, from 67 to 76 percent
in GPE-eligible countries, and from
56 to 70 percent in GPE countries in
fragile situations.

outcome goals.

Information on the youth literacy rate comes from data of the UNESCO Institute

for Statistics (UIS).3 Of 46 GPE countries, 43 provide this information to UIS in

a manner that meets the demands of the UIS reporting process. Over the last
decade, most of the countries have produced data for only one or two years because
the relevant data are derived from censuses or occasional surveys. Because of the
lack of data, the GPE Secretariat has calculated the average youth literacy rate for
GPE countries for 2007-10. In this period, the youth literacy rate was 77 percent
overall: 81 percent among males and 773 percent among females. There were
important disparities across countries: 11 countries had a youth literacy rate above
90 percent; 13 countries had a rate below 70 percent; and three had a rate below 50
percent.

If we compare achievements between the periods 2000—03 and 2007-10, we find
that the performance is similar in countries that have joined the partnership and
countries that are eligible to join, but have not yet joined.* The youth literacy rates
in GPE countries increased from 77 to 81 percent and, in GPE-eligible countries,
from 72 to 78 percent. The literacy rate grew more rapidly among females: from 73
to 78 percent in GPE countries, from 67 to 76 percent in GPE-eligible countries,
and from 56 to 70 percent in GPE countries in fragile situations.> In six countries
(The Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mozambique, Nepal, and Senegal), the
youth literacy rate among females increased by more than 15 percentage points in
2000-10.
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On most of the indicators, GPE countries
improved at a more rapid rate than
GPE-eligible countries. Fragile GPE

literacy rate, %

However, these national averages hide huge disparities within countries as shown in figure 2.1 on Chad,
which joined the partnership in 2012. Note that information is not available on the youth literacy rate;
so, the overall literacy rate has been used. In more than half the country’s regions, the literacy rate
among women is below 10 percent.

FIGURE 2.1. NATIONAL AND REGIONAL LITERACY RATES, CHAD, 2009
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Source: Chad, Ministry of the Economy and Planning 2009.

Il. Progress in key outcome indicators

This section focuses on four key outcomes indicators: the gross enrollment ratio (GER) in preprimary
education, the gross intake ratio (GIR) in primary education, the out-of-school (OOS) rate, the primary-
school completion rate (see annex 2B). On all these indicators, the GPE countries had, by the end of the
decade 2000-10, outperformed the GPE-eligible countries that had not yet been endorsed. On most of
the indicators, the GPE countries had also improved at a more rapid rate. Fragile GPE

countries had typically not improved nearly as much as other GPE countries and
also began at a lower level.

countries had typically not improved

nearly as much as other GPE countries
and also began at a lower level.

However, these groups are not homogenous. Figures 2.2 and 2.3 use the most
recently available data on two key indicators to show that there are differences in
the medians between these groups of countries; the variation within each group
is so large that generalizations about the group should not be made without a great deal of caution.

In particular, one should not make assumptions about any country simply because it is in one of the
groups. The variability between the countries at the 25th and 75th percentiles within each group is
much larger than the differences between the medians of the groups except in the case of the primary-
school completion rate in fragile GPE countries.
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FIGURE 2.2. VARIATIONS IN GIRs IN PRIMARY EDUCATION, 2010
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FIGURE 2.3. VARIATIONS IN PRIMARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES, 2009/10
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In making the comparisons in this section, we also characterize the countries with respect to levels

of poverty. In 2010, the weighted average gross domestic product (GDP) per capita (in current

international purchasing power parity U.S. dollars) was US$1,550 in GPE countries in fragile situations,

compared with US$1,827 in nonfragile GPE countries and US$2,105 in GPE-eligible countries. The GPE

It may also be that income, especially

poverty, rather than fragility or

membership in any particular GPE

group, may explain some of the

differences in performance.

countries in fragile situations are considerably poorer, on average, than the rest

of the GPE countries. Thus, it may also be that income, especially poverty, rather
than fragility or membership in any particular GPE group, may explain some of the
differences in performance.
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A. Enrollment in preprimary education

Participation in preprimary education has been low in GPE countries; this is evidenced by the average
GER, which has remained below 25 percent (figure 2.4). However, between 2000 and 2010, the GER
rose significantly, from 15 to 25 percent. Access to preprimary education was consistently less in

GPE countries in fragile situations. On average, the difference in GERs between fragile countries and
nonfragile countries was 10 percentage points during 2000-10, though these 10 percentage points
mean that enrollment in the nonfragile countries is double the enrollment in the fragile countries
because the base in the latter is so low.

FIGURE 2.4. GERs IN PREPRIMARY EDUCATION
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Source: Data of Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

Overall, enrollments grew more rapidly in GPE countries than in other categories of countries during
the decade. Thus, for example, at the beginning of the decade, enrollments were lower in GPE countries
than in countries that were otherwise similar (the GPE-eligible countries). However, because of a
decline during 2000—-03, followed by only a slow improvement, the enrollment level in GPE-eligible
countries is now below the level observed in GPE countries. In 2010, enrollment stands at 21 percent in
GPE-eligible countries and 23 percent in GPE countries.

B. Entry into primary education

An important milestone among countries on the path to universal primary education by 2015 is the

attainment of a gross primary-school intake ratio of 100 percent. In GPE countries, the trends were

positive in 2000-10 (figure 2.5). The GIR, which remained above 100 percent during the whole period,
increased and reached a peak in 2008 (127 percent) following stability between

Enrollments grew more rapidly in GPE

2004 and 2006. The influx was likely caused by an intake of older children entering

countries than in other categories of

or reentering education or by the misreporting of repeaters as new entrants. In

countries during the decade.

2010, the average GIR dropped by 2 percentage points, suggesting that there was
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GIR, %

a gain in efficiency or in the age-appropriateness of enrollments. Enrollments in GPE countries at the
start of the decade were more or less the same as enrollments in the other country groups, but the GPE
countries outperformed the other countries during the decade.

FIGURE 2.5. GIRs IN PRIMARY EDUCATION
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Source: Data of Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

While the trends in GPE countries in nonfragile situations mirror the overall trends, the GIRs in GPE
countries in fragile situations dropped significantly, to 100 percent, in 2005 following a surge in the
preceding years. Since this decline, entry into the first grade of primary education has recovered slightly

in GPE countries in fragile situations.

Compared with GPE-eligible countries that have not joined the partnership, GPE countries have
maintained higher levels of access to primary education as defined by the GIR. The gap in GIRs between
these country groups increased significantly, from 8 to 19 percentage points, during

In 2010, data on gender parity were
available on only half the 46 GPE
countries. All the countries on which

2000-10; the differences became more marked beginning in 2004. However, the
relatively high ratios in GPE countries may hide inefficiencies and grade repetitions
and may not simply reflect true progress in entry. It is not necessarily good that

data are available reached gender parity

GPE countries have such high GIRs. The report examines these issues in detail.

in the access to primary education.

In the absence of sufficient data for 2000—10, we have been unable to conduct trend analysis on gender
parity in school entry data. In 2010, data on gender parity were available on only half the 46 GPE
countries. All the countries on which data are available reached gender parity in the access to primary
education. Among the 21 GPE-eligible countries that have not joined the partnership, data were
available for 2010 on 11; only four of these had reached parity by that year. Thus, 100 percent of the GPE
countries (with data) had achieved gender parity, while only 36 percent of the GPE-eligible, but not yet
endorsed countries had done so.
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Despite the substantial progress in
primary-school enrollments in the last
decade, many children still remain out

of school.

GPE
=== GPE fragile

GPE nonfragile

= GPE-eligible
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C. The out-of-school rate

Despite the substantial progress in primary-school enrollments in the last decade, many children

still remain out of school.® In GPE countries, one in five children of primary-school age was out of
school in 2009, compared with one in three in 2000 (figure 2.6). The reduction in the out-of-school
(O0S) population in GPE countries is more significant in countries in nonfragile
situations; in these countries, the average reduction was 1.9 percentage points

per year, compared with 1.5 percentage points per year in countries in fragile
situations. In fragile GPE countries, the OOS rate has been stagnant at about

35 percent since 2004 following a steady decline during the preceding years (from
47 percent in 2000). GPE countries improved at a more rapid rate than countries that are GPE-eligible,

but not yet endorsed.

FIGURE 2.6. THE RATE OF 00S CHILDREN
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During 2000-06, the OOS rate was similar in GPE countries
and in GPE-eligible countries that had not yet joined the
partnership. However, a gap started to appear in 2007 when
the rate continued to decline in the first group of countries,
while remaining stagnant in the second group. The GPE-
eligible countries have higher rates, and the rates appear
constant. The rate has become quite low in nonfragile GPE
countries (bottom line in figure 2.6), suggesting that efforts
to enroll the last 10 or 15 percent of OOS children will require
attention to marginal and special needs children.
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D. Primary-school completion

Within the GPE, the primary-school completion rate is an
important indicator of progress toward universal primary
. L education. This indicator represents the
In GPE countries in fragile situations, .
. . percentage of children who complete a
the primary-school completion rate . .
full cycle of primary education.
has been stagnant at around 55 percent
since 2004, following a small increase
. . At an average growth of 1.3 percentage
during the previous three years. . .
points per year, the primary-school
completion rate in GPE countries increased from 56 percent
in 2000 to 71 percent in 2010 (figure 2.7). The levels and
trends in the rate are similar in the GPE-eligible countries
that have not yet joined the partnership. GPE countries in
fragile situations consistently have a lower primary-school
completion rate; among these countries, the rate has been

stagnant at around 55 percent since 2004, following a small

increase during the previous three years.
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FIGURE 2.7. PRIMARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES
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Source: Data of Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

In terms of gender parity in completion, we have been unable to conduct trend analysis because of the
lack of data. However, data were available on this issue in 31 of the 46 GPE countries in 2010. Among
these countries, 12, including a country in a fragile situation (Georgia), had reached gender parity by
2010. This represents 39 percent of the countries on which data are available. In the 21 GPE-eligible
countries that have not joined the partnership, data on gender parity were available on 17 countries;
only four of these countries had reached parity in 2010, which represents 24 percent of the countries
on which data are available. Thus, GPE countries seem to be doing considerably better.
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lll. Global trends in education: projections

In addition to demonstrating the progress that countries have made in school access and completion
rates over the last 10 years, the available data also help forecast education milestones that countries may
be expected to reach in the future. In this section, we use a forecasting model that takes into account
the historical trends in school entry rates and in student flows—promotion, repetition, and drop-out
rates—in the education systems of GPE countries and GPE-eligible countries, as well as United Nations
population projections, to analyze possible global trends in education, especially enrollments, over the
next 10 years.” Because the purpose of the analysis is to help identify outcomes that are realistically
achievable by the partnership, we do not simply extrapolate based on past trends, nor do we propose to
encourage countries to attempt to reach universal primary education if such a goal is beyond statistical
. . probability. Instead, we use the forecasting methodology to project the rates of
In fragile GPE countries, where many . . .
. . progress obtained by good performers over the last 10 years, while setting goals
children of primary-school age do not ) . . . .

o . . for improvement that are moderate, but doable even in countries where historical
participate in education, the GIRs are . . Lo .
) trends have been negative. The ultimate aim is to advance toward universal
expected to increase between 2010 and

enrollment and full primary-school completion.
2015, but decrease subsequently.

A. Entry into primary education

Historically, the GIRs in most of the GPE countries and GPE-eligible countries have been above 100
percent, indicating that a large number of children who are over the appropriate age for grade 1 have
been entering school for the first time each year. The rate of change in the GIR in our forecasting
model depends on the values in the most recent data available for the indicator, as well as the trends in
historical data across countries.® As figure 2.8 shows, the higher the GIR in the baseline year, the larger
the decrease that may be expected. Among the four groups of countries under analysis, the nonfragile
GPE countries started with the highest GIRs in 2010 (because they often have the most first-time
entries of children who are over the age appropriate for
grade 1) and are projected to experience the most significant
decrease in the GIR by 2020. The GPE-eligible countries are
the only group in which the GIRs are expected to increase
steadily between 2010 and 2020. This is because the GIRs
for this group were only slightly above 100 percent in 2010.
In fragile GPE countries, where many children of primary-
school age do not participate in education, the GIRs are
expected to increase between 2010 and 2015, but decrease
subsequently. The large disparities observed in the GIRs in
the baseline data among the four groups of countries are
expected to diminish by 2020.

PHOTO CREDIT: Mark Kaye/Save the Children
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FIGURE 2.8. GIRS IN PRIMARY EDUCATION, 2000-20
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Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Data for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

As shown in table 2.1, historical GIRs vary by gender. The share of girls entering grade 1 is lower than
the share of boys in all four groups of countries. The differences in the baseline values affect the change
projected in coming years. Thus, for example, the GIR among boys in GPE-eligible countries was 111

. . percent in the baseline year, 2010, and is expected to increase by 5 percentage points
Historical GIRs vary by gender. The Do . .
. . . by 2020. The GIR among girls in the same group, meanwhile, was 101 percent in the
share of girls entering grade 1 is lower . . ) . . L
. baseline year and is projected to increase by 10 percentage points by 2020, which is
than the share of boys in all four groups . . .
. still less than the projected ratio among boys.
of countries.

TABLE 2.1. PROJECTED CHANGE IN PRIMARY-SCHOOL GIRs BY GENDER

Change, percentage points

Country group Gender 2010 value, %
2010-15 2010-20
Male 128 -0.1 =71
GPE Female 121 1.3 -4.2
Both 125 0.6 -5.7
Male 123 4.2 0.4
GPE fragile Female 109 8.1 5.1
Both 116 6.1 2.7
Male 130 =11 -8.8
GPE nonfragile Female 125 -0.3 -6.3
Both 127 -0.7 -7.6
Male 11 4.2 5.1
GPE-eligible Female 101 7.3 10.4
Both 106 5.7 7.7

Sources: Data for 2010: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org. Data for

2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.
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B. Out-of-school children

Projections of the share of OOS children
incorporate historical trends in adjusted net
enrollment rates (ANERs) and in GERs (figure
2.9).9 As enrollment grows and an increasing
number of children who are over the age
appropriate for grade 1 enroll in school for the
first time, the number of children who do not
participate in education is expected to decline in
all four groups of countries. In none of the groups,
however, is optimal enrollment expected by 2020.
In GPE countries, the rate of OOS children is
projected to fall to about 12 percent by 2020. The
share of children who will not be participating in
education in 2020 is likely to be higher in fragile
GPE countries and GPE-eligible countries: 22 and
14 percent, respectively.

PHOTO CREDIT: Dylan Thomas/UKaid/ DFID

FIGURE 2.9. OUT-OF-SCHOOL CHILDREN, 2000-20
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Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org. Data
for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

Across all four groups of countries analyzed, girls are more disadvantaged than

Girls are more disadvantaged than }quqin the access to primary education (table 2.2). The gender disparity is largest

boys in accessing primary education, i, the fragile GPE countries, where only 63 percent of girls of primary-school age

but as access improves, the share of attend school, compared with 75 percent of the corresponding boys. As access to
00S girls is expected to decline more  oqycation improves, girls are expected to benefit significantly, and the share of
quickly than the share of 00S boys. 0O0S girls is expected to decline more quickly than the share of OOS boys.
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TABLE 2.2. PROJECTED CHANGE IN THE SHARE OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL CHILDREN BY GENDER

Change, percentage points

Country group Gender 2010 value, %
2010-15 2010-20
Male 16 -1.7 -4.4
GPE Female 20 -4.5 -7.2
Both 18 -3.1 -5.8
Male 25 -3.2 -7.2
GPE fragile Female 37 -6.0 -11.2
Both 31 -4.5 -9.1
Male 13 -1.3 -3.7
GPE nonfragile Female 15 -4.1 -6.3
Both 14 -2.7 -5.0
Male 23 -4.5 -9.7
GPE-eligible Female 28 -7.2 -13.2
Both 26 -5.8 -11.4

Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org. Data
for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

C. Primary-school completion

. . Primary-school completion rates are at 75 percent or less in all four groups
Primary-school completion rates are . L L.
. of countries, but projections suggest that significant progress can be made by
at 75 percent or less in all four groups . . . . .
) L 2020 (figure 2.10). However, universal completion will continue to be a difficult
of countries, but projections suggest ) . . . .
o goal for many countries, particularly the fragile GPE countries, where baseline
that significant progress can be made . . .
. . completion rates in 2010 averaged only 47 percent among girls, 66 percent among
by 2020. However, universal completion . .
. . . boys, and 57 percent overall. Even if we assume excellent performance in the
will continue to be a difficult goal for . . . .
i next decade so that the completion rate increases in this group by 20 percentage
many countries.
J points among both genders, the group will still be behind the other country

groups in 2020.

PHOTO CREDIT: Aga Luczakowska/Save the Children
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FIGURE 2.10. PRIMARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES, 2000-20
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Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org. Data
for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

In all four groups of countries, fewer girls than boys complete the last grade of

In all f f tries, f . . .
n at four groups ot countries, Tewer primary school (table 2.3). Expanded access and improved promotion across

irls than boys complete the last grade . . . -
g y P g grades among children are expected to increase completion rates significantly

of primary school. among both genders between 2010 and 2015. In the subsequent five years,
however, the pace of the change in completion rates may slow. This can be
explained largely by the assumptions made in the model regarding key education
variables, particularly GIRs. As the historical data show,

a large number of countries included in the analysis have
experienced a rapid increase in entries into grade 1 in
recent years. The model assumes that, in these countries,
the level of the GIRs will become stable for several years, as
the most recent available data indicate. However, such high
GIRs are not sustainable over the long term because they
are mainly fueled by the first-time entries of children who
are older than the appropriate age for grade 1 and because
the flow of these delayed entries is exhaustible. The GIRs
will therefore eventually begin to decline after the initial
period of stabilization. At the same time, the model assumes
that drop-out rates will gradually decrease as more of the
children entering primary school successfully progress
through each grade. It is assumed that repetition rates will
remain constant in grades 1 and 2 during the period of
stabilization, as well as during the initial five-year period of
decline in GIRs, but then gradually decrease. As a result of
these assumptions, growth in the number of students in the

last grade of primary school is expected to slow after 2015,

PHOTO CREDIT: Save the Children

and completion rates will rise at a reduced rate.
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TABLE 2.3. PROJECTED CHANGE IN PRIMARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES BY GENDER

Change, percentage points

Country group 2010 value, %
2010-15 2010-20
Male 74 6.1 10.3
GPE Female 67 10.0 14.2
Both 71 8.0 12.3
Male 66 9.5 14.7
GPE fragile Female 47 19.6 25.7
Both 57 14.5 20.1
Male 77 5.3 9.4
GPE nonfragile Female 73 7.9 1.7
Both 75 6.6 10.5
Male 73 6.5 12.7
GPE-eligible Female 66 9.3 17.4
Both 70 7.9 15.0

Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Data for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

D. Lower-secondary completion

In 2010, lower-secondary-school completion rates were below 50 percent in all four groups of countries.
However, increased enrollments and completions in primary school, improved transition rates to lower-
secondary school, and higher promotion rates within the lower-secondary cycle can be expected to have a
large impact on the number of children completing the last grade of lower-secondary school in the next 10
years. The progress expected in the transition rates to lower-secondary school is shown in table 2.4.

Increased enrollments and completions
in primary school, improved transition
rates to lower-secondary school, and
higher promotion rates within the lower-
secondary cycle can be expected to have
a large impact on the number of children
completing the last grade of lower-
secondary school in the next 10 years.

PHOTO CREDIT: Aga Luczakowska/Save the Children


http://www.uis.unesco.org
http://epdc.org

GPE
=== GPE fragile
=== GPE nonfragile
= GPE-eligible

o /N5 i} Global Achievements and Trends in Basic Education
I S S

TABLE 2.4. PROJECTED CHANGE IN TRANSITION RATES TO LOWER-SECONDARY SCHOOL BY GENDER

Change, percentage points

Country group Gender 2010 value, %
2010-15 2010-20
Male 80 6.5 1.1
GPE Female 78 6.0 10.5
Both 79 6.2 10.8
Male 76 7.8 13.4
GPE fragile Female 73 7.4 13.0
Both 75 7.6 13.2
Male 80 6.2 10.5
GPE nonfragile Female 79 5.7 10.0
Both 80 5.9 10.3
Male 81 5.8 9.8
GPE-eligible Female 81 4.9 8.5
Both 81 5.4 9.2

Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Data for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

By 2020, average lower-secondary completion rates are expected to be between 59 and 68 percent in

all four country groups. The slowest rate of progress may be expected in GPE-eligible countries, where
the completion rates in lower-secondary school did not change much in 2000-10 (figure 2.11). The most
rapid growth is expected in fragile GPE countries. However, the projections for fragile GPE countries

are based on data for a small sample, excluding Afghanistan, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Liberia, and Sierra
Leone, on which insufficient data are available. It is likely that the inclusion of these countries would result
in projections that are much less optimistic for lower-secondary completion in fragile countries.

FIGURE 2.11. LOWER-SECONDARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES, 2000-20
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Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Data for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.
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In many GPE countries in 2010, completion rates among girls in lower-secondary

Inmany GPE countriesin 2010, completion o1 6] were still much lower than the corresponding rates among boys (table

rates among girls in lower-secondary 2.5). The gender disparity is largest in fragile GPE countries, where the average

school were still much lower than the  g;fference between the two genders is 12 percentage points. This gender gap is

corresponding rates among boys (table projected to decrease slightly by 2020. In contrast, in GPE-eligible countries,

2.5). The gender disparity is largest in where there was almost no gender disparity in 2010, only slightly more boys than

fragile GPE countries. girls are expected to complete lower-secondary school in 2020.

TABLE 2.5. PROJECTED CHANGE IN LOWER-SECONDARY-SCHOOL COMPLETION RATES BY
GENDER, 2000-20

Change, percentage points

Country group Gender 2010 value, %
2010-15 2010-20
Male 47 9.4 17.8
GPE Female 41 12.8 22.0
Both A 11.7 20.2
Male 50 7.4 18.4
GPE fragile Female 38 13.9 29.0
Both 44 10.8 23.7
Male 47 9.8 17.7
GPE nonfragile Female 41 12.6 20.5
Both 43 11.9 19.5
Male 43 8.4 19.0
GPE-eligible Female 42 6.2 14.9
Both 43 7.3 17.0

Sources: Data for 2000-10: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Data for 2011-20: projections of the Education Policy and Data Center, Washington, DC, http://epdc.org/.

In most of the outcome indicators over the past decade, the
GPE countries outperformed the GPE-eligible countries that
have not yet joined the partnership. GPE countries have also
improved at a more rapid rate. This suggests that there may
be a positive association between partnership status and
country performance. More analysis should be carried out
to determine if there is a causal relationship. The monitoring
and evaluation strategy involves plans to undertake specific
studies to understand how GPE processes may be leading to
more effective policies and better results.

PHOTO CREDIT: Save the Children
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In most of the outcome indicators over  Globally, the indicators did not improve as much in GPE countries in fragile
the past decade, the GPE countries situations as in other GPE countries; the former countries also started out at a
outperformed  the  GPE-eligible lower level. Over the last three years, GPE processes have evolved dramatically
countries that have not yet joined the  to adapt the partnership’s support for fragile states. This will help to improve the
partnership. GPE countries have also  performance of these countries even if the full impact on indicators such as the
improved at a more rapid rate. primary-school completion rate will take some time.

Country-level averages hide important disparities within countries. It is critical

Globally, the indicators did notimprove 4, identify groups that are marginalized within countries to ensure that specific

as much in GPE countries in fragile ;,;orventions can be undertaken to support these groups. Chapter 3 helps identify

situations. these marginalized groups by using household surveys instead of administrative data.

PHOTO CREDIT: Genna Naccache/Save the Children
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ENDNOTES

1. Based on the World Bank 2012 definition. See “Fragile and
Conflict-Affected Countries,” World Bank,
Washington, DC, http://go.worldbank.org/BNFOS8V3S0.

2. It takes approximately 15-20 years for a primary education system
to affect fully the youth literacy rate.

3. See Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

«.Only 29 GPE countries had data for both periods.

s. Data are available for six of the GPE countries that are fragile.

6. C.f.annex 1.C for further details on out of schools assessment.

7. The estimated rates of progress presented in this section are
based on the forecasting methodology developed at the Education
Policy and Data Center (for example, see Lutz, Goujon, and Wils
2005; Wils 2007), as well as population data of the United Nations
(UN 2011).

8. We have estimated the GIRs for coming years using the following
equation:

GIRt = GIRt-1 + GIRA, (2.1)
where GIRA = 0 + 0(GIRt-1). The coefficients calculated based on
historical dataare 0=13.83 and 0 =-0.12 for males and 0 = 14.10
and 0 =-0.13 for females. Details on the projection methodology are
available on the GPE website (http://www.globalpartnership.org/).

5. We estimate the rate of 00S children based on the ANER, as
follows:

00S =100 - ANER. (2.2)
We project the ANER based on the historical trends in ANERs, the
GERSs, and the slope of the net enrollment rates (NERs]) according to
the following formula:

ANERt =0 + O(GERt) + D(tyear). (2.3)
The coefficients calculated based on historical data are 0 =13.20, 0
=0.62,and 0=0.65for malesand 0 =10.22,0=0.66,and 0 =0.56 for
females.
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In past decades, there was enormous, unprecedented progress in providing
children with education. Unfortunately, millions of children are still out of school,
excluded by barriers of poverty, conflict, gender, geography, and culture. This
chapter examines this exclusion: What is the situation now? What progress has
been made since 2000? The main focus is the 46 developing countries that are
currently GPE partners, which are also referred to as GPE countries (see
annex 3A).

Where are the persistent pockets of exclusion from education? One way of framing
an answer is to conduct a review at the international level: which countries have
made the most rapid progress in education; which have stagnated; and where

is the progress being sustained (section 2)? Another way is to profile groups of
children within countries—by gender, location, income, and other characteristics—
to provide a window onto the barriers that might underlie exclusion (section 3). A
third way is to profile exclusion by the stage in the education life cycle following
the out-of-school (OOS)! children approach of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics
(UIS) and UNICEF: are children out of school because they have never entered
education, because they are delaying entry, or because they have dropped out
(section 4)? A related issue regards exclusion within school: even if they are
enrolled, children could be missing so much school time or learning so little that
they are, in fact, not participating (section 5). Finally, one may approach exclusion
in education by looking at specific causes as reported by parents, as implied

by indirect access indicators such as school coverage locations and costs, or as
determined through the level of response to specific interventions (section 6).

Most of the evidence used in this chapter has been taken from household
surveys, in particular the Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) and the
UNICEF Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS). These surveys provide
an internationally consistent framework for measuring disparities in school
attendance and absenteeism. Although the survey questionnaires are adjusted
to each country context, they are highly standardized, and they are often used
in international comparative work on education. For our study, 154 surveys
from 1997 to 2011 have been accessed to obtain recent information on 43 of the
46 GPE countries and on 45 non-GPE countries. For 37 of the GPE countries,
matching information from the early part of the first decade of the 2000s has
been considered. (See annex 3B for a list of the relevant surveys.) For the analysis
of country-level progress and indicators on the level of access to education, a
second statistical source is the UIS. Important contextual information, especially
about relevant programs and success stories, has also been gleaned from the GPE
website and GPE country reports, as well as other research.
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I. Reaching universal enrollment among children of primary-
school age: has there been a slowdown?

The EFA Global Monitoring Report 2010 (UNESCO 2010) sounded the alarm:
not only has there been too little progress to reach the target of universal primary
education by 2015, but the rate of progress is declining. The report describes the
problem of OOS children of primary-school age and the low total net enrollment
rate (TNER)?, two of the most commonly used metrics of the EFA goal of universal
primary education.

Annual reductions in the share of 00S

children and enrollment increases This section examines the relevant findings more closely, focusing on OOS

were greater in the first half of the last  children and the TNER.

decade than in the second half.
Globally, in 2000, there were 102 million children of primary-school age who

Because of such numbers, there is an  were out of school. By 2005, the number had declined to 77 million, but, from

urgent need to discover what underlies 2005 to 2009, the decrease was only to 67 million.? The global share of children

the deceleration. of primary-school age in school (TNER), meanwhile, increased from 84.5 to 88.2
percent in 2000—05 and then to 89.7 percent in 2009. Clearly, annual reductions
in the share of OOS children and enrollment increases were greater in the first half
of the last decade than in the second half.

Because of such numbers, there is an urgent need to discover what underlies the
deceleration and, in particular, whether the commitment to education has faltered.
A small disaggregation exercise reveals some useful insights and also emphasizes

the rapid progress in GPE developing-country partners compared with the rest of
the world (table 3.1).

PHOTO CREDIT: Guy Calaf/Save the Children
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Globally, the slowdown in the growth rate
of the TNER is caused almost entirely
by two countries: India and Nigeria.

In contrast to the rest of the world, the
28 GPE partner countries show rapid
and accelerating TNER growth and
accelerating declines in the number of
00S children.

TABLE 3.1. OUT-OF-SCHOOL CHILDREN OF PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE AND TNERs,
SELECTED COUNTRIES AND REGIONS, 2000-09

World, less GPE developing-

Indicator World India  Nigeria T NHECe e s
TNER, %

2000 84.5 84.8 64.5 87.6 60.0

2005 88.2 94.6 67.2 90.4 71.6

2009 89.7 97.6a 62.1b 91.5b 82.7
average annual increase

2000-05 0.75 0.47 0.77 0.42 2.32

2000-09+ 0.39 0.26 0.52 0.39 2.78

00S children of primary-school age, millions

2000 102 18 7 77 28

2005 77 7 7 63 21

2009+ 67 2 9 56 14
average annual change, millions

2000-05 5.0 2.3 0 2.7 1.2

2005-09+ 2.5 1.1 -0.5 1.9 1.8

Source: Data and computations based on Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

Note: 2009+ TNER values for India and Nigeria are based on one- and two-year projections of the TNER.
The results still hold if the shorter observed intervals for India (2005-08) and Nigeria (2005-07) are used.
a.2008. b.2007.

Globally, the slowdown in the growth rate of the TNER is caused almost entirely
by two countries: India and Nigeria. Overall, the annual growth rate of the TNER
slowed from 0.7 percentage points in 2000—05 to 0.4 points in 2005—09 (table
3.1, data rows 4 and 5), but, without India and Nigeria, the annual TNER growth
rate was almost constant at 0.4 percentage points during both observation
periods. Even with this almost constant pace of TNER growth, the annual average
reduction in the number of OOS children slowed from 2.7 million in 2000-05 to
1.9 million in 2005—09 (table 3.1, final two data rows). Given that the TNER was
rising at a relatively constant pace, the deceleration must be almost entirely caused
by population growth. In contrast to the rest of the world, the 28 GPE partner
countries on which there are UIS data show rapid and accelerating TNER growth
and accelerating declines in the number of OOS children (table 3.1, last column).

India accounted for half the global drop in the number of OOS children in 2000-
05 and in 2005—09. Through the government’s national program Sarva Shiksha
Abhiyan (Education for All Movement), India reduced the number of OOS children
from 18 million in 2000 to 7 million in 2005 and then to 2 million in 2009. It
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Population growth is continually putting

upward pressure on the number of 00S

children.

Swaziland
Mali
Burkina Faso

Nicaragua

Morocco
Egypt
Tunisia

Laos

Guatemala

NER, primary school, %
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is likely that reducing the number from 18 million to 7 million was easier than
making progress from 7 million toward zero. This pattern is discussed in more
detail below.

Population growth is continually putting upward pressure on the number of

OO0S children. In some countries where enrollment has grown sluggishly, this
growth has been somewhat overtaken by population growth, and the number of
OOS children has expanded. This has happened in Cote d’Ivoire (a GPE country)
and Iraq. Nigeria is the archetypal case, and, because Nigeria has such a large
population, results there have a heavy impact on the totals. In Nigeria, enrollment
has remained fairly constant since 2000 while the population of school age has
not. Thus, the number of OOS children grew from 6.7 million in 2005 to 9.1
million by 2009.

Usually, the enrollment growth rate slows as the number of enrollments rises,
especially once the net enrollment rate (NER)+ reaches 90, which is, globally, the
situation now. From 2000 to 2010, annual average NER growth was 0.1 percentage
points lower for every percentage point gain in the NER.> Figure 3.1 shows the 40-

year TNER path for nine countries and highlights the deceleration if the NER is over
90.5 In general, an expectation of a linear rise in improvement is therefore unrealistic.

FIGURE 3.1. FORTY-YEAR NER GROWTH PATH, NINE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
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Source: Data Centre (database), UNESCO Institute for Statistics, Montreal,

http://www.uis.unesco.org.
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Although it is undeniable that, globally, the decline in the number of 00S
children has slowed, it would be unfair to attribute this to a loss of commitment
because, as noted, the slowdown is following the expected curve; furthermore, the
phenomenon is largely attributable to two countries and to population growth.
Nonetheless, to keep the decline of OOS children on a steady pace or to shift the
curve, an increase in commitment is needed. This commitment can be found
among a majority of GPE countries.

The majority of GPE countries were on L . . .

. The majority of GPE countries were on a more rapid enrollment growth track in

a more rapid enrollment growth track

. . 2005—09 than in 2000—05. Table 3.1 shows that, as a group, the GPE countries
in 2005-09 than in 2000-05.

outperformed the rest of the world. In part, this was because many GPE countries
have low enrollment rates, and more rapid growth is therefore more likely. Figure
3.2 shows the TNERSs in 40 GPE countries in 2000, 2005, and 2010 (or the closest
years). It is clear from the figure that, in general, the lower the starting point, the
more progress countries have made, a finding that is consistent with an S-shaped
path of growth. Nonetheless, of the 28 GPE countries about which a comparison of
enrollment growth trends in the first half and the second half of the period 2000—-
10 can be made, 16 were on a more rapid growth path during the latter years.”
These countries, marked with dark green triangles in the figure, include Bhutan,
Burkina Faso, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Ghana, Mali, and Rwanda. Other GPE countries
that made rapid progress include Guinea-Bissau, Madagascar, Mozambique, and
Niger. The annual percentage point gains in the TNER increased in half the GPE
countries, as did the average annual reductions in the number of OOS children.

A 2010 accelerated A 2005
requires two observations
2010 2000 FIGURE 3.2. NET PRIMARY NERs, 40 GPE COUNTRIES, 2000, 2005, AND 2010
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Il. Disparities in school attendance

To gauge disparities, studies often rely on household surveys that provide
information about children’s backgrounds. Relevant household surveys report

Universal primary and secondary . .
attendance (the child went to school) as opposed to enrollment (the child

education is an equity challenge. . . .
registered in school) (see section 1). The two measures often produce somewhat
different numbers, although the general picture, by country, is usually the same

(for example, see FASAF et al. 2004; Stukel and Feroz-Zada 2010; EPDC 2007).

Among children in almost all countries, even countries with low national average
attendance rates, there are at least some subgroups with high attendance rates,
typically, children in higher-income urban households. In 9 of 10 GPE countries,
more than 80 percent of the children of primary-school age in high-income
urban households attend school, and, in half the countries, the rate is above 90
percent.® Where school attendance is below 100 percent, this is because particular
subgroups are excluded from education.® Across countries, a relatively consistent
exclusion pattern emerges, including similar background characteristics
correlated to lower attendance (Filmer 2008; Ingram et al. 2006, 2007; UIS and
UNICEF 2005; UNESCO 2010, 2011). These characteristics or dimensions of
exclusion are as follows:

» Poverty

« Female gender (or, rarely, male gender)

 Disability

« Rural location

« Orphan status

» Nomadism

« Living in conflict-affected areas

The 2011 EFA Global Monitoring Report (UNESCO 2011) provides effective visual

) . . evidence that, for children whose profile includes more than one dimension of
Acrosscountries,arelativelyconsistent . . . L
. . . exclusion, the effects are cumulative. An example of such cumulative exclusion is
exclusion pattern emerges, including L. .
Lo Lo offered by Ethiopia, a GPE partner country. According to the 2005 DHS survey,
similar background characteristics .

the net rural primary attendance rate was 40 percent. However, the attendance
correlatedtolowerattendance:poverty, . . .
rate among rural children of primary-school age who were also in households
female gender (or, rarely, male gender), . . L.
L . in the poorest income quintile was 26 percent. Among the poorest were rural
disability, rurallocation, orphanstatus, . L . .
) . ) children who were living in Afar Regional State, which has a large nomad
nomadism, or living in conflict-affected . .

population: the attendance rate was only 7 percent among these children, and,
areas.

among the girls in this group, the rate was only 3 percent.

Different aspects of a child’s profile can also balance each other out. For example,
although the attendance rate among rural children of primary-school age in
Ethiopia is only 40 percent, among rural children who are in households in the
highest income quintile, it is 58 percent, much higher than the rate among urban



primary school-aged children, %

Poverty is now the most important
barrier to school attendance.

B highest-lowest difference
Bl Q5-Q1 difference if Q1>Q5

mmm gverage GAR
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children in households in the poorest quintile; the attendance rate among the
latter is only 33 percent.

The next subsection shows attendance differentials along each exclusion dimension
separately. Among the many children whose profiles include several exclusion
dimensions, the attendance rates will be lower than the rates shown. Considering
each dimension independently is nonetheless a useful first pass at assessing
important barriers to schooling. In the next subsection and in subsequent
subsections, the measure used is the gross attendance rate (GAR), but the insights
are the same if net primary attendance ratios are used (see annex 3C).*°

A. Disparities and inequality, 2005-10

Three of the most frequently considered dimensions of exclusion are poverty,
rural location, and gender. Figure 3.3 shows the level of inequality in GARs in GPE
countries by household income quintiles (chart a), urban-rural location (chart b),
and gender (chart ¢), using the most recent DHS or MICS surveys (2005-10)."

FIGURE 3.3. THREE DIMENSIONS OF EXCLUSION IN SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
AMONG CHILDREN OF PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE, GPE COUNTRIES

a. Highest to lowest income quintile
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Gender parity is high compared with
other inequality measures except among
the rural poorand other excluded groups,
where girls are still disadvantaged. An
important policydecisionrevolvesaround
the issue of whether to focus on these
excluded groups as a whole or only on
the girls.

It is clear from figure 3.3 that the inequalities are greatest by household income.*?
The gross attendance differentials between children in households in the top
income quintile and children in households in the bottom quintile are more than
60 percentage points in Niger, Mali, and Burkina Faso (in the order shown in the
figure). Across the board, countries with low national average attendance rates
exhibit large education inequality based on income. Some countries with high
GARs also show large income differentials, for example, Guinea-Bissau and Haiti.
In the small group of countries with GARs at around 100 (Albania, Guyana, the
Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, Mongolia, and Vietnam), children in households in
the poorest quintile show higher gross attendance (the blue bars in the figure);
perhaps they progress through primary school with high repetition rates.

The disparities are smaller according to urban-rural location than according to
income, but are nonetheless substantial in, for example, Liberia, Niger, Ethiopia,
Burkina Faso, Guinea, Ethiopia, and Guinea-Bissau (listed in the order of

the figure). A portion of the low rural attendance rates is surely caused by the
concentration of poverty in these areas, but may also be caused by a lack of access:
the coverage of schools is too thin, and many rural children cannot reach the
closest school. A recent study in Afghanistan found that attendance rates in rural
areas fall by 16 percent for every mile the children must travel to school (Burde
and Linden 2009).

The disparities by gender are relatively small in most GPE countries: 11 countries
on which data are available show disparities in excess of 10 percentage points in
GARs (Benin, Cameroon, the Central African Republic, Céte d’Ivoire, The Gambia,
Guinea, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mali, Niger, Togo, and the Republic
of Yemen).'3 According to administrative data, gross enrollment disparities by
gender are also high in Afghanistan (114 for boys versus 79 for girls in 2010). The
narrowing in disparities in primary-school GARs by gender is relatively new:
data from the 1970s and 1980s show that attendance differentials by gender were
much larger then.'# The new and relatively high level of gender parity may well
be the successful outcome of the many programs and policies that have been
directed at encouraging girls to go to school and should be celebrated. The success
is not complete. There are still countries where the gender parity index is not
sufficiently close to 1. Moreover, within countries, there may be girls in particular
population groups who experience significant exclusion: recall the attendance of
only 3 percent among poor, rural nomad girls in Afar Regional State, Ethiopia (see
above), which is less than one-third the rate among the boys there (11 percent).
Figure 3.4 shows GARs for the poorest rural children according to gender. Within
this group, the gender disparities are large in the Central African Republic, Cote
d’Ivoire, and the Republic of Yemen. Yet, in these same countries, the attendance
rates among poor rural boys are also low.
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=== gverage GAR
@ rural boys; poorest quintile

@ ruralgirls; poorest quintile
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FIGURE 3.4. GARs AMONG THE POOREST RURAL CHILDREN OF
PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE, BY GENDER, 41 GPE COUNTRIES
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Source: Data of DHS and MICS surveys.

Poor urban households account for a
rapidly growing share of deprived and

excluded children.

Urban attendance rates are not as high as they could be because of a rapidly
growing group of excluded children: the urban poor, living in the sprawling slums
of cities in developing countries. Figure 3.5 shows GARs among the poorest
children in urban areas (pink dots) and in rural areas (green dots). In a number
of GPE countries, the attendance rates among the urban poor are lower than
the corresponding rates among the rural poor. This is the case in Cambodia,
Cote d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, and Togo. This is of particular concern
because, over the next decades,
according to United Nations population
projections, “the urban areas of the
world are expected to absorb all the
population growth... , while at the
same time drawing in some of the
rural population” (UN 2010, 1). In
Sub-Saharan Africa, where most of the
GPE countries are located, the urban
population is projected to increase by
40 percent, from 384 million in 2010

to 537 million in 2020. In contrast, the

rural population is projected to increase

PHOTO CREDIT: Rebecca Janes/Save the Children

by only 15 percent, from 542 million to
624 million (UN 2010). It is a challenge for countries to track these continuously
growing populations and the needs of the urban poor to provide sufficient schools.
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Source: Data of DHS and MICS surveys.

Other dimensions of exclusion include orphan status, disability, and nomadic

. . . life. Figure 3.6 shows the disparities in gross attendance among orphans® and

Specific groups face special barriers, . . . .
. . . o nonorphans of primary-school age. In the countries on which data are available,

particularly people with disabilities . .

d d orphans do show somewhat lower attendance rates, but the exclusion factor is

and nomads.

relatively small and tends to be mostly related to income, that is, orphans who live

in households with access to similar levels of income tend to attend school about
as often as nonorphans.

PHOTO CREDIT: Natasha Graham/Global Partnership for Education
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FIGURE 3.6. GARs AMONG ORPHANS AND NONORPHANS
OF PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE
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Filmer (2008), who pioneered the study of inequality using a mix of household
surveys, found that disability was a strong exclusion factor, although it affects
only small groups of children. We can now add 17 countries to his compilation by
using DHS and MICS surveys post-2005. The disability rates in these surveys are
measured based on questions on specific activities in daily living such as seeing,
hearing, walking, and concentrating, as recommended by Mont (2007). Using
these measures, we find that the disability rates in our set of 17 surveys ranges
from 1 to 18 percent; the variation suggests that milder forms of disability are
sometimes also being reported (Mont 2007).

Figure 3.7 shows the attendance rates among disabled children of primary-
school age (red bars) and, for comparison, the attendance rates among children
of the same age in the poorest households (green dots). In many of the countries,
children with disabilities show attendance rates comparable with those of the
poorest children although not all the children with disabilities are poor.
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FIGURE 3.7. GARs AMONG CHILDREN OF PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE,
BY FUNCTIONAL DISABILITY
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As part of Cambodian Ministry of Education Youth

and Sport’s strong commitment to provide quality
education for all Cambodian children, the Government
welcomed the Refractive Error Research Program — or
the eye glasses project as we informally call it in GPE.
This program is led by a partnership of organizations
specializing in eye health, child development, education
and health that have come together to conduct a
pilot study which aims to examine the acceptability,
usability, wearability and implementation of eye
glasses in Cambodia. The program is being guided by
technical advice from a consortium of 11 agencies and
individuals across the spectrum of eye health, including

representatives of low-income countries.

The research objectives of this study are:

1. How does acceptability, ‘wearability’ and durability of
adjustable spectacles compare with that of ready-made
spectacles among children?

BOX 3.1. ACCESS TO EYE CARE TO CHILDREN IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES: CAMBODIA

2. What are the key operational factors, including costs
associated with the implementation of eye health
service interventions and how do adjustable spectacles
compare with ready-made spectacles in that context.

As the adjustable spectacles for children were not
available (but expect to be later in 2012) a decision was
made to conduct research to assess the proportion of
children with uncorrected refractive error who could
obtain good vision with ready-made spectacles.

The initial study will feed in to operational development
and intervention targeting for a larger scale multi-country
study into how refractive error can be diagnosed and
corrected on-site through both ready-made spectacles and
other solutions which is to be conducted in 2012-2014. The
current partners for the research program are the Global
Partnership for Education, The Partnership for Child
Development, Sightsavers and the World Bank.”
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Cambodia is the first GPE country taking part in this Teachers from 56 schools were trained to test vision
important work — in June 2012 13,175 children aged to assess children who needed to be referred for

11-15 were screened in 56 schools. Children who are not refraction or an eye exam. Testing was conducted in

in school, but living in these communities, were also school playgrounds or under shelter outside classrooms.
invited to be screened and provided with eye glasses. Teachers found the format of the test easy to use and

For most of these children it was their first screening, could quickly obtain results. As expected, most children
and first pair of glasses to the children who need them. had vision within the normal range. The most common
A specially designed training program for teachers cause of vision impairment was uncorrected refractive
included awareness and education about correction of error. Sixteen children could not have vision corrected
vision so that in areas where few adults or children wear with glasses, so they were referred to the eye clinic.
glasses support can be given to those children who will be Records of all children who were referred by teachers and
prescribed glasses. seen by refractionists were copies so that the schools had

copies to share with parents.

In Siem Reap town, 32 children who needed glasses to
correct impaired vision already had glasses, another 16
children who had previously obtained glasses did not
have them at school. Of the 44 children who needed
glasses, 31 could have their vision corrected with ready-
made glasses.

In November 2012, schools where children have been
prescribed glasses will be visited to check whether
children still have their glasses, whether they are using
the glasses, and to check the condition of the prescribed
glasses. The cost of the ready-made glasses ranged from
US$1 to US$3. The reading glasses for teachers were

US$1 and the cost of the complete vision test kit was
PHOTO CREDIT: Natasha Graham/Global Partnership for Education US$9.

Nomad children are a special group. They are often difficult to reach. Because of
their lifestyle, they are not able to attend a permanently situated school for the
entire school year, and the typical school curriculum may not be relevant to their
culture and knowledge needs (Kritli 2001). Recognizing this problem, many
countries have instituted roaming schools and adapted curricula for these children
and other children who are similarly inaccessible. Examples are Bangladesh
(Rivers 2010); Ethiopia, Tanzania, and Uganda (Oxfam 2005); Nigeria (Aderinoye,
Ojokheta, and Olojede 2007); and Sudan (Dood 2011). Mongolia has a long
tradition of maintaining boarding schools for nomad children that ensured full
attendance during the socialist era, although the system has come under pressure
in the market economy (Steiner-Khamsi and Stolpe 2005; Reddy 2010).
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GARs are often lower among nomad
children than among the children from
the poorest households. A few countries
have been able to provide schooling for
nomad children by making curricula
meaningful and schools accessible for
these groups.

There are three types of nomads: pastoralists (the largest group), hunter-
gatherers, and, together, traders and migrant workers. These nomads may coexist
within individual nomad populations. All these groups have been under pressure,
and, in many countries, it is likely their numbers have declined. The precise
number of nomads is not known. A commonly cited estimate for the total number
in the world is 30 to 40 million. This number is based on outdated data (UNESCO
1989). The number of nomads in 2012 may actually be quite different.

In any case, taking the 30 to 40 million as accurate and estimating that about 14
percent are children of primary-school age (the share in Sub-Saharan Africa),

we arrive at 4 to 6 million children of primary-school age who are living in

nomad families. Our net attendance estimates for nomads range from 11 percent
(Ethiopia) to 96 percent (Mongolia), with an average of 40 percent. Applying this
average to our estimate of 4 to 6 million nomad children of primary-school age, we
conclude there may be 2 to 3 million nomad OOS children in the world, less than 5
percent of the total OOS population. This contrasts with Oxfam’s estimate (2005)
that 15—25 percent of the OOS population is accounted for by nomad children.*

To find the attendance rates among nomads, nomad groups must first be identified
in the household surveys. Most household surveys do not have questions to
identify nomads; to do so in each country, we conducted a web search for the
names of languages or ethnic groups commonly associated with nomadism, and
we compared these findings with a variable associated with an ethnic group or

a language in the surveys. We then made a selection to define a (new) identifier,
nomad, in the surveys. We included only those ethnic or language groups living in
rural areas in the group of nomads. Table 3.2 outlines our findings.

TABLE 3.2. NOMADS IN SELECTED COUNTRIES

Country

Nomadic groups

Country Nomadic groups

Burkina Faso

Rural Fulani and Tuareg

. Rural residents and living in tents
Mauritania ) .
(no ethnic groups defined)

Bosnia and Herzegovina Roma

Macedonia, FYR Roma

Cameroon Rural Choa, Peulh, Haussa Mongolia Rural people living in yurts (tents]

Cote d'lvoire Rural Senoufo people Montenegro Roma

Djibouti Rural Afar people Namibia Rural Himba, San, and others
L People living in rural areas of . Nomads are listed in the data set;

Ethiopia Somalia

Afar Regional State

no ethnic identifier is given

Guinea-Bissau Rural Fula

Source: Based on web searches and data of DHS and MICS surveys, 2005-10.
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Figure 3.8 shows the GARs among children in nomad families using these
definitions. For comparison, the attendance rates of the poorest quintiles are
also shown (green dots). It is apparent that the attendance rates of children in
nomad families are often even lower than the rates among children in the
poorest households.

FIGURE 3.8. GARs AMONG CHILDREN OF PRIMARY-SCHOOL AGE IN NOMAD
FAMILIES (PASTORALISTS & ROMA]
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Source: Data of DHS and MICS surveys, 2005-10.

The disadvantages experienced by children in nomad families are quite
pronounced in most of these countries. Attendance rates among Roma children
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia are
much lower than the average. The most highly disadvantaged are the children of
pastoralists in certain countries in Africa, including Burkina Faso, Cameroon,
Cdte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Ethiopia, and Somalia, where school access barriers and
low demand for school may both contribute to the low attendance rates. However,
the problems in education faced by these children are not insoluble. Children
among the Himba and San in Namibia and children in nomad families in Mongolia
show relatively high GARs. Successful programs in these countries may offer
useful guidelines for other countries in areas such as the application of flexible
school schedules, adapted curricula, and the roaming school concept (box 3.2).
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BOX 3.2. AGPE-SPONSORED PROGRAM: BRINGING EDUCATION TO MONGOLIA'S REMOTE REGIONS

During the socialist era, the children of nomads attended = months and move to a new location every 45 days. The

boarding schools near their parents. This system has gers also function as early childhood development centers
come under pressure in the market economy. For many serving 5- and 6-year-olds. (Until 2008, mandatory basic
children in Mongolia’s remote rural areas, herding education began at age 7; now, it begins at age 6.) The
activities and the nomad lifestyle offer few opportunities ~ support of GPE partners is geared toward improving the
for education. GPE grants totaling US$29.4 million are quality of education, acquiring better school equipment,
helping finance basic education programs in Mongolia’s and extending the primary-school cycle by one year.

remote regions. This funding, together with other donor
grants, has contributed to the financing of 100 gers Source: "Success Stories,” GPE, http://www.globalpartnership.org/
(mobile schools conducted in yurts) in 21 rural provinces. ~ results/success-stories/.

The gers operate eight hours a day during the summer

B. Out-of-school children in secondary school

Increasingly, secondary school is necessary for participation
in modernizing economies, particularly in urban areas.
Meanwhile, exclusion is greater in secondary education than
in primary education (for example, see Bruneforth and Wallet
2010).

Figure 3.9 shows the gross attendance disparities among
children of secondary-school age in GPE countries. The
countries are arranged according to the average GAR. The
top chart shows the disparity between the highest and lowest
household income quintiles; the middle, by urban-rural
location; and the bottom, by gender.

PHOTO CREDIT: Guy Calaf/Save the Children

Secondary-school exclusion among
the poor is close to universal in many
countries.
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The level of exclusion and the disparities are much larger among children of
secondary-school age than among children of primary-school age, as one might

. . . expect given the lower average attendance rates and the correlation between
The level of exclusion and the disparities | . . . .
. inequality and low attendance. The level of exclusion associated with poverty
are much larger among children of L . .
is massive: in a large group of GPE countries, the GARs among children of
secondary-school age than among . . Lo . .
secondary-school age in households in the poorest quintile are nearly nil. This

children of primary-school age.

exclusion has significant implications for upward mobility among this group of
children. Poor adolescents are likely to face stronger pressure to leave school and
contribute to family income than are less-poor adolescents. Also, poor adolescents
are more likely than less-poor adolescents to be in primary school past the
appropriate age (UIS and UNICEF 2005).

The GARs among adolescents of secondary-school age
even in households in the highest income quintile in
many countries do not reach 100 percent. Overall,
the disparities are similar among GPE and non-GPE
countries, although the average rates are lower in the
GPE group than in the non-GPE group. The disparities in
net attendance rates (NARs) are similar (see annex 3C).

Rural GARs among children of secondary-school age
are similarly low in many GPE countries, but not as

low as the GARs among poor children in the same
age-group. Providing universal access in rural areas is
more difficult in secondary education than in primary
education because secondary schools rely on teachers
who are specialized by subject and often offer laboratory
courses; they also tend to serve larger numbers of

students relative to primary schools and therefore tend

T il

PHOTO CREDIT: Candace Feit/Save the Children

*

to cover wider areas. In developed countries, public
transportation, school bus companies<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>