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Education Quality in the OIC Member Countries ‘,

COMCEC

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The study aims to document the state of education quality in member countries of the
Organisation of Islamic Cooperation (OIC), with a focus on the relationship between student
learning and poverty, and umerstand what policy measures can be adapted to improve
education quality. The study established a conceptual framework based on secondary literature
review, and used that to guide statistical analysis to describe the general trends in education
quality and, in particular, the relationship between student performance and poverty in OIC
countries. It also presents an overview of global, regional and national policies to improve
learning outcomes.

The study also selected four OIC member states for-depth country case studies: Jordan,
Malaysia, Nigeria and Pakistan. The countries were chosen to ensure broad geographical
representation as well as to capture OIC member states that are in different stages of economic
and educational development. In each countrya combination of secondary literature review,
gquantitative and qualitative data analysis weraused to study the relationship between student
performance and household poverty in empirical and policy perspectives. Qualitative data was
gathered following aseries of stakeholder interviews.

The recently announced Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) has shifted the focus of education
policy from access to quality at the national and international levBluring the MDGs era (1990

2015), rapid growth in schoolparticipation occurred -- rates of outof-school children dropped
significantly, in line with the MGDs 4 target of universal primary school enrolment. However,

the MDGs were too focused on enroliment, and ignored the most fundamental of aspect of
schooling i.e. what children learn in the classroom. The challenges to ensure learning for all were

not insufficiently recognized in the process expanding school participation. The peg015 SDGs
framework include more clear targets focusing on learning outcomes.

The prevalence of oubf-school population and illiteracy appears to be declining in countries with

the rise in per capita income or economic developmeéni. T T ¢ OEA OADPT 008 O AAOA
and Jordan brought all children in school as they graduatl from low income to upper middle

income countries. Literacy rates have also increased substantially reduced stunting in
conjunction with robust growth performance of their economy and steady decline of poverty

rates. There is a tweway relationship between improved educational participation and poverty

rate so that early investment in the former has also aided poverty reduction in OIC member

states like Malaysia.

However, OlCountries are still disproportionately affected by the problem of cwof-school
children problem than norOIC countriesTwo case study countries, Nigeria and Pakistan, have
seen less satisfactory progress in terms of increase in school enrolment, let alone improvement
in literacy rates and learning outcomes. Low income meber countries also face the challenge
of overcrowded classrooms, poorly trained teachers and poor physical conditions in which
children attend school.

Economically advanced members of the OIC fritiddle East and North AfricaNIENA, Central
and SouthEastAsia tend to participate more in international assessments of learning outcomes.
The relatively wealthier Arab countries (from MENA) have a growing presence in international
assessment facilitating indepth, independent investigation into the state of edcation quality.

In contrast, African member states of the OIC and those from South Asia are undgpresented

in terms of data and evidence on education quality.



A worrisome trend is the lack of progress in improving education quaiitythe last two decades
among member countries in international assessmentse performance of OIC countries as a
group in PISA and TIMSS does not suggest letegm improvements in education quality. If
anything, the gap between OIC and participating ne®IC countries has widened over time. A
large proportion of children in member countries do not attain the baseline level of proficiency
in mathematics and science.

Only a small group of OIC member states show some signs of progress in terms of perferimanc
international assessmentslhese include Indonesia, Malaysia, Jordan, Turkey and Kazakhstan.
However, in most cases, the progress has not been sustained over time. After an impressive
performance in the early rounds of PISA, Jordan has seen a slidstident performance. In case

of Turkey, after a decaddong positive trend in PISA, there has been a decline though it is largely
owing to a fall in the share of top performersin case of Indonesia and Malaysia, there are signs
of recovery in the most recent round of PISA.

There is also a sizable wealth gap in student performance in OIC countriesome countries,
urban children from the wealthiest quintile rank behind those from the poorest quintiles in rural
parts of the OECI2ountries.

At the same time, in higher order competencies, there is also an absence of improvement across
wealth groups.Even when a comparison is made among children in OIC and OECD sample
countries who are similar in terms of observed socigconomics, tlose fromthe OIC lag behind

by the equivalent of more than one year of schooling.

In addition, the analysis of learning outcomes Albvis the level of economic development (i.e. GDP
per capita) shavs that the strength of this association between the two outcomes is weaker in OIC
than elsewhereSome of the wealthiest OIC countrie@.g. Qatar)perform very poorly.

The majority of the member states where children have poor access to education repudside
the scrutiny as they dmot participate in any of the major international assessmentdowever,
growing country specific evidence for these countries, based on national assessments and
sample surveys of student performance, also confirm low levelf basic numeracy and literacy
skills. The review of the available evidence from these countries based on counspecific
survey data reveals that the learning crisis in the OIC countries is likely to be more severe.

Learning, instead of enrolmerand school completion, should be the primary goal of education in
the OIC countriesMost of the nonparticipating countries are income poor and have been found
to be challenged by resourcestrapped education systems. Schools have unfavorable teacher
student ratio and classrooms are overcrowded. There is a shortage of trained teachers. At the
same time, among countries that participate in international assessments and allow
independent scrutiny of their education systems, student performance does not shoa
systematic correlation with resources.

Improving the performance of government schools is therefore the key challemgenost OIC
member countries, the quality of education is low across the boardlslamic, private and
government schools. In some instates, evidence shows a learning advantage associated with
government nonreligious school attendance relative tomadrasats and private nonrreligious
schools. However, these gaps are not larg&/hile in some countries there is a rising trend in the
provision of private school, access is still limitedor children from poor families.



A blueprint for Quranic/madrasah education that caters to cultural and religious preferences

without compromising on humeracy and literacy skills necessary for a modern economy needs to

be developedviany Muslim parents valwe religious education and opt forQuarnic education by

enrolling their children into Islamic schools or madrasahsMillions of children in the populous

and economically poor OIC countries rely osuchschools Non-state Islamic schoolscan be an

important partner in advancing education in Muslim communities.Yet a majority of these

schools are left out of the reform programs. While many operate with state mandate, the level

and nature of student leaning is not regularly monitored. There is an Ol@vide evidence gap on
Quranic/madrasahschool8 % /&AAlI 000 OlimadkadabRd 1TDEBAOGEAIAG NOAI EOU
secular education as well as regulate existing seminaries have met with limitedszess.

Relying on greater fiscal allocations and poverty reduction is necessary for educational
development it helps to enroll and retain children in school. However, it is not sufficient to ensure
access to quality educatiorstructural barriers to learning in school need to be identified. In all
four case studies, strong evidence was found on the positive role played by gsehool
attendance. One traditional source of learning disadvantage, gender, was absent in Jordan and
Malaysia. This implies that sme of the common factors may not be directly caused by poverty.
Thus, poverty-specific policies need to be accompanietly teaching and learningsensitive
policies.

Starting early by investing in childhood (prerimary) education and care is a key aaefor

intervention. The relationship between attending preprimary education and student

performance in PISAis positive and significant in OIC countries. This shows that 3fear-olds

who attended a preprimary education programme tended to perform béter than students who

did not attend preD OET AOU AAOAAOQOETT AOAT A&EOAdonomgAl OT OE]
background.

However, equalizing access to quality early childhood education is a major challddggpite the
sizable benefits associated with g-primary education, children from a lower socic-economic
background in OIC countries were less likely to have participated in pgerimary education.

Most OIC countries face the double burden of rising inequality of educational opportunity and
declining educational standards despite making forward strides in terms of reducing in inequality
in educational participation and completion.The problem is likely to be much more severe in
countries where changes in learning outcomes are not documentedsing international
benchmarks.

In most member countries, the national examination systems lack credibility and does not generate
the appropriate incentives for students to acquire core competendiesnany countries, pass rate

in terminal examinations are very poor indicators of numeracy and literacy skills. While
participation in international assessments should be encouraged as a means to inform and aid
government education reforms, equally important is to maintain the quality and credibility of
high-stake national examinations so that they truly capture the state of basic competencies and
critical thinking skills.

I AOI OOOA 1T &£ AOGEAAT AR AAOAA OAmE Oi O AT A OAATEO
Learning outcomes need to be measured regulg, disaggregated and sensitive to the most

vulnerable. Data also needs to be made freely accessible to citizens to improve accountability

through independent evaluation of performance outcomes. This evidence must drive
interventions for high performance on what works for quality and what does not. Public policy



and planning driven by evidence based culture to drive performance, innovations, inclusion, and
right level of financing for results at the school, district, sulmation~al and national levels will
mAEA OI AAOT ET C6 AGAOUITA8O0 AOOET AOOS

Given the enormous diversity among countries in terms of culture, history and the stage of
economic development, reform plans must be country specific and it is unlikely that a single model
will apply to all OIC counties.Nonetheless, the OIC should revitalize régnal organizations such

as ALECSO and ISESCO and leverage the existing institutional set up to develop a wider research
programs in partnerships with member country governmentsSuch collaboration will go a long

way in addressing shared challenges such as gender disparity and social inequalities in
education, low returns to investment in education and the engagement of the nestate sector.

The OIC shouldet up a Centre of Excellence to coordinate resbaand development in the field of
education among member countrie3his will help strengthen cooperation among members to
facilitate dialogue and exchange of good practices. Initiatives such as this can help develop an
OIGwide learning metric to track progress in student achievement as a group of countries.



INTRODUCTION

Education is a key pathway for poverty reduction and sustainable development worldwide. At

the individual level, lack of schooling lowers productivity, undermines voice and agewc

Globally, a relatively small share of primarnschool graduates is living in poverty (World Bank

2016). More schooling reduces child mortality and positively impacts on life expectancy,

xIT TAT80 AiPI xAOI AT O AT A AEOEA AiitiAdg tahshittilgs 3 AET T
social knowledge, building trust and increasing tolerance (Asadullah, 2016; Asadullah, Amin and
Chaudhury, 2018). At the national level, education is one of the fundamental determinants of

economic productivity. The accumulation ohuman capital through investment in education is

a key factor for longrun growth performance (Lucas 1988). Education in the form of advancing

knowledge and skills is necessary for adopting, attaining, and spreading new and improved

technologies and produwction processes (Benhabib and Spiegel 2005).

Therefore, in addition to the fact that education is a fundamental human right, the economic case

for investment in schooling is clear. According to the International Commission on Financing

Global Education Op1 OOOT EOUR OA Ail11 A0 ET OAOOAA ET Al AA
earnings and health benefits of $10inlove T AT I A AT O1 OOEAOGS6 AT A-OA AT 1
year increase in the mean years of schooling generates more than US$5 in additional gros
earningsinlowE 1T AT I A A IGbbaloorEisSian 2916) Sustained investments in human

capital reduced poverty rapidly without substantive rise in inequality and delivering inclusive

growth in East Asia (World Bank 2018). Other instrumental non-ecornomic benefits of a literate

and educated society include greater support for democracy and tolerance for others.

Most countries around the world have seen an expansion in schooling opportunities in the past
four decades. Following the global commitmentsat universalize education such as the UN
Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, EFA, MDGs and more recently, the SDGs, there is a clear
consensus on education for all. Today, more children are in school and completing more years
of schooling. This $ also true for manyOIC countries which have successfully expanded access
to primary school education, encouraged by global initiatives such as the MDGs target of
achieving universal primary education by 2015.

More children today have access to k&ic education in the OIC countries than at the start of the
MDG campaign. However, millions have been left behind when it comes to learning in school.
The latest World Development Report (WDR) of the World Bank echoes UNESCO GMR 2014 and
warns that there is a global learning crisisz schooling is not translating into learning. This
implies that a large proportion of uneducated child today can be find in schodthis is worrying
because grimary channel through which schooling accelerates economic growth gears to be
through boosting learning and skills. UNESCQ@({14) estimates that learning crisis is costing
$129 billion a year. This cost is particularly higher for developing countries in Subaharan
Africa and South Asia which has a higher proportion ofhiddren out of school. Equally, poor
quality education, especially in the early years in life, can undermine later achievements and
reduce the equalizing power of education.The learning crisis also has intergenerational
consequences. Educated motherspldy AOEOEAAI Ol 1 A ET EI PpOIl OET ¢ AE
development. Lack of basic numeracy and literacy skills among women implies low level of
human capital in the next generation.

An illiterate population also imposes significant social and econoim costs while an educated
x| OEZLl OAA EO A OAI OAAT A OAOI OOAA ET O1T AAUGO ¢C¢I T
of school enrollment and learning often coexists and contribute to unemployment, economic



stagnation and mass poverty. To the extenlliteracy adversely affects the lives and productivity
of individuals, these deficits in education have political implications.

The poor quality of education therefore poses a serious policy challenge in many OIC countries
where in general, the level of bman development is already low. Member countries are
significantly poorer and suffer from lower levels of education compared to na®IC countries.
They also lag behind the rest of the world in health indicators such as the high prevalence of
open defecaton, the lack of community health workers, the number of hospital beds and spend
less on health as a share of GDP.

While the OIC comprises 57 member states across four continentisere is significant variation

in terms of differences in economic opportuities. Extreme income poverty is very high in Sub
Saharan African member states and South Asia but low in most member countries in the MENA
region, Central and East Asialncome inequality is highest in African member states though the
OIC average is lowewhen compared to other developing regions such as Latin America.
However, compared to other regions, youth unemployment is high in most MENA countries (e.g.
Egypt, Jordan, Tunisia and Yemen). In addition, labor market opportunities are limited for
women in most OIC countries. Therefore prenarket investments in education and equalizing
opportunities to learn are critical to reducing socieeconomic inequalities in market
opportunities in the OIC.

Taking into account the importance of quality education fosocial and economic development,

the recently announced SDGs set a clear target to deliver quality education for all by 2030.

I AAT OAET ¢ O 5. jc¢mpxqh AAOAAOQEITT 1 AOOAOO AAAAOD
Sustainable Development Goals (SB§5to be achieved. When people are able to get quality
education they can break from the cycle of poverty. Education therefore helps to reduce
inequalities and to reach gender equality. It also empowers people everywhere to live more
healthy and sustainabé lives. Education is also crucial to fostering tolerance between people
AT A AT 1T OOEAOOAO Oi 2iTliefportandeloA duats) bducationiisndbtBA O 6
recognized in SDG 4, educational progress by 2030 is also critical for meeting other SE2@sets.

The renewed emphasis on quality education in the SDG campaign and the global efforts to tackle
the challenge of delivering quality education for all is an important development for the OIC.

Objectives and Methodology of the Study

The aim of the sudy is to analyse the current status and causes of school attainment and student
learning as well as efforts addressing student achievement in OIC countries, with a focus on
poverty and maternal education. Given these objectives, the study aims to answee following
research questions:

1. What isthe current quality of education inthe OIC member statesPlow has it changed over
time?

2. What are the main factors that determine the quality of education, particularly student
learning?

3. What are the exiting policy efforts to increase quality of education and the critical success
factors?

1 0Only in 3 Arab countries poverty rate (based on 2 dollar a day cuiff) is above 20%. These are Egypt,
Djibouti, and Yemen.

2 http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/wp -

content/uploads/2017 /02/ENGLISH_Why_it Matters_Goal_4_QualityEducation.pdf



http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/ENGLISH_Why_it_Matters_Goal_4_QualityEducation.pdf
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/ENGLISH_Why_it_Matters_Goal_4_QualityEducation.pdf

The report has three main segmentdirst section is conceptual discussions on education quality

with reference to key global policy initiatives. This discussion alsoakes into account the
relationships between school participation, student learning and poverty and between parental
AAGAAOGET 1T AT A AEEI AOAT 60 1 EOAOAAU Al A3do@é AOAAU
and is based on a comprehensive review of thHaternational literature as well as primary data

analysis

In the second part,secondary data on school participation and student achievement is compiled
and analyzed for OIC member states to describe in detail the general state of education quality
in OIC countries. This information was combined with indicators of economic development and
public spending in order to generate knowledge on the relationship between development and
educational outcomes. Furthermore, international and regional policy documentsvere
consulted to understand the state of global policies regarding education quality in OIC countries.

Finally, the study presents indepth case studies of 4 OIC countries: Pakistan, Malaysia, Jordan
and Nigeria. These countries represent different geogphic regions and level of educational
development. For each of these countries, a statistical analysis of the determinants of learning
outcomes is presented. In some instances, this also includes a statistical analysis of the
intergenerational transmission of educational capital. For each of these four countriekey
stakeholder interviews and a comprehensive review of the secondary literature on the
correlates of student learning were also conducted. Attention has been given to key drivers of
learning outcomes such as household poverty.

Main policy recommendations are presented irthe fourth part. Throughout the report the
primary focus is on learning outcomes among children in secondary grades, as most student
assessments are at the secondary lev&chool completion and literacy levelsare also reviewed

as data on these indicators are widely available.



1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This section reviews major international publications to summarize the current thinking around
education quality internationally. On that basis, a conceptual frameworkid out to organizethe

empirical analysis on education quality in OIC countriesnternational goals and targets relating
to education and how this has changedre alsobriefly discussed. Towards the end of tre section,
measures and determinants of education qualityare discuss The role of poverty in shaping
educational outcomes in the literatureis also discused.

1.1. Global Targets: EFA, MDGs and SDGs

The international agenda governing and monitoring educatioal development has changed
considerably over the last two decadesn 2000, the World Education Forum launchethe Dakar
Framework for Action3 The Framework comprised two key elements: 6 goals (and associated
targets) to be achieved by 2015 and 12 stratégs to which all stakeholders would contribute.
This called for better access to early childhood care as well as compulsory and free education. It
also emphasizes on gender equality and improvements in education quality. EFA goal 3
(ensuring that the learnng needs of all young people and adults are met through equitable
access to appropriate learning and life skills programmesand goal 6 (mproving all aspects of
the quality of education and ensuring excellence of all so that recognized and measurable
learning outcomes are achieved by all, especially in literacy, numeracy and essential life skills
were explicitly focused on education quality.

The same year, théillennium DevelopmentGoals(MDGs)were launched which overshadowed

the Dakarbased EFA agenddn contrast to the ambitious EFA targets which focused on early

childhood, primary, secondary and adult education, the MDG focus on education was narrow. Of

the eight development goals, only one (goal 2) focused on education and set the target of

001 BAAODPOEI AOU AAOAAOGEI T o6 &I O AOAOU AEEIA ET OE
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education, themore holistic targets ofEFA were ignored

Progress towards these two targets has been assessed in terms of the number of children
enrolled in primary education, the numbercompleting the primary schooling cgle, and he
number of 15 to 24-year-olds attaining reading and writing skills. During the MDG era, access
to basic education increased significantly. Between 2001 and 2011, the gross enrollment ratio
in primary education rose by about 28 percentage points, reachinabout 80 percent (World
Bank 2016).An assessment of trends for the period 200@015 confirms impressive gains:

a) The primary school net enrolment rate in the developing regions has increased by 8
percentage points (from 83% in 2000 to 91% in 2015).

b) The number of outof-school children of primary school age worldwide has fallen to an
estimated 57 million in 2015 (against 100 million in 2000).

¢) The literacy rate among youth aged 124 has also increased from 83% to 91%. The gender
gap in literacyhas narrowed.

SUNESCO (2015) EDUCATION FOR ALL 2@15: achievements and challenges
http://lunesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002322/232205e.pdf

4The 2015 Millennium Development Goals Report

http://www.un.org/millen niumgoals/2015_MDG_Report/pdf/MDG%202015%20rev%20(July%201).pdf



In sum, notable progress has been made in access to primary school during the MDG era. The
number of out-of-school children has fallen while literacy rates for children and adults have
increased. In many countries, gender disparity in primargchool enrolment and completion has
also been addressed. However, progress has been slow in other aspects, particularly those
identified in the Dakar-framework. Children from marginalized socieeconomic groups are not

yet reached by 2015. As discussedgter in this section, the richpoor gap in access taquality
education also remains sizable. Factors such as household economic status and geographic
location (e.g. rural vs urban) continue to decide student learning level.

The 2015 MDG report ao notes a rise in the proportion of owof-school childrenz from 30%

in 1999 to 36% in 2012z in conflict-affected countries in Northern Africa and Southern Asia.
Most importantly, according to GMR 2015the focus on universal primary enrolment reduced
attention to other areas critical for educational development--education quality, early
childhood care and cognitive development, and adult literacy.hE singlefocus on access and
primary education has often led to pursuit of strategies that overlooking ailent learning crisis.
These concerns were taken into account when various national and international stakeholders
met to set new global targets for posR015 years.

The MDG campaign is widely regarded a success when assessed in terms of the goal oinigalv
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to income-mediated progress in school enrolment in many partsfahe world. At the same time,

not all countries benefited or responded equally to the MDG campaign. A number of external and
internal factors combined to undermine progress in poverty reduction, ending hunger and
bringing all children to schools. This igarticularly true in the case of Suksaharan Africa where
high unemployment rate, growth slowdown, climate change and natural disasterpplitical
instabilities and numerous humanitarian crises limited the capacity of the progress to advance
the cause of AOAAQET T | O4EA -EITATTEOI $AOGAIIT PI AT O

Moreover, there areconcerns over the limitations of the MDG framework in terms of the
formulation of the goals, their structure, content and implementation. Only two out of the three
time-bound education goals identified at the Dakar World Education Forum in 2000 were
included in the MDGs (Fehling, Nelson, & Venkatapuram, 2013). Most importantly, because of
the limited focus of MDG 2 on primary education, the importance of secondary wthtion was
ignored (Mekonen, 2010). The absence of a target puggteacher ratio in the MDG agenda meant
that universal primary education could be achieved with a worsening of PTR. This led to
abnormally high PTR in some OIC countries (e.g. 69 pupils peacher in Chad) (Mekonen 2010).
Overall, MDG 2 failed to ensure quality issues such as availability of quality teachers, adequate
school infrastructure and maintenance (Barrett, 2011 ay, 2012).

At the end of the MDG area, it is acknowledged that schimg without learning is a tremendous
waste of resources and opportunities. There is a global consensus that the focus on primary
education in the MDGs was inadequate. Moreover, exclusion of qualgggecific indicators and
targets led to a focus on quantityat the cost of progress in literacy and numeracy. The other
lesson from the MDG era is the importance of systemide approach instead of the unisectoral
approach to deliver quality as well as quantity. The focus on primary education caused huge
challenges in countries that successfully met the MDG goal of universal primary education.
However with no target relating to postprimary education, these countries did not expand the
secondary education to absorb primary school graduates. The focus on enrolmenstead of

4 EA
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acquire the basic competencies to cope with secondary school curriculum.

Over the past decades, the UN agencies such as the UNESCO and UNICEFgtogéthother
multilateral bodies such as the World Bank, have played a key role in drawing attention to global
education challenges and developing common framewaorks to guide national policy planning and
formulation as well as setting goals and targets tmonitor progress. These along with various
bilateral government agencies (e.g. DFID, USAID) and international ngovernment
organizations (INGOs) have also contributed in terms of providing technical assistance and
external aid to various OIC and noi®ICmember states. In conflict affected countries, these
supports are often motivated by humanitarian concerns.

This long-term collaboration among international and national stakeholders culminated in the

World Education Forum 2015. Held in Incheon, Republiof Korea and organized by UNESCO

together with UNICEF, the World Bank, UNFPA, UNDP, UN Women and UNHCR, the event was
attended by senior education officials, officials of multilateral and bilateral organizations, and
representatives of civil society from B0 countries (UNESCO 2015)The Forum adopted the

Incheon Declaration for Education 2030, which put together a road map and a new vision for
educational development worldwide for the next fifteenyearg 041 x AOAO ¢momnm68 4EEO
with the United Natiol 06 3 OOOAET AAT A $AOQGAT T PI ATO '"TAIT O | 3¢%°
equitable, goodquality education and lifelong learning for all by 2030Table 1.1 below presents

the SDGs targets specific to the delivery of quality education for all by 2030.

Table 1.1: SDG4 Targets

Target 4.1: By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys complete free, equitable and quality
primary and secondary education leading to relevant and Godl effective learning outcomes
Target 4.2: Early childhood By 2030, ensure that all gls and boys have access to quality
early childhood development, care and preprimary education so that they are ready for
primary education

Target 4.3: Technical, Vocational educationBy 2030, ensure equal access for all women ar
men to affordable andquality technical, vocational and tertiary education, including
university

Target 4.4: skills for work- By 2030, substantially increase the number of youth and adults
who have relevant skills, including technical and vocational skills, for employmentgedent
jobs and entrepreneurship

Target 4.5: Equity- By 2030, eliminate gender disparities in education and ensure equal
access to all levels of education and vocational training for the vulnerable, including persor
with disabilities, indigenous peoplesand children in vulnerable situations

Target 4.6: Literacy and Numerag- By 2030, ensure that all youth and a substantial
proportion of adults, both men and women, achieve literacy and numeracy

Target 4.7: Sustainable developmentBy 2030, ensure thatll learners acquire the
knowledge and skills needed to promote sustainable development, including, among other
through education for sustainable development and sustainable lifestyles, human rights,
gender equality, promotion of a culture of peace andam-violence, global citizenship and
APPOAAEAOGEIT 1 &£ AOI OOOAI AEOAOOEOU AT A i
Target 4.A: Education facilities and learning environmentBuild and upgrade education
facilities that are child, disability and gender sensitive and provide safe, nonviolent, inclusiv
and effective learning environments for all

10



Target 4.B: Scholarships By 2020, substantially expand globally the number of scholarship
available to developing countries, in particular least deeloped countries, small island
developing States and African countries, for enrolment in higher education, including
vocational training and information and communications technology, technical, engineering
and scientific programmes, in developed countrige and other developing countries

Target 4.C: TeachersBy 2030, substantially increase the supply of qualified teachers,
including through international cooperation for teacher training in developing countries,
especially least developed countries and satl island developing states

Quality education is also central to achieving SDG 3 (Ensure healthy lives and promote well
being for all at all ages) and SDG 5 (Achieve gender equality and empower all women and

girls).

The latest GMR of UNESCO proposesamtountability-focused framework to deliver quality
education.

I AAT 01 OAAETI EOU EO AAEET AA AO OA DPOI AAOGO AEI AA A
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responsibilities; (b) Obligation to provide an account of how responsibilities have been met; (c)

Legal, political, social or moral justification for the obligation to account. The delivery of

equitable quality education is described as a shared responsibility whergb different

stakeholders -- governments, schools, teachers, parents, students, international organizations

and the private sectorz work together and depend on each other. The success of the
accountability approach hinges on an enabling environment, whicls defined in terms of four

characteristics:

>

1 Information - Provisions of transparent information and relevant data relating to
responsibilities of different actors.

1 Resources Access to necessary financial resources

1 Capacity- the necessary administraive and institutional capacity to meet respective
responsibilities.

1 Motivation -- confidence in the governance process, as well as the political commitment
and will

While any single actor is not responsible, accountability starts with government. Accoting for
systemrwide problems such as teacher absenteeism in government schools in the primary and
secondary sector is critical. This is also a key reason ftire poor returns to public spending in
education. Lack of accountability among teachers in loimcome countries creates a bigger
challenge given the limited public budget and insufficient provision of infrastructure and human
resources (e.g. teachers). Investments in health and education infrastructure in low income
countries largely depend on donor tinding. In spite of some increase in public education
spending during the decade, education expenditures as a percentage of GDP is still low by
international standards (World Bank 2016). The lack of accountability disproportionately
affects childreninpod® AT O1T OOEAO AT A AT ii O EOEAOG8 "1 1 AAIT 1T U
still depends on the economic and social circumstances into which they are born. This implies
that educational opportunities are not equal, particularly in lowincome countries. Tke quality
and coverage of educational services remains an important source of income inequality.
Therefore holding school authorities and teachers accountable is necessary to deliver inclusive
quality education.

11



1.2. Conceptualizing Quality Education

There is sgnificant disagreement among scholars on the determinants of student achievement.
Existing factors influencing student performance can be organized in three main categories: (1)
supply-side interventions and inputs such as better physical and human resates, and learning
materials; (2) policies that shape incentives and influences behaviour and preferences of
teachers, parents, and students; (3) participatory management interventions such as
decentralisation reforms, information provision, and community mrticipation in the

i ATACAT AT O T £ OAET+ AOAUT ACETMpboABA . EdI

An additional reason for unsatisfactory progress is the implementation failure. Many developing
countries lack administrative capabilities to effectively deliver education services (Pritchett,
Woolcock and Andrews 2013)According to the WDR 2018, governments have to think beyond
piecemeal policies and programs. Thereforghe entire educationsystemneed to be organized
around the goal ofprogress in learning. Children are being deprived of learning opportunities
not only because of problems in the classroom. There are other factors limiting their learning
experience at the school and community level. Equally, school principals may be sivained by
the scarcity of inputs at the school level as much as by the lack of say over how inputs are to be
used to boost learning among children. Therefore, it is not sufficient to study the proximate
determinants of student learning with a focus on citd, family and classroom specific factors. A
clear understanding of the systerrwide determinants of learning outcome is equally important.
This is true not just for generating evidence on what works in the delivery of quality education

a systemwide approach is also critical in identifying potential cases of implementation failure.
A program with clear scientific evidence may fail, when scaled up, because the community and
political leaders are not aligned with the goal of prioritizing learning.

The WDR 2018 organizes the correlates of low learning into four groups: (a) lack of good
OAAAEAOO j Aq 1 AAE 1T &£ OAEITT1 OAAAETAOGO AiillCc
and learning and (d) unsupportive school management. However, many ofetbe correlates also
affect learning indirectly by determining the time spentin school. Indeed the battle for achieving
SDG 4 for many developing countries is being fought in three fonts: Intake, completion and
learning. In many countries, the opportunities to learning are limited for children are not often

in school. Elsewhere, those in school are forced to prematurely leave the system before
mastering basic literacy skills. Therefore, according to UNICEF (2015), the probability that a
child will have the full benefits of her or his education is equal to the multiplicative product of
intake (the % of children who enter school),completion (the proportion among entrants who
reach the end of primary or lower secondary education) andearning (the probability of
receiving a full learning experience). For instance, children from poor families suffer in all three
aspects: they are less likely to enroll, more likely to drop out early and less likely to attain basic
competencies when in school because they are deped of critical pre-school inputs. Therefore,

in this study, these two conceptual frameworks to guidehe analysis of trends in education
quality in the OIC countriesare combined.
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Figure 1.1: The Concept of Quality Education

Equitable Quality

Education
High High completion Full learning
intake rate experience

1 1 1 1

Teacher School School management] | Physical facilities
quality readiness & leadership in school

Source:Author, based on OECIINICEF (2016) and WDR 2018

Following the above framework, a quality education system is defined as one that achieves
inclusive education by ensuring intake, completion and learning as a function of teacher quality,
school readiness and household poverty, school management arm@hdership, physical
environment in school. Teacher quality refers to having formal qualifications as well as
motivation. School readiness factors include child health, early childhood development and
learning environment at home. It is assumed that thesea€tors are determined by household
bl OAOOU AT A PAOAT OA1 AAPAAEI EOU j PAOOEAOI AOI U 1 ¢
language, location and citizenship status (migrants) can also affect school readiness and these
are recognized as importat sources of inequality in learning opportunitie$. Social customs can
dictate outside movement and interaction at a certain age different for boys and girls causing
gender gaps. Customs such as female genital mutilation and child marriage are other exéaap

of gender specific hurdles.

The OECE5 . ) # %& j ¢mpeQq DHOI BT OAO AT ET OACOAOAA OOAE
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environments and circumstances as its mendss, individually and together, learn their way to A
OAAT EUET ¢ OEAEO OEOEIT 168 4EA 11 AAl & AOGOGAOG 114

developing and sharing a vision centred on the learning of all students
creating and supporting continuous learning opportunities for all staff
promoting team learning and collaboration among all staff

establishing a culture of inquiry, innovation and exploration

embedding systems for collecting and exchanging knowledge and learning
learning with and from the external environment and larger learning systm
modelling and growing learning leadership.

NookwnhE

5 Balcazar, Narayan, and Tiwari (2015)
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highlights the processes the school goes through as it transforms itselito a learning
organisation.

1.3. Measuring Education Quality

Education quality is a slippery concept and is interpreted in different ways. Measuring education
quality is complicated by the fact that (a) the outcomes of education is multidimensional, (b)
countries vary in terms of length of compulsey education , (c) quality is observed only for
enrolled students and (d) the participation rate across the compulsory and posiompulsory
education levels vary greatly across countries. An effective education system teaches civic and
moral values, buildsbasic literacy and numeracy skills as well as higher order cognitive skills.
One can also evaluate quality from two perspectives: (i) fundamental quality; (ii) excellence
(World Bank 2008). The former refers to proportion of students who have attained théasic
competencies to complete the schooling cycle and participate in the labor market. The latter
relates to the proportion of students who belong to the global top 10% of learners or have
memorization and rote learning to greater focus on communication, analytical and critical
thinking skills. In this report, the analysis focuses on two measures of fundamental quality: (a)
literacy rates in the adult population and (b) international test scores for math, reading and
science.

yl OEA Ai1O0A@O 1 &£ 33" Oh ONOAI EOU AAOAAOEIT 6 EO
how much children learn in school. However, there is no global metric to measure education

NOAT EOU AAZET AA ET OAOI O 1T &£ OOOCAAT O 1 AAOTET C8 ¢
development (e.g. malnutrition), measuring learning outcome is much more challenging. There

are many domains as well as levels of learning. Education systems arduthe world also have

different curriculum standards and often have unique set of basic competencies that students

are required to master. In contrast to health outcomes data on which is routinely gathered by

national governments following standard measurenent standards and made available through
international bodies such as WHO, the production of statistics on education quality is not well
coordinated. Countries vary in terms of national assessments as well participation in
international exercise that evaliates student performance. Data on input quality also varies

across OIC countries.

The SDG focus on lifelong learning and early childhood development raises another
measurement issue. Mere is an emerging consensus on the importance of early childhood
development (ECD) and noncognitive (i.e. soft) skills in acquiring cognitive skills as well as

equalizing opportunities in learning in school age. However, comparable data on soft skills is
unavailable. Equally there is no international assessment of pr&hool education quality.

7TEEI A 0)30AROADADAAOEOAS OAI PI AO T £ OOOAAT OO EI
subjects, mathematics, science and readinthey do not capture early life learning. This is also

true for PIRLS and TIMSS grade 4 wdh cover math, science and reading proficiency in later

part of the primary schooling cycle. Moreover, participation of OIC countries in these two
assessment exercise is limited. A globally recognized assessment of early grade numeracy and

literacy skills is EGRA and EGMAThe United States Agency for International Development

i 53!')%$Qq OAT A DPOIEAAO A1 OEOI AA O%AOAAOQEIT $AO0OA

6 For details on EGRA assessment, see Dubeck and Gove (2015).
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and 2016 which covered 35 countries in total (23 in EMGA and 9 in EGRA). A number of OIC
countries participated in EdData Il though very few participated in both EGRA and EGMA.
However, many countries have implemented EGRA and EGMA in the context of other national
projects.

In contrast to TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, EGRA and EGMA, dataffmial literacy rate is readily

available for a wide range of countries though it is only a crude measure of quality of learning

outcome. Since literacy information is regularly collected by OIC member countries, it is

available for almost all countries and proviés a broad measure of the learning outcomes of a

AT O1 OOUBO AAOGAAOQET T Ougdded, this (ndy ndt Glidnomith tendki€ih ¢ OAT /
learning outcomes. Inputbased quality indicators such as are STR and proportion of trained

teachers are also wide} available for OIC countries. A school or education system is considered

to be high-quality if it has more resources per child.

'TT OEAO OOAAEOI O1 OOAA 1T &£ ET £ Oi AGETT 11 OEA EI D
International Survey (TALIS) whid contains detailed data on the quality of lower secondary
(mainstream) school teachers and leaders. In each country, about 200 schools were sampled

and in each school, 20 teacherand 1 school leader were interviewed. However, OIC countries

are poorly represented in this survey. In TALIS 2013, the 34 countries and economies covered

included only 2 OIC member states Malaysia and UAB.While the number of countries covered

in TALIS 2018 increased to 50, the share of OIC memlsates among participating ountries

remained largely the sameWhile Saudi Arabiaand Kazakhstan joined United Arab Emirates and

Turkey, Malaysia dropped out after participating in 2008 and 2013 rounds Therefore, TALIS

data has not beenusedfor statistical analysis.

Since the OlGnd most other developing countries face a multitude of problems in education
service delivery, particularly in terms of access as well as quality, it is difficult to compare
achievements across countries. One solution is to develop a unified measuremémework
that integrates schooling and learning shortfalls. Such integrated framework encompasses a
range of schooling, learning and education deprivation measures (Datt and Wang 12017).

1 i AOAAUG AU AT T AETETC ET & Oi AGETT 11 AAOAAOEl
attempts have been made to combine household data (e.g. Demographic and Health Survey) on
grade completion with survey data (e.g. Southern and aStern African Consortium for
Monitoring Educational Quality or SACMEQ) on learning outcomes for 11 African countries:
Kenya, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda,
Zambia, and Zimbabwe (Spaull and Taylor, 2015However, such measurement framework and
composite indicators are yet to be fully standardized, tested and adopted by international bodies

T4EAOA EO AI O A OAEIT1 AAOAA OOOOAU AAI TAAGO6OEA3 3024qhD C
developed with support from the USAID. The SSME was designed to capture indicators of effective schools that

have been identified by researchers as important for student learning. The SSME also collects information on

student and household cheacteristics, basic school inputs (e.g., school infrastructure, pedagogical materials,

teacher and head teacher characteristics), and classroom teaching and learning processes (e.g., instructional

content, student teacher interaction, and assessment techques). In addition, selected EGRA and EGMA

components are often combined with the SSME to produce information on learning outcomes in reading, writing,

and arithmetic (Mulcahy-Dunn, Dick, Crouch, and Newton, 2016)

8 Turkey only participated in 2008 round; seehttp://www.oecd.org/edu/school/talis _-about.htm

9 http://www.oecd.org/edu/school/participantsinthetalissurvey2018.htm
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such as the OECD and UNESCO. This report too does not use a fully integrated measurement
framework.

1.4. Data and Methodol ogical Framework

While centralized global development database such as WDI includes a rich set of indicators of
child health (e.g. stunting, wasting, undeweight and undernourishment), education related
outcome indicators only relate to seHreported literacy rates.However, me exception is the
WIDE dataset which does not contain count®yevel information on poverty and income level.
To this end, a hybrid dataset that contains student learning data for a wide range of countries in
the world along with information on educational and economic development of the country has
been constructedfor this report. This data set is used primarily to describe OIC wide trends in
learning outcomes and input quality. In specific cases (e.g. for measures of accountapaitnong
teachers), this has been complemented by data used in published studies.

Trend analysis of learning outcomes is primarily based on performance in PISA, TIMSS, SACMEQ,
PIRLS and EGRA and sa greater emphasis orsecondary school students who partipated in
TIMSS and PISAINn the absence of comparable data on learning outcomes for primary and pre
primary education, EGRA and EGMA data is used to comment on learning levels in early grade.
This is completed by analysis based on PIRLS and TIMSS graddich help assess learning level
among children in upper primary grades. For the vast majority of OIC countries, internationally
comparable data is not available. Discussion on these countries is based ioput specific
indicators of quality such asPTRand proportion of trained teachers.Desk review of national
assessment of student performance is used to comment on education quality in these countries.
3ETAA T AET OEOU T &£ OEA /)# A1 O1 OOEAO Ai1860 DPAOOE
learning outcomes, additionally data on youth literacy is used which is widely available for most
OIC countriesFor these reasonsthe measures of quality vary throughout the report based on
the underlying data source.

The following issues need to be kept in mid when interpreting findings of our descriptive trend
analysis at the country or region level.

First, most OlGnemberswith no comparable data on learning outcomes are low or lower middle
income countries. Therefore, the report does notalways make comparison of participating
countries by income groups. Instead, for comparison purposes, other ndDIC countries are
grouped into OECD and nof®©CED countries. While the majority in the OIC sample has a high
poverty rate, those participating in TMSS and PISA are middle or high income countries or
aspiring to be high income countries in the near future.

Many OIC countries have explicit targets to achieve OECD average scores in international

student assessmentsMajor national policy documents of @C member states such as Saudi

| OAAEAGO G6EOEIT c¢nmomh *T OAAT 80 .#(2% cmpe OADI
Strategy have adopted indictors relating to achieving a certain performance benchmark in
international assessments such as TIMSS and PISér. these reasons despite some differences

in income, a comparison of OIC with OECD and nr@ECD countries is meaningful.

Second, participation in TIMSS and PISA among OIC countries vary over tqrgme countries
joined late while some have withdrawn fom the recent round of assessment. This again affects
trend analysis. Given the variation in participation rate, no attempt has been made to restrict
comparison to the same group of OIC countries in the analysis based on TIMSS and PISA.
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Third, not all international assessmens are conducted in the same year. Countries also vary in
terms of participation in a particular assessment round. The availability of data on input quality
indicators is also often specific to certain years. For theseasons, the composition of countries

for a given indicator for each given year can vary dramatically. Wherever possible, fiyear
averages have bene used to ensure that comparisons of indicator averages are made using the
largest possible sample of countes.

In addition to looking at levels of learning outcomes, the analysis also commerdgn education
quality with reference to distributional concerns such as the extent of inequality in school
completion, inequality of opportunity in learning outcomes andthe share of disadvantaged
students (i.e. those in the lowest 25% of socioeconomic status) who score among the top 25%
of students internationally, among students of similar socieeconomic status. Detailed country
level description analysis is performed vith a focus on wealth groups. The wealtlearning
gradients are also compared over time and across countries.

Alongside using WIDE database of UNESCO andthe O1 A " AT ES8 O 71 Owal) $AO0A )
database of the World Bank, student level data has beesad to study the determinants of
learning outcomes. Student level analysis of learning outcomes is primarily based on the fifth
(i.e. 2012) round of PISA survey where each student assesdeatl finished at least six years of
school. The methodological apprach involves estimation of childlevel educational production
motivated by factors recognized in the conceptual framework (Figure .1) which explain how
learners, educators and the schooling environment combine to produce learning outcomes.
Child specificfactors also include predetermined circumstances (e.g. early childhood schooling)
which predate current schooling choices. Systerwide factors are recognized along witithose
that relate to resources and accountability; subject to the underlying data setsed, the model
specification accounts for governance issues.

For i-th student achievement score in a given subject (j) and country (k), the relationship
between inputs and output can be summarized in an achievement function as follows:

Student Achievemnty =f (C, F, S)  ax

where C, F, S and | are vectors of child, family/parent, school and institution specific
characteristics while e is the random error term. The regression function is estimated using the

ordinary least squares (OLS) techniqueVector C includes demographic factors such as the
OOBAAT 660 CAT AAOh xEAOEAO OEA AEEI A EAO AOOAT A
background variables used are also recognized as important circumstances factors and
characteristics over whichadolescents have no controsuch aspresence of parents at home,

education level of the most educated parent/guardian, immigration status, quintile in the

distribution of wealth, and city size10

The regression model is estimated using the ordinary leastgsare (OLS) regression method.
PISA is used in lieu of TIMSS for two reasons. First, it assess student performance in three
domains whereas TIMSS is only limited to mathematics and science. Second, TIMSS data set

10 Balcazar, Narayan, and Tiwari (2015¢mploy the following factors todefine the circumstances vector in their
research on inequality of educational opportunities using PISA datdi) gender, (ii) whether the child has
attended preschool or not, (iii) presence of parents at home, (iv) education level of the most educated
parent/guardian, (v) immigration status, (vi) quintile in the distribution of economic, social and cultural status,
and (vii) city size.
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a wide range of indicators capturing household socieconomic status.The preferred socie
economic status neasure is the wealth index which is also used in the countfgvel descriptive

analysisi!

Two sets of estimates are presented. First, using PISA data, ®@fi@e analysis is undertaken. For
the sample of participating OIC countries as a group and contrastedgth the same for the groups
of OECD and notODECD norOIC countries,to be presented in section 2 as part of the macro
analysis of education quality issues in the OIC. Second, counsiecific regression analysis is
undertaken following the same approactin section 3 for Jordan and Malaysia as the underlying
data also comes from PISA 2012. The estimation strategy accounts ifaultiple plausible values
of the dependent variable.

In case of Nigeria and Pakistan, child level available assessment data cormggs to the primary
school level competency and come from two different sources which are not directly
comparable. Children tested also differ in terms of age group. Given differences in the sample
and underlying data setjt was not possible to maintain &ixed set of explanatory variables for
several reasons.Therefore, the full set of explanatory variables is not described here.
Nonetheless, certain variables have been included to ensure comparability (subject to
availability) in all country -specific andysis. Thesevariables are described below.

1 Poverty: to describe poverty, the wealth quintiles generated by the authors have been

used.

School readiness: preschool attendance

Other child-specific variable: the age and sex of the child, urbamnral residence, age and

sex of the household head.

1 Measure of intergenerational influenceSince none of the available data sets for study
countries have information on literacy outcomes for parents as well as children, it is not
possible to directly examine the etent of intergenerational transmission of illiteracy.
Nonetheless, it remains a serious issue in Nigeria and Pakistan where a large proportion
of children are first-generation learners and atrisk of remaining functionally illiterate
despite access to schaling. Therefore, in all cases, multivariate regression models at
least include parental schooling.

1
1

Given the stratifications in EGRA Nigeria survey, analysis of the raw daise -svy- command in
STATA to account for the sample weighting. All regssion models are estimated using student
final weight (i.e. wt_final) to scale to the population of males/females enrolled in grades 2 and 3
for each State. Since students were tested five subtests to measure foundational to higher
order literacy skills (letter sound identification, non-word coding, Oral reading fluency (ORF),
reading comprehension, listening comprehensionas part of the EGRA assessment, multiple
dependant variables are considered. The determinants of total scores are studied usingSOL

11 However, sensitive check has been also performed usitige index of Economic, Social and Cultural Status
(ESCS) constrated by the OECD. The index is constructed using information on a basket of 10 household items
that are common across participating countries: (i) a dishwasher; (ii) a DVD player; (iii) number of cellular
phones, televisions, computers, cars, rooms withlath or shower; (iv) a room of their own; (iv) a computer that
can be used for schoolwork; (v) educational software; (vi) Internet; (vii) a desk; (viii) a quiet place to study; (ix)
books to help with school work and (x) reading materials and books. In adtén, it includes three country
specific items. In order to document the extent of inequality in the level of student achievement, we use a number
of alternative proxy measures of household SES.
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regression model while the determinants of zero scores in subtasks are studied using Probit
model. The analysis is primarily based on student performance in Hausa since English
assessment was only carried out on government school children.

In sum, whilethe analysis in this report defines quality primarily in terms of learning outcomes,

it is not possible to compae all countries in all domains of learning. Some measures of student
learning focus on gradespecific sample (TIMSS and PIRLS) while otteesample students based
on their age (PISA). These international assessments are sampiesed and only reflect quality
based on children who participate in the assessment exercise. Moreover, not all countries
participate in these surveys, creating a missgy data problem. While most norparticipating
countries have national assessment system, the data is neither released in public domain nor
comparable toother countries. Detailed analysis of learning outcomes in this studytherefore
primarily relies on TIMSS and PISA. This provides measures of education quality in terms of
student performance in math, science and language. In spite of the samplkesed nature of the
assessments, they offer important insights into the relativeapacity of participating countries

to transmit basic cognitive skills to studentsLastly, only a handful of OIC member states has
conducted early (primary) grade evaluation of student learning. The number of OIC countries
which participated in internati onally coordinated assessment of primary school children is very
small (2 in SACMEQ and 8 in EGRA). Therefore the analysis of trends in learning outcomes is
primarily based on children enrolled in upperprimary and/or secondary grades.
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2. EDUCATION QUALTY IN THE OIC MEMBER COUNTRIES

This section provides a broad overview of the OIC member states. The primary objective here is
to document (a)the current quality of education level in OIC and how has it changed over time;
(b) identify the main factors that determine the quality of education and how they differ
between OIC countries and over time and (c) identify policy efforts to increase quality of
education and the critical success factors.

In terms of statistical analysis, data is organized and preserdeboth at the region level (OIC vs
other regions) as well as individual country level. The latter approach facilitates a within OIC
analysis. In all cases, theurrent status ofas well as trends inquality of education in the OIC
countries (as a group asvell as individually) is studied in a comparative setting A wide range

of international student learning assessment data sets is used, wherever they cover OIC
countries, to perform a global analysis of educational ackwement. Since internationally
comparable data is available only for a susample of OIC member states, mostly uppeniddle
income countries, the comparison is not adjusted to ne®@IC countries by income level. The
analysis is primarily descriptive (trends analysis, based on secondary sources). Cases of
"positive deviations" are highlighted wherever appropriate. The discussion also highlights the
experience of specific countries for which high quality evidence and publicly accessible data on
education qualty is available.

The selection of measures of education quality as well as variables explaining ihigtivated by
the conceptual framework explained in section 1. Accordinglythe discussion is organized
around four pillars of indicators: (a) access angbarticipation; (b) education system output; (c)
financial and human resources; and (d) learning environmentdg-or interpretation of major
national and regional trends in education indicators (as well as later policy recommendation
purposes), policy documets produced by subregional forums involving OIC countries such as
E-9 are also consulted: For the Middle East and North Africa region, the policy documents
produced by the Arab Regional Agenda for Improving Education Quality (ARAIEQ) and the Arab
, A A @ &dudational, Cultural, and Scientific Organization (ALECSO) are consulted.

2.1. The State of Education Quality in the OIC Member Countries

2.1.1. Level of Student Learning

Figure 2.1 presents country level TIMSS scores in math and science by per capita GDP.rGive
that the small number of participating countries and relatively wealthy OIC countries arwell-
represented in TIMSShigh-income OECD countriesare retained for comparison purposes.
Students from Kazakhstan and Turkey perform around the OECD average diéspheir much
lower income relative to OECD countries. These two OIC countries also outrank other
participating wealthy OIC member states such as Qatar, UAE, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Turkey
also outperforms Qatar and UAE in the latest round of PISA asse®nt. However, the
performance of OIC countries in PISA is in general is less satisfactory when compared to OECD
countries. Mean math and science scores in the majority of OECD countries are above 500 points
while in case of OIC countries except Turkeyhée scores are below 450 mark.

1 Forums such as Developin@ are ignored as education is noone of the priority areas; see
http://developing8.org/
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Figure 2.1: Average Math and Science Scorein TIMSS
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Figure 2.2 presents country level PISA and PIRLS scores by per capita GDP. Students from
Kazakhstan andTurkey perform favorably with respect to the OECD average despite their much
lower income relative to OECD countries. In the OECD sample, the average PISA score for each
subject is about 490 points. Scoring 30 points above that is roughly equivalent to cphating an

extra year of schooling. Using that yardstick, children in Qatar are several years of schooling
behind their counterparts in the OECD in science, reading and mathematics.
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Figure 2.2: Average Math, Reading and Science Scores n PISAand Reading Score in PIRLS
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Since African countries are poorly represented in TIMSS and PI$&Agures 2.3 and 2.4 plot data

on student performance in reading in SACMEQ and EGRA assessments respagtiln case of
SACMEQ 2012, of the two participating OIC countries, Mozambique is in the bottom quartile
while Uganda is behind five other norOIC participating countries. Uganda also performs poorly

in EGRA assessments in terms of % share of studentdiwkero scores in elementary standard
reading tests. The underperformance of African countries such as Uganda could be partly owing
to mass poverty. For instance, in the case of the EGRA assessment, the OIC country with the best
outcome is Jordan which hasa much higher income compared to other participating OIC
countries. The country with the worst performance record in EGRA, Nigeria, also has a high level
of poverty.
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Figure 2.3: Readings Scorein SACMEQ012 Figure 2.4: Readings Score in EGRA
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Another broad measure of the quality of educational output is youth literacy rate. Once again,
comparable assessment of literacy is unavailable for OIC countries. Therefpself-reported
literacy data which is available for a wide range of OIC and other ngdIC countrieshas been

used Figure 2.5 presents the average data for youths for the period 20£2015 against the

average per capita income of sample countries for the period 2068010).

Figure 2.5: Youth Literacy Data
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Youth literacy rate in nonOIC countries, 201115
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Niger has the worst literacy rate among OIC member states where every one out of 4 youths is
reportedly literate. On the other hand, Arab states such as Qatar, Kuwa&hrain, Jordan and
Turkey all report very high levels of youth literacy (i.e. close to 100%). However, sedksessed
literacy data is a poor indicator of education quality as evidenced from the poor ranking of most
fact that nearly 60% students from Uganda scores zero in EGRA assessmeEigyre 2.4) despite
high selfreported literacy rate (80%) in Figure 2.5. This suggests that the actual extent of
illiteracy is likely to be much severe in African member states of OIC.

Figure 2.6: Grade-Learning Profiles b y Subject, PISA2012
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Inefficiency in the education system means schooling is not learning. Assessm of learning
crises requires valueadded estimates using repeated data on a nationally representative sample
of children of each of the member countries. At present, such estimates are available only for a
handful of OIC countries such as Pakistan, Afghistan and Bangladesh (Asadullah and
Chaudhury 2015; Asadullah, Alim and Hossain 2018; Asim and Asadullah 2018). This involves
cross-sectional data to construct learning profile, an empirical relationship between years of
schooling completed and basic copetencies. Although many OIC countries today participate in

international assessments such as EGRA, TIMSS, PISA, PIRLS and SACMEQ), these surveys assess

students at a point in the school cycle. While TIMSS test children in grades 4 and 8, very few OIC
countries participate in grade 4 version. In case of PISA, the survey population is 15 year old
adolescents. However countries differ in terms of schooling cycle and age at first enrolment. This
causes variation among participating children in terms of grade enplled at the time of the
assessment. In PISA 2012 data, sample children are reported to be enrolled in gradegs12 at

the time of the testFigure 2.6 takes advantage of this and constructs the gradearning profile.
Again, these are far from ideal athe sample size corresponding to lower and upper grades is
very small and lacks representation. However, this is true for OIC as well as RGHWC and OECD
sample. There is a noticeable learning gap between OIC and fABIC countries at all grades. In
other words, children from participating OIC countries are behind their peers from OECD
countries at all points in the secondary schooling cycle. An average OIC child from grade 7
sample is 50 points behind a child from the participating OECD sample. Interestlgga similar
gap prevail visUvis non-OECD countries though it is more systematic up to grade TIC
countries are behind their peers from OECD countries at all points in the secondary schooling
cycle. An average OIC child from grade 7 sample is 50 gesirbehind a child from the
participating OECD sample. Interestingly, a similar gap prevails vidvis non-OECD countries
though it is more systematic up to grade 10.

2.1.2. Input Quality and Expenditure on Education

This section analyzes data on education quajitin terms of inputs such as student teacher ratio
(PTR), proportion of certified teachers and government expenditureigure 2.7 plots data on
PTR by average per capita income level of OIC, OECD and other@&CD countries for whom
data is available. Inhe case of most OECD countries, there are around 20 students per teacher
in primary as well as secondary education. In contrast, only a small proportion of OIC countries
maintains a PTR below 20. The relatively high PTR in the majority of OIC countriedleet the

lack of resources (shortage of schools, classrooms as well as teachers). There is a poverty
connection in the sense that incomgich countries such as Qatar, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and
Bahrain have favorable PTR compared to economically poor membsates, particularly African
member countries. Similarly, uppermiddle income countries such as Turkey, Malaysia and
Kazakhstan also have a PTR of around 20. This pattern is most pronounced in the case of PTR in
primary schools. At the same time, the parif the variation also reflects demographic
differences. Older OIC countries are seeing/dA AT ET A ET OEA AT 01 O0OUB0
of early demographic transition which has led to a dramatic reduction in class size. In some OIC
countries, their youthful population along with the inflow of refugees has put pressure on
classrooms and teachers.
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Figure 2.7: Pupil -Teacher Ratio in Primary a nd Secondary Education
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Figure 2.8: Percentage of Trained Teachers, Primary a nd Secondary Education
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A large proportion of OIC countries also lack qualified teachergigure 2.8). High income Arab
countries such as Saudi Arabia along with uppemniddle income countries such as Malaysia,
Lebanon, and Kazakhstan have favorable PTR compared to economically poor member states
such as Bangladesh. One exception is Qatar, which despite being the richest in terms of GDP per
capita has a low percentage of traied teachers in secondary education. To formally explore the
positive link between resources and expenditureFigure 2.9 plots data on government
expenditure on education as a % of GDP. The majority of the OIC countries spend well below
20% of the GDP pecapita on education compared to OECD countries. Upper middle (or high)
income member countries such as Kuwait, Oman and Malaysia spend between 13886 while
expenditure share is very low in income poor countries such as Afghanistan.
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Figure 2.9: Government Expenditure a s a Percentage Of GDP, Primary and Secondary
Education
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However, countries that allocate a smaller share of available funds to education also spend it
poorly. Inefficiency in public education expenditure is a serious issue. It arises because of
misallocation, leakage as well as lack of accountability among key stakeholders. A survey of
primary schools in 17 low- and middle-income countries, for instance, found that on average
nearly 20 percent of teaching time is lost every year due to factors resulting in teachers being
away from school (GEC 2016). Nearly half of the sample for whom such data is available are OIC
countries -- Bangladesh, Indonesia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Senegal, Tanzafianisia, Morocco,
Mozambique, and Uganda (seéigure 2.10). In a small number of cases, however, progress has
been made in improving accountability among teachers. For instance, Indonesia has succeeded
in reducing the absence of teachers from schools frot® percent in 2003 to 9.8 percent in 2014
(Mckenzie et al 2014).
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Figure 2.10: Absenteeism from School (%)
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2.1.3. Trends in Learning Outcomes

This section summarizes therends in key measures of student learning in math, science and
reading in OIC countries and the rest of the world. The-axis presents the year of assessment
while the y-axis shows the level of student achievement. In addition to total scores, the
discussbn also focuses on specific levels of competencies achieved for illustrative purposes. The
analysis is strictly based on participating countries. It should be also noted that participation
rate increases over time so that part of the longerm trend is driven by the change in sample
composition of OIC countries represented in these assessment exercises.

Figure 2.11 shows aggregate trends in OIC countries that participated in TIMSS grade 4
assessments. Since OIC member states only joined grade 4 assessinét@11, longterm trends
cannot be analyzed. For comparison purposes, other participating countrieave been
categorized into five groups - high performing East Asian economies (HPEAS), other Asian
countries (OTHER ASIAN), Europe & North America (ERURER) and Latin American countries
(LATIN AMERICA). For HPEAs, there is a clear letggm increasing trend in average TIMSS
score in grade 4 mathematics. This is also true for European and Northern American countries
though the trend is weaker. While there isan increasing trend in the OIC score, the group
average is way below the average for HPEAHPEASs as well as other Asian countries (e.g. Estonia).
In 2015, the OIC group average score was below the 450 mark while the group average of HPEAs
was above 600 poitts.
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Figure 2.11: Grade 4 TIMSS(Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS(Reading) Scoresby Region,
1995-2015
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The same pattern prevails in TIMSScgence scores as well as PIRLS reading scores. In case of
PIRLS, the gap is striking because all other country group$iPEAs, Other Asian and Europe and

30



North Americaz have scores above the 500 mark while the average for OIC is around 400 points.
This suggests that OIC as a group is behind other major groups in terms of student achievement
in the early (i.e. primary) cycle of the education system.

Figure 2.12 repeats the analysisplotting aggregate data for OIC countries that participated in
TIMSS grade3 assessments. Compared to grade 4, two OIC member states (Malaysia and Jordan)
participated in the early rounds of grade 8 assessments so that logrm trend analysis is
possible. Since OIC member states only joined grade 4 assessment in 2011, -tengn trends
cannot be analyzed. Once again, the average for HPEAs consistently dominates other groups and
even shows an increasing trend in mathematics. In contrast, the OIC average declines sharply
between 1999 and 2006. Although there is a slight upward resery by 2011, it is still far below

the 1999 average score. Therefore, in 2015, participating OIC countries on average only
outperforms their economically poorer African counterparts. While there is an increasing trend

in the OIC score, the group averags way below the average for HPEAs as well as other Asian
countries. The pattern in case of science scores is almost identical.

Figure 2.12: Grade 8 TIMSS(Mathematics & Science) Scoresby Region, 1995-2015
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Figure 2.13: PISA(Mathematics , Reading & Science) Scoresby Region, 2000-2015
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Figure 2.13 shows aggregate trends in OIC countries thatrticipated in PISA assessment. Two
OIC member states (Albania and Indonesia) joined PISA assessment in 2000 and three in 2003
round (Indonesia, Turkey and Tunisia) so that longerm analysis is possible. The HPEAs group
once again dominates others in &rounds of PISA assessment regardless of the test subject. In
contrast, the average for the OIC is below all other country groups during 20e#D15. However,
compared to performance in TIMSS, there is a rising tendency in the OIC average scores in
mathematics, science and reading in PISA assessment. Nonetheless, even by 2015, the average
score for the participating OIC countries is only slightly above 400 PISA points.

Overall, the evidence presented inFigures 2.11-2.13 indicate that among participating
countries, OIC as a group is behind others such as the HPEAHPEASs, European and North
American countries regardless of subjects (e.g. mathematics, reading and science) and
assessments (e.g. TIMSS, PIRLS and PISA). Moreover, while the patterns in the caBdM&S
suggest a worsening situation over time, there is an encouraging positive trend in the case of
PISA. Part of the variation in OIC average scores is owing to changing compositions of the sample
as more member states participated in the recent roundsforiIMSS and PISA. Therefor¢he
analysis at the country levelare repeated to better understand cases of positive and negative
deviations within the OIC.

Figure 2.14: Grade 4 TIMSS(Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS(Reading) Scoresby Country,
1999-2015
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As pointed out earlier, compared to OECD countries, different OIC countries participated in
different international assessments and different rounds of a given assessment. This makes it
difficult to generalize OlGwide trends vis-Uvis rest of the world. Therefore, specific country
experiencesare zoomed intoand group-specific aggregate trendsire avoided Figure 2.14 plots
country-level data for OIC countries that participated in TIMSS and PIRLS geadl assessments.
Although the temporal evolutions of test scores ifrigure 2.11 suggest divergence between OIC
and other groups of countries, a detailed countrfevel inspection reveals important cases of
positive deviations in the OIC sample countrie®Nine OIC member states participated in grade 4
assessment in 2011. For comparison purpose, ne@IC countries are organized in two groupg
OECD and nofOECD. However, country labels are only used for OIC countries.

There is considerable variation within theOIC in terms of performance in grade 4 mathematics
and science in TIMSS. Kazakhstan is the leading performer in math and science, with an average
country score of above 500 points. Turkey, also a member of the OECD, is ranked second among
OIC states. Bdt countries also register progress between 2011 and 2015. On the other hand,
laggards include Kuwait for whom the average scoraso experienceda sharp fall between 2011

and 2015. The gap in country average scores between Kazakhstan and Kuwait is morentd@0
points in math and science. The countrgpecific trend is not known in case of PIRLS as the
participation of OIC countries is not balanced across rounds.

Figure 2.15: Grade 8 TIMSS Scoresin Mathematics and Scienceby Country, 1999-2015
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Figure 2.15 repeats the countrylevel analysis plotting average scores for OIC countries that
participated in TIMSS grade 8 assessments. Compared to grade 4, two OIC member states
(Malaysia and Jordan) participatedn the early rounds of grade 8 assessments so that losigrm
trend analysis is possible. Malaysia as one of the two participation OIC countries in 1999 round
enjoyed a high average score while Jordan was nearly 100 points behind. However, both
countries saw a slide in their absolute score as well as relative rank in the next four rounds of
PISA assessment. In the latest round, Malaysia has recovered somewhat though the score still
remains below the average for the 2000s. Two member states that defied theavall negative
time trend are Kazakhstan and Turkey.
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Figure 2.16: Grade 4 TIMSS Scoresn Mathematics and Scienceby Gender, 1999-2015
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Figure 2.17: Grade 8 TIMSS Scoresn Mathematics and Scienceby Gender, 1999-2015
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Figures 2.16 and 2.17 depict the country-level trends in TIMSS grades 4 and 8 scores by gender.

The boy-girl difference is small or nonexistent in case of Kazakhstan and Lebanom most

MENA countries (e.g. Oman, Qatar, Bahrain), however, there is a large gender gap in favor of

CEOI 08 "AOxAAT pwww AT A c¢mpuvh *T OAAT 860 DAOA OI
assessed in terms of data on boys. To some extent, it is also traeMalaysia. In both countries,

girls outrank boys in all rounds of grade 8 TIMSS assessment though the performance of boys in

Malaysia has improved significantly in the 2015 round. In case of Oman, boys scored below the

350 mark in 2007 and 2011 roundsin AOE xEEI A OEA OAOBPAAOEOA OAT OA
the 400 mark. In the latest round of TIMSS, boys have improved their performance significantly

though the score has also increased for girls. In case of Saudi Arabia, which joined TIMSS in 2011,
performance has declined equally for boys and girls in the latest assessment round so much so

that Saudi girls ranked below their peers from all other participating OIC countries in 2015.
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Figure 2.18: PISA Scoresin Mathematics , Reading and Scienceby Country, 2000 -2015

g 2
'y
[re i i ° 8 8
S e : H ‘ ‘
wn
2 ‘ § TUR H
o 2 TUR a :
Lo - a o
< e 8TUR ] ARE 8
3 TR " 2 iras
o 3 2 z o
o A o 4 8
g e 2 W
8IDN 8 QAT el
§ Jealn °AZE
(-]
o ® QAT
o -
@ (-]
T T T T
2000 2005 2010 2015
year
[e][e e OECD
a NON-OECD © Reading score in PISA|
-
3 -Ha a ] :
= 2 ° 2 8
h
s :
2 % 8 !
2 i 2 N
TUR
3 - ; - ?TUR ARE §KAZ
< s ] WS
s 8TUR
o N §]’@R s K% %E
o
(=) 18 Riax AUB! 8
< °
e IBN
s ALB TUN T g@ﬁ' ST eDzA
3 5 ® QAT
o
(-] o
o
o
S o
T T T T
2000 2005 2010 2015
year
o] e OECD
a NON-OECD ¢ Science score in PISA
o 2 ) 8
Te] 1o 8
8 8
*© : i 2 .
2 AZE
=) 2 = £ 8 2 gxAz
L2 14 a a 4TUR TUR gMYs
0 ; 2 RRE
i )
H
[
(=]

TUR TUR MYS
5 g 5 gJOR R 8 IR,
= ® DN o W STUN @l‘g’ AT §B'2R
g ) o
® QAT °
S
2(;00 2(;05 2(;10 2(;15
year
olc e OECD
- NON-OECD < Math score in PISA
31 OOAAd ! OOET 080 AAI ABI AGETT AAOGAA 11 0)3! cmpc

36

AAOGA



Lastly, Figure 2.18 depicts the evolution of PISA countryaverage scores achieved by 1$ear-
oldsin Mathematics, Reading and Sciensince2000. OIC representation in PISA inerased from

2 countries in 2000 to 3 in 2003, 6 in 2006 to 8 in 2009 round. In addition to a steady increase
in participation rate, Indonesia is the only OIC country that has participated in all rounds of PISA.
However, by 2015, the country average scoresas below 400 PISA points by 2015 though in
the cases of mathematics and reading, there has been some progress since 2000. A similar trend
is noticeable in the case of Jordan during the 2006 and 2015 rounds. In 2006, it enjoyed a
30point gap in science vislvis Indonesia which almost closed by 2015. One member state that
has enjoyed a steady increase in student performance for the first four rounds is Turkey.
Between 2003 and 2012, PISA scores rose steadily in all three subjects. Howeperformance

in 2015 suffered a significant decline, returning to the 2006 level. In case of Tunisia,
performance improved between 2003 and 2009 but declined significantly in science by 2015.
Only in case of Kazakhstan is the rising trend is sustained/en in 2015 results-- compared to
2012, the Kazakhstani students achieved more in math (28 points), reading (34 points) and
science (31 points)? This is attributed to the National Action Plan on development of functional
literacy of school children launched in 2012 to updat¢he content of secondary educatiod.The
contrasting stories of Turkey and Jordan highlight the challenge for other OIC countries. Some
member countries such as Turkey has enjoyed a period of sustained increase in student learning
but suffered a sharp dedhe by 2015. The most dramatic improvement occurred in case of
Malaysiaz in 2015, it ranked second among all participating OIC countries in math and science,
though still below most OECD countries.

2.1.4. Equity in Educational Outcomes and Opportunities

Sincethe majority of economically poor member countries (e.g. 27 African member states) do
not participate in TIMSS, PIRLS and PISA, it is not possible to explore the association between
difference indicators of poverty (poverty gap, different poverty lines) ad learning outcomes
vis-Ovis other non-OIC countries. Nonetheless, one can explore the wealth gap in performance
among children in participating countries.Figure 2.19 presents data on percentage of children
achieving specific level of competency in TIMS8ath and science by family wealth. In order to
describe the evolution of wealthlearning connection (i.e. how the level of student achievement
across wealth groups changes over time), data is presented for 1999 and 2011. The averages for
participating OIC countries in 1999 show that the majority of children (i.e. over 50% attained
basic competencies in math and science regardless of their wealth groups. There is a wealth gap
with children from highest wealth quintiles performing better but it widens by 2011 in basic
competencies (level 1), in both math and science. In other words, the wealth gradient became
much steeper by 2011. In level 2 competency, students severally lag behind in math in 1999 as
well as 2011 rounds; this is true for children of low andcigh wealth groups. The majority in the
participating OIC sample countries by 2011 did not demonstrate leveél competencies
regardless of the wealth group. The percentage of students achieving level 3 competency is even
lower. There was a large wealth gam 1999 data. While this has narrowed by 2011, it is because
of a fall in top performing student population. Only 4 percent of children from the top wealth
group had attained level 3 competencies in science and math.

2 https://www.oecd.org/edu/school/ECECDCN-Kazakhstan.pdf
3

http://www.kt.kz/eng/government/kazakhstan_adopted_the_national_action_plan_on_improvement_of the f
unctional_literacy _of_school_students_for022_2016_1153556802.html
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Figure 2.19: Wealth -Learning Profil e in the OIC, TIMSS1999 and 2011
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Similar patterns are obtained for PISA 2012 data. The average for participating OIC countries in
2000 show levels of attainment in terms of basic proficiency (level 1)ni science, math and
reading# While there is a wealth gap with children from highest wealth quintiles performing
better, also noticeable is an across wealth group increase in level 1 proficiency by 2012. This is
also noticeable in case of leved proficiency. In 2000 round, the majority in the participating OIC
sample countries had very low level of competencies achieved regardless of the wealth group.
In 2012, there has been a sharp rise in proficiency though the wealth gap has also widened.

4 There are in total six levels of proficiency in PISA data. The improvement required for an education
system to progress from one level to another approximately equivalent to 38 points or one school
year equivalent.For the congruction of proficiency scales, see:
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/pisaproducts/PISA%202012%20Technical%20Report_Chapter%201
5.pdf
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Figure 2.20: Wealth -Learning Profile, PISA2000 and 2012
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Overall,Figures 2.19 and 2.20 document widening wealth gaps in student achievement among
OIC countries participating in TIMSS. Similar gaps are also noticeable in PISA data though the
rich-poor gaps are narower compared to TIMSS. But how large are these gaps relative to
participating OECD and norfOECD countries? This issue is addressed nextHigure 2.21.

Figure 2.21: Learning Levels of Children from Top and Bottom Wealth Groupsi n Urban OIC
vs. Rural OECDand Non-OECDTIMSS2011
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Since OECD and some participating neéDECD countries are wealthier, comparison to the latter

is based on students from rural locations. On the other hand, data on OIC childliare restricted

to those living in urban locations. Figure2.21 plots TIMSS 2011 performance data for urban OIC
against rural children from OECD and nof®ECD countries. A number of patterns are
noteworthy. First, the top-bottom wealth gap there is very lage among urban children in OIC
countries even in basic mathematics competency. Over 40% children from the bottom wealth
quintile attain basic competency in math against more than 80% from top wealth quintile. There

is also a large gap in science thougtsitO O1 ECEOQOI U 1T AOOI xAO AT i PAOAA OI
is also present in noROIC countries. However, the gap is much smaller in the OECD as well as
non-OECD countries. Considering the fact that the ngddIC sample corresponds to rural
population, this suggests that families in OIC countries suffer from the double burden of poor
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quality and highly unequal education system. Third, the poor quality is reflected in the fact that
the proportion of children from the poorest wealth group from rural OECD countes achieving
basic competency in science is almost identical to that corresponding to children from the
wealthiest urban population in OIC countries.

Figure 2.22: Learning Levels of Children from Top and Bottom Wealth Groups i n Urban OIC
vs. Rural OECDand Non-OECDOPISA2012
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One can also compare the performance of children from urban OIC sample with those from rural
children in non-OIC countries based on PISA 2012 data. The mean proportions of urb&ndents
attaining levels 1 and 4 math competency in the OIC sample are 0.74 and 0.07. These are much
lower compared to rural students in OECD (0.90 and 0.25 respectively) and n@ECD (0.75 and
0.11 respectively). Similar gaps are noticeable in case of diag -- 0.83 and 0.06 urban students
achieve levels 1 and 4 competence in reading (0.85 and 0.05 in science). However, the
corresponding figures for rural students from OECD countries are much higher0.93 and 0.22

in reading (0.95 and 0.23 in science spectively). This is also true when compared to rural
students from nonrOECD countries (0.81 and 0.08 in reading and 0.85 and 0.09 in science
respectively).

Therefore Figure 2.22 plots PISA 2012 performance data for urban OIC against rural children
from OECD and norROECD countries, restricting analysis to the top and bottom wealth groups.
A number of patterns are noteworthy. First, compared to TIMSS, the tdgttom wealth group
gap is smaller among urban children in OIC countries in basic mathematics compety (level 1
achievement); approximately 10 percentage point more children from the wealthiest group
cross the levell achievement threshold. But wealth gap is in general also smaller in PISA alat
for other non-OIC countries.

Second, topbottom wealth gep is largest in math, compared to science and reading, in n@IC
countries. Third, the poor quality of education in participating OIC countries is reflected in the
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fact that the proportion of children from the poorest wealth group from rural OECD countrig
achieving basic competency in science is much higher when compared to the proportion of
children from the wealthiest urban population in OIC countries.

Figure 2.23: Top-Bottom Wealth Quintile Learning Gaps i n OICCountries, PISA2012
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The top-bottom wealth gaps in OIC countries described in Figured21 and 2.22 are striking.
Therefore, it is useful to unpack the country specific patterns. For illustrative purposeEjgure
2.23 reports estimates of bottomtop quintile absolute gaps for OIC countries that participated

in PISA 2012. In all countries, the gap narrows in higher level of competency level 4). One
exception is mathematics achievement in Indonesia where the tejpottom gap is the largest
among allparticipating OIC countries and that too in case of level 4. Two countries where there
is a reversal of the wealth advantage are Qatar and UAE. Achievement gap is widens
monotonically across wealth groups to the disadvantage of children from wealthier quiite, a
result which merits further investigation.
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Figure 2.24: Wealth Gradient of Learning Levels i n Urban OICvs Rural OECDand Non-OECD
TIMSS2011
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Figures 2.21-2.23 together highlight enormous disparities in learning opportunities within the
OIC. At the same time, countryise analysis reveals some powerful patternsFigure 2.24
presents data on the proportion of children crossing specific achievement threshold across the
full-range of wealth quintiles in OIC countries in TIMSS 2011. For comparison, RGHC countries
are highlighted though without country labels. The wealth gap in OIC countries is quite large. In
Morocco, around 30% children from the poorest quintile pass théevel-1 threshold in science
compared to over 60% children from the wealthiest quintile. At the same time, within OIC
disparity in performance of children from a given wealth group is also very large. In terms of
basic proficiency in math, Kazakh childrefrom the poorest wealth quintile outperform children
from the wealthiest group in Jordan and Qatar. The proportion of children in the bottom wealth
group in Kazakhstan achieving basic proficiency in math and science is also twice that of
Malaysia. However in the case of advanced knowledge in math, children underperform across
all wealth groups, both in Kazakhstan and Qatar. Similarly, children from the wealthiest group
in Kazakhstan outperform those from Qatar in basic reading proficiency though the gap
disappears in case of advanced reading skills. Only children from Turkey demonstrate a
systematic wealth advantage in case of advanced reading skills in PISA 2012. The contrasting
gap between wealth groups in a country and children of member states withifmé¢ same wealth
group suggests that school quality is a bigger concern than poverty in influencing student
achievement in basic science and math proficiency in OIC countries.
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