
 
 

  

 

Education Quality in the OIC Member Countries   

    
 

COMCEC COORDINATION OFFICE 
March  2018 

 

 

Standing Committee  
for Economic and Commercial Cooperation  
of the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (COMCEC )  

  



 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Education Quality in the OIC Member Countries  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMCEC COORDINATION OFFICE 
March  2018

 

 

Standing Committee  
for Economic and Commercial Cooperation  
of the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (COMCEC )  

 

 

Standing Committee  
for Economic and Commercial Cooperation  
of the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (COMCEC )  

  



 
 

 
This report has been commissioned by the COMCEC Coordination Office to Dr. M Niaz 
ASADULLAH who is also the Principal Author of the report. Contributors for country case study 
chapters are Husaina Banu Kenayathulla (Malaysia), Monazza Aslam, Sehar Saeed and Baela 
Jamil (Pakistan) and Chidi Ezegwu (Nigeria). Saizi Xiao provided research support while Farihah 
Fahmy of Teach for Malaysia provided valuable feedback on draft report . Views and opinions 
expressed in the report are solely those of the authors and do not represent the official views of 
the COMCEC Coordination Office or the Member Countries of the Organization of Islamic 
Cooperation. Excerpts from the report can be made as long as references are provided. All 
intellectual and industrial property rights for the report belong to the COMCEC Coordination 
Office. This report is for individual use and it shall not be used for commercial purposes. Except 
for purposes of individual use, this report shall not be reproduced in any form or by any means, 
electronic or mechanical, including printing, photocopying, CD recording, or by any physical or 
electronic reproduction system, or translated and provided to the access of any subscriber 
through electronic means for commercial purposes without the permission of the COMCEC 
Coordination Office. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For further information please contact: 
COMCEC Coordination Office 
Necatibey Caddesi No:110/A 
πφρππ 9İÃÅÔÅÐÅ 
Ankara/TURKEY 
Phone: 90 312 294 57 10 
Fax: 90 312 294 57 77 
Web: www.comcec.org 
*E-book: http://ebook.comcec.org 
ISBN: 978-605-2270-15-8  
 
 
 
 

http://www.comcec.org/
http://ebook.comcec.org/




 

i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................................................................................ III  

LIST OF FIGURES....................................................................................................................................................................... IV 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ..................................................................................................................................................... VI 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ......................................................................................................................................... 1 

INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................................................................................... 5 

1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ..................................................................................................................... 8 

 GLOBAL TARGETS: EFA, MDGS AND SDGS ......................................................................................... 8 
 CONCEPTUALIZING QUALITY EDUCATION ..................................................................................... 12  
 MEASURING EDUCATION QUALITY ................................................................................................... 14  
 DATA AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK............................................................................... 16  

2. EDUCATION QUALITY IN THE OIC MEMBER COUNTRIES ............................................................. 20  

 THE STATE OF EDUCATION QUALITY IN THE OIC MEMBER COUNTRIES ............................. 20  
2.1.1. LEVEL OF STUDENT LEARNING ............................................................................................................... 20 
2.1.2. INPUT QUALITY AND EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION ................................................................. 25 
2.1.3. TRENDS IN LEARNING OUTCOMES ........................................................................................................ 29 
2.1.4. EQUITY IN EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES AND OPPORTUNITIES ................................................. 37 
2.1.5. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN LOW INCOME OIC COUNTRIES .................................................... 46 
2.1.6. THE DETERMINANTS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ..................................................................... 47 

 MAIN FACTORS DETERMINING THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION ............................................... 52  
 POLICY EFFORTS TO IMPROVE EDUCATION QUALITY IN THE OIC COUNTRIES ................ 58  
 CONCLUSION .............................................................................................................................................. 60  

3. CASE STUDIES ............................................................................................................................................... 62  

 JORDAN ........................................................................................................................................................ 66  
3.1.1. THE EDUCATIONAL LANDSCAPE OF THE COUNTRY ..................................................................... 66 
3.1.2. MAJOR EDUCATION REFORMS IN JORDAN: 1990-2017 ............................................................... 68 
3.1.3. ASSESSMENT OF LEARNING OUTCOMES ............................................................................................ 71 
3.1.4. MAJOR TRENDS IN EDUCATION STATISTICS .................................................................................... 72 
3.1.5. REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DETERMINANTS OF LEARNING OUTCOMES ................. 84 
3.1.6. STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS ................................................................................................................. 87 
3.1.7. CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................................................... 92 
3.1.8. RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................................................................................... 92 

 MALAYSIA ................................................................................................................................................... 93  
3.2.1. THE EDUCATIONAL LANDSCAPE OF THE COUNTRY ..................................................................... 93 
3.2.2. MAJOR EDUCATION REFORMS AND POLICIES .................................................................................. 94 
3.2.3. ASSESSMENT OF LEARNING OUTCOMES ............................................................................................ 98 
3.2.4. MAJOR TRENDS IN EDUCATION STATISTICS .................................................................................... 98 
3.2.5. REVIEW OF THE EXISTING EVIDENCE ............................................................................................... 107 
3.2.6. REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DETERMINANTS OF LEARNING OUTCOMES .............. 109 
3.2.7. STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS IN MALAYSIA................................................................................. 113 
3.2.8. CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................................. 117 
3.2.9. RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................................................................................. 118 

 PAKISTAN ................................................................................................................................................ 120  
3.3.1. THE EDUCATIONAL LANDSCAPE OF THE COUNTRY .................................................................. 120 



 

ii  

3.3.2. ASSESSMENT OF LEARNING OUTCOMES ......................................................................................... 130 
3.3.3. MAJOR TRENDS IN EDUCATION STATISTICS ................................................................................. 131 
3.3.4. REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DETERMINANTS OF LEARNING OUTCOMES .............. 139 
3.3.5. STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS OF EDUCATION QUALITY ........................................................ 147 
3.3.6. CONCLUSION .................................................................................................................................................. 148 
3.3.7. RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................................................................................. 148 

 NIGERIA .................................................................................................................................................... 151  
3.4.1. THE EDUCATIONAL LANDSCAPE OF THE COUNTRY .................................................................. 151 
3.4.2. MAJOR EDUCATION REFORMS .............................................................................................................. 152 
3.4.3. ASSESSMENT OF LEARNING OUTCOMES ......................................................................................... 163 
3.4.4. MAJOR TRENDS IN EDUCATION STATISTICS ................................................................................. 164 
3.4.5. REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DETERMINANTS OF LEARNING OUTCOMES .............. 179 
3.4.6. STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS .............................................................................................................. 183 
3.4.7. CONCLUSIONS................................................................................................................................................ 187 
3.4.8. RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................................................................................. 188 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ...................................................................................... 192  

REFERENCES ....................................................................................................................................................... 198  

ANNEXES ............................................................................................................................................................... 218  

  



 

iii  

List of Tables 

Table 1.1: SDG 4 targets ....................................................................................................................................................... 10 
Table 2.1: OLS estimates of the determinants of student achievement PISA 2012 in the OIC, OECD 
and non-OECD countries ..................................................................................................................................................... 48 
Table 2.2: OLS estimates of the determinants of student achievement in the OIC .................................... 51 
Table 3.1.1: Selected Indicators of Access, Input Quality, Literacy and Expenditure............................... 73 
Table 3.1.2: Determinants of Student Achievement in Math, Reading and Science, PISA 2012 .......... 84 
Table 3.1.3: Determinants of Student Achievement in Math, Reading and Science by family wealth, 
PISA 2012 ................................................................................................................................................................................... 86 
Table 3.2.1: Student Performance in Primary School Achievement Test (UPSR), 2013-2015 ......... 101 
Table 3.2.2: Student Performance in Secdondary School Certificate Test (SPM), 2013-2015 .......... 101 
Table 3.2.3: Malaysia Certificate of Education (STPM), 2013-2015 ............................................................. 102 
Table 3.2.4: Determinants of Student Achievement in Math, Reading and Science, PISA 2012 ....... 110 
Table 3.2.5: Determinants of Student Achievement in Math, Reading and Science by family wealth, 
PISA 2012 ................................................................................................................................................................................ 111 
Table 3.3.1ȡ +ÅÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÎÔÓ ÏÆ ȬÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÏÒÄÅÒȭ numeracy skills (children aged 5-16), full sample 
and by quartile (poorest and richest) ɀ ASER (rural) 2013 (Marginal effects from probit model) 140 
Table 3.3.2ȡ +ÅÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÎÔÓ ÏÆ ȬÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÏÒÄÅÒȭ numeracy skills (children aged 5-16), full sample 
and by quartile (poorest and richest) ɀ ASER (rural) 2016 (Marginal effects from probit model) 142 
Table 3.3.3ȡ +ÅÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÎÔÓ ÏÆ ȬÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÏÒÄÅÒȭ reading skills (children aged 5-16), full sample and 
by quartile (poorest and richest) ɀ ASER (rural) 2013 (Marginal effects from probit model)......... 144 
Table 3.3.4ȡ +ÅÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÎÔÓ ÏÆ ȬÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÏÒÄÅÒȭ reading skills (children aged 5-16), full sample and 
by quartile (poorest and richest) ɀ ASER (rural) 2016 (Marginal effects from probit model)......... 146 
Table 3.4.1: Enrolment by level of school for the years 2012 to 2016 and % change in the   
enrolment  ............................................................................................................................................................................... 164 
Table 3.4.2: OLS Regression estimates of competencies in EGRA (Hausa) 2014 .................................... 180 
Table 3.4.3: Probit Regression estimates of zero scores in EGRA (Hausa sub-tasks) 2014 ............... 182 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

iv 

List of Figure s 

Figure 1.1: The concept of quality education ............................................................................................................. 13 
Figure 2.1: Average math and science score in TIMSS ........................................................................................... 21 
Figure 2.2: Average math, reading and science scores in PISA and reading score in PIRLS ................. 22 
Figure 2.3: Readings score in SACMEQ 2012 ............................................................................................................. 23 
Figure 2.4: Readings score in EGRA ................................................................................................................................ 23 
Figure 2.5: Youth Literacy Data ........................................................................................................................................ 23 
Figure 2.6: Grade-learning profiles by subject, PISA 2012 .................................................................................. 24 
Figure 2.7: Pupil-teacher ratio in primary and secondary education ............................................................. 26 
Figure 2.8: Percentage of trained teachers, primary and secondary education ......................................... 27 
Figure 2.9: Government expenditure as a percentage of GDP, primary and secondary education ... 28 
Figure 2.10: Absenteeism from School (%) ................................................................................................................ 29 
Figure 2.11: Grade 4 TIMSS (Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS (Reading) Scores by Region, 1999-
2015 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 30 
Figure 2.12: Grade 8 TIMSS (Mathematics & Science) Scores by Region, 1999-2015 ............................. 31 
Figure 2.13: PISA (Mathematics, Reading & Science) Scores by Region, 2000-2015 .............................. 32 
Figure 2.14: Grade 4 TIMSS (Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS (Reading) Scores by Country, 1999-
2015 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 33 
Figure 2.15: Grade 8 TIMSS Scores in Mathematics and Science by Country, 1999-2015..................... 34 
Figure 2.16: Grade 4 TIMSS Scores in Mathematics and Science by Gender, 1999-2015 ...................... 35 
Figure 2.17: Grade 8 TIMSS Scores in Mathematics and Science by Gender, 1999-2015 ...................... 35 
Figure 2.18: PISA Scores in Mathematics, Reading and Science by country, 2000-2015 ....................... 36 
Figure 2.19: Wealth-learning profile in the OIC, TIMSS 1999 and 2011 ........................................................ 38 
Figure 2.20: Wealth-learning profile, PISA 2000 and 2012 ................................................................................. 39 
Figure 2.21: Learning levels of children from top and bottom wealth groups in urban OIC vs rural 
OECD and non-OECD, TIMSS 2011 .................................................................................................................................. 39 
Figure 2.22: Learning levels of children from top and bottom wealth groups in urban OIC vs rural 
OECD and non-OECD, PISA 2012 ..................................................................................................................................... 40 
Figure 2.23: Top-bottom wealth quintile learning gaps in OIC countries, PISA 2012 ............................. 41 
Figure 2.24: Wealth gradient of learning levels in urban OIC vs rural OECD and non-OECD, TIMSS 
2011 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 42 
Figure 2.25: Wealth gradient of learning levels in urban OIC vs rural OECD and non-OECD, PISA 
2012 .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 43 
Figure 2.26: Inequality in school completion (educational gini coefficient) in OIC countries ............. 44 
Figure 2.27: Share of resilient students in PISA 2012 ............................................................................................ 45 
Figure 2.28: Learning shortfalls in OIC and non-OECD vs. OECD countries, PISA 201 ............................ 50 
Figure 2.29: Learning shortfalls in OIC vs. OECD countries, PISA 2012 ......................................................... 50 
Figure 3.1.1: Percentage of zero scores in EGRA: Jordan vs. other OIC countries ..................................... 74 
Figure 3.1.2: Percentage of 2 Grade Students Who Could Not Read a Single Word of Connected    
Text ............................................................................................................................................................................................... 74 
Figure 3.1.3: Trends in TIMSS and PISA, 1999-2015 (Jordan) ........................................................................... 75 
Figure 3.1.4: Trends in subject-specific competencies in TIMSS and PISA, 1999-2012 (Jordan) ....... 76 
Figure 3.1.5: Trends in level-1 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Jordan) ........................................................................................................................................................................... 77 
Figure 3.1.6: Trends in level-2 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Malaysia) ....................................................................................................................................................................... 78 
Figure 3.1.7: Trends in level-3 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Malaysia) ....................................................................................................................................................................... 78 
Figure 3.1.8: Trends in level-1 competency in Math, Reading and Science in PISA by family wealth, 
2009-2012 (Jordan) ............................................................................................................................................................... 79 



 

v 

Figure 3.1.9: Trends in level-4 competency in Math, Reading and Science in PISA by family wealth, 
2009-2012 (Jordan) ............................................................................................................................................................... 80 
Figure 3.1.10: Important features of effective principal and teachers ........................................................... 88 
Figure 3.1.11: Main barriers to quality education in primary and secondry education in Jordan ..... 89 
Figure 3.1.12: Main priorities for investment to improve quality of primary and secondary 
education in Jordan ................................................................................................................................................................ 90 
Figure 3.2.1: School enrollment by levels of education, 1984-2016 ................................................................ 99 
Figure 3.2.2: Pupil teacher ratio by school type, 2010-2016 ........................................................................... 100 
Figure 3.2.3: Percentage of graduate teachers by secondary schools type, 2014-2016 ...................... 100 
Figure 3.2.τȡ -ÁÌÁÙÓÉÁȭÓ !ÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ 4)-33 ρωωω - 2015 .......................................................................... 102 
Figure 3.2.5: Trends in level-1 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Malaysia) .................................................................................................................................................................... 103 
Figure 3.2.6: Trends in level-2 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Malaysia) .................................................................................................................................................................... 104 
Figure 3.2.7: Trends in level-3 competency in Math and Science in TIMSS by family wealth, 1999-
2011 (Malaysia) .................................................................................................................................................................... 105 
Figure 3.2.8: Trends in level-1 competency in Math, Reading and Science in PISA by family wealth, 
2009-2012 (Malaysia) ....................................................................................................................................................... 105 
Figure 3.2.9: Trends in level-4 competency in Math, Reading and Science in PISA by family wealth, 
2009-2012 (Malaysia) ....................................................................................................................................................... 106 
Figure 3.2.10: Important features of an effective school principal and teacher ...................................... 114 
Figure 3.2.11: Main barriers to quality education at the primary and secodnary level ....................... 115 
Figure 3.2.12: Main priorities for investment to improve quality education at the primary and 
secondary level ..................................................................................................................................................................... 116 
Figure 3.3.1: Distribution of institutions by sector (2015-16) ........................................................................ 126 
Figure 3.3.2: Enrolment by province/region, 2012-2016 (children aged 6-10 years) ........................ 131 
Figure 3.3.3: Enrolment in government schools by province/region, 2012-2016 (children aged 6-16 
years .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 133 
Figure 3.3.4: Enrolment by gender and socio-economic status ...................................................................... 134 
Figure 3.3.5: Enrolment by school type and socio-economic status ............................................................. 134 
Figure 3.3.6: Availability of Drinking water (%), by province/region and schooling level ................ 135 
Figure 3.3.7: Availability of toilets (%), by province/region and schooling level .................................. 136 
Figure 3.3.8: Literacy rates (%) for individuals aged 10 and above by province and location ........ 137 
Figure 3.3.9: Grade 5 learning levels in language, by province/region ....................................................... 138 
Figure 3.3.10: Grade 5 learning levels in mathematics, by province/region ............................................ 138 
Figure 3.4.1: Gross and net attendance in primary and secondary school by household wealth,   
2011 ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 165 
Figure 3.4.2: Primary school completion rates and transition rate to secondary school by parental 
schooling and household wealth, 2011...................................................................................................................... 166 
Figure 3.4.3: National Examination Council Final Senior Secondary Schools Examination, 2013-
2016 ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 171 
Figure 3.4.4: FME Primary MLA Literacy and Numeracy Percentage Mean Scores 1996-2011 
(grades 4 and 6) ................................................................................................................................................................... 172 
Figure 3.4.5: Children's Numeracy Skills by Household  Wealth (children ages 5-16 able to read)173 
&ÉÇÕÒÅ σȢτȢφȡ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ .ÕÍÅÒÁÃÙ 3ËÉÌÌ ÂÙ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 7ÅÁÌÔÈ ....................................................................... 174 
Figure 3.4.7: Children's Literacy Skills by Household  Wealth (children ages 5-16 able to read) ... 174 
&ÉÇÕÒÅ σȢτȢψȡ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ .ÕÍÅÒÁÃÙ 3ËÉÌÌ ÂÙ -ÏÔÈÅÒͻÓ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ..................................................................... 175 
Figure 3.4.9: Percentage of 2 grade students who could not read a single word of connected text in 
EGRA, by region and gender ........................................................................................................................................... 177 
Figure 3.4.10: Zero scores in 5 Hausa sub-tasks in EGRA 2014 ...................................................................... 178 



 

vi 

Figure 3.4.11: Mean scores in correct letters per minute, non-word decoding and oral fluency, EGRA 
2014 ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 180 
Figure 3.4.12: Important features of an effective school principal and teacher ...................................... 184 
Figure 3.4.13: Main barriers to quality education at the primary and secodnary level ....................... 185 
Figure 3.4.14: Main priorities for investment to improve quality education at the primary and 
secodnary level ..................................................................................................................................................................... 186 
 
 

List of Abbreviations  

ALECSO Arab League Education, Culture and Science Organization 
APECD Arab Program for Early Childhood Development 
ARAIEQ  Arab Regional Agenda for Improving Education Quality 
ASC  Annual School Census 
ASER  Annual Status of Education Report 
B.Ed  Bachelor in Education  
BECE  Basic Education Certificate Examination 
BM  Bahasa Melayu 
CATI  Community Accountability and Transparency Initiative 
CATI Community Accountability and Transparency Initiative 
CECO  China Economic and Commercial Office  
CLSPM  Correct Non-Word Decoding Per Minute 
CNWPM Correct Non-Word Decoding Per Minute 
CSO  Civil Society Organization 
DFID  Department for International Development 
DFID  United Kingdom Department for International Development 
DLP  Dual Language Programme 
ECE  Early Childhood Education 
ECED  Early Childhood Education and Development 
EdData  Education Data for Decision Making 
EDOREN DFID's Education, Data Research and Evaluation in Nigeria 
EFA  Education for All 
EGMA  Early Grade Mathematics Assessment 
EGRA  Early Grade Reading Assessment 
EGRMA  Early Grade Reading and Mathematics Assessments 
EMIS  Education Management Information System 
EMOs  Education Management Organizations 
ERfKE  Education Reform for the Knowledge Economy 
ESP  Education Sector Plan 
ESSPIN  Education Sector Support Programme in Nigeria 
EU  European Union 
EYS  Expected Years of Schooling 
FATA  Federally Administered Tribal Area 
FCT  Federal Capital Territory 
FME  Federal Ministry of Education 
FTTSS  Female Teacher Trainee Scholarship Scheme 
GAR  Gross Enrolment Ratio 
GCSE  General Certificate of Secondary Education 
GDP  Gross Domestic Product 



 

vii  

GEP  Girls Education Programme 
GPE  Global Partnership for Education 
GTP  Government Transformation Programme 
HOTS  Higher Order Thinking Skills 
ICT  Information and Communication Technology 
IDP  International Development Partners 
IDPs  Internally Displaced Persons  
ILO  International Labor Organization 
INGO  International Non-Governmental Organization 
IoP  Inequality of Opportunity 
IPs  Implementing Partners 
IQTE  Islamiyya Quranic and Tsangaya Education 
ISESCO  Islamic Education, Science and Culture Organization 
JICA  Japan International Cooperation Agency  
JSS  Junior Secondary School 
KICA  Korea International Cooperation Agency  
KP  Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 
LFPS  Low Fee Private School 
LGEA  Local government Education Authority 
LINUS  Literacy and Numeracy Programme 
MDGs  Millennium Development Goals 
MENA  Middle East and North Africa 
MICS  2015 Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 
MLA  Monitoring of Learning Achievements 
MoE  Ministry of Education 
MoFEPT Ministry of Federal Education and Professional Training   
MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 
MYS  Mean Years of Schooling 
NALABE National Assessment of Learning Achievements in Basic Education 
NAR  Net Attendance Ratio 
NBS  National Bureau of Statistics 
NCE  Nigeria Certificate in Education  
NCERD  National Center for Education Research 
NCHRD  National Center for Human Resources Development 
NCNE  National Commission on Nomadic Education 
NDHS  Nigerian Demographic and Health Survey 
NEC  National Education Census 
NECO  National Examination Council 
NEDS  Nigeria Education Data Survey 
NEI  Northern Education Initiative 
NEP  National Education Policy 
NER  Net Enrolment Ratio 
NGO  Non-Governmental Organization 
NIPEP  Nigeria Partnership for Education Project 
NKRA  National Key Results Areas 
NPC  National Population Commission 
NPE  National Policy on Education 
OLS  Ordinary Least Square 
OOSC  Out-of-School Children 



 

viii  

OOSCI  Global Out-of-School Children Initiative 
ORF  Oral Reading Fluency 
PBS  Pakistan Bureau of Statistics 
PEMANDU        Malaysia Performance Management and Delivery Unit 
PIRLS  Progress in International Reading Literacy Study  
PISA  Programme for International Student Assessment  
PPAF  Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund  
PPDP  Pre-service Professional Diploma Program 
PPP  Public Private Partnerships 
PSLM  Pakistan Social Living Standard Measurement  
PTA   Parent Teachers Association 
PTR  Student Teacher Ratio 
QRF  Queen Rania Foundation 
QRTA  Queen Rania Teacher Academy 
RCT  Randomized Control Trail 
RSPs  Rural Support Programs 
RTI  Research Triangle Institute 
SACMEQ  Southern and Eastern Africa Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality  
SBMC  School-Based Management Committees 
SDGs  Sustainable Development Goals 
SMoE  State Ministry of Education 
SPM  Secondary School Certificate Test  
SSCE  Senior Secondary Certificate Examination 
SSS  Senior Secondary School 
STEM Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics  
STPM Malaysia Certificate of Education (STPM) 
SUBEB  State Universal Basic Education Board 
TALIS Teaching and Learning International Survey 
TDP  Teacher Development Programme  
TIMSS  Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study 
TPR  Teacher-Pupils Ratio 
TVET   Technical Vocational Training 
UAE United Arab Emirates 
UBE  Universal Basic Education 
UBEC  Universal Basic Education Commission 
UN   United Nations 
UNESCO   United National Education Scientific Cultural Organization 
UNESS National Education Support Strategy 
UNICEF  United Nations Children's Emergency Fund 
UPE  Universal Primary Education 
UPSR Primary School Achievement Test 
USAID      United States Agency for International Development 
USAID  United States Agency for International Development 
WAEC  West African Examination Council 
WDI World Data Indicators 
WIDE World Inequality Database on Education 

 



Education Quality in the OIC Member Countries 
 

1 

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 understand 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 in-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 country, a combination of secondary literature review, 
quantitative and qualitative data analysis were used to study the relationship between student 
performance and household poverty in empirical and policy perspectives. Qualitative data was 
gathered following a series 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 level. During the MDGs era (1990-
2015), rapid growth in school participation occurred -- rates of out-of-school children dropped 
significantly, in line with the MGDs 4 target of universal primary school enrolment. However, 
the MDGs were too focused on enrollment, 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 post-2015 SDGs 
framework include more clear targets focusing on learning outcomes.   

The prevalence of out-of-school population and illiteracy appears to be declining in countries with 
the rise in per capita income or economic development. !ÍÏÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȭÓ ÃÁÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓȟ -ÁÌÁÙÓÉÁ 
and Jordan brought all children in school as they graduated 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 two-way 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, OIC countries are still disproportionately affected by the problem of out-of-school 
children problem than non-OIC countries. Two 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 member 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 from Middle East and North Africa (MENA), Central 
and South-East Asia 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 in-depth, independent investigation into the state of education quality. 
In contrast, African member states of the OIC and those from South Asia are under-represented 
in terms of data and evidence on education quality.  
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A worrisome trend is the lack of progress in improving education quality in the last two decades 
among member countries in international assessments. The performance of OIC countries as a 
group in PISA and TIMSS does not suggest long-term improvements in education quality. If 
anything, the gap between OIC and participating non-OIC 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 performance in 
international assessments. These 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 slide in student performance. In case 
of Turkey, after a decade-long positive trend in PISA, there has been a decline though it is largely 
owing to a fall in the share of top performers. In 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 countries. In some countries, 
urban children from the wealthiest quintile rank behind those from the poorest quintiles in rural 
parts of the OECD countries. 

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 socio-economics, those from the OIC lag behind 
by the equivalent of more than one year of schooling.   

In addition, the analysis of learning outcomes vis-Û-vis the level of economic development (i.e. GDP 
per capita) shows that the strength of this association between the two outcomes is weaker in OIC 
than elsewhere. Some of the wealthiest OIC countries (e.g. Qatar) perform very poorly.  

The majority of the member states where children have poor access to education remain outside 
the scrutiny as they do not participate in any of the major international assessments. However, 
growing country specific evidence for these countries, based on national assessments and 
sample surveys of student performance, also confirm low level of basic numeracy and literacy 
skills. The review of the available evidence from these countries based on country-specific 
survey data reveals that the learning crisis in the OIC countries is likely to be more severe. 

Learning, instead of enrolment and school completion, should be the primary goal of education in 
the OIC countries. Most of the non-participating countries are income poor and have been found 
to be challenged by resource-strapped 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 show a 
systematic correlation with resources. 

Improving the performance of government schools is therefore the key challenge. In most OIC 
member countries, the quality of education is low across the board ɀIslamic, private and 
government schools. In some instances, evidence shows a learning advantage associated with 
government non-religious school attendance relative to madrasahs and private non-religious 
schools. However, these gaps are not large. While in some countries there is a rising trend in the 
provision of private school, access is still limited for children from poor families.  
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A blueprint for Quranic/madrasah education that caters to cultural and religious preferences 
without compromising on numeracy and literacy skills necessary for a modern economy needs to 
be developed. Many Muslim parents value religious education and opt for Quarnic education by 
enrolling their children  into Islamic schools or madrasahs. Millions of children in the populous 
and economically poor OIC countries rely on such schools. Non-state Islamic schools can 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 learning is not regularly monitored. There is an OIC-wide evidence gap on 
Quranic/madrasah schoolsȢ %ÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ ȬÍÏÄÅÌ madrasahÓȭ ÏÆÆÅÒÉÎÇ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÁÎÄ 
secular education as well as regulate existing seminaries have met with limited success. 

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

Starting early by investing in childhood (pre-primary) education and care is a key area for 
intervention. The relationship between attending pre-primary education and student 
performance in PISA is positive and significant in OIC countries. This shows that 15-year-olds 
who attended a pre-primary education programme tended to perform better than students who 
did not attend pre-ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÅÖÅÎ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÏÃÉÏ-economic 
background.  

However, equalizing access to quality early childhood education is a major challenge. Despite the 
sizable benefits associated with pre-primary education, children from a lower socio-economic 
background in OIC countries were less likely to have participated in pre-primary 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 documented using international 
benchmarks.  

In most member countries, the national examination systems lack credibility and does not generate 
the appropriate incentives for students to acquire core competencies. In many 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.  

! ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÏÌÏÇÙȭ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÉÓ ÌÁÃËÉÎÇ ÉÎ /)# ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȢ 
Learning outcomes need to be measured regularly, 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 
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and planning driven by evidence based culture to drive performance, innovations, inclusion, and 
right level of financing for results at the school, district, sub-national and national levels will 
mÁËÅ ȬÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȭ  ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȢ  

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 countries. Nonetheless, the OIC should revitalize regional organizations such 
as ALECSO and ISESCO and leverage the existing institutional set up to develop a wider research 
programs in partnerships with member country governments. Such 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 non-state sector. 

The OIC should set up a Centre of Excellence to coordinate research and development in the field of 
education among member countries. This will help strengthen cooperation among members to 
facilitate dialogue and exchange of good practices. Initiatives such as this can help develop an 
OIC-wide learning metric to track progress in student achievement as a group of countries.  
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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 agency. 
Globally, a relatively small share of primary-school graduates is living in poverty (World Bank 
2016). More schooling reduces child mortality and positively impacts on life expectancy, 
×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ ÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÖÉÃ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ Ãritical for transmitting 
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 of human capital through investment in education is 
a key factor for long-run 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 production 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 OpÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙȟ ȰÁ ÄÏÌÌÁÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÁÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÙÅÁÒ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÓ 
earnings and health benefits of $10 in low-ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÁ ÄÏÌÌÁÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÏÎÅ-
year increase in the mean years of schooling generates more than US$5 in additional gross 
earnings in low-ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȱ ɉGlobal Commission 2016). Sustained investments in human 
capital reduced poverty rapidly without substantive rise in inequality and delivering inclusive 
growth in East Asia (World Bank 2018a). Other instrumental non-economic 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 commitments to 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 is also true for many OIC 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 basic 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 crisis ɀ schooling is not translating into learning. This 
implies that a large proportion of uneducated child today can be find in school. This is worrying 
because a primary channel through which schooling accelerates economic growth appears to be 
through boosting learning and skills. UNESCO (2014) estimates that learning crisis is costing 
$129 billion a year. This cost is particularly higher for developing countries in Sub-saharan 
Africa and South Asia which has a higher proportion of children 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 mothers play Á ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÖÅ 
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 economic costs while an educated 
×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÉÓ Á ÖÁÌÕÁÂÌÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÇÌÏÂÁÌÉÚÅÄ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȢ 4ÈÅ ÄÏÕÂÌÅ ÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÏÆ ÌÏ× ÌÅÖÅÌ 
of school enrollment and learning often coexists and contribute to unemployment, economic 
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stagnation and mass poverty. To the extent illiteracy 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 human development is already low. Member countries are 
significantly poorer and suffer from lower levels of education compared to non-OIC countries. 
They also lag behind the rest of the world in health indicators such as the high prevalence of 
open defecation, 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 continents, there is significant variation 
in terms of differences in economic opportunities. 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 Asia.1 Income inequality is highest in African member states though the 
OIC average is lower when 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 pre-market investments in education and equalizing 
opportunities to learn are critical to reducing socio-economic inequalities in market 
opportunities in the OIC.  

Taking into account the importance of quality education for social and economic development, 
the recently announced SDGs set a clear target to deliver quality education for all by 2030. 
!ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ 5. ɉςπρχɊȟ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÔÔÅÒÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔ ÉÓ ȰȣȢȢÔÈÅ ËÅÙ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÁÌÌÏ× ÍÁÎÙ ÏÔÈÅÒ 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to 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 sustainable lives. Education is also crucial to fostering tolerance between people 
ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÓ ÔÏ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÅÁÃÅÆÕÌ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÉÅÓȱ2 The importance of quality education is not only 
recognized in SDG 4, educational progress by 2030 is also critical for meeting other SDGs targets. 

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 study 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 answer the following 
research questions:  

1. What is the current quality of education in the OIC member states? How has it changed over 
time? 

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

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

                                                                 
1 Only in 3 Arab countries poverty rate (based on 2 dollar a day cut-off) 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
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The report has three main segments: first section is conceptual discussions on education quality 
with reference to key global policy initiatives. This discussion also takes into account the 
relationships between school participation, student learning and poverty and between parental 
ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÃÙ ÁÎÄ ÎÕÍÅÒÁÃÙ ÓËÉÌÌÓȢ  3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ σ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÓ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ρ -3 above 
and is based on a comprehensive review of the international 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 documents were 
consulted to understand the state of global policies regarding education quality in OIC countries.  

Finally, the study presents in-depth case studies of 4 OIC countries: Pakistan, Malaysia, Jordan 
and Nigeria. These countries represent different geographic 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 countries, key 
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 in the 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 level. School completion and literacy levels are also reviewed 
as data on these indicators are widely available. 
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1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  

This section reviews major international publications to summarize the current thinking around 
education quality internationally. On that basis, a conceptual framework laid out to organize the 
empirical analysis on education quality in OIC countries. International goals and targets relating 
to education and how this has changed are also briefly discussed. Towards the end of the section, 
measures and determinants of education quality are discuss. The role of poverty in shaping 
educational outcomes in the literature is also discussed.  

 Global Targets: EFA, MDGs and SDGs  

The international agenda governing and monitoring educational development has changed 
considerably over the last two decades. In 2000, the World Education Forum launched the Dakar 
Framework for Action.3 The Framework comprised two key elements: 6 goals (and associated 
targets) to be achieved by 2015 and 12 strategies 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 learning needs of all young people and adults are met through equitable 
access to appropriate learning and life skills programmes) and goal 6 (Improving 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, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were launched which overshadowed 
the Dakar-based EFA agenda. In 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 
ȰÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÆÏÒ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÂÙ ςπρυȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ÉÓ to 
ȰÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÄÉÓÐÁÒÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÒÅÆÅÒÁÂÌÙ ÂÙ ςππυȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ 
ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ςπρυȢȱ Given the single-focus of MDGs on universal primary 
education, the more holistic targets of EFA were ignored.  

Progress towards these two targets has been assessed in terms of the number of children 
enrolled in primary education, the number completing the primary schooling cycle, and the 
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, reaching about 80 percent (World 
Bank 2016). An assessment of trends for the period 2000-2015 confirms impressive gains4: 

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 out-of-school children of primary school age worldwide has fallen to an 
estimated 57 million in 2015 (against 100 million in 2000).  
c) The literacy rate among youth aged 15-24 has also increased from 83% to 91%. The gender 
gap in literacy has narrowed. 

                                                                 
3UNESCO (2015) EDUCATION FOR ALL 2000-2015: achievements and challenges 
 http://unesdoc.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 
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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 primary school 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 socio-economic groups are not 
yet reached by 2015. As discussed later in this section, the rich-poor gap in access to quality 
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 also notes a rise in the proportion of out-of-school children ɀ from 30% 
in 1999 to 36% in 2012 ɀ in conflict-affected countries in Northern Africa and Southern Asia. 
Most importantly, according to GMR 2015, the 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. The single-focus on access and 
primary education has often led to pursuit of strategies that overlooking a silent learning crisis. 
These concerns were taken into account when various national and international stakeholders 
met to set new global targets for post-2015 years. 

The MDG campaign is widely regarded a success when assessed in terms of the goal of halving 
ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÂÙ ςπρυ ɉȰ4ÈÅ -ÉÌÌÅÎÎÉÕÍ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 'ÏÁÌÓ 2ÅÐÏÒÔȟȱ ςπρυɊȢ 0ÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÉÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÅ ÍÁÊÏÒ ÂÁÒÒÉÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ ÉÎ ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÌÓÏ ÌÅÄ 
to income-mediated progress in school enrolment in many parts of the 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 is particularly true in the case of Sub-Saharan Africa where 
high unemployment rate, growth slowdown, climate change and natural disasters, political 
instabilities and numerous humanitarian crises limited the capacity of the progress to advance 
the cause of eÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ɉȰ4ÈÅ -ÉÌÌÅÎÎÉÕÍ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 'ÏÁÌÓ 2ÅÐÏÒÔȟȱ ςπρυɊȢ 

Moreover, there are concerns 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 education was 
ignored (Mekonen, 2010).  The absence of a target pupilɀteacher 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 per teacher 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; Lay, 2012).  

At the end of the MDG area, it is acknowledged that schooling 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 quality-specific indicators and 
targets led to a focus on quantity at the cost of progress in literacy and numeracy. The other 
lesson from the MDG era is the importance of system-wide approach instead of the uni-sectoral 
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 post-primary education, these countries did not expand the 
secondary education to absorb primary school graduates. The focus on enrolment instead of 
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ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÍÅÁÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÎÙ ÅÎÔÒÁÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÙÃÌÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ 
acquire the basic competencies to cope with secondary school curriculum.   

Over the past decades, the UN agencies such as the UNESCO and UNICEF, together with other 
multilateral bodies such as the World Bank, have played a key role in drawing attention to global 
education challenges and developing common frameworks to guide national policy planning and 
formulation as well as setting goals and targets to monitor progress.  These along with various 
bilateral government agencies (e.g. DFID, USAID) and international non-government 
organizations (INGOs) have also contributed in terms of providing technical assistance and 
external aid to various OIC and non-OIC member 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, Republic of 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 160 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 fifteen years ɀ Ȱ4Ï×ÁÒÄÓ ςπσπȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÏÉÎÃÉÄÅÄ 
with the United NatioÎÓȭ 3ÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 'ÏÁÌÓ ɉ3$'ÓɊ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÉÍ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅȟ 
equitable, good-quality education and lifelong learning for all by 2030. Table 1.1 below presents 
the SDGs targets specific to the delivery of quality education for all by 2030. 

Table 1.1: SDG 4 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 Goal-4 effective learning outcomes 
Target 4.2: Early childhood - By 2030, ensure that all girls 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 education - By 2030, ensure equal access for all women and 
men to affordable and quality 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 employment, decent 
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 persons 
with disabilities, indigenous peoples and children in vulnerable situations 
Target 4.6: Literacy and Numeracy - By 2030, ensure that all youth and a substantial 
proportion of adults, both men and women, achieve literacy and numeracy 
Target 4.7: Sustainable development - By 2030, ensure that all learners acquire the 
knowledge and skills needed to promote sustainable development, including, among others, 
through education for sustainable development and sustainable lifestyles, human rights, 
gender equality, promotion of a culture of peace and non-violence, global citizenship and 
ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÏÆ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 
Target 4.A: Education facilities and learning environment - Build and upgrade education 
facilities that are child, disability and gender sensitive and provide safe, nonviolent, inclusive 
and effective learning environments for all 
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Target 4.B: Scholarships - By 2020, substantially expand globally the number of scholarships 
available to developing countries, in particular least developed 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 countries and other developing countries 
Target 4.C: Teachers - By 2030, substantially increase the supply of qualified teachers, 
including through international cooperation for teacher training in developing countries, 
especially least developed countries and small 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 proposes an accountability-focused framework to deliver quality 
education.  

!ÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÁ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÁÉÍÅÄ ÁÔ ÈÅÌÐÉÎÇ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ÏÒ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÍÅÅÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÁÃÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÇÏÁÌÓȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÒÅÅ ËÅÙ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓȡ ɉÁɊ #ÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ 
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 whereby different 
stakeholders -- governments, schools, teachers, parents, students, international organizations 
and the private sector ɀ work together and depend on each other. The success of the 
accountability approach hinges on an enabling environment, which is defined in terms of four 
characteristics:  

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

¶ Resources - Access to necessary financial resources  
¶ Capacity - the necessary administrative and institutional capacity to meet respective 

responsibilities.  
¶ 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. Accounting for 
system-wide problems such as teacher absenteeism in government schools in the primary and 
secondary sector is critical. This is also a key reason for the poor returns to public spending in 
education. Lack of accountability among teachers in low-income 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 funding. 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 children in pooÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓȢ 'ÌÏÂÁÌÌÙ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ 
still depends on the economic and social circumstances into which they are born. This implies 
that educational opportunities are not equal, particularly in low-income countries. The 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. 
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 Conceptualizing Quality Education  

There is significant 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 resources, 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 participation in the 
ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ɉ-ÁÓÉÎÏ ÁÎÄ .ÉđÏ-:ÁÒÁÚĭÁ ςπρφɊȢ  

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. Therefore, the entire education system need to be organized 
around the goal of progress 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 constrained 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 child, family and classroom specific factors. A 
clear understanding of the system-wide 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 system-wide 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 
ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ɉÂɊ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÁÄÉÎÅÓÓ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ɉÃɊ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÉÎÐÕÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÁÆÆÅÃÔ ÔÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ 
and learning and (d) unsupportive school management. However, many of these correlates also 
affect learning indirectly by determining the time spent in 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) and learning (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 deprived of critical pre-school inputs. Therefore, 
in this study, these two conceptual frameworks to guide the analysis of trends in education 
quality in the OIC countries are combined.  
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Figure 1.1: The Concept of Quality Education  
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Source: Author, based on OECD-UNICEF (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 and leadership, 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 these factors are determined by household 
ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÁÐÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ɉÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÍÁÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ #ÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÇÅÎÄÅÒȟ ÁÇÅȟ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ 
language, location and citizenship status (migrants) can also affect school readiness and these 
are recognized as important sources of inequality in learning opportunities5. 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 examples 
of gender specific hurdles. 

 The OECD-5.)#%& ɉςπρφɊ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ȰÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÓ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÍÏÄÅÌ 
×ÈÅÒÅ ȰÁ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÓ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÈÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÁÄÁÐÔ ÒÏÕÔÉÎÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÎÅ× 
environments and circumstances as its members, individually and together, learn their way to 
ÒÅÁÌÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÖÉÓÉÏÎȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÍÏÄÅÌ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÓ ÏÎȡ  

1. developing and sharing a vision centred on the learning of all students  
2. creating and supporting continuous learning opportunities for all staff  
3. promoting team learning and collaboration among all staff  
4. establishing a culture of inquiry, innovation and exploration  
5. embedding systems for collecting and exchanging knowledge and learning  
6. learning with and from the external environment and larger learning system  
7. modelling and growing learning leadership. 

 

                                                                 
5 Balcazar, Narayan, and Tiwari (2015) 
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These seven action-ÏÒÉÅÎÔÅÄ ȰÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓȱ ÁÒÅ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ 
highlights the processes the school goes through as it transforms itself into a learning 
organisation.  

 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 compulsory education , (c) quality is observed only for 
enrolled students and (d) the participation rate across the compulsory and post-compulsory 
education levels vary greatly across countries. An effective education system teaches civic and 
moral values, builds basic 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 the basic 
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 
ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ Ȱ×ÏÒÌÄ-ÃÌÁÓÓȱ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÉÅÓȢ &ÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÑÕÁlity also requires a shift from 
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. 

)Î ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÏÆ 3$'Óȟ ȬÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÉÓ ÂÅÓÔ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ -- 
how much children learn in school. However, there is no global metric to measure education 
ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȢ #ÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÓÐÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ 
development (e.g. malnutrition), measuring learning outcome is much more challenging. There 
are many domains as well as levels of learning. Education systems around the 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 measurement 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 evaluates student performance. Data on input quality also varies 
across OIC countries.  

The SDGs focus on lifelong learning and early childhood development raises another 
measurement issue. There is an emerging consensus on the importance of early childhood 
development (ECD) and non- cognitive (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 pre-school education quality.  

7ÈÉÌÅ 0)3! ÁÓÓÅÓÓÅÓ ȰÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅȱ ÓÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
subjects, mathematics, science and reading, they do not capture early life learning. This is also 
true for PIRLS and TIMSS grade 4 which 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 EGMA.6 The United States Agency for International Development 
ɉ53!)$Ɋ ÒÁÎ Á ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ%ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ $ÁÔÁ ÆÏÒ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ -ÁËÉÎÇ ɉ%Ä$ÁÔÁ ))Ɋȱ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ςππτ 

                                                                 
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 II though very few participated in both EGRA and EGMA.7 
However, many countries have implemented EGRA and EGMA in the context of other national 
projects. 

In contrast to TIMSS, PIRLS, PISA, EGRA and EGMA, data on official 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 provides a broad measure of the learning outcomes of a 
ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÓÅÌÆ-assessed, this may not align with trends in 
learning outcomes. Input-based quality indicators such as are STR and proportion of trained 
teachers are also widely available for OIC countries. A school or education system is considered 
to be high-quality if it has more resources per child. 

!ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÐÕÔ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ /%#$ȭÓ 4ÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ,ÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ 
International Survey (TALIS) which 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 teachers and 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 UAE.8 While the number of countries covered 
in TALIS 2018 increased to 50, the share of OIC member states among participating countries 
remained largely the same. While Saudi Arabia and Kazakhstan joined United Arab Emirates and 
Turkey, Malaysia dropped out after participating in 2008 and 2013 rounds9. Therefore, TALIS 
data has not been used for statistical analysis. 

Since the OIC and 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 measurement framework 
that integrates schooling and learning shortfalls. Such integrated framework encompasses a 
range of schooling, learning and education deprivation measures (Datt and Wang 2017). 
Equally, one can ÕÓÅ Á ÃÏÍÐÏÓÉÔÅ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÏÆ ȰÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÃÙȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ 
ÎÕÍÅÒÁÃÙȱ ÂÙ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÉÎÇ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÑÕÁÎÔÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȢ 3ÏÍÅ 
attempts have been made to combine household data (e.g. Demographic and Health Survey) on 
grade completion with survey data (e.g. Southern and Eastern 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, 2015).  However, such measurement framework and 
composite indicators are yet to be fully standardized, tested and adopted by international bodies 

                                                                 
7  4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ Á ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ Ȱ3ÎÁÐÓÈÏÔ ÏÆ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ -ÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ %ÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓȱ ɉ33-%Ɋȟ 
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 characteristics, 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 techniques). 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; see http://www.oecd.org/edu/school/talis -about.htm  
9 http://www.oecd.org/edu/school/participantsinthetalissurvey2018.htm  

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

 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, under-weight and under-nourishment), education related 
outcome indicators only relate to self-reported lit eracy rates. However, one exception is the 
WIDE dataset which does not contain country-level 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 constructed for 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 accountability among 
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 has a greater emphasis on secondary school students who participated in 
TIMSS and PISA.  In 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 grade 4 which 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 on input specific 
indicators of quality such as PTR and proportion of trained teachers. Desk review of national 
assessment of student performance is used to comment on education quality in these countries. 
3ÉÎÃÅ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ /)# ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ÍÁÊÏÒ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 
learning outcomes, additionally data on youth literacy is used which is widely available for most 
OIC countries. For these reasons, the measures of quality vary throughout the report based on 
the underlying data source. 

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

First, most OIC members with no comparable data on learning outcomes are low or lower middle 
income countries. Therefore, the report does not always make comparison of participating 
countries by income groups. Instead, for comparison purposes, other non-OIC countries are 
grouped into OECD and non-OCED countries. While the majority in the OIC sample has a high 
poverty rate, those participating in TIMSS 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 assessments. Major national policy documents of OIC member states such as Saudi 
!ÒÁÂÉÁȭÓ 6ÉÓÉÏÎ ςπσπȟ *ÏÒÄÁÎȭÓ .#(2$ ςπρφ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ %ÇÙÐÔȭÓ 3ÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ $ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ 
Strategy have adopted indictors relating to achieving a certain performance benchmark in 
international assessments such as TIMSS and PISA. For these reasons, despite some differences 
in income, a comparison of OIC with OECD and non-OECD countries is meaningful.   

Second, participation in TIMSS and PISA among OIC countries vary over time ɀ some countries 
joined late while some have withdrawn from 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  assessments 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 these reasons, the composition of countries 
for a given indicator for each given year can vary dramatically. Wherever possible, five-year 
averages have bene used to ensure that comparisons of indicator averages are made using the 
largest possible sample of countries. 

In addition to looking at levels of learning outcomes, the analysis also comments on education 
quality with reference to distributional concerns such as the extent of inequality in school 
completion, inequality of opportunity in learning outcomes and the 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 socio-economic status. Detailed country-
level description analysis is performed with a focus on wealth groups. The wealth-learning 
gradients are also compared over time and across countries. 

Alongside using WIDE database of UNESCO and the 7ÏÒÌÄ "ÁÎËȭÓ 7ÏÒÌÄ $ÁÔÁ )ÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ɉWDI) 
database of the World Bank, student level data has been used 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 assessed had finished at least six years of 
school. The methodological approach involves estimation of child-level educational production 
motivated by factors recognized in the conceptual framework (Figure 1.1) which explain how 
learners, educators and the schooling environment combine to produce learning outcomes. 
Child specific factors also include pre-determined circumstances (e.g. early childhood schooling) 
which predate current schooling choices. System-wide factors are recognized along with those 
that relate to resources and accountability; subject to the underlying data set used, 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 Achievementijk = f (C, F, S, I) + eijk 
 
where C, F, S and I 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) technique. Vector C includes demographic factors such as the 
ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÇÅÎÄÅÒȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÈÁÓ ÁÔÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÐÒÅÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÏÒ ÎÏÔȢ 6ÅÃÔÏÒ & ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 
background variables used are also recognized as important circumstances factors and 
characteristics over which adolescents have no control such as presence of parents at home, 
education level of the most educated parent/guardian, immigration status, quintile in the 
distribution of wealth, and city size.10  

The regression model is estimated using the ordinary least square (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) employ the following factors to define the circumstances vector in their 
research on inequality of educational opportunities using PISA data: (i) 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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ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÅÄ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ backgrounds. While this is available for grade 4 
ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȟ *ÏÒÄÁÎ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ 4)-33Ȣ )Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ 0)3! ÄÁÔÁ ÓÅÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ 
a wide range of indicators capturing household socio-economic status. The preferred socio-
economic status measure is the wealth index which is also used in the country-level descriptive 
analysis.11  

Two sets of estimates are presented. First, using PISA data, OIC-wide analysis is undertaken. For 
the sample of participating OIC countries as a group and contrasted with the same for the groups 
of OECD and non-OECD non-OIC countries, to be presented in section 2 as part of the macro 
analysis of education quality issues in the OIC. Second, country-specific regression analysis is 
undertaken following the same approach in section 3 for Jordan and Malaysia as the underlying 
data also comes from PISA 2012. The estimation strategy accounts for multiple plausible values 
of the dependent variable.  

In case of Nigeria and Pakistan, child level available assessment data corresponds 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 set, it was not possible to maintain a fixed 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 analysis. These variables are described below.  

¶ Poverty: to describe poverty, the wealth quintiles generated by the authors have been 
used.  

¶ School readiness: pre-school attendance 
¶ Other child-specific variable: the age and sex of the child, urban-rural residence, age and 

sex of the household head.  
¶ Measure of intergenerational influence: Since 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 extent 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 at-risk of remaining functionally illiterate 
despite access to schooling. Therefore, in all cases, multivariate regression models at 
least include parental schooling. 

 
Given the stratifications in EGRA Nigeria survey, analysis of the raw data use -svy- command in 
STATA to account for the sample weighting. All regression 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 in five subtests to measure foundational to higher 
order literacy skills (letter sound identification, non-word coding, Oral reading fluency (ORF), 
reading comprehension, listening comprehension) as part of the EGRA assessment, multiple 
dependant variables are considered. The determinants of total scores are studied using OLS 
                                                                 
11 However, sensitive check has been also performed using the index of Economic, Social and Cultural Status 
(ESCS) constructed 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 with a bath 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 addition, 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, while the analysis in this report defines quality primarily in terms of learning outcomes, 
it is not possible to compare all countries in all domains of learning. Some measures of student 
learning focus on grade-specific sample (TIMSS and PIRLS) while others sample students based 
on their age (PISA). These international assessments are sample-based and only reflect quality 
based on children who participate in the assessment exercise. Moreover, not all countries 
participate in these surveys, creating a missing data problem. While most non-participating 
countries have national assessment system, the data is neither released in public domain nor 
comparable to other countries. Detailed analysis of learning outcomes in this study therefore 
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 sample-based nature of the 
assessments, they offer important insights into the relative capacity of participating countries 
to transmit basic cognitive skills to students. Lastly, 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 upper-primary and/or secondary grades. 
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2. EDUCATION QUALITY 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 presented both 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, the current status of as well as trends in quality of education in the OIC 
countries (as a group as well 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 achievement. Since internationally 
comparable data is available only for a sub-sample of OIC member states, mostly upper-middle 
income countries, the comparison is not adjusted to non-OIC 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 quality is available.  

The selection of measures of education quality as well as variables explaining it is motivated by 
the conceptual framework explained in section 1. Accordingly, the discussion is organized 
around four pillars of indicators: (a) access and participation; (b) education system output; (c) 
financial and human resources; and (d) learning environments. For interpretation of major 
national and regional trends in education indicators (as well as later policy recommendation 
purposes), policy documents produced by sub-regional forums involving OIC countries such as 
E-9 are also consulted.1 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 
,ÅÁÇÕÅȭs Educational, Cultural, and Scientific Organization (ALECSO) are consulted. 

 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. Given 
that the small number of participating countries and relatively wealthy OIC countries are well-
represented in TIMSS, high-income OECD countries are retained for comparison purposes. 
Students from Kazakhstan and Turkey perform around the OECD average despite their 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 assessment. 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 Turkey, the scores are below 450 mark. 

                                                                 
1 Forums such as Developing-8 are ignored as education is not one of the priority areas; see 
http://developing8.org/  
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Figure 2.1: Average Math and Science Score in TIMSS 
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Figure 2 .2 presents country level PISA and PIRLS scores by per capita GDP. Students from 
Kazakhstan and Turkey 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 completing 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 in PISA and Reading Score in PIRLS 
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Since African countries are poorly represented in TIMSS and PISA, Figures 2.3 and 2.4 plot data 
on student performance in reading in SACMEQ and EGRA assessments respectively. In case of 
SACMEQ 2012, of the two participating OIC countries, Mozambique is in the bottom quartile 
while Uganda is behind five other non-OIC participating countries. Uganda also performs poorly 
in EGRA assessments in terms of % share of students with zero 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 has a 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 Score in SACMEQ 2012          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. Therefore, self-reported 
literacy data which is available for a wide range of OIC and other non-OIC countries has been 
used. Figure 2.5 presents the average data for youths for the period 2011-2015 against the 
average per capita income of sample countries for the period 2006-2010). 
 
Figure 2.5: Youth Literacy Data  
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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, Kuwait, Bahrain, Jordan and 
Turkey all report very high levels of youth literacy (i.e. close to 100%). However, self-assessed 
literacy data is a poor indicator of education quality as evidenced from the poor ranking of most 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÎÇ ȰÈÉÇÈ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÃÙȱ /)# ÃÏÕÎÔÒies in PISA and TIMSS. This is also evidenced from the 
fact that nearly 60% students from Uganda scores zero in EGRA assessment (Figure 2.4) despite 
high self-reported 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, PISA 2012  
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Inefficiency in the education system means schooling is not learning. Assessment of learning 
crises requires value-added 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, Afghanistan 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 competencies. 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 enrolled at the time of the 
assessment. In PISA 2012 data, sample children are reported to be enrolled in grades 7 ɀ 12 at 
the time of the test. Figure 2.6 takes advantage of this and constructs the grade-learning profile. 
Again, these are far from ideal as the sample size corresponding to lower and upper grades is 
very small and lacks representation. However, this is true for OIC as well as non-OIC and OECD 
sample. There is a noticeable learning gap between OIC and non-OIC 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. Interestingly, a similar 
gap prevail vis-Û-vis non-OECD countries though it is more systematic up to grade 10.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. Interestingly, a similar gap prevails vis-Û-vis 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 quality in terms of inputs such as student teacher ratio 
(PTR), proportion of certified teachers and government expenditure. Figure 2.7 plots data on 
PTR by average per capita income level of OIC, OECD and other non-OECD countries for whom 
data is available. In the 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 countries reflect the 
lack of resources (shortage of schools, classrooms as well as teachers). There is a poverty 
connection in the sense that income-rich countries such as Qatar, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and 
Bahrain have favorable PTR compared to economically poor member states, particularly African 
member countries. Similarly, upper-middle 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 part of the variation also reflects demographic 
differences. Older OIC countries are seeing a ÄÅÃÌÉÎÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÙÏÕÔÈ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 
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 teachers (Figure 2.8). High income Arab 
countries such as Saudi Arabia along with upper-middle 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 trained teachers in secondary education. To formally explore the 
positive link between resources and expenditure, Figure 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 per capita on education compared to OECD countries. Upper middle (or high) 
income member countries such as Kuwait, Oman and Malaysia spend between 15%-20% while 
expenditure share is very low in income poor countries such as Afghanistan. 
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Figure 2.9: Governmen t Expenditure a s a Percentage Of GDP, Primary a nd 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, Tanzania, Tunisia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, and Uganda (see Figure 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 from 19 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 the trends in key measures of student learning in math, science and 
reading in OIC countries and the rest of the world. The x-axis presents the year of assessment 
while the y-axis shows the level of student achievement. In addition to total scores, the 
discussion 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 long-term 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 assessment in 2011, long-term trends 
cannot be analyzed. For comparison purposes, other participating countries have been 
categorized into five groups - high performing East Asian economies (HPEAs), other Asian 
countries (OTHER ASIAN), Europe & North America (ERUPE-NA) and Latin American countries 
(LATIN AMERICA). For HPEAs, there is a clear long-term 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 is an increasing trend in the OIC score, the group 
average is way below the average for HPEAHPEAs 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 points.  
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Figure 2.11: Grade 4 TIMSS (Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS (Reading) Scores by Region, 
1995-2015  
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The same pattern prevails in TIMSS science scores as well as PIRLS reading scores. In case of 
PIRLS, the gap is striking because all other country groups ɀ HPEAs, Other Asian and Europe and 
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North America ɀ 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 analysis plotting aggregate data for OIC countries that participated in 
TIMSS grade 8 assessments. Compared to grade 4, two OIC member states (Malaysia and Jordan) 
participated in the early rounds of grade 8 assessments so that long-term trend analysis is 
possible. Since OIC member states only joined grade 4 assessment in 2011, long-term 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 recovery 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 average is 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) Scores by Region, 1995-2015  
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Figure 2.13: PISA (Mathematics , Reading & Science) Scores by Region, 2000-2015  
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Figure 2.13 shows aggregate trends in OIC countries that participated 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 long-term analysis is possible. The HPEAs group 
once again dominates others in all rounds of PISA assessment regardless of the test subject. In 
contrast, the average for the OIC is below all other country groups during 2000-2015. 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 in Figures 2.11-2.13 indicate that among participating 
countries, OIC as a group is behind others such as the HPEAHPEAs, 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 case of TIMSS 
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 rounds of TIMSS and PISA. Therefore, the 
analysis at the country level are repeated to better understand cases of positive and negative 
deviations within the OIC.  

Figure 2.14: Grade 4 TIMSS (Mathematics & Science) and PIRLS (Reading) Scores by 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 OIC-wide trends vis-Û-vis rest of the world. Therefore, specific country 
experiences are zoomed into and group-specific aggregate trends are avoided. Figure 2.14 plots 
country-level data for OIC countries that participated in TIMSS and PIRLS grade 4 assessments. 
Although the temporal evolutions of test scores in Figure 2.11 suggest divergence between OIC 
and other groups of countries, a detailed country-level inspection reveals important cases of 
positive deviations in the OIC sample countries. Nine OIC member states participated in grade 4 
assessment in 2011. For comparison purpose, non-OIC countries are organized in two groups ɀ 
OECD and non-OECD. However, country labels are only used for OIC countries.  

There is considerable variation within the OIC 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. Both countries also register progress between 2011 and 2015. On the other hand, 
laggards include Kuwait for whom the average score also experienced a sharp fall between 2011 
and 2015. The gap in country average scores between Kazakhstan and Kuwait is more than 200 
points in math and science. The country-specific 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 Scores in Mathematics and Science by Country , 1999-2015  

 
 
Source: !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ /%#$ ÄÁÔÁ 
 
Figure 2.15 repeats the country-level 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) participated in the early rounds of grade 8 assessments so that long-term 
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 the overall negative 
time trend are Kazakhstan and Turkey.  
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Figure 2.16: Grade 4 TIMSS Scores in Mathematics and Science by Gender, 1999-2015  

 
3ÏÕÒÃÅȡ !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ based on TIMSS data. 
 

 
Figure 2.17: Grade 8 TIMSS Scores in Mathematics and Science by Gender, 1999-2015  

  
3ÏÕÒÃÅȡ !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ based on TIMSS data. 
 

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 non-existent in case of Kazakhstan and Lebanon. In most 
MENA countries (e.g. Oman, Qatar, Bahrain), however, there is a large gender gap in favor of 
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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 Scores in Mathematics , Reading and Science by Country, 2000 -2015  
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Lastly, Figure 2.18 depicts the evolution of PISA country average scores achieved by 15-year-
olds in Mathematics, Reading and Science since 2000. OIC representation in PISA increased 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 scores was 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 vis-Û-vis 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. However, performance 
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 even in 2015 results -- compared to 
2012, the Kazakhstani students achieved more in math (28 points), reading (34 points) and 
science (31 points).2 This is attributed to the National Action Plan on development of functional 
literacy of school children launched in 2012 to update the content of secondary education.3 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 decline by 2015. The most dramatic improvement occurred in case of 
Malaysia ɀ 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  

Since the 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) and learning outcomes 
vis-Û-vis 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 TIMSS math and science by family wealth. In order to 
describe the evolution of wealth-learning 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 and high wealth groups. The majority in the 
participating OIC sample countries by 2011 did not demonstrate level-2 competencies 
regardless of the wealth group. The percentage of students achieving level 3 competency is even 
lower. There was a large wealth gap in 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_for_2012_2016_1153556802.html  

https://www.oecd.org/edu/school/ECECDCN-Kazakhstan.pdf
http://www.kt.kz/eng/government/kazakhstan_adopted_the_national_action_plan_on_improvement_of_the_functional_literacy_of_school_students_for_2012_2016_1153556802.html
http://www.kt.kz/eng/government/kazakhstan_adopted_the_national_action_plan_on_improvement_of_the_functional_literacy_of_school_students_for_2012_2016_1153556802.html
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Figure 2.19: Wealth -Learning Profil e in the OIC, TIMSS 1999 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) in science, math and 
reading.4 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 level-4 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 construction 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, PISA 2000 and 2012  

 
 
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 narrower compared to TIMSS. But how large are these gaps relative to 
participating OECD and non-OECD countries? This issue is addressed next in Figure 2.21.  
 
Figure 2.21: Learning Levels of Children from Top and Bottom Wealth Groups i n Urban OIC 
vs. Rural OECD and Non-OECD, TIMSS 2011  

 
3ÏÕÒÃÅȡ !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ 7)$% ÄÁÔÁÂÁÓÅ 

Since OECD and some participating non-OECD countries are wealthier, comparison to the latter 
is based on students from rural locations. On the other hand, data on OIC children are restricted 
to those living in urban locations. Figure 2.21 plots TIMSS 2011 performance data for urban OIC 
against rural children from OECD and non-OECD countries. A number of patterns are 
noteworthy. First, the top-bottom wealth gap there is very large among urban children in OIC 
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is also a large gap in science though itȭÓ ÓÌÉÇÈÔÌÙ ÎÁÒÒÏ×ÅÒ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÁÔÈȢ 3ÅÃÏÎÄȟ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÇÁÐ 
is also present in non-OIC countries. However, the gap is much smaller in the OECD as well as 
non-OECD countries.  Considering the fact that the non-OIC sample corresponds to rural 
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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 countries 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 f rom Top and Bottom Wealth Groups i n Urban OIC 
vs. Rural OECD and Non-OECD, PISA 2012  
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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 urban students 
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 non-OECD (0.75 and 
0.11 respectively). Similar gaps are noticeable in case of reading -- 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 higher -- 0.93 and 0.22 
in reading (0.95 and 0.23 in science respectively). This is also true when compared to rural 
students from non-OECD 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 non-OECD countries, restricting analysis to the top and bottom wealth groups. 
A number of patterns are noteworthy. First, compared to TIMSS, the top-bottom wealth group 
gap is smaller among urban children in OIC countries in basic mathematics competency (level 1 
achievement); approximately 10 percentage point more children from the wealthiest group 
cross the level-1 achievement threshold. But wealth gap is in general also smaller in PISA data 
for other non-OIC countries.  

Second, top-bottom wealth gap is largest in math, compared to science and reading, in non-OIC 
countries. Third, the poor quality of education in participating OIC countries is reflected in the 

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0,6

0,7

0,8

0,9

1

math, level1 math, level4 reading,
level1

reading,
level4

science,
level1

science,
level4

OIC, urban q1

OIC, urban q5

OECD, rural q1

OECD, rural q5

NOECD, rural q1

NOECD, rural q5



 

41 

fact that the proportion of children from the poorest wealth group from rural OECD countries 
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 OIC Countries, PISA 2012  

 
Source: !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ calculation based on WIDE data. 
 

The top-bottom wealth gaps in OIC countries described in Figures 2.21 and 2.22 are striking. 
Therefore, it is useful to unpack the country specific patterns. For illustrative purposes, Figure 
2.23 reports estimates of bottom-top 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 top-bottom gap is the largest 
among all participating 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 quintile, a 
result which merits further investigation.  
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Figure 2.24: Wealth Gradient of Learning Levels i n Urban OIC vs Rural OECD and Non-OECD, 
TIMSS 2011  

   

 

Source: !ÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 7ÅÁÌÔÈ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃȢ 

Figures 2.21-2.23 together highlight enormous disparities in learning opportunities within the 
OIC. At the same time, country-wise analysis reveals some powerful patterns. Figure 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, non-OIC 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 the level-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 children from 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 within the 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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