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1. Overview TC "1. Overview" \f C \l "1" 
At mid-point between the 2000 World Education Forum and 2015, the 2008 Global Monitoring Report Education For All By 2015: Will We Make It? assesses progress towards the goals of Education for All agreed at Dakar in 2000 and prospects of reaching the targets set for 2015. The Report examines critically the efforts to date of governments, international agencies and civil society. It identifies the greatest challenges and highlights positive examples of progress. It also sets out strategies and actions required by all EFA stakeholders in order to accelerate progress.
This report describes the proceedings of a Colloquium organised around three purposes:
· To understand the main findings of the 2008 Global Monitoring Report (GMR)

· To subject the 2008 GMR and specific themes within it to critical review and 
discussion

· To identify how UK-based stakeholders can support progress towards EFA by 2015
The Colloquium was organised jointly by the Institute of Education of the University of London (IOE), the United Kingdom Forum for International Education and Training (UKFIET) and the United Kingdom National Commission for UNESCO (UKNC). It was held in the Jeffrey Hall at the Institute of Education, University of London.

An organising committee was formed in September 2007 and comprised Thelma Henderson (UKFIET), Angela Little and Nicole Blum (IOE), and Alba de Souza and Peter Williams (UKNC). The group worked through tele-conferences and email. Financial and in-kind resources were generously offered by the three partner organisations in addition to a huge amount of voluntary work by the organisers and others.
1.1 Participation TC "1.1 Participation" \f C \l "2" 
The Colloquium was designed to attract a range of UK-based constituencies with interests in and commitments to Education for All. The three organising partners – IOE, UKFIET and UKNC – shared their extensive networks to mobilise interest from practitioners, academics, and representatives of governmental, non-governmental and international and Commonwealth agencies. In different ways and at different times members of these constituencies work relentlessly to keep the national and global Education for All agenda in the public eye in the UK and elsewhere. UK-based groups have been involved in the advancement of agendas for international and global action in education over many decades, whether as ‘mass education’ in the 1940s, the literacy campaigns from the 1950s, Universal Primary Education in the 1960s, or the broader goals of Education for All since Jomtien in 1990 and Dakar in 2000. This Colloquium represented yet one more contribution to this long tradition of dissemination, reflection and debate – leading slowly but surely, we hope – to meaningful progress in education on the ground.
The 2008 Global Monitoring Report has an added significance because 2008 represents the midpoint between the ambitious commitments made in Dakar in 2000 and 2015, the target date for the achievement of several of the EFA and Millennium Development goals. At the same time we must not forget that some of the EFA target dates – in particular on gender disparities – have passed already and goals have not been achieved. Participants were reminded of the MDG and EFA Goals (Annex 1).
A total of 213 persons registered for the Colloquium and 224 attended on the day. The majority of participants self-identified as university staff or students. A majority were female. Some 168 of the participants were staff and students working and studying in 19 British Universities (43 staff and 125 students). While currently identified as students, many already have considerable professional experience in education worldwide and many more will move into key professional roles in education in the future. Eight DFID officials attended alongside seven from Commonwealth organisations (the Commonwealth Secretariat, Council for Education in the Commonwealth and Commonwealth Education Fund), five from UKNC and two from the British Council. Twenty persons represented 12 NGOs (Action Aid, Cambridge Education, Comic Relief, Education for Change, International Rescue Committee, Leonard Cheshire Disability, Link Community Development, Oxfam GB, Plan International (UK), Sightsavers International, Voluntary Service Overseas and World Vision). These figures are only indicative of the range of professional identities of participants. As noted above, many of the ‘students’ are also employees of universities, Ministries of Education and NGOs based in developing countries. Many of those identified as University staff in the UK are also members of UKFIET, UKNC and the Council for Education in the Commonwealth.

A full list of participants appears in Annex 2 and selected photographs from the day are available for download at http://www.ukfiet.org/resources.php.
1.2 The Programme and the Speakers TC "1.2 The Programme and the Speakers" \f C \l "2" 
The centre-piece of the Colloquium was the presentation of the Report and its main findings by Keith Hinchliffe, former Acting Director of the GMR Team. Formal responses to the Report were offered by Keith Lewin of Sussex University and Chike Anyanwu of the Commonwealth Education Fund. These were followed by short discussion among participants in pairs and a series of questions from the floor. Discussions continued in the afternoon within six working groups. These groups, based on the six EFA goals were facilitated by colleagues from the Universities of Bristol, Edinburgh, London, Sussex well known for their work on EFA – Iram Siraj-Blatchford (IOE), Pauline Rose (Sussex), Kenneth King (Edinburgh), Jude Fransman (IOE and formerly the GMR team), Elaine Unterhalter (IOE) and Leon Tickly (Bristol). Students from London and Sussex acted as rapporteurs – Louise Ruskin (IOE), Joanna Härmä (Sussex), Amy Bishop (IOE), Emma Williams (IOE), Sophie Tanner (IOE) and Emma Frew (IOE). In their reports to the plenary audience these groups moved us on to the discussion of ‘ways forward’. A short film, The Silent Revolution, based on an inspiring programme of primary education reform in Tamil Nadu, India offered a change of medium and a chance to re-focus our minds on many of those who lie at the heart of EFA - learners and teachers in classrooms. A series of final reflections on the day’s discussions was offered by Jyotsna Jha of the Commonwealth Secretariat, by Peter Colenso of DFID, and by Keith Hinchliffe of the GMR team.
Seamus Hegarty chaired the morning plenary sessions in his role as chair of UKNC’s EFA Working Group. Caine Rolleston (IOE) was the rapporteur for the question and answers in the morning plenary. David Theobald chaired the afternoon sessions in his role as Chair of UKFIET. Nicole Blum (IOE) was the rapporteur for the final session in the afternoon. David Theobald concluded the day with a vote of thanks. The full programme is presented in Figure 1 (below). The profiles of the main speakers are presented in Annex 3.
Figure 1 Colloquium Programme
	9.30
	Registration and tea/coffee

	10.30
	Welcome and conference overview, Professor Angela Little, Institute of Education

	10.45


	The Global Monitoring Report 2008

Chair:  Professor Seamus Hegarty, Chair of the Working Group on Education for All and Africa at the UK National Commission for UNESCO
Presenter:  Dr Keith Hinchliffe, former Acting Director of the GMR Team

Discussants:  Professor Keith Lewin, University of Sussex

Chike Anyanwu, Commonwealth Education Fund

	11.45
	Discussion (Rapporteur:  Caine Rolleston, Institute of Education)

	12.30
	Arrangements for lunch and afternoon discussion groups

	12.35-13.20
	Lunch

	13.20-15.00
	Thematic groups
1. Early childhood care and education

Facilitator:  Professor Iram Siraj-Blatchford, Institute of Education
Rapporteur:  Louise Ruskin, Institute of Education

2. Access to and completion of free, compulsory and good quality primary education by 2015

Facilitator:  Dr. Pauline Rose, University of Sussex

Rapporteur:  Joanna Härmä, University of Sussex

3. Meeting the learning needs of all young people and adults through equitable access to life skills

Facilitator:  Professor Kenneth King, University of Edinburgh

Rapporteur:  Amy Bishop, Institute of Education
4. Achieving a 50% improvement in adult literacy levels, especially for women

Facilitator:  Jude Fransman, Institute of Education

Rapporteur:  Emma Williams, Institute of Education
5. Eliminating gender disparities in primary and secondary education by 2005 and ensuring gender equality in education by 2015

Facilitator:  Dr. Elaine Unterhalter, Institute of Education

Rapporteur:  Sophie Tanner, Institute of Education
6. Improving all aspects of the quality of education and ensuring excellence
for all
Facilitator:  Professor Leon Tikly, University of Bristol
Rapporteur:  Emma Frew, Institute of Education

	15.00-15.20
	Tea/coffee

	15.20

15.50

16.20-16.45
	Ways Forward and Final Reflections

Chair:  David Theobald, UK Forum for International Education and Training

Feedback from the discussion groups
‘The Silent Revolution’ a film about developments in primary education in Tamil Nadu, introduced by Professor Angela Little
Final reflections by Dr. Jyotsna Jha (Commonwealth Secretariat), Peter Colenso (DFID) and Dr. Keith Hinchliffe (Rapporteur: Dr. Nicole Blum)


1.3 Session Content TC "1.3 Session Content" \f C \l "2" 
1.3.1 The Global Monitoring Report TC "1.3.1 The Global Monitoring Report" \f C \l "3" 
Four questions framed Keith Hinchliffe’s comprehensive presentation: Have national governments followed up their commitments to EFA? Where are the greatest challenges? Are donors providing adequate support? What requires top policy attention? These were raised within the context of five broad global trends – sustained economic growth, increasing inequalities, rapid urbanisation, health concerns and the growth of knowledge economies. Keith outlined regional progress in primary education, improvements in girls’ enrolment and declines in the numbers of out-of school children globally. Increased attention to EFA Goal 6, Quality, was evidenced by the growth in the number of governments conducting national learning assessments. The EFA Development Index was outlined and significant progress in performance against the index and in national spending on education in some countries identified. Substantial increases in aid to education over the period 2000-2004 were contrasted with a puzzling drop-back in 2005. Among the major concerns identified were the lack of provision of early childhood care and education, especially for the poorest and most disadvantaged groups; continued gender and geographic disparities; growing numbers of adult illiterates in some regions; low levels learning achieved by the majority of children in the core subjects; teacher shortages and restricted financial resources in some countries. Strong variations in donor allocations to the basic level of education are apparent, with the three largest bilateral donors allocating les than one third to the basic level. A sharp increase in the share of total aid commitments for education made to the South and West Asia region was contrasted with a reduction in the share to Sub-Saharan Africa. The prospects for achieving UPE, adult literacy and gender parity were described for different countries and a number of positive strategies adopted recently by various governments outlined. Strategies for access include regional and population targeting, cash-transfers, scholarships for girls, flexible models for working children, inclusive education for the disabled and bilingual education for children from indigenous communities. Strategies for learning improvement should focus on training and motivating teachers, effective teaching and learning strategies, increases in learning time, materials and textbooks and healthy and safe learning environments. More attention needs to be paid to early childhood care and education programmes and literacy programmes for youth and adults. Summing up the impact of Dakar, Keith Hinchliffe asserted that a combination of effective national policies, domestic spending and external aid leads to educational development and that the way forward lies in policy priorities for inclusion, quality, literacy, capacity development and financing. On this last, national governments need to increase spending, and donors need to focus on low-income countries and fragile states, while continuing support to countries which are already making progress towards EFA.
The full version of Keith Hincliffe’s PowerPoint presentation is available for download at http://www.ukfiet.org/resources.php. The full Global Monitoring Report, summary, regional overviews, statistics, background papers and statistics are available online at www.efareport.unesco.org.
1.3.2 Formal Responses TC "1.3.2 Formal Responses" \f C \l "3" 
In his response, Keith Lewin acknowledged the extent and progress towards EFA and the wealth of evidence and insights offered by the authors of the GMR. He made several key points. Targets offered by the MDGs and the EFA goals do not, in themselves, provide a recipe for development. Taken together they do not provide the basis for a plan for the economic growth on which the sustained delivery of rights depends. Critically, the goals and their associated targets are not distributional in character and are therefore largely blind to the importance of inequalities in shaping poverty. Relative poverty is in part the product of the distribution of wealth, and absolute poverty can also be exacerbated by mal-distribution. An over-rigid approach to the targets can lead to the pursuit of a very narrow range of goals – universal primary education and gender equity – at the expense of other critical areas for investment, e.g. in secondary and higher education, and in skill based training. This may well lead to national strategies that are unbalanced and overlook the need to maintain quality alongside expanded access. The GMR team should start the process of reviewing MDG/EFA goals and targets in terms of their fitness for purpose, adopt a more differentiated approach that recognises that some goals may be unachievable in the time available and should be adjusted, introduce more distributional measures of progress, and suggest ways to close the gap between target ‘setters’ and target ‘getters’. As 2015 approaches ‘aspirational planning’ based on unattainable targets becomes less effective; target generating planning (which assesses the highest sustainable rate of progress towards agreed goals) may be more attractive. Better indicators are needed not least because the same gross and net enrolment rates can be achieved by countries with radically different patterns of progression by grade. Keith Lewin suggested that more attention needs to be given to both grade by grade and age-in-grade enrolment patterns to capture more meaningful indicators of improved access.

Outlining a model of access developed by the Consortium of Research on Equity, Access and Transitions in Education (CREATE; see www.create-rpc.org) he described seven ‘zones of exclusion’ and urged a more careful analysis of these zones in future work on access. Greater understanding of what has happened to programmes launched in the wake of Jomtien and Dakar is required. In some cases, large increases in enrolments to Grade 1 (often in the wake of Free Primary Education) have not been reflected by similar increases in enrolments six years later in grade 6. The shape of the enrolment curve by grade may change little if attrition rates do not fall, and true survival and completion rates may stagnate. Patterns of enrolment by age-in-grade also deserve more attention. It is not uncommon for grade 1 enrolment to include children in the age range 5-12. This pattern can persist and, with repetition, can lead to even wider age ranges in the upper stages of primary and secondary, leading to poor achievement and premature drop out. In conclusion, Keith Lewin appealed to the GMR team to ‘take stock and challenge some of the orthodoxies related to EFA and the MDGs, expand its vision and provoke a debate which rebalances the agenda for investment in education for development that it projects’.

The full text of Keith Lewin’s response is available for download from http://www.ukfiet.org/resources.php.
In his response to the presentation of the GMR, Chike Anyanwu commented on a range of issues surrounding the current state of play for each of the six EFA Goals. In terms of early childhood care and education (ECCE; Goal 1), this included the fact that 53% of countries have no official ECCE programme, that children from poor and rural backgrounds often have the least access, and that there are insufficient numbers of trained ECCE teachers around the world. He also commented that ECCE is not properly linked to other goals and is unlikely to be achieved. Similarly, he suggested that it is unlikely that ‘access to and completion of free, compulsory and good quality primary education’ (Goal 2) will be achieved by 2015, despite an encouraging growth in enrolment. Questions remain, however, about how to sustain those gains, to curb drop-outs and increase completion, and to address related issues of quality (Goal 6) and equality (Goal 5). Chike Anyanwu also identified problems of achievement related to efforts to meet the learning needs of young people and adults (Goal 3). This is a particularly problematic area because of the current lack of emphasis on non-formal education, and the fact that many disadvantaged young people and adults continue to lack access to educational opportunities more generally. This neglect also extends to the ‘forgotten goal’ of achieving a 50% improvement in adult literacy levels (Goal 4), with the result that the problems of adult illiteracy have continued to grow. Chike Anyanwu concluded that the GMR provides a wealth of useful data and information for engagement with policy and practice. More effort is needed, however, to ensure that national monitoring reports complement the GMR, and that the messages and recommendations of the GMR are synthesised, stronger and sharper.
The full version of the PowerPoint slides used in Chike Anyanwu’s presentation is available for download at http://www.ukfiet.org/resources.php.
1.3.3 Questions from the Floor TC "1.3.3 Questions from the Floor" \f C \l "3" 
Following the two formal responses the Colloquium participants were invited to reflect, in pairs, on the presentations thus far and then to raise questions in plenary. Time permitted three rounds of questions from the floor and responses from Hinchliffe (KH), Lewin (KL) and Anyanwu (CA). These are presented below.
Q1: With regard to the increases in funding for education, can you confirm whether these are real increases taking into account issues of expanding population and rising educational costs, particularly for higher levels of education, but also because of the expansion of early childhood care and education?

Q2: It is estimated that the economic impact of climate change may be to reduce growth by as much as 20%, which will in turn have a significant impact on the achievement and sustainability of EFA goals. How can we constructively re-think EFA for an environment of lower growth?

Q3: Widening global inequality is an issue closely linked with educational opportunity and it is questionable whether EFA has so far adequately taken account of this linkage. There is good evidence to suggest that the expansion of education has worsened income inequality in many contexts. Do you agree and how can this be addressed?

To these questions KH confirmed that annual growth in real educational expenditure across South Asia and Sub Saharan Africa averaged around 5% between 1999 and 2005, and that education expenditures as a share of national income have increased in a majority of countries for which data are available. Around 90% of education expenditure goes on teachers’ salaries, so the level of these salaries is key. Increased expenditure may allow more teacher recruitment or may simply fund higher teacher salaries at static employment levels. This is one of the reasons why the Framework for Action emphasises political commitment as central alongside funding. On the question about education and inequality, KH said he was unable to answer and that it is a question that deserves further research. CA reminded us that budget allocations do not always reflect expenditures. Much may be returned unspent and there are limitations on spending such as those imposed by IMF guidance. KL observed that certain patterns of growth in education increase inequality such as growth in the provision of private schooling. Inequality of educational access according to household income is a persistent issue and is, for example, often far more significant than inequality according to gender.
Q4: The present Report pays almost no attention to skills. Next year’s Report apparently will also leave skills largely out of the frame. DFID has recognised the importance of skills, although skills are represented in the form of ‘non-formal education’.
Q5: Does the gender index take account of the natural variations in gender balance across countries, particularly China and India?
Q6: What is the status/nature of the contribution of NGOs’ and INGOs’ contributions to education and aid to education in the GMR?

KH confirmed that the gender parity index takes account of population distribution by gender within different countries. Aid data used in the GMR is derived from OECD as a single source and some of this data is self-reported to OECD. OECD tries to monitor reporting but they do not use country sources directly. The GMR team’s aim is to present comparatively similar information. On the remark about skills, the Team did begin with some optimism about this Goal but it has been something which has ‘fallen through’ because it is the most difficult concept to work with. The GMR team is relatively small and its sources in the academic and policy communities simply don’t provide access to suitable material/data. KL remarked that gender parity issues can be very alarming, for example in India. Benefit may certainly be derived from programmes which benefit girls disproportionately, but increasing participation overall is key. CA noted that the GMR’s attention to financial issues is not sufficiently rigorous. There is a difference between real aid and phantom aid, and between aid commitments and aid disbursement – points addressed by the Global Campaign for Education. If a country has to sign off with the IMF to employ more much-needed teachers then this may be a serious limitation. CA recommended that participants use the Global Campaign as an alternative source of information (see www.campaignforeducation.org).
Q7: An issue beyond the extension of education concerns the value of education to human life. How is education improving the quality of life? My own experience points to serious questions of education quality and relevance which may lead to ‘walk-out’ by students who do not perceive the available schooling to be of significant benefit to their lives.
Q8: We should not concern ourselves overly with how the tool (GMR) was made, but with how we are going to use it. How will the GMR findings be applied? How will it be directed at donors? We need to ask how it will be useful for example in advocacy. How can the GMR be used to influence our own governments?
Q9: This GMR offers an opportunity to look at the interdependence between EFA goals. These important inter-connections are key, and could be explored further and in more detail in future reports.
Q10: The role of the IMF and macroeconomic targets affecting the public sector wage bill are important issues for education spending and the GMR should look more systematically at these to take account of the impact of such policies on educational targets.

Q11: Can you talk a little more about the countries which are unable to report data and which are therefore not included in the statistics? There is a danger that these countries will not be properly addressed. Colleagues at Save the Children have tried to quantify numbers of children affected in fragile states and conflict zones, identifying at least 42 million children as out of school. How are these children and states accounted for in the GMR? Are there ongoing improvements in the numbers of countries included and what efforts are being made to include new countries?

KH explained that the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) makes regional assessments to produce total estimates including countries for which figures are not available. The figure of 72 million out-of-school children is supposed to be a total. The number of countries with data isn’t increasing rapidly, although there are new countries reporting such as Liberia and Sierra Leone. This falls within UIS’s remit. On gender, 59 countries out of 172 have achieved parity and a further 19 are expected to do so.
KL judged that 200 to 250 million children of secondary school age are probably not in school and there are also large numbers without access to early childhood care and education. A lot depends on how enrolment is prioritised with regard to educational phases. Without prioritisation, we would be asking the impossible. There are important contextual realities which present further obstacles, particularly demographic and economic realities such as the greater population growth rates than in the West and the greater difficulties encountered in raising tax revenues.
1.3.4 Group Discussions TC "1.3.4 Group Discussions" \f C \l "3" 
After lunch the Colloquium participants chose to join one of six working groups for the afternoon session. The purpose of the discussions was to take forward the objectives of the Colloquium by (a) subjecting one of the themes of the Report to critical review and discussion and (b) identifying ways in which UK-based stakeholders can support progress, related to this theme, towards EFA by 2015. Groups consisted of between 30 and 50 people, including a facilitator and a rapporteur. Each session opened with a short presentation by the facilitator which highlighted key issues for the selected Goal. Rapporteurs took notes during the session and worked with the facilitators to identify three important points from the discussion. These key points were presented in the final ‘Ways Forward’ plenary session.

The groups raised a diverse range of issues related both to specific EFA goals and to the EFA agenda as a whole. Several groups noted links between the goals, for example, and suggested that a more holistic and integrated approach was needed in order to achieve them. Other group presentations called for the inclusion of more local and country case studies in the GMR, in order to provide appropriate context for understanding the challenges, successes and failures of EFA efforts. Similarly, several groups argued that goals and policy advice should be made more relevant and digestible to local policy makers, and should take a more qualitative approach to research.
Following the Colloquium, facilitators and rapporteurs compiled summary reports which outline such key points and provide further detail of the group discussions more generally. The reports are presented in Chapter 2.

1.3.5 The Silent Revolution TC "1.3.5 The Silent Revolution" \f C \l "3" 
Following brief verbal reports from the groups, participants were invited to watch and enjoy a short film, The Silent Revolution, made recently in the state of Tamil Nadu in India. The film is of an educational innovation based on a pedagogy of activity-based learning. It bears directly on EFA goals 5 and 6 on the elimination of gender disparities and the enhancement of educational quality. Inspired by several small-scale innovations in the non-government sector, the activity-based learning programme was rolled out at the beginning of this academic year to all primary schools across the state. While any assessment of ‘success’ is premature the programme nonetheless commands our attention and reminds us of the very considerable daily efforts required from large numbers of stakeholders in the drive for Education for All.
A paper describing the programme, written by S. Anandalakshmy and colleagues, is available for download at http://www.ukfiet.org/resources.php.
1.3.6 Final Reflections TC "1.3.6 Final Reflections" \f C \l "3" 
David Theobald invited final reflections from Jyotsna Jha (Commonwealth Secretariat), Peter Colenso (DFID) and Keith Hinchliffe (Global Monitoring Report).

Jyotsna Jha began by offering praise for the efforts of the Global Monitoring Report team, referring to the annual Reports as an excellent resource for information and analysis. However, there is a need to shift the focus of the Report’s measures of progress made, to examining the many challenges that remain. She suggested that much greater emphasis is required on the inter-relationships between issues which impact on EFA, including gender, ethnicity, and poverty. She also noted that the challenges of moving from, for example, a net enrolment rate of 50 to 70 are very different from those faced in moving from 70 to 90. A large number of developing countries are now facing the latter situation. Furthermore, the nature of these challenges has changed significantly since the early 1990s, especially because of rapid urbanisation and the many changes precipitated by globalisation. It is important that the GMR takes note of these issues in its analyses and organisation. Although recognising the challenges of compiling a report of global progress, she concluded that more nuanced, non-linear analysis of EFA concerns is needed to more fully understand the global situation and to be able to address it appropriately.
Peter Colenso commended the GMR team for their work on the Report, citing it as a key evidence-base for policy development. He then organised his reflections around three areas: a report on the presentation of the Global Monitoring Report in Dakar in December 2007, current UK activities (and especially those of DFID) related to EFA, and thoughts on how UK actors can take the ideas generated during the Colloquium forward. 

Mr. Colenso reported that during the Dakar meeting, there were three key areas of discussion. These included issues of equity, quality, and financing for EFA. In terms of equity specifically, the need was identified to develop ‘maps’ of excluded groups and areas in need of greater levels of financial support. Quality concerns discussed in the meeting included many of the issues raised by the Goal 6 discussion group, as well as the particular need to hold governments accountable for meeting the goals of international conventions and agreements. Lastly, the discussions at Dakar included a concern with financing for EFA, and especially as this relates to provision of both adequate domestic spending and increased external funding, the reduction of school fees, and a priority focus on support for low income, fragile and Sub-Saharan African states.

He went on to emphasise the Prime Minister’s real commitment to international development, and reported that the focus of future policy development will be on meeting the MDGs. This will include a particular focus on quality and cost-effective programming. Sector-wide approaches and financing will be the primary method, and emphasis will be placed on general sector finance rather than single projects. In terms of ways that EFA efforts can more generally be carried forward by UK actors, Mr. Colenso stated that this will be up to the very diverse members of the Colloquium audience. One key part of this will be for those in attendance – UK or internationally-based – to hold their own governments accountable for international development policy and decision-making.

Keith Hinchliffe rounded out the reflections session with a response to some of the group feedback and the day in general. He told the audience that he would recommend that the GMR team set aside time to discuss and reflect on the issues raised when the Colloquium Final Report is available. He also identified a few issues in particular that he could respond to briefly in the session. The first was a point raised by the gender (Goal 5) discussion group about the need to conduct further analysis of the variable educational experiences and achievements of boys and girls. Secondly, he commented that the film ‘The Silent Revolution’ had been very successful in emphasising the importance of integrating appropriate materials, training and other support to schools if effective and sustained changes are to take hold in the classrooms; and that the Report would continue to report evidence on the determinants of, and strategies for, improvements in the quality of schooling and look further into the results of national learning assessments and their feedback into teaching. Finally, next year’s Report will go some way in meeting Jyotsna Jha’s suggestion that more emphasis needs to be placed on variable outside of the education sector which impact on movement towards EFA. He concluded that, during the day, many other important issues had been raised, which the GMR team will consider in the future.

2. Reports from the Working Groups TC "2. Reports from the Working Groups" \f C \l "1" 
As noted above, Colloquium participants joined one of six working groups for the afternoon session in order to subject one of the themes of the Report to critical review and discussion and to identify ways in which UK-based stakeholders can support progress, related to this theme, towards EFA by 2015. Following the Colloquium, the facilitators and rapporteurs compiled summary reports based on group discussions during the session. The following reports therefore differ somewhat in style, depending on the key issues and questions which arose in each group discussion, but each is intended to provide an indicative summary of the discussions which took place.
Group 1: Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) TC "Group 1: Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE)" \f C \l "2" 
The group was facilitated by Professor Iram Siraj-Blatchford (Institute of Education, London), with assistance from Louise Ruskin (Institute of Education, London).

Professor Siraj-Blatchford raised a number of issues for discussion based on her readings of both the 2008 and 2007 Global Monitoring Reports (‘Education For All By 2015 – Will We Make It?’ and ‘Strong Foundations: Early Childhood Care and Education’, respectively):

· There is a tendency for the discourse on EFA to over-emphasise access, while not enough attention is given to the quality and content of ECCE, and the role of ECCE in preventing stunted development. This leads to poor quality training, lack of training and sufficient qualifications, and staff shortages.

· Provision for children younger than three years is still minimal and its quality is often poorly defined.
· Although the children who benefit most from ECCE are those who are most in need, provision in many countries is growing from the private sector, with parents prioritising the learning of English, rather than early childhood development.

· Many countries consider the pre-primary year to be ECCE, and so the focus is often on a structured approach and not on child-centred provision.

· Many groups of children are not given adequate attention, for example those in fragile states, affected by HIV/Aids and in the poorest of slums.
At the same time, Professor Siraj-Blatchford noted, the 2007 GMR Report does not always cite the most robust evidence available, and the Reports include very few case studies, and also tend to use models that rely on centre-based provision, rather than community-based ones or a diverse selection of models. In more general terms, there is also a lack of focus on the linkages between goals. Connections should be made, for example, between the ECCE, skills and gender goals, particularly in terms of efforts to train women for childcare and education roles, to support women for work outside the home, and to improve circumstances for female children having to undertake care of younger siblings. The inclusion of health issues in ECCE is one positive move in this direction, as is the recognition of global trends affecting education.

The following key discussion points arose from this introduction:

Effective promotion of ECCE concerns

One speaker dubbed ECCE a ‘Cinderella goal’ – or one that has seen less positive action by governments. The discussion highlighted that part of the reason for this may be that many policy makers do not have experience in or knowledge of ECCE. The 2007 GMR Report, however, seems to be aimed at an audience with prior knowledge of ECCE. It was suggested that more use should be made of the extensive evidence and research that is being carried out to emphasise the importance of ECCE in connection with, for example, primary education. This may help policy makers to see the importance of investing in this area.

Thus far, the Goals have been approached in isolation. However, many speakers agreed with Professor Siraj-Blatchford that there are significant interconnections between ECCE and other areas. The links between ECCE and gender, in particular, cannot be ignored. Research has also shown the positive impacts of ECCE on primary education, and has highlighted connections to literacy, skills and training, amongst other areas. It was suggested that a more holistic and integrated approach was needed when approaching the Goals. Clearly illustrating the connections between Goals could also help to raise the profile of so-called ‘Cinderella goals’.

Inequality and hard to reach communities

The current growth of ECCE provision in many countries is largely the result of the growth of private institutions. This situation exacerbates inequality between different social and economic groups; it can also mean that the provision is guided by the demands of parents who pay, including, for example, a more formal approach to learning or the desire for children to acquire English language skills. It was suggested that hard to reach children and communities should be provided for by governments; this includes those in the poorest districts, those with disabilities, and communities affected by conflict and/or HIV and Aids.

Goals and targets

While the group recognised that targets are important, there was also concern about the possibility that they can encourage corruption, manipulation of figures, or less effective programmes. In order to meet international commitments, for example, governments may choose to support ‘easy options’ rather than looking at projects which address more complex improvements. In such cases, simple delivery does not necessarily equate with meaningful access for children. It was suggested that a qualitative approach needs to be taken to better understand these concerns, and as a complement to existing quantitative data. Participants also felt that it is unclear whether the 2007 GMR on ECCE has initiated any positive overall change in the last year. There was concern that if the Report does not contribute to positive, observable change, then it may simply be disregarded.

Contextual appropriateness

The issue of context was raised by several speakers. Each circumstance is different and each community has its own understanding of ECCE. For example, some communities will place great importance on formal learning because of the traditional importance of religious schools, or where there are physical constraints to child-centred learning such as very large class sizes. It was suggested that more local and country case studies are needed, and that it is important to work alongside communities in order to develop diverse approaches and contextually appropriate models. Targets, in turn, should be more specific and spending more differentiated. The role of NGOs should also be included, as their experience and work with local communities and families is invaluable.

The tendency for programmes to focus on the pre-primary year (ages 5/6) is one concern which could benefit from a more contextualised approach. In some countries, for example, there is no concept of early childhood education outside the home environment. Young children also might not be sent out to schools because of mothers’ feelings of an ‘empty lap’, or because of the proximity of provision and parents’ preferences for workplace provision or home education. It was considered that in these settings, more contextually-appropriate models are needed.

Group 2: Access to and completion of free, compulsory and good quality primary education by 2015 TC "Group 2: Access to and completion of free, compulsory and good quality primary education by 2015" \f C \l "2" 
The group was facilitated by Dr. Pauline Rose (University of Sussex), with assistance from Joanna Härmä (University of Sussex).

The discussion opened with a ten-minute introduction by Dr. Rose, unpacking the various terms associated with this Goal, providing perspectives in relation to these from the GMR, and raising questions as an aid to open the discussion. The group, which included approximately 50 participants, was invited to put forward ideas for ‘the way forward’ on achieving this Goal, paying particular attention to how they might contribute to this. Much of the discussion was directed towards problems associated with the Goal in particular country settings, and approaches that the GMR could consider taking in analysing these issues in future reports. Discussion focused on the following key thematic areas:

Inter-related forms of exclusion, including health issues such as AIDS and malnutrition

There was general agreement amongst participants that exclusion needs to be considered and addressed holistically, and that this should take account both of exclusion from school as well as silent exclusion within schools. As the aim is for universal education, it was also noted that more effort is needed in identifying and targeting the poorest and most marginalised. Participants noted encouraging examples of programmes in Malawi (including initiatives to build circles of support and provide flexible learning opportunities for children with special educational needs in remote areas) and Botswana (also focusing on enabling environments and circles of community support for at-risk children) which are attempting to address these issues.

Free education – Is it really free?

Discussion included the concern that free education is often not really free, and that the indirect costs of schooling can be prohibitive. One participant noted an example in which the allocation of stationary from the government is not enough, but when children run out their parents are not willing/able to buy more. Another group member described the improving enrolment rate in Tanzania as a result of the introduction of fee-free schooling, but noted that there is some evidence to suggest that parents are required to pay for private tuition and that children who cannot pay for this may be sent home.

Extending the notion of ‘access’

A number of issues were raised in terms of the need to reconceptualise ‘access’. The work of the Consortium for Research on Educational Access, Transitions and Equity (CREATE) was provided as one example. The project is calls for an expanded vision of ‘meaningful access’. Indicators such as NER can be misleading, for instance, because they appear to give a picture of high levels of enrolment even though children are not necessarily attending or staying in school. A member of the group responded that similar access issues are also an issue for the UK. Currently there is insufficient information about exactly who is accessing what, potentially resulting in the inefficient use of resources.

Another set of concerns to be identified centred on the need for greater attention to the transition to upper primary/secondary. This is because while free primary education has increased in many places, there has often been no matching increase in secondary provision. One participant noted that many parents are sending children to private secondary schools due to insufficient state school places. There is therefore a need to address primary and secondary holistically, rather than sequentially.

Quality and quantity?

A range of comments were also made during the discussion regarding quality and quantity. Firstly, it was thought that while the GMR’s focus is presently on statistics, the analysis would benefit from more qualitative analysis. Discussion about quality, on the other hand, included the concern that attention be paid to the relationships between quality and access, and that curricula of high quality should be interesting and relevant to people’s lives. Participants felt that more and better trained teachers are needed to provide higher quality education, and that this requires attention to the impact of globalisation on teacher labour markets.

National context versus international goals and benchmarks

Discussion in this area highlighted that greater efforts are needed to understand the issues raised in the GMR in relation to the national context and, importantly, how they are re-interpreted as national plans. For example, one participant cited a report by the Ministry of Education in Ghana which stated that the ‘multi-grade system is not recommended’ and ‘teachers should be supervised by the head teacher’ and ‘long distance learning [meaning the teacher studying for further qualifications] should not affect teaching and learning’. Each of these issues could be relevant to the particular context, but vary from the strategies identified in the GMR and/or could be a misinterpretation of these strategies.

Feedback from the group also suggested that it would be useful to have country-specific goals that are more feasible, and that are decided in consultation with governments. A ‘one size fits all’ approach was not seen to work. For example, there is a need to examine whether demand-side initiatives are needed in certain contexts. However, lessons from other contexts also need to be treated with caution – for example, conditional cash transfers which are apparent in some middle-income countries might not be feasible in low-income countries. It was further suggested that it would be helpful to draw collectively on experiences within regions (e.g. within sub-Saharan Africa). More generally, participants identified tensions between national and international perspectives which deserve further consideration in the GMR.

Potential and proposals for the GMR

Discussion suggested that the GMR is a good tool against which to balance in-depth knowledge within countries and that it is useful in generating debate. The Report contains good examples, but could be more responsive to country-specific issues. There is also a need for the GMR to consider contexts where progress is reversed due to political turmoil or other factors.

It was also felt that the issue of diversity is not captured and adequately reflected in the GMR. There is a discomfort with the goals as they are, and a perception that their appropriateness should be reassessed. There is, for example, a need to understand issues in more depth. This is perhaps a problem with the nature of the reporting in the GMR, in that statistics are given but there is not enough qualitative information ‘from the ground’. It was also felt that issues of data quality need further consideration. One participant cited the example of Ghana, where it appears from the statistics that enrolment has increased. However, in reality this is due to better coverage of schools by the Ministry of Education census data collection. Discussion also revealed that the Report needs to address what not to do, drawing on national experiences historically – rather than just providing examples of ‘good practice’. At the same time, participants did not want to be to dismissive of what has been achieved so far. There is an international role to play in promoting and highlighting the ‘big picture’.

Summary and agreed points from the group discussion

1. Changes needed to the GMR:

· Targets need to be relative to the context.

· Specific challenges need to be addressed.

· Goals/policy advice should be made more relevant and digestible to local policy makers, and should have a more qualitative approach.

· There should be a more analytical view of the past and the future, taking into account things that have been tried in the past, and lessons from this should be drawn regarding what not to do.

2. Issues of access:

· The definition of access should be expanded, and should include attention to silent exclusion.

· Provision of more and better trained teachers is required, as this is what access rests upon.

· There should be greater flexibility in schools.

3. The hardest to reach, and most marginalised must be targeted as a priority.

· There should be greater flexibility to help children from difficult backgrounds/damaged children/AIDS affected children.

· A ‘circle of support’ should be built in each community comprised of family, schools and any other relevant stakeholders.

· The well-being of the child must be addressed, including consideration of health and child rights.

Group 3: Meeting the learning needs of all young people and adults through equitable access to life skills TC "Group 3: Meeting the learning needs of all young people and adults through equitable access to life skills" \f C \l "2" 
The group was facilitated by Professor Kenneth King (University of Edinburgh), with assistance from Amy Bishop (Institute of Education, London).

The following presents the nature of the discussion and some of its implications.

Essential background to the discussion

Some background to the skills debate in relation to Education for All (EFA) is relevant here. In the World Conference on Education for All (WCEFA) at Jomtien in 1990 – ‘basic training in other essential skills required by youth and adults’ was mentioned as one of six dimensions against which ‘countries may wish to set their own targets for the 1990s’ (WCEFA, Framework for Action, 1990:3). Ten years later, those responsible for the Dakar World Education Forum (WEF) did two things to this: they turned a suggestion for developing a series of national targets into Six Global Goals, and they changed the wording from skills to life-skills, with the phrasing – ‘equitable access to appropriate learning and life-skills programmes’ (WEF, 2000: 2). Seven years later, as the GMR team anticipated in 2007 the need to tackle what had become Dakar Goal 3, they thought a ‘A first step in monitoring learning and life-skills programmes is to investigate elements of provision, participation and access to non-formal learning activities at national or sub-national level (UNESCO, 2006: 57). Thus ‘skills’ became ‘life-skills’ and then became ‘non-formal education (NFE)’. As the GMR team began to look at this arena in early 2007, they decided to focus particularly on the most disadvantaged young people, and also on programmes that fell outside those covered by the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED). They also asked the UNESCO Institute of Life Long Learning (UIL) to carry out some of the essential background work for the forthcoming GMR.
 The GMR 2007 did discuss some of the methodological challenges of monitoring Goal 3, but they anticipated that ‘The 2008 EFA Global Monitoring Report would include a more systematic assessment of progress in meeting the learning needs of young people and adults’ (UNESCO, 2006: 58). Despite this expectation, in point of fact there was more discussion of the monitoring approaches and options for Goal 3 in GMR 2007 than there turned out to be in GMR 2008. There was disappointingly little coverage of Goal 3 in the GMR 2008. In the Summary volume, there were just 4 paragraphs on the assessment of Goal 3 (UNESCO, 2007b: 15-16), and just 2.5 pages in the relevant chapter of the full Report (UNESCO, 2007a: 59-61). The message of the GMR 2008 was simple: ‘EFA Goal 3: the hardest to define and monitor’ (UNESCO, 2007a: 60). Despite this admission, surprisingly, very little serious analysis of life-skills, let alone skills, was actually undertaken in the 434 page volume.

Definitional Issues

There is nothing sacred about the text of these Six Dakar Goals; it was man-made. So the fact that life-skills has replaced skills should not mean that we have to be narrowly focused on life-skills. Be that as it may, one of the problems of this substitution is that many people feel they have more difficulty knowing what life-skills means than skills. For others, perhaps especially in the UK, life-skills has connections with school subjects like personal and social development, and sounds un-demanding, possibly aimed at those who are not high-flyers.

There is therefore a need to indicate the range of what is covered by the terms ‘skills’ and ‘life skills’, and then decide what dimensions of these might be amenable to monitoring and assessment in any future Skills GMR. Intriguingly, when it comes to definitions, neither ‘skills’ nor ‘life skills’ is actually included in the useful glossaries of the GMR 2007 and 2008, but ‘non-formal education’ is.
 Indeed, in the main text of GMR 2008, there is virtually no discussion of the conceptual and definitional issues relating to skills and life skills at all. Thus, it may be useful to summarise a number of these here.

At one level, it is worth recognising the importance of basic literacy and numeracy skills, and their outcome such as reading and letter-writing that are expected to be picked up initially in primary schools. At a more general level, successful and effective communication skills are regarded as a crucial outcome of any education, whether formal or non-formal.

Beyond these, it should be noted that there has been a lot of attention given, at least in English language sources, to the importance of what have been called, severally, ‘new skills’, ‘soft skills’, and even ‘higher order skills’. These refer to crucial capacities such as IT, team work, decision-making, problem-solving and negotiating, but also behavioural skills such as discipline, perseverance and self-confidence.
 Sometimes, the term ‘transferable skills’ has been applied to these.

But all these various uses of skills are different again from the skills that are closely associated with technical and vocational schools, or vocational training centres. Such institutions can cover a huge range from specialist horticulture and cuisine to computer programming, from crafts to artistic capacities, and from electronics to design and construction. But they share one feature in common, - that high levels of hand and eye coordination skills are required, in addition to reliance on the literacy, numerical and communication skills mentioned earlier; and with many such skills, there is also a certain ‘feel’, flair, or creativity. In other words, craft, design and vocational skills rely on basic communication skills, almost as much as more ‘academic’ subjects.

It is worth recognising that in many technical and vocational colleges, or polytechnic institutes, there is a further range of subjects that often also use the word ‘skills’ but they have less reliance on hand and eye coordination. These would include business and marketing skills, and of course secretarial skills. Such commercial subjects are often classified as vocational.

There has been a tendency to use the term ‘transferable’ or ‘portable’ skill in respect of the so-called new skills such as team-work or problem-solving, but it is quite inappropriate to make a sharp contrast between the portability or transferability of the more ‘academic’ as opposed to the more vocational skills; indeed both the more manipulative, hand and eye skills as well as the commercial and business skills require the presence of these so-called new skills of problem-solving and team work. [The very manifest portability and transferability of the skills of some 600,000 Polish workers who have come for work to the UK in the last four years include the whole range of skills, from construction, to service, medical and supervisory.]

Two further words on the issue of definition would be appropriate here:
i) Those many development agencies which see themselves as supporting skills development (or technical and vocational education and training) are basically identifying with the whole range of hand and eye skills, from basic to highly complex (see the Working Group for International Cooperation in Skills Development: http://www.norrag.org/wg/). In recent policy papers from the World Bank, and other agencies (e.g. DFID), this term ‘skills development’ has become commonplace to refer to such training being undertaken in a multiplicity of different contexts. Skills development is therefore a broader term than technical and vocational education and training (TVET), and is often used to cover training beyond the formal school or vocational training systems, e.g. in enterprises (both in the formal and informal sectors), and in private for profit or non-profit training centres etc.

ii) Most developing country governments, including Anglophone, continue to prefer to use the terminology of technical and vocational education and training (TVET) rather than skills development.
Implications of the discussion on definitions

It can be seen that skills, life skills and skills development are complex terms that cover a wide range of different approaches to capacity building and enhancement. This complexity should not by itself be a reason for avoiding a serious treatment of Goal 3, since the GMR has dealt courageously with other challenging terms, such as literacy, quality
 and early childhood care and education. But the EFA GMR process should not necessarily assume that they have to cover all the different locations of skills development. The team might well want to pay some attention, however, to those locations of skill that are of paramount interest to national governments and to development partners. We shall note a number of these implications, bearing these parameters and criteria in mind.

First, unlike the treatment of Goal 2, ‘free and compulsory primary education of good quality’ which is very largely delivered through a single ministry, ‘skills’, like ‘literacy’, requires moving beyond the confines of the Ministry of Education. Typically, some version of technical skills development is usually available through the Education Ministry, but vocational skills training is very frequently also offered through the Ministry of Labour. While it is perfectly true, as the GMR 2008 points out, that what they term ‘non-formal education’ may be offered in 17 ministries in Bangladesh and India, and in 9 ministries in Brazil, Egypt, Indonesia, Namibia and Thailand, what national governments call vocational training or TVET is usually associated with the Ministry of Labour.

Second, it should, however, be remembered that a major location of technical vocational skills is still the Ministry of Education. The coverage differs a great deal from region to region, and even within regions.
 But secondary technical or vocational education is very substantial indeed in many countries of East Asia (average 32%), from China to Indonesia, and Thailand to Vietnam. It is much lower in South Asia (average 2%) and Sub-Saharan Africa (average 6%), but many countries in both these regions are determined dramatically to expand formal technical and vocational provision through the Ministry of Education, as well as, in some cases, the Ministry of Labour. Interestingly, this element of school-based TVET in Goal 3 is actually discussed briefly in GMR 2008, but not under Goal 3! ‘Technical and vocational education: an alternative stream within secondary education’ is discussed under Goal 2 (Universal Primary Education). There would certainly be scope to look in much more detail at the current provision, trends and at the character of what is included under technical and vocational education.
 What is insufficiently acknowledged, in what has been a long-term critique of the so-called ‘vocational school fallacy’ for sub-Saharan Africa, is just how widespread technical and vocational secondary has traditionally been in several major European countries, e.g. Germany, France, and Italy.
 Certainly, this technical skills dimension of secondary education could be given much more GMR attention.

Third, many developing countries are currently paying a good deal of attention to skills for self-employment, given the dramatic shortages of jobs in the formal sector of their economies. Countries as different as Ghana and India admit to having between 80% and 90% of all employment within the informal (or unorganised) sector. In many countries, for example in West Africa, relatively formalised apprenticeship schemes are responsible for skill acquisition for the very great majority of all young people, male and female. It would be highly desirable for a body with the prestige of the Global Monitoring Report to examine what the data actually suggest for the extent or level of technical and vocational skills acquired in a three-to-four year informal apprenticeship.

Lastly, in this section on the implications of the definitions, there is evidence emerging of very widespread non-state skills provision, both for profit and non-profit (Atchoarena and Esquieu, 2007). As governments come under increasing pressure to provide post-basic education opportunities, whether in secondary education or in skills training, it will be crucial to have some sense of the scale of this non-state skills provision in different regions.

The urgency of the case for a skills GMR

The case for covering some priority dimensions of skills development in a GMR is not primarily because ‘other essential skills’ was an integral part of what Jomtien called the expanded vision of basic education, or because ‘learning and life-skills’ was included as one of Six Goals in the Dakar World Education Forum. It would nevertheless fulfil the Jomtien and Dakar commitments if this missing Goal could be adequately treated. Rather, the importance of dealing comprehensively with the pledge to treat skills can be argued for much more compelling reasons.

For one thing, treatment of the skills domain could arguably complement the work that has been done on the other goals. This has mostly related to achievements in basic education, but the very successes registered in gender parity and universal primary education have meant that the sheer numbers of primary school completers are historically larger than they have ever been. Yet, apart from these putting pressure on lower secondary education, there has in many countries been increasing attention to the fundamental question of ‘After school what?’ What are the other options for young people to acquire livelihood skills or work skills? It is clear that primary school certification on its own is not sufficient for many new jobs, whether in the formal or informal sectors. So, the very sustainability of several of the other Dakar Goals is intimately connected to the provision of these ‘other essential skills’. Arguably, there has been too much focus on the challenge of reaching UPE and gender parity, for example, and insufficient attention to the utilisation or sustaining of these achievements.

In addition, the work skills or life-skills focus helps to point to the necessary context or environment in which these school skills can be deployed. In a situation where many developing countries cannot afford to offer secondary education for all, and where many parents cannot afford to pay for this, the provision of a range of shorter and longer term skills training options is attractive. Mapping these pathways to work skills will become increasingly important given the size of the cohorts now completing the basic first cycle of education.

At a more global level, countries are more and more conscious that foreign direct investment is strongly attracted to situations where there is an abundance of well-educated and highly skilled labour. Certainly, educated and skilled human resources are only one of several factors making up a positive investment climate, but they are identified as one of the most important. Whatever may be claimed in the research literature about how just four years of education makes a difference to farmer productivity, potential investors are now expecting workers with much higher educational and skill levels. Other countries in East, South East and South Asia have noted that China has well over 30% of its young people attending secondary vocational high schools, and are beginning to take appropriate action.

But the skills focus also points up the essential inter-sectorality of the Dakar Goals. At least three of the Goals – early childhood, adult literacy, and life-skills – take the discussion beyond the Ministry of Education, to other ministries, and to many other providers, both state and non-state. In other words, the Dakar Goals cannot be reached by one ministry alone. And probably the considerable achievements of that single ministry, Education, cannot be sustained without complementary achievements in other ministries, as well as in the economy and the enabling environment.

Towards indicators of coverage and achievement in the skills domain

We started this brief account with the GMR 2007 claim that ‘EFA Goal 3’ was ‘the hardest to define and monitor’. We accept that the assessment of skills is at least as demanding as the challenges that continue to be faced by the GMR team in grappling with literacy or with quality. But this is not a reason for avoiding it, or for looking at aspects of non-formal education in its place.

There are certainly skill domains, including within the formal secondary school system, which are crying out for more careful monitoring and assessment, and we have pointed to other locations of skill where provision is massive, but where we don't know enough about quality, level and outcome.

Because any serious attempt to monitor those locations of skill which are of high priority to developing countries would involve analysis both within and outside the education sector, it would be wise to signal that any satisfactory treatment of skill would take a two year cycle by the GMR team rather than the very great intensity of the present one-year cycle.

It can be safely assumed that there is a strong agency constituency that would favour the GMR tackling this skills domain, and it is equally evident that it would be politically appealing to a very wide range of national governments.

References

Atchoarena, D., and Esquieu, P. eds. 2002 Private Technical and Vocational Education in Sub-Saharan Africa: Provision, Patterns, and Policy Issues. IIEP/Prg.DA/01.300, International Institute for Educational Planning, Paris.

Foster, P. 1965 'The vocational school fallacy in development planning' in C.A. Anderson and M.J. Bowman (Eds.) Education and economic development, Aldine Publishing, Chicago.

King, K. and Martin, C. 2002 ‘The vocational school fallacy revisited: education, aspiration and work in Ghana, 1959-2000’ in International Journal of Educational Development 22, 5-26.
Palmer, R. 2007 ‘What room for skills development in “post-primary education”? A look at selected countries’, background paper for the Paris meeting of the Working Group for International Co-operation in Skills Development, 13-15 November 2007.

Ross, S. 2007 ‘Reflections on Goal 3 at the EFA Global Monitoring Report Meeting, 17 January, 2008’, written after the UKFIET Colloquium.

UNESCO-UNEVOC/UIS 2004 Participation in formal and vocational education and training programmes worldwide: an initial statistical study, UNESCO-UNEVOC, Bonn,
UNESCO 2006 Strong foundations: Early childhood care and education. EFA Global Monitoring Report 2007, UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO 2007a Education For All By 2015. Will We Make It? EFA Global Monitoring Report 2008, UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO 2007b Education For All By 2015. Will We Make It? EFA Global Monitoring Report 2008, Summary, UNESCO, Paris.

WCEFA (World Conference on Education for All), 1990, World Declaration and Framework for Action, International Consultative Forum, UNESCO, Paris.

WEF (World Education Forum), 2000, Education for All: Meeting our collective commitments. The Dakar Framework for Action and The Expanded commentary on the Framework for Action, UNESCO, Paris.

World Bank, 2006, World Development Report 2007: Development and the next generation, World Bank, Washington.
Group 4: Achieving a 50% improvement in adult literacy levels, especially for women TC "Group 4: Achieving a 50% improvement in adult literacy levels, especially for women" \f C \l "2" 
The group discussion was facilitated by Jude Fransman (Institute of Education, London), with assistance from Emma Williams (Institute of Education, London).

The discussion began with a review of the GMR, with specific reference to the continuing challenge of literacy. One key point was that adult literacy is still severely neglected and remains one of the most under-prioritised of the EFA goals. It is in serious need of both enhanced political attention and renewed financial commitment. The official global figure of 774 million adult illiterates is a widely-acknowledged underestimation of the real figure. This figure also masks a significant degree of inequality especially in the variation between genders (females make up 64% of the figure), rural vs. urban, diverse socio-economic backgrounds (illiteracy is significantly correlated with poverty), and regionally (i.e. East, South and West Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa have the highest figures). The desired 50% reduction in adult literacy rates will clearly not be met by 2015. Moreover, universal primary education alone is not solving the literacy challenge since many “school children” are either not completing or completing with insufficient literacy skills.

In terms of conceptualising literacy, despite the recognition by the 2006 GMR that literacy is a spectrum rather than a dichotomy and that it is a highly contextualised and socially-situated phenomena entwined with power relations, the GMR still tends to fall back on a dichotomous definition for monitoring purposes. The notion of the “literate environment” tries to incorporate a more contextual/functional conceptualisation but again, tends to fall back on physical resources and infrastructure rather than interrogating textual institutions on the basis of inclusivity. Questions need to be asked both about the resources/skills that people require in order to access to these environments – but also about the extent to which these institutions/textual resources/processes should be made more responsive to people (in terms of employing local languages etc) All literate environments are power-laden. It is therefore crucial to recognise how people engage with the existing environment but also how might the environment be adapted to respond better to people? Furthermore, “literacy” is supposed to incorporate number use as well as reading and writing however, the numeracy dimension and language are both largely ignored in the 2008 GMR.

The growing availability of data that rely on direct assessments of literacy skills suggest that the scale of the literacy challenge is far greater than the statistics imply. The GMR does provide some discussion on the limitations of literacy statistics (based on conventional cross-country data drawn from censuses or household surveys that rely on self-assessments, third-party reporting or educational attainment proxies). Usually in censuses, respondents are asked if they can ‘read and write, with understanding, a simple statement of their everyday life’, in the words of UNESCO’s traditional definition of literacy.

As one of its three top policy priorities the GMR stresses that “education policies must focus on inclusion, literacy, quality, capacity development and finance. The UK’s Literacy Working Group prepared a response to the GMR in which Adult literacy can be seen as the fibre which weaves together the EFA Goals and related policy issues:

· HIV/AIDS: Health literacy, in all its different forms could help to enhance such interventions. In many countries, literacy programmes are not discrete lessons in reading, writing and number use, but embed learning in everyday realities. To better enable this, information documents should be distributed widely in local languages. Likewise, adult educators should receive training from the relevant authorities.
· The rise of the global knowledge economies is highlighted; the Report acknowledges that labour forces must be better skilled, especially in problem solving and critical thinking: Adult literacy and numeracy, especially through the development of oral communications, linked to particular job skills, can contribute considerably to developing the skills of problem solving and critical thinking.
· Children’s health:. Family literacy learning as well as parent education could help to support such outcomes. Again, adult literacy programmes do not need to be specialised “health literacy” programmes to achieve this. Provided the necessary information is available, any literacy curriculum can incorporate these important topics.
· Rapid expansion impacting on quality: There is evidence to suggest that while enrolment and retention rates have increased dramatically, many children are leaving school without minimum literacy and numeracy skills. These children are at danger of relapsing back into illiteracy if continuing learning opportunities are not available or if there is not a sufficient literate environment to sustain day to day literacy use. The case for quality adult learning opportunities would appear obvious as ways to address little or no primary education.
· Governance and financing: It is well known amongst adult literacy advocates and practitioners, in all parts of the world, that those adults who need literacy and numeracy support are least likely to be beneficiaries of well-informed and resourced policies and strategies. There are some notable exceptions to this position, with the UK having invested £billions in its Skills for Life Strategy. The GMR highlights how aid must be delivered more effectively and link more closely with country priorities. However, local campaigns and advocacy to increase support for adult literacy programmes must not only be heard within countries but matched with opportunities for aid. In addition, adult literacy should be a visible unit within the relevant ministry with its own vote on the budget. Political will and prioritisation of adult literacy is pivotal to adequate financing – particularly when donors are increasingly adopting SWAPS and targeted budgetary support strategies instead of funding projects.
· A “ Knowledge Economy” is enhanced through literacy, which includes skills such as critical thinking, oral communication, etc as essential.
It is clear that all of the EFA Goals can be addressed by using literacy as the core:

	EFA Goal
	Relevance to Literacy

	1 ECCE
	· Adults who are literate are more likely to support their child’s education

· Adult and child family literacy skills training (involving health education, Research in the UK indicates how targeting support for families, linked to adult literacy and numeracy, such as Sure Start and Step in to Learning, begins to reduce the gaps between advantaged and disadvantaged families. 

	2 UPE
	· There is no reference to Family Learning in the Report although we know that some developing countries (South Africa, Uganda etc) have well developed practices.
· Family Learning Parents are often keen to help their children, so Family Learning can be a strong motivator for adults to return to learning. Both adult literacy and primary education goals could be progressed through increased family learning activities.

	3 Learning needs of young people and adults
	· Literacy is embedded in most Adult Education Programmes
· Literacy as a discrete skill-set is frequently irrelevant or hard to sustain but when embedded in other training is perceived to have more value

	4 Literacy
	Self-explanatory

	5 Gender Parity/ equality
	· One of the strongest influences on attitudes towards women is that of role models and where mothers are involved in learning they are more likely to encourage and support their daughters as well as advocate and campaign for parity and equality. (The Report cites an example of this in Burkina Faso.)
· Adult literacy, especially through family learning has a key role to play in helping to influence changes in relation to gender equality. Adult literacy, integrated with citizenship, community campaigning and participation can do much to make the political case and enhance the status of women and the roles that they can play.

· Critical literacy programmes also provide space to explore and renegotiate masculinities as well as women’s rights

	6 Quality
	· In the way that quality of education is central to the achievement of EFA goals, so adult literacy can be argued as being central to the quality of teachers and teaching.
·  Integrated approaches to developing literacy can enhance not only the teachers’ own literacy but also their understanding of effective ways of teaching literacy. 


A critical response to the EFA agenda would question the Literacy Goal in the following ways:

1. Is it the right goal?

2. Is it the right conceptualisation of “Literacy”?

· Numeracy retention rates are higher than those of literacy yet numeracy remains neglected.
· The Literacy Lobby should not get too caught up with trying to conceptualise literacy. Over-intellectualising of concepts tends to put people off, so we should highlight the practical implications instead.
· We should mention the statistics when advocating, and use the contextual model of social practices when trying to implement a programme successfully.

3. Is the methodology of measurement useful and appropriate?

· Does it really matter if the statistics are wrong? We know the challenge is enormous and statistics – no matter how faulty – can reinforce the literacy lobby
· Due to the general lack of funding to adult literacy programmes, there is usually a lack of good evaluation methods. This needs to be improved, and good feedback mechanisms established.

4. What policy responses have been used and what are the alternatives?

Why are literacy programmes failing?
· The fact that many programmes involved using volunteers with no training was mentioned.

· Also government programmes are largely discreet programmes without context. We have to keep making the case for embedded literacy programmes e.g. creative writing, vocational training, etc. It is more realistic when there are linkages e.g. to health or inter-generational learning.

· The monitoring and management of country literacy programmes need more resources and schools.
· The GCE international benchmarks are very clear, and show us what works. There is a huge consensus on good and bad practice.
· The use of existing societal organisations such as women’s groups and faith-based organisations, are often ignored as a forum where literacy can take place in a non-challenging environment.
· Where is the adult literacy department situated? Who are the policy makers? Where does the budget for adult literacy go – Ministry of Education? The Government must take responsibility and for cooperation between all the relevant ministries (finance, labour, health, agriculture, education, etc) it should be decentralised, but there must be overall responsibility. One recommendation is put it where there is power and money (e.g. President’s office).

· Need to introduce the concept of family or community literacy as opposed to concentrating solely on an individual’s literacy. In the gender focus, NGOs have not seen specific requirements for women in literacy programmes even though the benefits to the child and family of having a literate mother have been widely researched and documented. There is no reference to “family” learning in the GMR.

· Policies have traditionally focussed on mass campaign and while the GMR doesn’t promote campaigns per se it does call for the scaling-up of programmes to reach as many numbers as possible. This misses out on the numerous organic and spontaneous locally generated responses to literacy which are often far more relevant and potentially sustainable.

5. What are the research implications of the Goal?
- 
Socially situated approaches (using ethnographic methodologies are more revealing, but how do you translate those into measures of the literacy learning component?
6. How can the multiple literacy stakeholders (representing vastly different conceptualisations and approaches to policy and practice) better integrate positions to present a coherent lobby?

· Jomtien was initially supposed to centre on Literacy, but ended up focussing on UPE. Using a holistic approach, literacy can link up all the goals, and therefore should be included in the budgets for all goals.
· People are walking out of education because they can’t see the relevance. When literacy is included in alternative learning methods, this relevance will be clear.
· The GMR statistics and impact of literacy can be used as advocacy measures to encourage countries to carry out their own literacy assessments (e.g. Kenya 2006/07). These help to show the wide spectrum of the issue and challenges perspectives. This should include inter-Ministry cooperation and raises challenges as low literacy is discovered for those who were previously classified as literate. The scale of the challenge is complex and needs a lot of data to highlight all of the aspects. It also allows for internal ideas and practices to be generated.

· The returns to investment in adult literacy which normally treat all literacy programmes the same for evaluation purposes, need to be broken down to recognise the different aspects. Returns also need to show the knock on effects of adult literacy, e.g. on MDGs (HIV / poverty / infant mortality).

· National Education Coalitions are beginning to advocate for adult literacy.

· The quality of adult literacy programmes is often an issue. People normally accept what they can get due to the high demand. The NGO sector is often sparked by genuine demand and therefore is normally more effective. Also due to the brief training of 2 weeks and a bit of follow up, quality is usually compromised.
· Multi-lingual and mother tongue adult literacy face different challenges, but have been seen to be understood quicker than dominant language literacy. This is a forum for challenging the language used as the dominant language in the literacy environment. Sometimes there is more motivation to learn the dominant language therefore bi-lingual literacy is becoming more popular. Another example of women’s empowerment is the fact that men are happy for their wives to learn literacy in the mother tongue, but not in the dominant language.

· In conflict states, there is a large role for literacy of adults and young people to play in the process of peace and reconciliation. Post-conflict situations can even create opportunities for literacy as they have done for gender equality.

· On a positive note, larger investments are coming in due to the Fast Track Initiative which recently approved the sector plan for Benin (which included adult literacy in its budget). This should encourage other countries to earmark funds specifically for adult literacy

Three Action Points

National surveys of literacy which employ internally defined agendas and conceptualisations of literacy should be encouraged by donors (as opposed to flawed international initiatives such as LAMP) to gauge the specific scale and nature of the literacy challenge in each country. All policies and donor aid should respond to these surveys.
There needs to be more coherence in the literacy lobby so that the academic is better linked to policy and practice We need to use data strategically for advocacy purposes, and not get too caught up in arguments about measurements and definitions of literacy. In terms of policy and practice, we know what works and what doesn’t work (see GCE 2005) however all policy should respond to context, literate environments, pre-existing practices and local demand.

The quality of adult literacy, with the corresponding rates of return to national development, need to be re-emphasised. Most measurements of learning achievements currently used are measuring literacy so it is a very topical issue, but literacy outcomes are incredibly limited so a more qualitative assessment of processes is needed. Research needs to be carried out to ensure that programmes are responding to people’s real wants and priorities.

Group 5: Eliminating gender disparities in primary and secondary education by 2005 and ensuring gender equality in education by 2015 TC "Group 5: Eliminating gender disparities in primary and secondary education by 2005 and ensuring gender equality in education by 2015" \f C \l "2" 
The discussion was facilitated by Dr. Elaine Unterhalter (Institute of Education, London), with assistance from Sophie Tanner (Institute of Education, London).

In contrast to previous GMR reports, the 2008 GMR recognises that gender is more than just a parity issue. Gender has featured in the analysis as a substantive feature of the quality of education provision, attainment and parents’ employment. The authors of the Report are to be congratulated for going beyond a narrow focus on gender parity with regard to enrolment and progression. They are also to be congratulated on headlining the extent to which the 2005 MDG target on gender parity was missed and how elusive meeting the 2015 target will be. They acknowledge that gender parity is necessary, but not sufficient for gender equality – and that gender equality raises a wide range of issues including gender based violence in school, differential achievements in particular subject areas, education about sexuality, and the entry of women into the labour force

Nonetheless there are some significant gaps in the analysis:

1) The overarching nature of gender is not considered. Gender is often treated as a separate category of disadvantage, while the intersecting ways in which gender and other inequalities work is not discussed. Gender is dealt with as a discrete area of inequality. Interesting comments are made about discrimination in schools on the basis of ethnicity or disability, but there is no comment about the gender dynamics of this. Similarly, the Report points out how much of the expansion of provision has been effected by employing contract teachers or para-teachers who are paid less than other teachers, trained less, and have few career prospects. But it does not comment on what is noted for India and a number of countries in Africa, on the large numbers of women that comprise this new teaching force. Institutionalising the recruitment pattern for para-teachers builds inequality into education systems. Addressing this requires long term plans to give contract teachers proper qualifications and contracts, so that women’s earnings and work conditions do not remain forever unequal. Although the Report comments on the poor conditions in many schools and the lack of furniture or textbooks, it does not draw out the gender issues that are associated with these. In many schools when there are few chairs or desks, boys sit on these and girls sit on the floor. While it is possible to learn as well sitting on the floor as a desk, a differential in status is being signalled that has wider consequences. Gender is an overarching, worldwide issue and the Report fails to take the analysis of gender far enough to comment on the ways in which inequalities intersect and compound each other, making addressing them complex, but not impossible.
2) The analysis of certain data could lead to misconceptions and misinterpretations. The Report notes that there are more boys than girls in secondary education in some countries, but there are no reasons/background given for this. The group considered that it was unlikely gender inequalities were responsible for boys leaving school early. It may be that in some countries boys have better labour market opportunities, girls do not have this option and so stay in school. In others there are expectations on boys to be providers, while girls are seen as a ‘liability’ to be married off once educated. Again this is a result of gender dynamics and identities, but not inequalities in favour of girls. The Report also notes the presence of women in the teaching profession, but does not draw out the significance of more women teaching early years. The higher up the education system the less women there are. Teaching seen as a suitable job for women, yet in many countries conditions are poor and pay is low. Gender issues concerning teacher’s employment – pay, work conditions, promotion opportunities are not commented on. Data from UNDP and UNICEF reports on gender could be very usefully put side by side with the education country data. Charting some of the outcomes of education for girls and boys (employment opportunities, etc.) would be useful.

3) The rather limited ways in which gender is discussed means that there is not an adequate critical look at budgets and governance taking gender issues into account. Gender budgeting is an added critical lens that could be usefully deployed. The very limited amounts of finance available for two areas in which large numbers of women predominate- adult illiteracy and early years education – is a very important constraint on meeting the gender equality concerns of EFA and the MDGS. Some comments on the extent to which gender is or is not being used in looking at policy, administration and advocacy would be extremely useful to monitor.

4) There are also some additional neglected issues: gender dynamics of education in countries in conflict or post-conflict; relationships between gender relationships and religion; the gender dynamics involved in private schooling; and gender based violence in work and higher education, not just in schools.

Suggested actions for GMR and other stakeholders

· Use information from National Monitoring Reports, civil society reports, women’s groups, household surveys, and censuses. This could help put a greater focus on increasing the national capabilities of countries to collect their own data.
· Include children’s voices and perceptions.
· Challenge academics to develop/publish more research on gender themes.
· Encourage education organisations to work with women’s organisations.
Useful resources and tools

· The Council for Education and the Commonwealth has recently released a report on Islamic girls and education, which can be accessed through their website.

· OECD education statistics unit and datasets

· UNICEF’s 2007 State of the World’s Children issue is focussed on gender.
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The discussion was facilitated by Professor Leon Tikly (University of Bristol), with assistance from Emma Frew (Institute of Education, London).

Professor Tikly began the session by raising a number of questions based on the Report. The discussion that followed was triggered by these questions:

1. Is there sufficient emphasis on education in the mother tongue?

2. After looking at the Report and seeing how they have addressed the issue of quality in education by looking at survival rates, teacher issues and resource issues, does it seem that the GMR are hitting the right issues? Do these capture the voices of the ordinary teachers and learners? The ‘knowledge economy’ affects different people in different ways in different economies, so how are issues of context being handled?

3. The World Bank report (2006) asked how stakeholders are able to move issues along. To what extent do we link aid spending to measurable outcomes?

4. Is our existing emphasis on the quality of primary education correct? Should we focus across the board? What about ECCE? What about tertiary education and the training of more teachers?

5. How do policy makers tackle the issues of access? The GMR needs to tackle the quality issues, but how do you give quality prominence? How do you link quality to outcomes? What are the minimum standards for education – should this be included in the debate at this level?

The discussion to follow centred on the following areas:

The quality debate

What is quality? Who defined it? Who are the stakeholders who contributed/contribute to the debate? What indicators are suitable to be used to determine quality? Is it sufficient to use quantitative or qualitative indicators alone? Which indicators are being used? Who chose them? How could qualitative data be gathered across different contexts? How was data for the Report gathered? What importance was given to local contexts and processes to ensure the data was relevant, developmental and non-punitive? How do you get the voices of learners into the GMR? Is quality in the ‘black-box’, so we are only looking at inputs and outputs while the processes in the middle are unknown? Is ‘measuring quality’ an oxymoron?

In the classroom

How can quality be achieved in the classroom? For example, what are the subtle nuances when looking at teaching methods? There is a move towards a more learner centred approach as opposed to the old teacher centred approach. The image of the teachers at the front, rows of children, a rigid curriculum and rigid assessments is being replaced. However this raises more questions. For example, what is more important – the relevance of the curriculum or skills? In some areas children drop out because of the perceived lack of quality and relevance, so these are clearly important concerns. Non-cognitive education is also important and should be balanced in a student-centred approach.

Do exams measure quality?

Exams are a proxy of quality, not a quality indicator. They are not used in all countries and teachers may be ‘teaching to the exam’, or not able to teach because of exams. There are regions where national comparisons are available (e.g. Latin American and South East Asia), but in general different exams are used internationally. There is also evidence that standards of education are perceived as falling when standardised exams are introduced. Should everyone seek to reach ‘100%’ or do societies need people with different skills and achievements?
Developing a global cross-educational development indicator

Is it possible to develop such an indicator? Outcomes are an indicator of quality, but may only show that students have learned something, and not whether it is ‘quality learning’. Something practical and feasible is needed to measure quality, but quality is context specific, within countries or even schools. Also, while countries sign and take on the responsibility of meeting the targets, problems may arise when the GMR and the government use different definitions of quality. So if quality is not strictly measurable, then should it be an EFA Goal? Without it the focus might be only on what is quantifiable and measurements might be focused on examples of low quality (e.g. drop-out rates). At the very least, the issue of quality generates discourse. A ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach, however, is probably not realistic. There should be leeway for individual countries depending on their needs. There is also a need to include many diverse groups (gender, minority languages, special needs students) in the quality debate.
Meeting the impossible?

Do we have the time and resources (including sound data) that is needed to meet the Goal? Are desperate measures being used to meet EFA goals? Are contact teachers a solution? Are differentiated targets acceptable? Should (for e.g.) post-conflict countries have the same targets?
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The EFA Goals

1 Expand early childhood care and education. Expand and improve comprehensive early childhood care and education, especially for the most vulnerable and disadvantaged children.

2 Free and compulsory education of good quality. Ensure that by 2015 all children, particularly girls, children in difficult circumstances and those belonging to ethnic minorities, have access to, and complete, free and compulsory primary education of good quality.

3 Promote the acquisition of life-skills by adolescents and youth. Ensure that the learning needs of all young people and adults are met through equitable access to appropriate learning and life-skills programmes.

4 Expand adult literacy. Achieve a 50% improvement in levels of adult literacy by 2015, especially for women, and equitable access to basic and continuing education for all adults.

5 Eliminate gender disparities. Eliminate gender disparities in primary and secondary education by 2005, and achieve gender equality in education by 2015, with a focus on ensuring girls’ full and equal access to and achievement in basic education of good quality.

6 Enhance educational quality. Improve all aspects of the quality of education and ensure excellence so that recognised and measurable learning outcomes are achieved by all, especially in literacy, numeracy and essential life skills.

The Millennium Development Goals

1 Eradicate Extreme Hunger and Poverty

· Reduce by half the proportion of people living on less than a dollar a day

· Reduce by half the proportion of people who suffer from hunger

2 Achieve Universal Primary Education

· Ensure that all boys and girls complete a full course of primary education

3 Promote Gender Equality and Empower Women

· Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education preferably by 2005, and at all levels by 2015

4 Reduce Child Mortality

· Reduce by two-thirds the mortality rate of children under five

5 Improve Maternal Health

· Reduce by three quarters the maternal mortality ratio 

6 Combat HIV/AIDS, Malaria and other diseases

· Halt and begin to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS

· Halt and begin to reverse the incidence of malaria and other major diseases

7 Ensure Environmental Sustainability

· Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and programmes; reverse loss of environmental resources

· Reduce by half the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe
drinking water

· Achieve significant improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum-dwellers, 
by 2020

8 Develop a Global Partnership for Development

· Develop further an open trading and financial system that is rule-based, predictable and non-discriminatory, includes a commitment to good governance, development and poverty reduction – nationally and internationally

· Address the special needs of the least developed countries. This includes tariff and quota free access for their exports; enhanced programme of debt relief for heavily indebted poor countries; and cancellation of official bilateral debt; and more generous official development assistance for countries committed to poverty reduction

· Address the special needs of landlocked and small island developing States

· Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries through national and international measures in order to make debt sustainable in the long term

· In cooperation with the developing countries, develop decent and productive work for youth

· In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable essential drugs in developing countries

· In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new technologies, especially information and communications
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Seamus Hegarty is Chair of the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) and visiting professor at four universities. He served as Director of the National Foundation for Educational Research in England and Wales for twelve years until his retirement in 2005. He chairs the Education for All group within the UNESCO UK National Commission. He serves on the National Council for Special Education in Ireland where he chairs the Research and Communication working group. He has advised UNESCO and other international bodies on special needs issues for over 20 years. He has written or co-authored more than 20 books and numerous papers. He is founder editor of the European Journal of Special Needs Education, now in its 23rd year, and edited Educational Research for 12 years.
Keith Hinchliffe

Keith Hinchliffe joined the EFA Global Monitoring Report team in September 2005. For over two decades he held posts at the London School of Economics, Ahmadu Bello University (Nigeria), the National Institute of Public Finance and Policy (India) and the University of East Anglia, Norwich teaching, researching and consulting on various aspects of the financing and economics of education. He consequently worked at the World Bank for 12 years as lead economist in the South Asia and Africa Human Development Departments working mainly on India, Nepal, Nigeria, Ethiopia and Tanzania. He has written and contributed to over a dozen books, published articles in many leading development journals and authored several country and thematic reports.
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Keith M. Lewin
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Iram Siraj-Blatchford

Iram Siraj-Blatchford is an internationally renowned early years expert and Professor of Early Childhood Education at the Institute of Education, University of London. Her current research projects include: the major DCSF 15-year study on Effective Pre-school, Primary and Secondary Education 3-14 (EPPE 3-14) Project (1997-2011) and of the Effective Pedagogy in the Early Years project. She is particularly interested in undertaking research which aims to combat disadvantage and to give children and families from these backgrounds a head start. She is specialist, early years advisor to UK and overseas governments and has advised and worked for agencies such as UNESCO, UNICEF, AKF and Bernard van Leer. Iram is visiting professor at Hong Kong IEd. and Beijing Normal University. Her most recent international work has been to support colleagues in the Caribbean in setting a research agenda for the future on ECE both in the home and in pre-school.
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David Theobald has been Chair of UKFIET from 2005 and, before that, was Deputy Chair from 2003-2005. David began his career as a teacher in the UK and Kenya and progressed into curriculum development and teacher education. In 1978 he joined the British Council and worked in Nigeria, Singapore and India, before returning to the UK in 1992 as Head of the Education Department. He became a senior education specialist at the British Council in 1996. Since then he has co-ordinated the management of educational projects in many parts of the world, working closely with colleagues in multi-lateral, bi-lateral organisations, non-government organisations, both local and international, and with a range of people from government to community levels in low- income states. David has actively supported UKFIET as British Council Representative for many years and has contributed substantially to UKFIET's various activities such as the organisation of colloquia and the biennial Conference.
Leon Tikly

Leon Tikly is currently Director of the DfID funded Research Programme Consortium on Implementing Education Quality in Low Income Countries (EdQual). He has previously worked as a science teacher in London and Tanzania, as a policy researcher in South Africa and as a lecturer and researcher in the field of international and comparative education at the universities of Birmingham and Bristol. His specific research interests include the impact of globalisation on education in low income countries, leadership for change in disadvantaged settings and the achievement of black and minority ethnic learners in the UK.
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Elaine Unterhalter is a Reader in Education and International Development at the Institute of Education, University of London. She is joint co-ordinator with Sheila Aikman (Oxfam UK) of the Beyond Access project which has published a number of books, journals, and resources for practitioners and policy makers on gender, education and development, mostly notably the volume she co-edited, Beyond Access. In March 2008, a co edited volume on gender, schooling and HIV and AIDs is due out. In 2007 she published Gender, Schooling and Global Social Justice (Routledge).
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� The UIL has been distinguished for its work on literacy and adult education, while the UNEVOC Centre in Bonn has been specialised in the field of technical and vocational education and training.


� There is a definition of life skills offered, however, in a footnote in GMR 2007 (UNESCO, 2006: 57); “Life skills can be described as ‘a group of psychosocial competencies and interpersonal skills that help people make informed decisions, solve problems, think critically and creatively, communicate effectively, build healthy relationships, empathise with others and cope with and manage their lives in a healthy and productive manner’” (WHO, 2003). There is also a brief reference to The Adult Literacy and Life Skills (ALL) survey and the OECD Definition and Selection of Key Competencies (DeSeCo) which are examples of instruments developed to measure competencies (OECD, 2005).


� See further, Samantha Ross, Reflections on Goal 3 at the EFA Global Monitoring Report Meeting,17 January, 2008


� For a fuller discussion, see the World Development Report 2006 on youth (World Bank, 2006).


� On the use of the terminology of skills development vs. TVET by national governments, see further Robert Palmer 2007.


� Note for example that the proxy used to tackle ‘quality’ in the Education for All Development Index is the survival rate to grade 5


� The GMR 2008 usefully notes that different cultures and traditions of technical and vocational skill were associated with different colonial regimes (UNESCO, 2007a: 58-59)


� The data in table 8 of GMR 2008 are drawn from an initial statistical survey by UNEVOC and UIS (2004).


� For an account of the vocational school fallacy, see Foster, 1965, and in historical context King and Martin (2001).





PAGE  

[image: image4.png]


[image: image5.png]


[image: image6.png]


[image: image7.png]


[image: image8.png]


[image: image9.png]


[image: image10.png]


[image: image11.png]


[image: image12.png]


[image: image13.jpg]Leading education
and social research

Institute of Education
University of London




[image: image14.jpg]=
United Nations

Educational, Scientific and
‘Cultursl Organization

United Kingdom
National Commission for UNESCO



_1126262675

