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1.
Introduction and Overview 

There are six years to date to achieve the six Education For All (EFA) goals agreed by national governments, intentional agencies, and civil society organisations at the World Education Forum, held in Dakar in 2000. The 2009 Global Monitoring Report (GMR) Overcoming Inequality: why governance matters assesses the progress in relation to the EFA goals and notes that it is of fundamental importance that a greater and urgent effort is needed by all stakeholders for meeting the necessary targets. The conference was organised by the United Kingdom National Commission (UKNC) for UNESCO and the United Kingdom Forum for International Education and Training (UKFIET) with a generous grant from the Department for International Development (DFID) to share the main findings of the report and to solicit greater commitment and effort from all stakeholders for meeting all the EFA goals. 

The colloquium began  with opening remarks by Professor Seamus Hegarty who welcomed all participants from governments, NGOs, universities (staff and many students), and people from UK and from abroad. He noted that the GMR has been produced annually for the past seven years by a team based at UNESCO in Paris, thanks to funding received from DFID and agencies from other governments. Previous reports have focused on individual goals, relating to gender, quality, literacy, early childhood as well as other issues. This time the emphasis was placed on the very important topic of governance.

Professor Hegarty stated that for three years now UKNC for UNESCO and UKFIET have been holding similar events in London to draw attention to the Report and highlight key messages. He argued that achieving EFA is not just a matter of equity or human rights, although these perspectives are important, but also that, in these times of recession we should not forget our common prosperity. He adapted a line from President Obama’s inaugural speech noting that the global community will never achieve stability and prosperity as long as it favours only the prosperous. 

Yusuf Sayed noted that this is the fourth event in the UK concerning the GMR. It has now firmly established itself in the events calendar and attendance has increased with each event. He highlighted that of the seven GMRs produced to date, the first five focused on the EFA goals and the sixth on a mid-term review. 

Yusuf Sayed drew attention to two major questions raised by this report. Firstly, which governance reforms matter for achieving equity? Second, under what conditions do pro-poor interventions work? He emphasised that the issue of education governance is not simply a technical and technocratic issue; it is inherently a contested political issue about justice. It raises questions about how societies are governed, by whom, and for whose benefit. He cited the example of South Africa, where under apartheid the governance of the education system was deliberately and systematically structured to perpetuate racial segregation and inequity in society. For this reason, the anti-apartheid movement argued that a key strategy of education resistance was to contest apartheid governance structures, by making them unworkable and creating dual centres of power. Peoples' Education in South Africa was a political movement to ensure that education governance genuinely involved those who were marginalised. He then pointed out that, in response, one of the major reforms that the Ministry in post-apartheid South Africa undertook was related to school governance. what is more contentious though is the extent to which the post-apartheid education governance reforms eroded or entrenched inequities in South African society. 

Having set the scene, Yusuf Sayed outlined the following objectives for the colloquium:

· To raise awareness about the findings of the GMR in relation to the achievement of EFA

· To critically discuss the main insights and findings of the report, and in particular those which relate to monitoring and to the thematic concerns in the report.

This report presents a summary of the colloquium. It contains the three presentations on the report, responses to the report, questions from the floor, contents of group discussions, feedback from each group, and the concluding reflections. The list of participants and the profiles of speakers are attached at the end of this report. 

1.1
Participation 

The 2009 Global Monitoring Report Colloquium attracted a wide range of people from various organisations and institutions. A total of 242 persons attended on the day. The majority of participants (152) were staff and students working or studying at 21 British Universities and one university from Norway. Six DFID officials attended, alongside nine representatives from two Commonwealth organisations (the Commonwealth Secretariat and Council for Education in the Commonwealth), seven from UKNC and four from the British Council. Twenty-eight persons representing 15 NGOs and coalitions (Action Aid, Book Aid International, Cambridge Education, Consortium for Street Children, Education Action, Education for Change, Handicap International, Lifeline Network International, Link Community Development, Plan International (UK), Save the Children (UK), Sightsavers International, Voluntary Service Overseas, WorldEquals and World Vision) were also present. These figures are only indicative of the range of professional identities of participants. Some of the students who attended 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 and UKNC for UNESCO. 

1.2
The Programme and the Speakers

The morning consisted of two sessions. The first was presented by Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR team. He presented a summary of the Report and its main findings. This was followed by a formal response to the Report by Jo Bourne, Acting Head of Profession, Education, DFID. After both presentations, participants raised a series of questions. The theme for the second morning session was on governance and aid and was presented by Pauline Rose and Samer al-Samarrai, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR team, respectively. After the presentations, a formal response was given by David Archer, Head of Education, Actionaid International and Frances Stewart, Queen Elizabeth House, Oxford. Again, participants raised several questions. The afternoon session began with six group discussions. These groups included; Governance and Equity, Group 1 and 2, Governance and Quality, Group 1 and 2 and Governance and Aid, Group 1 and 2. Governance and Equity, Group 1 and 2 were facilitated by Yusuf Sayed (Sussex) and Kwame Akyeampong (Sussex), respectively. Governance and Quality Group 1 and 2 were facilitated by Leon Tikly and Dave Bainton (Bristol) and Anna Robinson-Pant (East Anglia), respectively. Governance and Aid Group 1 and 2 were facilitated by Akanksha Marphatia (Actionaid) and Sally Gear (DFID), respectively. Reporters in each corresponding group were Stuart Cameron (Sussex), Asayo Ohba (Sussex), Ian Smith (East Anglia), Laura Bilston (East Anglia), Richard Germond (IOE) and Emily Joof (IOE). Following the group discussion, feedback from each group was presented in a plenary session. Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR team, Peter Colenso, Head of the Human Development Group, DFID, and Carew Trefegrane, DFID, presented their final reflections thereafter. David Theorbald, UKFIET, concluded the day with a vote of thanks.

Mary Stiasny (IOE), Seamus Hegarty (UKNC for UNESCO), and Yusuf Sayed (Sussex) led the overall conference. Caroline Dyer (UKFIET) chaired the first morning session, Mary Stiasny chaired the second morning session and David Theobald (UKFIET) chaired the last session of the afternoon. The full programme is presented in Annex 1. Annex 2 notes the targets for EFA and Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Reports from the working groups in the afternoon session are presented in annex three. Annex 4 lists the colloquium participants and Annex 5 presents speakers’ profiles. 

2.
Session One: Monitoring Progress towards the EFA Goals

Chair:  Dr Caroline Dyer, Deputy Chair, UK Forum for International Education and Training

Presenter:  Dr Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR team

Respondent:  Jo Bourne, Acting Head of Profession, Education, DFID

2.1
Presentation by Dr. Kevin Watkins 

Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR Team, presented the main findings of the 2009 Report and highlighted the global progress towards the EFA goals and the serious challenges encountered in meeting the goals. He emphasized that education is a basic human right. Progress in education is inextricably linked to progress in other development goals and that it could provide millions of children, youth and adults with the learning opportunities they need to realize their potential, escape poverty and participate in society.

The 2009 Global Monitoring Report examines progress towards the six EFA goals in the areas of early childhood care and education, universal primary education, adult literacy, gender disparities and education quality, including teacher supply. Some countries have demonstrated significant improvement by showing political leadership and strong government commitment towards these goals. However, countries that leave government responsibility for education to private businesses are unlikely to achieve EFA goals and are more likely to increase inequality in education. One of the significant findings in the Report is that across the world there are vast disparities in education based on wealth, gender, location, ethnicity, language, disability and other markers of disadvantage, and these inequalities are holding back overall progress towards EFA. Aid to education is also stagnating and donors are not meeting their commitments. 

Dr Watkins’ presentation began with EFA as a foundation for the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). He stated that EFA is broader than the MDGs targets, and education has the potential to facilitate progress on the MDGs. In relation to broad-based growth, education has the potential to halve extreme poverty, consequentially reducing child and maternal mortality, tacking child malnutrition, and strengthening democracy and citizenship. However, he emphasized that the globe is divided between the world’s richest and poorest nations; and within these countries children from the richest households are up to five times more likely to enrol in education than those from the poorer households. Furthermore, there are enormous disparities in education quality and many children leave school with limited literacy and numeracy skills. He presented data on each disparity and emphasised the need for tackling these disparities. 

Watkins also pointed out that early childhood care and education (ECCE) is still neglected. One in three children worldwide suffers from malnutrition (higher in South Asia), and this is a barrier to EFA. He further emphasised that economic growth was not enough to reduce malnutrition, but programmes that target a population’s specific needs would make a difference. The challenge of ECCE is also identified in the United States of America where poor and ethnic groups lag behind in ECCE, leading to inequalities in educational outcomes. Thereafter, he discussed Universal Primary Education (UPE). He pointed out that the primary net enrolment ratio (NER) for developing countries has increased at twice the rate of the pre-Dakar decade. However, in spite of these gains, the Report estimates that at least 29 million children will still be out-of-school in 2015, a third of these from Nigeria and Pakistan. 

Watkins then highlighted that global, regional, and national inequalities are a barrier to progress in EFA. The Report raises a crucial challenge about poor children being heavily over-represented in out-of-school numbers. In Cameroon, Kenya, Indonesia, and Nicaragua, the poorest 20% make up over 40% of out-of-school children. Inequalities in education are also marked by gender, location (urban vs. rural), minority group membership, language, and disability. Thus, inequalities in educational opportunities, is a critical issue that needs to be addressed. Watkins also mentioned the problem of acute teacher shortages, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, and South and West Asia, where 3 to 4 million teachers respectively are required to achieve EFA by 2015. There are also disparities in teacher-pupil ratios, and the supply of teachers for the poor, rural and indigenous groups. Teacher shortages are a critical challenge particularly in rural and poor areas where there is a high percentage of non-trained teachers. Finally, he talked about the slow progress made in reducing numbers of illiterate adults, and reported that 776 million adults were illiterate in 2006, of which two-thirds are women. The Report identified that a huge gap in adult literacy exists between the richest and poorest households of a given country.  

2.2
Response by Jo Bourne (DFID) 

Following the presentation by Kevin Watkins, Jo Bourne, Acting Head of Profession, Education, DFID, presented her reflections on the Report. Bourne began by highlighting the top ten messages from the Report. These include the following: i) success during the past decades in reducing household costs, ii) there should not just be more aid, but better aid and more effective allocations, iii) success depends on reaching ‘all’, iv) there should be more combined policy particularly on child health, nutrition, and cognitive development, v) there should be more integration between education and national development objectives, vi) inequalities in learning outcomes will become inequalities of the future, vii) teachers are central to quality education, viii) local problems need location solutions (based on evidence), ix) challenges in the effective use of funds and the efficient financing of education, and x) a strong commitment from the UK to education. 

Bourne then discussed the various implications the economic crisis has had on education. She stated that a 1% decrease in GDP in donor countries led to 1% drop in aid flows between 1999 and 2006. Due to the current global economic crisis, developing countries will face much tighter budgetary constraints. Households are now less able to contribute to the costs of schooling. Poor job markets are likely to increase unemployment and the number of unskilled youth. Within this context, it is necessary to protect the most vulnerable and disadvantaged groups and to carefully consider priorities. 

Furthermore, she expressed that in the current economic climate it is not only important to maintain education commitments, but also to ensure that all education spending is effective and efficient. Aid only accounts for 13% of the total education financing in Sub-Saharan Africa,and this aid needed to be utilized effectively. She also stated that poor financial management, and inappropriate funding like, funding textbooks that sit on shelves, or on teachers who are rarely in the classroom was an inefficient use of funds. Improving learning outcomes for all children is critical for the future health, wealth, income distribution and social cohesion of a nation. This means having institutions able to deliver services, respond to people’s aspirations, tackle inequity and discrimination, and be accountable at all levels. 

Bourne also talked about the meaning of ‘good governance’ by referring to a DFID white paper (2006). For Bourne there were a few key issues to good governance. Good governance means efficient state and leadership capable of service delivery. It also means being responsive to the needs of citizens and upholding their rights. Good governance also implies accountability in which citizens, civil societies, and the private sector scrutinize public institutions and governments and hold them accountable. She finally made suggestions about how we can work together towards the year 2015 and beyond by reflecting on the lessons from the past.   

2.3
Questions/Comments from the Floor 

Following the two presentations, the audience was invited to participate. Kevin Watkins and Jo Bourne responded to the participants. 

Q1: Is there too much emphasis on the gaps within countries? Are we looking too much at the differences, rather than at the absolute figures, for e.g. in Nigeria?

Kevin Watkins said that there attention is being paid to the breakdown of gaps. It is true that within these gaps, context does matter. He referred to Vietnam as an example of one of the countries where there are wide disparities in primary enrolment. The country has achieved a 92-93% enrolment rate, but the poorest 20% of the population account for 90% of those not enrolled. Furthermore, he commented that the GMR team found that the further countries are from the UPE goals, the more difficult it is for these countries to analyse disparities. The Report draws attention to the need for the entitlement of education to be met and states that disparities are important as countries move towards UPE. It is agreed that the average cost of schooling is incorrect, as it costs more to reach some children, compared to others. he concluded by stating that the emphasis on gaps does help to sharpen the quality focus. 

Q2: As the economic crises looms are we looking at investing in the right areas? Perhaps we should be focusing more on youth education?

Jo Bourne responded to this question by referring to DFID’s policies. She mentioned that DFID’s policy is always interpreted and formulated at a country level and that they are asking partners to look at youth education. DFID recognises that the laws of supply and demand have to be studied, and education for youth and adults are both priorities that DFID is pursuing. Although education for youth and adults is important, her overriding message was that primary education is vital. She emphasised that the quality of education also needed to be addressed.
Q3: Having started a university in Bangladesh for women that can then become part of the intellectual infrastructure of the region, where will the funding come from for such projects? How do we evaluate where the money should come from?

Kevin Watkins and Jo Bourne both agreed that they did not have a satisfactory answer for this question due to its specific nature. 

Q4: We should raise concerns about the strong focus on results within the report.

Both agreed that the debate concerning ‘results’ is an important one. Kevin Watkins stated that the debate over performance-based results is about how aid is distributed. However, we should be careful about this, as it can lead to the worst type of conditionality. Jo Bourne also pointed out that ‘results’ are difficult to measure. She suggested that questions about ‘what is an education result’ need to be raised at a country level. 

Q5: To what extent does DFID utilise the ‘Capability, Accountability and Responsiveness (CAR)’ framework?

Jo Bourne responded to this question by replying that all countries where DFID operates use the CAR framework. DFID ensures that all country programmes undergo country governance assessment with governments and donors. 

3. 
Session Two: Governance and Aid ─ promoting equity and enhancing quality

Chair:  Dr Mary Stiasny, Education Committee, UK National Commission for UNESCO

First Presenter: Governance—Dr Pauline Rose, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team

Second Presenter: Aid—Dr Samer al-Samarrai, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team

First Respondent: David Archer, Head of Education, Actionaid International 

Second Respondent: Professor Frances Stewart, Queen Elizabeth House, Oxford

3.1 
Presentation by Dr Pauline Rose 

Pauline Rose, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team, discussed the issue of governance. The 2009 Global Monitoring Report explores current approaches to education governance reform. Good governance has the potential to improve access to education, raise quality and enhance participation and accountability. However, the Report finds that current approaches to reform are all too often failing the poor and disadvantaged. It is only by putting equity at the centre of education governance reforms that governments will be able to tackle these inequalities effectively. More attention must also be given to integrating education into broader poverty reduction reforms to address education inequities. 

In her presentation, Rose defined education governance as the formal and informal processes through which policies are formulated, priorities identified, resources allocated, and reforms implemented and monitored. In the Report, bad education governance is seen in overcrowded and underfinanced schools, absent teachers, unaccountability to families, high levels of inequality, and low levels of learning. By contrast, good governance aims for transparency, accountability, equal opportunities for all citizens, and enhancing the voices and participation of citizens. 

Rose summarised the current governance reform agenda. These include decentralisation to sub-national bodies, devolving authority and decision-making to schools and parents, expanding choice and competition, and flexible recruitment and financial incentives for teachers. She then presented both the strengths and weaknesses identified in the Report. Financial decentralization might exacerbate equity, as is the case in Nigeria because of financial inequalities. Devolution to schools can perpetuate inequality and over-burden local providers. Thus, governments need to create enabling environments to strengthen ‘voices’ and build capacity. She raised concerns about school choice and competition widely observed across countries. The Report highlighted some questionable outcomes on learning achievement and disparities in the United States and Chile while a model from Sweden shows positive outcomes, the applicability to other contexts is a concern. While, low-fee private schools, in particular, are expanding in some of the countries in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, disparities in quality and widening inequality were major challenges of the system. She emphasised that it is necessary that governments address state education provision, instead of handing the responsibility over to private providers. With regard to teacher recruitment, the Report highlighted some limitations to recruiting contract teachers and increasing performance-related pay to meet teacher shortages. She presented examples of increasing contract teachers to address teacher shortages in West Africa and India, but, the evidence was inconclusive about the effects on quality and sustainability of this system. The Report also raises concerns about the potential of performance-related pay to increase inequality. She therefore emphasised the necessity of identifying the root causes of poor motivation and improving systems for teacher recruitment and deployment to redress imbalances. 

Rose then discussed the necessity of integrating education into poverty reduction strategies. She commented that there is a weak link between EFA and poverty reduction strategies, limited consideration of equity in target-setting, insufficient links between education and broader governance reforms, and poor integration of cross-sectoral policies and strategies. It is essential that education be integrated with wider strategies for overcoming poverty and inequality. She concluded by giving four messages on governance and equality. The first is that unless governments act to reduce disparities through effective policy reforms, the EFA promise will be broken. Second, good governance could help strengthen accountability, enhance participation, and break down inequality in education. Third, current governance reforms pay insufficient attention to equity, often with adverse outcomes in practice. Finally, integrating education and broader poverty reduction reforms deserves more attention if education inequalities are to be addressed.  

3.2 
Presentation by Dr Samer Al-Samarrai 

Samer Al-Samarrai, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team, discussed aid and aid governance. He began by highlighting some of the commitments on aid. In the Dakar Framework for Action, rich countries made an important commitment, that, the absence of funding should not be a reason for the failure of credible national education plans. Furthermore, it is acknowledged that increased and more effective aid is vital to achieve the EFA goals set at Dakar. Are donors delivering on these promises? According to this year’s monitoring report, there are large aid deficits which are holding back progress. Moreover, equity is also an issue in aid funding, as donors vary in their commitments to basic education in low-income countries. 

Al-Samarrai discussed global shortfalls in aid funding for education. He pointed out that while aid to basic education is US$3.8bn per annum on average, US$11bn is needed to meet EFA goals. He then talked about the varying commitment of donor countries towards basic education. For example, the Netherlands and the UK allocate over 60% of aid to basic education, whereas France, Japan, and Germany allocate only a small fraction of aid to the latter. The UK is the only country where the share of Gross National Income (GNI) to Official Development Assistance (ODA) has reduced in recent years (0.51% in 2006 to 0.36% in 2007). However, the UK continues to commit a high percentage of ODA to education (13% compared with an average of 9% for all donors in 2006) and places a high priority on basic education. 

Al-Samarrai then focused on the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. He also highlighted some of the success and challenges in aid governance. Aid governance has improved due to a shift from projects to programmes. Some countries have strengthen national ownership while others have not. Despite the necessity of aligning aid to national priorities, some donors are unwilling to work through national structures. Improving donor coordination to reduce inefficiency is also a challenge, with progress in some countries, such as Ethiopia, but shows little progress in others (like Niger). 

* The declaration can be found at: 

www.oecd.org/dataoecd/11/41/34428351.pdf
3.3
Response by David Archer

David Archer, Head of Education, Actionaid International was the first respondent. He agreed that the theme of equity in terms of gender, geographical location, language, ethnicity, and disability was central to EFA. He also commended the Report for acknowledging both the lack of equity in access to education, as well as, in the quality of education. In particular, class-size and teacher shortages are two of the key issues in meeting the EFA goals. 

Archer highlighted some of the key issues that are crucial for the achievement of EFA goals. First, decentralisation should be acknowledged as a threat to equity unless there is a strong and timely redistributive intervention from central government. Devolution of governance responsibility is dangerous as elites capture space – and most governments devolve by central decree, without investing in the training of School Management Committees (SMCs). It is also dangerous for SMCs to govern alone –given their power to influence aspects of the profession like hiring and firing teachers. A lack of democracy and accountability are serious concerns. He emphasised that we need to invest in District / Local Education authorities and the need for the GMR to fully comment on how to ensure that the Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) play the roles now expected of them. (the concept of Civil Society Education Funds offers hope).

Archer also discussed teaching conditions. He pointed out that ‘flexibility’ is undermining the profession. It is necessary to challenge performance-related pay – as it is largely an attempt to impose a solution from the outside on a dysfunctional system and there was also a danger of increasing corruption. Archer proposed that we need an adequate supply of well-trained and motivated teachers who are distributed evenly, including the disadvantaged areas. The Report does not adequately analyse the different statuses of teachers (contract, unlicensed etc) and the link to quality and the impact on the profession. 
Archer also commented that the Report raises important questions concerning the privatisation of schooling – which is clearly not the solution. He added that NGOs as service providers of education are not the solution either. Even in Bangladesh 79% of children go to government schools, and yet donors flood NGOs, like BRAC, with money. The key is to make government schools work – to ultimately fix the public sector and not abandon it. Government provision would be ideal for the expansion of systems. Voucher systems have not raised achievement or addressed disparities – even in the case of Chile the results are disappointing. Private schools offer no advantage once adjustments are made for socio-economic status. The Swedish model is based on a strong public system and is not exportable. Increasing choice is likely to increase inequality. Choice and competition have become dangerous myths in the education sector.

Archer then discussed aid to education. Donors are backtracking on promises. There are gaps in the First Track Initiative (FTI) and it is severely under resourced. The questioning of donars like France, Germany, the USA or the World Bank, who add contributions to higher education expenditure is good to see.The Report quotes $3.8 billion in aid at present for basic education against the needed sum of $11 billion - but in actual fact the gap is $16 billion or more (secondary education, adult literacy, early childhood education and education for the hardest to reach, especially children with disabilities, are not counted accurately). The Paris agenda is important, in particular predictability and scale, and this needs reform in much of the existing aid approaches in education. Archer emphasised that we need to get money to teachers. What is missing from the Report is a critique of the way that the disbursement of FTI resources is being seriously undermined by World Bank procurement rules and how FTI ends up focusing far too much on textbooks and not enough on teachers. It is still short term though and the evaluation of the FTI this year is likely to be very critical. There is however, a growing case for creating a Global Education Fund, independent of the World Bank, with a more political profile, more predictable resources and a focus on the full EFA agenda. Such a fund should evolve out of the FTI and learn from the many positive elements of the FTI, but it could also bring new ideas and renewed energy to the cause.
Domestic financing of education is perhaps not given enough attention in the Report which tends to lean more towards a focus on aid. The Report notes that many governments spend under 6% of GDP, with half of those in Africa with data and many in Asia spending only 4%. Part of the problem is domestic priorities but a big part of the problem is also that the IMF and the GMR fail to adequately address this (aside from a brief mention in the 2008 report). This needs to be explored in greater depth, especially with teachers being recognised as fundamental. IMF policies have actively undermined the recruitment of teachers, whether indirectly through unnecessarily restrictive inflation or deficit targets more directly through public sector wage bill caps, or through short-term time-frames focussed on (3 to 5 years) which means governments cannot factor in the long term economic returns to investment in education. These policies must be scrutinised more closely than ever before in the context of the current financial crisis when many rich countries are justifying deficit spending – something which the IMF continues to block poor countries from doing. The Report emphasises the need to link education planning to poverty reduction strategies, but does not substantially address the need to reform wider macro-economic policies and the importance of challenging/engaging with the IMF who are the dominant influencing force for most Finance Ministries.

The resource issues in education need to be examined within the human rights frameworks that exist. The Report tends to focus on Dakar as the reference point, but more could be done by looking at how the international conventions on rights (and many national constitutions) commit governments to the progressive realisation of education rights - to the maximum of available resources. See www.right-to-education.org for more information.
Archer welcomed the growing focus on the quality of education. He said we need to be wary  of how the shift in discourse towards ‘learning outcomes’ (especially from the World Bank) is being used to promote certain interest groups. We need to ensure that an expanded understanding of learning outcomes takes root and the wider role of schools in society is not ignored. 

Archer welcomed the emphasis on early childhood education in the report. However, there is not enough on adult literacy in the Report – which is disappointing given that this is the year of CONFINTEA. There are probably more than double the officially recognised number of adult illiterates and this is a huge equity issue. There is also a clear inter-dependency with primary schooling for the most disadvantaged, and we all know that the home environment is the biggest factor in success at school. For children with non-literate parents this is a massive obstacle. He emphasised that the next GMR focus on reaching the most disadvantaged needs to acknowledge the role of adult literacy much more strongly.

3.4
Response by Professor Frances Stewart

Professor Frances Stewart, Queen Elizabeth House, Oxford University, responded after the previous respondent. She congratulated the work by the Report team. In her response she emphasised issues addressed in the report, but nonetheless still important, if EFA objectives were to be achieved.  

First, she pointed out the underemphasis on group inequalities in ethnic, religious, and regional contexts. She commented that group inequalities are generally neglected in MDGs and PRSPs (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers), but are acknowledged in the EFA and the Report. Indeed, CRISE research shows that this is a huge problem in some countries. Indigenous people in Guatemala, Peru, and Bolivia, Black people in Brazil and the USA, and Muslims in India, Thailand, China, Niger, Nigeria, Ghana etc. are all faced with inequality in education. Stewart identified four main reasons for this issues to be foregrounded. First, these inequalities can be very enduring or persistent, lasting for centuries, and educational inequalities are the foundation of other inequalities, like health and income, amongst others. Second, group inequality can be the source of violent conflicts, as a result of seeking equality. Third, because the achievement towards the EFA goals depend on the progress of these disadvantaged groups, (unless one tackles them directly or targets them), ‘progress’ may actually worsen inequalities. Finally, since discrimination and culture can be the source of failures, tackling them may be essential to achieve the overall objectives. Stewart underscored that the issue of group inequalities, needs to be taken into account explicitly in the allocation of education resources, the school system and curriculum, monitoring and policy dialogue. 

Stewart also warned that meeting aggregated targets could actually worsen inequality, as suggested by the health literature. Instead, she recommended that a target towards a specific group of population could raise equality in both, the access to, as well as the quality of education. In health service provision, Gwatkin (Lancet 2005) has recommended an explicit goal for the health of the poorest. For example, instead of aiming at 85% of overall immunisation in Bangladesh, the goal should be 85% of the population below the poverty line; and instead of a Tanzanian goal of reaching 80% of births being attended by a professional in 2010, the goal should be 80% of those below the poverty line (Gwatkin 2004). The same principles could apply to education. 

Stewart agreed with the discussion in the Report, suggesting that educational inequalities are often not due to or can be solved only by education expenditure. However, she commented that the Report did not have much in terms of policy recommendations. She discussed that inequalities in education are a reflection of and the cause of many other inequalities as noted in the Report. There include: i) poor families lack resources to send children to school even without user fees; ii) opportunity costs of children not working, iii) schools for poorer individuals and groups are of lower quality, have fewer resources; and fewer good teachers, iv)poorer children are less healthy and less well nourished, and this impacts on learning, v) poorer children come from background that are less encouraging of learning, vi) poorer job opportunities and hence poorer earnings from school, create less incentive to attend, and vii) lack of proximity of schools in poorer areas. She emphasised that poor education reinforces all these elements, and hence, entrenches inequalities. For example the indigenous people in Peru, have less education, perform poorly at schools, face discrimination and have limited contact, consequently resulting in them having limited access to jobs. 

Stewart shared the findings of a  a study of two groups’, namely, intermediate caste Jats and lower caste Chamars.Both lived in the same area and had the same schools available to them in Uttar Pradesh, India. There were significant differences between these two groups. The study found that at each age more Jats than Chamars were in school; and that Jats placed a higher value on education and had good contacts to identify good schools. Most Chamar children were also sent to poor quality schools; were segregated, and reportedly, marked down in exams. Furthermore, Jats got better jobs for their sons because of good contacts, while very few Chamar children got salaried employment, because, of their ‘inability to develop social contacts in urban areas, and this prevented them from gaining effective access to information about the current state of markets in government employment’ (Jeffrey, Jeffrey and Jeffrey, 2005).

Stewart then discussed solutions to group inequalities. She stated that expanding schools and places is not enough. Instead, it is important to improve the economic position of households and to counter discrimination. Some of her recommendations include: i) target the poor directly, ii) provide financial support for families and food for schooling, iii) improve employment schemes, iv) get poor children into ‘rich’ neighbourhood schools (US bussing), and v) to attack discrimination in society generally. She emphasised that the recession would tend to undermine achievements, especially among poor; making these considerations even more important.

Stewart concluded her response by exploring the contradictions regarding aid objectives discussed within the report. She questioned whether aid should go to countries that are most in need, or to those who are performing well. For her both were addressed in the Report. Stewart questioned whether one should respect country leadership/ownership, as implied in the Report, even when this might be in conflict with EFA objectives. For example, Rwanda spent more on tertiary education, because, without educated teachers and a civil service, ownership and improved governance and education are impossible. This understanding is accurate, but also runs counter to EFA objectives. 

3.5
Questions/Comments from the Floor

Following the two presentations and two respondents on governance and aid, there was an open discussion. The following four questions were raised from the participants, and Pauline Rose and Samer Al-Samarrai responded to them. 

Q1: The VSO (Voluntary Service Overseas) runs a teachers camp. Can the speakers comment on the role of teachers of head teachers in meeting EFA and the importance of training and preparation.
Teachers are valuable and essential. No teachers means no education system. Training and support for teachers is important. Supporting teachers is necessary. For this to be effective aid needs to be more predictable and we must move away from the macroeconomic structures that are set for 3-5 years towards longer term frameworks. Governments need to develop long-term strategic frameworks to invest in education.

Q2: There is disappointment in the lack of learning outcomes that deal with cohesion, something that is particularly important in conflict areas. What about that in relation to the targets, does the Report mention?

We should not see learning outcomes as merely quantifiable and specific. We must acknowledge the importance of schools as ‘safe places’ and focus on the curricula to promote social cohesion. Questions such as, ‘Is the curriculum respecting everyone’s culture?’ and, ‘Where do children go to school?’ have to be raised. Bussing kids from different areas, of the same school can be a strategy to aid this.

Q3: There is concern about statistics on malnutrition in children.  What are the causes of this scenario, as good governance should be solving this?

There is elaboration on malnutrition in the Report.  The Early Childhood section addresses the problems in dealing with nutrition.  Policies are often silent on this issue and civil society groups have a significant role to play in this issue.  Free school meals should be a must.  The school should be used to provide food for children at least once a day. Whereas under nutrition is due to a lack of knowledge and power, over nutrition is also a big problem, which needs to be addressed.
4.
Thematic Group Discussion 

As mentioned previously, the afternoon session began with group discussions. Participants attended one of the three themes for group discussion. The themes included: 1) Governance and Equity, 2) Governance and Quality, and 3) Governance and Aid. Participants were divided into six groups (two groups associated with each theme), and each discussion group was led by a facilitator with a rapporteur. The session lasted one and half hours (Details on each group discussion are presented in Annex 3). 

During the group discussion, each group was asked to identify 3 to 4 key messages and recommendations for the plenary feedback. 

5.
Ways Forward 

Chair: David Theobald, Chair, UKFIET

Ways Forward: Feedback from the 6 discussion groups

Final reflections:  Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR Team

                            Peter Colenso, Head of the Human Development Group, DFID

5.1
Feedback from Group Discussion 

During this final plenary session, rapporteurs from each group presented feedback that was raised from the discussion groups. A summary of the recommendations from each group is presented below. 

Group1: Governance and Equity (1)

The group noted that an agreed definition of equity encompasses the idea that everyone should be treated equally, but that on grounds of fairness and justice it is necessary to favour the marginalized and disadvantaged. 

· Decentralisation needs to engage with the importance of context specificity. More attention needs to be placed on the specific needs of each context.

· Teachers’ competencies had to be enhanced and appropriate incentives and rewards for teachers need to be identified. 

Group 2: Governance and Equity (2)

The group noted that: 

· Decentralisation should be accompanied by procedures and processes which include the voices and interests of marginalised groups (a decentralisation for people, but not of people).

· Teacher governance and monitoring should be incorporated in the teacher training curriculum. This should reflect issues about the teacher’s role in contributing to the more equitable provision of education (sensitising teachers on issues about education governance and equity).

· There is a need for increased finance to marginalised groups and the monitoring of this distribution.

Group 3: Governance and Quality (1)

The group noted that: 

· Local communities and governments have needs, respectively, thus context does matter. 

· Voices by children, parents, gender, and indigenous people have to be reflected into a policy dialogue.

· The link between governance and quality is complex. 

Group 4: Governance and Quality (2) 

The group noted that:

· Quality is a debate, not a definition, and context matters. The notion of quality varies and is not served by a universal/reductionist approach. There is too much focus on formal education measurement.

· The nature of dialogue on ‘quality’ could include young people’s voices and what they want from education. This dialogue is not always simple, for example in fragile states. A dialogue from a rights-based approach is essential.

· There is a need for more modesty regarding the transferring of western governance models, for example adapting the School Based Management (SBM) to different cultural and socio/economic contexts.

· The measurement of quality using quantitative methods is not always suitable.

Group 5: Governance and Aid (1)

The group noted that:

· Governance and aid embraces complexity and understanding aid distribution is challenging.

· In terms of sustainability, funding is often short-term. What happens when targets are not met is an issue. Is the greatest need for aid reform or alternative forms of funding? Is a global fund necessary?  The emergence of philanthropy as a means of funding has to be examined.

· There is a need for transparency and accountability especially with those who are controlling the sector plans.

Group 6: Governance and Aid (2) 

The group noted that:

· The flexibility in aid delivery must be maintained and improved; avoiding where possible ‘blue print’ approaches and allowing ‘time’ for building trusting relationships.

· There must be clarity of financing options for governments and their implications. Good practice examples of ‘alternative financing approaches’.

· What is better aid governance? More evidence is needed around the definitions of better ‘aid governance’ in individual contexts, for example shifting to a system wide approach with less inequality.

5.2
Final Reflections

Following the feedback from the groups, Kevin Watkins presented his final reflections. He reminded all the participants that GMR is set up to hold governments accountable for the commitments they made at Dakar, and that we have a responsibility to make a change. He acknowledged that the Report has neglected the issues of general literacy and group-based inequalities and that these issues will be included in the next report. He insisted that more resources are needed to move EFA forward and that we should not accept that money is be taken out of education – on the contrary more should be put in. He also emphasized that civil society should demand high level leadership from government and that we should focus more on campaigning organisations like UNESCO. Finally, by referring to the current global economic crisis, Watkins pointed out that the deep financial crisis will have an adverse effect on the world’s most vulnerable people and on achieving EFA. The USA is making good noises, but whether it will come up with the funds remains to be seen.

Following Watkins’s reflections, Peter Colenso stated that the message of equity is critical to education and development. He noted that broader poverty reduction has significance for education. He said attention should be paid to the quality of education and promised that DFID will meet their aid commitments in education and will seek and heed the GMR’s advice and continue to support its work. 

Finally, Carew Treffgarne presented her reflections by emphasising that we cannot continue with business as usual. If we continue, many countries (especially those in Africa) will suffer. She also pointed out that the financial crisis and the impact of climate change will affect us. She stated that producing the Report is a lot of work and is extremely stimulating, even though one did not have to agree on all the points raised.  

David Theobald concluded the proceeding, by thanking all the participants and those involved in the organisation of the colloquium.

Annex 1

Colloquium Programme

	9.30
	Registration (Venue: Institute of Education, University of London)

	10.30
	Welcome and conference overview 

Dr Mary Stiasny, Institute of Education, University of London

Professor Seamus Hegarty, Chair EFA Committee, UK national Commission for UNESCO

Dr Yusuf Sayed, University of Sussex 

	10.45
	The Global Monitoring Report 2009 

Session One: Monitoring Progress towards the EFA Goals 

Chair:  Dr Caroline Dyer, Deputy Chair, UK Forum for International Education and Training

Presenter:  Dr Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR team

Respondent:  Jo Bourne, Acting Head of Profession, Education, DFID

Questions and answers

	11.45
	Session Two: Governance and Aid: promoting equity and enhancing quality 

Chair:  Dr Mary Stiasny, Institute of Education, University of London

First Presenter: Governance,  Dr Pauline Rose, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team

Second Presenter: Aid,  Dr Samer al-Samarrai, Senior Policy Analyst, GMR Team

First Respondent:  David Archer, Head of Education, Actionaid International 

Second Respondent:  Professor Frances Stewart, Queen Elizabeth House, Oxford

Questions and answers 

	12.45
	Arrangements for lunch and afternoon discussion groups 

Dr  Yusuf Sayed, University of Sussex

	13.00-14.00
	Lunch

	14.00-15.30
	Thematic groups 

There were two groups associated with each theme:

1. Governance and Equity

Facilitators: 1. Dr Yusuf Sayed, University of Sussex

                   2. Dr Kwame Akyeampong, University of Sussex

2.   Governance and Quality 

      Facilitators: 1. Professor Leon Tikly & Dr Dave Bainton, University of Bristol

                          2. Dr Anna Robinson-Pant, University of East Anglia

3.   Governance and Aid 

      Facilitators: 1. Akanksha Marphatia, Actionaid

                          2. Sally Gear, DFID 

	15.30
	Tea and coffee

	16.00
	Ways forward and Final Reflections 

Chair: David Theobald, Chair, UKFIET

Ways Forward: Feedback from the 6 discussion groups

Final reflections:  Kevin Watkins, Director of the GMR Team 

                            Peter Colenso, Head of the Human Development Group, DFID 


Annex 2

The EFA Goals and the Millennium Development Goals

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 – both 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

Annex 3

Reports from the Working Groups

Group 1: Governance and Equity (1)

The group was facilitated by Dr Yusuf Sayed (University of Sussex), with assistance from Stuart Cameron (University of Sussex). 

This group discussed a number of key issues relating to the topic. 
Equity: The discussion considered different definitions of equity.  A starting point was the idea of equity as distributive justice. There was concern about equity as a form of ‘cultural borrowing’, because debates about equity are framed by western philosophies, and dominated by thinkers such as Rawls. However, the argument also expressed that values may be global even though the implementation, interpretation, or capability may be decentralised or localised. It was noted that equity could be defined in terms of equality of access and outcomes, but also in terms of equality of treatment.  Equity might be seen in terms of  tasks such as getting everybody able to read at a basic level.  For some children this would mean working in two languages; for these children and for children with learning difficulties, more resources will be needed.  Similarly, some provincess in a country like Nigeria may need more central government resources than others.  In general, it was agreed that an unequal deployment of resources is sometimes necessary to achieve equitable outcomes. It was also suggested that equity should focus on groups disadvantaged through circumstances not of their own making. The intersecting aspects of equity were emphasised; it should not be seen as a single dimension, and its political dimensions need to be recognised. It was pointed out that computerised tools for monitoring inequalities are now available, and that we need to unlearn orthodoxies about inequality and deploy these techniques. 

Decentralisation and other governance reforms: The Report, it was noted, found little evidence that decentralisation promotes equity.  One participant questioned, though, whether it is right to link equity and decentralisation in this way. Central governments may, for example, or outcomes minimum standards after which to;  they can either run the education system in a centralised and authoritarian way, or they can allow variation to emerge between areas.  It was also argued that decentralisation is often not given a fair chance to work, and that it is sometimes limited, to less educational concerns like, the construction of school buildings, with governments failing to take accountability seriously or to consider subsequent needs such as training.  An example was given of the decentralisation of in-India, teacher training.  A lack of local capacity meant that the system was arguably not really being decentralised. Another participant noted that we can conceptually separate technical aspects of decentralisation from the political decision to give up power from the centre, which, it was argued, is neglected in much of the development agency literature on decentralisation.  Budgets are often captured by central governments and local authorities or schools never receive the money; decision-making powers are retained at the centre. The effects can also come down to very practical details such as teacher allowances and the speed at which transactions are made. The concept of social markets was discussed in relation to accountability in allocating money: find a principle for agreeing to what goes where, and then ensure that it goes there. Another participant suggested the issue was far complicated,  for example, contracts can be based around inputs or around results example from South Africa was cited. When the department withheld payments from schools where Grade 12 pass rates were less than 50 per cent,  schools responded by holding back children at Grade 11. In Uganda, a condition of one aid donation was that a close eye be kept on pupil-class, pupil-teacher and pupil-textbook ratios.  Local governments had the choice of how to achieve these ratios, and having achieved them had the discretion to spend any remaining money as they wished.  This succeeded in improving the three ratios. It was argued that ‘one size does not fit all’ evidence is needed and specificity is an important consideration. There is some evidence that in decentralised systems, feedback may take time to get back to the central level; there is consequently both a lack of evidence about the effects of decentralisation in these cases, and a lack of information that central governments could use to target resources more effectively. Recognising context specificity can be ‘a way of mapping our ignorance’, with implications for policy research.  It means scaling down our ambitions, and shifting the focus towards thinking about ways of learning from mistakes that are made, especially by those who ‘forge ahead’ with a particular plan regardless of the consequences.  Little use is made of feedback loops.  There is a need to map the shortcomings of approaches utilised and to recognise the ‘muddiness’ of the real world.  More ‘critical loops’ are needed, and fewer generalisations. What is missing in the donor evaluation literature is an acknowledgement that context may not always be specifiable in quantitative terms.
Teachers: It was felt that teachers, head teachers, and, even more so, teacher trainers, tend to be neglected in the debate.  We use qualified teachers very inefficiently, and there could be a range of people with different qualifications in classrooms; the UK provides an example of how this can work.  This model could be applied for example to education for the disabled children in India; there are many people in the community who could make it possible for disabled children to get more individual attention.  Getting stuck on the notion of needing high-quality teachers may not be affordable or the best model. One participant argued that the debate over contract teachers versus other types has been very narrow.  Local teachers may be better in some areas, such as in their ability to relate to and empathise with local children, and organised teachers’ associations tend to ignore such advantages.  It was strongly emphasised that teachers should not be underplayed. Incentive schemes to keep more and better teachers in locations where they are wanted, were discussed.  In relation to this it was noted that a lot of the equity debate is about location.  Incentive schemes may be self-defeating if it means retaining a dependence on ‘shipping in’ teachers from elsewhere.

Group 2: Governance and Equity (2)

The group was facilitated by Dr Kwame Akyeampong (University of Sussex), with assistance from Asayo Ohba (University of Sussex). 

Overview of Discussion

The Governance and Equity Group focused much of its discussion on the following issues: (i) the role of decentralisation and (ii) improving teacher governance and monitoring. The group also discussed equitable financing arrangements to support governance reforms in developing countries. The discussions started after the chair presented the key conclusions from the Report relating to governance and equity concerns. Group members in their contributions provided several case examples to highlight how issues of governance and equity play out in different countries, and therefore the need to factor in country contexts in education governance policies. Several participants argued that the practice of decentralisation in low-income country contexts can be fraught with challenges that often disadvantage poor and vulnerable groups. Participants argued for a cautious approach in the promotion of decentralisation policy given the disappointing outcomes especially in many countries where it has disadvantaged poorer communities and groups. Group members argued that steps should be taken to protect such groups from exploitation and that the governance agenda should take into account special circumstances of marginalised groups and the country context before rolling out decentralisation policies and practices. In general the group agreed with the conclusion that decentralisation applied without sensitivity to context, only reinforces and magnifies disparities in education, and that central governments have an important role to play in ensuring that poor and vulnerable groups are not disadvantaged as a result of the decentralisation policy.   

The discussion on teachers focused on policies that recognise the importance of realistic and attractive incentives that would encourage teachers to serve in economically disadvantaged areas. Participants argued for a stronger emphasis on equity issues in education in the teacher training curriculum and teachers’ role in ensuring the equitable provision of education. Participants suggest that consideration needed to be given to how children from poor and marginalised backgrounds can get access to good quality teachers, to ensure that they receive a good quality education. In particular, pre-service training programmes were identified as a crucial process for teacher trainees to ensure that they are exposed to the conditions in poor and rural areas. Programmes should equip them to handle the challenges associated with the conditions.  Participants also agreed that the teacher training curriculum should pay attention to teachers’ role in reducing education inequities at the school and community level. The importance of sensitivity to context in applying governance reforms was agreed by all participants as this was a key to the outcome.      

On the issue of financing strategies, the majority agreed that marginalised groups must be given a say in how resources are to be prioritized and appropriated to deliver equitable services. In effect, they should have a say in how financial resources are allocated and spent on their behalf.  Accountability needs to improve to ensure that services reach those in most need of them.  An example of gender budgeting was raised as one way of improving budget allocation and of closing the equity gap. 

In addition to the above discussion, the following additional comments and feedback were raised by participants. The Report pays little attention to the problems of street children and nomadic people. Those people need to be given more attention in future reports. A focus on post-primary education is necessary because limited access to post-primary education creates inequalities at all levels. Evidence-based lessons are necessary to understand what worked and what did not work and in which context. The role of culture and politics in influencing education governance reforms and practice needs greater attention. 

The team came up with the following three main conclusions: 

· Decentralization should be accompanied by procedures and processes which factor in the voices and interest of marginalized groups.  Such groups should be identified and steps should be taken to ensure that they are not merely at the receiving end of decentralisation policy.  

· The poor and marginalised groups tend to lose out the most when it comes to teacher recruitment and management issues.  Very attractive incentives (both monetary and non-monetary) should be targeted at teachers working in deprived areas. Teachers have an important role to play in promoting the equitable provision of quality basic education. Therefore, the teacher training curriculum should make this an important issue for teacher development. The aim is to increase teacher sensitivity to their role in governance reforms and in promoting greater equity.  

· To increase finance for marginalized groups and monitor the distribution of resources. The group pointed out that unless marginalised groups are targeted with extra resources they are unlikely to benefit as much from decentralised financing strategies intended to close the equity gap. Marginalised groups must also have a greater say in how funds are spent on their behalf to alleviate poverty.

Group 3: Governance and Quality (1)

The group was facilitated by Professor Leon Tikly and Dr Dave Bainton (University of Bristol), with assistance from Ian Smith (University of East Anglia). 

This 90-minute group meeting began with some scene-setting by the facilitators, in which they talked about the 2009 Global Monitoring Report in relation to the issues under discussion, namely; governance and quality. Participants mentioned that the Report has identified some pertinent links between quality / achievement in education and governance. It has also identified disparities both between countries, and within them (for example, disparities of race, gender and class). It is important to acknowledge the very real contexts that the Report is engaging with here, vis-à-vis the lived realities in many schools around the world. The discussion of quality, involving issues like basic numeracy and literacy, amount of instruction time and general assessment of quality – hark back to the 2005 report. Contributors raised  whether we should have a global system of assessing education quality;  as participation in international assessments could make governments more accountable for quality. There was discussion about the unpact of such a system, how and what would be assessed and the broader educational implications of such a system. Participants also discussed other goals of education such as developing skills for social cohesion and citizenship. Participants agreed that these issues should be part of a national debate about education.

The group also discussed reforms that have been made in such areas as decentralisation, devolution and deregulation, though there seems to be some disillusionment with these approaches now in terms of delivering quality. Through selecting the governance theme, the Report correctly identifies the delivery of education quality as a fundamentally political matter. it recognises the link between  issues of legitimacy and political leadership, and of what can be realistically expected of and by people at its ‘business end’ like learners, teachers and parents.

As the group had attracted a large number of conference-participants, it was decided that for the rest of the time they would be divided into two smaller groups to allow them more opportunities to express and discuss opinions.  Before these discussions began, the facilitators asked participants to bear three core issues in mind:

· How does the Report conceptualise quality?  

· What is the role of existing forms of governance in achieving quality?

· What are the elements of governance that address / achieve quality in education.

During the two smaller-group discussions (which continued for the next hour), participants addressed the general issues of governance and quality in education. Some participants raised a critical concern about whether we should have standard indicators in defining the quality of education. Others were also concerned about whether a clear definition of educational quality was ‘fitness for purpose’. Still others commented that the relevance of education within developing countries was not prioritised. Quality needs tangible characteristics, for example, measurability of activities, employability, or job creation. Clear outcomes that can be measured are necessary. Many participants questioned the meaning of  ‘good governance’. The majority of participants agreed that it was common to good governance and quality of education, was the goal of enhancing individual and social welfare.  

All the participants agreed that the discussions were wide-ranging and complex.  A lengthy and diverse list of issues were raised and discussed, and to incorporate everything into a logically and coherently structured report would be impossible. At the same time, three general themes could be identified amid the varied content of the discussion. These themes are presented below, along with some of the comments that were made in relation to them.

Theme 1: Context

Context, most participants felt, was vital to ensuring good quality and good governance of education.  Local communities have to be consulted, understood, focused on and empowered. As a consequence, bottom-up approaches have to be encouraged.  Indeed, there was a feeling that the Report did not provide enough examples and as a result seemed rather decontextualised. Even allowing for the fact that the Report had to be universal in its nature, paying more attention to context would have created a greater feeling of relevancy – of being more appropriate for a modern situation where many systems are now decentralised. Some participants commented that distributing responsibility to the periphery is necessary; structures of governance may be disconnected from ordinary people and their needs; one has to take local realities into account. Decentralisation should be accompanied by processes that include the voices and interests of all including the marginalized groups – decentralisation by people, not just for people. 

At the same time, participants acknowledged the crucial role of governments, and responsibilityfor service provisions.  Governments cannot be excluded from the process of improving education. Several comments were raised such as; the balance between diversifying funding in education, and the risk of undermining government-run education systems. A national framework and a for-down approach is helpful to position responsibility and balance bottom-up processes. The  emphasis on the local context is a way for the central government to wash their hands of responsibility; public taste may not be equivalent with the quality commodities of education. Participants questioned whether bottom-up accountability and structure always worked best?  Civil society should demand high levels of leadership from governments, and one should balance top-down and bottom-up approaches.

Discussion about the significance of context centred on  the use of a range of quantitative and qualitative methodologies, to provide contextualised understandings of the quality issues, including uncovering the teaching / learning processes. 

Theme 2: Voice

There was a general feeling that the Report did not go far enough in giving voice to certain key actors in the educational process, for example, parents, indigenous people and women, amongst others.  What are their feelings about the issues of quality and governance? Some participants questioned whether current forms of education were applicable to all groups for example, indigenous people.  Other participants suggested that gender discrimination was as valid as any other form of cultural discrimination. If we accept this premise then there is a need to measure gender quality?

It was pointed out that more could have been done to reflect the opinions of children. There was a focus on school management in the Report, but not on the voices of children. In Sweden, children participate curriculum reforms. Good governance should give pupils a practical answer to the question, ‘What am I in education for?’. There are various ways to include children in thses processes
Similarly the voices of teachers could also have been reflected a lot more, at both the local and national level. Several specific questions about teachers were raised in the discussion. The following questions were raised in the discussion. What is the role of professional ethnics? What about codes of conduct and values for teachers? What makes people want to teach? Can this be linked to ethics? Teachers are paid poorly and have to cope with high teacher-pupil ratios, and this needed attention Supervisory structures should be strengthened to make teachers accountable to government. Governments should be accountable to teachers for training and development; as well as define boundaries about what teachers ought to be doing. –this should be balanced with processes that involve teachers in policy making. 
Theme 3: Complexity

There was strong consensus about the utter complexity of the topic, and the complexity is a factor that educationalists ignore at their peril when discussing quality and governance. Should we be defining schooling in a strict educational context? What is the difference between education and schooling? The dominant Western model underpins ideas of what schooling is, but are these ideas universally applicable?. What  goes into the definition of quality education? Does the definition get unworkably big?  Is education becoming a massive ‘umbrella’ term?

The discussions touched on issues of linguistic and, cultural complexity, the spheres of public and private education, and the formal and informal sectors of education. In Cameroon, there is and absence of employment opportunities, and one major response has been self-employment. Non-formal education can be very useful in this regard. Participants questioned whether NGO’s resources were being appropriately utilised. They suggested that both the alternative education and public sector should be funded by NGO’s. ‘There is probably not enough thought to the links between formal and non-formal education. 

Group 4: Governance and Quality (2) 

The group was facilitated by Dr Anna Robinson-Pant (University of East Anglia), with assistance from Laura Bilston (University of East Anglia).   

Summary of Main Issues around Governance and Quality

In terms of quality and education in developing countries, the Report notes that the relationship can be seen as a ‘two-way’ process. From one perspective, the quality and kind of education influences how far people gain the skills, ‘democratic attitudes’ and confidence to hold institutions accountable. Whilst acknowledging this relationship, the Report focuses on the more tangible evidence regarding the impact that good governance (‘more accountable, transparent and participative educational systems’) can have on improving the quality of education, particularly in schools.  The starting point is that there is a need for ‘more accountable, transparent and participative educational systems’ in developing countries in order to enhance quality.

Main Points Arising From Group Discussion

As a group, we had an expansive and highly animated discussion around issues of ‘good’ quality and ‘good’ governance and how the two could and should work together.  The first main point raised by our discussion concerned the difficulty of actually defining what we mean when we say ‘quality’.  We noted that the definition of ‘quality’ can only be understood in terms of the values and political frameworks that people bring to the concept.  Our group decided that ‘quality is a debate, not a definition’.  The very notion of ‘quality’ varies in every situation and is not to be served by a universal or reductionist approach.  When we discuss quality, we always need to bear in mind whose quality we are referring to.

From the Report, one criticism raised by our discussion group was that there was perhaps too much focus on formal (primary) education and measuring this, without much consideration for the importance of looking at how quality education is provided in non-formal education and also in secondary and adult basic education. Several people noted that the Report predicates a view of quality in terms of measurable outcomes, limiting the scope of debate and shying away from discussion of pedagogy (through assuming rather narrow [measurable] curriculum aims).

The second main area our discussion group focussed on was the nature of dialogue on ‘quality’.  It was felt that the voices of children and young people need to be heard as they will be the ultimate ‘consumers’ of education: however their voices seemed to be missing from this Report. Recognising their notion of quality education is vital when providing a ‘transparent and participative educational system’.

The group did raise questions around whether dialogue can always work, for example in fragile states, but still felt that these particular states needed dialogue on quality and governance to aid improvements in the educational systems.  This links with the final point raised by the group here, that dialogue from a rights-based approach is essential in promoting good quality education. 

The Report implies a critique of transferring Western models of school governance, such as school-based management systems, to contrasting cultural contexts.  Our discussion group also felt that more ‘modesty’ was needed regarding simply exporting Western education systems, built on Western values and assumptions to countries with entirely different cultural and socio-economic contexts.

Group 5: Governance and Aid (1)

The group was facilitated by Akasksha Marphatia (Actionaid), with assistance from Richard Germond (University of London). 

The aid and governance discussion group recognised that while progress had been made towards EFA, much more aid is required if all children are to succeed in school and gain a good quality education. Trends from the GMR show that external aid is volatile and oscillates between increasing aid and declining commitments. The current financial crisis may lead to a market decrease in aid as northern economies find themselves strapped for funds. This raises the question about the need for national governments to increase domestic resources especially to cover items such as recurrent costs (teacher salaries) which continue to rise and are not yet covered by donor aid (though there are some donors that have funded teacher salaries, this has been on a shorter term basis). Greater domestic resources could make some countries less aid dependent and create greater space for national leadership in policy making. As recurrent costs comprise of over 85% of most education budgets, there is a need for more funding for other important inputs. 

 

Efforts to harmonise aid and it's delivery mechanims have helped to streamline requirements, which can be onerous and burdensome in some countries. This effort has lead to the creation of 'education donor' or similar groups. These structures have facilitated discussion between donors and national decision-makers on education policy. While this is a step forward, there continues to be a tension (or ambiguity) between how much initiative national policy makers can take in shaping their own policies and funding decisions and the priorities of donors. This is particularly prominent in countries that are heavily dependent on aid. This tension has been openly recognised by more and more donors and some are making efforts to recognise and eventually move towards a more equal balance of power. DFID's decentralised approach, where in-country staff make decisions jointly with national policy makers was cited as an example.The question of who else should be involved in these dialogues was also raised. There is a need to include civil society (e.g. education coalition) to this platform. This is happening in some places (e.g. Sierra Leone) but needs to take place in many more. 

 

Another aspect of the national sovergnty debate is the role of international organisations, namely the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. The Ministry of Finance and Central Banks usually negotiate loan agreements and conditionalities with the IMF without much consultation with Ministries of Education, Health etc. However these decisions, which often determine the size of the national budget can also influence allocation to sectors and in areas such as public sector workers (teachers). There is therefore a need to widen the debate between 'trade-offs' and balancing macroeconomic and educational needs (which should be mutually supportive) from the current limited group of experts to include representatives of line Ministries and civil society.

 

While the inclusion of a wider group of stakeholders, including civil society, and even parents in policy making is an important goal, it is important to recognise capacity constraints. This highlights the need to support national ministries and policy makers in deepening their expertise on a range of issues, from macroeconomic policies to budget monitoring, etc. This discussion group engaged in a debate around the notion of 'specialised skills' required to partake in such discussions (do national governments really lack the capacity?) and the functions and roles of the different stakeholders. The group cautioned against making a generalised statement of capacity deficits, noting that it depended upon the local context and particular task. However there was agreement for the need to widen the space for discussing policy and budgetary matters beyond national decision makers and donors to civil society. 
Group 6: Governance and Aid (2) 

The group was facilitated by Sally Gear (DFID), with assistance from Emily Joof (University of London). 

The session began with a summary of some of the key issues emerging from this year’s Report and a few suggested areas for discussion.  These included:

· Statistics in terms of aid figures are not encouraging. In 2006, aid to basic education was US$5.1bn which was the same as in 2004.

· The 2009 Report re-iterates the need for change. However the current economic crisis that is affecting the donor countries, is sure to affect aid flows. This questions whether the reports call for; “accelerated progress and aid flow”  is realistic.
· Efforts will need to be focused (now more than ever) on aid effectiveness. What does this mean in practice?

· Do we have any views on the current discussions about a Global Education Fund?  What lessons can we draw from the First Track Initiative?

Key Points Made During Discussion 

The discussion which followed covered a number of different areas and reflected the particular country experiences of a number of the participants.  The discussion largely focused on aid effectiveness issues and mainly focused on donor behaviour. There was an acceptance in the group that increases in aid for education was not realistic in the current climate. However, a discussion about the implications for the achievement of EFA was not addressed.

There was criticism of “boomerang funding”, i.e., funding that originated in the donor country and reverted back to the donor country. Concern was expressed about the mismatch between international policy and national policies and goals. 
In terms of programmes and projects, examples were provided where externally funded education interventions had not been sensitive in their design, of the local context.  There was a concern that the project design “template” for many agencies was too rigid and differed between donors.  This worked against a more appropriate programme design and implementation process. Some group members thought that flexibility and timing was the key to better aid delivery. In particular, allowing time for relationship building and experiential learning was crucial for successful implementation.

There was concern that foreign policy objectives were the key drivers for the volume of aid. For example, the “war on terror” was diverting funding way from investment in education.  The fact that aid was highly politicized, often worked against money going where it was most needed. 

There was some discussion about the need to ensure that the consultancy companies contracted by donor agencies are also regulated by good governance principles. In particular, the group was interested in the importance of a set of values underpinning the behaviour of donors and consultants. This discussion emphasised the need to ensure that the donor-recipient relationship was more equitable. 

The group discussed the importance of timely monitoring and evaluation processes which feed into policy design.  It was stressed that Aid could not be divorced from context and context was central to determine allocation and efficiency. 
Finally there was a suggestion for the need for a tighter regulatory framework on the monitoring of aid commitments and donor behaviour. 

The following box contains the recommendations which were put forward by the group to the subsequent plenary discussion.

	CREATING AN ENABLING ENVIRONMENT FOR INCREASING AID EFFECTIVENESS?

1. Maintain/improve flexibility in aid delivery avoiding where possible a ‘blue print’ approach.  

 For example, time is often neglected which doesn’t allow for building relationships and trust. 

2. Clarity of financing options for governments and their implications.

 Good practice examples of “alternative scenarios” in different 

    financing approaches.

3. Better aid governance and more equitable education delivery? 

 More evidence is needed around the definition of better education aid    

    governance in individual contexts. For example does the .: shift to a system-wide approach, this improve equity in education enrolment, quality and outcomes?     Does greater national alignment also bring less inequality. 
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Annex 5

Speakers’ Profiles

Akanksha A. Marphatia is a Senior Policy & Research Coordinator in ActionAid's International Education Team. She has been leading research in 21 countries on the impact of IMF macroeconomic policies on education finance, especially teachers. These studies have resulted in comparative reports, Confronting the Contradictions (2007) and Contradicting Commitments (2005). Akanksha has 16 years of experience on women's rights and education issues in Sub-Saharan Africa and India. She has worked with Ministries of Education, the International Centre for Research on Women, Save the Children UK, UNESCO and the World Bank. Akanksha has a Masters in International Education Policy from the Harvard Graduate School of Education and a Bachelors in French from San Francisco State University and the Sorb.

Anna Robinson-Pant is currently Reader and Acting Director of Centre for Applied Research in Education, School of Education and Lifelong Learning, University of East Anglia. She is also Co-Editor of Compare: a journal of comparative education, and has published widely in the field of education and development. Prior to UEA, she was based for about ten years in Nepal as a teacher trainer, educational planner and researcher with various development agencies (including VSO and ActionAid). Building on her earlier ethnographic research on women’s literacy in Nepal, she has continued her interest in literacy and development – most recently, through work for the UN Literacy Decade mid-term review. Her experiences with participatory action-orientated methodologies and cross-cultural learning in development have contributed directly to her UK-focused research - with international students at UEA and with children as action researchers in Norfolk primary schools. Both research projects engage directly with issues about governance and quality in education in these very different contexts. 

Caroline Dyer joined the University of Leeds in 2004 as a specialist in development practice, particularly as applied to community development and education. The majority of her work has been ethnographic and focused on India – she has migrated with nomads, researched adult literacy, and worked with teacher educators on professional development. As Director of postgraduate-taught degrees in POLIS, Caroline is closely involved with the international community of students at the University of Leeds. She is also Deputy Chair of the UK Forum for International Education and Training, and a consultant for development organisations such as the EU and ILO. A linguist by training, Caroline’s major research interest is education in development, with a particular focus on inclusion of mobile and less visible communities. She is interested in language and literacy and working children and has researched these interests in India, in Yemen, and in the UK.

David Archer studied philosophy in Manchester and then trained as a teacher. Through the 1980s he worked on adult literacy programmes inspired by Paulo Freire in 8 countries, co-authoring “Literacy and Power: the Latin American Battleground” (1990, Earthscan). In the mid-1990s he developed the Reflect approach to adult learning which is used by over 500 organisations in 70 countries. David is now Head of International Education at ActionAid, active in campaigning on education across Africa, Asia and Latin America. In 1999 he helped set up the Global Campaign for Education for whom he recently compiled “Writing the Wrongs: International Benchmarks on Adult Literacy”.  He is co-chair of the Commonwealth Education Fund.

David Theobald is Chair UK Forum for International Education and Training. David has been Chair of UKFIET since 2005.  After teaching in the UK and Kenya, he joined the British Council in 1978 and worked in Nigeria, Singapore and India where he led the Andhra Pradesh Primary Education Project, a forerunner of the National District Primary Education Project (DPPEP).  David returned to the UK in 1992 as a Senior Education Specialist working
mainly in sub-Saharan Africa until his retirement in late 2005.  He now works part-time for British Council on projects in Nigeria, Eritrea and Ethiopia.

Frances Stewart, MA, DPHIL, OXON is a Development economist. She is Director of the Centre for Research on Inequality, Human Security and Ethnicity (CRISE) in the University of Oxford and fellow of Somerville College, and former director of the University’s International Development Centre (1993-2003). Books include Horizontal Inequalities and Conflict: Understanding Group Violence in Multiethnic Societies’ (co-author) Palgrave, 2008; Adjustment with a Human Face, with G A Cornia and R Jolly, OUP, 1987, War and Underdevelopment: the Economic and Social Consequences of Conflict, with Valpy Fitzgerald and others, OUP 2000; and Group Behaviour and Development (with Judith Heyer and Rosemary Thorp) as well as numerous articles. She is President of the Human Development and Capability Association and was President of the U.K. and Irish Development Studies Association, 1990-1992, and a member and Vice-Chairman of the International Food Policy Research Institute (2000-2006) and an Overseer of the Thomas Watson Institute, Brown University from 1999-2008. She is a member and vice-chair of the United Nations Committee for Development Policy.

Leon Tikly. Leon Tikly is a professor of education at the University of Bristol and 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.

Jo Bourne is Acting Head of Profession at the Education Department for International Development. Jo joined DFID in 1997 following completion of her MA in Education and International Development. Initially based in Zimbabwe she managed the design of DFID’s support for education in Malawi. From 2000 – 2002 Jo worked for the European Commission, leading the local donor group and implementing the EC’s education sector wide approach. As DFID’s Senior Education Adviser in Rwanda from 2003 - 2007 she supported the Government of Rwanda to improve basic education and led the donor group in scaling up financial resources to the sector. Jo spent time as Deputy Head of the DFID Rwanda office, also covering Burundi, then Acting Head, before returning to the UK in September 2007 to take up a Senior Education Advisory position in DFID's Policy Division. She is now Acting Head of Profession for Education. Prior to joining DFID Jo was a teacher in the UK and China, and a volunteer teacher trainer in China. 

Kevin Watkins is Director of the EFA Global Monitoring Report. Kevin Watkins took up his post with the GMR team in January 2008, having just completed several years as director and lead author of the UNDP Human Development Report. He had previously served on the drafting committee of the Dakar Framework for Action and the six Education for All Goals agreed to in 2000 and was the author of Oxfam’s influential Education Report, published the same year. He holds a BA in Politics and Social Science from Durham University and a doctorate from Oxford University, during which time he spent a year in India and wrote his dissertation on “The economics and politics of Indian nationalism from 1880-1947”. He is also currently a Senior Visiting Research Fellow with the Global Economic Governance (CEG) programme, University College, Oxford University.

Kwame Akyeampong is a Senior Lecturer in International Education and Deputy Director at the Centre for International Education (CIE) University of Sussex, UK. His research interests include teacher education policy and practice, and educational access and assessment in primary and secondary education in sub-Sahara Africa.  He is currently involved in research on educational access in Ghana as part of the DFID funded Consortium for Research on Educational Access, Transitions and Equity (CREATE).  Kwame has wide experience on governance reforms in education in Ghana. He has recently co-authored a book on teacher education for developing countries with colleagues at CIE.  

Mary Stiasny is Assistant Director at the Institute of Education, University of London. She joined the Institute from the British Council to take up the post of Assistant Director, with responsibility for Learning and Teaching and oversight of the International Strategy, in July 2007. Mary began her working life as a secondary school teacher of Social Sciences at Holland Park School.  She joined Goldsmiths College in 1975 as a Lecturer in Sociology with responsibility for the Social Sciences subject specialism on the PGCE programme.  In 1992 she moved within Goldsmiths to the Department of Education as Director of the Secondary PGCE, and subsequently Deputy Head of Department. She joined Oxford Brookes University as Deputy Head of School, followed by 5 years at the University of Greenwich as Head of the School of Education and Training.  Mary subsequently spent almost four years at the British Council as Director of Education and Training for the Council.  She has written and spoken extensively about internationalism in education, taking the lead for the UK in working with the education sector recruiting overseas students, developing partnerships and enabling staff and students to develop an international outlook.  Mary is a member of the UK UNESCO Education Committee. 

Pauline Rose is a senior policy analyst. She joined the GMR team in April 2008 on leave from the University of Sussex. Her research, from a socio-economic development perspective, relates to educational policy and practice from a variety of perspectives, including financing and governance, democratisation, and the role of international aid in shaping the education agenda. This work focuses on concerns for out-of-school children with respect to poverty and gender in particular, and she has published extensively in these areas. Pauline has worked in a number of large multi-site collaborative research projects in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, funded by multi- and bi-lateral agencies and NGOs, as well as the UK Economic and Social Research Council. She holds a BA in Arabic and Economics and an MSc in Development Economics from the School of Oriental and African Studies. Her PhD, from the University of Sussex, examined the implications of Malawi’s school fee abolition for household, government and international financing of education.

Peter Colenso is Head of the Human Development Group in DFID's Policy & Research Division. The Human Development Group covers Education, Health and HIV/AIDS. Formerly Head of Profession for Education in DFID, Peter has also worked as an Education Specialist for the World Bank and for NGOs.   

Sally Gear is a DFID Education Adviser currently based in the Education Team within DFID's Policy and Research Division in London.  Her current areas of responsibility include gender and education, education in fragile states and inclusive education. She also leads on the Education Team's partnership with UNICEF.  Sally has previously worked as Regional Education Advisor (sub Saharan Africa) for the British Council, Education Adviser for VSO and Lecturer in Social Development at the IDPM, University of Manchester.  Her particular areas of experience and expertise are gender equality and education, as well as education and social exclusion.  

Samer Al-Samarrai is a Senior Policy Analyst . Samer Al-Samarrai, an education economist, joined the GMR team in April 2008. His areas of interest include international education policy, the governance and financing of education systems, educational access and learning outcomes, education-labour market linkages and the relationships between poverty and education. Between 1994 and 2003 he worked at the Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex. He then managed a 3-year research project in Bangladesh which explored the financing and governance of education and health services in Bangladesh. More recently he has worked with the Bangladesh poverty assessment exercise and in Kano State, Nigeria, to help develop its 10-year education sector plan. He holds BSc and MSc economics degrees from the London School of Economics and a doctorate from the University of Sussex, where his dissertation examined educational inequality in Tanzania.

Seamus Hegarty is Chair of the EFA Working Group within the UNESCO UK National Commission. He is Chairman 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 for twelve years until his retirement in 2005.  He is founder editor of the European Journal of Special Needs Education, now in its 23rd year.  He has written or co-authored more than 20 books and numerous papers.  He has advised UNESCO and other international bodies on special needs issues for close on 30 years and served as Principal Academic Adviser for the Salamanca World Conference. He sits on the Irish National Council for Special Education where he holds the research and communications portfolio. 

Yusuf Sayed is an education policy specialist with a career in international education and development research.  Based at the University of Sussex, he is also a Senior Research Fellow at the Human Sciences Research Council, South Africa. Previously Yusuf was Senior Policy Analyst at the EFA Global Monitoring Report, UNESCO, Team Leader for the Education and Skills and the Department for International Development (DFID) UK, and Head of Department of Comparative Education at the University of the Western Cape, South Africa. His research focuses on education policy formulation and implementation as it relates to concerns of equity, social justice, and transformation. His current research interest focuses on the effects of fee charging in education, teacher education, and education quality.



