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Foreword

I am pleased to share with all the first report on the 
Global Partnership for Education’s results in relation 
to our strategic plan, GPE 2020, based on its compre-
hensive results framework. The report sets out for 
us all our mutual starting point—the current status 
of education systems in developing country partners 
as measured by the results framework’s indicators. 
This information will help us focus our energies and 
resources toward the most urgent issues and most 
effective course corrections. We will no doubt dive 
very quickly into the meat of this report and dis-
sect its findings. However, I would like to highlight 
how important it is that we now have for the first 
time such a comprehensive set of data across 37 key 
indicators linked directly to our strategic goals and 
objectives. This is a groundbreaking step for the part-
nership, and we should work together over the years 
ahead to build upon it. 

As we anticipated, the data confirm that good prog-
ress is being made on some fronts, such as in the 
growing proportion of children completing school, 
and improving equity in some areas, but this move-
ment forward is tempered by a number of persistent 
system weaknesses, constituting challenges that 
require our attention. Six specific areas require spe-
cial focus over the next year, including strengthening 
learning assessment systems; extending early child-
hood education; increased targeting of support to 
countries falling behind on gender equality; greater 
focus on lowering dropout and repetition rates; rein-
forcing the quality of education sector plans and 
mutual accountability for results in sector plans; 

and diversifying the partnership’s funding base, and 
catalyzing more external financing for education in 
countries. I look forward to a serious debate across 
the partnership over the months ahead regarding 
these six areas. 

While our first results report looks back at our work 
over the prior year, and suggests our forward focus, 
it is also important to note the broader context, with 
2017 being a pivotal year for the Global Partnership 
for Education. In early March, the Board approved a 
new financing and funding framework that will pro-
vide us with the tools we need to increase support to, 
and improve targeting of, our financing to countries. 
In mid-April we launched the partnership’s new case 
for investment and third replenishment campaign. 
At the end of May, at the G7 Summit, the partner-
ship and others unveiled a new accountability report 
focused on education. And at the end of the year 
2017, the World Development Report will exclusively 
address the global education challenge. Again, the 
data that we are now able to secure through this and 
our future results reports will help us address the 
challenges noted above, secure increased support and 
improve education outcomes in our developing coun-
try partners for years to come.

I am pleased to share with all the first report on the Global Partnership for Education’s results 
in relation to our strategic plan, GPE 2020, based on its comprehensive results framework. 
The report sets out for us all our mutual starting point—the current status of education 
systems in developing country partners as measured by the results framework’s indicators. 
This information will help us focus our energies and resources toward the most urgent issues 
and most effective course corrections. We will no doubt dive very quickly into the meat of 
this report and dissect its findings. However, I would like to highlight how important it is 
that we now have for the first time such a comprehensive set of data across 37 key indicators 
linked directly to our strategic goals and objectives. This is a groundbreaking step for the 
partnership, and we should work together over the years ahead to build upon it. 

As we anticipated, the data confirm that good progress is being made on some fronts, such 
as in the growing proportion of children completing school, and improving equity in some 
areas, but this movement forward is tempered by a number of persistent system weaknesses, 
constituting challenges that require our attention. Six specific areas require special focus 
over the next year, including strengthening learning assessment systems; extending early 
childhood education; increased targeting of support to countries falling behind on gender 
equality; greater focus on lowering dropout and repetition rates; reinforcing the quality of 
education sector plans and mutual accountability for results in sector plans; and diversifying 
the partnership’s funding base, and catalyzing more external financing for education in 
countries. I look forward to a serious debate across the partnership over the months ahead 
regarding these six areas. 

While our first results report looks back at our work over the prior year, and suggests our 
forward focus, it is also important to note the broader context, with 2017 being a pivotal 
year for the Global Partnership for Education. In early March, the Board approved a new 
financing and funding framework that will provide us with the tools we need to increase 
support to, and improve targeting of, our financing to countries. In mid-April we launched 
the partnership’s new case for investment and third replenishment campaign. At the end 
of May, at the G7 Summit, the partnership and others unveiled a new accountability report 
focused on education. And at the end of the year the 2017, the World Development Report 
will exclusively address the global education challenge. Again, the data that we are now able 
to secure through this and our future results reports will help us address the challenges noted 
above, secure increased support and improve education outcomes in our developing country 
partners for years to come.

Alice Albright 

Chief Executive Officer 

Foreword

 
Alice Albright  
Chief Executive Officer 
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Executive Summary

The Global Partnership for Education is a global 
fund and partnership that was formed to address 
educational challenges in some of the world’s most 
demanding contexts. The partnership brings together 
developing country partners, donor nations, multilat-
eral development organizations, civil society, teacher 
organizations, foundations and the private sector 
around a single shared vision: to ensure inclusive 
and equitable quality education and promote lifelong 
learning for all.

This year’s results report is the first in a series that 
will document progress on GPE 2020, the partner-
ship’s strategic plan, adopted in December 2015. The 
report will be used to help guide the partnership and 
drive our common focus on achieving strong educa-
tional results for children and youth in developing 
country partners.

The results report is structured around the three 
goals and five strategic objectives of GPE 2020, orga-
nized at the impact, outcome, country-level output 
and global-level output levels, as captured in the part-
nership’s theory of change. Each strategic goal and 
objective is linked to a set of indicators—37 in all—
with ambitious milestones and targets for 2020. The 
report also includes descriptive and financial data 
about GPE funding and its grant portfolio (for details 
see Appendices A and D). A summary of findings for 
the 37 indicators, coded using a traffic light system, is 
presented in Appendix F at the end of this report.1

This report looks at 2015 and 2016—the baseline and 
first years of GPE 2020. Its main messages are focused 
on highlighting the progress made during 2016, the 
first year of our results framework and identifying 
the challenges facing the partnership at the start-
ing point of our new strategy. The report highlights 
continued progress in educational outcomes and the 
strengthening of education system capacity across the 
partnership. Overall, the partnership fully or partly 
achieved milestones in 16 out of a total of 19 indica-
tors for which 2016 intermediate targets were set. 
Some of the partnership’s strongest initial results are 
in the areas of domestic resource mobilization and 
improvements in pupil-trained teacher ratios. Mile-
stones were not met in three areas: (1) pre-primary 
enrollment ratios, (2) gender parity in the proportion 
of children out of school, and (3) alignment of GPE 
grants with national systems.

Improved and More Equitable 
Learning Outcomes 
(Strategic Goal 1—impact)

The Global Partnership for Education is committed to 
improving learning outcomes for children and youth 
across the partnership. 

1	 Overall results for each indicator are represented as green (fully met); yellow (partially met); red (not met); or white (baseline). Indicator mile-
stones are reflected as partially met if milestones for one educational level (e.g., primary) were achieved, but they were not for the other educa-
tional level (e.g., lower secondary).
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At the starting point of GPE 2020, developing country 
partners of the Global Partnership for Education are 
demonstrating that learning outcomes and develop-
mental indicators can improve even in the most dif-
ficult circumstances. Thirteen out of 20 developing 
country partners have shown improvement in learn-
ing outcomes, while two-thirds of children between 
the ages of 3 and 5 were developmentally on track in 
the 22 countries with available data.

Attesting to the difficult circumstances that many of 
GPE’s partner countries face is the fact that the avail-
ability of data is limited. Thus, more needs to be done 
across the partnership to strengthen the availability 
of data for monitoring learning and developmental 
outcomes. Just over a third of developing country 
partners had trend data that would allow for report-
ing on the learning outcome or nationally representa-
tive data to report on child development indicators. 

The partnership will continue to support govern-
ments and international efforts to ensure improve-
ments in national assessment and monitoring 
systems, through financing for learning assessment 
systems and child development indicators in its 
implementation grants, and through the knowledge 
and capacity-building activities funded through the 
Assessment for Learning (A4L) initiative.

Equity, Gender Equality 
and Inclusion  
(Strategic Goal 2—impact)

Highlighting its commitment to equity and inclusion, 
the Global Partnership for Education tracks progress 
using seven indicators. In year one of GPE 2020, these 
indicators presented a mixed picture. 

On the one hand, there has been progress in the 
proportion of children completing school, and 
many gains in equity across the partnership. The 

partnership supported an estimated 13.2 million 
children in 2016.2 Overall, 745,000 more children 
completed primary school across the partnership in 
2014 than in 2013, while 816,000 more completed 
lower secondary education. Milestones for gender 
parity in primary and lower secondary completion 
were met. Furthermore, 22 out of 59 countries with 
available data saw at least a 10 percent improvement 
in an equity index of parity in gender, location and 
household wealth.

However, findings in this report also emphasize the 
importance of targeting efforts in countries where 
progress is slow, and an urgent need to pay atten-
tion to the equity implications and trade-offs being 
made when expanding education access across mul-
tiple educational levels. Key challenges include the 
following:

	 Pre-primary education: Access is not improving 
and services are often not available to the poorest 
and most marginalized children. 

	 Primary completion rates are below 90 percent in 
21 developing country partners. 

	 Out-of-school rates at the primary level are not 
declining quickly enough to reach GPE 2020 
targets. 

	 The gender parity rate of out-of-school children 
deteriorated between 2013 and 2014, with a 
significant disadvantage for girls. This highlights 
the need to focus on bringing excluded girls into 
school. Furthermore, concentrated attention is 
needed in the 18 developing country partners 
where the gender parity index for completion 
rates sits below 0.88 at the primary level (and 
in the 21 countries where it is below 0.88 at the 
lower secondary level).

2	 GPE estimates the number of equivalent children reached using a methodology that can be found at: http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/
results-framework-methodology.
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Effective and Efficient  
Education Systems  
(Strategic Goal 3—outcome)

A strong start was made in four out of six aspects of 
system capacity that are tracked at the outcome level 
under the Strategic Goal 3: effective and efficient 
education systems. 

Some of the partnership’s strongest initial results are 
in the areas of data and domestic resource mobiliza-
tion. Seventy-eight percent of developing country 
partners with available data devoted at least 20 per-
cent of public expenditure to education or increased 
their public expenditures between 2014 and 2015. 
Developing country partners exceeded 2016 mile-
stones for data availability, with 26 out of 61 (43 per-
cent) reporting on 10 out of 12 key UNESCO Institute 
for Statistics (UIS) indicators in 2014, up from 18  
(30 percent) in 2013. 

However, system efficiency, as measured through 
dropout and repetition, remains a challenge across 
the partnership. Fewer than one in three developing 
country partners (32 percent) had learning assess-
ment systems that met quality standards. Further-
more, the issue of teacher availability and their 
equitable allocation remains an urgent challenge. 
Pupil-trained teacher ratios remain high, but are 
improving—29 percent of developing country part-
ners had ratios at or below 40:1, up from 25 percent 
in 2013. 

Strengthening Education  
Sector Planning  
(Strategic Objective 1—country level)

The Global Partnership for Education continues to be 
the largest international funder of education sector 
analyses and planning for countries in the develop-
ing world, providing US$8.9 million in funding for 27 
education sector plan development grants (ESPDGs) to 
29 countries in 2016. Ref lecting this, the partnership 

places credible, evidence-based sector planning as the 
first of its country-level objectives. 

More than half (58 percent) of education sector plans 
(ESPs) and transitional education plans (TEPs) met 
the partnership’s minimum quality standards in the 
baseline years of 2014 and 2015. All ESPs analyzed 
were based on sector analyses, and each addresses 
inequalities and disparities in the education system. 
Detailed findings point to several areas for improve-
ment: the need to use evidence more consistently 
to identify priorities, and to translate priorities into 
achievable, costed, operational plans.

Mutual Accountability through 
Inclusive Policy Dialogue 
and Monitoring  
(Strategic Objective 2—country level)

The Global Partnership for Education supports 
strengthened engagement of all stakeholders in plan-
ning and monitoring the national priorities set out 
in education sector plans. The results report gives 
early findings on the quality of two specific mecha-
nisms for education sector engagement and mutual 
accountability: joint sector reviews (JSRs) and local 
education groups (LEGs).

Joint sector reviews are government-led annual 
events that bring stakeholders together to monitor 
education sector plan implementation and propose 
course correction. GPE overall milestones for the 
quality of JSRs were met in 2016. Forty-five percent 
of JSRs with available data met quality standards, up 
from 29 percent in 2015. Outcomes were less robust 
in countries affected by fragility and conflict, where 
36 percent met quality standards—not unexpected 
given the often difficult circumstances in these coun-
tries. Areas for improvement include the need for 
JSRs to draw more thoroughly on evidence and data, 
and to better link recommendations generated from 
JSRs to national planning and policy cycles.
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Local education groups are multi-stakeholder bodies 
convened by governments to support financial and 
technical support for ESPs and ensure inclusive par-
ticipation in planning and monitoring processes. At 
baseline, 44 percent of LEGs had participation from 
both civil society and teacher organizations. The part-
nership’s continued support of civil society engage-
ment through its Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) 
and forthcoming GPE research on best practices in 
local education groups are each aimed at catalyzing 
improvement in participation and inclusion in LEGs.

Effective and Efficient Financing  
(Strategic Objective 3—country level)

GPE 2020 commits the partnership to providing effec-
tive financing to governments in the implementa-
tion of their national education sector plans. The 
report highlights trends in the volume, geographic 
and thematic allocations of the partnership’s major 
grant investments, demonstrating a strong alignment 
between grant allocations and GPE 2020 goals. It also 
reports on six indicators used to track the partner-
ship’s support for sector plan implementation. 

Findings on objective 3 indicators highlight the sig-
nificant support provided by GPE grants for learning 
assessment and data systems, and the successful roll-
out of the new results-based financing tranche in the 
partnership’s implementation grants in five develop-
ing country partners. 

Challenges were identified in two areas: the timely 
delivery of planned grant components (in particular 
classroom construction) and the rising proportion 
of grants that face delays in their implementa-
tion. Many of these problems occur in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. The partnership has 
improved its approach to quality assurance and grant 

oversight to address these challenges, which suggests 
a need for more realistic grant design and stronger 
follow-up during implementation.

More broadly, the following trends in the volume, 
geographic and thematic allocations of the Global 
Partnership for Education’s major grant investments 
are presented in the report: 

	 GPE grants are focused on countries with high 
levels of need. As of June 30, 2016, 54 education 
sector program implementation grants (ESPIGs) 
were active in 49 countries with a total value 
of US$2.23 billion. Twenty-nine (56 percent) of 
the 52 developing country partners receiving 
implementation grants in FY2016 were classified 
as low-income countries (LICs) and 23 (44 percent) 
as lower-middle-income countries (LMICs). A 
majority of GPE grantees were countries in Sub-
Saharan Africa. 

	 The partnership targeted 60 percent (US$294.5 
million) of all its disbursements during 2016 
to countries affected by fragility and conflict. 
Burundi, Chad and Yemen each used the 
partnership’s mechanisms for rapid and 
responsive funding in emergencies to receive 
finance for emergency needs.

	 Thematically, GPE grants continue to focus 
investments on improving teaching and 
learning systems; enhancing equity and gender 
equality and inclusion; and improving the 
management capacity of systems at the national 
and subnational levels, as 36 of 54 active grants 
at the end of 2016 supported the development 
of learning assessment systems, while 29 grants 
supported education management information 
systems and 28 grants included targeted initiatives 
for gender equality. Finally, 18 grants targeted the 
needs of children with disabilities.
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Mobilize More and Better 
Financing  
(Strategic Objective 4—global level)

Harnessing the strength of the partnership at the 
global level to leverage improvements in the quality 
and volume of financing available for education in 
low-income and lower-middle-income countries is the 
Global Partnership for Education’s fourth Strategic 
Objective. Findings from four of the six indicators 
used to monitor this objective suggest a strong start-
ing point in financing for the partnership. 

In the area of raising and diversifying international 
financing for education—including for the partner-
ship itself—a mixed picture emerges. Overall aid 
to education has declined between 2013 and 2014, 
including from GPE donors. The partnership has met 
its financing milestones by diversifying its donor 
group and securing all signed contributions, yet these 
achievements come against a backdrop of currency 
exchange weaknesses and ongoing challenges in con-
verting pledges into signed contribution agreements. 
In response, the partnership has set ambitious targets 
for its 2018 replenishment, and it has adopted a new 
financing and funding framework that diversifies its 
ability to leverage expanded resources for education.

One area where there is a pronounced need for 
improvement is the alignment of GPE grants to 
country systems. Such alignment is fundamental for 
strengthening national capacity and underpins the 
future sustainability of GPE investments. Less than a 
third of the implementation grants were adequately 
aligned to national systems. Thirty-nine percent 
of GPE grants used co-financing or pooled grant 
modalities. 

Build a Stronger Partnership 
(Strategic Objective 5—global level)

The fifth objective in GPE 2020 is to strengthen the 
Global Partnership for Education’s most important 
asset: the power of partnership. Six indicators are 
used to monitor partnership outputs and strength. 

Findings from these indicators highlight the sig-
nificant progress the partnership has made at an 
organizational level. The Secretariat has successfully 
prioritized country-facing activities in its work plans 
and budgets, and the partnership has improved its 
business processes for quality assurance, risk manage-
ment and fiduciary oversight. Furthermore, the part-
nership enhanced its delivery of key knowledge and 
evaluation products. These improvements in organi-
zational effectiveness were achieved while keeping 
Secretariat operating expenses at less than 4 percent 
of total expenditure in FY 2016. For this reason, the 
United Kingdom, the partnership’s largest donor, 
awarded the partnership an “A” rating in its 2015 and 
2016 annual reviews.

At the same time, an initial survey of developing 
country-level partners suggests that while there has 
been improvement in perceived clarity of country-
level roles, responsibilities and mutual accountabili-
ties over the past year, further improvements are still 
necessary. The Secretariat took key steps in 2016 to 
respond to this challenge. It has prioritized staff time 
for supporting country-level processes, and it refined 
its business processes, enhancing communication, 
guidance and support to its country-level partners. 
The partnership also embarked on an effort to bet-
ter monitor, understand and disseminate effective 
approaches to partnership at the country level. These 
actions will lead to significant enhancement of the 
partnership’s work at the country level. 
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Chapter 1.  
Introduction 

on highlighting the progress made during 2016, the 
first year of our results framework and identifying 
the challenges facing the partnership at the start-
ing point of our new strategy. The report highlights 
continued progress in educational outcomes and the 
strengthening of education system capacity across the 
partnership. Overall, the partnership fully or partly 
achieved milestones in 16 out of a total of 19 indica-
tors for which 2016 intermediate targets were set. 
Some of the partnership’s strongest initial results are 
in the areas of domestic resource mobilization and 
improvements in pupil-trained teacher ratios. Mile-
stones were not met in three areas: (1) pre-primary 
enrollment ratios, (2) gender parity in the proportion 
of children out of school, and (3) alignment of GPE 
grants with national systems.

The Evolution of the Global 
Partnership for Education 
and Its Work
The Global Partnership for Education was launched 
in 2002 as the Education for All—Fast Track Initia-
tive (FTI), whose driving vision was that no country 
with a credible education sector plan should fail 
to achieve the Education for All goals because of a 
lack of resources. In 2011 the FTI was transformed 
into a constituency-based partnership, with stronger 
representation from developing countries and non-
state actors, and renamed the Global Partnership for 
Education. 

3	 Overall results for each indicator are represented as green (fully met); yellow (partially met); red (not met); or white (baseline). Indicator mile-
stones are reflected as partially met if milestones for one educational level (e.g., primary) were achieved, but they were not for the other educa-
tional level (e.g., lower secondary).

The Global Partnership for Education is a global 
fund and partnership that was formed to address 
educational challenges in some of the world’s most 
demanding contexts. The partnership brings together 
developing country partners, donor nations, multilat-
eral development organizations, civil society, teacher 
organizations, foundations and the private sector 
around a single shared vision: to ensure inclusive 
and equitable quality education and promote lifelong 
learning for all.

This year’s results report is the first in a series that 
will document progress on GPE 2020, the partner-
ship’s strategic plan, adopted in December 2015. The 
report will be used to help guide the partnership and 
drive our common focus on achieving strong educa-
tional results for children and youth in developing 
country partners.

The results report is structured around the three 
goals and five strategic objectives of GPE 2020, orga-
nized at the impact, outcome, country-level output 
and global-level output levels, as captured in the part-
nership’s theory of change. Each strategic goal and 
objective is linked to a set of indicators—37 in all—
with ambitious milestones and targets for 2020. The 
report also includes descriptive and financial data 
about GPE funding and its grant portfolio (for details 
see Appendices A and D). A summary of findings for 
the 37 indicators, coded using a traffic light system, is 
presented in Appendix F at the end of this report.3

This report looks at 2015 and 2016—the baseline and 
first years of GPE 2020. Its main messages are focused 
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The partnership has grown considerably since 2002, 
when it began with seven developing country part-
ners. Today it has 65 developing country partners 
(Figure 1.1), while in total 89 are eligible to join (see 
Appendix B for the full list). Approximately 78 per-
cent of the world’s out-of-school children of primary 
and secondary school age live in the partnership’s 
current developing country partners. 

The Partnership’s Country-Level 
Operating Model

GPE 2020, the partnership’s strategic plan for the 
period 2016–2020, retains the partnership’s histori-
cal commitment to bringing diverse stakeholders 
together around a common platform of support 
for nationally led education sector planning and 
implementation. 

As illustrated in Figure 1.2, the partnership’s country-
level work begins with a government-led local educa-
tion group (LEG)—a collaborative forum for policy 
dialogue and mutual accountability, led by a develop-
ing country partner’s Ministry of Education, includ-
ing representatives of the development agencies, civil 

society organizations (CSOs), the private sector and pri-
vate foundations, and teacher organizations. The LEG 
selects a grant agent to administer the GPE financing, 
which is responsible for supporting the government 
in the development, implementation and monitoring 
of its GPE-funded implementation grant. The partner-
ship also supports the monitoring of education sector 
progress, through regular, government-led, multi-
stakeholder joint sector reviews.

Allocations Based on Need

The Global Partnership for Education’s main financ-
ing mechanism is the education sector program 
implementation grant (hereafter, “implementation 
grants” or ESPIGs), which accounted for 98 percent of 
all the partnership’s grant-related disbursements in 
FY2016.4 

Developing country partners with a quality educa-
tion sector plan may apply for an implementation 
grant up to the value of their needs-based alloca-
tion. In addition, their selected grant agent may 
apply for a program development grant of up to 
US$200,000, and in certain complex circumstances, 

Figure 1.1. Evolution in the Number of GPE Developing Country Partners
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Source: GPE Secretariat.

4	 The Global Partnership for Education operates on a July 1 to June 30 fiscal year. Fiscal year 2016 runs from July 1, 2015, to June 30, 2016.
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up to US$400,000. As part of its unique approach, 
the Global Partnership for Education allocates these 
grants based on a formula that is weighted for coun-
tries most in need, while ensuring that grants are 
used to support the implementation of country-
owned sector plans and are focused on results.

Beginning with grants approved in FY2015, the 
Global Partnership for Education adopted an eligibil-
ity and allocation framework that focuses on coun-
tries with high levels of educational needs at the 
primary school level as well as low gross domestic 
product (GDP), and the framework is weighted for 
conflict and fragility-affected contexts. The partner-
ship revised its eligibility and allocation framework 

in early 2017, adopting a simplified formula to 
allocate resources based on economic status and 
educational vulnerability, which includes the size 
of the population at risk of not completing primary 
and lower secondary education (Box 1.1). In the 
new framework 67 developing countries, including 
30 low-income countries (LICs), 19 vulnerable lower-
middle-income countries (LMICs) and 18 small island 
and landlocked developing states (SILDS) are eligible 
for GPE implementation grants.5 As a result of the 
partnership’s focus on countries with high educa-
tional needs and low economic means, the partner-
ship’s financing is highly focused on low-income 
countries and countries affected by fragility and con-
f lict (FCAC). 

Figure 1.2. GPE Country-Level Operating Model

LEGEND

Cooperation
Global Partnership for Education

Local Education Group

National Government Implementers

Grant Agent

Children and Youth 

Education Sector
Policy

Implementation

Financial flows

Change

Source: GPE Secretariat.

5	 Vulnerable LMICs include countries with less than $2,000 gross national income (GNI) per capita and lower secondary completion rate (LSCR) 
below 90 percent or FCAC with less than $3,000 GNI per capita and LSCR below 90 percent.
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Financing Focused on Results

The Global Partnership for Education is the largest 
international funder of education sector planning 
and provides results-focused grants to low-income 
and lower-middle-income countries to support the 
implementation of credible sector plans. Between 
2003 and 2016 the partnership provided 127 imple-
mentation grants, with a total allocation of nearly 
US$4.6 billion (Figure 1.3). The annual and aggre-
gate values of implementation grants have grown 
since 2003, reaching an average annual disburse-
ment of US$476 million in calendar year (CY) 2014, 
CY2015 and CY2016. GPE funding is allocated to 
countries with the most significant educational 
needs. However, to be eligible for implementation 
grants, governments must demonstrate their commit-
ment to education. They must have credible sector 
plans, commit to strengthening their data systems 
and ensure that domestic financing is at or moving 

toward 20 percent of public expenditure. Further-
more, 30 percent of the implementation grants 
are disbursed upon the achievement of nationally 
selected targets in the areas of learning, equity and 
efficiency. 

GPE Small Grants

The Global Partnership for Education also provides a 
range of smaller financing windows at both the coun-
try and cross-national levels (Appendix D provides an 
overview of disbursements for each grant window).

	 Education sector plan development grants  
(ESPDGs): The partnership is the largest 
international funder of education sector 
analysis and sector planning for countries in the 
developing world, providing US$8.9 million for 
27 sector plans in 2016 alone.

Box 1.1. GPE Allocation Formula

The 2014 GPE funding model was based on the calculation of a country score, which in proportion to all eli-
gible countries’ scores determined the country’s share of the available ESPIG fund amount. This allocation 
formula was based on eight variables interacting in a complex mathematical formula that included weights 
for each variable. While the formula tried to incorporate many factors that influence the cost for a country to 
develop its basic education sector, its complexity made the formula difficult for the partnership and its devel-
oping country partners to communicate. The Board of Directors therefore asked the Strategic Financing Work-
ing Group to revise the allocation formula in a way that would allow for simpler communication of funding 
outcomes, while still effectively capturing countries’ needs and the partnership’s priorities. 

In February 2017 a new allocation formula was introduced. This new formula is based on the calculation of a 
needs index that is used to proportionally allocate funds across developing country partners. Both a maximum 
and a minimum allocation level are proposed to be applied before the final allocation is determined. The needs 
index is based on a simple mathematical formula that combines the primary and lower secondary school age 
population with the lower secondary completion rate (LSCR) and the GDP per capita, while an adjustment is 
introduced for FCAC. The FCAC adjustment consists of increasing the needs index by 15 percent if a country is 
considered fragile and conflict affected. It was concluded that a 15 percent increase in the needs index trans-
lates to a 5 percent increase in the allocations, which corresponds to the level of additional administrative costs 
observed in FCAC grants.

Source: GPE 2017b; GPE 2017c.
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	 Program development grants (PDGs): These 
grants are used for the design of country-level 
implementation grants. At the end of FY2016, 
three PDGs were active, with an allocation of 
US$900,000. Since inception, $7.1 million has 
been awarded for PDGs.

	 Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF): This fund 
provides financing for national CSO coalitions, 
with a total allocation of US$65.9 million since 
the launch of the CSEF initiative in 2009. 

	 Global and Regional Activities (GRA) program: 
The partnership has also invested in global public 
goods—through its GRA program. Since inception, 
the GRA program has provided US$31 million 
through 15 grants.

A Partnership-Wide Commitment  
to Continuous Improvement

As it heads into its next replenishment, the Global 
Partnership for Education has continued to improve 
its approach supporting education progress at the 
country and global levels. Through its new financ-
ing and funding framework,6 which was adopted in 
February 2017, the partnership has strengthened its 
commitment to leveraging the exchange of knowl-
edge and innovation, and diversifying the partner-
ship’s support for advocacy and social accountability 
(Box 1.2). The partnership also strengthened and 
diversified its financing approach, to include the 
piloting of leveraged financing and improved partici-
pation from the private sector. At the country level, 
the partnership has adopted a new “education sector 
case for investment” approach, which aims to bring 
new investors within countries into the education 
sector.

Figure 1.3. Program Implementation Grant Annual and Cumulative Disbursements as of December 2016
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Note: GPE list of countries affected by fragility and conflict is based on World Bank FY 2016 and UNESCO 2015b classifications  
(see Appendix C).

6	 GPE 2017d; GPE 2017e.
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The GPE 2020 Theory of Change 
and Results Framework 
The GPE results framework is structured around 
the partnership’s theory of change, which is aligned 
to the goals and strategic objectives of GPE 2020 (Fig-
ure 1.4). For each of the 37 indicators in the results 
framework, which were selected to measure perfor-
mance across its theory of change, the partnership 
has set targets, establishing where the partnership 
wants to be at the end of 2020. In addition, mile-
stones (intermediate targets) were developed for 
each indicator. With a few exceptions, data will be 
reported annually, using 2015 as the overall baseline 
period (see Box 1.3 for technical notes on indicator 
data). 

Indicators in the results framework sit at the output, 
outcome and impact levels. At the impact and out-
come levels, the theory of change aims to strengthen 
the capacities of national education systems (outcome 
level) in order to dramatically increase the number 

of girls and boys, young men and young women who 
are in school and learning (impact level). 

Three areas are identified as outputs at the country 
level in the theory of change. At this level, the part-
nership aims to lock together improvements in sector 
planning, mutual accountability and results-focused 
financing for the implementation of national educa-
tion sector plans, which together support improve-
ments in education systems and outcomes. 

The theory of change also identifies two global-level 
outputs, to support the partnership’s country-level 
impact. First, the partnership builds international 
momentum for more and better financing for edu-
cation. Second, the partnership leverages itself as a 
platform for the exchange of knowledge, innovation 
and good practices and functions as an organizer 
of advocacy for education progress in low-income 
and lower-middle-income countries, drawing on the 
commitment, skills and resources of the broad multi-
stakeholder partnership.

Box 1.2. GPE’s New Financing and Funding Framework (FFF)

The Global Partnership for Education’s new financing and funding framework (FFF) (1) includes a leverage 
fund as part of a new scalable approach to raising significantly greater and more diverse finance; (2) invests in 
important global public goods (for example, tools for innovation and sharing knowledge); and (3) comprises 
a new dedicated advocacy and social accountability fund, which aims to promote political commitment to 
education.

This framework builds on the partnership’s strength in pooling grant financing for countries most in need by 
extending country eligibility and providing a new fund to incentivize governments to leverage additional devel-
opment finance to support their sector plans.

This framework will allow for (1) opportunities for new partnerships, thus bringing previously untapped 
resources to education from both public and private sources; (2) better alignment of new resources behind the 
priorities set out in national education plans, thanks to a refined country-level education sector investment 
case approach; and (3) better targeting of GPE funds to countries and communities where the needs are the 
greatest.

Source: GPE 2017d.
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Figure 1.4. The Global Partnership for Education Theory of Change
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STRENGTHEN 
EDUCATION SECTOR 
PLANNING 
AND POLICY 
IMPLEMENT TION

(a) Support evidence-based,
 nationally owned sector 

plans focused on equity,
effi ciency and learning

(b) Enhance sector plan 
implementation through 
knowledge and good 
practice exchange, 
capacity development 

 and improved monitoring
 and evaluation, 
 particularly in the areas 

of teaching and learning 
 and equity and inclusion

SUPPORT MUTUAL 
ACCOUNTABILITY THROUGH
EFFECTIVE AND INCLUSIVE 
SECTOR POLICY DIALOGUE 
AND MONITORING

(a) Promote inclusive and evidence-
based sector policy dialogue and sector 
monitoring, through government-led
local education groups and the joint 
sector review process, with participation 
from civil society, teacher organizations, 
the private sector and all development 
partners

(b) Strengthen the capacity of civil society
and teacher organizations to engage in
evidence-based policy dialogue and 
sector monitoring on equity and learning, 
leveraging social accountability to 
enhance the delivery of results

GPE FINANCING EFFICIENTLY
AND EFFECTIVELY SUPPORTS THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTOR PLANS 
FOCUSED ON IMPROVED EQUITY,
EFFICIENCY AND LEARNING

(a) GPE fi nancing is used to improve national  
monitoring of outcomes, including learning

(b) GPE fi nancing is used to improve teaching 
and learning in national education systems

(c) GPE fi nancing is used to improve equity 
and access in national education systems

(d) The GPE funding model is implemented

, 

(e) GPE fi nancing is assessed based on
whether implementation is on track

MOBILIZE MORE AND BETTER FINANCING

(a) Encourage increased, sustainable and better 
coordinated international fi nancing for 
education by diversifying and increasing
GPEs international donor base and sources 
of fi nancing

(b) Advocate for improved alignment and 
harmonization of funding from GPE and its 
international partners around nationally owned 
education sector plans and country systems

(c) Support increased, effi cient, and equitable 
domestic fi nancing for education through 
cross-national advocacy, mutual accountability 
and support for transparent monitoring and 
reporting

* Overall Assumptions for Impact: (1) GPE’s partnership model is able to leverage outputs at each level of its theory of change, leading to the achievement of identified results.  
(2) Improved planning, monitoring and inclusive policy dialogue, when combined with improved fi nancing, lead to stronger educational systems focused on equity and learning.

Country-Level Assumptions:(1) GPE partners work together effectively at the country level around nationally owned sector plans and goals. (2) Developing country partners create effective  
and inclusive mechanisms for policy dialogue, including participation of civil society and teachers. (3) Developing country partners increase domestic fi nancing for education.
(4) Developing country partners prioritize the creation, use and sharing of reliable and disaggregated education sector data for evidence-based planning and monitoring..

Global-Level Assumptions: (1) All partners commit to the GPE partnership model and participate in monitoring, knowledge exchange and advocacy for GPE goals.
to the GPE and to the education sector in GPE partner countries increase. (3) Board adopts a realistic and achievable implementation plan for the achievement of GPE’s strategic goals.

BUILD A STRONGER PARTNERSHIP

(a) Promote and coordinate consistent country-level roles, responsibilities, and 
accountabilities among governments, development partners, grant agents, civil
society, teacher organizations, and the private sector through local education
groups and a strengthened operational model

(b) Use global and cross-national knowledge and good practice exchange effectively 
to bring about improved education policies and systems, especially in the areas of
equity and learning

(c) Expand the partnership’s convening and advocacy role, working with partners to 
strengthen global commitment and fi nancing for education

(d) Improve GPE’s organizational effi ciency and effectiveness, creating stronger systems 
for quality assurance, risk management, country support and fi duciary oversight

(e) Invest in monitoring and evaluation to establish evidence of GPE results, 
strengthen mutual accountability and improve the work of the partnership

Effective and effi cient education systems delivering equitable, quality educational services for all

Increased equity, gender equality and inclusion
for all in a full cycle of quality education, targeting 
the poorest and most marginalized, including by
gender, disability, ethnicity and confl ict or fragility

Improved and more equitable 
student learning outcomes 
through quality teaching 
and learning

TATI

(a)

(b) E

(a)

(b) effectively, leading to the achievement 
of country-selected targets for equity, 
efficiency and learning

*

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

E

(2) Donor contributions 

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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Data are reported for the partnership’s 61 developing 
country partners in the baseline year 2015. As, for 
several countries, data were not available for several 
indicators, the Global Partnership for Education is 
committed to supporting better data for educational 
development. To this end, the partnership is support-
ing the development of Sustainable Development 
Goal 4 indicators, and it has made investment in 
sound data systems a requirement for its funding. 
Furthermore, all of the indicators and data developed 
and collected to monitor GPE progress will be made 
progressively available to the public during 2017 and 
2018.

In this first results report it is not possible to report 
on progress for indicators where 2016 is used as a 
baseline, or where 2015 is used as a baseline and 
the data collection is planned with less than annual 
frequency. Where data for 2016 are available, the 
partnership’s performance is measured by compar-
ing these data values with the milestone values, 
indicating whether the milestone was met or not (see 
Box 1.3 for technical notes on indicator data). 

An Overview of the Report 
This report presents GPE 2020 results during the first 
year following adoption of GPE 2020. It is organized 
around the Global Partnership for Education’s theory 
of change as follows: 

	 Chapter 2: Improved and More Equitable Learning 
Outcomes presents progress on learning and early 
childhood development across GPE developing 
country partners at the impact level, responding 
to GPE 2020 Strategic Goal 1.

	 Chapter 3: Increased Equity, Gender Equality and 
Inclusion discusses impact-level progress under GPE 
2020 Strategic Goal 2.

	 Chapter 4: Effective and Efficient Education Systems 
presents progress at the outcome level, responding 
to GPE 2020 Strategic Goal 3. 

The partnership’s progress in meeting country-level 
objectives is presented in three chapters:

	 Chapter 5: Strengthen Education Sector Planning and 
Policy Implementation focuses on improvements in 
sector planning (Strategic Objective 1) 

	 Chapter 6: Support Mutual Accountability through 
Inclusive Policy Dialogue and Monitoring focuses on 
the functioning of joint sector reviews and local 
education groups—each central to GPE 2020’s 
focus on leveraging mutual accountability at the 
country level (Strategic Objective 2). 

	 Chapter 7: Effective and Efficient Financing at the 
Country Level focuses on the partnership’s 
implementation grant financing, and it provides 
an analysis of the geographic and thematic use 
of the largest grants, as well as indicators of their 
performance (Strategic Objective 3).

Chapter 8 and Chapter 9 present GPE results at the 
global level: 

	 Chapter 8: Mobilize More and Better Financing focuses 
on the GPE 2020 commitment to leveraging the 
partnership to achieve more and better financing 
(Strategic Objective 4). It reviews financing for the 
partnership within the context of overall trends in 
official development assistance, highlighting the 
Global Partnership for Education’s early successes 
in raising financing from nontraditional donors 
and plans to further strengthen these flows. It 
also reviews the outcomes of efforts to improve 
alignment and harmonization of GPE financing 
and of efforts to provide stronger support, 
monitoring and advocacy for improved domestic 
resource mobilization. 

	 Chapter 9: Build a Stronger Partnership reviews efforts 
to strengthen the foundations of the partnership 
by improving the Secretariat’s organizational 
effectiveness and capacity to support the 
coordination of GPE activities and country-
driven policy processes; by strengthening the 
partnership’s knowledge and advocacy platforms; 
and by strengthening the partnership’s approach 
to monitoring and evaluation.
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Box 1.3. Technical Notes on Indicator Data

1.	 Baselines: The year 2015 is the overall baseline year for the results framework, which will report on the 
achievement of the goals and objectives of GPE’s strategic plan GPE 2020, covering the period 2016 to 2020. 
In some cases, due to data availability, the baseline was set at 2016. In the case of ten indicators, this report 
presents revised baseline values because of improved availability of data.

2.	 Milestones and targets: 2020 end targets and milestones to assess whether GPE is on track to reach these, 
were developed for each indicator. Due to updated baselines, a number of milestones and targets will be 
modified as per procedures agreed with the GPE Board of Directors.

3.	 Periodicity: In accordance with the nature of the data underpinning each indicator, source data can be 
based on the calendar year or on the GPE Secretariat fiscal year (July to June). 

4.	 Data sources: Data sources vary; the results framework uses data from UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS), 
UNICEF and other partners, in addition to data generated by the GPE Secretariat. 

5.	 Units of analysis: While indicators have different units of analysis (e.g., children, developing country part-
ners, grants, donors, technical reports, etc.), if the unit of analysis is developing country partners, normally, 
the sample consists of those countries that were developing country partners at baseline, in 2015, i.e., 
61 countries. 

6.	 Reporting cycle: While some indicators are reported on every year, others are reported on only once every 
other year. While due to be reported on, 2016 data for Indicator 10 on domestic financing were not yet 
available at the time of development of this report.

7.	 Tolerance: In the case of UIS-based, impact-level indicators that are reported in percentages, a 1 percent 
‘tolerance’ is applied to assessing achievement of milestones and targets (see point 10 below) so that, if GPE 
achievement is within 1 percentage point of its milestone or target, this will be considered to have been 
met within tolerance. If the value is within tolerance, but has not progressed on the last data point, the 
milestone or target will be considered not to have been met.

8.	 Disaggregation: Depending on the nature of the indicator, different types of disaggregation are applied. 
Typically, where the unit of analysis is a developing country partner, data are disaggregated by countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. Where the unit of analysis are children, data are disaggregated by gender.

9.	 Core indicators: Within the GPE results framework, a subset of 12 ‘core indicators’ highlight the key results 
the partnership aims to achieve. These core indicators are shown in blue font in the results framework data 
tables presented in Appendix F.

10.	 Achievement: Overall results for each indicator are represented as green (fully met); yellow (partly met); 
or red (not met). Indicator milestones are ref lected as partially met if milestones for one educational level 
(e.g., primary) were achieved, but they were not for the other educational level (e.g., lower secondary). 

11.	 Further information: GPE Secretariat will post methodological notes, explaining each indicator, on its web-
site http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/results-framework-methodology.
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partners had trend data that would allow for report-
ing on the learning outcome or nationally representa-
tive data to report on child development indicators. 

The partnership will continue to support govern-
ments and international efforts to ensure improve-
ments in national assessment and monitoring 
systems, through financing for learning assessment 
systems and child development indicators in its 
implementation grants, and through the knowledge 
and capacity-building activities funded through the 
Assessment for Learning (A4L) initiative. 

Learning Outcomes

Baseline data for Indicator 1 (learning outcomes), at 
the impact level, show that 13 out of 20 developing 
country partners with available data demonstrated 
progress in learning outcomes, using existing large-
scale assessments conducted between 2000 and 
2015.7 These findings are an encouraging sign that 
improvements in learning are possible in even the 

Chapter 2.  
Goal 1: Improved and More 
Equitable Learning Outcomes 

Overview
The Global Partnership for Education is committed to 
improving learning outcomes for children and youth 
across the partnership. 

At the starting point of GPE 2020, developing country 
partners of the Global Partnership for Education are 
demonstrating that learning outcomes and develop-
mental indicators can improve even in the most dif-
ficult circumstances. Thirteen out of 20 developing 
country partners have shown improvement in learn-
ing outcomes, while two-thirds of children between 
the ages of 3 and 5 were developmentally on track in 
the 22 countries with available data.

Attesting to the difficult circumstances that many of 
GPE’s partner countries face is the fact that the avail-
ability of data is limited. Thus, more needs to be done 
across the partnership to strengthen the availability 
of data for monitoring learning and developmental 
outcomes. Just over a third of developing country 

Indicators

	 1.	 Proportion of developing country partners showing improvement on learning outcomes (basic 
education) 

	 2.	 Percentage of children under five (5) years of age who are developmentally on track in terms of 
health, learning, and psychosocial well-being

7	 Indicator 1 is based on scores from international and regional assessments, and national assessments meeting quality criteria (including rep-
resentativeness). In total, 20 developing country partners (Albania, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Georgia, Ghana, Honduras, Kenya, Kyrgyz 
Republic, Lesotho, Malawi, Moldova, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam, Yemen and Zambia) have at least two valid, 
comparable data points between 2000 and 2015, required for the calculation of the baseline for this indicator. For more information on the part-
nership’s trend-based learning assessment indicator, see the related methodological note on the Global Partnership for Education’s “Results 
Framework methodology” web page: http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/results-framework-methodology. This indicator will be replaced 
once the Sustainable Development Goal 4 learning outcomes measure is operational.
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most difficult contexts. At the same time, only just 
over half of the developing country partners had con-
ducted any large-scale learning assessment to moni-
tor learning achievement between 2000 and 2015. 
This suggests an urgent need for the partnership to 
continue to support its developing country partners 
in this area. 

The Global Partnership for Education will continue to 
support learning assessments through the financing 
provided by its education sector plan development 
grants and its implementation grants. The majority of 
implementation grants in 2016 included components 
to strengthen learning assessment systems (36 out 
of 54). The A4L initiative, launched in 2017, will 
reinforce these investments through knowledge and 
capacity development activities at the regional and 
global levels.

Early Childhood Development

Baseline data for Indicator 2 (early childhood devel-
opment index, or ECDI) show that two-thirds of chil-
dren between ages 3 and 5 were developmentally 
on track in three out of four ECDI domains, across 
the 22 developing country partners with available 
data between 2011 and 2014. Less than 30 percent 
of children in the developing country partners with 
data were on track in literacy and numeracy, suggest-
ing the importance of increased investment in early 
childhood care and education across the partner-
ship, including in pre-primary education, for ages 3 
through 5. 

Investing in early childhood care and education has 
positive effects in children’s lives. The partnership’s 
country grants support strengthened policies and 
programs for early childhood development, while its 
recently launched Better Early Learning and Devel-
opment at Scale (BELDS) initiative provides opportu-
nities for cross-national exchange of good practice 
among ministries of education and other stakehold-
ers working in this area.

Introduction
Since the establishment of the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals and the Education for All agenda in 
2000, the world has seen a considerable increase in 
the number of children enrolled in primary school. 
While there is much to applaud in this achievement, 
the international community now recognizes that 
increasing access has not necessarily translated into 
increased learning (Box 2.1). 

For this reason, Sustainable Development Goal 
(SDG) 4 calls for inclusive and equitable quality 
education for all, leading to the achievement of a 
minimum threshold of learning outcomes. Five of 
the 10 targets established for SDG 4 refer, explicitly 
or implicitly, to reaching minimum levels of learning 
and development, spanning early childhood all the 
way to adulthood. 

GPE 2020 monitors progress on goal 1 using two indi-
cators: Indicator 1 monitors country-level improve-
ment in average learning outcomes at the primary 
and lower secondary education levels, using a trend-
based indicator that draws on available learning 
outcome data from developing country partners.8 
Eventually, this indicator will be replaced with the 
learning outcome indicator for SDG 4, which is being 
developed by the UIS-led Global Alliance to Monitor 

Box 2.1. The Learning Crisis

The International Commission on Financing 
Global Education Opportunity has estimated that 
if current trends continue in low- and middle-
income countries, by 2030, 420 million primary 
school age children and 825 million secondary 
school age children will not learn basic founda-
tional skills.

Source: ICFGEO 2016, 30.

8	 Learning outcome measures are collected from national, regional or international learning assessments meeting quality standards at Interna-
tional Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) levels 1 and 2.
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Learning. Indicator 2 tracks the percentage of chil-
dren ages 3–5 in developing country partners who 
are developmentally on track, using data collected 
by UNICEF in Multiple Index Cluster Surveys (MICS) 
from MICS 4 onward.

Learning Outcomes
Indicator 1: The proportion of developing country partners of 
the Global Partnership for Education, expressed as a percentage, 
showing improvement on learning outcomes in basic education 

The partnership has developed a trend-based indica-
tor9 to assess the proportion of developing country 

partners that are making progress in learning 
achievement in primary and lower secondary educa-
tion. Based on GPE estimates, a slightly lower propor-
tion of GPE developing country partners affected by 
fragility and conflict (50 percent) are expected to see 
improvements in learning achievement by 2020—
even though they start from lower overall learning 
outcomes.10 

A look at the baseline data from 20 developing 
country partners for which at least two data points 
were available for the period 2000–2015 suggests 
reasonable progress (see Box 2.2 for an illustration). 
In total, 13 countries—65 percent of those with 
data—showed improvements in comparable learning 

9	 Indicator 1 is based on scores from international and regional assessments, and national assessments meeting quality criteria (including 
representativeness). In total, 20 DCPs (Albania, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Georgia, Ghana, Honduras, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Lesotho, 
Malawi, Moldova, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam, Yemen and Zambia) have at least two valid, comparable data 
points between 2000 and 2015, required for the calculation of the baseline for this indicator. For more information on GPE’s trend based learn-
ing assessment indicator see the related methodological note on GPE’s Data & Results web page: http://www.globalpartnership.org/data-
and-results. This indicator will be replaced once the SDG 4 learning outcomes measure is operational. UNICEF laid the basis for this work by 
compiling an overview of international and regional learning assessment data, on which basis the Secretariat developed the indicator.

10	 The baseline for this indicator has been updated since approval by the Board in October 2016, and it will be subject to updated milestones and 
targets in FY2018.

Box 2.2. Ethiopia: Improving Learning Outcomes through a Holistic Approach

Since joining the Global Partnership for Education in 2004, Ethiopia has received four grants totaling US$337 
million to support its General Education Quality Improvement Program. The program is a nationwide reform 
to improve teaching and learning conditions in over 40,000 primary and secondary schools and to boost the 
education system’s capacity. Through GPE funding, more than 100,000 primary teachers and 17,000 secondary 
teachers are upgrading their qualifications. 

Major gains have also been made in learning outcomes: national assessments show that the share of students 
achieving proficient and advanced levels in grade 4 mathematics increased significantly, from 13 percent in 
2011 to 19 percent in 2015, while those not reaching basic declined from 55 percent to 37 percent.* Learning 
outcomes in reading, however, did not improve. 

In response to these trends, Ethiopia’s US$100 million implementation grant is focusing on aligning and 
integrating investments in training, learning materials and learning assessment systems. The grant funds the 
development of a national mother tongue curriculum, the training of teachers to deliver this curriculum and 
introduction of related teaching and learning materials. Funding is also used for in-service and pre-service 
teacher training, while a new approach to teacher licensing assesses competence and charts a pathway for 
enhancing the capacity of individual teachers. Strengthening institutional capacity for national learning assess-
ments and regional education bureaus are also a focus for GPE funding. 

* These figures are from World Bank 2016.
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assessments during the given timeframe: Albania, 
Cambodia, Ethiopia, Georgia, Ghana, Honduras, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Lesotho, Malawi, Moldova, Nicara-
gua, Tanzania and Yemen. Fewer countries affected 
by fragility and conflict (two of four in total), showed 
improvements. 

A central challenge in reporting on Indicator 1 is the 
availability of data. Nearly a third of GPE develop-
ing country partners (19 out of 65, or 29 percent) 
had no large-scale learning assessment with avail-
able information for 2010–2015.11 Furthermore, less 
than a third of GPE developing country partners (20 
out of 65, or 28 percent) have conducted more than 
one large-scale learning assessment over the base-
line period. Yet as suggested in the UIS Catalogue 
of Learning Assessments, developed with support 
from the partnership,12 there has been an increase 
in the number of countries taking part in large-scale 
national, regional or international learning assess-
ments since 2000, reaching 69 percent of all develop-
ing countries between 2000 and 2013.13 This suggests 

that an increased number of countries will have com-
parable data when the partnership next reports on 
Indicator 1, in 2018.

Going forward, the Global Partnership for Educa-
tion will continue to work with partners to support 
global efforts to monitor progress on SDG 4 and build 
national capacity for robust learning assessment 
systems to improve learning and equity. The partner-
ship is a member of the Global Alliance to Monitor 
Learning (GAML), a group that was formed by the 
UNESCO Institute for Statistics in 2016 to coordinate 
efforts and harmonize standards for measuring SDG 4 
progress on learning. It is expected that a method-
ological framework and infrastructure to underpin 
the generation of a global indicator for learning will 
be available by 2020, in time for the partnership’s 
next strategic plan. GPE is also working to amplify its 
support for learning assessments across the partner-
ship through its Assessment for Learning (A4L) ini-
tiative (Box 2.3).14 

11	 Learning assessment capacity index (LACI), see http://uis.unesco.org/apps/visualisations/laci/.
12	 See http://www.uis.unesco.org/nada/en/index.php/catalogue/learning_assessments.
13	 UNESCO 2015b, 18.
14	 For more information on A4L see Montoya and Mundy 2016.

Box 2.3. The Assessment for Learning (A4L) Initiative

Launched in 2017 with support from foundations, the Assessment for Learning (A4L) initiative focuses on build-
ing capacity for national learning assessment systems to measure, monitor and ultimately improve learning. 
Working closely with partners, A4L will provide technical and financial assistance to support sector planning 
and analysis, ensuring sustainability through integration with education sector plans. A4L will also strengthen 
the capability of regional assessment networks to build capacity and exchange knowledge and good practice 
between countries at the regional level.

A4L activities work in tandem with GPE’s country-level grants to improve learning assessment systems. GPE 
supports more effective planning and policies for learning assessments through its education sector plan devel-
opment grants. It also supports improvements in learning assessment systems through its country-level imple-
mentation grants.
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Early Childhood Development
Indicator 2: Percentage of children under 5 years of age 
who are developmentally on track in health, learning and 
psychosocial well-being

The foundations of development and learning are 
laid in the first five years of life, through critical 
building blocks that include adequate health and 
nutrition, nurturing and protective home environ-
ments, and cognitive stimulation through positive 
play and responsive caregiver-child interactions.15 
Longitudinal analyses reveal that cognitive differ-
ences at age 5 are strongly associated with learning 
at ages 8 and 12.16 Yet an estimated 200 million 
children under the age of 5, across the world, are 
unlikely to reach their full human potential because 
they suffer from poverty, nutritional deficiencies and 
inadequate learning opportunities.17

GPE 2020 sets ambitious targets for early childhood 
development. Using the Early Childhood Develop-
ment Index (ECDI), developed by UNICEF from the 
Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys and implemented 
since MICS 4, GPE 2020 commits the partnership to 
ensuring that close to three-quarters of all children 
in developing country partners, including 75 percent 
of girls, are on track in three out of four of the fol-
lowing domains of well-being by 2020: (1) literacy-
numeracy, (2) physical, (3) social-emotional, and 
(4) learning. While a growing number of develop-
ing country partners plan to conduct a MICS, only 
22 have ECDI data available for the baseline report-
ing presented here. No separate target has been set 
for countries affected by fragility and conflict for this 
indicator because of a lack of baseline data for this 
subset of countries. 

With data available only for 22 developing country 
partners, the partnership faces a clear data challenge 
when reporting on this indicator. However, as can be 
seen from ECDI surveys in the 22 developing country 
partners conducted between 2011 and 2014, two-
thirds of children in the ages 3–5 reference group—
66 percent—were developmentally on track. The 
percentage of children on track in FCAC was slightly 
lower, at 62 percent, while the percentage for girls 
was higher, at 68 percent, than the overall value. 

Figure 2.1 shows that among the four components of 
the ECDI, the literacy-numeracy domain is the one 
associated with the lowest achievement, varying from 
7.7 percent in Togo to 32.4 percent in Nigeria. Only 
two developing country partners out of 18 with avail-
able data (Moldova and Nigeria) register over 30 per-
cent of children developmentally on track in literacy 
and numeracy.18 These findings illustrate that there 
is an urgent need for improved literacy and numer-
acy among children in the 3–5 years age group. 

ECDI data also allow us to see the significant associa-
tion between family wealth and the ECDI score—a 
factor that is worrying because of the large inequali-
ties in availability of early childhood education and 
care for the poorest and most marginalized (see Indi-
cator 6). Consistently, across all developing country 
partners where data are available, a higher percent-
age of children in the richest wealth quintile are 
developmentally on track, compared to the poorest 
wealth quintile (Figure 2.2). For example, in Nigeria, 
there was a 37-point difference between the percent-
age of children who were developmentally on track 
in the poorest quintile and that of those in the richest 
quintile. In other words, children from the poorest 
households are the most disadvantaged in terms of 
early childhood development. 

15	 Britto et al., 2017.
16	 Rose et al., 2016.
17	 Putcha and van der Gaag 2015; UNESCO 2015b, 54.
18	 Children in the 3–5 years age group are identified as developmentally on track in literacy and numeracy if they have the foundational ability to do 

at least two of the following: identify/name at least 10 letters of the alphabet; read at least four simple, popular words; and know the name and 
recognize the symbols of all numbers from 1 to 10.
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Figure 2.1. ECDI Domains in GPE Developing Country Partners, 2011–2014
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Meeting the 2020 targets for early childhood care and 
education will require increased attention to ensur-
ing that more children have the foundational skills 
in literacy-numeracy before they enter into primary 
education. Furthermore, efforts to improve equality 

Figure 2.2. Variation in ECDI Score across the Poorest and the Richest Wealth Quintiles 
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Source: GPE compilation based on data from the UNICEF Early Childhood Development Index, New York. https://data.unicef.org/topic/
early-childhood-development/overview/.

in early childhood care and education will require 
a stronger focus on reaching the poorest and the 
most marginalized, since they are less likely to be 
developmentally on track than children in wealthier 
families. 
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equity index of parity in gender, location and house-
hold wealth.

However, findings in this report also emphasize the 
importance of targeting efforts in countries where 
progress is slow, and an urgent need to pay atten-
tion to the equity implications and trade-offs being 
made when expanding education access across mul-
tiple educational levels. Key challenges include the 
following:

	 Pre-primary education: Access is not improving 
and services are often not available to the poorest 
and most marginalized children. 

	 Primary completion rates are below 90 percent in 
21 developing country partners. 

Chapter 3.  
Goal 2: Increased Equity, 
Gender Equality and Inclusion

Overview
Highlighting its commitment to equity and inclusion, 
the Global Partnership for Education tracks progress 
using seven indicators. In year one of GPE 2020, these 
indicators presented a mixed picture. 

On the one hand, there has been progress in the 
proportion of children completing school, and many 
gains in equity across the partnership. The partner-
ship supported an estimated 13.2 million children 
in 2016.19 Overall, 745,000 more children completed 
primary school across the partnership in 2014 than 
in 2013, while 816,000 more completed lower sec-
ondary education. Milestones for gender parity in 
primary and lower secondary completion were met. 
Furthermore, 22 out of 59 countries with available 
data saw at least a 10 percent improvement in an 

Indicators

	 3.	 Cumulative number of equivalent children supported for a year of basic education (primary and 
lower secondary) by GPE 

	 4.	 Proportion of children who complete: (a) primary education; (b) lower secondary education

	 5.	 Proportion of GPE developing country partners within set thresholds for gender parity index of 
completion rates for: (a) primary education; (b) lower secondary education 

	 6.	 Preprimary gross enrollment ratio 

	 7.	 Out-of-school rate for: (a) children of primary school age; (b) children of lower secondary school age 

	 8.	 Gender parity index of out-of-school rate for: (a) primary education; (b) lower secondary education 

	 9.	 Equity index

19	 GPE estimates the number of equivalent children reached using a methodology that can be found at: http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/
results-framework-methodology.
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	 Out-of-school rates at the primary level are not 
declining quickly enough to reach GPE 2020 
targets. 

	 The gender parity rate of out-of-school children 
deteriorated between 2013 and 2014, with a 
significant disadvantage for girls. This highlights 
the need to focus on bringing excluded girls into 
school. Furthermore, concentrated attention is 
needed in the 18 developing country partners 
where the gender parity index for completion 
rates sits below 0.88 at the primary level (and 
in the 21 countries where it is below 0.88 at the 
secondary level).

Primary and Lower Secondary Completion

Findings for Indicator 3 (children supported by the 
partnership) and Indicator 4 (completion rates) sug-
gest continued gains in school completion, but they 
also highlight the need for strengthened focus on 
primary education, particularly in those countries 
falling farthest behind, if the partnership is to reach 
its 2020 targets for completion rates.

Indicator 3: The partnership has supported an esti-
mated 13.2 million children since 2015, exceeding 
the 2016 milestone. Of those supported, an estimated 
6.3 million were girls and 7.2 million lived in coun-
tries affected by fragility and conflict (FCAC). 

Indicator 4a: GPE 2016 milestones related to primary 
completion rates were met, but only after taking 
into account a tolerance of 1 percent.20 In absolute 
terms, 745,000 more children completed primary 
school across the partnership in 2014 than in 2013, 
of whom 360,000 were girls and 427,000 lived in 
FCAC. However, longer term trends suggest that rates 

of improvement in primary completion are slowing 
down and may be stagnating. This is a particular 
cause for concern in the 21 developing country part-
ners that continue to have primary completion rates 
below 90 percent.21

Indicator 4b: Progress on completion at the lower 
secondary level was stronger than at the primary 
level, meeting GPE 2016 milestones. In absolute 
terms, this implies that 816,000 more children across 
the partnership completed lower secondary levels 
in 2014 than in the previous year, of whom 360,000 
were girls and 500,000 lived in FCAC. 

GPE developing country partners on average have 
had lower completion rates than the average in all 
developing countries over the past 15 years. How-
ever, at both the primary and lower secondary levels, 
completion rates increased more quickly, in absolute 
numbers and proportionally, in developing country 
partners over the period 2000–2014. 

Gender Equality

Indicator 5 (gender parity index of completion rates) 
data show that 39 out of 61 developing country 
partners (64 percent) had a gender parity index for 
primary level completion rates within the range of 
0.88–1.12, meeting the 2016 milestone for the pri-
mary level. At the lower secondary level, the 2016 
milestone for gender parity was also met. Nonethe-
less, it is important to note that the gender parity 
index for primary level completion rates sits below 
0.88 in 18 developing country partners,22 as well as 
in 21 countries for the lower secondary level.23 This 
suggests a need for concentrated attention in these 
countries. 

20	 The Global Partnership for Education applies a tolerance of 1 percent for some indicators derived from UIS data sets. See Box 1.3, Technical 
Notes on Indicator Data.

21	 Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Ethiopia, The Gambia, Grenada, Guinea, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Niger, Pakistan, Senegal and Togo.

22	 Countries below the threshold of 0.88 for the gender parity index of completion rate at the primary level (18 countries): Afghanistan, Benin, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, 
Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, South Sudan, Togo and Yemen.

23	 Countries below the threshold of 0.88 for the gender parity index of completion rate at the lower secondary level (21 countries): Afghanistan, 
Benin, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, 
Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, Togo and Yemen.
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Furthermore, 2016 milestones for Indicator 8 (gen-
der parity index of out-of-school rates) were not met, 
with a significant observed disadvantage for girls, 
which suggests that more targeted efforts are needed 
to bring girls into school, to improve gender parity in 
terms of access to education (Figure 3.6). 

The partnership is taking accelerated action to 
address these challenges. In 2016, 28 out of 54 imple-
mentation grants included investments in policy 
development, social mobilization, provision of cash 
transfers and incentives and training to support gen-
der equality in education systems. The grant compo-
nents meet nationally identified needs. For example, 
in Mauritania the partnership’s grant supports the 
organization of awareness-raising sensitization 
campaigns to promote girls’ schooling, the distribu-
tion of nonmonetary awards and pedagogical kits, 
and awareness training for teachers, inspectors and 
school directors in rural colleges on girls’ rights to 
education. In Benin, the GPE grant financed packages 
of school supplies and school uniforms for all girls in 
Grades 1 and 2 in deprived districts, reaching approx-
imately 91,000 students per year. Grants in Ethiopia, 
Nigeria, Somalia (Somaliland) and Yemen support the 
recruitment and/or training of female teachers for 
leadership positions.

Pre-primary Education and Early Childhood 
Care and Education

For Indicator 6 (pre-primary gross enrollment rate), 
GPE 2016 milestones were not achieved for pre
primary gross enrollment rates overall; nor were 
they met for girls, or in fragile and conflict-affected 
countries. In total, fewer than one in three children 
in developing country partners have any reported 
access to pre-primary education between the ages of 
3 and 5—and only one in four in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict. 

The partnership is committed to helping developing 
country partners improve access, quality and learn-
ing outcomes in the early years. It supports them to 

strengthen their approach to early childhood care 
and education, including pre-primary education, in 
three ways:

1.	 The education sector plan development grants 
support detailed analysis of early childhood care 
and education (ECCE) and the inclusion of ECCE 
policies and strategies in national sector plans. 
The partnership has also supported stronger ECCE 
guidance in the international education sector 
analysis guidelines.

2.	 The partnership provides financing for ECCE pro-
grams: Twenty-six out of 54 country-level imple-
mentation grants include significant components 
to support expanded attention to early childhood 
education—especially for the 3–5 age group. 

3.	 The Better Early Learning and Development 
at Scale (BELDS) initiative is creating a platform 
for the exchange of good practices across the 
partnership.24

Out-of-School Children

Close to two-thirds of the world’s out-of-school chil-
dren of primary and lower secondary ages reside 
in GPE developing country partners—numbering 
77.6 million in total, of which 43 million are of pri-
mary age. The Global Partnership for Education helps 
governments increase the number of children in 
schools through its support for better analysis of the 
out-of-school challenge, and through components of 
its implementation grants focused on removing barri-
ers to access for marginalized children.

The partnership has also provided US$4.4 million to 
UNICEF and the UIS for the Global Initiative on Out-
of-School Children (OOSCI), which aims to turn data 
into action by developing detailed statistical profiles 
of children who are out of school, or at risk of drop-
ping out, and then identifying the causes and contrib-
utors to exclusion. Based on these analyses, OOSCI 

24	 GPE 2016c.
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supports governments and ministries of education to 
put in place and implement policies and strategies 
that address exclusion from a multi-sectoral per-
spective. More than 90 countries have been reached 
through this initiative. An increasing number of edu-
cation sector plans ref lect the findings of OOSCI stud-
ies with policies and strategies aimed at bringing the 
most marginalized children into school.

Indicator 7, which monitors changes in the propor-
tion of children who are out of school, shows that 
the partnership has met its 2016 milestone in this 
area for primary age children, but only after taking 
into consideration a 1 percent tolerance. Progress was 
better in countries affected by fragility and conflict, 
where the GPE 2016 milestone for the proportion of 
primary out-of-school children was met without a tol-
erance. GPE milestones for out-of-school children at 
the lower secondary level were also achieved, includ-
ing for girls and children living in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict. These findings demonstrate 
the progress that can be made even in the face of fra-
gility and conflict, but they also highlight the need to 
ensure that the expansion of secondary level educa-
tion does not come at the expense of enrolling chil-
dren in primary education.

Equity Index

The 2016 milestones for Indicator 9 (equity index) 
were met, as measured through an equity index of 
parity in gender, location and wealth. In total, 37 per-
cent of GPE developing country partners—22 out of 
the 59 for which data were available—achieved an 
increase of 10 percent or more in the equity index 
between 2010 and 2015, up from a baseline of 32 per-
cent. While this signals a positive trend, there is a 
clear need for continued focus on all aspects of equity 
across the partnership.

Introduction
GPE 2020 is aligned with the Education 2030 Incheon 
Declaration, which recognizes that “all people, irre-
spective of sex, age, race, colour, ethnicity, language, 
religion, political or other opinion, national or social 
origin, property or birth, as well as persons with dis-
abilities, migrants, indigenous peoples, and children 
and youth, especially those in vulnerable situations 
or other status, should have access to inclusive, 
equitable quality education and lifelong learning 
opportunities.”25

Yet across GPE developing country partners, quality 
education remains out of reach for the most margin-
alized children: children with disabilities; migrant 
children; those living in areas of conflict; ethnic 
minorities; children living in isolated and rural com-
munities; those from the poorest households; and, 
too often, girls. Moreover, gender inequality is exac-
erbated in every type of educational disadvantage.26 
Nevertheless, equitable and inclusive education is 
highly associated with positive outcomes in inclusive 
economic and social development—enhancing life-
chances of individuals and their societies across gen-
erations.27 To assess and analyze the extent to which 
developing country partners may benefit from these 
outcomes, Indicators 3 through 9 monitor progress 
toward the GPE 2020 goal 2 on equity, gender equal-
ity and inclusion. 

Primary and Lower Secondary Completion

Indicator 3: Number of equivalent children in basic educa-
tion (primary and lower secondary levels) supported annually 
by the Global Partnership for Education

Indicator 3 estimates the number of equivalent 
children that could be supported for a year of basic 

25	 UNESCO 2015a, 6.
26	 UNGEI 2010.
27	 UNICEF 2015.
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education (primary and lower secondary education) 
through GPE funding. It is a proxy for the number of 
children the partnership supports with the financing 
it provides to education systems in GPE developing 
country partners. 

In 2015, the baseline year for the GPE 2020 results 
framework, GPE grant funding of US$485 million 
was disbursed in 49 countries and supported an 
equivalent of 7.2 million primary and lower second-
ary schoolchildren. This included 3.4 million girls. As 
further discussed in Chapter 5, a large proportion of 
GPE grants are directed to countries affected by fragil-
ity and conflict, which account for almost 80 percent 
of the overall total number of equivalent children 
supported. The Global Partnership for Education sup-
ported the equivalent of 5.6 million children living in 
FCAC.

GPE 2020 tracks the cumulative number of equiva-
lent children supported between 2015 and 2020, 
recognizing that there is a normal f luctuation in 
grant spending across years. In 2016, the partnership 
disbursed US$482 million to 45 countries and sup-
ported a cumulative total of 13.2 million equivalent 
children, close to 17 percent above the milestone 
set for 2016 (Figure 3.1). The cumulative number of 

equivalent girls and equivalent children in FCAC sup-
ported by GPE grants are, respectively, 6.3 million 
and 10.4 million; these numbers exceeded the 2016 
milestone for these groups.

Looking at 2016 alone, GPE estimations show that 
the partnership supported a smaller number of 
equivalent children than in 2015, owing to changes 
in disbursement levels that are a normal feature of 
the GPE grant cycle. Thus the partnership supported 
the equivalent of 6 million children from 45 coun-
tries with GPE funds. Girls are estimated to represent 
about 48 percent of the total number of equivalent 
children supported by GPE grants in 2016, and 
79 percent were in countries affected by fragility and 
conflict. 

Indicator 4: Proportion of children who complete primary 
education and lower secondary education

GPE 2020 measures the primary and lower second-
ary completion rates across GPE developing country 
partners, disaggregated by gender. While primary 
gross enrollment rates have increased substantially in 
developing countries over the last 15 years, comple-
tion rates have consistently lagged behind, with 
under three quarters of the children who enroll 

Figure 3.1. Number of Equivalent Children Supported by the Partnership
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completing the primary school cycle. To reach GPE 
2020 targets for this indicator, 78.3 percent of all 
children must complete primary education across the 
partnership, while 52.1 percent must complete lower 
secondary education. 

The Global Partnership for Education’s 2016 mile-
stones for primary completion rates were met after 

taking into consideration a tolerance of 1 percent.28 
Between 2013 and 2014, the average primary 
completion rate (PCR) across 61 GPE developing 
country partners increased from 72.5 percent to 
73.2 percent—below the GPE 2016 milestone of 
73.7 percent (Figure 3.2). The primary completion 
rate increased for girls by 0.7 percentage points, 
but it still sat below the anticipated 2016 milestone 

Box 3.1. Getting More Boys in School Will Bring Gender Equality in Nicaragua

In Nicaragua boys face greater education challenges than girls. Most recent surveys show that only 40 percent 
of boys completed lower secondary school, compared with 52 percent of girls. Children in urban settings are 
much more likely to complete lower secondary school than those in rural areas, and the girls performed better 
than the boys in every category except among the poorest children in rural areas. The girls’ advantage is most 
pronounced among middle-class children in urban settings: Seventy percent of girls completed lower second-
ary school, compared with 48 percent of boys. Similarly, the latest measurements suggested that 77 percent 
of Nicaraguan girls completed primary school in contrast to 66 percent of boys. With funding of more than 
US$41 million from the Global Partnership for Education since 2004, Nicaragua has enacted a wide range of 
interventions aimed at getting more children—especially boys—into school. Most recently, the partnership 
provided an education sector plan development grant to help fund an education sector analysis, completed in 
April 2016, which takes a much closer look at gender disparities in access, retention and learning for girls and 
boys, including detailed analyses of the barriers for each.

Figure 3.2. Primary and Lower Secondary Completion Rates, 2016 Planned Milestones  
and Achieved

73.2% 68.5% 70.8% 49.5% 42.7% 47.0% 
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Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal,  
http://www.uis.unesco.org.

28	 See Box 1.3, Technical Notes on Indicator Data.
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of 71.1 percent. Countries affected by fragility and 
conflict, which face additional barriers to ensuring 
children finish school, also experienced more modest 
increases in primary completion than anticipated, 
moving from 68.1 percent in 2013 to 68.5 percent in 
2014. 

Gains at the lower secondary level were stronger 
than for primary education across the partnership. 
Lower secondary completion rates (LSCRs) increased 
to 49.5 percent in 2014 from 47.9 percent in 2013. 
Lower secondary completion rates for girls also 
increased, from 45.7 percent to 47 percent; and in 
countries affected by fragility and conflict, the rates 
increased from 41.1 percent to 42.6 percent. In all 
these cases milestones were met.

In absolute terms, 745,000 more children completed 
primary school across the partnership in 2014 than 

in 2013, of whom 360,000 were girls and 427,000 
lived in FCAC. For lower secondary completion, 
816,000 more children across the partnership com-
pleted lower secondary in 2014 than in the previous 
year, of whom 360,000 were girls and 500,000 lived 
in FCAC. 

Figure 3.3 illustrates geographical differences in 
primary completion rates across the partnership. 
In total, 21 of 40 developing country partners with 
data available in 2014 had primary completion rates 
below 90 percent.29

As can be seen in Figure 3.4, developing country 
partners on average have had lower completion 
rates than the average in all developing countries 
over the past 15 years.30 However, at both the pri-
mary and lower secondary levels, completion rates 
increased more quickly, both in absolute numbers 

Figure 3.3. Primary Completion Rates in GPE Developing Country Partners, 2014
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29	 Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Ethiopia, The Gambia, Grenada, Guinea, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Niger, Pakistan, Senegal and Togo.

30	 The term “all developing countries” refers to the classification used in the Global Education Monitoring Report 2016 (UNESCO 2016, 398), based 
on the classification of the United Nations Statistical Division (UNSD) for 2015. This includes, for example, most Latin American countries, as 
well as all Asian countries except for Japan.
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and proportionally, in GPE developing country part-
ners over the period from 2000 to 2014. The most 
remarkable progress has been made in girls complet-
ing primary school: their average completion rates 
have increased at more than twice the rate than the 
average across developing countries, 1.9 percent ver-
sus 0.8 percent. 

GPE developing country partners affected by fragil-
ity and conflict also show encouraging progress, 
with lower secondary completion rates increasing 
at 3.2 percent per year on average, compared with 
1.4 percent per year, on average, across developing 
countries. 

A closer look at data from individual developing 
country partners for lower secondary completion 

rates reveals that since 2010 a majority of countries 
have maintained relatively low secondary comple-
tion rates, within the 25–50 percent range, while 
a few that had rates in this range have increased 
them to between 50 and 75 percent. Table 3.1 shows 
the change in lower secondary completion rates in 
developing country partners between 2010 and 2014. 
Countries in bold represent those in a higher range 
now (2014 data) than they were in 2010. They can 
be considered to have achieved significant improve-
ment. Countries that have, roughly, stayed at the 
same level are those included on the diagonal axis.

Table 3.1 also identifies countries where data were 
not available in the reference years. It shows, for 
example, that 12 countries did not have data in 
either 2010 or 2014. Many of them are FCAC.

Figure 3.4. Primary and Lower Secondary Completion Rates, 2000–2014: 
Developing Country Partners (DCPs) and All Developing Countries

Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Note: Developing countries refer to the classification used in the Global Education Monitoring Report 2016 (UNESCO 2016, 398), which is based on 
the three main country groupings of the United Nations Statistical Division for 2015.
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Gender Equality
Indicator 5: Proportion of GPE developing country partners 
within set thresholds for gender parity index of completion 
rates for primary education and lower secondary education

Ensuring gender equality and equity in education 
helps reduce disparities and has positive effects not 
only for individuals but also for society as a whole 
(Box 3.2). GPE 2020 monitors progress in gender par-
ity by measuring the proportion of countries that 
have a gender parity index of completion rates in 
primary and lower secondary education between 
the thresholds of 0.88 and 1.12. This parity index 

expresses completion by female learners as a pro-
portion of completion by male learners, whereby a 
value of 1 ref lects perfect parity. A value greater than 
1 expresses greater female completion, whereas a 
value less than 1 expresses greater male completion. 
A value of 0.9, for example, indicates that, for every 
100 male learners, 90 female learners complete the 
corresponding educational level.

By 2020, the Global Partnership for Education expects 
at least 69 percent of its developing country partners 
to be within these thresholds for gender parity in pri-
mary school completion, and 66 percent for gender 
parity in lower secondary school completion. 

Table 3.1. Lower Secondary Education Completion Rates across GPE Developing Country Partners

2014

20
10

Less than 25% 25–50% 50–75% More than 75% Not available

Less than 25% Burkina Faso, 
Mozambique, 
Niger

Burundi     Chad, Malawi 

25–50%   Cambodia, Ethiopia, 
Guinea, Lesotho, 
Madagascar, Mali, 
Togo, Senegal

Pakistan, Lao 
PDR, Sao Tome 
and Principe

  Guinea Bissau; Congo Rep.; 
Eritrea; Uganda; Yemen

50–75%     Gambia, The Nepal, Bhutan Bangladesh, Nicaragua, Sudan, 
Timor Leste, Zambia 

More than 75%       Albania, Georgia, 
Kyrgyz Republic, 
Moldova, Mongolia, 
Tajikistan

Guyana, Uzbekistan 

Not available         Afghanistan, Central African 
Republic, Comoros, Haiti, 
Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, 
Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 
South Sudan, Tanzania, 
Zimbabwe

Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Note: Countries in bold represent those that are in a higher category in 2014 than in 2010.
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Trends in developing country partners suggest good 
progress for the partnership. In 2014, 39 out of 61 
developing country partners (64 percent) had a gen-
der parity index for primary level completion rates 
within the threshold, up from 38 out of 61 devel-
oping country partners (62 percent) in 2013, thus 
meeting GPE 2020 milestones for 2016. Gender par-
ity in primary education completion in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict exceeded anticipated 

milestones, improving from 54 percent to 57 percent 
between 2013 and 2014. At the lower secondary 
level, the proportion of countries within the thresh-
old increased from 49 percent in 2013 to 54 percent 
in 2014, exceeding 2016 milestones by two percent-
age points. 

Figure 3.5 illustrates overall trends in the gender 
parity index of completion rates across developing 

Box 3.2. GPE Support for Gender Equality

The Global Partnership for Education’s Gender Equality Strategy commits the partnership to improved equality for 
girls and boys in educational access, participation and learning.

The partnership supported the development of improved tools and guidance for gender-responsive sector plan-
ning during 2016, in collaboration with the United Nations Girls’ Education Initiative (UNGEI). With funding 
from the Children’s Investment Fund Foundation, the partnership is now bringing these tools to developing 
country partners with the aim of improving the quality of their plans and policies for gender equality.

GPE implementation grants also support gender equality. In 2016, 28 out of 54 implementation grants included 
investments in policy development, social mobilization, provision of cash transfers and incentives, and training 
to support gender equality in education systems.

Figure 3.5. Change in Primary Completion Gender Parity between 2000 and 2014
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country partners, demonstrating that a majority of 
these countries have made considerable progress in 
improving gender parity at the primary level since 
joining the partnership. Nonetheless, poor primary 
and secondary completion rates for girls continue to 
characterize many GPE developing country partners: 
Eighteen countries sit below the 0.88 threshold for 
the gender parity index of completion rates at the 
primary level and 21 countries at the lower second-
ary level.31 At the same time, an increasing number 
of countries see a gender parity index indicating a 
disadvantage for boys, as indicated by those countries 
with gender parity index rates greater than 1. 

Indicator 8: Gender parity index of out-of-school rate for 
primary education and lower secondary education

GPE 2020 monitors gender equity in the rate of out-
of-school children at both the primary and lower sec-
ondary levels through a gender parity index (GPI) for 
out-of-school children, using data from the UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (Box 3.3). 

In 2013, 61 developing country partners had on aver-
age an out-of-school rate GPI of 1.27 for primary 
school age children and 1.12 for lower secondary 

school age youth. The Global Partnership for Edu-
cation aims to reduce these rates to 1.22 and 1.04, 
respectively, by 2020. 

In 2014 the GPI for out-of-school children for pri-
mary school age children increased slightly, to 1.28; 
therefore, it did not reach the GPE 2020 milestone for 
2016. The lack of progress in gender parity index—
indicating greater female disadvantage—was greater 
in countries affected by fragility and conflict, where 
the primary level out-of-school rate GPI increased 
from 1.34 to 1.37. 

A small improvement in GPI was observed at the 
lower secondary level: The average GPI, across all 
developing country partners, decreased from 1.12 in 
2013 to 1.11 in 2014. In countries affected by fragility 
and conflict the GPI at the lower secondary level did 
not change within this period. In none of these cases 
were the milestones met.

Figure 3.6 shows that in GPE developing country 
partners there was little progress in reducing the 
gender gap of out-of-school rates in the early 2000s 
within the primary school age group, especially when 
compared to the average of all developing countries. 
Globally, developing countries experienced a dramatic 
improvement in GPI for primary school age out-of-
school children (Figure 3.6), whereas GPE developing 
country partners experienced only minor changes. 
Since 2009, however, change in GPI in developing 
countries on average has stagnated, while GPE devel-
oping country partners have made modest progress.

The trend for the lower secondary age population 
is slightly more encouraging (Figure 3.6) as gender 
parity has steadily improved in developing country 
partners, including in countries affected by fragility 
and conflict. Developing countries on average have 
almost achieved perfect parity (0.99); however, gender 
parity still remains a challenge in GPE developing 

31	 Countries below the threshold of 0.88 for the gender parity index of completion rate at the primary level: Afghanistan, Benin, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Pakistan, Papua 
New Guinea, South Sudan, Togo and Yemen. Countries below the threshold of 0.88 for the gender parity index of completion rate at the lower 
secondary level: Afghanistan, Benin, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, Togo and Yemen.

Box 3.3. The Gender Parity Index  
of Out-of-School Rate

The gender parity index of out-of-school rate com-
bines two basic concepts: the gender parity index 
and out-of-school rates. The indicator expresses the 
extent to which being out of school for a given edu-
cational level is associated with gender.

For Indicator 8, in contrast to Indicator 5, a value 
above 1 indicates female disadvantage, while a 
value of 1 still denotes perfect parity.
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country partners (1.11). Looking at the trend since 
2009, it can be discerned that progress in developing 
country partners has slowed down, compared to all 
developing countries.

Pre-primary Education and ECCE
Indicator 6: Pre-primary gross enrollment ratio

GPE 2020 monitors the pre-primary gross enrollment 
ratio through its Indicator 6, which complements the 
monitoring of trends in early childhood development 
captured under Indicator 2. By 2020, the partnership 
aims to increase the pre-primary gross enrollment 

ratio to 32.2 percent across GPE developing country 
partners (Box 3.4). 

There is a growing understanding that pre-primary 
education is among the best investments in learn-
ing.32 Children who benefit from early childhood 
education programs are better prepared for primary 
school: they tend to have improved performance as 
well as reduced repetition and dropout rates at the 
primary level. Pre-primary education promotes chil-
dren’s social, emotional, physical, and cognitive and 
noncognitive skills/development on the whole, and 
helps them develop their full potential in subsequent 
years.33 Good-quality early childhood programs can 
reduce inequalities and thus compensate for vulner-
ability and disadvantage.34

Figure 3.6. Trends in Gender Parity Index (GPI) of Out-of-School (OOS) Rates  
at Primary and Lower Secondary School Ages, 2000–2014: Developing Country 
Partners (DCPs) and All Developing Countries

Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
Note: This indicator requires a nontraditional reading of the GPI as values above 1 denote female disadvantage; desirable trends are 
toward 1 and, in this case, would imply a downward slope.
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32	 Glewwe and Kraft 2014.
33	 GPE 2015a; UNESCO 2012.
34	 UNESCO 2006, 113.
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None of the GPE 2020 milestones for 2016 were met 
for pre-primary education, however: The overall 
indicator value stagnated between 2013 and 2014 
(28.1 percent, compared with 28.2 percent). Coun-
tries affected by fragility and conflict experienced a 
decline of 0.5 percentage points between 2013 and 
2014, and there was no improvement observed for 
girls. While these findings may in part be the result 
of poor data quality, they do send an important sig-
nal to the partnership about the need for greater 
attention to pre-primary education.35

Looking over a longer time span, it is clear that par-
ticipation in pre-primary education has increased 
considerably across GPE developing country part-
ners since 2002 (Figure 3.7). However, developing 
country partners still have substantially lower pre-
primary enrollment ratios than the average across 
all developing countries, even though the ratios have 
been increasing at a slightly higher pace. Trends for 

countries affected by fragility and conflict are par-
ticularly weak.

Country-level comparisons for 32 GPE developing 
country partners with available data show that a 
majority of countries have increased pre-primary 
gross enrollment since 2008 (Figure 3.8). Progress in 
enrollment rates is especially encouraging in Albania, 
Bhutan, Ethiopia, Kenya, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic and Nepal, where pre-primary enrollment 
rates increased more than 15 percentage points 
within eight years. 

Financing for early childhood care and education 
(ECCE) continues to be a major challenge. Relative 
to other areas of education, funding for ECCE has 
not kept pace with enrollment growth. The national 
average public expenditure on pre-primary educa-
tion is less than 0.1 percent of the GDP in all devel-
oping countries,36 which is likely to be insufficient. 

Box 3.4. The Global Partnership for Education’s Commitment to Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE)

The Global Partnership for Education is committed to helping developing country partners improve access, 
quality and learning outcomes in the early years. The partnership supports countries to strengthen their 
approach to early childhood care and education in three ways:

1.	 Education sector plan development grants support detailed analysis of ECCE and inclusion of ECCE policies 
and strategies in national sector plans. The partnership has also supported stronger ECCE guidance in the 
international education sector analysis guidelines.

2.	 The partnership provides financing for ECCE programs: Twenty-six of 54 country-level implementation 
grants include significant components to support expanded attention to early childhood education—
especially for the ages 3–5 group. 

3.	 The Better Early Learning and Development at Scale (BELDS) initiative is creating a platform for 
exchange of good practices across the partnership. 

Source: GPE 2016b.

35	 GPE 2016b.
36	 RDI 2016.
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Figure 3.8. Change in Pre-primary Gross Enrollment Rate in GPE Developing Country Partners between 2008 
and 2014
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Figure 3.7. Trends in Pre-primary Enrollment Rate, 2000–2014: Developing Country 
Partners (DCPs) and All Developing Countries
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Furthermore, the burden of paying for pre-primary 
education often falls on families, and enrollment 
in programs by private providers accounts for more 
than 53 percent of all enrolled children in pre-
primary education in low-income countries.37 This 
may create inequities in access to quality pre-primary 
education programing, and also generate great 
variation in the content of the programs. In order 
to improve access to quality pre-primary education, 
greater financial and technical investments will need 
to be made by the global community and by national 
governments (Box 3.5). 

Out-of-School Children
Indicator 7: Out-of-school rate for children of primary and 
lower secondary school age 

Close to two-thirds of the world’s out-of-school chil-
dren of primary and lower secondary age reside in 
GPE developing country partners: 77.6 million out of 
121 million. Moreover, 10 of 13 developing countries 
with the highest population of out-of-school children 
belong to the Global Partnership for Education (the 
three exceptions are India, Indonesia and Brazil). 

GPE Indicator 7 monitors the rate of out-of-school 
children across developing country partners with the 
target of reducing it to 17 percent and 29.9 percent, 
respectively, for primary education and lower sec-
ondary education by the year 2020. While the global 
community has made incredible progress in increas-
ing the number of children attending primary school 
since 2000, the challenge of getting all children into 
school is far from achieved. The UNESCO Institute 
for Statistics estimates that, as of 2014, there are still 
121 million children and youth around the world 
who are not enrolled in school: 61 million of primary 
school age and 60 million of lower secondary school 
age (see Box 3.6 for GPE’s contribution to addressing 
the out-of-school challenge). 

At the primary level, the GPE 2020 milestones for 
2016 for Indicator 7 at the primary level were met, 
but only after taking into account a 1 percent toler-
ance.38 Data for Indicator 7 show that the average 
out-of-school rate slightly decreased across all GPE 
developing country partners, from 20.3 percent in 
2013 to 19.8 percent in 2014—against a GPE mile-
stone of 19.6 percent (Figure 3.9). The most notable 
achievements were in countries affected by fragility 
and conflict, where the rate of out-of-school children 
decreased from 25.8 percent to 25 percent, which 
was the milestone set by the partnership. For girls 

Box 3.5. Investing in Early Childhood in Cambodia to Improve School Outcomes

Delivering quality early childhood care and education is one of the most critical and cost-effective investments 
a country can make to achieve better learning outcomes from school. Cambodia—which has shown remark-
able progress in reducing the number of out-of-school children, with a net enrollment rate at 98 percent in 
2015/2016—is now looking to improve on returns from its investment in schools by building up preschool 
programs. It has allocated more than 60 percent of its US$38.5 million GPE grant to further expand access to 
early childhood care and education. The Cambodian Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports is building 100 
formal preschool buildings and introducing 1,000 community-based early childhood education programs and 
500 home-based parental education programs. The goal is to have over half of all children (over half a million 
children) ages 3–5 enrolled in preschool by 2017.

37	 UNESCO 2015b.
38	 See Box 1.3, Technical Notes on Indicator Data.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_FM-CH04.indd   31 8/3/17   2:43 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

32

at this level, the rate decreased from 22.7 percent to 
22.3 percent.

When compared to all developing countries globally, 
the average rate of out-of-school primary school age 
children among GPE developing country partners is 
higher (Figure 3.9), while the implied rate of decline 
in out-of-school children in GPE developing country 
partners (including for girls) has been marginally 
better. 

At the lower secondary level, GPE developing coun-
try partners met the 2016 milestones, reducing the 
rate of out-of-school adolescents to 32.4 percent from 
33.4 percent in 2013. To an extent, this is ref lected 
in improving completion rates at this level of educa-
tion across the board (see Indicator 4b). The achieve-
ments for girls and in countries affected by fragility 

and conflict were also higher than the planned mile-
stone for 2014. For FCAC, the milestone was planned 
at 37.3 percent, and the actual average across these 
countries was 36.6 percent. 

Yet for the lower secondary age group in GPE devel-
oping country partners, reduction in the rates of out-
of-school children and youth has been substantially 
slower than the average decrease across all develop-
ing countries, and the absolute number of out-of-
school youth has increased (Figure 3.9, Figure 3.10). 
Most developing country partners are experiencing 
a youth bulge. With mortality rates significantly 
decreasing but fertility rates still rising in most Afri-
can countries, many countries have not kept up with 
the resulting increase in the population. In many 
countries, including Afghanistan, Sudan, Timor-Leste, 
Yemen and a majority of countries in Sub-Saharan 

Figure 3.9. Primary and Lower Secondary School Out-of-School (OOS) Rates,  
2000–2014: Developing Country Partners (DCPs) and All Developing Countries

Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
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Africa, more than 40 percent of the population is 
under 15 years old.39 It is imperative that govern-
ments ensure these youth receive relevant education 
and build fundamental skills to participate produc-
tively in social and economic aspects of adult life and 
ensure their integration into society. 

As illustrated in Figure 3.10, the majority of out-
of-school children and youth in DCPs —around 
two-thirds—were located in GPE developing country 
partners affected by fragility and conflict. More girls 
than boys were out of school, although the difference 
was more pronounced in primary than in secondary 
education. 

Figure 3.11 shows that Nigeria, Pakistan and the 
Democratic Republic of Congo are the top three 
GPE developing country partners with the highest 

number of out-of-school children of primary age, 
while Pakistan, Nigeria and Ethiopia are the top three 
with the highest number of out-of-school children of 
lower secondary age.

In general, these data suggest that greater efforts 
will have to be made to reduce the number of out-
of-school children across GPE developing country 
partners. There is an urgent need for governments to 
identify context-specific barriers and solutions and 
to provide targeted financing to ensure all children 
have access to school. For example, school attendance 
is particularly challenging for children of the poorest 
families in low- and lower-middle-income countries, 
who do not ever enter school or, when they do, drop 
out before completing the cycle because of school 
costs and other barriers. 

Figure 3.10. Number of Primary and Lower Secondary Age Out-of-School Children, 2010–2014
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39	 Population Reference Bureau 2016.
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Figure 3.11. Developing Country Partners with the Highest Number of Out-of-
School Children of Primary and Lower Secondary School Age in 2014 (thousands)

Source: GPE compilations based on using data for Nigeria (2008) and the Democratic Republic of Congo (2012) reported by the Global Initiative on
Out-of-School Children (Dem. Rep. of Congo: OOSCI 2013, 9; Nigeria: OOSCI 2012, 12) and for the other countries, the UNESCO Institute for
Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
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Box 3.6. Partnership Support for the Global Initiative on Out-of-School Children

The Global Initiative on Out-of-School Children (OOSCI) was jointly launched by UNICEF and the UNESCO 
Institute of Statistics in 2010 to make a substantial and sustainable reduction in the number of children out 
of school at the pre-primary, primary and secondary levels. OOSCI aims to turn data into action by developing 
detailed statistical profiles of children who are out of school or at risk of dropping out, and then identifying the 
causes and contributors to exclusion. Based on these analyses, the OOSCI supports governments and ministries 
of education to put in place and implement policies and strategies that address exclusion from a multi-sectoral 
perspective. 

The Global Partnership for Education has provided funding to support the OOSCI through the Global and 
Regional Activities program. GPE grants of US$1.1 million to UIS and US$3.3 million to UNICEF enabled the 
two organizations to dedicate more resources in more countries to this initiative. The tools to which these 
grants have contributed help countries identify which girls and boys are not in school and why, and how they 
can best close gender and other equity gaps through evidence-based sector planning. These tools include a web-
site (allinschool.org), a global report (Fixing the Broken Promise of Education for All), and an operational manual on 
how to conduct a study on out-of-school children, as well as many country-level reports. 

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_FM-CH04.indd   34 8/3/17   2:43 PM

http://www.uis.unesco.org


GPE Results Report 2015/2016

35

While the grants have now expired, the tools developed by using these resources provided the momentum 
that has enabled the initiative to keep expanding. From the original 25 countries that joined OOSCI in 2010, 
by the end of the GPE grants, the partnership had grown to 87 countries, including 35 GPE developing country 
partners. This year, the partnership has grown to more than 90 countries, and 10 GPE developing country part-
ners are conducting new OOSCI studies. There is also emerging evidence that the initiative is having a positive 
impact on education, with an increasing number of education sector plans ref lecting the findings of OOSCI 
studies, with policies and strategies aimed at bringing the most marginalized children into school.

Equity Index
Indicator 9: Proportion of countries improving on the 
equity index

Often, disadvantages like gender, poverty and rural 
location overlap and magnify the challenges of 
equitable educational opportunity, leaving large 
populations of children without adequate levels of 
schooling. To monitor equity within basic education 
completion, the Global Partnership for Education 
partnered with UNICEF, UIS, the Global Education 
Monitoring Report and the World Bank to develop 
an equity index for lower secondary completion 
rates based on three domains of equity: gender, loca-
tion (rural versus urban) and wealth (poorest versus 
wealthiest quintiles). 

Indicator 9 measures the proportion of develop-
ing country partners that have demonstrated more 
than a 10 percent improvement in the value of 
their equity index between 2010 and the year of 
measurement. The baseline was calculated by assess-
ing the proportion of developing country partners 
that showed an improvement of at least 10 percent 
between 2010 and 2014. 

The milestone for Indicator 9 in 2016 was set at 
24 percent of developing country partners (and 
15 percent of countries affected by fragility and con-
f lict) experiencing a more than 10 percent increase 
in the equity index between 2010 and 2015 (Fig-
ure 3.12). This milestone was met, with 37 percent, 
or 22 of the 59 developing country partners (includ-
ing 10 countries affected by fragility and conflict), 

experiencing an increase of 10 percent or more in 
their equity index.

While Indicator 9 signals a positive trend, progress 
on the equity index should be understood against a 
backdrop of high levels of inequality in each of the 
equity domains. Clearly there is a need for continued 
focus on all aspects of equity across the partnership.

Further analysis shows that the overall improvement 
in the equity index hides considerable variation 
across domains of equity. As shown in Figure 3.13, 
countries achieved a higher level of equity related to 
gender in lower secondary completion than in other 
domains. Overall, equity related to wealth is the low-
est, yet this domain of equity experienced the fastest 
improvement between 2010 and 2015. The gap in 
terms of lower secondary completion between the 
richest and the poorest is closing relatively fast, com-
pared with other domains of equity. 

The gap between the richest and the poorest in terms 
of lower secondary completion strongly varies across 
countries. Figure 3.14 shows that the gap in terms 
of LSCR between the richest and the poorest share of 
the population varies from three percentage points 
in Georgia to 81 percentage points in Nigeria, and it 
is a significant concern for GPE developing country 
partners. For example, in Nigeria, while 92 percent of 
children (of lower secondary education age) belong-
ing to the richest share of the population complete 
lower secondary education, only 10 percent of the 
children from the poorest share of the population 
complete lower secondary education. 
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Figure 3.12. Percentage of Developing Country Partners with a More than 10 Percent 
Increase in the Equity Index, 2010–2014 and 2010–2015
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Sources: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://
www.uis.unesco.org; and the UNESCO World Inequality Database in Education, Paris,  
http://www.education-inequalities.org.

Figure 3.13. Equity Index for Lower Secondary Education by Domain of Parity  
in 2010 and 2015 (left); Percentage Increase in the Domains of Parity  
between 2010 and 2015 (right)

0.79

0.44

0.23

0.49

0.83

0.47

0.25

0.52

Female/male Rural / urban Q1/Q5 Equity index

2010 2015

5.4%

6.3%

8.1%

5.8%

Female/male

Rural/urban

Q1/Q5

Equity index

Sources: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal,  
http://www.uis.unesco.org; and the UNESCO World Inequality Database in Education, Paris, http://www 
.education-inequalities.org.
Note: The equity index is a composite index with three components capturing three dimensions of equity 
(gender, wealth and area) at the lower secondary education level. Three subindexes are first calculated for the 
three domains of equity and later aggregated to obtain the value of the equity index. While Indicator 9 cap-
tures the proportion of countries that achieved at least a 10 percent increase in the value of the overall equity 
index, Figure 3.13 shows on one hand the values of the subindexes and, on the other hand, the percentage 
increase in these subindexes between 2010 and 2015.
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Figure 3.14. Lower Secondary Completion Rate for the 20 Percent Richest Share 
and the 20 Percent Poorest Share of the Population 
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Sources: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://
www.uis.unesco.org; and UNESCO World Inequality Database in Education, Paris, http://www 
.education-inequalities.org. 
Note: Includes the top 10 GPE developing country partners with available data and with the highest gap 
between the richest and the poorest, and the top 10 GPE developing country partners with available data 
and with the lowest gap between the richest and the poorest. The latest available data for each country were 
used, ranging from 2006 to 2014.
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Overview
A strong start was made in four out of six aspects of 
system capacity that are tracked at the outcome level 
under Strategic Goal 3: effective and efficient educa-
tion systems. 

Some of the partnership’s strongest initial results 
are in the areas of data and domestic resource 
mobilization. Seventy-eight percent of developing 
country partners with available data devoted at least 
20 percent of public expenditure to education or 
increased their public expenditures between 2014 
and 2015. Developing country partners exceeded 
2016 milestones for data availability, with 26 out of 

61 (43 percent) reporting on 10 out of 12 key UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (UIS) indicators in 2014, up 
from 18 (30 percent) in 2013. 

However, system efficiency, as measured through 
dropout and repetition, remains a challenge across 
the partnership. Fewer than one in three developing 
country partners (32 percent) had learning assess-
ment systems that met quality standards. Further-
more, the issue of teacher availability and their 
equitable allocation remains an urgent challenge. 
Pupil-trained teacher ratios remain high, but are 
improving—29 percent of developing country part-
ners had ratios at or below 40:1, up from 25 percent 
in 2013. 

Chapter 4.  
Goal 3: Effective and Efficient 
Education Systems 

Indicators

	 10.	 Proportion of developing country partners that have (a) increased their public expenditure on 
education; or (b) maintained sector spending at 20 percent or above 

	 11.	 Equitable allocation of teachers, as measured by the relationship (R2) between the number of 
teachers and the number of pupils per school in each developing country partner 

	 12.	 Proportion of developing country partners with pupil-trained teacher ratio below threshold (< 40) 
at the primary level 

	 13.	 Repetition and dropout impact on efficiency, as measured by the internal efficiency coefficient at 
the primary level in each developing country partner 

	 14.	 Proportion of developing country partners reporting at least 10 of 12 key international education 
indicators to the UIS (including key outcomes, service delivery and financing indicators as identi-
fied by GPE) 

	 15.	 Proportion of developing country partners with a learning assessment system within the basic 
education cycle that meets quality standards
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Domestic Financing

The partnership requires governments to either 
strengthen domestic financing levels for education or 
maintain at least 20 percent of public expenditure. 
This is a requirement for accessing GPE implementa-
tion grants, and a central focus for the partnership’s 
engagement in national education policy dialogue.

Indicator 10 (domestic finance) shows that, at base-
line, 78 percent of GPE developing country partners 
with available data either devoted 20 percent of their 
public expenditures to education or increased their 
expenditures, between 2014 and 2015. More than half 
of the developing country partners—53 percent—
(26 countries or states out of 49 with available 
data)40—spent at least 20 percent of total public 
expenditure on education. Another 24 percent (or 
12 countries) spent less than 20 percent but increased 
public expenditure between 2014 and 2015. 

Teachers

The Global Partnership for Education supports the 
improved availability and equitable allocation of 
trained teachers, both by supporting governments to 
analyze and address these issues in their sector plans 
and through implementation grants that include ele-
ments linked to teacher management and teacher 
development. Indicator 11 (teacher allocation) and 
Indicator 12 (pupil-trained teacher ratio) measure 
the availability and equitable allocation of trained 
teachers, among the most important contributors to 
quality learning within education systems. 

Baseline data for Indicator 11 suggest that six out of 
21 developing country partners with available data 
(29 percent) had education systems in which 80 per-
cent of the allocation of teachers was aligned with 
the number of students. GPE sets a 2020 target of 
48 percent for this indicator. 

The overall milestones for Indicator 12 (pupil-
trained teacher ratio) were exceeded: Sixteen out 

of 55 developing country partners (29 percent) had 
an overall pupil-trained teacher ratio below 40:1 in 
2014, up from 25 percent (or 14 countries) in 2013. 
Nonetheless, the fact that fewer than one in three 
developing country partners with available data met 
international standards for pupil-trained teacher 
ratios suggests the need for sustained action on teach-
ers within the partnership.

Efficiency

Efficient spending on education is important for the 
delivery of GPE 2020 results. Baseline data for Indica-
tor 13 (internal efficiency coefficient) suggest that 
repetition and dropout rates across GPE developing 
country partners remain too high. Only five out of 
19 countries with available data (26 percent) met the 
partnership’s 70 percent threshold for system effi-
ciency at baseline. Overall, the internal efficiency coef-
ficient at the primary level sits at 61 percent across 
developing country partners (56 percent for FCAC). 

This means that, on average, it costs 1.63 times more 
to provide one child with primary education in devel-
oping country partners than it would in the absence 
of repetition and early school leavers. Put in other 
terms, 39 percent of all education spending over the refer-
ence period was used to fund the costs of repetition and early 
school leavers in these 19 countries. 

Data Availability

A fourth feature of strong education systems is the 
ability to collect and use data to monitor results and 
better target resources. In 2014 the partnership intro-
duced a data requirement for all developing country 
partners wishing to access its large implementation 
grants. Two indicators were selected to monitor the 
overall quality of national data systems in the devel-
oping country partners.

Indicator 14 (countries reporting to the UIS): As 
a proxy for the availability of national data, the 

40	 The partnership extends grants to countries or subnational entities such as provinces or states within federated countries—for example, the 
Pakistani province of Baluchistan. Such entities are referred to as “states” in this report.
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partnership monitors the proportion of developing 
country partners reporting on key data indicators 
to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics. In 2014, 26 
out of 61 developing country partners (43 percent) 
reported on 10 out of 12 key UIS indicators, up from 
18 (30 percent) in 2012–2013. Milestones for Indica-
tor 14 were exceeded, suggesting good progress in 
this area.

Indicator 15 (quality of learning assessment sys-
tems): Baseline data suggest an urgent need for better 
learning assessment systems across the partnership: 
fewer than one in three developing country partners 
(32 percent) had learning assessment systems (21 per-
cent in FCAC) that met quality standards. Addressing 
challenges in learning assessment systems is a stra-
tegic priority for the partnership, which will be met 
through the new A4L initiative and sustained focus 
on financing learning assessment systems in imple-
mentation grants. 

Introduction
GPE 2020 Strategic Goal 3 is focused on the impor-
tance of strengthened education systems—a critical 
intermediate outcome in the Global Partnership 
for Education’s theory of change, essential to sus-
tained delivery of learning and equity outcomes in 
education.

The partnership’s results framework uses six indica-
tors as proxy measures for monitoring the overall 
capacity of education systems in core areas where 
there are internationally comparable data available. 
Indicators 10 through 15 track our key aspects of sys-
tem capacity: adequate funding; efficient deployment 
of teachers; reduced dropout and repetition rates 
(internal efficiency) within the basic education cycle; 
and availability of data to monitor system changes, 
including learning assessment data. Each area links 
to a central feature of high-functioning education 
systems, which rely on better financing, availability 
of teachers, efficient progression of children through 

the school cycle and the availability and monitoring 
of data to ensure system effectiveness. 

Data on the achievement of 2016 milestones are pre-
sented for two of these six indicators, while baseline 
data are presented for four others. The 2016 mile-
stone data for Indicator 10, domestic finance, was not 
available at the time of this report.

Domestic Financing
Indicator 10: Proportion of developing country partners 
that have increased their public expenditure on education or 
maintained sector spending at 20 percent or above

Adequate domestic financing is central to the 
achievement of SDG 4 and GPE 2020 goals. While 
external aid plays an important role in filling the 
education funding gap, domestic resource mobiliza-
tion remains the most important source of financing 
for education, providing for recurrent and capital 
costs ranging from teacher education and salaries to 
school infrastructure, materials and programs that 
support improved inclusion. Tapping into domestic 
revenues to finance education also provides govern-
ments with greater predictability and sustainability 
in financing planned reforms. 

GPE 2020 sets the target of having 90 percent or 
more of GPE developing country partners increasing 
toward or achieving 20 percent of public expenditure 
on education. This draws in part on international 
standards, including the Education 2030 Incheon 
Declaration, which recommends that national gov-
ernments allocate 4–6 percent of their GDP and/or 
15–20 percent of their total public expenditure to 
education, with a strong focus on basic education 
(Box 4.1).41 To be eligible for GPE implementation 
grants, the partnership requires all developing coun-
try partner governments to demonstrate that they 
are moving toward, or achieving, the target of spend-
ing 20 percent of public expenditure on education. 
In countries that have not yet reached universal 

41	 UNESCO 2015c.
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primary education, the partnership also requires 
that 45 percent of recurrent education spending be 
focused on primary education. 

To monitor progress, the partnership has designed 
a common methodology to calculate actual public 
spending on education, using the most recent official 
budget documentation, which is usually available on 
ministries of finance web sites (Box 4.2). 

This methodology ensures the collection of the most 
accurate data possible within a consistent budget 

perimeter, which has the additional benefit of creat-
ing just-in-time opportunities for country dialogue 
around allocations to education within the domestic 
budget.

Baseline data for Indicator 10 show that 78 percent of 
GPE developing country partners maintained sector 
financing above 20 percent in CY2015, or increased 
domestic financing between 2014 and 2015. This is a 
strong first showing for the partnership.

Box 4.1. The Education Financing Gap

The International Commission on Financing Global Education Opportunity estimates that low- and middle-
income countries will be required to more than double their spending on education from the current US$1.2 
trillion per year to US$3 trillion (from US$27 billion to US$102 billion for low-income countries alone) by 2030, 
to meet the educational needs at pre-primary, primary, secondary and postsecondary education levels by 2030.

Source: ICFGEO 2016.

Box 4.2. The GPE Methodology for Monitoring Public Expenditure on Education

In 2105, the Global Partnership for Education developed a methodology to collect and calculate actual public 
spending on education, as opposed to budget allocation, from all ministries and levels of government that have 
education activities. 

Data on recurrent and capital education expenditure is collected directly from countries’ official budget 
documents—for example, budget books, budget reports, medium-term expenditure frameworks, financial 
reports, financial laws, annexes to budget speeches and so on. 

The methodology also includes calculations for a proxy coefficient that estimates domestic spending for the 
latest fiscal year for which there is only parliament-voted budget data available rather than actual expenditure 
or executed budget. The data are updated annually as the executed budget data become available. It should be 
noted that, for the purpose of this indicator, public expenditure is understood not to include debt service.

Note that the partnership’s Indicator 10 is not comparable to the indicator processed by the UIS as “expendi-
ture on education as % of total government expenditure.” Indicator formulas are different, and so are the collection 
processes and sources of information. However, the partnership and UNESCO/UIS share similar objectives of 
increasing the coverage and timely availability, at the global level, of education expenditure information, 
enhancing the quality and reliability of the measures. Collaboration between the partnership and the UIS is 
under way to work toward greater harmonization of the two approaches and to benefit from cross-checking the 
two methodologies for improving the quality of the indicator.
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Overall, 12 countries (24 percent) increased their 
spending since 2014, while 26 countries (53 percent) 
spent 20 percent or more of their total public expen-
diture on education. Among countries affected by 
fragility and conflict, 77 percent (17 countries) met 
these parameters. Among these, 32 percent (7 coun-
tries) increased their public expenditure between 
2014 and 2015. 

Baseline data for Indicator 10 also signal the need 
for continued attention to domestic financing, 

particularly in the 11 GPE developing country part-
ners (including five affected by fragility and conflict) 
that spent less than 20 percent of their total public 
expenditure on education and did not make prog-
ress in increasing their spending between 2014 and 
2015 (Figure 4.1).42 Furthermore, while an encourag-
ing share of developing country partners are mak-
ing progress on domestic financing (Box 4.3), there 
continues to be a strong need for better and more 
detailed data on domestic financing. 

Figure 4.1. Proportion of Developing Country Partners with Public 
Expenditure on Education at or above 20 Percent 

Source: GPE Secretariat estimates for results framework Indicator 10.
Note: Data are for 49 developing country partners, of which 22 were affected by fragility and conflict. 
The Secretariat estimates are currently being verified by in-country ministries. A few units in the sample include 
federal states counted as one developing country partner.
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Source: GPE Secretariat estimates for Results Framework Indicator 10. 
Note: Data are for 49 developing country partners, of which 22 were affected by fragil-
ity and conflict. The Secretariat estimates are currently being verified by in-country 
ministries. A few units in the sample include federal states counted as one developing 
country partner.

42	 These countries include Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cameroon, Djibouti, The Gambia, Guinea, Liberia, Nepal, Niger, Sao Tome and Principe and 
Timor-Leste.

Box 4.3. Improving Domestic Financing in Niger and the Democratic Republic of Congo

One of the first countries to join the Global Partnership for Education in 2002, Niger has sustained the commit-
ment to improving access to education despite significant political instability, recurrent droughts and security 
issues from conflicts in neighboring countries. Between 2002 and 2014, the government of Niger increased edu-
cation expenditure from 16.7 percent of total public expenditure to 21.7 percent. During this period, education 
expenditure as a proportion of GDP also increased from 3.1 percent to 6.8 percent.

The partnership supported Niger’s 10-year education plan following a renewed commitment in 2011 to 
increase education expenditure to 25 percent of public expenditure. A GPE education sector plan development 
grant supported all ministries with education sector activities to jointly develop the first sector-wide education 
plan (2014–2024), which was endorsed by Niger’s development partners. With increased financing, Niger had 
lifted primary enrollment rates from 32.9 percent in 2000 to 70.1 percent by 2014, meaning more than 1 mil-
lion children had taken the first step on the path to a full education.*

(continued)
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Teachers
Indicator 11: Equitable allocation of teachers, as measured 
by the relationship between the number of teachers and 
the number of pupils per school in each developing country 
partner

More teachers, improved teaching and more equi-
table allocation of teachers together play a crucial 
role in enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of 
countries’ education systems. To track improvement 
in the availability of teachers, GPE 2020 monitors two 
indicators: Indicator 11 measures the equitable distri-
bution of teachers across schools; Indicator 12 tracks 
the overall availability of trained teachers across the 
partnership. 

Teachers are the central resource within an education 
system, and their distribution across the system is an 
important factor in monitoring efficiency and equity 
within the system. An education system’s capacity to 
dispatch qualified teachers across schools in an equi-
table manner is a key measure of its ability to provide 
quality education for all. 

Indicator 11 assesses the statistical relationship 
between the number of pupils and the number of 
teachers per primary school. An “equitable alloca-
tion” refers to situations where the number of teach-
ers in a school is directly proportional to the number 
of students across schools. In statistical terms, a 
country-level value equal to 1 represents a perfect 
positive correlation between the number of teachers 

and the number of students across schools.43 This 
would denote an efficient allocation of teachers to 
where they are most needed to support low numbers 
of pupils per teacher, on average. The partnership 
considers a threshold value equal to at least 0.8 for 
a country to meet the minimum criteria for equi-
table allocation of teachers.44 As described in the 
GPE methodology for this indicator, data availability 
remains a significant challenge.

During the baseline period for this indicator (2010–
2014), data were available for 21 developing country 
partners. In total, six, or 29 percent—including two 
out of 11 countries affected by fragility and conflict—
had an equitable allocation of teachers (R2) of at least 
0.8 (Figure 4.2). To achieve the first milestone for this 
indicator, in 2018, assuming a sample of equal size, 
two additional countries should achieve an R2 of at 
least 0.8 and, by 2020, this number should grow to 
10 countries.

As illustrated in Figure 4.2, there is considerable vari-
ation in the distribution of teachers across GPE devel-
oping country partners. For countries not affected 
by fragility and conflict, R2 data points at baseline 
ranged from 0.6 in Uganda to 0.95 in Sao Tome and 
Principe. For countries affected by fragility and con-
f lict, the R2 ranged from 0.61 in Sierra Leone to 0.92 
in Zimbabwe. By 2020, the results framework targets 
48 percent of developing country partners achieving 
an R2 of 0.8 or more. Countries with lower perfor-
mance on this indicator will need improved policies 
and procedures for teacher management to ensure a 

The Democratic Republic of Congo, a GPE member since 2012, has also substantially increased its financing for 
education. The share of budget allocated to education increased from 9 percent in 2010 to 17.8 percent in 2014 
(UIS database). GPE played a role in this improvement: it supported DRC to prepare its first transitional educa-
tion sector plan, Plan Intérimaire de l’Education (PIE) 2012–2014, which was used to negotiate an increased alloca-
tion for education with the Ministry of Budget and the Ministry of Finance. In 2015, with an education sector 
plan development grant from GPE, and support from the World Bank, UNESCO and UNICEF, DRC developed a 
second sector-wide education plan for 2016–2025 (this time including all educational levels). 

* Data from the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.

43	 Box 4.4 presents a case study on teacher allocation in Côte d’Ivoire.
44	 The value 0.8 indicates that 80 percent of the allocation of teachers is explained by the number of students.
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better allocation of trained teachers across their edu-
cational systems. 

Indicator 12: Proportion of developing country partners 
with pupil-trained teacher ratio below threshold (< 40) at the 
primary level

Indicator 12 tracks the proportion of developing 
country partners that maintain an average pupil-
trained teacher ratio (PTTR) below 40. The results 

framework established a target of 35 percent of devel-
oping country partners achieving a PTTR below 40. 
The term “trained teacher” is used to signify a teacher 
who has received the necessary training and qualifi-
cations as required by the relevant national policy or 
law.45

GPE milestones for 2016 were met for Indicator 12, 
with 29 percent of GPE developing country partners 
(16 out of 55 with available data) achieving a PTTR 

Figure 4.2. Equitable Allocation of Teachers (R2) among Developing Country 
Partners, 2010–2014 

Source: GPE compilation based on UNESCO IIEP education sector analyses, Dakar (accessed April 4, 2017), 
https://www.iipepoledakar.org/en/publications/education-system-analysis. 
Note: The dotted line represents the threshold of 0.8 set for Indicator 11.
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Box 4.4. Teacher Allocation in Côte d’Ivoire

Some schools in Côte d’Ivoire with a high number of students benefit from a low number of teachers while 
other schools have a high number of teachers but only have a few students. In other terms, teachers’ deploy-
ment is not necessarily based on the number of students. The degree of correlation between the number of 
teachers and the number of students is captured by the R2 which can take a value between 0 and 1 (0 meaning 
no correlation and 1, a perfect correlation). In contrast, 1-R2 illustrates the degree of randomness in the alloca-
tion of teachers. In the case of Côte d’Ivoire, the R2 value is 0.77 showing that 77% of teacher’s allocation is cor-
related with the number of students. In other terms, the degree of randomness in teachers’ allocation is 23%.

Source: GPE compilation based on Côte d’Ivoire EMIS data.

45	 Based on the UNESCO Institute for Statistics online glossary, s.v. “trained teacher,” http://uis.unesco.org/en/glossary-term/trained-teacher 
(accessed March 17, 2017).
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below 40. The GPE milestone for PTTRs in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict was also met: Thir-
teen percent of FCAC (3 out of 24 with available data) 
had a PTTR below 40 in 2014. 

Figure 4.3 presents a longer term view on trends in 
PTTR in GPE developing country partners. Even coun-
tries that did not meet the GPE target of one trained 
teacher per 40 primary students still made remark-
able progress toward this goal. For example, Mozam-
bique decreased the number of primary students 
per trained teacher from 96 to 61 over this six-year 
period; Senegal decreased its ratio from 79:1 to 45:1, 
and Lesotho from 61:1 to 43:1. It is also encourag-
ing to note that several countries that already had a 
PTTR below 40 in 2008 were able to further reduce it 
by 2014: Grenada went from a PTTR of 31:1 to 23:1; 
Tajikistan improved from 26:1 to 22:1, Dominica 
from 28:1 to 22:1, St. Kitts and Nevis from 25:1 to 
20:1 and Vietnam from 20:1 to 19:1. 

Although the Global Partnership for Education 
celebrates the progress developing country part-
ners have made in improving the availability of 
trained teachers, it recognizes that the proportion 

of countries meeting the average threshold of 40:1 
pupil-trained teacher ratio is still unacceptably low. 
Recognizing the central role trained teachers play in 
ensuring inclusive and good quality learning for all, 
the partnership will continue to prioritize increasing 
the availability and equitable distribution of trained 
teachers across the developing country partners, and 
particularly in countries affected by fragility and 
conflict. 

Efficiency
Indicator 13: Repetition and dropout impact on efficiency, 
as measured by the internal efficiency coefficient at the pri-
mary level in each developing country partner

Repetition and dropout create inefficiencies within 
education systems and do not allow for the most effi-
cient use of resources. A child repeating a grade uses 
an additional year of educational resources, poten-
tially limiting the capacity of the education system by 
increasing class size and the per-child costs of a full 
cycle of schooling. In addition, costs for individual 

Figure 4.3. Change in Pupil-Trained Teacher Ratio in Primary Schools  
between 2008 and 2014

Source: GPE compilation based on data of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (database), Montreal, http://www.uis.unesco.org.
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pupils who leave school without completing the full 
school cycle are also high.46

GPE 2020 Indicator 13 tracks school system efficiency 
in terms of overall rates of dropout and repetition. To 
do so, it uses the internal efficiency coefficient (IEC), 
which measures the number of pupil-years required 
to produce a given number of graduates from a 
school cohort for a cycle or level of education in the 
absence of repetition or dropout (“ideal pupil-years”). 
This figure is expressed as a percentage of the actual 
number of pupil-years spent to produce the same 
number of graduates. An IEC value of 1 represents a 
system where all students who initially enroll, gradu-
ate without any repetition or dropout. The results 
framework sets a 2020 target of 42 percent of devel-
oping country partners achieving above a threshold 
IEC value of at least 0.7, which is viewed as a mini-
mal efficiency level for an education system. 

During the baseline period (2010–2014), only 26 per-
cent (5 out of 19 countries with available data) had 
an IEC above the GPE threshold of 0.7. The average 
IEC across all developing country partners was 0.61 
(see Box 4.5 for the cost associated with a low IEC). 
This suggests that on average 39 percent of available 
resources for primary education are being absorbed 
by repetition and dropout at the primary school level. 
This high level of inefficiency is even more marked 
in countries affected by fragility and conflict: Only 
17 percent of the countries (2 out of 12 countries) 
met or exceeded the 0.7 threshold. 

Historical data allow the comparison of primary 
level repetition rates between 2008 and 2014 for GPE 
developing country partners with available data. As 
illustrated in Figure 4.4, a majority of these coun-
tries have made progress in substantially reducing 
repetition rates. However, this could be a result of 
countries adopting automatic promotion policies, 
removing the instance of grade repetition from the 
primary education cycle. 

The change in primary level dropout rates between 
2008 and 2014 (Figure 4.5) shows more modest 
improvements, with lower dropout rates in 2014 
in only a few countries. In most developing coun-
try partners dropout rates either became worse or 
remained fairly constant. 

These values suggest the need to identify bottlenecks 
and critical factors that lead to high levels of repeti-
tion and dropout within primary education. The two 
indicators are interlinked, with repetition often being 
a precursor for dropout.47 Previous research has 
found that over-age students (those who are older in 
their grade because of either repetition or late entry) 
are at a higher risk of dropping out. Children disad-
vantaged owing to poverty are also more likely to 
repeat grades and leave school early.48 The economic 
and social cost of noncompletion not only puts 
individual families at a disadvantage but also under-
mines national development. No amount of financial 
and other resources will be adequate to achieve learn-
ing gains for all students if these resources cannot 

Box 4.5. The Cost of Low System Efficiency

The internal efficiency coefficient at the primary level sits at 61 percent across GPE developing country part-
ners (56 percent for countries affected by fragility and conflict). 

On average, it costs 1.63 times more (and 1.78 times in countries affected by fragility and conflict) to provide 
one child with primary education in GPE developing country partners than it would in the absence of repeti-
tion and dropout. This suggests that 39 percent of resources for primary education are used to finance repeti-
tion and early school leavers, in the context of already strained resources.

46	 UIS 2012a.
47	 Sabates et al., 2010.
48	 UIS 2012a.
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Figure 4.4. Change in Primary Repetition Rate between 2008 and 2014 
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Figure 4.5. Change in Primary Dropout Rate between 2008 and 2014 
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be used efficiently to ensure that all pupils move 
through the system at an appropriate pace. 

Data
Indicator 14: Proportion of developing country partners 
reporting at least 10 of 12 key international education indi-
cators to the UIS 

Because the ability to monitor education sector out-
comes is an essential component of data-driven deci-
sion making for education sector planning and policy 
development, GPE 2020 Indicator 14 tracks the pro-
portion of developing country partners that report 
on at least 10 of 12 key outcomes, service delivery 
and financing indicators to the UNESCO Institute 
for Statistics (Table 4.1). The Global Partnership for 
Education has targeted that 66 percent of develop-
ing country partners will meet this criterion by 2020 

Table 4.1. List of Key Education Indicators to Be Reported to the UIS

Indicators

Number of Countries 
Reporting in 2015 
(2012–2013 data)

Number of Countries 
Reporting in 2016 
(2013–2014 data)

Category 1: Outcome indicators

1. Pre-primary gross enrollment rate 40 41

2. Primary gross intake rate 47 49

3. Primary gross enrollment ratio 48 49

4. Primary completion rate 45 48

5. Lower secondary completion rate 43 47

Category 2: Service delivery indicators

6. Pupil-trained teacher ratio, primary education 48 46

7. Pupil-trained teacher ratio, lower secondary education 30 28

8. Percentage of teachers trained, primary education 38 35

9. Percentage of teachers trained, lower secondary education 16 18

Category 3: Financing indicators

10. Public expenditure on education as % of GDP 29 36

11. Public expenditure on education as % of public expenditure 29 36

12. Educational expenditure in primary as % of total educational expenditure  23 30

Countries reporting at least 10 out of 12 indicators 18 (30%) 26 (43%)

Source: GPE Secretariat. 
Note: Sample size was 61 developing county partners.
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(54 percent among countries affected by conflict and 
fragility).

The partnership’s 2016 milestones for Indicator 14 
were met, overall to 43 percent, with 26 out of 
61 countries reporting on 10 of 12 data indica-
tors. For countries affected by fragility and conflict, 
39 percent (11 out of 28 countries) reported. This rep-
resents important improvements from 2013, when 
30 percent of a sample of 61 GPE developing country 
partners had reported to the UIS in at least 10 out of 
12 of the selected indicators. 

This result marks an important progression in data 
reporting for developing country partners, but there 
is more to be done, with 57 percent of GPE develop-
ing country partners not reporting sufficiently to 
the UIS. The partnership will continue to support 
developing country partners to address this challenge 
through its existing requirement that governments 
prepare a data plan when they face a lack of data, 
and a new requirement that asks governments with 
insufficient financing for their data systems to use 
GPE financing for this purpose (Box 4.6). As noted in 
Chapter 5, approximately 34 percent (or 20 out of 54) 
GPE grants in FY2016 supported countries to improve 
their educational management information systems 
at the local and/or national levels.

Indicator 15: Proportion of developing country partners 
with a learning assessment system within the basic education 
cycle that meets quality standards

GPE 2020 Indicator 15 tracks the number of devel-
oping country partners with a learning assessment 
system that meets minimum quality standards. As 
noted in the discussion of GPE 2020 Indicator 1 (see 
Chapter 2), despite improvements in the overall num-
ber of GPE developing country partners with compa-
rable learning outcome data, too few countries in the 
partnership are able to monitor learning outcomes in 
ways that allow them to target their resources to core 
learning challenges. Strengthened learning assess-
ment systems are an integral part of monitoring the 
impact education reform has on learning outcomes. 

The approach used to define quality standards for 
Indicator 15 builds on the learning assessment frame-
work of the World Bank’s Systems Approach for 
Better Education Results (SABER), which measures 
enabling context, assessment quality and system 
alignment. SABER developed the framework to ana-
lyze national student assessment systems (Box 4.7). 
The partnership applied this criterion to all large-
scale assessments (including national, regional and 
international assessments) and national examinations 
(when they exist) in GPE developing country partners. 

Box 4.6. Building Systems for Teaching and Learning Data in Sudan 

Sudan joined GPE in 2012, following a political crisis that left over 2 million people internally displaced. With 
no system to collect basic education data on service delivery and learning outcomes, the government com-
mitted to building capacity to collect, analyze, and utilize data for educational planning and system-wide 
improvements.

Sudan received a GPE grant of US$76.5 million to assist in the implementation of the Basic Education Recovery 
Project, which focuses on improving the learning environment for basic education and strengthening educa-
tion management and planning. The GPE project supports the establishment of a National Learning Assessment 
(NLA), which in 2015 rolled out a nationwide learning assessment across 18 states, involving approximately 
10,000 students in over 450 schools. The assessment was aimed at gaining an understanding of literacy and 
numeracy at the end of Grade 3, which corresponds to the end of the first cycle of basic education, using a 
modified Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA).
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For a learning assessment system to meet minimum 
quality standards, it must have a large-scale assess-
ment and a national examination (when it exists) that 
is classified as established.49

During the baseline measurement period (2011–
2015), only about a third of developing country part-
ners (19 out of 60 countries with available data, or 
32 percent overall) had a learning assessment system 
that met minimum quality standards. In countries 
affected by fragility and conflict the proportion 
was 21 percent. The results framework sets a target 
of 47 percent of developing country partners hav-
ing a learning assessment system within the basic 

education cycle that meets quality standards. Fig-
ure 4.6 shows the performance across the 60 coun-
tries for which data was available.

Despite the rapid increase in the number of countries 
conducting learning assessments in the past decade 
(see Indicator 1), these data show that increased 
efforts should focus on strengthening learning assess-
ment systems in developing country partners. In 
those countries with no publicly available data on 
learning assessments, more advocacy, resources and 
capacity will be needed to ensure learning data is 
available and used to improve learning.

Box 4.7. Determinants from the SABER Learning Assessment Framework*

1.	 Enabling context: Context in which an assessment activity takes place. This determinant specifically looks 
at the frequency of the assessment being offered, what it measures and the levels at which it was con-
ducted. Generally, a permanent agency, institution or an office is responsible for conducting this assess-
ment within the country.

2.	 Assessment quality: This determinant covers the instruments, processes and procedures used. Indicators 
selected to measure the quality of assessment focus on the technical strength of the assessment activities 
and the transparency of results. It assumes that a technical/methodological document is available to the 
general public and that assessment results are made publicly available within 12 months of data collection. 

3.	 System alignment: This determinant helps determine if the learning assessment is based on official learn-
ing standards and/or curriculum. It assumes that examinations are by default based on the curriculum and 
applies the curriculum alignment criterion only to national large-scale assessment. The curriculum crite-
rion is not considered applicable for international or regional large-scale assessments.

* See the web page “Student Assessment” at the SABER website: http://saber.worldbank.org/index.cfm?indx=8&pd=5&sub=0.

49	 For an examination to be classified as established, it must be offered annually to all eligible students at least at the basic education level, with 
a permanent agency responsible for its implementation, and either a technical methodological document or transparent results. For a large-
scale assessment to be classified as established, it must be recent, offered at least twice at the basic education level, curriculum-based, with a 
permanent agency responsible for its implementation, and either a technical methodological document or transparent results.
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Figure 4.6. Categorization of Developing Country Partner Learning 
Assessment Systems, 2011–2015
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Chapter 5.  
Country Level—Objective 1:  
Strengthen Education 
Sector Planning and Policy 
Implementation 

(ESPDGs) to 29 countries in 2016. Ref lecting this, the 
partnership places credible, evidence-based sector 
planning as the first of its country-level objectives. 

More than half (58 percent) of education sector plans 
(ESPs) and transitional education plans (TEPs) met 
the partnership’s minimum quality standards in the 
baseline years of 2014 and 2015. All ESPs analyzed 
were based on sector analyses, and each addresses 
inequalities and disparities in the education system. 
Detailed findings point to several areas for improve-
ment: the need to use evidence more consistently 
to identify priorities, and to translate priorities into 
achievable, costed, operational plans.

Overview
The Global Partnership for Education’s theory of 
change highlights the importance of improving 
national education sector plans, and anchoring these 
plans with high quality data and empirical analysis. 
Two indicators are used to monitor the GPE 2020 
Strategic Objective 1 (strengthen sector planning and 
policy implementation).

The Global Partnership for Education continues to 
be the largest international funder of education 
sector analyses and planning for countries in the 
developing world, providing US$8.9 million in fund-
ing for 27 education sector plan development grants 

Indicators

	 16a.	 Proportion of endorsed (a) education sector plans (ESP) or (b) transitional education plans (TEP) 
meeting quality standards 

	 16b.	 Proportion of ESPs/TEPs that has a teaching and learning strategy meeting quality standards

	 16c.	 Proportion of ESPs/TEPs with a strategy to respond to marginalized groups that meets quality 
standards (including gender, disability, and other context-relevant dimensions)

	 16d.	 Proportion of ESPs/TEPs with a strategy to improve efficiency that meets quality standards

	 17.	 Proportion of developing country partners or states with a data strategy that meets quality 
standards
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Strengthened Education Sector Planning 

The Global Partnership for Education provides plan-
ning grants of up to US$500,000 to developing coun-
try partners. In FY2016 it allocated US$8.9 million for 
27 ESPDGs in 29 developing country partners.50 

The partnership also supports the sector planning 
process, providing technical assistance and collabo-
rating with international partners such as UNESCO’s 
International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP) 
to develop technical tools and guidelines, including 
through the partnership’s Global and Regional Activi-
ties (GRA) program.

Indicator 16 (ESP quality): Baseline findings show 
that more than half of GPE developing country part-
ners met the minimum quality standards for edu-
cation sector plans or transitional education plans 
(which are employed by countries affected by fragility 
and conflict) in 2014 and 2015. However, the quality 
of ESPs at baseline varied considerably across the sub-
domains identified in the joint guidelines for credible 
sector plans.51

The areas of teaching and learning, and efficiency 
in particular lacked a strong evidence base in sector 
plans and have weak measurability. The findings 
highlight the need for more attention to ensure that 
ESPs are strategic and achievable, and that robust 
evidence and analyses are translated into operational 
plans. 

Data Strategies

Indicator 17 (national data strategies) assesses 
whether countries that do not produce adequate 

education data have a strategy in place to fill this 
data gap.52 The partnership is committed to sup-
porting the availability and use of sound, reliable 
and timely data for effective planning, budgeting 
and monitoring of education system results and, to 
achieve this, introduced stronger data requirements 
for all its grants.

In 2016, one GPE developing country partner (out of 
the six that were ready to apply for implementation 
grants) was found to lack the data required to meet 
Indicator 17 criteria. This country succeeded in devel-
oping a robust data plan, and thus the milestone for 
Indicator 17 (100 percent) was met. 

Introduction
The Global Partnership for Education supports 
nationally owned education sector policy processes, 
and places the preparation of an evidence-based edu-
cation sector plan at the core of its theory of change.

The partnership requires countries applying for 
implementation grant financing to have “a credible, 
endorsed Education Sector Plan or Transitional Educa-
tion Sector Plan” so as “to ensure that education aid, 
including from the Global Partnership, (i) is based on 
a solid, nationally owned analysis of the challenges 
of delivering quality basic education to all boys and 
girls, including those from marginalized groups, and 
(ii) builds institutional capacity to deliver education 
services equitably and efficiently” (Box 5.1).53 

The partnership supports strengthened education sec-
tor planning in three key ways: It provides financing 

50	 Please note that ESPDGs may address countries, subnational states, or groupings of countries (such as the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean 
States). Thus the number of grants and number of countries may not be equivalent.

51	 The full text for ESP credibility can be found in the Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation (GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2015b). See also: 
Guidelines for Transitional Education Plan Preparation (GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2016).

52	 As of 2014, all implementation grant recipients must have “critical data and evidence for planning, budgeting, managing, monitoring and 
accountability, or alternatively, a strategy to develop capacity to produce and effectively use critical data.” This data requirement has four sub-
requirements: (1) generating an education sector analysis; (2) having basic financial and education data to monitor the sector; (3) having a 
system to monitor learning outcomes; and (4) reporting critical data to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics for global monitoring of education 
progress. Countries that do not have basic data are required to develop “a time-bound plan to develop or strengthen the national Education 
Management Information System (EMIS) to produce reliable education and financial data and reporting systems for improved education plan-
ning and management” (GPE 2014b, 8).

53	 GPE 2014b, 6; GEP and IIEP-UNESCO 2015.
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for ESP development; it supports the development of 
common guidelines and technical tools; and it sup-
ports the development of global and regional public 
goods that foster stronger approaches to planning in 
key areas linked to learning, equity and stronger sys-
tems and data.

GPE Financing for Education Sector 
Plan Development 

The partnership is the largest international funder 
of education sector plans (see Box 5.2 for an illustra-
tion). Working through a qualified grant agent, edu-
cation sector plan development grants offer up to 
US$500,000 to GPE developing country partners, of 
which up to US$250,000 is available for plan devel-
opment, provision of technical assistance, the orga-
nization of inclusive consultations and an appraisal 
process. An additional US$250,000 is available for 
data and education sector analysis as well as targeted 
qualitative and quantitative studies. 

Since its inception in 2012, and by the end of 
FY2016, the ESPDG window had disbursed US$13.5 
million to 54 ESPDGs in 48 countries (FY2016 figures 

refer to approvals). In FY2016, there were 27 ESPDGs 
worth US$8.9 million active across 29 countries (13 in 
countries affected by fragility and conflict). Of these, 
16 new ESPDGs were approved totaling US$5.8 mil-
lion.54 Four ESPs with funding from the partnership 
were finalized and endorsed: The Democratic Repub-
lic of Congo, Ethiopia, Malawi and the Organisation 
of Eastern Caribbean States. In addition, four coun-
tries became new developing country partners in 
FY2016 with an endorsed regional education sector 
plan: Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent 
and the Grenadines, while four recipients of ESPDGs 
were not yet developing country partners: Cabo 
Verde, Kiribati, the Federated States of Micronesia 
and the Marshall Islands. 

As shown in Table 5.1, the vast majority of new 
ESPDGs approved in FY2016—in total, 13 out of 
16—included funding for an education sector 
analysis (ESA), ref lecting the partnership’s focus 
on strong data and planning to underpin national 
education plans. Funding approved for ESAs totaled 
US$2,894,773 in FY2016. Six ESA reports funded 
through ESPDGs were received in FY2016: Cabo 

Box 5.1. ESPs, TEPs and the Meaning of Endorsement

An education sector plan is a national policy instrument, elaborated under government leadership, which 
provides a long-term vision for the education system by outlining a coherent set of practicable strategies to 
reach educational objectives. In 2014 the Global Partnership for Education introduced a requirement that ESPs 
be accompanied by actionable and costed multiyear operational plans. 

Transitional education plans are developed in countries where instability makes the development of a longer 
term ESP technically unfeasible or inadvisable. TEPs are transitional in nature and aim to mobilize resources 
to maintain education services during crises; they support education sector progress by including reforms that 
ensure accountability, inclusiveness and effectiveness of education systems 

Endorsement means that the development partners, including the civil society, commit to financially and 
technically support the implementation of a sector plan or transitional plan approved by the government.

54	 Tanzania and Zanzibar, while receiving separate ESPDGs, are counted as one country. The Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States, while 
receiving one ESPDG, is counted as four countries (Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent and the Grenadines). Nepal’s ESPDG is counted 
in the year approved FY2015, with additional financing of US$78,116 approved in March 2016.
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Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Lesotho, Nepal, Nicaragua and 
Tanzania-Zanzibar. 

GPE Technical and Partnership Support 
for Sector Planning

The Global Partnership for Education supports 
strengthened national planning processes through its 
investments in global and regional public goods and 
through the work of its Secretariat (Box 5.3). 

At the Secretariat level, the partnership provides 
feedback on draft sector plans, training and quality 
benchmarks for the independent appraisal of sector 
plans, to help ensure that ESPs are based on evidence 
and data, are costed, identify risks and capacity needs 
and are gender-responsive. The Secretariat also works 
with governments and LEGs to promote policy pro-
cesses around ESPs that are participatory, transparent 
and evidence-based. 

Box 5.2. Strengthening the System: Making a Difference for All of Ghana’s Schoolchildren

The Global Partnership for Education supports strengthening the fundamental elements that ensure the strong 
and resilient functioning of a country’s education system. With a strong focus on getting more children in 
school over the past two decades, Ghana has seen dramatic increases in school enrollment and in the quality 
of basic education. Much of that is due to its patient and persistent investment in strengthening its education 
system. Ghana has received three partnership grants totaling US$95.4 million over the past decade. That sup-
port played a critical role in the creation and implementation of the 2010–2020 education plan. Ghana has 
improved the effective planning, monitoring and delivery of basic education services in 75 deprived districts 
across the country. It used its GPE support to train over 58,000 teachers and to purchase essential teaching and 
learning materials for some of Ghana’s most disadvantaged schools. It has also improved school supervision 
and accountability systems that have resulted in better student and teacher attendance, higher enrollment rates 
and higher transition rates from primary to lower secondary school. The overall impact of the partnership’s 
support to Ghana goes beyond funding. The partnership has played a critical role in long-term sector planning, 
education sector analysis and policy development and coordination across all partners.

Table 5.1. ESPDGs Approved in FY2016

Region

Number of 
Countries/
Federal States

Grant Amount 
(US$)

Number with 
ESA Grant 
Amount 
Allocated

Total ESA Grant 
Amount (US$)

Number with 
ESP Grant 
Amount 
Allocated

Total ESP Grant 
Amount (US$)

Sub-Saharan 
Africa

13 $4,854,608 10 $2,207,971 12 $2,646,638

East Asia  
and Pacific

2 $436,802 2 $436,802

Latin America  
and the Caribbean

1 $500,000 1 $250,000 1 $250,000

Total 16 $5,791,410 13 $2,894,773 13 $2,896,638

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: ESA = education sector analysis; ESP = education sector plan.
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Another way in which the partnership supports 
improvements in sector planning is through its 
Global and Regional Activities program and related 
knowledge and innovation activities. For example, 
GRA grants focusing on out-of-school children have 
played a role in improving the availability and use 
of data on marginalized groups in sector planning. 
Another GRA grant, implemented through a col-
laboration among UIS, IIEP-UNESCO and IIEP Pôle de 
Dakar, has focused on piloting national education 
accounts, to strengthen national reporting on educa-
tion financing and expenditures in eight countries 
(Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Nepal, Senegal, Uganda, Vietnam and 
Zimbabwe).55

GRA grants have also supported improved capacity 
of teacher organizations in national sector planning 
processes (GRA 10 “Improving Teacher Support and 
Participation in Local Education Groups”), while 
GRA 12 “Disability, Health and Education in support 
of Learning for All” has helped improve joint plan-
ning between education and health ministries to 
support the integration of school-based health inter-
ventions into national sector plans.

Strengthened Education 
Sector Planning
Indicator 16a: Proportion of endorsed education sector plans 
or transitional education plans meeting quality standards

Indicator 16 has four components (a, b, c and d). 
It monitors the quality of ESPs and (for countries 
affected by crises) TEPs using two sets of quality 
standards defined by the Global Partnership for 
Education and UNESCO’s IIEP, in consultation with 
country and global education stakeholders. These 
methodologies—and the quality standards they 
employ—match the partnership’s funding model 
requirements, ensuring alignment between key GPE 
grant processes, country guidance and support and 
monitoring or quality assurance of sector plans.

Indicator 16a examines the proportion of endorsed 
sector plans meeting at least five out of seven quality 
standards (QSs) for ESPs (Box 5.4), and at least three 
out of five quality standards for TEPs (Box 5.5). Data 
for this indicator are collected every two years, to 

Box 5.3. Partnership-Supported ESP Tools and Guidelines

The Secretariat works with partners such as IIEP-UNESCO, UNICEF and the World Bank to develop guidelines, 
technical analyses and tools to support credible ESPs and TEPs, examples of which include the following: 

•	 Education Sector Analysis Methodological Guidelines (UNESCO, UNICEF, World Bank, and GPE 2014a; 
2014b)

•	 Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation (GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2015b) 

•	 Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal (GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2015a) 

•	 Guidelines for Transitional Education Plan Preparation (GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2016) 

•	 Guidance for Developing Gender-Responsive Education Sector Plans (UNGEI and GPE 2017)

55	 GPE 2015b; GPE 2017h.
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ensure a sufficient sample size for indicator value 
stability over time. The baseline was established in 
2016, with data—ESPs—from calendar years 2014 
and 2015. Milestones for 2018 anticipate that 95 per-
cent of all sector plans will meet the minimum qual-
ity standards, increasing to 100 percent by 2020. 

Baseline data from CY2014 and CY2015 show that 
58 percent of overall sector plans (comprising 16 ESPs 
and 3 TEPs) met the minimum number of quality 
standards. More specifically, 56 percent of the total 
number of ESPs met at least five out of seven quality 
standards, while 67 percent of TEPs (2 out of 3) met at 
least three out of five quality standards. 

Quality Standards in Education Sector Plans 

Figure 5.1 shows the analysis of ESP quality by qual-
ity standard (results for TEPs are provided below).56 
The findings suggest that ESPs are being designed to 
provide a long-term development orientation: Eighty-
eight percent met the quality standard for overall 
vision (QS1), while 100 percent of ESPs are based on 
education sector analyses (QS4) and meet the quality 
standard of being disparities-sensitive (QS7). These 
encouraging figures suggest that ESPs are generally 
being developed after a sector analysis is conducted, 
generating and analyzing crucial information and 
evidence on education issues and system disparities. 

Box 5.4. Quality Standards for Credible Education Sector Plans*

1.	 Guided by an overall vision: Overall direction indicating (i) government’s development policy, 
(ii) approach to reach government goal, and (iii) principles and values that will guide the approach.

2.	 Strategic: Identification of strategies for achieving the vision, including human, technical, and financial 
capacities required, and priorities.

3.	 Holistic: Coverage of all sub-sectors: early childhood education, primary, secondary and higher education, 
nonformal education and adult literacy.

4.	 Evidence-based: Inclusion of an education sector analysis providing data and assessments that form the 
information base on which strategies and programs are developed.

5.	 Achievable: Inclusion of an analysis of current trends and hypotheses for overcoming financial, technical 
and political constraints to effective implementation. It includes a framework for budget and management 
decisions.

6.	 Sensitive to the context: Inclusion of an analysis of country vulnerabilities—for example, conflicts, disas-
ters and economic crises. It addresses preparedness, prevention and risk mitigation.

7.	 Attentive to disparities: Recognition of differences and inequalities between student groups (defined by 
location, socioeconomic, ethnic characteristics, or abilities) in education access and quality.

* The full text on ESP credibility can be found in GPE and IIEP-UNESCO 2015b.

56	 The methodology for assessing performance on plan dimensions differs across ESPs and TEPs. Given that aggregating performance across 
ESPs and TEPs might falsely imply direct comparability, in this section we focus in-depth discussion exclusively on ESPs.
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However, the translation of evidence into relevant 
and sound programming is uneven, as shown by the 
low attainment levels for quality standards 2 and 5. 
QS2 assesses how strategic a sector plan is in address-
ing the issues and shortcomings identified in the 
sector analysis, which are assessed by QS4. Compared 
to other dimensions, this is an area of low perfor-
mance, with only 38 percent of ESPs meeting QS2. 
While sector analyses are generally conducted before 
developing an ESP (QS4), the basis of evidence is not 
sufficiently strong to identify the root causes of the 
issues in specific thematic areas (learning, equity and 
efficiency). This limits the development of relevant 
thematic strategies (see section on Indicators 16b, 
16c and 16d, standard QS2 on “relevance”) that are 
aligned to and help to develop strong theories of 
change within ESPs. 

Quality standard 5, indicating achievability of a given 
ESP, was only met by 25 percent of those assessed. 
This quality standard requires that sector plans be 
linked to multiyear operational or action plans build-
ing on and/or developing the human, technical and 
financial capacities of the country. To be achiev-
able, ESPs should be based on a sound and realistic 
financing framework (assisted by simulation models) 
and should include a results framework, related 

monitoring mechanisms and capacity-building strate-
gies. The fact that fewer than half of all ESPs coded 
meet criteria for strategy, and achievability, suggests 
that more work is needed to improve their overall 
quality. 

Moderate performance is seen in ESP sensitivity to 
context (QS6) and whether they are holistic (QS3). In 
total, 75 percent and 56 percent of ESPs met these 
two standards, respectively. For quality standard 3, 
“holistic” means that ESPs consider all education 
sub-sectors, from pre-primary to higher educa-
tion, including nonformal education, thus enabling 
governments and their partners to make rational, 
equity-based decisions on the allocation of resources 
across competing sub-sector priorities while ensuring 
education continuum. To strengthen “sensitivity to 
context,” the Secretariat is currently working with its 
partners (UNESCO, UNICEF and the World Bank) in 
developing a volume 3 of the Education Sector Analysis 
Methodological Guidelines, which will include a chapter 
for analyzing countries’ vulnerabilities for build-
ing resilient education systems, as well as a political 
economy analysis.

Overall, there is reason for cautious optimism in 
terms of the quality of endorsed education sector 

Figure 5.1. Proportion of Education Sector Plans Meeting Quality Standards 
in CY2014 and CY2015

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: N = 16 ESPs.
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plans. This analysis suggests that education sector 
plans in GPE developing country partners are based 
on sector analyses (QS4) and provide long-term policy 
direction (QS1) and are also sensitive to disparities. 
It is clear, however, that developing country part-
ners need to ensure their ESPs are more strategic 
and ultimately more achievable. This will require, 
among other things, stronger support for more in-
depth sector analyses that examine the causes of the 
issues; better use of the evidence body to develop 
relevant strategies anchored in robust theories of 
change; a strengthened focus on operational plan-
ning for efficient and equitable distribution of finan-
cial and human resources; and stronger ESP results 
frameworks. 

Over the next four years, and as part of its systems-
strengthening and country-facing approach, the 
partnership will continue to prioritize support for 
strategic and achievable education planning among 
developing country partners, focusing on strength-
ened capacity and improved inclusion of diverse 
stakeholders as key ways in which sector strategies 
can be made more achievable. 

Quality Standards in Transitional 
Educational Plans 

Indicator 16a also assesses whether transitional edu-
cation plans meet the required quality standards 
(Box 5.5). Three TEPs informed the baseline for these 
indicators, using data from calendar years 2014 and 
2015. Although limited because of the small sample 
size, the analysis showed the following: 

	 Indicator 16a: Two out of three TEPs met 
the required number of quality standards (at 
least three out of five). This is positive for the 
two countries concerned, given the difficult 
environment in which a TEP is developed.

	 Quality standard 1, which deals with the evidence 
behind a TEP, was met by all three TEPs. This 
demonstrates that TEPs, like ESPs, are developed 
based on a situation analysis that helps to identify 
the most pressing education issues. However, TEPs 
could be more sensitive to context and attentive to 
disparities: Only one met the expectations for QS2. 

	 Two TEPs met the quality standards for being 
“strategic” (QS3) and “operational” (QS5). These 

Box 5.5. Quality Standards for Credible Transitional Educational Plans

1.	 Evidence-based: Identification of key challenges through an evidence-based analysis of the education sys-
tem (education sector analysis, or the best available data). 

2.	 Sensitive to context and attentive to disparities: Inclusion of analysis of the country vulnerabilities—for 
example, conflicts, disasters or political or economic crises on education, as well as the potential for ten-
sions through the education system.

3.	 Strategic: Inclusion of strategies for immediate needs and building the foundation for realizing the sys-
tem’s long-term vision, including arguments for the choice of these strategies.

4.	 Targeted: Focus on critical education needs in the short and medium terms, and on system capacity devel-
opment, including the preparation of the next ESP.

5.	 Operational: Inclusion of a feasible, multiyear plan with implementation and financial hypotheses for 
meeting priorities and developing strategies to overcome financial, data, technical and political constraints.
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standards assess the quality of the strategies in 
addressing the causes of the issues identified, 
and the feasibility of the TEP, respectively. TEPs 
perform better than ESPs in QS5. The sample is 
too small for devising general conclusions, but the 
assumption is that by nature TEPs are generally 
developed as operational tools.

	 An area of concern is that no TEP met the 
standard for being “targeted” (QS4), reflecting 
the need for a greater focus on critical education 
priorities for the short term together with a better 
articulation with medium-term objectives and 
greater emphasis on capacity building. 

Indicators 16b, 16c, and 16d: Proportion of ESPs and 
TEPs with strategies for teaching and learning, marginalized 
populations and efficiency that meet quality standards 

Indicator 16 has three sub-components that moni-
tor whether sector plans meet at least four out of five 
quality standards (Box 5.6) in three thematic areas: 
Indicator 16b: proportion of sector plans that have 
a teaching and learning strategy meeting quality 
standards; Indicator 16c: proportion of sector plans 
with a strategy to respond to marginalized groups 
that meets quality standards; and Indicator 16d: 
proportion of sector plans with a strategy to improve 

efficiency that meets quality standards. The baselines 
for Indicators 16b, 16c and 16d use data from 16 ESPs 
and three TEPs endorsed in calendar years 2014 and 
2015. GPE 2020 expects 95 percent of ESPs to meet 
these quality standards by 2018, and 100 percent by 
2020. 

Baseline data for the quality of ESP strategies in 
these three areas shows that more than half of the 
strategies included in overall sector plans (ESPs or 
TEPs) met at least four of the five possible standards: 
58 percent of them in the case of the teaching and 
learning strategy (Indicator 16b); 68 percent for the 
response to marginalized groups (Indicator 16c), and 
53 percent for the efficiency strategy (Indicator 16d). 
Figure 5.2 provides a detailed analysis of quality stan-
dards for each of the three thematic strategies encom-
passed in Indicators 16b, 16c and 16d. 

As can be seen, only half of the ESPs have thematic 
strategies that are sufficiently based on evidence 
(QS1). The analysis for Indicators 16b, 16c and 16d 
looks beyond the existence of an ESA (standard 4 in 
16a) and examines whether the underlying causes of 
some key challenges have been correctly identified. 
Underlying causes were identified in 56 percent of 
ESPs for the ‘teaching and learning’ and the ‘effi-
ciency’ thematic strategies, while challenges were 

Box 5.6. Quality Standards for Strategies in Teaching and Learning, Response to Marginalized Groups, 
and Efficiency

1.	 Evidence-based:* Including the identification of the underlying causes of the challenges

2.	 Relevant: Addressing the underlying causes of the challenges

3.	 Coherent: Aligning the action plan to the strategies

4.	 Measurable: Including indicators with targets

5.	 Implementable: Identifying cost, funding source, responsible entity and timeframes for operationalization

* Whereas the standard title is identical to standard 4 in Indicator 16a, the information captured is of a different nature. The 16a standard 
only looks at education sector analysis—Was there an ESA produced? The 16b, 16c, and 16d standards look beyond the ESA and examine 
whether the underlying causes of the issues have been correctly identified.
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identified at a higher 75 percent for the ‘marginal-
ized groups’ thematic strategies. 

It is nonetheless encouraging to see that two-thirds of 
ESPs have thematic strategies that are relevant (QS2), 
indicating that, when the underlying causes are 
identified (QS1), they are indeed addressed in the pro-
posed strategies (QS2) (63 percent in the case of teach-
ing and learning strategies, 75 percent for equity and 
69 percent for efficiency). A significant proportion 

Figure 5.2. Proportion of ESPs Meeting Quality Standards for Thematic Strategies 
in CY2015 and CY2016
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of ESPs also have coherent thematic strategies (QS3), 
which means that the programs and activities pro-
posed do align with the strategies proposed (88 per-
cent for teaching and learning, 86 percent for equity 
and 69 percent for efficiency). Finally, all ESPs have 
thematic strategies that are implementable (QS5), 
which means that strategies are costed and have 
funding sources, time frames and entities responsible 
for their implementation. 
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Findings for Indicator 16b reveal a significant need 
for education sector plans to improve their strategies 
to support teaching and learning and to ensure that 
these strategies are efficient. In particular, measur-
ability (QS4) and the evidence (QS1) for ESPs in the 
areas of teaching and learning are weak. These find-
ings emphasize the need for strengthened data sys-
tems to improve planning. The Global Partnership for 
Education and its partners will need to support more 
robust analysis and production of better evidence for 
each of these thematic indicators. Only half of the 
ESPs in the baseline sample have measurable strate-
gies for improving efficiency.

Regarding the three TEPs analyzed, all met quality 
standards in their teaching and learning strategy 
(Indicator 16b), response to marginalized population 
(Indicator 16c) and efficiency strategy (Indicator 16d). 

Indicator 17: Proportion of developing country partners or 
states with a data strategy that meets quality standards

The availability and use of good-quality evidence lies 
at the heart of the Global Partnership for Education’s 
theory of change and is required for the successful 
realization of strategic objectives 1 and 2. Evidence-
based decision making is central to the partnership’s 

systems-strengthening approach and necessary for 
effective planning, budgeting, policy implementa-
tion, monitoring and evaluation, and informing the 
policy dialogue across these phases. The partnership 
is thus committed to supporting the availability and 
effective use of sound, relevant, reliable, valid and 
timely data. To this end, the partnership has intro-
duced stronger data requirements for all grant recipi-
ents (Box 5.7). 

Indicator 17 complements Indicator 14 (see Chap-
ter 4), by measuring the proportion of countries with 
gaps in their education data that have an effective 
strategy for addressing data shortcomings at the time 
of their successful application for an education sec-
tor plan implementation grant. It builds on the 2014 
decision of the Board of Directors to require reli-
able data production as one of three requirements 
for accessing GPE funding.57 Milestones and targets 
for Indicator 17 are set at 100 percent because all 
successful applicants to ESPIG funding that do not 
report on key education and financial indicators are 
required to have a sound data strategy. 

Two instruments are used to assess this indicator dur-
ing the grant application process, with the expecta-
tion that their use will support stronger performance: 

57	 The other requirements are a credible, endorsed education sector plan or transitional education plan (TEP); and evidence of commitment to 
finance the endorsed ESP or TEP (GPE 2014b).

Box 5.7. The Partnership’s Data Requirements

As of 2014 all GPE implementation grant recipients must have “critical data and evidence for planning, budget-
ing, managing, monitoring and accountability, or alternatively, a strategy to develop capacity to produce and 
effectively use critical data.” 

This data requirement has four sub-requirements: (1) generating an education sector analysis; (2) having basic 
financial and education data to monitor the sector; (3) having a system to monitor learning outcomes; and 
(4) reporting critical data to UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) for global monitoring of education progress. 

Countries that do not have basic data are required to develop “a time-bound plan to develop or strengthen the 
national education management information system (EMIS) to produce reliable education and financial data 
and reporting systems for improved education planning and management.” 

Source: GPE 2014b.
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(1) the funding model requirements matrix, jointly 
completed by a country lead and the local education 
group, which looks at the availability of data at the 
country level against a first screen made through Indi-
cator 14 (reporting to UIS on 10 of 12 indicators); and 
(2) education management information system (EMIS)/
data strategy quality standards that are derived in part 
from the World Bank’s SABER tool for benchmarking 
education management information systems. 

In 2016, Indicator 17 criteria were met by all coun-
tries applying for implementation grants, leading 
to successful achievement of the 100 percent mile-
stone. Initially, six countries (four eastern Caribbean 
islands, Chad, Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

Ethiopia, Malawi, and Zimbabwe) ready to apply for 
implementation grants were screened and identified 
as having data gaps in reporting of education data to 
UIS: Five were found to have produced these data for 
use at the country level; in one country, an FCAC, the 
EMIS did not support the collection and processing of 
key education data at the national level. 

However, this FCAC had a strategy to improve their 
EMIS capacity, developed in December 2014, which 
met GPE quality standards. Therefore, the milestone 
was met. One of the objectives of this strategy is to 
address issues related to delays in data collection and 
publication by implementing an online data entry 
system.
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Overview
The Global Partnership for Education supports 
strengthened engagement of all stakeholders in plan-
ning and monitoring the national priorities set out 
in education sector plans. The results report gives 
early findings on the quality of two specific mecha-
nisms for education sector engagement and mutual 
accountability: joint sector reviews (JSRs) and local 
education groups (LEGs).

Inclusive and Data-Driven Sector Policy 
Dialogue and Sector Monitoring

The partnership supports developing country part-
ners to use joint sector reviews as a mechanism for 
reviewing the progress of a country’s education sec-
tor plan implementation, identifying challenges and 
areas for course correction. 

Chapter 6.  
Country Level—Objective 2: 
Support Mutual Accountability 
through Inclusive Policy 
Dialogue and Monitoring

Indicator 18 (JSRs meeting quality standards): Ten 
out of 22 joint sector reviews conducted in CY2016 
with available data (45 percent) met three out of five 
quality standards. This figure is up from a baseline 
of 10 out of 35 (29 percent). The 2016 milestone for 
JSRs in countries affected by fragility and conflict 
was not met, but there was still improvement: four 
out of 11 JSRs with available data (36 percent) met a 
threshold of quality standards, up from five out of 20 
(25 percent) at baseline.58 

These findings suggest that the partnership’s contin-
ued effort to support the quality and inclusiveness 
of JSRs is having some effect, while greater focus on 
contexts affected by fragility and conflict is needed. 
At the same time, a close review of the data suggests 
areas for improvement, including the uneven partici-
pation by civil society, teacher organizations and the 
Ministry of Finance in JSR processes, as well as the 

Indicators

	 18.	 Proportion of joint sector reviews (JSRs) meeting quality standards 

	 19.	 Proportion of LEGs with (a) civil society and (b) teacher representation

58	 Overall, 30 JSRs were held in 2016. Of the JSRs held, 22 (11 in FCAC) had sufficient data and documents available to carry out a JSR assessment 
as of the date this report was finalized.
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absence of key financial information in the annual 
implementation report prepared by the government.

Leveraging Social Accountability to Enhance 
the Delivery of Results

The Global Partnership for Education supports the 
engagement of civil society and teacher organizations 
in education sector planning and monitoring, recog-
nizing their important role in bringing the views and 
experiences of national stakeholders to the policy 
table, and in strengthening lines of accountability 
between stakeholders. 

Indicator 19 (civil society/teacher organizations rep-
resentation on LEG): Baseline data from countries 
with available data in FY2016 suggest that local edu-
cation groups in 44 percent of developing country 
partners (27 out of 6159) had participation from both 
civil society and teacher organizations. Participation 
of teacher organizations was particularly low. Both 
the partnership’s continued support of civil society 
engagement through its Civil Society Education Fund 
and its forthcoming research on best practices in 
local education groups are each aimed at catalyzing 
improvement in participation and inclusion in LEGs. 

The partnership’s efforts to strengthen the participa-
tion of teacher organizations and civil society include 
Secretariat-provided advice and research as well as 
two grant programs. 

	 The Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF), 
managed by the Global Campaign for Education, 
provides small grants to civil society coalitions in 
63 countries to support their capacity for policy 
engagement and advocacy. In 2016 the CSEF 
received its second grant, valued at US$29 million 
(see Appendix D for further financial details). 

	 The partnership has also funded Education 
International and UNESCO to improve teacher 

organization capacity to engage in national policy 
processes, through Global and Regional Activities 
Grant No. 10 “Improving Teacher Support and 
Participation in Local Education Groups.” This 
grant will complete its activities in 2017.

Introduction
Per GPE 2020, the combination of stakeholders inclu-
sion in education sector planning and implementa-
tion at the country level—especially civil society and 
teacher organizations within local education groups 
(LEGs)—as well as evidence-based policy dialogue and 
monitoring through joint sector reviews, helps sup-
port mutual accountability in the development and 
implementation of sector plans that focus on equity 
and learning. 

Joint sector reviews are government-led annual 
events that bring stakeholders together to monitor 
education sector plan implementation and propose 
course correction. Local education groups are multi-
stakeholder bodies convened by governments to 
support financial and technical support for ESPs and 
ensure inclusive participation in planning and moni-
toring processes. The partnership’s continued support 
of civil society engagement through its Civil Society 
Education Fund and forthcoming GPE research on 
best practices in local education groups are each 
aimed at catalyzing improvement in participation 
and inclusion in LEGs. 

The following sections describe how much progress 
has been made toward the second country-level stra-
tegic objective of GPE 2020, on the support of mutual 
accountability through effective and inclusive edu-
cation sector dialogue and monitoring. Actual data 
from one of the two indicators which are used to 
monitor this objective are presented below, and the 
baseline is presented for the other indicator.

59	 Of the 61 developing country partners, six lacked sufficient data to conclusively assess representation of civil society and teachers’ unions in 
their LEGs.
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Inclusive and Data-Driven 
Sector Policy Dialogue 
and Sector Monitoring
Indicator 18: Proportion of joint sector reviews meeting 
quality standards

Indicator 18 tracks the proportion of joint sector 
reviews, at the national or state level, with an active 
program implementation grant that meets at least 
three out of five quality standards (Box 6.2). The 
Global Partnership for Education encourages all 
countries to conduct annual JSRs—and requires them 
in countries receiving implementation grants.60 

The Secretariat provides technical and advisory sup-
port to governments and local education groups to 
support effective joint sector reviews when requested. 
Presently, the partnership is conducting research 
investigating effective JSRs,61 and it is developing a 
guide on how to organize and implement effective 
JSR processes. 

The partnership also continues to support civil soci-
ety and teacher organizations to engage effectively in 
both JSRs and local education groups—both through 

direct support from the Secretariat, and through its 
Global and Regional Activities program and the Civil 
Society Education Fund (Box 6.4).

The quality standards used for Indicator 18 build on 
previous work undertaken by the partnership, includ-
ing findings from the Sector Monitoring Initiative,62 
a review of the literature, and ongoing research on 
JSRs. Data for Indicator 18 are drawn from JSRs in 
those countries with active implementation grants, 
and based on verifiable written evidence, obtained 
by the Secretariat from countries or local education 
groups, such as the annual implementation report, 
JSR aide-mémoires, agendas, terms of reference, lists 
of participants and so on. It is important to note that 
since the JSR indicator is constructed via a desk-based 
review, in some cases limitations in country docu-
ments do not allow for assessment of all items neces-
sary for a country to attain a given standard. In these 
cases, results are reported as inconclusive.

JSRs in All GPE Developing Country Partners 

As illustrated in Figure 6.1, Indicator 18 milestones 
for joint sector reviews in 2016 were met in 10 out 
of 22 JSRs (45 percent) with information available at 
the time of this report, meeting at least three quality 

Box 6.1. What Are JSRs and LEGs?

A joint sector review is a regular multistakeholder process led by government and focused on monitoring the 
implementation of a national education sector plan, including key results, budget execution and prioritization 
of needed course corrections. The Global Partnership for Education requires all developing country partners 
with a GPE implementation grant to hold annual JSR meetings.

A local education group (or its equivalent) is a multistakeholder body convened by the government to support 
sector planning, policy development and monitoring of educational progress. LEGs support the alignment and 
harmonization of technical and financial support for education sector policies. They typically include govern-
ment representatives, development agencies, civil society organizations including parents associations, private 
education providers and teacher organizations.

60	 GPE 2014b, 6.
61	 Martínez, Irving, and Salgado 2017.
62	 The Sector Monitoring Initiative produced an unpublished literature review and six workshops (five regional and one global) organized in 2013 

and 2014 to exchange good practice in effective education sector monitoring at the country level.
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indicators (see the following section for details in 
FCAC). This is an improvement from CY2015, which 
found that 10 out of 35 JSRs met at least three qual-
ity standards. By 2020 the results framework targets 
that 100 percent of JSRs will meet quality standards. 
It should be noted that the number of JSRs conducted 
in both years was roughly similar (35 in 2015 and 
30 in 2016). However, 8 JSRs conducted in 2016 did 
not have complete data for coding at the time of the 
writing of this report; therefore, reporting on Indica-
tor 18 will be updated in June 2017 to ref lect the full 
30 JSRs.63

Figure 6.1 also presents data on the achievement 
against individual quality standards, describing the 
proportion of JSRs meeting each QS relative to the 
total number of conclusive cases (the denominator), 

which changes across standards. As can be seen, 
results are strongest for QS3, with 12 out of 22 JSRs 
in 2016 with conclusive data meeting this standard 
(55 percent). This standard assesses how well aligned 
JSRs are to sector plans and/or annual action or oper-
ational plans, and demonstrates that JSRs include a 
review of internally and externally funded activities 
included in the education sector plan. In these cases 
JSRs are based on the ESP or its operational subsets.

Performance is also reasonable on QS1, which mea-
sures the degree to which a JSR is participatory and 
inclusive. Forty-four percent of JSRs met this standard 
in 2016, with gaps noted in the attendance by parents 
associations and teachers unions in particular, and to 
a lesser extent, the ministries of finance. These stake-
holders are key actors in the education sector, and 

Box 6.2. Joint Sector Review Quality Standards

1.	 Participatory and inclusive: The JSR includes effective and transparent participation from all education 
sector stakeholders. This dimension represents key but distinct elements of representation, with inclusion 
ref lecting who is at the table, while participation ref lects the engagement and contribution of stakeholders 
to the proceedings.

2.	 Evidence-based: The JSR is informed by evidence, seen as a measure of technical credibility in monitor-
ing, meaning that information should be clearly defined, quality assured, unbiased and transparent. This 
includes education and financial data from the year under review. 

3.	 Aligned to shared policy frameworks: A JSR is aligned to a policy framework, shared with stakeholders, 
against which results are monitored and remedial actions are agreed. 

4.	 A monitoring tool: The JSR monitors sector performance and key indicators to help better identify imple-
mentation issues with respect to the ESP/TEP and overall sector progress. Monitoring should be viewed as 
more than education stocktaking or accounting for outputs: It should also encompass a learning function, 
where shortcomings in implementation are discussed for the lessons they offer about how to improve 
implementation moving forward.

5.	 Instrument for change effectively embedded into a policy cycle: Recommendations from the JSR effec-
tively feed the next policy cycle, ensuring a JSR is used as an instrument of change, inf luencing future 
policy planning, programming, and budget preparation and execution. This stresses the importance of the 
process of formulating and following up on robust and actionable JSR recommendations, so JSRs can effec-
tively feed the policy cycle.

63	 Full documentation related to joint sector reviews only becomes available several months after their implementation. Thirty JSRs were con-
ducted in 2016. The remaining 8 JSRs will be assessed once their information becomes available and, in any case, by June 2017.
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Figure 6.1. Proportion of JSRs with Available Data Meeting Quality Standards, 
CY2015 and CY2016
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Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: Data for this indicator considers total joint sector reviews (JSRs) with available data in CY2015: N = 35, and in CY2016: N = 22. A
significant number of JSRs lacked sufficient data on the items reviewed for each quality standard (QS) in the JSR assessment questionnaire. If
the JSR did not meet the standard for one or more of the items under a particular QS, it was classified as not having met the standard overall,
even though other “good items” may be inconclusive.

JSRs
with Data

JSRs
without Data

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: Data for this indicator considers total joint sector reviews (JSRs) with available data in CY2015: 
N = 35, and in CY2016: N = 22. A significant number of JSRs lacked sufficient data on the items 
reviewed for each quality standard (QS) in the JSR assessment questionnaire. If the JSR did not meet 
the standard for one or more of the items under a particular QS, it was classified as not having met 
the standard overall, even though other “good items” may be inconclusive.

ensuring their active participation is essential for JSRs 
to serve as a platform for an open and effective policy 
dialogue. In particular, better channels of communi-
cation across education and finance ministries would 
support improved outcomes for education financing 
(including increased domestic resource mobilization).

Quality standard 4, which monitors whether the 
JSR serves as a monitoring tool for the most recent 
year of sector plan implementation, was met by 10 
out of 22 JSRs in 2016 with available information 
(45 percent). Moving forward, the Global Partner-
ship for Education recognizes that strengthening the 
use of JSRs as monitoring tools should be a priority 
across the partnership. To this end, a key interven-
tion is providing more support to country education 

stakeholders to track education expenses at program 
and budget levels, education sector data at output 
and outcome levels, and information on sector imple-
mentation problems and achievements.

Quality standard 5, the closely linked standard exam-
ining the ways that JSRs are integrated into planning 
for the next policy cycle, was met by 7 out of 19 JSRs 
with conclusive data for this standard in 2016 (37 per-
cent). Though improving from 29 percent in 2015, 
this finding indicates that JSR recommendations are 
not effectively mapped onto annual planning pro-
cesses, impeding their use as a tool in an iterative 
policy cycle. It also highlights significant problems 
in the formulation of JSR recommendations. Recom-
mendations do not appear to be used to prioritize 
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problems and generate solutions, and they are not 
providing a concrete record of intended actions 
against which to hold implementing stakeholders 
accountable in the following JSR. Instead, recommen-
dations are often a lengthy list of actions that are not 
monitorable, lack feasibility and are not presented 
as the responsibility of specific parties. The failure to 
identify responsible parties to lead concrete follow-up 
actions means that recommendations remain rhetori-
cal and risk being repeated in subsequent years.

The weakest results were observed for QS2, the extent 
to which JSRs are based on evidence, which was met 
by only 7 out of 22 JSRs with available information 
in 2016 (32 percent). This is of concern, given that 
supporting the acquisition and use of good quality 
evidence is an overarching aim of the partnership’s 
strategic plan. Assessed JSRs showed a lack of analysis 
of key information for adequate sector monitoring, 
including trends on sector progress, results achieved 
at the program or activity level, and education expen-
ditures coming from domestic and external sources. 
From this list, an important barrier is that expen-
ditures at the program or activity level are often 
reported when coming from domestic sources but not 
from external sources. Improvement on this standard 
will require the reporting of timely available data for 
the year under review as well as the strengthening of 
technical and reporting capacities. 

As Figure 6.1 suggests, results per individual standard 
in CY2016 are broadly similar to those for CY2015 
for three quality standards, with progress for JSRs 
with available data in two quality standards. QS4 
(monitoring tool) increased from 35 percent to 45 per-
cent of JSRs, and QS5 (instrument for change) from 

29 percent to 37 percent. A final notable observation 
is that the number of “inconclusive” cases decreased 
in this round of data collection; however, this may 
change once the full sample has been coded. 

JSRs in Countries Affected by Fragility 
and Conflict 

Among the 20 JSRs in countries affected by fragility 
and conflict in the 2015 baseline for Indicator 18, 
five JSRs (25 percent) met at least three out of five 
quality standards. In CY2016 this improved to four 
out of 11 JSRs (36 percent), slightly below the GPE 
2016 milestone, which was set at 38 percent. 

Because of the low numbers of JSRs (11 in total) in 
FCAC in 2016, the partnership focused the analysis 
of the individual quality standards for FCAC versus 
non-FCAC on data from the 2015 baseline year (Fig-
ure 6.2). This revealed the following:

Unsurprisingly, performance was markedly differ-
ent for FCAC and non-FCAC on QS2 (evidence-based) 
where FCAC perform worse (only 16 percent of FCAC 
with conclusive data in the sample meet the standard 
versus 46 percent in non-FCAC). In the rest of the 
standards, fewer JSRs in FCAC clearly met the specific 
standards, which broadly aligns with expectations 
that in fragile and conflict-affected contexts, resource 
scarcity (both human and financial), capacities and, 
arguably, lower levels of priority accorded to the 
education sector make conducting effective JSRs a 
more challenging undertaking. The bottleneck in QS2 
appears to be the lack of reporting on expenditures 
by sector programs, funded from domestic and exter-
nal sources. 
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Figure 6.2. JSR Quality Standards Met by FCAC in CY2015 
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Leveraging Social Accountability 
to Enhance the Delivery 
of Results
Indicator 19: Proportion of LEGs with civil society and 
teacher representation

The Global Partnership for Education has increased 
efforts to facilitate a policy environment that pro-
motes the representation of diverse actors, especially 
civil society and teacher organizations, along with 
governments and donors, in both local education 
groups and joint sector reviews. Diversifying the 
stakeholder groups represented in these structures, 
and ensuring that they radiate out to capture the 
views of other national stakeholders, can lead to a 
strengthened and holistic assessment of sector issues, 
productive discussion of how these issues might be 
best addressed, and stronger lines of accountability 

between stakeholders (see the example of NCE-Nepal 
in Box 6.3). 

The partnership provides its support to local educa-
tion groups and their governmental leaders in several 
ways. First, the many GPE partners at the country 
level provide substantial support to sector planning, 
monitoring and implementation. In addition, the 
Secretariat engages with local education groups to 
promote harmonization and alignment on the educa-
tion plan and greater inclusivity. 

The partnership has also funded innovative 
approaches to engaging civil society and teacher par-
ticipation in local education groups through the Civil 
Society Education Fund (Box 6.4) and through GRA 10 
“Improving Teacher Support and Participation in 
Local Education Groups,” a program that seeks to 
improve teacher organization capacity to engage 
in national policy dialogue, and is implemented by 
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Education International and UNESCO.64 The partner-
ship is presently developing good-practice tools and 
guidance to support improved sector dialogue effec-
tiveness among local education groups.

Indicator 19 of the results framework allows us to 
assess the inclusivity of the policy process by tracking 

the proportion of countries with representation of 
both civil society organizations65 and teacher orga-
nizations in their local education groups in a given 
fiscal year. The 2020 target for Indicator 19 is to have 
59 percent of all LEGs (and 70 percent of those in 
FCAC) with representation from both civil society and 
teacher organizations. 

Box 6.3. The National Campaign for Education—Nepal

Amidst the political uncertainty in Nepal, NCE-Nepal was formed in 2003 as a civil society watchdog to hold 
the government accountable to the right to education. Working closely with its 286 members and 19 district 
coalitions (chapters), it conducts grassroots, district and national level consultations to inform education policy 
development such as the recent School Sector Development Plan. It lobbied the Parliament and different politi-
cal parties to ensure that the right to education is enshrined in the new Constitution of Nepal. It builds the 
capacities of civil society organizations to enable it to engage the government meaningfully on such issues such 
as privatization of education, education accountability post-disaster and equity and inclusion in education. 
NCE-Nepal participates regularly in the education sector reviews and planning and its researches and other con-
tributions have been duly recognized by the government in its official documents.

Box 6.4. Civil Society Education Fund 

The Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) is a global program funded by the Global Partnership for Education to 
support national civil society coalitions and their engagement in education sector policy, planning, budgeting 
and monitoring, to improve progress toward education goals. Civil society plays a crucial role in the partner-
ship’s theory of change, holding governments and donors accountable for their commitments, and ensuring 
relevance and equity within education sector plans, programs and budgets. 

The CSEF allocates grants to national civil society coalitions to support their advocacy activities; build their 
capacity to strengthen planning, implementation and impact; and promote cross-country learning and net-
working. The coalitions supported by the CSEF represent a wide variety of members, including teachers unions, 
grassroots organizations, women’s groups, parents associations and youth groups. 

The CSEF is managed by the Global Campaign for Education, in collaboration with regional partners. Its goals 
are (1) supporting effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector policy dialogue; 
(2) supporting active public outreach and citizen engagement in the generation and use of research and evi-
dence on quality, equity, financing and education system reform; and (3) ensuring participation of civil society 
in global and regional processes. 

The program is funded by a US$29 million fund for 2016–2018, supporting 62 national coalitions or networks. 
For the period 2013–2014 the CSEF received US$14.5 million, supervised by UNESCO. 

64	 GPE 2014c.
65	 In some GPE developing country partners CSOs constitute international nonprofits that play the role of donors rather than local stakeholders.
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The baseline analysis was established from data for 
FY2016, including 61 LEGs, across 60 country part-
ners.66 As shown in Table 6.1, it indicates that among 
overall LEGs, 44 percent had both CSO and teacher 
organizations representation. In the case of LEGs in 
FCAC, 55 percent of LEGs had both CSO and teachers 
union representation. These results are encouraging, 
as they show the partnership is close to reaching its 
FY2017 milestone of 48 percent across overall LEGs 
and 59 percent in FCAC.

Nonetheless, a large number of LEGs lack represen-
tation from teacher organizations, and to a lesser 

Table 6.1. Representation of Civil Society and Teacher Organizations in LEGs, FY2016

Representation Type All LEGs (N = 55) Only LEGs in FCAC (N = 28)

Representation from both CSOs and teacher organizations 44% 55%

Representation from CSOs 77% 77%

Representation from teacher organizations 48% 58%

No representation from either CSOs or teacher organizations 39% 32%

Not applicable to countries /inconclusive data 17% 13%

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: There was no LEG in four developing country partners overall (one FCAC).

66	 Please note that the LEG rather than the country partner is used as the unit of measurement.

extent from CSOs. This is detrimental to the quality 
of policy dialogue in these countries or states. Partici-
pation of CSOs and teacher organizations in sector 
processes (through both LEGs and JSRs) is of particu-
lar importance because it helps ensure that policy 
dialogue is grounded in the local education context, 
as these organizations are closest to school-level reali-
ties and program beneficiaries. Teacher organizations 
in particular can become strong allies for quality 
through their inf luence on the professional practices 
and behaviors of teachers.
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Overview
GPE 2020 commits the partnership to providing 
effective financing to support governments in the 
implementation of their national education sector 
plans. The report highlights trends in the volume, 
geographic and thematic allocations of the partner-
ship’s major grant investments, demonstrating a 
strong alignment between grant allocations and 
GPE 2020 goals. It also reports on six indicators used 
to track the partnership’s support for sector plan 
implementation. 

Findings on objective 3 indicators highlight the sig-
nificant support provided by GPE grants for learning 

Chapter 7.  
Country Level—Objective 3:  
Effective and Efficient 
Financing at the Country Level

assessment and data systems, and the successful roll-
out of the new results-based financing tranche in the 
partnership’s implementation grants in five develop-
ing country partners.

Challenges were identified in two areas: the timely 
delivery of planned grant components (in particular 
classroom construction) and the rising proportion 
of grants that face delays in their implementa-
tion. Many of these problems occur in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. The partnership has 
improved its approach to quality assurance and grant 
oversight to address these challenges, which suggest 
a need for more realistic grant design and stronger 
follow-up during implementation.

Indicators

	 20.	 Proportion of grants supporting EMIS/learning assessment systems  

	 21.	 Proportion of textbooks purchased and distributed through GPE grants, out of the total planned 
by GPE grants 

	 22.	 Proportion of teachers trained through GPE grants, out of the total planned by GPE grants

	 23.	 Proportion of classrooms built or rehabilitated through GPE grants, out of the total planned by 
GPE grants

	 24.	 Proportion of GPE program grant applications approved from 2015 onward: (a) identifying targets 
in Funding Model performance indicators on equity, efficiency and learning; (b) achieving targets 
in Funding Model performance indicators on equity, efficiency and learning

	 25.	 Proportion of GPE program grants assessed as on track with implementation
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More broadly, the following trends in the volume, 
geographic and thematic allocations of the Global 
Partnership for Education’s major grant investments 
are presented in the report: 

	 GPE grants are focused on countries with high 
levels of need. As of June 30, 2016, 54 education 
sector program implementation grants (ESPIGs) 
were active in 49 countries with a total value 
of US$2.23 billion. Twenty-nine (56 percent) of 
the 52 developing country partners receiving 
implementation grants in FY2016 were classified 
as low-income countries and 23 (44 percent) as 
lower-middle-income countries. A majority of GPE 
grantees were countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

	 The partnership targeted 60 percent 
(US$294.5 million) of all its disbursements 
during 2016 to countries affected by fragility 
and conflict. Burundi, Chad and Yemen each 
used the partnership’s mechanisms for rapid and 
responsive funding in emergencies to receive 
finance for emergency needs.

	 Thematically, GPE grants continue to focus 
investments on improving teaching and 
learning systems; enhancing equity and gender 
equality and inclusion; and improving the 
management capacity of systems at the national 
and subnational levels, as 36 of 54 active grants 
at the end of 2016 supported the development 
of learning assessment systems, while 29 grants 
supported education management information 
systems and 28 grants included targeted initiatives 
for gender equality. Finally, 18 grants targeted the 
needs of children with disabilities.

An Overview of the Country-Level 
Implementation Grants

The partnership’s main financing mechanism is the 
education sector program implementation grant 
(ESPIG).67 Beginning with grants approved in FY2015, 
the partnership adopted an allocation framework 
that focuses on countries with high levels of edu-
cational need at the primary school level as well as 
low GDP; the framework is weighted for countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. The partnership 
revised its eligibility and allocation framework in 
early 2017, adopting a simplified formula to allocate 
resources based on economic status and educational 
vulnerability, which includes the size of the popula-
tion at risk of not completing primary and lower sec-
ondary education.68

Implementation grants are structured to strengthen 
national focus on educational results. Under the GPE 
funding model introduced in 2015,69 countries that 
apply for an implementation grant must have an 
education sector plan that meets quality standards. 
They must also demonstrate that they are budgeting, 
or moving toward budgeting, at least 20 percent of 
their public expenditure on education. Furthermore, 
countries must demonstrate that they have a recent 
sector analysis, and adequate education sector data 
or an adequate strategy to improve their data and 
reporting. 

Thirty percent of implementation grant allocations 
are based on achievement of nationally selected tar-
gets in the areas of learning, equity and efficiency. 
This “payment by results” tranche in the implemen-
tation grants aims to support transformative national 
priorities identified during the sector planning pro-
cess; it is reviewed under Indicator 24.

67	 In addition, the partnership funds selected grant agents to develop the ESPIG through a program development grant of up to US$200,000, and in 
certain complex circumstances, up to US$400,000.

68	 In the new framework, 67 developing countries, including 30 low-income countries, 19 vulnerable lower-middle-income countries (LMICs) 
and 18 small island and landlocked developing states are eligible for implementation grants. Vulnerable LMICs include countries with less 
than US$2,000 gross national income (GNI) per capita and a lower secondary completion rate (LSCR) below 90 percent or FCAC with less than 
US$3,000 GNI per capita and an LSCR below 90 percent.

69	 GPE 2015c.
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Size and Geographic Distribution of ESPIGs

ESPIGs accounted for 98 percent of all of the part-
nership’s grant-related disbursements in FY2016. 
At the end of FY2016, 54 implementation grants 
were active in 49 developing country partners, with 
an overall value of US$2.23 billion. Twenty-nine 
(56 percent) of the 52 developing country partners 
receiving implementation grants in FY2016 were clas-
sified as low-income countries and 23 (44 percent) as 
lower-middle-income countries. Sub-Saharan Africa 
received the majority of implementation grants 
(72 percent), reaching 34 countries in that region. For 
more details on 2016 and cumulative ESPIG disburse-
ments by country, please refer to Appendix D. 

The Global Partnership for Education provided 127 
implementation grants between 2003 and 2016, with 
a total allocation of nearly US$4.6 billion. The annual 
and aggregate values of implementation grants have 
grown since 2003, reaching an average annual dis-
bursement of US$476 million in CY2014, CY2015 
and CY2016. 

A Focus on Countries Affected by Fragility 
and Conflict 

The Global Partnership for Education has contin-
ued its focus on countries affected by fragility and 
conflict, and increasingly concentrates its ESPIG 
financing in such contexts. In 2016, 31 grants active 
in FCAC disbursed US$294.5 million in support—
representing a total of 60 percent of all disburse-
ments for the year. The disbursements to FCAC 
progressively grew from 44 percent of all grants in 
2012 to 60 percent in 2016.

The partnership has two mechanisms to support 
f lexible and rapid provision of resources when crisis 
strikes. In 2016, Chad used the partnership’s acceler-
ated financing mechanism, which allows countries to 
draw down on up to 20 percent of their GPE alloca-
tion to meet immediate needs. Burundi and Yemen 
used the partnership’s Operational Framework for 
Effective Support in Fragile and Conflict-affected 
States to rapidly reprogram their grants to meet 
urgent service delivery needs due to crisis.

ESPIG Investments by Education Level 

Partnership funding is primarily focused on improve-
ments in pre-primary, primary and lower secondary 
education, but it also supports other education levels 
as part of its holistic approach to sector financing. 
Of 54 implementation grants active at the end of 
FY2016, a majority had a strong focus on primary 
education (52 grants), followed by secondary edu-
cation (30 grants) and early childhood care and 
education (26 grants). Four ESPIGs supported adult 
education and training, while 12 included compo-
nents at the postsecondary level. 

ESPIG Investments by Theme

Teaching and Learning

All 54 implementation grants active at the end of 
FY2016 included significant investments in teaching 
and learning. Teacher training was the most common 
investment, present in 50 grants, closely followed by 
the supply of learning materials (46 grants) and the 
establishment of learning assessment and reporting 
systems (36 grants). Twenty-eight ESPIGs included 
components to support teacher recruitment, salaries 
and management—including through the provision 
of salaries and stipends for teachers in remote areas 
or in contexts affected by crisis.

Equity, Gender Equality and Inclusion

All 54 implementation grants in 2016 included 
components linked to equity and inclusion, includ-
ing significant investments in classroom and school 
construction to increase educational availability 
(37 grants).

Equally important, 28 grants (over half) included 
targeted initiatives for gender equality, 18 targeted 
the needs of children with disabilities, and 14 
included school-based health, nutrition or sanitation 
components. 

Strengthening Systems

All 54 implementation grants included components 
focused on strengthening management capacity, 
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including at the school (36 grants) and regional or 
district levels (8 grants). A majority also included 
components for strengthening education manage-
ment information systems (29 grants) and conduct-
ing research and policy development activities 
(36 grants).

Grant Performance Indicators

Six indicators are used to monitor the timeliness and 
effective implementation of the Global Partnership 
for Education’s implementation grants.

Indicator 20 (EMIS and LARS): The partnership made 
progress from baseline on Indicator 20, which monitors 
the share of GPE grants including financing for educa-
tion management information systems (EMISs) and 
learning assessment and reporting systems (LARSs). In 
total, 28 out of 54 implementation grants (52 percent) 
included support for education management informa-
tion systems and learning assessment and reporting 
systems in FY2016, increasing by 14 percentage points 
from the 2015 baseline. Progress was also strong in 
countries affected by fragility and conflict, where 
41 percent of active implementation grants at the end 
of FY2016 included EMIS and LARS components. 

Indicator 21 (delivery of textbooks): Baseline data 
collected for Indicator 21 show that on average, 
across the 13 active ESPIGs with reported data on 
planned numbers available, 74 percent of textbooks 
planned—29,702,977 in total—were purchased and 
delivered. Performance on Indicators 21 through 
23 varied substantially by country, suggesting the 
need for the partnership to better identify and share 
effective practices for improving the timely delivery 
of education inputs and services. 

Indicator 22 (training of teachers): A total of 238,541 
teachers were trained, which means that, on aver-
age, 86 percent of teachers planned to be trained, 
were trained across 30 implementation grants with 
reported data. 

Indicator 23 (classrooms) had weaker performance. 
On average only 65 percent of all planned compo-
nents for classroom construction and rehabilitation 
were delivered across 25 ESPIGS with reported data. 

Overall, the partnership supported the construction 
or rehabilitation of 3,554 classrooms in 2016. 

Indicator 24 (identification and achievement of results 
based targets): This indicator assesses the proportion of 
GPE program grant applications approved from 2015 
onward that (a) identify, and then (b) achieve, nation-
ally selected and transformative performance targets 
in the areas of equity, efficiency and learning. In 2016 
the GPE milestones for Indicator 24 were met for the 
five countries with grants approved in FY2015 and 
FY2016. Among these five approved grants, all selected 
one or more targets related to each of equity, efficiency 
and learning. One grant recipient—Mozambique—
successfully met an initial milestone under its learning 
indicator. The partnership is continuing to monitor its 
results-based financing tranche, and it supports the 
selection of targets derived from national sector plans 
and their identified priorities. Initial experience sug-
gests that selection of indicators has played a role in 
strengthening the focus of governments and their part-
ners on key results in the sector.

Indicator 25 (GPE grants on track with implemen-
tation): Of the grants active at the 2016 baseline, 
20 percent (11 grants) were delayed in their imple-
mentation, while an additional 52 percent were 
slightly behind in their implementation. This was an 
increase over 2015, when 16 percent of grants were 
delayed. Seven of 11 delayed grants were in countries 
affected by fragility or conflict.

The partnership will continue to strengthen quality 
assurance mechanisms to ensure stronger and more 
realistic planning for implementation, as well as the 
timely delivery of planned activities.

Introduction
The Global Partnership for Education’s grants pro-
vide support to partner countries to develop and 
implement sound national education sector plans. 
Among these grants that are available to countries 
with the greatest educational needs, GPE’s largest 
grant window funds country-level implementation of 
national education sector plans up to a maximum of 
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US$100 million per country, with allocations based on 
economic and educational need. The partnership also 
provides a small program development grant (PDG) 
of US$200,000 (up to US$400,000 in complex circum-
stances) to support preparation of ESPIG applications.70

To be eligible for these grants, developing countries 
must have a quality education sector plan, demonstrate 
their commitment to reaching or maintaining domes-
tic public expenditures of 20 percent on education, and 
have necessary data or a strategy for improving data. 
The partnership’s unique funding model offers 30 per-
cent of implementation grant allocations as payment 
for the achievement of nationally selected targets in 
the areas of learning, equity and efficiency (Figure 7.1).

Overview of the Partnership’s 
Country-Level Implementation 
Grants 
As can be seen in Figure 7.2, annual GPE imple-
mentation grant disbursements have grown from 
US$15.2 million in 2004 to US$488.5 million in 
2016, with cumulative disbursements reaching 

US$3,393.9 million. Between 2003 and the end of 2016, 
the partnership provided 127 implementation grants, 
with a total allocation of nearly US$4,600 million. 
Fifty-eight implementation grants totaling US$2.38 bil-
lion were provided between 2012 and 2016. For a total 
cumulative allocations and disbursements made by 
country, as of the end of 2016, see Appendix E. 

At the end of FY2016, 54 implementation grants were 
active in 49 GPE developing country partners, with an 
overall value of US$2.23 billion. Five grants became 
active during the year (Bangladesh, Guinea, Mozam-
bique, Nepal and Rwanda) and four new ESPIGs were 
also approved (Chad, using an accelerated funding 
mechanism; the Democratic Republic of Congo; Malawi; 
and the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States).71 
Furthermore, five implementation grants were closed 
(Burundi, Haiti,72 Papua New Guinea, Timor-Leste 
and Vietnam). Thus at the end of FY2016 the portfolio 
included a total of 54 active ESPIGs (including 31 ESPIGs 
in countries affected by fragility or conflict) and four 
pending grants. For more details on ESPIGs active and 
closed in FY2016, please refer to Table 7.1. 

Approximately 33 percent of all implementation 
grants during FY2016 (65 percent by grant amount 

70	 PDGs were active in 11 countries in FY2016. The partnership allocated US$7.1 million to 37 PDGs between their inception and the end of FY2016 
(see Appendix G and GPE 2017a for further details).

71	 Changes to Burundi’s implementation grant including a new allocation with UNICEF as the grant agent is not considered a new grant.
72	 Out of two ESPIGs in Haiti, one grant in the amount of US$22 million closed in October 2015; the other in the amount of US$24.1 million is active 

through the end of FY2017.

Figure 7.1. The Partnership’s Results-Based Funding Model 

Allocate for need, fund for performance

linked to requirements of quality sector plan, 
data plan and domestic finance

linked to results in equity, efficiency,
learning outcomes

70%

30%
Source: GPE Secretariat.

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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Figure 7.2. Program Implementation Grant Annual and Cumulative 
Disbursements, as of December 2016
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Table 7.1. ESPIG Distribution by Region, FY2016

Region Number of ESPIGs
Total Amount 
Approved

Cumulative Disbursement,  
as of June 30, 2016

Total FCAC Non-FCAC US$, millions US$, millions %

Active as of June 30, 2016

Sub-Saharan Africa 39 25 14 1,665.5 837.7 50.3

South Asia 5 4 1 315.0 121.3 38.5

Europe and Central Asia 3 0 3 78.8 38.2 48.4

East Asia and Pacific 2 0 2 55.3 28.6 51.8

Latin America and the Caribbean 3 1 2 42.5 34.5 81.1

Middle East and North Africa 2 1 1 76.4 7.3 9.6

Total 54 31 23 2,233.5 1,067.6 47.8

Closed as of June 30, 2016

Sub-Saharan Africa 1 1 0 32.8 32.8 100.0

East Asia and Pacific 3 1 2 106.3 106.3 100.0

Latin America and the Caribbean 1 1 0 22.0 22.0 100.0

Total 5 3 2 161.1 161.1 100.0

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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value) were large grants (defined as grants of more 
than US$50 million). In FY2016 there were 18 active 
large grants, which when combined were worth 
US$1.45 billion in commitments.

Each GPE implementation grant is managed by a 
grant agent. The World Bank continued to manage 
the largest share of such GPE grants in FY2016—with 
the responsibility for 35 active or pending grants in 
FY2016, equivalent to 76 percent of the total value 
of the implementation grant portfolio. UNICEF was 
the grant agent for 13 grants, primarily in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict, while two grants 
were managed by DFID (United Kingdom), two by Sida 
(Sweden), one by UNESCO and one by AFD (France). 
The total amount of agency fees, supervision alloca-
tions, and direct program management and adminis-
tration costs of the grant agents for the same period 
amounted to US$207 million, or 8 percent of the total 
approved grant allocations for the same period.

Size and Geographic Distribution 
of ESPIG Grants
In FY2016, the majority of active implementation 
grants were destined for developing country partners 
in Sub-Saharan Africa: Thirty-nine out of 54 (72 per-
cent) at the end of FY2016 were implemented 
across 34 countries in that region (Table 7.1). Of the 
39 ESPIGs under implementation in Sub-Saharan 
Africa, 25 (64 percent) were in countries affected by 
fragility and conflict. The 39 Sub-Saharan ESPIGs 
totaled approximately US$1.66 billion in cumulative 

approvals and approximately US$838 million in 
cumulative disbursements.

The three Asian regions (East Asia and Pacific, Europe 
and Central Asia, and South Asia) had 10 active 
grants, constituting US$449.1 million in approvals 
and US$188.1 million in cumulative disbursement. 
There were also three active grants in the Latin 
America and Caribbean region and two grants in the 
Middle East and North Africa region. The distribution 
of active ESPIGs among different global regions in 
FY2016 (Appendix H) has remained somewhat consis-
tent with that of the previous fiscal year.

Twenty-nine (56 percent) of the 52 GPE developing 
country partners receiving implementation grants 
in FY2016 were classified as low-income countries73 
and 23 (44 percent) as lower-middle-income countries 
(lower-middle-income countries with a per capita GNI 
below US$2,560 and a primary completion rate below 
85 percent are eligible to receive GPE grants). These 
figures have remained relatively unchanged, com-
pared with 56 percent and 44 percent, respectively, in 
FY2015. Of the 28 countries affected by fragility and 
conflict in FY2016, 22 (79 percent) were low-income 
countries. This constitutes an increase, since the cor-
responding figure in FY2015 was 74 percent.

In FY2016, 10 implementation grants (across 
13 developing country partners) were in small island  
and landlocked developing states, a number that is 
expected to rise during FY2017. Smaller states face 
unique educational challenges. The partnership is 
exploring regional grant making as one approach to 
meeting the needs of these countries (Box 7.1). 

Box 7.1. Taking a Regional Approach in the Caribbean

In FY2016 the Global Partnership for Education approved its first-ever regional implementation grant. A group 
of Caribbean states worked together to apply for a regional grant based on the education strategy of the Organ-
isation of Eastern Caribbean States. As a result, Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent and the Grena-
dines are all implementing a single program funded by the partnership. 

By applying as a regional entity, transaction costs were kept to a minimum. There is a regional education sector 
plan, and each state has developed its own national education sector plan.

73	 The World Bank Country and Lending Groups by income.
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A Focus on Countries Affected 
by Conflict and Fragility
GPE 2020 continues the partnership’s strong commit-
ment to supporting education in countries affected 
by fragility, crisis and conflict. Between 2012 and 
2016 disbursements in these contexts grew from 
44 percent to 60 percent, as seen in Table 7.2. 

Thirty-one out of 54 implementation grants active 
at the end of FY2016 (57 percent) were in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict,74 compared with 
31 out of 53 at the end of FY2015 (58 percent). GPE 
implementation grant support to countries affected 
by fragility and conflict in FY2016 accounted for half 
of the 10 countries with the highest grant allocations 
across the ESPIG portfolio. 

The Global Partnership for Education’s unique 
approach allows it to support the preparedness for 
emergencies and for inclusion of displaced popula-
tions during the sector planning process, and two 
mechanisms under the partnership’s implementation 
grant window support f lexible and rapid provision 
of resources when crisis strikes. First, countries with 
an existing GPE allocation can draw down on up to 
20 percent of it rapidly through an accelerated grant 
process, such as the one accessed by Chad (Box 7.2). 

Second, when an implementation grant is in place, 
countries can request to have this grant quickly 
reprogrammed to meet urgent service delivery needs.

In FY2016 the partnership provided financing and 
supported coordination among development and 
humanitarian actors in over 10 countries, including 
those faced with conflict, health emergencies such as 
the Ebola outbreak and natural disasters. These coun-
tries included Burkina Faso, Burundi, the Central 
African Republic, Chad, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Guinea, Liberia, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 
South Sudan and Yemen. 

Among the 28 countries with active implementation 
grants during FY2016 affected by fragility and con-
f lict, the partnership supported eight countries facing 
political crisis and/or large-scale violence (Burkina 
Faso, Burundi, the Central African Republic, Chad, 
the Democratic Republic of Congo, Somalia, South 
Sudan and Yemen). Nepal continued to experience the 
aftermath of devastating earthquakes in 2015, and 
in FY2016 the Ebola crisis had still left an enduring 
mark on the education systems of three developing 
country partners: Guinea, Liberia and Sierra Leone. 

Chad used the partnership’s accelerated financing 
mechanism in FY2016 (Box 7.2), while Burundi and 

Table 7.2. Annual Disbursements to Countries Affected by Fragility and Conflict, 2012–2016

Year ESPIG Grants (N) FCAC Disbursements (US$) Total Disbursements (US$)
FCAC of Total 
Disbursements (%)

2012 46 156,204,614 353,913,187 44

2013 65 127,617,571 295,409,191 43

2014 69 233,451,481 494,434,373 47

2015 64 256,981,948 444,103,242 58

2016 61 294,479,660 488,501,094 60

Source: GPE Secretariat.

74	 The GPE list of countries affected by fragility and conflict is based on the World Bank’s Harmonized List of Fragile Situations FY2016 and the 
UNESCO Education for All Global Monitoring Report 2015 (UNESCO 2015b) list of conflict-affected states. The Global Partnership for Education’s 
list of countries affected by fragility and conflict for 2016 is included in Appendix C.
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Yemen reprogrammed their grants to adapt to situa-
tions of political crisis or conflict.

GPE Implementation Grant 
Portfolio, by Education Sub-
sector and Theme
Using as its baseline all active implementation grants 
at the end of FY2016, the Global Partnership for Edu-
cation piloted a coding exercise to provide insight 
into the distribution of grant components that target 
GPE 2020 strategic goals and objectives. The coding 
exercise analyzed the grant proposal documents for 
the 54 implementation grants active at the end of 
FY2016. It examined the distribution of components 
by educational level in the portfolio as well as the dis-
tribution of specific activities linked to equity, learn-
ing and effective and efficient systems—the three 

strategic goals in GPE 2020.75 Table 7.3 illustrates the 
activity categories used for the coding exercise.

This systematic coding exercise is a significant step 
toward understanding how the partnership’s grants 
support its strategic goals, providing a starting point for 
further analysis of how effectively GPE funds are being 
used to ensure improvements in learning and equity. 
This will be a focus for thematic and country-level 
evaluations to be implemented within the framework 
of the partnership’s Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy. 

ESPIG Investments by Education Level 

GPE implementation grants are primarily focused on 
pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, 
as well as access to second-chance learning oppor-
tunities. Where countries are well advanced in pro-
viding basic education, the grants can also provide 
funding for upper secondary education and early 
childhood education (ages 0–3).76 

Box 7.2. Supporting Education for Displaced Children in Chad

The humanitarian crisis in the Lake Chad region involves large numbers of refugees and returnees f leeing 
violence in northeastern Nigeria. This crisis is exacerbated by declining oil prices, which challenge the govern-
ment’s ability to meet spending targets in education. 

Using GPE support, Chad set a strong example for GPE partner countries by becoming the first GPE partner to 
include refugees in its transitional education plan in 2013. GPE subsequently provided Chad with two grants to 
implement the TEP (US$7.06 million and US$40.14 million for the period 2013–2016.) GPE is supporting Chad’s 
development of an education sector plan for the period 2017 to 2026.

Under GPE’s accelerated funding mechanism, Chad submitted a proposal to utilize US$6.96 million of its 
GPE allocation as accelerated funding in January 2016.  Funds were disbursed by February. The government’s 
approach has been to shore up the school system in the most troubled areas so that affected populations will 
not feel abandoned in the context of severe national spending cuts. This has included payment of subsidies for 
community school teachers, school feeding, micronutrients, dignity kits for girls, support for civic education, 
classroom construction, latrines and water supply.

75	 The coding exercise used an iterative process of coding. Types of activities were assigned to categories that were developed building on OECD/
DAC definitions and the coding schema used by the World Bank when it acts as a GPE grant agent. Activity codes were then linked to the part-
nership’s strategic goals. Further information about the coding methodology can be found in GPE 2017a. The coding methodology will be further 
refined in 2017. It should be noted that grants offered as sector budget support do not permit activity-level coding.

76	 Education levels used for this coding exercise are based on the International Standard Classification of Education 2011 (UIS 2012b) and include 
ECCE (ECED and pre-primary), primary, secondary (combining lower and upper secondary), and postsecondary, adult education and training. 
Postsecondary non-tertiary education and college and university were combined during the coding process because of the small number of 
such cases identified during this exercise. Additionally, due to the cases where project documents listed secondary education without further 
specification, the Secretariat also included a category for secondary (level unspecified).
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Table 7.3. Thematic Categories Coded under GPE 2020 Strategic Goals 

GPE 2020 Strategic Goals Category of Activities 
Total Number of ESPIGs 
with Component

Of Which Number 
ESPIGs in FCACs 
with Component

Learning 

Teacher training 27 23

Teacher recruitment, salaries and incentives/teacher 
management

17 11

Learning assessment system 17 19

Development and revision, printing and supply 
of teaching and learning materials and supply of 
equipment—learning materials

26 20

Use of information and communication technology 
(ICT)

5 5

Equity 

Construction/rehabilitation/expansion of classrooms 
and schools 

23 14

Cash transfers/other targeted incentives to students 
or families

5 2

Gender equality 17 11

Inclusive education, including community based 
interventions (for all children)

7 7

Access to education for out-of-school children 9 8

Adult learning 3 1

Nutrition/health programs including water  
and sanitation

14 8

Nonformal education and second-chance learning 7 2

Children with disabilities (special needs) 9 9

Systems 

Management capacity building 31 23

Education management information system (EMIS) 19 10

Communications/advocacy 15 10

Education sector policy, planning and research 18 18
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As illustrated in Figure 7.3, a majority of imple-
mentation grants (52) include primary education 
components; secondary education (30 grants) and 
pre-primary education (26) appeared with some-
what smaller frequency (see the example of Mol-
dova in Box 7.3). A small but growing number of 
implementation grants support education at other 
levels. Four grants supported adult education and 
training (Eritrea, Nepal, Rwanda and Yemen), while 
12 included postsecondary education activities 
aligned to their sector strategies.

Only two ESPIGs (Nicaragua and Uzbekistan) did 
not have components coded at the primary level. 
These two countries displayed high rates of primary 
completion; therefore, they selected pre-primary and 
secondary levels as the focus for their GPE financing.

Table 7.4 shows which countries included sub-
sectoral components at each education level in their 
ESPIG. (Note that categorization by education level 
was not mutually exclusive). 

ESPIG Investments by Theme 

Teaching and Learning

GPE 2020 Strategic Goal 1 is “improved and more 
equitable learning outcomes through quality teaching and 

learning.” As illustrated in Table 7.5, all 54 ESPIGs had 
at least one or more investment in an activity to sup-
port the quality of teaching and learning. 

Teacher training was the most common activity, 
appearing in 50 grants. A majority of grants also 
included components to improve the supply learning 
materials (46 ESPIGs), and the establishment of learn-
ing assessment systems (36 ESPIGs). Twenty-eight 
ESPIGs supported teacher recruitment, salaries and 
management systems, including through the provi-
sion of stipends and salaries for teachers in remote 
areas or contexts affected by crisis.

Equity, Gender Equality and Inclusion

All 54 implementation grants active at the end of 
FY2016 had one or more investments in components 
that support GPE 2020 Strategic Goal 2: Increased 
equity, gender equality and inclusion for all in a full 
cycle of quality education, targeting the poorest and 
most marginalized, including by gender, disability, 
ethnicity and conflict or fragility. 

As illustrated in Table 7.5, a majority of GPE imple-
mentation grants built schools and classrooms to pro-
mote more equitable access to education (particularly 
in countries affected by fragility and conflict, where 

Figure 7.3. Proportion of ESPIGs with Components at Education Levels 
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Box 7.3. Moldova: Coordinated and Multi-Sector Approaches to ECCE

After independence in 1991, Moldova suffered a decade-long economic decline that led to the closure of many 
kindergartens, especially in rural communities. The gross pre-primary enrollment ratio decreased significantly 
from 72 percent in 1990 to 48 percent in 2001. Moldova joined the Global Partnership for Education in 2005, 
and two GPE implementation grants totaling US$13 million were dedicated exclusively to revitalizing and 
expanding access to quality pre-primary education as part of its broader education sector plan. 

Implemented by the Ministry of Education in partnership with UNICEF and the World Bank, the GPE-funded 
programs supported access to pre-primary education for more than 10,000 children through the renovation of 
kindergartens and endowment of preschool facilities, including rehabilitation centers for children with disabili-
ties, with furniture, books and teaching materials. 

Since Moldova joined the partnership, enrollment in pre-primary education increased from 66 percent in 2005 
to 84 percent in 2014. A key feature of the projects was the development and nationwide use of policy docu-
ments and associated guides, including a new child-centered curriculum; early learning development standards 
for children and professional standards for educators; a system-wide professional development and mentoring 
program for preschool teachers; the provision of modern teaching and learning materials; and a new assess-
ment tool to measure children’s school readiness.

The GPE process in Moldova has improved coordination among donors, broadened policy dialogue among 
stakeholders, strengthened project implementation capacity and mobilized the support of local communities—
clearly benefiting the entire education system. Moldova is a regional leader in ECCE revitalization and has 
become an international case study in good practice. Most important, its youngest children are enjoying trans-
formational early childhood education that will help them thrive.

Table 7.4. Countries/Federal States with ECCE, Secondary, Adult Education and Training  
and Postsecondary Components in ESPIGs, as of June 30, 2016

Early Childhood Care 
and Education Secondary 

Adult Education  
and Training Postsecondary 

FCAC Eritrea; Gambia, The; Haiti; 
Liberia; Nepal;* Nigeria; 
Pakistan (Balochistan); 
Rwanda; Sierra Leone; 
Uganda; Yemen 

Côte d’Ivoire; Eritrea; Ethio-
pia;* Gambia, The; Liberia; 
Mali; Nepal; Nigeria; Paki-
stan (Balochistan); Pakistan 
(Sindh); Rwanda; Somalia 
(Central South); Somalia 
(Somaliland); Sudan; Yemen 

Eritrea, Nepal,* Rwanda,* 
Yemen 

Ethiopia,* Mali, Nepal,* 
Pakistan (Baluchistan), 
Pakistan (Sindh), Rwanda,* 
Somalia (Somaliland), 
Yemen 

Non-FCAC Bangladesh,* Burkina 
Faso,* Cambodia, Cam-
eroon, Djibouti, Guinea, 
Guyana, Kyrgyz Republic, 
Lao PDR, Mozambique,* 
Nicaragua, Tajikistan, Tan-
zania (mainland), Tanzania 
(Zanzibar), Uzbekistan 

Benin, Burkina Faso,* Cam-
bodia, Cameroon, Guinea, 
Mauritania, Mozambique,* 
Nicaragua, Niger, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Tajikistan, Tan-
zania (Zanzibar), Uzbekistan, 
Zambia* 

n/a Nicaragua, Tajikistan, Zam-
bia*, Zanzibar 

Note: N = 54 ESPIGs; n/a = not applicable.
* This country uses a sector-pooled modality. For this grant, attribution of investments by sub-sector cannot be made.
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needs are highest). More than half (28) also supported 
gender equity, including investments in policy devel-
opment, social mobilization campaigns, support 
to mothers groups, gender sensitivity training for 

Box 7.4. ESPIGs Support Gender Equality

The Global Partnership for Education supports gender equality in many ways, including by improving the avail-
ability and quality of schooling. The partnership also provides targeted investments to support gender equality 
in 28 of the 54 ESPIGs active at the end of FY2016. Below are some illustrative examples:

Afghanistan: The ESPIG plans strengthen girls’ education, through development and implementation of a 
countrywide communications strategy. Social mobilizers will play a key role in this activity. 

Benin: The grant financed packages consisting of school supplies and school uniforms for all girls in grades 1 
and 2 in deprived districts, approximately 91,000 students per year. 

Cameroon: The ESPIG supports gender sensitization communications campaigning (for example, awareness 
raising about violence against girls and women). 

Ghana, Lao PDR and Tanzania-Zanzibar: ESPIGs in these countries focused more broadly on supporting gen-
der equality. For instance, the ESPIG for Ghana referred to a gender-sensitive learning environment as a part 
of child-friendly schooling. The ESPIG for Lao PDR supported the Inclusive Education Center on gender issues 
related to education. The ESPIG for Tanzania-Zanzibar provided support to school counselors so that they can 
better support children with gender-specific issues; this ESPIG also has an activity with a specific focus on girls’ 
education. 

Mali: The ESPIG aimed to increase access and retention of children and improve the learning environment, 
especially for girls living in areas of food insecurity and vulnerable children of school age living in areas with 
high concentrations of displaced children, through provision of food and health services and teaching-learning 
materials in schools. 

Mauritania: The grant supports the organization of awareness-raising sensitization campaigns to promote girls’ 
schooling with the support of NGOs or other partners. The ESPIG also supported girls’ graduation ceremonies; 
distribution of nonmonetary awards; awareness training for teachers, inspectors and school directors in rural 
colleges on girls’ rights to education; and the distribution of pedagogical kits to girls enrolled in the collèges de 
proximité to offset the financial burden to parents. 

Nigeria, Somalia (Somaliland) and Yemen: ESPIGs support the recruitment and/or training of female teachers 
for leadership positions.

Togo: The ESPIG planned to finance communications and awareness campaigns; uniforms for all girl students 
(approximately 56,500); and sanitary kits for all girls in grades 5 and 6 to encourage them to attend and stay in 
school and reduce the opportunity cost of schooling for the families. 

educators, provision of awards, uniforms and men-
strual supplies, and the hiring and training of female 
teachers and administrators (Box 7.4).
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A growing proportion of GPE grants also included 
components that targeted children with special needs 
(18), or supported broader inclusive education activi-
ties. Supported activities include the development of 
inclusive education strategies, mapping exercises to 
better understand the distribution of diverse needs, 
the provision of inclusive education training to teach-
ers, enrollment campaigns, screening programs and 
the provision of learning aids and support (Box 7.5).

Many implementation grants (22) also included 
health, nutrition and sanitation components. 

Management Capacity and System Strengthening 
Components in the Implementation Grant

GPE Strategic Goal 3, which focuses on improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency of education systems and 
their capacity to deliver quality equitable education 
services, was addressed through a variety of invest-
ments in all 54 ESPIGs. 

As illustrated in Table 7.5, all implementation grants 
active at the end of FY2016 had components focused 
on building education management capacity. Thirty-
six of those implementation grants included capac-
ity development activities at the school level, while 
28 included regional- or district-level management 
capacity components.

A majority of the ESPIGs also included investments in 
education sector management information systems 
(29 ESPIGs) and in research and policy development 
(36). For example, in Kenya the ESPIG financed the 
infrastructure, advisory services, technical assistance 
and capacity building to support the collection, pro-
cessing and use of education data for policy formula-
tion, planning, budgeting and decision making. In 
the Central African Republic the ESPIG invested in 
creating a database of community teachers so that 
the results of the census of practicing community 
teachers can be used to help determine the criteria 
and procedures for the award of subsidies.

Grant Performance Indicators 
The Global Partnership for Education monitors the 
ongoing performance of its implementation grants 
using Indicators 20 through 25 of the GPE 2020 
results framework. These indicators are linked to 
results in five main areas: 

	 Grant financing is used to support national 
monitoring of outcomes (including of learning).

	 Grant financing is used to improve teaching and 
learning.

Box 7.5. Four GPE Grants Support Inclusive Education for Children with Disabilities

Eighteen GPE grants provided targeted support for the inclusive education of children with disabilities. Illustra-
tive examples include the following.

In Cambodia, the GPE grant of $38.5 million has supported the formulation of the plan for Children with Dis-
abilities which will focus on teacher training on disability screening (vision and hearing); deployment of teach-
ers to gather data on disability and inclusive education training for teachers and principals; textbooks in braille 
and sign language training.

In Nepal, one component of the GPE grant of $59.3 million is supporting the Ministry of Education to imple-
ment their Equity Strategy, which will identify all out-of-school children, allocate funds for braille textbooks 
and investments in accessible school construction. 

In Zanzibar, a grant of US$5.2 million from GPE has supported the purchase and distribution of teaching and 
learning materials and provision of special needs equipment, including braille machines. 
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	 Grant financing is used to improve equity and 
access.

	 The results-based funding model is implemented 
effectively.

	 The implementation of GPE grants is on track.

Information to assess and analyze progress toward 
these five results is generated based on indicator data 
collected using the ESPIG Annual Implementation Status 
Reporting Template, which was designed to support the 
development of aggregated grant information at the 
portfolio/corporate level. Most grant agents also provide 
additional detailed reporting on a grant-by-grant basis, 
through their respective standard reporting procedures. 

Indicator 20: Proportion of implementation grants sup-
porting EMIS/learning assessment systems

Indicator 20 tracks implementation grant support 
to the development or improvement of education 
management information systems or learning assess-
ment systems at the country level. The results frame-
work has set a target of at least 60 percent of ESPIGs 
(51 percent in countries affected by fragility and con-
f lict) supporting an EMIS and/or LARS by 2020. 

Data collected in FY2015 and FY2016 indicate that 
strong progress is being made toward the partner-
ship’s 2018 milestone of 50 percent of all grants 
including EMIS and/or LARS components. In FY2016, 
28 out of 54 active implementation grants supported 
EMIS or LARS components (52 percent). This was 
an increase of 14 percentage points compared to 
FY2015. Twelve out of 29 ESPIGs in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict included these components 
in FY2016, or 41 percent, compared with 34 percent 
in FY2015 (Table 7.5). 

The financial support to improving education sec-
tor outcomes and learning assessment monitor-
ing has the potential to improve dramatically by 
2020 as countries respond to the partnership’s new 
data requirements, including a 2017 requirement 

that countries with underfinanced data strategies 
shall use GPE funding for this purpose. More than 
45 ESPIG program documents now include plans to 
support an EMIS or LARS, many of which have yet to 
reach the implementation stage. 

Indicator 21: Proportion of textbooks purchased and dis-
tributed through GPE implementation grants, out of the total 
planned by GPE implementation grants 

Textbooks are an important element in instruction 
and their production is often expensive. They are 
especially relevant to improving learning outcomes 
in low-income countries with large class sizes, a high 
proportion of unqualified teachers or a shortage of 
instructional time.77 Indicator 21 tracks the average 
proportion, across implementation grants, of school 
textbooks that were purchased and distributed out of 
the total planned. The GPE 2020 target is to improve 
the purchase and distribution of textbooks to 90 per-
cent, on average, of the planned amounts within its 
implementation grants, both overall and in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. 

In FY2016, data were available for 13 implementa-
tion grants (including seven in countries affected by 
fragility and conflict) (Table 7.6). On average 74 per-
cent of the planned textbooks were purchased and 
distributed that year. Of note, four countries met or 
exceeded planned amounts: Cameroon, Comoros, the 
Democratic Republic of Congo and Eritrea. Among 
implementation grants in countries affected by fragil-
ity and conflict, on average 71 percent of the planned 
number of textbooks were purchased and distributed.

Table 7.5. Number of ESPIGs Supporting EMIS/LARS 
in FY2016

EMIS LARS EMIS and/or LARS

Overall 20 19 28

FCAC   8   8 12

Source: GPE Secretariat.

77	 GPE 2017g.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_CH05-CH09.indd   87 8/3/17   1:27 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

88

Implementation delays were cited as the key reason 
for not completing the planned textbook purchase 
and distribution. For example, cumbersome procure-
ment processes were noted as reasons for delays in 
Sierra Leone. In Guinea, a delay in implementation 
during the previous reporting period due to Ebola 
was cited as one of the reasons that contributed to 
not meeting the grant’s targets for FY2016. 

In cases where the textbook purchase and distribu-
tion was higher than originally planned, the expla-
nation provided by grant agents included (1) lower 
than anticipated cost of printing and binding that 
contributed to printing and distributing more books 
than anticipated, as in Sudan; (2) reliance on out-
dated EMIS data that contributed to lower target 
setting; and (3) topping up ESPIGs with additional 
resources to printing textbooks in more subjects that 

envisioned, as was the case in the Democratic Repub-
lic of Congo.

Indicator 22: Proportion of teachers trained through 
GPE grants, out of the total planned by GPE grants

Indicator 22 tracks the number of teachers who com-
pleted formal training through ESPIGs during the 
reporting period, out of the total number of teach-
ers planned to be trained through the ESPIGs for the 
time frame. Data was available for 30 implementa-
tion grants in FY2016, including 17 in FCAC. Across 
ESPIGs on average 86 percent (83 percent in FCAC) of 
the planned targets for the number of trained teach-
ers were achieved (Table 7.7).

Close to a quarter million teachers were trained in 
FY2016. This included 11 ESPIGs (Cambodia, the 

Table 7.6. Textbook Purchase and Distribution through ESPIGs in FY2016

Planned Purchase and 
Distribution (N)

Actual Purchase  
and Distribution (N)

Average Proportion Achieved  
across ESPIGs (%)

Overall (N = 13 ESPIGs) 36,026,753 29,702,977 74

FCAC (N = 7 ESPIGs) 20,226,873 22,285,414 71

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: For this indicator, data from grant agents’ program documents are used to obtain grant targets and actual achievement is obtained from 
annual status reports. To be included in the computation of the indicator value, both the target and the value achieved for an ESPIG in the refer-
ence financial year must be available. In cases where either a target was not set for the reference year or status report documents do not provide 
data on actual achievement for the reference year, the ESPIG is not included in the calculation for this indicator.

Table 7.7. Teachers Trained through ESPIGs in FY2016

Planned Number Trained Actual Number Trained Average Proportion Achieved across ESPIGs (%)

Overall (N = 30 ESPIGs) 199,960 238,541 86

FCAC (N = 17 ESPIGs) 119,877 147,528 83

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: For this indicator, data from grant agents’ program documents are used to obtain grant targets and actual achievement is obtained from 
annual status reports. To be included in the computation of the indicator value, both the target and the value achieved for an ESPIG in the refer-
ence financial year must be available. In cases where either a target was not set for the reference year or status report documents do not provide 
data on actual achievement for the reference year, the ESPIG is not included in the calculation for this indicator.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_CH05-CH09.indd   88 8/3/17   1:27 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

89

Central African Republic, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Mali, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Senegal, Somalia [Somaliland] and Uganda) that 
either met or exceeded their planned annual targets. 
By 2020 the Global Partnership for Education expects 
that the proportion for teachers trained, on average 
across implementation grants, will be at least 90 per-
cent of the planned targets for the year in developing 
country partners overall, and at least 80 percent in 
countries affected by fragility and conflict. 

In several countries (Cambodia, Côte d’Ivoire, The 
Gambia, Ghana and Vietnam), the reason for train-
ing more teachers than predicted was due to higher 
teacher enrollment, especially for in-service training, 
than was anticipated. In some countries, like Mada-
gascar, a higher number of teachers were trained 
with top-up funds provided by the national govern-
ment. In the Democratic Republic of Congo outdated 
EMIS data made accuracy in planning expected num-
bers difficult, and contributed to setting low targets 
for the year compared to what was actually achieved. 

Indicator 23: Proportion of classrooms built or reha-
bilitated through GPE grants, out of the total planned by 
GPE grants

Ensuring equity and access in the provision of basic 
education requires the availability of quality educa-
tional facilities, which is why GPE implementation 
grants invest in the building and rehabilitation of 
classrooms. School facilities (for example, equip-
ment, classroom facilities, furniture, instructional 

materials, laboratory materials and so on) are essen-
tial for effective teaching and learning processes, and 
their absence can have a negative impact on teacher 
and student motivation. 

Indicator 23 tracks the proportion of classrooms 
that were built and/or rehabilitated through imple-
mentation grants in each fiscal year, out of the total 
number of classrooms planned for that year. By 2020 
the partnership aims to reach a target of 80 percent 
of annually planned building and rehabilitation of 
schools completed (70 percent in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict).

In FY2016 data were available for 25 implementation 
grants (including 17 in countries affected by fragil-
ity and conflict). On average, 65 percent of planned 
classrooms were built or rehabilitated across active 
grants through these activities; in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict, the average completion 
rate was higher, at 71 percent (Table 7.8). These data 
suggest that, while countries affected by fragility or 
conflict have already met (and slightly exceeded) the 
2020 target in FY2016, further work is needed across 
all developing country partners overall to reach the 
end target. 

Reasons cited for low rates of completion for Indi-
cator 23 were mainly related to slow bidding and 
procurement processes to third-party contractors 
(Cambodia, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Nicara-
gua, Tajikistan and Sierra Leone). However, grants in 

Table 7.8. Classrooms Built and Rehabilitated through ESPIGs in FY2016

Planned Number Built 
and Rehabilitated

Actual Number Built 
and Rehabilitated Average Proportion Achieved across ESPIGs (%)

Overall (N = 25 ESPIGs) 5,396 3,554 65

FCAC (N = 17 ESPIGs) 3,395 2,587 71

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: For this indicator, data from grant agents’ program documents are used to obtain grant targets and actual achievement is obtained from 
annual status reports. To be included in the computation of the indicator value, both the target and the value achieved for an ESPIG in the refer-
ence financial year must be available. In cases where either a target was not set for the reference year or status report documents do not provide 
data on actual achievement for the reference year, the ESPIG is not included in the calculation for this indicator.
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eight countries (Benin, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, The Gam-
bia, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali and Senegal) either met 
or exceeded their estimated grant targets for FY2016. 

Indicator 24: Proportion of GPE program grant applica-
tions approved from 2015 onward: (a) identifying targets in 
funding model performance indicators on equity, efficiency 
and learning; (b) achieving targets in funding model perfor-
mance indicators on equity, efficiency and learning

GPE 2020’s Strategic Objective 3 includes a commit-
ment to the effective implementation of the results-
based funding (RBF) tranche of GPE implementation 
grants. This results-based tranche was introduced by 
the partnership in 2014 to leverage country-driven 
progress on improved equity, efficiency and learning. 

Indicator 24 tracks the extent to which developing 
country partners (a) decide to use the GPE results-
based funding approach for their implementation 
grants; and (b) successfully meet their own assigned 
targets for equity, efficiency and learning. The Global 
Partnership for Education has set as its target for 
2020 that 95 percent of all grant applications will use 
the RBF approach (90 percent in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict). It is also projected that 
90 percent of countries will achieve outcomes estab-
lished in their selected learning, equity and efficiency 
indicators.78

In 2016 the targets for Indicator 24 were met for 
the five countries with grants approved under the 
funding model during FY2015 and FY2016.79 One 
regional application approved during this period was 
exempted from using the variable tranche. Among 
the five approved grants with a variable tranche, one 
(Mozambique) successfully met an initial milestone 
under its learning indicator. 

	 In FY2015 three implementation grant 
applications with results-based targets were 
approved (Mozambique, Nepal and Rwanda). In 

total, these three applications were approved 
for US$142.2 million, of which US$42.8 million 
is associated with the variable part. Targets or 
milestones were set for FY2016 (in the case of 
Mozambique), or beyond.

	 In FY2016 two additional implementation grants 
with results-based targets were approved (the 
Democratic Republic of Congo and Malawi), with 
a combined value of US$144.9 million, of which 
US$43.5 million is associated with the variable 
part. 

	 In FY2016 Mozambique met its first milestone 
for the learning indicator it had selected for its 
variable part. Precisely, the related indicator for 
Mozambique tracks the “number of teachers that 
have participated in the new in-service training 
program that focuses on applying adequate 
teaching methodologies in the classroom to 
enable children to learn to read, write and speak 
Portuguese.” The FY2016 target for this indicator 
was “(training) program elaborated, tested, and 
adjusted for implementation.” This target was 
reported as achieved, yielding 100 percent on 
part b of Indicator 24 for FY2016. 

The Global Partnership for Education is continuing to 
work to improve its RBF tranche, including by moni-
toring the type of indicators being selected by coun-
tries, exploring challenges faced in their selection 
and sharing good practices across the partnership. 

Table 7.9 presents the complete list of the variable 
part indicators selected across the five approved 
grants for learning outcomes, equity and efficiency. 
As can be seen, a wide range of indicators was 
selected by the countries, including input, process, 
output and outcome indicators. Some countries 
have chosen to use milestones as the basis for pay-
ment, while others have requested payment against 
a key outcome indicator. Several countries have used 

78	 Grants below US$5 million are generally exempt from the ex-post disbursement modality, but they must still include information on robust 
strategies for progress on learning, equity and efficiency in their national education sector plans.

79	 Countries that received implementation grants based on allocations dating from the 2011 replenishment were not required to use the new fund-
ing model introduced. One grant application from the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States was exempted because of its small size.
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Table 7.9. Results-based Targets in GPE Implementation Grants, FY2015 and FY2016

Country Dimensions Indicators

Mozambique

Equity Number of districts with pupil-teacher ratio (PTR) above 80 

Efficiency Number of primary school managers who participated in management training 

Efficiency Percent of trained school managers (year n – 1) evaluated based on performance (year n) 

Learning outcomes Number of teachers that have participated in the new in-service training program that focuses on 
applying adequate teaching methodologies in the classroom to enable children to learn to read, write 
and speak Portuguese 

Nepal

Equity Targeted interventions implemented in 10 most disadvantaged districts according to the newly devel-
oped equity index 

Equity Out-of-school children (OOSC) reduced by 20% in these 10 districts 

Efficiency Single subject certification implemented in School Leaving Certificate (SLC) examinations and 
approved for higher secondary examinations

Learning outcomes Standardized classroom-based EGRA for grades 2 and 3 conducted with parent observation, and 
results shared and discussed with parents in 3,000 schools/communities 

Rwanda

Equity Pre-primary gross enrollment rate (GER) increased from an average of 10% in 2014 to 17% by 2017 in 
the 22 poorest performing districts (defined as those that had GER of less than 17% in 2014) 

Equity Percentage of pupils required to pay for SERNIE and Minerval is less than 5% in 2017–2018 

Equity Percentage of pupils required to pay for TENAFEP fees is less than 5% in 2019 

Equity Household out-of-pocket fees for education have been reduced by 10%, on average, and by 20% for 
households from the poorest quintile

Efficiency Education statistics 2016, disaggregated at district level available by March 2017 

Learning outcomes National sample based assessment of learning outcomes in literacy and numeracy at P2 and P5, 
conducted in 2016 and used to inform teaching and learning 

Congo, Dem. Rep.

Equity Inclusion of 1,600 previously unpaid primary school teachers on government payroll in the poorest 
provinces (in order to reduce the poorest households out-of-pocket for education) 

Efficiency Study on operationalization of the Education and Training Sector Strategy to fight dropout dissemi-
nated and implementation of some strategies to fight dropout start to roll out 

Efficiency Reduction of dropout rate at the end of grade 1 in low efficiency provinces by 25% (by the end of sec-
ond year of implementation) 

Learning outcomes Improvement of grades 2 and 4 students’ test scores in reading, in French and in national languages, 
as measured by standardized learning assessments carried out by teachers and supervised by the 
parental committee 

Malawi Equity 10% increase in female-to-male teacher ratio in grades 6–8 in eight most disadvantaged districts 

Efficiency Reduction in repetition rate in grades 1–4 in eight most disadvantaged districts through the develop-
ment and institutionalization of a National Implementation Strategy on Repetition

Learning outcomes 20% reduction in pupil qualified teacher ratio (PqTR) in grades 1 and 2 in eight most disadvantaged 
districts 

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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geographic targets for their equity indicator to cata-
lyze progress in the most disadvantaged districts and 
provinces; others target specific marginalized popula-
tions (for example, girls and out-of-school children). 

The learning outcome indicators selected by countries 
tended to be at the input or process levels—with the 
exception of the Democratic Republic of Congo, which 
was the first developing country partner to select a 
learning outcome target for its variable tranche. In all 
cases, including those where indicators are input or 
process-based, the targets are part of an evidence-based 
theory of change that aims to align and incentivize 
necessary actions up a logical chain toward improved 
learning. The wide range of learning indicators 
selected includes student assessments, availability of 
trained teachers and teacher management, community 
inputs to schools and utilization of data. For example, 
Malawi’s selected target addresses learning outcomes 
through teacher management and distribution, while 
Mozambique focuses on comprehensive teacher train-
ing, and Nepal on engaging the community (parents) 
in monitoring of learning outcomes. 

During the first two years of its implementation, one 
of the major challenges in the use of the partnership’s 
results-based variable tranche mechanism has been 
the link between the variable tranche indicators and 
the prioritized goals established in national education 
sector plans. The partnership’s RBF approach is most 
effective when the selection of indicators for the vari-
able tranche is undertaken alongside the prioritiza-
tion of sector plan goals and objectives. However, for 
the first grants developed under the RBF model dur-
ing 2014 and early 2015, this was not possible because 
of the short time available for grant preparation 
under the new approach. Subsequent grant applica-
tions have benefited from more lead time, which has 
allowed national stakeholders and the partnerships to 
engage in stronger dialogue about the link between 
sector plan priorities and variable tranche indicators.

Indicator 25: Proportion of GPE program grants assessed 
as on track with implementation

Indicator 25 measures the timely delivery of activi-
ties within GPE implementation grants. The Global 

Partnership for Education set a target of 85 percent 
of all grants on track with implementation by 2020 
(83 percent in countries affected by fragility and 
conflict).

Of 54 ESPIGs active at the end of FY2016, 15 out of 
54 grants (28 percent) were considered on track with 
implementation. Twenty-eight grants (52 percent) 
were considered slightly behind with implementa-
tion. Eleven grants, or 20 percent, were delayed; of 
these, a majority (7 grants) were in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict.

As illustrated in Figure 7.4, the implementation 
status over the past three years has not improved. 
In FY2016, 20 percent of all active implementation 
grants were delayed, compared with 15 percent in 
FY2015 and 16 percent in FY2014. The number of 
grants slightly delayed has also increased. 

In two of the countries with implementation delays, 
the causes were related to conflict and natural disas-
ters, which are typically difficult to mitigate. Other 
grant delays were linked to the complexity of objec-
tives and activities in implementation grants, or to 
challenges related to implementing partners’ and 
grant agents’ capacity and processes in place. Infor-
mation on implementation status and disbursement 
status for all countries with active grants in FY2016 is 
provided in Appendix I.

In 2016, the Global Partnership for Education intro-
duced strengthened quality assurance mechanisms, 
which will support the inclusion of more robust and 
realistic implementation plans in the grant design 
phase. This is expected to partially address delays 
caused by complex grant design or implementing 
partner and grant agent processes. 

Robust monitoring and assessment of strategies and 
activities during implementation is often a construc-
tive way to drive better outcomes. To support grant 
agents to play this monitoring role, the Secretariat 
has also strengthened its engagement with grant 
agents, and ensures an effective and timely process 
for the revision and adaptation of grants where 
course corrections are needed to mitigate delays. 
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In addition, the Secretariat reviews ESPIG progress 
reports once a year, based on three determinants: 
(1) progress of individual program components; 
(2) implementation arrangements, including program 
management, financial management, procurement, 
monitoring and evaluation; and (3) disbursement 

status based on the grant agent’s calculation. How-
ever, it is important to recognize that the time 
needed to achieve the desired objectives in the dif-
ficult contexts in which the partnership works, some-
times exceeds the standard three- or four-year grant 
period. 

Figure 7.4. Implementation Status of Active ESPIGs in FY2014, FY2015  
and FY2016, as of June 30, 2016
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Overview
Harnessing the strength of the partnership at the 
global level to leverage improvements in the quality 
and volume of financing available for education in 
low-income and lower-middle-income countries is the 
Global Partnership for Education’s fourth Strategic 
Objective. Findings from four of the six indicators 
used to monitor this objective suggest a strong start-
ing point in financing for the partnership. 

In the area of raising and diversifying international 
financing for education—including for the partnership 
itself—a mixed picture emerges. Overall aid to educa-
tion has declined between 2013 and 2014, including 
from GPE donors. The partnership has met its financ-
ing milestones by diversifying its donor group and 
securing all signed contributions, yet these achieve-
ments come against a backdrop of currency exchange 
weaknesses and ongoing challenges in converting 

Chapter 8.  
Global Level—Objective 4: 
Mobilize More and Better 
Financing 

pledges into signed contribution agreements. In 
response, the partnership has set ambitious targets 
for its 2018 replenishment, and it has adopted a new 
financing and funding framework that diversifies its 
ability to leverage expanded resources for education.

One area where there is a pronounced need for 
improvement is in the alignment of GPE grants to 
country systems. Such alignment is fundamental for 
strengthening national capacity and underpins the 
future sustainability of GPE investments. Less than a 
third of the implementation grants were adequately 
aligned to national systems. Thirty-nine percent of GPE 
grants used co-financing or pooled grant modalities. 

International Financing for Education 
and for the Partnership

The urgency of addressing the quality and volume 
of domestic as well as international financing for 

Indicators

	 26.	 Funding to GPE from nontraditional donors (private sector and those who are first-time donors 
to GPE)  

	 27.	 Percentage of donors’ pledges fulfilled 

	 28.	 Proportion of GPE donors that have (a) increased their funding for education; or (b) maintained 
their funding

	 29.	 Proportion of GPE grants aligned to national systems 

	 30.	 Proportion of GPE grants using: (a) cofinanced project or (b) sector pooled funding mechanisms 

	 31.	 Proportion of country missions addressing domestic financing issues
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education has been emphasized both in the 2016 
Learning Generation report by the International Com-
mission on Financing Global Education Opportunity 
and in UNESCO’s Education for All Global Monitoring 
Report 2015.80 Overall, international financing for edu-
cation in developing countries has fallen since 2010, 
even as overall f lows of official development assis-
tance continue to strengthen. This has particularly 
been the case among the 21 bilateral donors to GPE.

For the partnership, these trends were ref lected in a 
lower-than-expected level of commitment from tra-
ditional donors during its 2014 replenishment. These 
are worrying trends in light of the international com-
mitment to quality education for all, as stipulated in 
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 4, and it must 
be a clarion call to the international development 
community in recognition of education’s enabling 
role in the achievement of the wider SDG agenda. 

Nonetheless, data presented in Appendix A (financial 
contributions to the partnership by donor), and from 
GPE 2020 Indicators 26–28, suggest some progress:

Indicator 26 (nontraditional donor funding to 
the partnership): The partnership has successfully 
strengthened its ability to leverage nontraditional 
sources of financing. In 2016 it raised additional 
resources from nontraditional donors—a category 
that includes non-OECD-DAC bilateral donors, the 
private sector and private foundations. The 2016 
milestone for Indicator 26 was met through the 
cumulative funding from nontraditional donors of 
US$6.4 million. Additional commitments of more 
than US$7 million have been pledged by private 
foundations for 2017–2018. 

Indicator 27 (donor funding to the partnership): All 
scheduled contributions, from a total of 13 donors, 
based on signed contribution agreements to the GPE 
fund for 2016 were fulfilled, for an overall amount 
of US$245 million. Furthermore, four donor govern-
ments announced increased contributions to the 
partnership for fiscal year 2017 (France, Japan, Swit-
zerland and the United States). Despite these positive 

outcomes, the partnership’s financial position was 
weakened by f luctuations in exchange rates, and 
challenges have been encountered in converting 
pledges to contribution agreements in some cases.

Indicator 28 (donor funding): This indicator tracks 
the proportion of GPE donors that have (a) increased 
their funding for education or (b) maintained their 
funding. Baseline data on overall financing from GPE 
donors to education find that there was an overall 
decline in official development assistance (ODA) for 
education from the partnership’s 21 bilateral donors. 
However, eight donors (38 percent) increased funding 
for education within the ODA envelopes, while two 
other donors (another 10 percent) maintained their 
financing for education.

Alignment and Harmonization 
of International Financing for Education

The alignment and harmonization of GPE financing 
with national systems plays a central role in ensuring 
stronger capacity within education systems and the 
public sector. GPE 2020 commits the partnership to 
support and advocate for improved alignment and 
harmonization, to make international education aid 
more effective as laid out in the Paris Declaration and 
Accra Agenda for Action.

However, GPE 2016 milestones for Indicator 29 
were not met: Only 31 percent of active grants were 
aligned in at least seven of the 10 criteria used to 
monitor alignment. This was a decrease from 34 per-
cent in FY2015. 

Milestones for Indicator 30, on harmonization, 
were met: In FY2016, 39 percent of the implementa-
tion grants used a pooled funding or co-financing 
modality. 

Dialogue at the Country Level to Address 
Domestic Financing Issues

Indicator 31 (Secretariat missions on domestic 
finance): GPE 2020 commits the partnership to 

80	 UNESCO 2015b, 14; ICFGEO 2016, 19.
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strengthening support and advocacy for domestic 
financing for education, supporting governments and 
other stakeholders to make sustainable investments 
in the sector. In total, 70 percent of Secretariat mis-
sions (81 percent in countries affected by fragility and 
conflict) include policy dialogue on issues related to 
domestic financing, up from 47 percent overall in 
FY2015. This figure met the 2016 milestone, surpass-
ing it by 19 percentage points overall.

Introduction
Despite education being associated with significant 
socioeconomic benefits, the volume of aid to the edu-
cation sector has not followed the overall increase in 
official development assistance in recent years, and it 
has even decreased since 2010. More so, the distribu-
tion of ODA within the education sector appears to 
differ across sub-sectors, with post-secondary educa-
tion and early childhood education receiving the 
largest and lowest shares of the total education ODA 
between 2005 and 2015, respectively. The share of 
education ODA devoted to basic education has not 
remained stable during the same time frame.

The Education for All Global Monitoring Report 2015 esti-
mates that the volume of aid to countries in the low-
income and lower-middle-income categories would 
need to increase by at least four times to achieve set 
basic education targets in these countries by 2030. 
However, current figures show that the volume of 
education ODA is not sufficient to fill this gap. In 
that light, Sustainable Development Goal 4 and the 
Education 2030 agenda have urged international 
stakeholders and the donor community to increase 
external financing for education, and particularly 
basic education. 

The present chapter provides details on the accom-
plishments made toward the fourth Strategic Objec-
tive laid out in GPE 2020 (which is also the first of its 

two global-level strategic objectives), on the mobili-
zation of more and better financing for education. 
The following sections will precisely explore how 
the partnership is working to address the education 
financing gap through the three sub-objectives in 
Strategic Objective 4: increasing and diversifying the 
partnership’s international donor base; advocating 
for improved alignment and harmonization of fund-
ing; and supporting increased, efficient and equitable 
domestic financing for education. Findings from four 
of the six indicators which are used to monitor this 
objective are presented below.

International Financing 
for Education and 
for the Partnership
Trends in Education and Development 
Financing

The volume of aid to the education sector has not 
kept pace with the overall increase in ODA, and it has 
been decreasing since 2010.81 

As illustrated in Figure 8.1, net ODA commitments 
by OECD-DAC members experienced a 2.2 percent 
average annual growth over the period 2008–2015.82 
Among OECD donors, Denmark, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and the United 
Kingdom allocated the highest share of their gross 
national income to net ODA in 2015. They are also 
the only donors that met the 0.7 percent target 
related to the ratio of net ODA to GNI, set by OECD-
DAC members and suggested by SDG 17. 

As can also be seen, the allocation of aid across 
countries remains highly uneven: In 2014 the OECD 
reported that the majority of least developed coun-
tries with significant development challenges are 
chronically underfunded. For instance, by comparing 

81	 For instance, Rose and Steer (2013) show that, on average, around US$130 per year is required to provide a child with an acceptable quality 
of primary education in poorer countries. However, basic education aid disbursed per primary age child ranges from US$7 in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo to US$63 in Haiti.

82	 UNESCO 2015b shows that the total ODA experienced an average 9 percent annual growth over the period 2002–2012.
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aid to countries over the period 2006–2012, three 
countries (Guinea, Madagascar and Nepal) have been 
identified as donor orphans for the entire period 
considered.83 

Overall ODA trends contrast with the focus of GPE 
financing, which is highly targeted to low-income 
countries with high numbers of out-of-school chil-
dren at the primary and lower secondary levels, 
making the partnership one of the most effective 
mechanisms for reaching countries that are neglected 
by other donors. 

Education is associated with significant economic 
and social benefits and is thus fundamental to the 

achievement of all other development goals. For 
instance, Hanushek and Wößmann (2007) show that 
one additional year of education is associated with 
an increase of 0.58 percentage points in the long-
term GDP growth.84 Yet as illustrated in Figure 8.2, 
between 2010 and 2015 total ODA to education expe-
rienced a 0.9 percent average annual decrease, while 
aid to basic education dropped 1.4 percent per year. 
During the same period, ODA to all sectors increased 
by 4.9 percent annually. Despite these declines, it 
should be noted that some donor countries are still 
strongly involved in education financing. In 2015 
France, Germany, the United Kingdom and the 
United States combined contributed more than 40 
percent of the overall ODA to education.85

83	 By comparing actual aid to a sample of 11 countries with defined normative benchmarks, some countries are identified as drastically  
underfunded according to both needs-based and performance-based criteria (Ericsson and Steensen 2014).

84	 Hanushek and Wößmann 2007; Chad 2011.
85	 Some donors, such as the Netherlands, Denmark and Belgium, now contribute to less than 1 percent of ODA to education.

Figure 8.1. Net ODA Flows from DAC Members (left); DAC Members’ Net ODA as a Percentage of the GNI 
in 2015 (right)
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Figure 8.3 shows that the volume of ODA to educa-
tion remained lower compared to other sectors over 
the period 2005–2015. While the volume of educa-
tion ODA has been on a decreasing trend since 2010, 
other sectors benefited from an increasing f low of 
ODA during the same period. In its 2016 Learning 
Generation report the International Commission on 
Financing Global Education Opportunity reports that 
from 2002 to 2014, education’s share of total aid 
decreased from 13 percent to 10 percent, while the 
share spent on infrastructure increased from 24 per-
cent to 31 percent. The commission also reports that 
the share of aid to the health sector has risen from 
15 percent to 18 percent during the same period.86

The Dakar Framework for Action, as well as the recent 
Sustainable Development Goal 4 and the Education 
2030 agenda, call on the international community 
to urgently mobilize resources in order to increase 
external financing for education, particularly basic 
education.87 The Education for All Global Monitoring 
Report 2015 estimates that the level of external assis-
tance to low- and lower-middle-income countries 
would need to increase by at least four times for 
these countries to achieve basic education targets by 
2030:88 For developing countries to achieve universal 
basic education by 2030, an estimated US$22 bil-
lion will need to be raised annually over the period 
2015–2030. Current figures show that the volume of 

86	 ICFGEO 2016, 110.
87	 UNESCO 2000, 9.
88	 Using a methodology different from that in UNESCO 2015b, the International Commission on Financing Global Education Opportunity (2016) 

suggests that international financing for education increase from today’s estimated US$16 billion per year to US$89 billion per year by 2030. It 
also suggests that OECD-DAC donors increase their concessional aid for education from US$13 billion per year to an annual average of US$25 
billion between 2015 and 2030 in order to secure learning for all children.

Figure 8.2. Trends of Total Aid to Education and to Basic Education and Share of the Total Education Aid Provided 
by Selected Countries in 2015
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education ODA is far lower than what is required to 
fill this investment gap. For instance, from 2005 to 
2015, ODA to education varied from a minimum of 
US$9.1 billion in 2005 to a maximum of US$14.2 bil-
lion in 2010 (Figure 8.2). In 2015 total education 
ODA f lows to developing countries were estimated at 
US$13.6 billion, which represents about half of the 
external resources needed annually to achieve uni-
versal basic education by 2030. 

The distribution of ODA within the education sec-
tor is uneven across sub-sectors. Over the period 
2005–2015, postsecondary education benefited from 
the largest share of the total education ODA, while 
early childhood education received the lowest pro-
portion of education ODA (Figure 8.4). The share of 
education ODA devoted to basic education has f luctu-
ated over the last decade, varying from a minimum 
of 26 percent in 2013 to a maximum of 32 percent in 

2005. Throughout the decade, the share of ODA going 
to basic education remained below that allocated to 
postsecondary education. 

Although international aid is important to fill the 
investment gap in education, isolated actions from 
donors can undermine the effectiveness of this aid. 
For instance, the lack of coordination between donors 
can lead to geographical gaps in aid distribution 
among developing countries.89 The 2005 Paris Declara-
tion on Aid Effectiveness as well as the 2008 Accra Agenda 
for Action recommend better coordination among 
donors, as well as increased alignment with national 
systems, as important ingredients for effective action 
toward development around the world.90 SDG 17 also 
highlights the importance of coordination among 
donors for addressing the current development 
challenges.91 

Figure 8.3. Trends of Total Sector Allocable Aid to Selected Sectors
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89	 Ericsson and Steensen 2014.
90	 OECD 2008.
91	 Bigsten and Tengstam (2015) show that better coordination can lead to an optimal allocation of aid across developing counties and this has an 

important implication for poverty reduction.
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Increasing and Diversifying the 
Partnership’s Donor Base 

In order to address the current challenges facing edu-
cation financing in developing countries, the Global 
Partnership for Education is committed to becoming 
an effective conduit for more and better resource mobi-
lization for education, especially in low-income coun-
tries and countries affected by conflict and fragility. 

As highlighted in the Education for All Global Monitor-
ing Report 2015, the partnership plays a unique role 
in education financing, having become the fourth 
largest basic education aid donor to low- and lower-
middle-income countries, behind the United King-
dom, the United States and the World Bank.92 The 
International Commission on Financing Global Edu-
cation Opportunity report calls for increased financ-
ing to the partnership to US$2 billion per year by 
2020 and US$4 billion per year by 2030.93

In 2014 the partnership held its second Replenish-
ment Pledging Conference in Brussels. Twenty-seven 
developing country governments committed to sig-
nificantly increase their own domestic funding for 
education over the period 2015–2018. In addition, 
donors committed US$2.1 billion to the GPE fund. 
Overall, seven donors increased their commitments to 
the GPE fund (Denmark, the European Union, Ireland, 
Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United 
States), and two foundations (Children’s Investment 
Fund Foundation [CIFF] and Dubai Cares) pledged 
financial support to the GPE fund for the first time.94 

Some donors have increased their pledges since 
the replenishment conference, bringing the total 
value of the pledges to US$2.2 billion. The European 
Union, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States are currently the top five donors 
to GPE (Figure 8.5), with a combined commitment 

92	 UNESCO 2015b, 270; OECD-DAC 2014.
93	 ICFGEO 2016, 115.
94	 GPE 2014a.

Figure 8.4. Share of Education ODA across Education Sub-sectors (left); Share of Total Education ODA 
Devoted to Basic Education (right)

29% 30% 29% 29% 28% 28% 27% 26% 23% 25% 27% 

2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 
2% 

2% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 
3% 5% 6% 8% 5% 

43% 42% 39% 37% 
34% 34% 

34% 36% 34% 32% 34% 

5% 5% 
5% 7% 

5% 5% 
5% 

6% 7% 6% 8% 

18% 16% 21% 21% 
26% 25% 28% 25% 26% 25% 22% 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Primary education Basic life skills for youth & adults Secondary 
Postsecondary Vocational training Education unspecified 

32.1% 31.9% 

30.8% 
31.6% 

29.6% 

30.8% 

29.0% 
28.0% 

26.2% 

27.6% 

30.7% 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Source: GPE compilation based on OECD Data Lab (database), Development Assistance Committee, Organisation for Economic  
Co-operation and Development, Paris (accessed January 2017), http://www.oecd.org/statistics/.
Note: Gross disbursements from all donors. Only sector allocable ODA, excluding general budget support. As defined by the OECD 
Creditor Reporting System, basic education ODA refers to ODA disbursements to early childhood education, primary education and 
basic life skills for youth and adults. Basic education ODA does not include general budget support and education “level unspecified.” 

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_CH05-CH09.indd   100 8/3/17   1:27 PM

http://www.oecd.org/statistics/


GPE Results Report 2015/2016

101

of US$1.6 billion to the GPE fund for the period 
2015–2018. This corresponds to more than 70 per-
cent of the total value of all commitments to the GPE 
fund. 

Indicator 27: Percentage of donors’ pledges fulfilled 

The partnership monitors the extent to which donor 
partners are living up to their financial pledges from 
the 2014 replenishment event and subsequent years, 
if applicable. The purpose of Indicator 27 is to ensure 
that adequate levels of financial support are secured 
for the partnership’s grants and other activities. This 
indicator tracks actual payments made by the donors 
versus what they had pledged to pay (as per the 

signed contribution agreements, either at the time 
of the 2014 replenishment event or in subsequent 
years), in their own monetary currencies. All GPE 
donor partners fulfill their pledges in their national 
currencies, which makes the partnership vulnerable 
to f luctuations in currency exchange rates. 

Indicator 27 data show that in FY2015 15 donor 
partners contributed US$264 million to the Global 
Partnership for Education (Figure 8.6).95 Australia, 
Canada, Norway, Sweden and the United States pro-
vided 80 percent of all contributions in FY2015. In 
FY2016 a total of 13 donors made contributions to 
the GPE fund, for an overall amount of US$245 mil-
lion. Canada, Denmark, Norway, the United Kingdom 

95	 Please note that a contribution from the Swiss government to GPE (CHF 10 million), for which an agreement was signed in December 2016, will 
be included with the data for the purpose of this indicator, as it was received in January 2017.

Figure 8.5. GPE Donors’ Pledges 2015–2018 (left); Share of the Total Pledged Contribution  
Provided by GPE Donors (right)
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and the United States were the top five contributors 
during FY2016. Together they contributed US$194 
million, representing about 79 percent of total contri-
butions in FY2016. 

When comparing donor partners’ actual contribu-
tions to their pledged commitments, it can be stated 
that 100 percent of all commitments were fulfilled in 
FY2016. Therefore, the milestone set at 100 percent 
for FY2016 was met. The results framework target 
for 2020 also stands at 100 percent. It should be 
noted, however, that while donors have been fully 
compliant with making contributions in line with 
their signed contribution agreements, not all donors 
have completed signing of contribution agreements 
that ref lect the value of their pledge. And in some 
cases donors have reduced or capped their pledges or 
shifted the year in which they make their contribu-
tions. The partnership’s financial position has addi-
tionally been weakened by f luctuations in exchange 
rates, as mentioned above.

As suggested in Figure 8.7, even though GPE donor 
partners fulfilled their commitments for FY2016, 
many donors still have some way to go to fulfill all of 
their 2014 replenishment pledges. Across all donors, 
the United States achieved the highest amount of 
disbursement to the partnership, in cumulative 
terms, since the 2014 replenishment. The United 
States is also one of the donors that have already 
fulfilled their pledges for the period 2015–2018. 
Figure 8.7 shows that three other donors have also 
disbursed the entire amount of their pledge (Japan, 
Luxembourg and the Rockefeller Foundation), while 
nine donors, including the United Kingdom, have 
contributed less than half of their total pledged com-
mitments. Although the United Kingdom is one of 
the most important GPE contributors according to its 
2014 pledge, it has only disbursed 35 percent of the 
total value of the pledge for the period 2015–2018. 

One area of challenge for the partnership relates 
to currency f luctuations. Since 2014, a substantial 

Figure 8.6. GPE Donors’ Contribution for FY2015 and FY2016
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increase in the U.S. dollar exchange rate against most 
GPE donor local currencies has significantly eroded 
the value of these pledges when expressed in U.S. 
dollars. A comparison of the U.S. dollar value of the 
five most important GPE contributors (the European 
Union, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and 
the United States) at the time of the pledge with the 
U.S. dollar value of the same pledges in November 
2016 shows that the value of these pledges decreased 
by US$350.1 million (Figure 8.8). 

Expressed in other terms, variations in the exchange 
rates between the U.S. dollar and the five most 
important GPE donor partners’ national currencies 
contributed to decreasing the current U.S. dollar 
value of their pledges by 21.4 percent. The cor-
responding figure for all GPE donors’ pledges is 

19.7 percent. Among the five most important contrib-
utors, the U.S. dollar value of the United Kingdom’s 
pledge experienced the most important decrease, 
not only in terms of volume (US$132.4 million) but 
also in terms of percentage (25.9 percent) decrease 
in the U.S. dollar value of the pledge between 2014 
and 2016.

Thus, although there is reason to celebrate the fact 
that GPE donors have contributed fully to their 
pledged amount of funding, the combination of cur-
rency exchange rates and changes in commitments 
from partners has led to a need for the partnership to 
replenish its funding no later than 2018, to respond 
to the partnership’s funding needs in respect of their 
pursuit of achieving SDG 4. 

Figure 8.7. GPE Donors’ Cumulative Contribution November 2014–November 2016 (left),  
and as a Share of Their Total Pledges in Local Currencies (right)

0.0 

0.3 

0.4 

1.1 

2.1 

3.1 

3.9 

5.0 

6.8 

7.7 

8.8 

19.1 

24.0 

36.0 

46.0 

53.2 

69.2 

98.2 

129.7 

136.8 

155.0 

Dubai Cares 

Luxembourg 

Rockefeller Foundation 

France 

Republic of Korea 

Finland 

Japan 

 CIFF 

Switzerland 

Italy 

Ireland 

Belgium 

Germany 

European Union 

Canada 

Denmark 

Australia 

Sweden 

Norway 

United Kingdom 

United States 

US$ (millions)  

0% 

9% 

11% 

23% 

25% 

35% 

42% 

43% 

48% 

50% 

50% 

59% 

60% 

60% 

64% 

64% 

70% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Dubai Cares 

European Union 

France 

CIFF 

Switzerland 

United Kingdom 

Republic of Korea 

Denmark 

Belgium 

Canada 

Ireland 

Finland 

Germany 

Sweden 

Australia 

Norway 

Italy 

Japan 

Luxembourg 

United States 

Rockefeller Foundation 

Percent 

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: Cumulative disbursement from November 2014 to November 2016. CIFF = Children’s Investment Fund Foundation.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_CH05-CH09.indd   103 8/3/17   1:27 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

104

Indicator 26: Increased funding to GPE from nontradi-
tional donors 

The Global Partnership for Education is success-
fully strengthening its potential for leveraging new 
sources of financing within the partnership, espe-
cially from nontraditional donors, which are defined 
as non-OECD-DAC countries, the private sector and 
foundations, and high-net-worth individuals. The 
partnership is also engaged in unlocking further 
investments for education through innovative ways 
of mobilizing financial resources, including through 
new financial instruments. Attracting nontraditional 
investors to the education sector is especially impor-
tant for this purpose.

The GPE 2020 cumulative milestone for Indicator 26 
of US$6.4 million from nontraditional donors was 
met in 2016, up US$1.4 million from US$5 million 
in FY2015. The US$1.4 million includes a payment of 
US$700,000 from the Republic of Korea as well as a 
US$700,000 contribution from the Children’s Invest-
ment Fund Foundation toward their pledges. 

In addition, during 2016 the partnership gained 
support from private foundations for a number of 
new thematic initiatives. Comic Relief, the Conrad 
Hilton Foundation, Dubai Cares and the Open Soci-
ety Foundation (OSF) have each pledged financial 

contributions of US$500,000 to support the Better 
Early Learning and Development at Scale (BELDS) 
initiative over the next two years. The Assessment 
for Learning (A4L) initiative has a pledged support 
of US$2.5 million from a private foundation and 
US$500,000 from Dubai Cares. The Rockefeller Foun-
dation has committed US$350,000 to the GPE fund 
to support the exploration of the feasibility of risk 
financing for education as part of the work on the 
finance and funding framework (Box 8.1). The Chil-
dren’s Investment Fund Foundation has refocused its 
2014 pledge to support the partnership’s Gender Equal-
ity Strategy. These opportunities provide an impor-
tant arena of cooperation for resource mobilization, 
knowledge exchange and advocacy around shared 
strategic areas of interest for the partnership and its 
partners.

The increased role of nontraditional donors in edu-
cation financing is an important step forward for 
the partnership and the field more broadly. These 
new funders cannot only help bridge the aid gap in 
education, but also bring new and innovative mod-
els for funding and program implementation and 
new perspectives on how to best support system-
strengthening at national and local levels. The Global 
Partnership for Education will continue to engage 
with non-DAC bilateral donors, the private sector 
and private foundations over the coming years. The 

Figure 8.8. Value of the Decrease in the U.S. Dollar Value of the Top Five GPE Donors’ Pledges between 2014  
and 2016 (left), and the Percent Decrease in the U.S. Dollar Value of Those Pledges (right)
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partnership’s private sector–private foundation 
constituency provides an important access point 
for these actors to impact GPE decision making and 
financing mechanisms, and a new Roadmap for Engag-
ing with the Private Sector and Foundations was adopted 
by the Board in February 2017.96

Indicator 28: The proportion of GPE donor partners that 
have (a) increased their funding for education or (b) main-
tained their funding 

The Global Partnership for Education advocates for 
increased contributions to education from across 
the bilateral donors that belong to the partnership. 
Indicator 28 monitors the extent to which GPE bilat-
eral donor partners are increasing and maintaining 
their overall official development aid f lows to educa-
tion. The GPE target is for at least 56 percent of the 
21 bilateral donor partners to increase aid to educa-
tion by 2020. 

As already mentioned, ODA to the education sector 
has been decreasing over time since 2010 (Figure 8.9). 
Despite this overall decrease, baseline data for Indica-
tor 28 shows that almost half of GPE donor partners 
either increased (38 percent of donors) or maintained 
(10 percent of donors) their funding for education 
over the period 2010–2014. 

At the same time, more than half of GPE donor part-
ners decreased their funding over the same period. 
This contributed to decreasing the total education 
ODA from the target GPE donors from US$11.2 bil-
lion in 2010 to US$9.7 and US$9.5 billion, respec-
tively, in 2014 and 2015. Over the period 2010–2015, 
total education ODA from GPE donors decreased by 
3.2 percent on average. While the baseline repre-
sents the period 2010–2014, the first milestone for 
this indicator is set for 2017 (when 2015 aid data are 
available in the DAC database), and thus the first 
actual data will be calculated at the end of this year. 

Box 8.1. The Partnership’s New Financing and Funding Framework

At its June 2016 meeting the Board of Directors called for “the design of an ambitious Financing and Funding Frame-
work that includes a broader mix of funding mechanisms to help enable a more differentiated approach to GPE funding in 
order to achieve the goals and ambitious of GPE 2020, while also providing opportunities to mobilize additional financing from 
a wider range of sources.”

As a result, a new financing and funding framework (FFF) was adopted in February 2017 and will be imple-
mented in 2018. This new approach builds on the current operational model and theory of change, and it 
aims to position the partnership to play a more important role in mobilizing more and better financing from 
broader sources in support of educational achievement. The FFF includes the following three new features:

•	 Support to partners for the development of an education sector case for investment

•	 A new leveraged financing mechanism

•	 Two new grant mechanisms—in the areas of knowledge and innovation exchange, and advocacy and social 
accountability

96	 GPE 2017f.
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Alignment and Harmonization 
of International Financing 
for Education
The Global Partnership for Education is committed 
to improving alignment and harmonization of its 
funding and that of its international partners around 
nationally owned education sector plans and coun-
try systems. The ability to leverage global action and 
financing to strengthen national education systems is 
at the heart of the partnership’s theory of change and 
guides its strategic thinking on aid alignment. 

The partnership’s focus on alignment and harmoni-
zation is also a response to recommendations from 
the international community: The 2005 Paris Decla-
ration on Aid Effectiveness highlights that aid should 
promote national ownership, shared accountability 
for outcomes between donors and recipients and 
alignment of donor priorities with national plans.97 
The importance of aligning development aid with 

national plans is reiterated in SDG 17 with an empha-
sis on partners’ responsibility for harmonizing with 
national plans and operating through national 
budgets. Indicators 29 and 30 monitor the partner-
ship’s commitment to promoting the alignment of its 
interventions to national education systems, and to 
improving the harmonization of its own grants with 
national systems. 

Indicator 29: Proportion of GPE grants aligned to national 
systems 

The Global Partnership for Education monitors 
whether implementation grants that are active 
during a given fiscal year are aligned well to the 
country’s national education system. To measure 
alignment, the partnership devised a framework of 
10 elements of alignment. The partnership considers 
a grant that meets at least seven of these elements 
to be well aligned to the national system. The results 
framework target for 2020 is that 51 percent of GPE 
grants will be aligned to national systems.

Figure 8.9. Total Education ODA from 20 GPE Main Donor Partners
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Source: GPE compilation based on OECD Data Lab (database), Development Assistance Committee, Organ-
isation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris (accessed January 2017), http://www.oecd.org/
statistics/.
Note: Gross disbursements from 20 GPE donors. Following UNESCO’s Education for All Global Monitoring 
Report 2015, education aid includes 20 percent for budget support. Russia ODA data are not reported by 
OECD-CRS, so this GPE donor is excluded from the sample.

97	 UNESCO 2011.
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The partnership did not meet its 2016 milestones for 
Indicator 29, which monitors the alignment of GPE 
grants with national systems. In 2016, 31 percent 
of 59 active GPE implementation grants (including 
54 grants that were active at the end of the fiscal year 
and five grants that closed during the fiscal year) 
aligned in at least seven of ten criteria used by the 
partnership to monitor alignment, down from 34 per-
cent in FY2015 (Figure 8.10). The corresponding fig-
ure for implementation grants in countries affected 
by fragility and conflict in FY2015 was 26 percent, 
down from 27 percent in FY2015. 

Data from Indicator 29 suggest that the partnership 
will need to make a stronger effort to improve the 
alignment of its grants, working with grant agents 
and governments. An analytical paper with proposals 
for ways to strengthen alignment will be delivered to 
the Board in 2017.

The performance achieved by GPE grants varies across 
elements of alignment. Among the 10 elements of 
alignment considered for Indicator 29, alignment to 
education sector plan is the dimension associated 
with the highest level of achievement (Figure 8.11). 
One hundred percent of GPE grants are aligned to 
national education sector plans. This may be linked 
to the fact that the GPE funding model requires the 

preparation of a credible, costed, evidence-based and 
feasible education sector plan as a prerequisite for 
receiving the first 70 percent of the financing alloca-
tion, and it stipulates that its grants are intended to 
support the implementation of the education sector 
plan. 

The most important weakness in terms of alignment 
is related to financial and accounting systems. Only 
29 percent of GPE grants are aligned to developing 
country partners’ accounting and financial manage-
ment systems. Thus the partnership will need to 
focus on building the capacity of grant agents to seek 
avenues for closer alignment, and that of govern-
ments to strengthen their overall education systems 
with an eye on efficiency and effectiveness. Aligning 
GPE programs to national systems, with due attention 
to capacity and fiduciary controls, can help reduce 
start-up and implementation delays, and is essen-
tial for ensuring that GPE financing contributes to 
strengthened education systems.

Indicator 30: Proportion of GPE grants using cofinanced 
project or sector-pooled funding mechanisms 

Using pooled funding modalities and co-financing 
can help promote the harmonization of support 
from technical and financial partners, and it is a 

Figure 8.10. Proportion of GPE Grants Aligned to National Systems 
in FY2015 and FY2016 

Achieved Achieved Planned

Overall FCAC Overall FCAC

37%

29%

FY2015 FY2016

34%
(23 out 
of 68) 27%

(10 out 
of 37)

31%
(18 out 
of 59) 26%

(9 out 
of 34)

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: In 2015, N = 68 overall, 37 FCAC; in 2016, N = 59 overall, 34 FCAC.Source: GPE Secretariat. 
Note: In 2015, N = 68 overall, 37 FCAC; in 2016, N = 59 overall, 34 FCAC.
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fundamental commitment within GPE 2020.98 Indi-
cator 30 tracks the Global Partnership for Educa-
tion’s commitment to the use of co-financing and 
pooled funding mechanisms, with the aim of reach-
ing 46 percent and 42 percent, respectively, of all 
implementation grants using these two modalities 
(Box 8.2).

The partnership’s 2016 milestones for co-financing 
and pooled funding were met, with 39 percent (or 
23 out of 59) implementation grants active at any 
time during FY2016 using co-financing or pooled 
modalities. This was a slight decrease from 40 percent 
in FY2015.99 

As illustrated in Figure 8.12, seven implementation 
grants in FY2016 used pooled modalities (12 percent), 
while 16 used co-financing modalities (27 percent). 
This compares to FY2015, when, out of 68 implemen-
tation grants, 9 (13 percent) used pooled modalities 

and 18 (26 percent) used co-financing modalities. The 
majority of GPE grants continued to use a stand-alone 
project modality.

Out of 59 implementation grants active at any time 
during FY2016, 23 (12 in FCAC) used co-financed or 

Figure 8.11. Proportion of GPE Grants Meeting Alignment Criteria
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Is the majority of the financing disbursed into: a) the main revenue account of government,
b) a specific account at treasury, or c) a specific account at a commercial bank?

Is the financial accounting directly on government’s accounting systems used
for the national budget?

Will the financial accounts be audited by the government’s external auditor?

Is the expenditure process (documents and signatures on commitment, payment orders, etc.)
for the national budget used for the program expenditures?

Does the national annual budget show specific appropriations for the different planned 
expenditures (economic and/or functional classification)? 

Are government procurement rules used?

Is the project included in the national budget?

Are the projected expenditures of the program included in the multi-year forecast of the
Minister of Finance (medium-term expenditure framework)?

Will the information on project execution be included in the Education Sector Plan Annual
Implementation Report prepared by the Ministry of Education?

Is the GPE funded program aligned with the Education Sector Plan?

Source: GPE Secretariat. 

98	 For example, the 2030 Development Agenda calls for a transparency revolution to foster ownership and accountability, and stresses develop-
ment country partners’ responsibility for harmonizing financial systems among donors to enable more organized and effective intervention.

99	 Indicator 30 considers grants that were active at any time during the fiscal year. In FY2016, 59 grants were active but five of them closed by the 
end of the fiscal year.

Box 8.2. What Is the Difference between Pooled 
Financing and Co-financed Project Modalities?

Co-financing modalities allow multiple contrib-
uting partners to align their financing around a 
common project or program. The grant modalities 
do not necessarily use country systems for procure-
ment, financial management or reporting.

Sector-pooled funding uses country systems for 
procurement, financial management, monitoring 
and evaluation, and reporting.
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pooled funding, whereas 36 (22 in FCAC) used stand-
alone funding (Figure 8.12). Full details of the imple-
mentation grants and their modalities are presented 
in Appendix J.

The selection of modality occurs at the country level, 
and it is made by the grant agent based on its assess-
ment of country systems. It helps when other donor 
partners are also willing to pool resources. Again, 
the partnership will need to focus on building the 
capacity of grant agents to seek avenues for closer 
alignment, and of governments to strengthen their 
overall education systems with an eye on efficiency 
and effectiveness.

Dialogue at the Country Level 
to Address Domestic 
Financing Issues
GPE 2020 commits the Global Partnership for Educa-
tion to using its global-level capacity to advocate for 
and increase monitoring of domestic financing for 
education, to ensure that governments themselves 
are making adequate and sustainable investments. 

As noted in Chapter 3, Indicator 10 demonstrates that 
78 percent of GPE developing country partners with 
available data are in fact improving domestic expen-
ditures on education. Indicator 31 is a proxy for GPE 
effort in this area, and it is focused on levels of sup-
port provided for improved levels of domestic financ-
ing by the Secretariat. 

Indicator 31: Proportion of country missions addressing 
domestic financing issues 

GPE 2106 milestones for Indicator 31 were exceeded 
by 19 percentage points in all GPE developing coun-
try partners and by 16 percentage points in countries 
affected by fragility and conflict. Based on Secretariat 
data, 70 percent of GPE missions—53 out of a total of 
76 (35 out of 43, or 81 percent, in FCAC)—included 
policy dialogue on issues related to domestic financ-
ing. Issues addressed in these missions included 
resource mobilization, education share of budget and 
share of budget to basic education (see Box 8.3 for a 
case study). The FY2016 milestone for this indicator 
was 51 percent of the overall missions and 65 percent 
of missions to FCAC; thus the milestone for this indi-
cator was met.

Figure 8.12. Number of Co-financed and Pooled versus Stand-alone Projects in FY2015 and FY2016
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Source: GPE Secretariat.
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Box 8.3. How GPE Missions Support Improvements in Domestic Financing—Puntland’s Experience

Puntland envisages to apply for a GPE grant in May 2017. UNICEF has been appointed as grant agent, and has 
started the process to develop the grant application. One major issue is related to domestic financing, which 
is low, and the share of education in the government’s budget has been slightly decreasing over time. After 
discussion, a GPE mission was undertaken in November 2016, with an objective to discuss domestic financing 
issues with Puntland’s government. Based on this mission, the Ministry of Education and Higher Education and 
its partners decided to organize a second meeting with the Vice-Presidency and Ministry of Finance to more 
extensively discuss domestic financing issues. Key recommendations from this later discussion included: (i) the 
need to prioritize education in the government’s budget given its importance in view of stability and counter-
ing violent extremism and (ii) the need to increase the share of education in the government’s budget to 10% 
by 2020 and maintain a growth path that is commensurate to the revenue collected.
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Overview
The fifth objective in GPE 2020 is to strengthen the 
Global Partnership for Education’s most important 
asset: the power of partnership. Six indicators are 
used to monitor partnership outputs and strength. 

Findings from these indicators highlight the sig-
nificant progress the partnership has made at an 
organizational level. The Secretariat has successfully 
prioritized country-facing activities in its work plans 
and budgets, and the partnership has improved its 
business processes for quality assurance, risk manage-
ment and fiduciary oversight. Furthermore, the part-
nership enhanced its delivery of key knowledge and 
evaluation products. These improvements in organi-
zational effectiveness were achieved while keeping 
Secretariat operating expenses at less than 4 percent 
of total expenditure in FY2016. For this reason, the 

Chapter 9.  
Global Level—Objective 5: 
Build a Stronger Partnership 

United Kingdom, the partnership’s largest donor, 
awarded the partnership an “A” rating in its 2015 and 
2016 annual reviews.

At the same time, an initial survey of developing 
country-level partners suggests that while there has 
been improvement in perceived clarity of country-
level roles, responsibilities and mutual accountabili-
ties over the past year, further improvements are still 
necessary. The Secretariat took key steps in 2016 to 
respond to this challenge.  It has prioritized staff time 
for supporting country-level processes, and it refined 
its business processes, enhancing communication, 
guidance and support to its country-level partners. 
The partnership also embarked on an effort to bet-
ter monitor, understand and disseminate effective 
approaches to partnership at the country level. These 
actions will lead to significant enhancement of the 
partnership’s work at the country level.

Indicators

	 32.	 Proportion of (a) DCPs and (b) other partners reporting strengthened clarity of roles, responsibili-
ties and accountabilities in GPE country processes 

	 33.	 Number of policy, technical and/or other knowledge products developed and disseminated with 
funding or support from GPE 

	 34. 	Number of advocacy events undertaken with partners and other external stakeholders to support 
the achievement of GPE’s strategic goals and objectives

	 35.	 Proportion of significant issues identified through audit reviews satisfactorily addressed 

	 36.	 Proportion of GPE Secretariat staff time spent on country-facing functions

	 37.	 Proportion of results reports and evaluation reports published against set targets
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Promoting Consistent Roles, 
Responsibilities and Accountabilities  
at the Country Level

Recognizing that its country-level partnership model 
is one of its strongest assets, GPE 2020 commits the 
partnership to promoting and coordinating consis-
tent and effective country-level roles, responsibilities 
and accountabilities among governments, develop-
ment partners, grant agents, civil society organiza-
tions, teacher organizations and the private sector.

During 2016, a number of actions were taken in this 
regard, including a revision of the Global Partner-
ship for Education’s charter and the adoption of new 
terms of reference for coordinating agencies and 
grant agents; enhanced communication with grant 
agents and monitoring of grants; and development 
of a knowledge base and analysis of best practices in 
local education groups and joint sector reviews. 

Indicator 32 (clarity of roles and responsibilities) 
is used to monitor these efforts. Initial survey data 
show that 57 percent of developing country partners, 
and 60 percent of other GPE partners working in 
the developing country partners, report improved 
confidence in the clarity of roles and responsibilities 
within the partnership. While more than half of GPE 
partners indicated improvement between 2015 and 
2016, a significant proportion of the survey respon-
dents indicated ongoing challenges. The partnership 
has taken important steps to address these issues, 
including updating its charter, enhancing commu-
nication and policy guidance with grant agents and 
improving levels of Secretariat support for country-
level processes. Further improvements will be made 
in 2017 and 2018 based on recommendations from 
an independent review of country-level partnership 
capacity and effectiveness.

Strengthening the Partnership’s Global 
Convening and Knowledge-Brokering Roles

Sharing relevant knowledge for better education 
policies and practices is one of the ways the Global 
Partnership for Education supports stronger policy 
solutions in education. GPE 2020 recognizes that the 

partnership should expand the knowledge-brokering 
role that it began through its Global and Regional 
Activities program, which has provided US$31 mil-
lion through 15 grants to support research and 
knowledge exchange. In 2016, the partnership also 
adopted a new platform for leveraging knowledge 
and good practice exchange, and it launched three 
pilot initiatives to harness a stronger focus in three 
areas: gender equality, early childhood education and 
learning assessment systems. Building on these initia-
tives, in February 2017, the partnership endorsed an 
expanded approach to knowledge exchange that adds 
an innovation focus to its work. 

Indicator 33 (on knowledge products): Data for Indi-
cator 33 suggest that the partnership met its mile-
stones for 2016, developing 13 knowledge products. 

Indicator 34 (advocacy initiatives) monitors the part-
nership’s commitment to strengthening its approach 
to advocacy and convening, which is central to GPE 
2020. Baseline data suggest that the partnership is 
on track to achieve its 2017 milestone, and 2020 tar-
get, for this indicator. The partnership led, or played 
co-convening roles in 11 advocacy events in 2016. It 
worked closely to co-organize a series of meetings on 
the need for the partnership to achieve the Sustain-
able Development Goals, and it worked closely with 
partners around the International Commission on 
Financing Global Education Opportunity and the 
Education Cannot Wait fund. Building on its invest-
ments in education advocacy through the Civil Soci-
ety Education Fund, the partnership endorsed a new 
Advocacy and Social Accountability funding window 
in February 2017.

Improving the Global Partnership  
for Education’s Organizational Efficiency 
and Effectiveness 

Following the partnership’s 2014 organizational 
review and its Board’s adoption of a series of organi-
zational reforms in 2015 and 2016, the partnership 
has strengthened its organizational capacity and cor-
porate systems in four main areas: country support, 
quality assurance, risk management and fiduciary 
oversight. 
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The partnership’s success in improving its organi-
zational effectiveness has been recognized by the 
United Kingdom, which awarded the Global Partner-
ship for Education an “A” rating in its 2015 and 2016 
annual reviews.100 

Strengthened Systems for Fiduciary Oversight, 
Risk Management and Quality Assurance

In order to strengthen its fiduciary oversight and risk 
management, the partnership introduced in 2016 a 
new approach to risk management, which included 
the adoption of an operational risk framework, semi-
annual risk reports to the Board, and strengthened 
procedures for overseeing and managing grants in 
challenging contexts. 

Improvements in the partnership’s approach to 
quality assurance of its grants have also played a 
role in improving the effectiveness of the grants. To 
strengthen the quality of education sector plans, the 
partnership has introduced training for indepen-
dent ESP assessors, and it also monitors sector plan 
quality using the methodology designed to track 
Indicator 16. Tools to consistently assess program 
documents and the variable tranche indicators in the 
implementation grants are being used systematically, 
and a standard methodology for the review of grant 
applications is now used by the Country Grants and 
Performance Committee of the Board.

The partnership also introduced new procedures 
to enhance fiduciary oversight, including standard 
reporting templates for grant agents, a strengthened 
audit report review process, and a standard selection 
process for grant agents that assures they have poli-
cies and procedures in place to prevent, detect and 
address any incidents of misuse of funds.

Indicator 35 is used to report on the partnership’s 
improved approach to risk management and fidu-
ciary oversight. Baseline data for Indicator 35 reveal 
that 100 percent of significant issues identified in 
FY2016 through audit reviews have been satisfacto-
rily addressed in a timely fashion.

Strengthened Secretariat Capacity  
for Country Support

The Secretariat plays an important role in supporting 
partnership processes and mutual accountability at 
the country level. Core organizational reforms have 
focused on strengthening the effectiveness of Secre-
tariat support for country-level processes, ensuring 
adequate staff capacity is in place to engage with sec-
tor planning and monitoring processes.

Indicator 36 (country-facing staff time): Ref lecting 
its strengthened focus on country support, the 2016 
milestone for Indicator 36 was exceeded, with 42 per-
cent of Secretariat staff time spent on country-facing 
activities, compared with 28 percent in FY2015.

Investing in Monitoring and Evaluation

In June 2016 the partnership adopted an ambitious 
Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy to track the progress 
of GPE 2020 and ensure mutual accountability and 
learning across the partnership. The strategy commits 
the partnership to routine monitoring and reporting 
on its new results framework; enhanced monitoring 
of its grants; and a portfolio of evaluations at the pro-
grammatic, thematic and country levels. 

Indicator 37: this indicator tracks the delivery of 
planned evaluations and reports. In FY2016, the part-
nership produced two monitoring and evaluation 
products: its Independent Evaluation (by Universalia, 
September 2015) and an interim results report (Janu-
ary 2016).

Introduction
Recognizing that GPE’s country-level partnership 
approach is one of its strongest assets, the GPE 2020 
Strategic Objective 5 commits the partnership to 
promoting and coordinating consistent and effective 
country-level roles, responsibilities and account-
abilities among governments, development partners, 

100	 DFID 2016 and forthcoming.
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grant agents, civil society, teacher organizations and 
the private sector. 

The adoption of GPE 2020 has already played a cen-
tral role in moving the partnership toward greater 
clarity on roles, responsibilities and accountabilities 
by highlighting the centrality of effective sector 
plans, strengthened policy dialogue and mutual 
accountability, more effective implementation of 
education sector plans, and improved and more 
inclusive monitoring of the achievement of education 
outcomes within GPE developing country partners. 
Actualizing this vision requires greater attention to 
capacity at the national level—and renewed effort to 
ensure that GPE grants and grant-related processes 
are in support of this overall sector agenda, leverag-
ing coordination, harmonization, inclusiveness and 
focus around equity, learning and systems building. 
It also requires a strengthened role for the Secretar-
iat, as a contributor to and broker of partnership and 
mutual accountability at the country level. 

This chapter describes accomplishments made toward 
the fifth Strategic Objective laid out in GPE 2020, 
that is, to strengthen GPE’s most important asset: 
the power of partnership. Six indicators are used 
to monitor partnership outputs and strength at the 
global level. 2015–2016 data for these six indicators 
are presented below. 

Promoting Consistent  
Roles, Responsibilities  
and Accountabilities  
at the Country Level
Indicator 32: Proportion of developing country partners 
and other partners reporting strengthened clarity of roles, 
responsibilities and accountabilities in GPE country processes

This indicator is intended to monitor GPE efforts to 
achieve strengthened clarity of country-level roles 
and accountabilities. It is operationalized through a 
survey that annually assesses the extent to which GPE 
partners report that there is increased clarity of roles, 
responsibilities and accountabilities with regard to 
GPE processes at the country level. 

In the first year of reporting on Indicator 32, some 
57 percent of respondents from developing country 
governments (i.e., 4 out of 7 representatives from 
ministries of education) and 60 percent of other 
partners (38 out of 63) reported strengthened clar-
ity in this year’s survey (Figure 9.1), in a survey that 
included 70 respondents from 28 countries.101 In 
addition, the survey yielded valuable suggestions 
on areas where roles and responsibilities were least 
clear. This was the case for teacher organizations, 

Figure 9.1. Proportion of Respondents Reporting Increased Clarity of Roles 
and Responsibilities on GPE Processes in 2016, Compared to 2015

40%(25)60%(38)

43%(3)57%(4)

Improved clarity of roles No improved clarity of roles

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: N = 7 developing country partners, 63 other partners.

DCPs

Other Partners

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: N = 7 developing country partners, 63 other partners.

101	 The overall response rate for the survey was 46 percent; all regions were represented in the sample.
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private sector organizations and, to a lesser extent, 
civil society organizations in the context of both 
GPE-specific processes, such as grant applications, 
and GPE-supported processes, such as education sec-
tor planning. The survey also asked how the Global 
Partnership for Education could help improve clarity 
on roles and responsibilities at the country level. The 
most frequent response to this question suggested 
enhanced technical support from the Secretariat—for 
example, missions, technical guidance and capacity-
building activities. 

While this baseline survey highlighted some reported 
improvement in the clarity of country-level roles, 
responsibilities and accountabilities within the part-
nership, the partnership recognizes that it has more 
work to do in this area. The following actions were 
taken to this end during 2016: 

	 Revised policies on roles and responsibilities:  
In 2016 significant revisions were made to the 
Global Partnership for Education’s charter, 
which lays out roles and responsibilities for grant 
agents, local education groups, donor partners, 
civil society and the private sector. New terms 
of reference were also designed for coordinating 
agencies and grant agents. 

	 More consistent engagement with grant agents: 
Improving accountability and communication 
between grant agents and the partnership is 
essential. In 2016 the partnership introduced a 
standardized and more transparent process for 
the selection of grant agents with the objective 
of identifying the best possible mechanism for 
delivery of GPE grant funding in each context, 
with attention to alignment of grant delivery 
modalities and the ability to provide support 
for capacity strengthening. The partnership also 
introduced new standard reporting templates and 
initiated closer dialogue between the Secretariat 
and grant agent headquarter teams with the 
aim of reinforcing the importance of aligning 
procedures and lowering transaction costs at the 
country level and strengthening grant agents’ 
engagement in other aspects of the partnership 
beyond grant management.

	 Supporting more effective and inclusive local edu-
cation groups and joint sector reviews: Building 
from data collected for Indicators 18 and 19, the 
partnership initiated research on the quality, 
inclusiveness and effectiveness of local education 
groups and joint sector reviews. This research will 
be presented in 2017, with collaboration from 
developing country partners, as an opportunity 
to share best practices across the partnership and 
create stronger understanding of how to better 
organize LEGs and joint sector review processes 
to support effective collaboration and problem 
solving during planning and monitoring in the 
education sector. This in turn is expected to 
have a positive impact on clarity of roles and 
responsibilities as to GPE processes at the country 
level, which should be reflected in higher values 
on Indicator 32 going forward.

	 Supporting a stronger focus on sector reform: 
New guidelines for the education sector plan 
development grant were introduced in 2016, to 
make more explicit use of the ESPDG to drive 
strong, evidence-based and more inclusive sector 
planning processes.

Strengthening GPE’s Global 
Convening and Knowledge 
Brokering Roles
Sharing relevant knowledge for better education poli-
cies and practices is one of the ways the partnership 
supports stronger education system capacity and fos-
ters lasting improvements in learning and equity. GPE 
2020 calls upon the partnership to further develop its 
knowledge and good practice exchange activities in 
order to catalyze improved country capacity to plan 
sector strategies, adopt effective solutions to key edu-
cation challenges and introduce systems for monitor-
ing outcomes. The development and dissemination of 
publications and other knowledge products also cre-
ates opportunities for peer-to-peer exchange, support-
ing the partnership’s mandate as a convener, advocate 
and broker of knowledge and best practice. 
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In 2016, the Board adopted a knowledge and good 
practice exchange strategy that lays out 10 thematic 
areas of focus for the partnership. Three pilot initia-
tives were launched to respond to a policy challenge 
identified by developing country partners and to pro-
vide enhanced technical support to improve national 
capacity to plan and design improvements in their 
education systems (Box 9.1). The Board also agreed 
to accept targeted financing for knowledge exchange 
initiatives, and it received commitments from six 
foundations for the three pilots. 

The Global Partnership for Education’s Global 
and Regional Activities program grants are a fur-
ther way in which the partnership has supported 
partnership-wide production of knowledge and 
related capacity-strengthening activities, focused in 
the areas of out-of-school children, education finance 
and learning. From the beginning of the GRA pro-
gram to June 2016, the portfolio of 15 projects has 
produced the following outputs: 68 guidelines and 
technical tools, 24 regional-level seminars and work-
shops, 133 country-level seminars and the production 
of 163 additional reference documents and papers. 
Ten GRA grants are continuing into FY2017.102 

Indicator 33: Number of policy, technical and/or other 
knowledge products developed and disseminated with fund-
ing or support from the partnership

Indicator 33 uses the delivery of a targeted number 
of knowledge products as a proxy for monitoring 
the strength of the partnership’s overall approach to 
knowledge production and exchange.

In 2016, 13 knowledge products were developed by 
the partnership, either on its own or in partnership, 
exceeding the anticipated target of six products. 

Indicator 33 tracks three types of knowledge prod-
ucts: (i) ones the Secretariat develops solely, (ii) ones 
the Secretariat develops in collaboration with part-
ners and (iii) ones developed solely by partners 
through GPE funding (specifically under the Global 
and Regional Activities portfolio). 

Of the 13 knowledge products developed in FY2016 
(Box 9.2), six were produced solely by the Secretariat, 
four were produced in collaboration with part-
ners and three with support from GPE funding (by 
partners implementing activities through the GRA 

102	 GPE 2015b; GPE 2017e. 

Box 9.1. Knowledge Exchange Pilot Initiatives

Assessment for Learning (A4L): Working with partners, the initiative will develop diagnostic tools for bench-
marking learning assessment systems, support knowledge exchange across ministries of education and techni-
cal partners, and support stronger approaches to, and investments in, learning assessment systems in national 
education sector plans and their implementation. 

Better Early Learning and Development at Scale (BELDS): This initiative supports sharing of best practice in 
scaling equitable, quality early learning programs. It includes support for the development of analytical tools, 
methodologies and data to scaffold stronger and more effective inclusion of early childhood care and education 
in education sector plans and policies. 

Gender Equality and Responsive Sector Planning (GRSP): The partnership is working with UNGEI and other 
partners to support governments and national stakeholders to improve gender responsiveness in their national 
sector strategies and policies. The initiative will fund training and technical assistance for national teams using 
the recently published GPE/UNGEI guidelines on gender-responsive sector planning. A first workshop with five 
countries from eastern and southern Africa was held in April 2017. 
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portfolio). All knowledge products align with the 
partnership’s strategic focus on learning quality and 
equity and systems. 

The significant increase in the volume of knowledge 
products from FY2015 to FY2016 ref lects two ele-
ments: first, plans and processes were put in place 

to support efforts to produce and disseminate a 
larger volume of knowledge products. This includes 
the development of the GPE Publications Typology, 
which outlines the categories of publications, their 
purpose, audience, quality assurance process and 
guidance on formatting and frequency. Second, new 
staff capacity was dedicated to the development of 

Box 9.2. Knowledge Products Developed in FY2016

Products developed by the Secretariat: 

•	 Education Sector Planning in Developing Countries: An Analysis of 42 Education Plans

•	 GPE Issue Brief: Financing for Education

•	 GPE Issue Brief: Conflict-affected and Fragile Situations

•	 GPE Issue Brief: Girls’ Education

•	 GPE Issue Brief: Teachers and Learning

•	 GPE’s Work in Countries Affected by Fragility and Conflict

Products developed in collaboration with partners:

•	 Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation (with IIEP-UNESCO)

•	 Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal (with IIEP-UNESCO)

•	 Guidelines for Transitional Education Plan Preparation (with IIEP-UNESCO)

•	 Assessment for Learning (A4L): An International Platform to Support National Learning Assessment Systems

Products developed with support from the partnership:

•	 Using large-scale assessments of students’ learning to inform education policy: Insights from the Asia-Pacific 
region (UNESCO Bangkok)

•	 NEQMAP Knowledge Portal (UNESCO Bangkok)

•	 Understanding What Works in Oral Reading Assessments (UIS)

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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technical products, based on a recommendation from 
a 2014 organizational review. 

Indicator 34: Number of advocacy events undertaken 
with partners and other external stakeholders to support the 
achievement of the partnership’s strategic goals and objectives

Stronger global advocacy is required if the interna-
tional community is to make good on its commit-
ment to improve education quality and access for 
all. Over the next four years GPE 2020 commits the 
partnership to an increased profile as an interna-
tional education advocate, working with others to 
strengthen global commitment and financing for 
education. 

The Secretariat monitors the number of advocacy 
events in which the Global Partnership for Educa-
tion supports or leads as a proxy for the partnership’s 
increased convening and advocacy role. The target set 
for this indicator is 65 events across the entire period 
of GPE 2020. 

In the baseline year for this indicator (FY2016), the 
partnership supported or led 11 advocacy events 
across GPE developing country partners. 

Some examples of advocacy activities undertaken 
in FY2015–2016 include presentations made by the 
partnership’s Board Chair and CEO at the Oslo Sum-
mit on Education for Development in July 2015, the 
UN General Assembly and Sustainable Development 
Summit meetings in September 2015, the Supporting 
Syria and the Region Conference in February 2016, 
and the World Humanitarian Summit in May 2016. 
The partnership used these global platforms to advo-
cate for the importance of education in the global 
development agenda, and for increased financing for 
education. 

The partnership also worked with other multi-
stakeholder platforms to co-organize a series of meet-
ings on both the need for partnership to achieve the 

SDGs and the importance of finding new ways to 
work across development sectors. These meetings 
took place during the Financing for Development 
Conference in July 2015, the UN General Assembly 
meeting in September 2015 and the Women Deliver 
Conference in May 2016. Finally, the partnership’s 
engagement on the advisory group of the Women 
Deliver Conference and co-organization and par-
ticipation in a number of sessions resulted in an 
increased awareness of the importance of education 
to health, rights and well-being of girls and women. 
Through many of these events, the partnership suc-
ceeded in reaching an audience beyond the education 
sector to ensure that education financing and issues 
were understood as integral to larger issues of sus-
tainable development.

Throughout 2016 the Global Partnership for Educa-
tion actively advocated for the creation of Education 
Cannot Wait,103 a global fund to ensure that no child 
or young person misses out on education during cri-
ses. With a funding target of US$3.85 billion over five 
years, Education Cannot Wait aims to reach more 
than 13.6 million children and youth living in crisis 
situations. The fund’s priorities align closely with 
the partnership’s strategic approach: to strengthen 
coordination of financing, improve the capacity and 
accountability of countries and advocate for renewed 
political commitment so that education is viewed by 
all as a top priority when crises occur.

Improving GPE’s Organizational Efficiency  
and Effectiveness 

Following the partnership’s 2014 organizational 
review104 and the Board’s adoption of a series of orga-
nizational reforms in December 2015 and Decem-
ber 2016, the partnership implemented important 
improvements in its organizational effectiveness, 
developing new procedures and strengthening Sec-
retariat capacity in the areas of country support, risk 
management, quality assurance and fiduciary over-
sight. Organizational reforms in each of these areas 

103	 http://www.educationcannotwait.org/.
104	 Organizational capacity was also addressed by Dalberg 2016. The 2016 GPE “CEO’s Report to the Board of Directors” (GPE 2016c) details orga-

nizational reforms put in place and progress achieved.
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are detailed below, highlighting the two indicators in 
the GPE 2020 results framework selected to monitor 
the partnership’s organizational effectiveness. GPE’s 
success in improving its organizational effectiveness 
in FY2016 was recognized by the United Kingdom, 
which has awarded GPE an “A” in its 2015 and 2016 
annual reviews of the partnership.105

Strengthened Systems for Fiduciary 
Oversight, Risk Management  
and Quality Assurance

Since the 2014 organizational review, the partnership 
has taken significant steps to strengthen its fiduciary 
oversight of grants and to improve fiduciary systems. 
It has also enhanced its approach to risk manage-
ment, introducing a corporate risk management 
framework and an operational risk framework to 
monitor risks at the country level.

At the corporate level, the partnership has strength-
ened its approach to risk management through semi-
annual reports to the Board that have consistently 
strengthened the partnership’s ability to identify, 
assess, mitigate and monitor risks to the partner-
ship. The partnership has also implemented reforms 
to its governance structure, introducing a dedicated 
Finance and Risk Committee with a specific mandate 
to oversee risk management practices. The Board has 
also approved the recruitment of a dedicated, special-
ist risk management team. 

To ensure a suitably nuanced approach to manage-
ment of risk, the partnership has introduced sig-
nificant new controls and procedures. Under the 
new operational risk framework, the Secretariat 
has developed a system to differentiate risks at the 
country (contextual), sector and grant levels, which it 
now uses to develop each country risk management 
plan. These plans ensure that sufficient staff time 
is allocated to high-risk contexts, and support more 
consistent dialogue with GPE grant agents about their 

risk management policies and procedures in high-risk 
contexts. 

As set out in its Policy and Communications Protocol on 
Misuse of Funds, the partnership has zero tolerance 
for misuse of funds, and the Secretariat continues to 
report any misuse of funds to the Board and to act 
expeditiously to ensure that grant agents address any 
misuse and secure GPE resources lost to misuse.106 

In addition, the partnership introduced several new 
components to its approach: 

	 A standard reporting template for grant agents 
was introduced, which helps to strengthen the 
Secretariat’s ability to ensure compliance to 
minimum standards for grant agents, which 
include clear expectations for cases of financial 
mismanagement and misuse of funds.

	 A strengthened audit report review process 
was introduced within the Secretariat, to better 
monitor significant issues raised by grant 
agent auditors and ensure that timely action is 
taken to address issues in the areas of financial 
management of grants, procurement or safeguards 
within six months from the date of the review by 
the Secretariat. 

	 The Secretariat reported on the overall fiduciary 
status of the grants portfolio, highlighting key 
issues, through its portfolio review.107

	 The standard selection process for grant agents, 
which was introduced in 2016, has as one of 
its key selection criteria the ability to discharge 
fiduciary and administrative responsibilities. All 
grant agents have been assessed to ensure they 
meet the partnership’s minimum standards, 
including ensuring they have policies and 
procedures in place to prevent, detect and address 
incidents of misuse.

105	 DFID 2016 and forthcoming.
106	 GPE 2016a.
107	 See the GPE Portfolio Review: 2016 (GPE 2017a).
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Indicator 35: Proportion of significant issues identified 
through audit reviews satisfactorily addressed

In FY2016 100 percent of the significant issues 
identified through audit reviews were satisfactorily 
addressed by grant agents (100 percent of issues 
were addressed in countries affected by fragility and 
conflict). The GPE milestones for Indicator 35 were 
thus met.

The majority of issues found in audit reports in 
FY2016 were technical issues, such as undocumented 
transactions, unaccounted advance payments or 
other types of noncompliance with policy. Systemic 
issues—such as limited government capacity, a weak 
public financial management system, a need for bet-
ter monitoring of program implementation or a need 
for improved coordination among partners—also 
appear within the reports. One of the most typical 
areas for improvement noted in audit reports is the 
need for improved monitoring and reporting on 
financial utilization of the GPE budget. 

Strengthening Quality Assurance

As recognized in the 2014 organizational review, a 
strengthened quality assurance function is essential 
for ensuring organizational effectiveness and enhanc-
ing the overall quality of GPE grants and activities. In 
FY2016 a new Quality Assurance Unit was created in 
the Secretariat, with responsibility for overseeing an 
enhanced quality assurance process to better support 
developing country partners. 

The Secretariat developed and implemented 
enhanced quality assurance procedures based on 
tools and benchmarks that are aligned to GPE 2020 
objectives and drawn from internationally agreed 
standards. To support the strengthened quality of 
education sector plans, it uses the monitoring tool 
designed for Indicator 16 and now supports the 
training of a roster of independent appraisers for 
assessment of education sector plans. Tools for the 
assessment of program documents and the variable 
tranche are now being used on a systematic basis 
by the Secretariat. A standard methodology for the 
review of grant application packages is now used 

by the Board’s Grants and Performance Committee, 
ensuring alignment among sector priorities, selection 
of variable tranche indicators and grant objectives, 
and strengthening its review of risk, value for money 
and feasibility issues. 

Strengthened Secretariat Capacity  
for Country Support

In the 2014 organizational review and subsequent 
reviews of GPE capacity, it was recognized that the 
Secretariat plays an essential role in supporting part-
nership processes and mutual accountability at the 
country level. Core organizational reforms have thus 
focused on strengthening the effectiveness and focus 
of the Secretariat on country-level activities, in par-
ticular, by ensuring that adequate staff capacity is in 
place to engage with country-level partners during 
sector planning and monitoring processes. 

Efforts to strengthen the Secretariat have gone 
beyond simple increases in staffing, and include the 
introduction of a new operational risk framework 
to allow for better targeting of staff time in high-
risk contexts; the introduction of new monitoring 
tools and an enhanced quality assurance process 
to support greater consistency in the type of advice 
provided by the Secretariat to developing country 
partners; and the addition of a small team of techni-
cal specialists in areas of key policy challenge across 
the partnership. 

Indicator 36: Proportion of Secretariat staff time spent on 
country-facing functions 

Indicator 36 tracks the proportion of Secretariat staff 
time that is devoted to country-facing activities, act-
ing as a proxy for overall improvements in the Sec-
retariat’s capacity to support the partnership at the 
country level. 

The Global Partnership for Education has exceeded 
the 2016 milestones for Indicator 36. As illustrated 
in Figure 9.2, the proportion of Secretariat staff 
time spent on country-facing functions increased to 
42 percent in FY2016, a significant increase over the 
28 percent recorded for FY2015—and above the 2016 
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milestone set at 32 percent. This improvement is 
even more significant given the increase in the part-
nership’s total staff capacity: Between FY2015 and 
FY2016 total staff time in the Secretariat increased 
from 2,255 hours to 3,085 hours, or 37 percent. 
Thus in absolute terms, the total staff time devoted 
to country-facing functions more than doubled 
in FY2016, increasing to 1,306 hours from 633 in 
FY2015. 

Investing in Monitoring  
and Evaluation
In 2016, the Global Partnership for Education 
adopted an ambitious Monitoring and Evaluation 
Strategy to support the systematic monitoring and 
improvement of the work of the partnership. The 
strategy has three main pillars under which progress 
was made in FY2016: 

Results monitoring and reporting: The partnership will 
report annually against the 37 indicators selected to 
track GPE 2020, through its annual results report, 
and will use specific indicators to identify areas in 

need of improvement within its overall theory of 
change. The main achievements under this pillar dur-
ing FY2016 included finalization of the GPE results 
framework, including methodologies, targets, mile-
stones and collection of baseline data. An interim 
results report was also prepared. 

Grant monitoring: The partnership committed itself to 
enhancing its grant monitoring. During 2016, this 
has included development of standard reporting tem-
plates and procedures for grant agents, and coding 
of the thematic and sub-sector components of GPE 
grants (see Chapter 7). Work was also initiated to sup-
port enhanced GPE reporting to the OECD-DAC and 
compliance with International Aid Transparency Ini-
tiative standards.

Evaluations: Beginning in FY2017, the partnership 
commissioned a portfolio of evaluations throughout 
the GPE 2020 strategic plan period, culminating in 
an independent overall evaluation of GPE 2020. The 
most important of these evaluations will focus on the 
effectiveness of the partnership’s country-level theory 
of change, but there will also be thematic evaluations 
and evaluations of smaller GPE grant programs and 
instruments (such as the GRA, ESPDG and CSEF). 

Figure 9.2. GPE Secretariat Staff Time Allocated to Country-Facing 
Functions, FY2015 and FY2016

Country-facing issues Other

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: In FY2015, N = 2,271; in FY2016, N = 3,110.

FY2015 FY2016

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

28% (633)
42% (1,306)

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: N = 7 developing country partners, 63 other partners.
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Indicator 37: Proportion of results reports and evaluation 
reports published against set targets

Indicator 37 monitors the effective delivery of results 
reports and evaluation reports against those planned 
in the GPE Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy on a 
cumulative basis. The target for this indicator is 
100 percent delivery of the planned 27 reports and 
evaluations. One report and one evaluation were 
published in FY2016:

Interim Results Report: Fiscal Year 2015: Published in 
May 2016, this report was based on an interim results 
framework adopted in 2014, through a collaboration 
with the UK Department for International Develop-
ment. It assessed the partnership’s 2015 achieve-
ments against milestones at the impact, outcome and 
output levels. The report found that the vast majority 

of the output-level targets were met, including in the 
area of organizational effectiveness. The report high-
lighted the need for redoubled efforts at the impact 
and outcome levels, especially in the areas of equity 
and access at the country level. 

Independent Interim Evaluation of the Global Partnership for 
Education: Published in November 2015, this evalua-
tion report assessed the partnership’s progress over 
the period 2010–2014. The evaluation, carried out by 
Universalia, found that the partnership’s effective-
ness had been strengthened over this period, but 
it also noted the need for further work in defining 
what success means for the partnership, and align-
ing its mission to its financing base. The findings and 
recommendations from this evaluation were used to 
support the development of the Global Partnership 
for Education’s strategic plan, GPE 2020.
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Appendix A. Financial Contributions to the Global Partnership  
for Education: 2016 and Cumulative
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Appendix B. GPE Developing Country Partners

GPE Members as of March 2017

Low-Income Countries 

Afghanistan; Benin; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Central 
African Republic; Chad; Comoros; DRC; Eritrea; Ethio-
pia; Gambia; Guinea; Guinea-Bissau; Haiti ; Liberia; 
Madagascar; Malawi; Mali; Mozambique; Nepal; 
Niger; Rwanda; Senegal; Sierra Leone; Somalia; South 
Sudan; Tanzania; Togo; Uganda; Zimbabwe

Small Island and Landlocked Developing States

Bhutan; Dominica; Grenada; Guyana; Sao Tome and 
Principe; St. Lucia; St. Vincent and the Grenadines; 
Timor-Leste

Vulnerable Lower-Middle-Income Countries

Bangladesh; Cambodia; Cameroon; Côte d'Ivoire;  
Djibouti; Ghana; Kenya; Lao PDR; Lesotho; 
Mauritania; Nicaragua; Nigeria; Pakistan; PNG; 
Sudan; Yemen; Zambia

Other Lower-Middle-Income Countries

Congo Republic; Honduras; Kyrgyz Republic; Mol-
dova; Mongolia; Tajikistan; Uzbekistan; Vietnam

“UMIC (countries no longer eligible for GPE 
funding)”

Albania; Georgia

Countries Eligible to Join the Partnership*

Small Island and Landlocked Developing States

Cabo Verde; Kiribati; Maldives; Marshall Islands; 
Micronesia; Samoa; Solomon Islands; Tonga; Tuvalu; 
Vanuatu 

Vulnerable Lower-Middle-Income Countries

Myanmar; Syria

Other Lower-Middle-Income Countries

Armenia; Bolivia; Egypt Arab Republic; El Salvador; 
Guatemala; India; Indonesia; Morocco; Philippines; 
Sri Lanka; Swaziland; Tunisia; Ukraine; West Bank 
and Gaza

*Based on GPE funding eligibility approved during the meeting of the Board of Directors on March 1, 2017.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_APP-REFS.indd   124 8/3/17   1:28 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

125

Appendix C. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Developing  
Country Partners

# Name
Year Joined  
GPE

Fragile Context 
World Bank  
(FY16 List)

Conflict-Affected 
UNESCO  
(2015)108

GPE 
Fragile or  
Conflict-Affected 

1 Afghanistan 2011 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

2 Albania 2006

3 Bangladesh 2015

4 Benin 2007

5 Bhutan 2009

6 Burkina Faso 2002

7 Burundi 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

8 Cambodia 2006

9 Cameroon 2006

10 Central African Republic 2008 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

11 Chad 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

12 Comoros 2013 Fragile FCAC

13 Côte d'Ivoire 2010 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

14 Congo, DR 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

15 Republic of Congo 2015

16 Djibouti 2006

17 Eritrea 2013 Fragile FCAC

18 Ethiopia 2004 Conflict-affected FCAC

19 Gambia 2003 Fragile FCAC

20 Georgia 2007

108	 UNESCO 2015b

(continued)
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# Name
Year Joined  
GPE

Fragile Context 
World Bank  
(FY16 List)

Conflict-Affected 
UNESCO  
(2015)108

GPE 
Fragile or  
Conflict-Affected 

21 Ghana 2004

22 Guinea 2002

23 Guinea-Bissau 2010 Fragile FCAC

24 Guyana 2002

25 Haiti 2008 Fragile FCAC

26 Honduras 2002

27 Kenya 2005

28 Kyrgyzstan 2006

29 Lao People's Dem. Rep. 2009

30 Lesotho 2005

31 Liberia 2007 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

32 Madagascar 2005 Fragile FCAC

33 Malawi 2009

34 Mali 2006 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

35 Mauritania 2002

36 Mongolia 2006

37 Mozambique 2003

38 Nepal 2009 Conflict-affected FCAC

39 Nicaragua 2002

40 Niger 2002

41 Nigeria 2012 Conflict-affected FCAC

42 Pakistan 2012 Conflict-affected FCAC

43 Papua New Guinea 2010

(continued)
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# Name
Year Joined  
GPE

Fragile Context 
World Bank  
(FY16 List)

Conflict-Affected 
UNESCO  
(2015)108

GPE 
Fragile or  
Conflict-Affected 

44 Republic of Moldova 2005

45 Rwanda 2006 Conflict-affected FCAC

46 Sao Tome and Principe 2007

47 Senegal 2006

48 Sierra Leone 2007 Fragile FCAC

49 Somalia 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

50 South Sudan 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

51 Sudan 2012 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

52 Tajikistan 2005

53 Timor-Leste 2005 Fragile FCAC

54 Togo 2010 Fragile FCAC

55 Uganda 2011 Conflict-affected FCAC

56 United Rep. of Tanzania 2013

57 Uzbekistan 2013

58 Viet Nam 2003

59 Yemen 2003 Fragile Conflict-affected FCAC

60 Zambia 2008

61 Zimbabwe 2013 Fragile FCAC

  Total   22 18 28
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Appendix D. GPE Grant Disbursements by Type and Amount, 
Cumulative Since Inception

Type Number
Amount,  
US$ Millions

Amount 
Share, %

Disbursed,  
US$ Millions

Country-Level Grants

Education Sector Plan Development Grant (ESPDG)   59 15.2 0.3 8.2

Program Development Grant (PDG)   38 8 0.2 7.3

Education Sector Program Implementation Grant (ESPIG) 127 4,599.7 97.8 3,393.9

Global and Cross-National Grants

Global and Regional Activities Grants   15 29.7 0.6 29.7

Civil Society Education Fund II     2 48.3 1.03 28.7

Total 241 4,700.9 100 3,467.8

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_APP-REFS.indd   128 8/3/17   1:28 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

129

Appendix E. GPE Disbursements by Country,  
as of December 2016

CUMULATIVE DISBURSEMENT, AS OF DECEMBER 2016
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145.3
115.7 

98.1 
94.5
90.1 
90.0

84.3
77.9 

70.8 
63.7
63.4 
60.4 

52.2 
52.1 
51.9
50.1

46.3
46.0 
45.3

44.8 
45.1

40.7 

39.5 
40.0 

39.3 
38.8 
37.6
36.7
34.1
31.7 
31.3 
30.9 
29.9 
24.0 
23.5 

20.0 
22.2

19.2
18.6
16.9
15.9
15.6
13.1 
12.6 
11.7

6.5

 

4.4

 
3.4

 

9.4

 

105.0

Cumulative Disbursement (US$, millions)

36.69 
27.11 

Nepal
Madagascar
Burkina Faso
Afghanistan

Uganda
Sudan

Uzbekistan
Congo, Dem. Rep.

Bangladesh
Nigeria
Kenya
Niger

Mozambique
Pakistan (Sindh)

Zimbabwe
Haiti

Cambodia
Senegal

Chad
Côte d'Ivoire

Cameroon
Tajikistan

Yemen
Nicaragua

South Sudan
Central African Republic

Benin
Ethiopia

Ghana
Burundi

Chad
Mauritania

Guinea-Bissau
Eritrea

Sierra Leone
Mali

Kyrgyz Republic
Guinea

Somalia (South Central)
Gambia, The

Vietnam
Somalia (Somaliland)

Comoros
Guyana

Somalia (Puntland)
Sao Tome and Principe

Central African Republic
Djibouti

 Papua New Guinea 
Lao PDR

24.80 
24.30 

23.18 
22.44 
21.66 

20.41 

18.64 
18.28 
18.16 
18.00 

14.65 
14.22 
14.06 

12.29 
12.27 
11.46 

10.18
10.16 

8.09
7.42 
7.33 

6.51 
6.82 

5.93 

5.01 
5.61 

4.75 
4,61 
4,04
3.98 
3.50
3.39 
3.09 

2.70 
2.31 

1.83 
1.47 

1.13 
1.28

0.81 
0.59 
0.49
0.35 
0.27 

0.18 
0.16
0.13 

20.00 

2016 Disbursement (US$, millions)

DISBURSEMENT 2016

Source: GPE Secretariat.

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_APP-REFS.indd   129 8/3/17   1:28 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

130

Appendix F. GPE Results Framework Indicators109

IMPACT—Improved and more equitable learning outcomes | Increased equity, gender equality and inclusion

Strategic Goal 1: Improved and more equitable student learning outcomes through quality teaching and learning

Indicator

Baseline  
(CY2000–2015;  
N = 20 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation 

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

1. Proportion of developing 
country partners (DCPs) show-
ing improvement on learning 
outcomes (basic education)

Overall: 65%* First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 65%110

FCAC: 50%* First milestone set for 2018 Baseline 50%110

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2011–2014;  
N = 22 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

2. Percentage of children under 
five (5) years of age who are 
developmentally on track in 
terms of health, learning, and 
psychosocial well-being

Overall: 66% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 74%

FCAC: 62% — — —

Female: 68% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline 75%

IMPACT—Improved and more equitable learning outcomes | Increased equity, gender equality and inclusion

Strategic Goal 2: Increased equity, gender equality, and inclusion for all in a full cycle of quality education, targeting the 
poorest and most marginalized, including by gender, disability, ethnicity, and conflict or fragility

Indicator
Baseline 
(CY2015; N = 49 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

3. Cumulative number of equiva-
lent children supported for a 
year of basic education (primary 
and lower secondary) by GPE

Overall: 7.2 million Planned: 11.3 million Met Met n/a

Achieved: 13.2 million

109	 In this table, the core indicators are indicated in blue font. Baselines that were updated with new data since the 2016 October Board of Direc-
tors audio call are noted with a star (*). Please note “-“ stands for available and “n/a” stands for not applicable.

110	 The original baselines of 54 percent and 33 percent for all developing country partners (DCPs) and countries affected by fragility and conflict 
(FCAC) respectively were based on samples of 14 DCPs overall and 3 FCAC. Additional data were gathered increasing the baseline sample sizes 
to 20 and 4 for all DCPs and FCAC, respectively. These samples yielded the revised baselines presented here. The original 2020 target is pre-
sented; however, this will be revised based on the new baseline sample.

(continued)
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FCAC: 5.6 million Planned: 7.2 million Met n/a

Achieved: 10.4 million

Female: 3.4 million Planned: 5.4 million Met n/a

Achieved: 6.3 million

Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

4. Proportion of children who 
complete: (a) primary education; 
(b) lower secondary education

(a)  Primary Education: Met

Overall: 72.5% Planned: 73.7% Met [tolerance] 78.3%

Achieved: 73.2%

FCAC: 68.1% Planned: 69.3% Met [tolerance] 74.6%

Achieved: 68.5%

Female: 70.1% Planned: 71.1% Met [tolerance] 75.9%

Achieved: 70.8%

(b)  Lower Secondary Education:

Overall: 47.9% Planned: 48.6% Met 52.1%

Achieved: 49.5%

FCAC: 41.1% Planned: 41.9% Met 45.4%

Achieved: 42.7%

Female: 45.7% Planned: 46.9% Met 51.8%

Achieved: 47.0%

(continued)

1708512-GPE_2016_Results_Report_APP-REFS.indd   131 8/3/17   1:28 PM



GPE Results Report 2015/2016

132

Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

5. Proportion of GPE DCPs 
within set thresholds for gender 
parity index of completion rates 
for: (a) primary education; (b) 
lower secondary education

(a)  Primary Education: Met

Overall: 62% Planned: 64% Met 69%

Achieved: 64%

FCAC: 54% Planned: 54% Met 61%

Achieved: 57%

(b)  Lower Secondary Education:

Overall: 49% Planned: 52% Met 66%

Achieved: 54%

FCAC: 36% Planned: 32% Met 54%

Achieved: 34%

Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

6. Preprimary gross enrollment 
ratio

Overall: 28.2% Planned: 29.0% Not met 
[tolerance]

Not met 32.2%

Achieved: 28.1%

FCAC: 22.6% Planned: 23.3% Not met 26.0%

Achieved: 22.1%

Female: 27.5% Planned: 28.3% Not met 
[tolerance]

31.6%

Achieved: 27.5%

(continued)
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Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

7. Out-of-school rate for: 
(a) children of primary school 
age; (b) children of lower sec-
ondary school age

(a)  Children of Primary School Age: Met

Overall: 20.3% Planned: 19.6% Met [tolerance] 17.0%

Achieved: 19.8%

FCAC: 25.8% Planned: 25.0% Met 21.7%

Achieved: 25.0%

Female: 22.7% Planned: 21.9% Met [tolerance] 18.6%

Achieved: 22.3%

(b)  Children of Lower Secondary School Age:

Overall: 33.4% Planned: 32.7% Met 29.9%

Achieved: 32.4%

FCAC: 38.4% Planned: 37.2% Met 32.4%

Achieved: 36.6%

Female: 35.3% Planned: 34.3% Met 30.2%

Achieved: 34.2%

Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

8. Gender parity index of out-
of-school rate for: (a) primary 
education; (b) lower secondary 
education

(a)  Primary Education: Not met

Overall: 1.27 Planned: 1.26 Not met 1.22

Achieved: 1.28

FCAC: 1.34 Planned: 1.33 Not met 1.29

Achieved: 1.37

(continued)
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(b)  Lower Secondary Education:

Overall: 1.12 Planned: 1.10 Not met 1.04

Achieved: 1.11

FCAC: 1.19 Planned: 1.17 Not met 1.10

Achieved: 1.19

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2010–2014;  
N = 59 DCPs) Milestone 2016 

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

9. Equity index Overall: 32%* Planned: 24% Met Met 32%

Achieved: 37%

FCAC: 33%* Planned: 15% Met 23%

Achieved: 37%

(continued)

OUTCOME—Strategic Goal 3: Effective and efficient education systems

Strategic Goal 3: Effective and efficient education systems delivering equitable, quality educational services for all

Indicator
Baseline 
(CY2015; N = 49 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

10. Proportion of DCPs that have 
(a) increased their public expen-
diture on education; or (b) main-
tained sector spending  
at 20% or above 

Overall: 78% (a—24%;  
b—53%)*

Planned: 76% Baseline Baseline 90%

Achieved: n/a

FCAC: 77% (a—32%; 
b—45%)*

Planned: 74% Baseline 86%

Achieved: n/a

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2010–2014;  
N = 21 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

11. Equitable allocation of 
teachers, as measured by the 
relationship (R2) between the 
number of teachers and the 
number of pupils per school in 
each DCP

Overall: 29% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 48%

FCAC: 18% — — —
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(continued)

Indicator
Baseline 
(2013; N = 55 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

 Target 
2020

12. Proportion of DCPs with 
pupil/trained teacher ratio 
below threshold (<40) at the 
primary level

Overall: 25% Planned: 27% Met Met 35%

Achieved: 29%

FCAC: 13% Planned: 13% Met 21%

Achieved: 13%

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2010–2014; N = 19 
DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

 Target

2020

13. Repetition and drop out 
impact on efficiency, as mea-
sured by the internal efficiency 
coefficient at the primary level 
in each DCP

Overall: 26% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 42%

FCAC: 17% Target set for 2020 Baseline 25%

Indicator

Baseline 
(2012–2013;  
N = 61 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

14. Proportion of DCPs reporting 
at least 10 of 12 key interna-
tional education indicators to 
UIS (including key outcomes, 
service delivery and financing 
indicators as identified by GPE)

Overall: 30% Planned: 30% Met Met   66%

Achieved: 43%

FCAC: 32% Planned: 32% Met   54%

Achieved: 39%

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2011–2015;  
N = 60 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

15. Proportion of DCPs with a 
learning assessment system 
within the basic education cycle 
that meets quality standards

Overall: 32% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline   47%

FCAC: 21% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline   36%
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COUNTRY-LEVEL OBJECTIVES—Strategic Objective 1: Strengthen education sector planning and policy implementation

(a)  Support evidence-based, nationally owned sector plans focused on equity, efficiency and learning

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2014–2015; N = 19 sector plans 
(16 ESPs and 3 TEPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

16a. Proportion of 
endorsed (a) education 
sector plans (ESP) or 
(b) transitional educa-
tion plans (TEP) meeting 
quality standards

Overall: 58% of ESPs/TEPs met at least 
the minimum number of quality 
standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline Baseline 100%

ESPs: 56% of ESPs met at least 5 out 
of 7 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

TEPs: 67% of TEPs met at least 3 out 
of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2014–2015; N = 19 sector plans 
(16 ESPs and 3 TEPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

16b. Proportion of 
ESPs/TEPs that have a 
teaching and learning 
strategy meeting quality 
standards

Overall: 58% of ESPs/TEPs met at least 
4 out of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline Baseline 100%

ESPs: 50% of ESPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

TEPs: 100% of TEPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2014–2015; N = 19 sector plans 
(16 ESPs and 3 TEPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

16c. Proportion of ESPs/
TEPs with a strategy to 
respond to marginalized 
groups that meets qual-
ity standards (including 
gender, disability, and 
other context-relevant 
dimensions)

Overall: 68% of ESPs/TEPs met at least 
4 out of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline Baseline 100%

ESPs: 63% of ESPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

TEPs: 100% of TEPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

(continued)
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Indicator

Baseline 
(CY2014–2015; N = 19 sector plans 
(16 ESPs and 3 TEPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

16d. Proportion of ESPs/
TEPs with a strategy to 
improve efficiency that 
meets quality standards

Overall: 53% of ESPs/TEPs met at least 
4 out of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline Baseline 100%

ESPs: 50% of ESPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

TEPs: 67% of TEPs met at least 4 out 
of 5 quality standards 

First milestone set for 
2018

Baseline 100%

(b)  Enhance sector plan implementation through knowledge and good practice exchange, capacity development and improved monitoring 
and evaluation, particularly in the areas of teaching and learning and equity and inclusion

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2015; N = 1 ESPIG application 
identified with data gaps to inform 
key indicators) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

17. Proportion of DCPs or 
States with a data strat-
egy that meets quality 
standards

n/a Planned: 100% Met Met 100%

Achieved: 100%

COUNTRY-LEVEL OBJECTIVES—Strategic Objective 2: Support mutual accountability through effective and inclusive sector 
policy dialogue and monitoring 

(a)  Promote inclusive and evidence-based sector policy dialogue and sector monitoring, through government-led local education groups 
and the joint sector review process, with participation from civil society, teachers’ organizations, the private sector and all development 
partners

Indicator
Baseline 
 (CY2015; N = 35 JSRs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

18. Proportion of 
joint sector reviews 
(JSRs) meeting quality 
standards

Overall: 29% of JSRs met at least 
3 out of 5 standards quality 

Planned: 41% Met Met   90%

Achieved: 45%

FCAC: 25% of JSRs met at least 
3 out of 5 quality standards 

Planned: 38% Not met   90%

Achieved: 36%

(continued)
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(continued)

(b)  Strengthen the capacity of civil society and teacher organizations to engage in evidence-based policy dialogue and sector monitoring on 
equity and learning, leveraging social accountability to enhance the delivery of results

Indicator
Baseline 
 (FY2016; N = 61 LEGs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

19. Proportion of LEGs 
with (a) civil society  
and (b) teacher 
representation

Overall: 44% (a—77%; b—48%) First milestone set for 
2017

Baseline Baseline   59%

FCAC: 55% (a—77%; b—58%) First milestone set for 
2017

Baseline   70%

COUNTRY-LEVEL OBJECTIVES—Strategic Objective 3: GPE financing efficiently and effectively supports the implementation  
of sector plans focused on improved equity, efficiency and learning

(a)  GPE financing is used to improve national monitoring of outcomes, including learning

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2015; N = 53 active ESPIGs  
at the end of FY) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

20. Proportion of grants 
supporting EMIS/learning 
assessment systems

Overall: 38%* First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 60%

FCAC: 34%* First milestone set for 2018 Baseline 51%

(b)  GPE financing is used to improve teaching and learning in national education systems

Indicator
Baseline 
(FY2016; N=13 overall, 9 FCAC) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

21. Proportion of text-
books purchased and 
distributed through GPE 
grants, out of the total 
planned by GPE grants

Overall: 74%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 90%

FCAC: 71%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline 90%

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2016; N = 30 overall, 
17 FCAC) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

22. Proportion of teach-
ers trained through GPE 
grants, out of the total 
planned by GPE grants

Overall: 86%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 90%

FCAC: 83%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline 80%
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(c)  GPE financing is used to improve equity and access in national education systems

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2016; N = 25 overall, 
17 FCAC) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

23. Proportion of class-
rooms built or reha-
bilitated through GPE 
grants, out of the total 
planned by GPE grants

Overall: 65%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 80%

FCAC: 71%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline 70%

(d)  The GPE funding model is implemented effectively, leading to the achievement of country- selected targets for equity, efficiency,  
and learning

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2015; N = (a) 3 ESPIG 
applications; (b) 0 active 
ESPIGs with such performance 
indicators due for assessment 
in FY15) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

24. Proportion of GPE 
program grant applica-
tions approved from 2015 
onward: (a) identifying 
targets in Funding Model 
performance indicators 
on equity, efficiency and 
learning; (b) achieving 
targets in Funding Model 
performance indicators 
on equity, efficiency and 
learning

Overall: (a) Not applicable

(b) Not applicable

Planned: (a) 95% (b) 90% Met Met (a) 95% 
(b) 90%

Achieved: (a) 100% 
(b) 100%

FCAC: (a) Not applicable 

(b) Not applicable

Planned: (a) 90% (b) 90% Met (a) 90% 
(b) 90%

Achieved: (a) 100% (b) n/a

(e)  GPE financing is assessed based on whether implementation is on track

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2016; N = 54 active ESPIGs  
at the end of FY) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

25. Proportion of 
GPE program grants 
assessed as on track with 
implementation

Overall: 80%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 85%

FCAC: 77% First milestone set for 2017 Baseline 83%

(continued)
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GLOBAL-LEVEL OBJECTIVES—Strategic Objective 4: Mobilize more and better financing

(a)  Encourage increased, sustainable, and better coordinated international financing for education by diversifying and increasing GPE’s 
international donor base and sources of financing

Indicator Baseline (FY2015) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

26. Funding to GPE from 
nontraditional donors 
(private sector and those 
who are first-time donors 
to GPE)

5.0 million USD Planned: 6.4 million USD Met Met n/a

Achieved: 6.4 million USD

Indicator Baseline (FY2015) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

27. Percentage of donors 
pledges fulfilled

100% of pledges fulfilled Planned: 100% Met Met 100%

Achieved: 100%

Indicator 
Baseline  
(CY2010–2014; N = 21 donors) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

28. Proportion of 
GPE donors that have 
(a) increased their 
funding for education; 
or (b) maintained their 
funding

48% (a—38%; b—10%)* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline   56%

(b)  Advocate for improved alignment and harmonization of funding from the Global Partnership and its international partners around 
nationally owned education sector plans and country systems

Indicator 
Baseline (FY2015; N = 68 active 
ESPIGs at any point during FY) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

29. Proportion of GPE 
grants aligned to national 
systems

Overall: 34% of ESPIGs meet 
at least 7 elements of 
alignment out of a total 
of 10

Planned: 37% Not met Not met   51%

Achieved: 31%

FCAC: 27% of ESPIGs meet 
at least 7 elements of 
alignment out of a total 
of 10

Planned: 29% Not met   38%

Achieved: 26%

(continued)
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Indicator 
Baseline (FY2015; N = 68 active 
ESPIGs at any point during FY) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

30. Proportion of GPE 
grants using: (a) co-
financed project or 
(b) sector pooled funding 
mechanisms 

Overall: 40%* of ESPIGs are co-
financed or sector pooled 
(a—26%; b—13%) 

Planned: 34% Met Met 46%

Achieved: 39%

FCAC: 32% of ESPIGs in FCAC 
are cofinanced or sector 
pooled (a—22%; b—11%)

Planned: 32% Met 42%

Achieved: 35%

(c)  Support increased, efficient, and equitable domestic financing for education through cross-national advocacy, mutual accountability, and 
support for transparent monitoring and reporting

Indicator 
Baseline  
(FY2015; N = 57 missions) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated 

Target 
2020

31. Proportion of country 
missions addressing 
domestic financing issues

Overall: 47% Planned: 51% Met Met 65%

Achieved: 70%

FCAC: 62% Planned: 65% Met 65%

Achieved: 81%

(continued)
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GLOBAL-LEVEL OBJECTIVES—Strategic Objective 5: Build a stronger partnership

(a)  Promote and coordinate consistent country-level roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities among governments, development part-
ners, grant agents, civil society, teacher’s organizations, and the private sector through local education groups and a strengthened opera-
tional model

Indicator
Baseline (FY2016; N = 70 
respondents in 28 DCPs) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated 

Target 
2020

32. Proportion of (a) DCPs 
and (b) other partners 
reporting strengthened 
clarity of roles, respon-
sibilities, and account-
abilities in GPE country 
processes 

All respondents Baseline 

DCPs: n/a First milestone set for 2017 Baseline survey 80%

Other partners: n/a First milestone set for 2017 Baseline survey 80%

Respondents in FCAC

DCPs: n/a First milestone set for 2017 Baseline survey 80%

Other partners: n/a First milestone set for 2017 Baseline survey 80%

(b)  Use global and cross-national knowledge and good practice exchange effectively to bring about improved education policies and systems, 
especially in the areas of equity and learning

Indicator Baseline (FY2015) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016  
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

33. Number of policy, 
technical and/or other 
knowledge products 
developed and dissemi-
nated with funding or 
support from GPE

4 Planned: 6 Met Met 64

Achieved: 13

(c)  Expand the partnership’s convening and advocacy role, working with partners to strengthen global commitment and financing  
for education

Indicator Baseline (FY2016) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

34. Number of advo-
cacy events undertaken 
with partners and other 
external stakeholders to 
support the achievement 
of GPE’s strategic goals 
and objectives

11 First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 65

(continued)
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(d)  Improve GPE’s organizational efficiency and effectiveness, creating stronger systems for quality assurance, risk management, country 
support, and fiduciary oversight

Indicator
Baseline (FY2016; N = 12 audit 
reports) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

35. Proportion of sig-
nificant issues identified 
through audit reviews 
satisfactorily addressed

100%* First milestone set for 2017 Baseline Baseline 100%

Indicator

Baseline 
(FY2015; N = 2,254.74 total work 
weeks) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

36. Proportion of GPE 
Secretariat staff time 
spent on country-facing 
functions

28% Planned: 32% Met Met   50%

Achieved: 42%

(e)  Invest in monitoring and evaluation to establish evidence of GPE results, strengthen mutual accountability and improve the work  
of the partnership

Indicator
Baseline (FY2016; N = 1 results 
report and 1 evaluation report) Milestone 2016

Milestone 2016 
Status—by 
Disaggregation

Milestone 
2016 
Status—
Aggregated

Target 
2020

37. Proportion of results 
reports and evaluation 
reports published against 
set targets

100% First milestone set for 2018 Baseline Baseline 100%
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Appendix G. List of PDGs Active during FY2016,  
by Grant Amount and Status

Country FCAC Grant Amount (US$) Status Completion Report Received

Bangladesh 100,000 Closed Yes

Caribbean island states 316,000 Active n/a

Congo, Dem. Rep. FCAC 321,750 Active n/a

Guyana 200,000 Closed Yes

Malawi 319,114 Closed No

Mozambique 200,000 Closed Yes

Nepal FCAC 179,700 Closed Yes

Lesotho 250,000 Active n/a

Source: GPE Secretariat.
Note: n/a = not applicable.
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Appendix H. Education Sector Program Implementation Grants 
(ESPIGs) Distribution by Region

(continued)
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Note: SSA = Sub-Saharan Africa; SAR = South Asia region; ECA = Eastern Europe and Central Asia; EAP = East Asia and Pacific;  
LAC = Latin America and Caribbean; MENA = Middle East and North America.
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Appendix I. List of ESPIGs Active at the End of FY2016, 
Disbursement and Implementation Status

Country Name FCAC Total Amount Approved (US$) ESPIG Grant Agent
Cumulative Disbursement  
(as of June 30, 2016) (US$)

Afghanistan FCAC 55,700,000 UNICEF 27,856,780 

Bangladesh 100,000,000 World Bank 20,000,000 

Benin 42,300,000 World Bank 24,000,000 

Burkina Faso 78,200,000 AFD 44,700,000

Cambodia 38,500,000 World Bank 27,038,691 

Cameroon 53,300,000 World Bank 15,795,999 

Central African Republic FCAC 19,200,000 UNICEF 11,042,310 

Chad FCAC 40,140,000 UNICEF 33,647,706 

  Chad 7,060,000 UNESCO 3,759,881

  Chad (accelerated financing) 6,955,170 UNICEF 1,860,759 

Comoros FCAC 4,600,000 UNICEF 2,963,614 

Congo, Dem. Rep. FCAC 100,000,000 World Bank 88,662,831 

Côte d’Ivoire FCAC 41,400,000 World Bank 31,981,839 

Djibouti 3,800,000 World Bank 642,350 

Eritrea FCAC 25,300,000 UNICEF 6,127,340 

Ethiopia FCAC 100,000,000 World Bank 80,000,000 

Gambia, The FCAC 6,900,000 World Bank 4,669,567 

Ghana 75,500,000 World Bank 75,500,000 

Guinea 37,800,000 World Bank 5,062,280 

Guinea-Bissau FCAC 12,000,000 UNICEF 6,035,701 

Guyana 1,700,000 World Bank 790,189 

(continued)
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Country Name FCAC Total Amount Approved (US$) ESPIG Grant Agent
Cumulative Disbursement  
(as of June 30, 2016) (US$)

Haiti 24,100,000 World Bank 16,973,347 

Kenya 88,400,000 World Bank 6,436,646 

Kyrgyz Republic 12,700,000 World Bank 7,805,908 

Lao PDR 16,800,000 World Bank 1,597,659 

Liberia FCAC 40,000,000 World Bank 40,000,000 

Madagascar FCAC 85,400,000 World Bank 47,096,438 

Mali FCAC 41,700,000 World Bank 32,225,291 

Mauritania 12,400,000 World Bank 6,509,351 

Mozambique 57,900,000 World Bank 18,000,000 

Nepal FCAC 59,300,000 World Bank 36,687,006 

Nicaragua 16,700,000 World Bank 16,700,000 

Niger 84,200,000 World Bank 17,818,805 

Nigeria FCAC 100,000,000 World Bank 11,450,951 

Pakistan (Balochistan) FCAC 34,000,000 World Bank 8,068,017 

Pakistan (Sindh) FCAC 66,000,000 World Bank 28,650,000 

Rwanda FCAC 25,200,000 DFID —

Sao Tome and Principe 1,100,000 World Bank 566,289 

Senegal 46,900,000 World Bank 36,011,032 

Sierra Leone FCAC 17,900,000 World Bank  5,241,172 

Somalia (Central South) FCAC 8,200,000 UNICEF 5,239,932 

Somalia (Puntland) FCAC 2,100,000 UNICEF 1,851,553 

Somalia (Somaliland) FCAC 4,200,000 UNICEF 3,015,384 

South Sudan FCAC 36,100,000 UNICEF 10,358,974 

Sudan FCAC 76,500,000 World Bank 38,029,546 

(continued)
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Country Name FCAC Total Amount Approved (US$) ESPIG Grant Agent
Cumulative Disbursement  
(as of June 30, 2016) (US$)

Tajikistan 16,200,000 World Bank 9,834,087 

Tanzania (Mainland) 94,800,000 Sida 58,213,210 

Tanzania (Zanzibar) 5,200,000 Sida 5,194,966 

Togo FCAC 27,800,000 World Bank  6,971,097 

Uganda FCAC 100,000,000 World Bank 20,916,127 

Uzbekistan 49,900,000 World Bank 20,528,520 

Yemen FCAC 72,600,000 UNICEF 6,686,181 

Zambia 35,200,000 DFID 17,664,000 

Zimbabwe FCAC 23,600,000 UNICEF 13,035,564 

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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Appendix J. Project-pooled, Sector-pooled, and Stand-alone Grants

Country Total Grants FY16

Project-pooled

Benin 1

Chad 3

Gambia, The 1

Guinea 1

Haiti 2

Lao PDR 1

Nicaragua 1

Niger 1

Sao Tome and Principe 1

Senegal 1

Sierra Leone 1

South Sudan 1

Sudan 1

Sector-pooled

Bangladesh 1

Burkina Faso 1

Ethiopia 1

Mozambique 1

Nepal 1

Rwanda 1

Zambia 1

Country Total Grants FY16

Stand-alone

Afghanistan 1

Burundi 1

Cambodia 1

Cameroon 1

Central African Republic 1

Comoros 1

Congo, Dem. Rep. 1

Côte d’Ivoire 1

Djibouti 1

Eritrea 1

Ghana 1

Guinea-Bissau 1

Guyana 1

Kenya 1

Kyrgyz Republic 1

Liberia 1

Madagascar 1

Mali 1

Mauritania 1

Nigeria 1

Pakistan (Balochistan) 1

(continued)
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Country Total Grants FY16

Stand-alone

Pakistan (Sindh) 1

Papua New Guinea 1

Somalia (federal gov.) 1

Somalia (Puntland) 1

Somalia (Somaliland) 1

Tajikistan 1

Tanzania 1

Timor-Leste 1

Togo 1

Uganda 1

Uzbekistan 1

Vietnam 1

Yemen 1

Zanzibar 1

Zimbabwe 1

Source: GPE Secretariat.
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