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Executive Summary 

Evaluation purpose and 
approach 

This evaluation is part of a larger study of the 
Global Partnership for Education (GPE) that 
comprises 30 country level evaluations (CLE). 
The overall study runs from 2017 until 2020. It 
aims to assess (i) GPE contributions to 
strengthening national education systems and, 
ultimately, education results related to learning, 
equity, equality and inclusion; and hence (ii) the 
relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of GPE’s 
theory of change (ToC) and country-level 
operational model. The assessment is based on 
a theory-based, mixed social science research 
methodology known as contribution analysis. 

This study was conducted between September 
2019 and January 2020 and focuses on GPE 
support to the Republic of Guinea from 2015 to 
2019. It draws on document, database and 
literature review, as well as on consultations 
with a total of 86 governmental, multilateral, 
bilateral, and non-governmental stakeholders in 
Guinea. 

Education in Guinea 

The Republic of Guinea is a West African country 
with a total population in 2018 of 12.4 million 
people, which gained its independence in 1958. 
Following the end of a brief period of military 
rule (2008-2010), the country transitioned to 
constitutional rule whilst continuing to 
experience episodes of political unrest. The 
Ebola virus crisis in 2014-2015 brought about the 
loss of approximately 33 weeks of education due 
to school closures. Furthermore, a series of 
teachers’ strikes in 2017 and 2018, marred by 
clashes between police and protestors, brought 
about the loss of approximately eight weeks of 
school year. 

Over 45 percent of Guineans are under the age 
of 15. In 2018, there were 2.9 million children 
enrolled in public or private schools from pre-
primary to upper secondary levels. Private 
schools outnumber public schools at the pre-
primary and secondary (but not primary) levels. 

The management of the education sector in 
Guinea is spread across three ministries, namely: 
the Ministry of National Education and Literacy 
(MENA), in charge of pre-primary to upper 
secondary education, as well as non-formal 
education; the Ministry of Technical Education, 
Vocational Training, Employment and Labor 
(METFP-ET), which is in charge of technical and 
vocational education and training (TVET); and 
the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific 
Research (MESRS).  

Guinea’s history of sector-wide planning dates 
back to the early 2000s, with plans developed 
covering periods 2002-2008, 2008-2015, and 
2015-2018. This evaluation focuses on the 
Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation 2 (PSE-2), 
which covered the 2015-2018 period, as well as 
on the preparation of the Programme Décennal 
de l’Éducation (ProDEG), Guinea’s forthcoming 
sector plan to cover the 2020-2029 period. 

GPE in Guinea 

Guinea joined GPE in 2002 and has since 
received eight grants from GPE: three Education 
Sector Plan Development Grants (ESPDG), two 
Program Development Grants (PDGs) and three 
Education Sector Plan Implementation Grants 
(ESPIGs). This evaluation’s review period 
includes the implementation of the most recent 
ESPIG (2015-2019), which provided US$37.8m 
through the multi-donor Fund for Basic 
Education (FoCEB), co-funded by the Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), UNICEF, and 
the World Bank. The Grant Agent (GA) for this 
ESPIG was the World Bank. The current 
Coordinating Agency (CA) in Guinea is GIZ, 
having taken over from UNICEF in 2018. No Civil 
Society Education Fund (CSEF) grant was 
provided to Guinea in this or prior periods. 
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GPE contributions to sector 
planning 

State of sector planning in 
Guinea, 2015-2019 

The two plans developed over the course of the 
review period – PSE-2 and ProDEG - insert 
themselves within a long history of education 
planning, and outline a series of measures 
(focused on access, equity, quality and 
management) designed to respond to the 
challenges faced by the Guinean education 
system, building on the results of prior plans and 
on sectoral diagnostic exercises conducted 
during plan development processes. 

The PSE-2 and the ProDEG both meet GPE 
minimum quality criteria despite the difference 
in time periods covered by the plans, and the 
fact that the PSE-2 is a transitional educational 
plan (TEP) and the ProDEG is an education sector 
plan (ESP). Both plans outline a set of concrete, 
time-bound and costed strategies and activities, 
and map the convergence of government and 
donor funding, forecasting funding gaps of less 
than ten percent of total planned costs. In terms 
of shared weaknesses, however, neither plan 
proposes a strong rationale in terms of strategy 
selection or prioritization, neither plan offers 
concrete measures to manage implementation 
bottlenecks, and both exhibit weaknesses in 
coherence of content (activities targets, costs 
etc.) across planning documents.  

Sectoral planning processes (for both the PSE-2 
and ProDEG) were led by national, inter-
ministerial technical teams, and involved other 
line ministries, development partners, civil 
society organizations, teachers’ unions, and 
decentralized education authorities.  

The lack of ownership of the plan among 
education ministries (despite their involvement 
in the process) represents the greatest weakness 
of sectoral planning in Guinea. The sector plans 
were commonly perceived by government 

stakeholders as primarily a donor mobilization 
instrument, with MESRS and METFP-ET 
stakeholders viewing their participation in 
planning processes as mostly ‘on behalf of 
MENA,’ with limited benefit for their own 
respective ministries. Indeed, there are several 
signs of ministries not basing their work on the 
PSE-2: (i) MESRS and METFP-ET sub-sectoral 
planning documents not aligned with the PSE-2; 
(ii) education ministry-specific medium-term 
expenditure frameworks not aligned to that of 
the PSE-2; and (iii) decentralized education plans 
which mostly make few references to the PSE-2.   

Though most donors participated in sector 
planning processes, the issue of ownership of 
the sector plans was also seen to some degree 
among development partners in the following 
ways: (i), the timelines of several major donor 
projects are not aligned with sectoral planning 
cycles; (ii) the reticence of some development 
partners to include their funding in the ProDEG’s 
costed multi-year action plan until late in the 
planning process limited the latest plan’s ability 
to position and coordinate domestic and 
international funding streams.  

GPE contributions  

Overall, GPE processes contributed to both the 
existence and quality of sector analyses and 
plans, by providing incentives, resources and 
guidance for these processes.  

ESPIG funding requirements (existence of a 
credible sector plan), as part of the ESPIG 
covering 2015-2019, provided a major incentive 
for the development of the PSE-2. Similarly, the 
prospect of a new ESPIG provided a major 
incentive to develop the ProDEG.  

ESPDG funding for the ProDEG¸ provided in two 
grants in 2017/18 and 2018/19, covered roughly 
44 percent of the 2017/19 education sector 
analysis (ESA) and ESP development processes. 
The grants constituted the largest, broadest and 
most direct form of support to the inter-
ministerial planning team. An ESPDG was also 
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made in 2012-2014 to finance two sets of 
consultations and studies during PSE-2 
preparation. 

The independent appraisal of the PSE-2 
contributed to a moderate improvement in the 
sector plan, with both the PSE-2 and the plan 
endorsement letter referring to the appraisal 
and the incorporation of its recommendations in 
the final draft of the plan. GPE Secretariat and 
independent appraisal comments also 
contributed to finetuning of the ProDEG, 
although the drafting team did not agree with, 
or respond to, all suggestions from the appraisal. 

Implications for GPE 

The centrality of GPE’s ESPIG as an incentive for 
planning generates some unintended risks for 
the effectiveness and sustainability of planning 
processes: (i) plans are perceived principally as 
an ESPIG funding requirement, rather than as a 
guiding document for the government; (ii) the 
fact that ESPIGs concentrate on basic education 
whilst GPE guidelines stipulate that sector plans 
should cover all sub-sectors generates confusion 
and frustration among MESRS and METFP-ET 
officials who feel limited ownership of sectoral 
planning processes. As such, the one theory of 
change assumption for which there was weaker 
support in Guinea is that stakeholders have the 
motivation (incentives) to jointly improve sector 
analysis and planning. Whilst stakeholders have 
strong incentives to attract external funding for 
their activities – such as via the ESPIG – they have 
limited intrinsic interest in high-quality sector 
plans, as these are not seen as important drivers 
of domestic education priorities. 

GPE contributions to sector 
dialogue and monitoring 

State of sector dialogue and 
monitoring in Guinea, 2015-
2019 

Sector dialogue in Guinea has become more 
organized, frequent and inclusive over the 
course of the review period. The creation of the 
‘Forum Guinéen des Partenaires pour 
l’Éducation’ (FGPE) in 2014 to replace the 
‘Groupe Local des Partenaires de l’Éducation’ 
(GLPE, which existed between 2008 and 2014) as 
LEG brought about a mechanism with broader 
participation (education ministries, other 
ministries, civil society, teachers unions, 
international NGOs, development partners) than 
its predecessor. In 2016 the FGPE became the 
‘Groupe Sectoriel pour l’Éducation’ (GSE), which 
operates to this day as the LEG. The GSE made 
meetings more effective by focusing ministerial 
participation on secretary generals, while 
continuing to include others like development 
partners and civil society representatives. 

In general, most stakeholders perceived the GSE 
as a good mechanism for exchanges between 
the government and development partners, and 
as a space that focuses on sector-wide issues as 
well as project-specific issues. Nevertheless, the 
GSE faces some limitations: (i) follow-up actions 
formulated at the end of GSE meetings are often 
only partly implemented; (ii) the lack of regular 
GSE thematic sub-group meetings; (iii) while civil 
society is included in GSE meetings, their 
participation is not very active; (iv) the GSE has 
not served as a forum for discussion for teachers 
unions, despite their inclusion in the GSE; and (v) 
the varying levels of attendance of different 
development partners in GSE meetings. 

Furthermore, ongoing coordination challenges 
between education ministries have hampered 
the government’s leadership in the sector. 
Decentralized levels of government are not 
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represented at GSE meetings, and while 
subnational dialogue mechanisms exist, their 
functioning varies strongly across areas and are 
often reliant on availability of external funding.  

Sector monitoring in Guinea has witnessed 
improvements in recent years as annual 
implementation reports and joint sector reviews 
have increasingly reported against planned 
achievements. However, key challenges 
remained in the quality and availability of sector 
data, notably: (i) a shortage of equipment 
precludes the widespread use of digital data 
collection tools; (ii) overall perceptions of poor 
data quality in Guinea, especially with regard to 
concerns about denominator data (the national 
census); (iii) inconsistent and unreliable 
reporting across years with regard to targets, 
achievements, and sources of financing, and 
limited explanation of data sources or of reasons 
for implementation gaps. 

Sector monitoring, overall, appears to have a 
limited impact on subsequent implementation 
of activities as recommendations are frequently 
not implemented from one year to the next, and 
the link between sector monitoring, planning, 
budgeting and implementation remains weak. 
Central components of sector monitoring, such 
as JSRs or RAPs, continue to rely heavily on 
donor funding and on the work of ad hoc 
structures such as the PSE-2 coordination unit.  

GPE contributions 

Several GPE mechanisms have contributed to 
improved sector dialogue and monitoring in 
recent years. Funding from the ESPIG 2015-2019 
financially supported annual JSRs, the 
production of annual statistical booklets,the 
dissemination of tools for statistical analysis of 
data, and the production of RAPs between 2015 
and 2018. The ESPIG also funded decentralized 
sector dialogue in selected parts of the country. 

ESPDGs in 2012/13, 2017/18 and 2018/19 
funded substantial shares of the development 
processes of sector plans and a sector analysis, 
which all brought together stakeholders at both 

central and decentralized levels. While the 
extent to which stakeholders feel an ownership 
of the resulting plan varies, these processes are 
central building blocks for mutual accountability, 
and the 2019 sector analysis provided the first 
full diagnostic of the sector in over a decade. 

The Secretariat’s country lead used country 
visits to draw attention to issues in sector 
monitoring mechanisms (specifically the JSRs 
and RAPs) and was a consistent driver of 
improvements of these mechanisms. 

The LEG has been central to sector dialogue, 
particularly since its restructuring as the GSE in 
2016. Despite certain limitations, it is a key 
forum for country-level actors to exchange and 
align on sector-wide issues.   

Implications for GPE 

The monitoring of sector plan implementation 
processes is a central component of the policy 
cycle, yet stakeholders’ motivation to engage in 
such monitoring remained low in Guinea 
throughout the review period. Such a lack of 
motivation, despite the provision of funding for 
JSRs/RAPs and JSR/RAP improvements, hinders 
the development of a strong mutual 
accountability culture.  

GPE contributions to sector 
financing 

State of sector financing in 
Guinea, 2015-2019 

Total domestic (public) education financing in 
Guinea increased slightly in absolute terms, by 
7.5 percent between 2015 and 2018, and in 
relative terms, from 13.9 percent to 14.8 percent 
of total public expenditures for the same years 
(though sources vary), continuing to fall short of 
the 20 percent international benchmark.  

Despite this, public expenditure constraints 
hindered PSE-2 implementation throughout the 
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review period. Plausible reasons for this lie in the 
concentration of spending on recurrent 
resources (wage hikes resulting from teacher 
strikes in 2017/18), and in the concentration of 
capital expenditures in higher education (70.6 
percent on average in 2015-2017). Capital 
expenditures constituted only 3.2 percent of 
MENA’s expenditures in 2015-2018. 

Expenditures on primary education decreased 
marginally during the review period and 
remained below the GPE target of 45 percent 
(from 42.3 percent in 2015 to 41/3 percent in 
2018). Expenditures on basic education as a 
whole (pre-primary, primary and lower 
secondary) also decreased slightly over time 
(from 53.1 percent in 2015 to 52.1 percent in 
2018). Overall, spending per higher education 
student remains ten to twenty times higher than 
spending on students at the primary level. 

Education official development assistance (ODA) 
to Guinea increased from US$38.1m in 2015 to 
US$47.1m in 2017, recovering from a period of 
consecutive annual decreases between 2011 
and 2014. Aid to education as a share of overall 
ODA also increased during the 2015-2017 
period, from 6.2 percent to 9.2 percent, though 
it remains below a high of 15 percent in 2010. 
ODA to basic education in Guinea also modestly 
increased between 2010 and 2017, both in 
absolute terms (from US$14.4m to US$17.3m) 
and as a share of total education ODA (from 31.2 
percent to 35.3 percent). 

Financial contributions from development 
partners were largely made as stand-alone 
projects, and external assistance remains 
fragmented. The main exception to this was 
FoCEB, which was set up to support the PSE-2. 
However, it included fewer donors than the co-
funded project originally set up in 2008 to 
support the PSE-1. In terms of alignment, 
different donors have continued to employ 
different disbursement and reporting practices, 
and while the FoCEB shows improvement in 
implementing activities though established 
government services, its financial reporting 
continued to be managed by the ad hoc C/PSE, 
rather than by ministries’ own financial affairs 

directorates. A transfer of financial management 
competencies to permanent ministerial 
structures is foreseen for the management of 
the upcoming ESGPIG. 

GPE Contributions 

GPE had limited influence over the amount and 
quality of domestic (public) education financing 
during the review period.  GPE’s funding 
requirements to meet or move towards meeting 
the 20 percent target were not seen by 
stakeholders interviewed as a driver for 
increases in domestic education financing. 
Guinea’s pledge as part of GPE’s 2018-2020 
replenishment campaign predicted a decrease in 
domestic education expenditures share of total 
public expenditures, and as such had no effect in 
raising domestic financing.  

In terms of international financing, GPE’s 2015-
2019 ESPIG constituted over a third of external 
donor funding for basic education during the 
review period. Further, a study aimed at 
exploring future options for increased alignment 
to national systems, which was recommended 
by GPE (and financed by AFD), was noted by 
stakeholders as having a significant role in 
ongoing discussions surrounding the potential 
use of a Budget d’Affectation Spécial for the 
future ESPIG, which would increase the next 
GPE-AFD-UNICEF multi-donor project’s 
alignment to national systems. 

 

Implications for GPE 

Stakeholder noted two possibilities for GPE to 
support domestic fund-raising in Guinea: (i) 
providing technical assistance to government 
ministries for the preparation of documentation 
and studies as part of domestic funding 
requests; and (ii) involving the government as a 
co-funder in the ESPIG-supported project, as a 
means to provide an incentive for the 
government to fund capital investments, as well 
as support the scaling and sustainability of 
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interventions. However, there remains some 
debate as to whether such measures would be 
sufficient to raise funding in view of macro-
economic budget constraints and the historical 
prioritization of higher education. 

The concentration of ESPIG funds on basic 
education in Guinea has resulted in the 
impression among government stakeholders 
that the partnership as a whole prioritizes basic 
education over other sub-sectors. This has 
generated frictions and threatens to deepen 
feelings of inter-ministerial competition. 
Furthermore, it contributed to the perception 
that GPE’s ESPIGs were informed more by GPE’s 
rather than national priorities, which in the case 
of Guinea, are increasingly focused on TVET. 
Finally, one stakeholder hypothesized that this 
concentration explained low public capital 
expenditures on basic education, though this 
could not be further verified. 

GPE contributions to sector 
plan implementation 

State of sector plan 
implementation in Guinea, 
2015-2019 

The PSE-2 continued the delivery of some key 
interventions which were initiated under the 
PSE-1. These included the extension of EGRA, 
the conducting of learning assessments at the 
primary level, provision of school improvement 
grants, and the delivery of training in school-
based management. However, implementation 
of the PSE-2 fell short of several of its targets, 
notably school construction at the primary, 
lower secondary and upper secondary levels. At 
the outcome-level, only 11 of 70 PSE-2 results 
indicator targets were fully achieved by 2018.  

The actual funding gap of the PSE-2 (US$10.3m) 
was smaller than its projected funding gap 
(US$34.9m) due to larger-than-projected 
domestic and international funding for 

education. As noted previously, however, 
funding was concentrated in recurrent spending 
(wages, higher education scholarships), and 
capital spending was concentrated in higher 
education. 

GPE Contributions 

GPE contributions to PSE-2 implementation 
were principally through its ESPIG contributions 
to FoCEB, which was aligned with the PSE-2 and 
supported several of its initiatives, such as: (i) in-
service primary school teacher training 
according to a three-tiered classification; (ii) 
transfer of financial resources to schools via 
school improvement grants; (iii) grant-making to 
decentralized MENA structures; (iv) financing 
the roll-out of a functional literacy campaign; 
and (v) provision of financial support for in-
service training of teachers in early grade 
reading pedagogies and in the conducting of 
EGRAs. The FoCEB also supported school 
construction (though the PSE-2 still fell short of 
its targets in this regard). Overall, the FoCEB 
delivered on most of its intended targets 
(including revised school hygiene interventions 
added in response to the Ebola crisis), albeit with 
significant delays. 

However, the scale of FoCEB-funded 
interventions varied, with only some of 
national/near-national scope (notably in-service 
training for primary school teachers and grant-
making to schools and decentralized MENA 
structures). It is unclear whether the majority of 
activities delivered on-target through FoCEB 
funding will be scaled up or continued by the 
government, with the possible exception of early 
grade reading pedagogies. 

Implications for GPE 

In Guinea, like in many low-income countries, 
the overwhelming share of total sector funding 
is domestic, but the majority of 
capital/investment spending is external. As such, 
key sector plan implementation achievements 
hinged on donor support. Though the 
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government endorsed the sector plan, it did not 
align its systems or spending to it and faced little 
or external pressure to prioritize its 
implementation. The case of Guinea points to 
the importance of the government’s 
commitment to its own plan, as well as its 
capability to mainstream plan priorities and 
costs across its planning, implementation and 
budgetary tools.  

Factors other than GPE 
contributions affecting 
change 

Factors that positively influenced change in the 
above described areas included (i) the 
accumulated experience of several senior 
education officials in sectoral planning; (ii) 
involvement of non-education ministries in 
sectoral planning exercises; (iii) the stabilization 
of the political and economic context relative to 
the previous PSE-1 implementation period 
(2008-2014); (iv) the financial and/or technical 
contributions of several other donors to sector 
planning, sector financing and PSE-2 
implementation; (v) the dedication of their own 
resources to supporting sector dialogue on the 
part of both CAs active during the period 
(UNICEF, then GIZ); and (vi) the implementation 
of most donor activities through permanent 
units of various education ministries, which 
resulted in the use of common construction 
models, textbooks, etc.  

Factors that negatively influenced change 
included (i) issues with the quality of the 2016 
census data, which generated delays in the 
process of developing the 2019 ESA; (ii) ongoing 
inter-ministerial competition for scarce 
domestic and international resources; (iii) the 
outbreak of Ebola occurring in 2014-15, which 
negatively affected the first year of PSE-2 
implementation; (iv) ongoing disproportionate 
allocation and execution of domestic 
expenditures in higher education; and (v) 
nationwide teachers strikes in 2017-18 which 
generated tensions between government and 

union representatives, and which increased 
domestic expenditures on teacher salaries.  

Unintended results of GPE 
support 

The evaluation did not encounter any 
unintended/unplanned positive effects of GPE 
support. 

Negative unintended effects of GPE support in 
Guinea during the review period included: (i) 
friction generated between stakeholders by the 
most recent GA selection process for the 
upcoming ESPIG, as the government’s ultimate 
decision did not coincide with the candidate 
recommended by the selection committee; and 
(ii) confusion and frustration among MESRS and 
METFP-ET stakeholders given that ESPIGs have 
been concentrated on basic education, as they 
consequently feel limited ownership of sectoral 
plans and processes.  

System level change 

System level change 

System-level improvements during the review 
period were limited to localized pilot 
interventions in the areas of access, quality, and 
management.  

Access 

▪ Mixed progress in pupil-classroom ratios 
across sub-sectors. Pupil-classroom ratios at 
the primary level increased from 41.3 to 45.1 
during the 2015-2019 period, while pupil-
classroom ratios at the lower secondary and 
upper secondary levels decreased (from 
58.3 to 55.5, and from 42.6 to 37.9).  
Improvements in pupil-classroom ratios for 
secondary education were driven more by 
increases in the number of private schools, 
rather than by increases in the number of 
public schools between 2015 and 2018 
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(private secondary schools: from 884 to 
1,106; public secondary schools: from 613 to 
680). 

▪ The provision of pre-primary education 
through state-run preschools remains very 
limited, with a total of two public preschools 
in the entire system as of 2018. Private 
preschools instead constituted the large 
majority of preschools. 

Equity 

▪ Some efforts were undertaken by the 
government to increase the scope, and 
improve the management, of a 
government-led school-feeding program, 
seen in the upgrading of the unit charged 
with managing the program to a National 
Directorate, and the creation of a budget 
line for the program. The school feeding 
policy remains under development, 
however, and the coverage of the program 
remains limited (three percent of rural 
primary schools).  

▪ There were no significant initiatives aimed 
at reducing the costs of education during 
the review period. The government 
provided state-funded scholarships for 
students in private higher education 
institutes beginning in 2006, and  
discontinued these in 2016 subsequent 
allegations of fraud and ‘ghost’ students.  

▪ No substantial improvements were made in 
inclusive education for children with special 
needs, and/or from disadvantaged groups. 
The PSE-2 did not outline substantial 
initiatives.  

▪ Few system-level measures were put in 
place with regards to gender quality and 
equity. A GIZ-led teaching approach, FIERE 
(Filles éduquées réussissent), was rolled out 
in 2012-2014 period, with some of its 
activities continued in 2017-2018. However, 
there is no evidence to suggest that the 
approach has been generalized across the 
Guinean education system.  

Quality 

▪ Pupil-teacher ratios (PTRs) increased 
slightly at the primary level from 47.1 to 49 
between 2015 and 2018, while PTRs 
decreased at both the lower (from 27.9 to 
25.8) and upper levels (from 19.8 to 17.5).  

▪ Efforts were undertaken to incorporate 
new methodologies and levels of teacher 
training, but these remain partly at the pilot 
stage and do not yet cover most of the 
country. Such efforts include: the 
introduction of a three-year pre-service 
training program for preschool teachers at 
three ENIs; the introduction of in-service 
teacher training on early grade reading 
pedagogies; support to four ENIs to 
incorporate the ‘FIERE’ approach, aimed at 
strengthening girls’ education, into teacher 
training. Available data indicates a severe 
shortage in trained teachers (only 19.5 
percent) in public secondary schools, and to 
a lesser degree, in primary schools. 

▪ No improvements or changes were made to 
existing curricula during the review period¸ 
as the PSE-2 did not outline any specific 
initiatives in this regard. Curriculum reform 
is planned under the upcoming ProDEG.  

Sector Management 

▪ During the review period, Guinea made 
progress towards a learning assessment 
system (at least at the primary level), 
although the system remains far from 
‘established’. Guinea implemented a series 
of primary level national assessments (for 
CE2 and CP2) and international diagnostic 
tools (EGRA, and piloting of EGMA). Despite 
MENA’s significant involvement in their 
administration, all assessments relied on 
donor funding, and do not cover the full 
student population.  

▪ There were two significant changes made in 
the institutional structures which manage 
education in Guinea: (i) the management of 
pre-primary education was transferred from 
the MASPF-E to MENA in 2017, and 
stakeholders deemed this transfer to be 
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beneficial, given MENA’s higher visibility, 
funding, and capacities; and (ii) a national 
quality assurance and accreditation agency 
for TVET and higher education, the Autorité 
Nationale d’Assurance Qualité (ANAQ), was 
created in 2017, and granted accreditation 
to five programs and partial accreditation for 
six others by mid-2019. 

▪ While improvements were observed in EMIS 
capacities in terms of publication of 
yearbooks and management of digital data 
collection, key challenges remain in the lack 
of equipment and resources for EMIS and 
the lack of data accessibility and use at sub-
national levels. Harmonization of teacher 
databases within MENA was completed 
during the review period. However, 
harmonization of databases with those of 
other ministries was not, due to 
malfunctioning equipment and a lack of 
financial resources to make repairs. 

▪ There is a lack of evidence to suggest that 
other initiatives undertaken in relation to 
sector management (such as Formation en 
gestion à la base (FGB) aimed at improving 
school-level management, and grant-making 
to decentralized MENA structures and public 
primary schools) will be continued, as they 
are not listed as activities under the ProDEG.  

Likely links between sector plan 
implementation and system 
level change 

Most observed instances of systems 
strengthening corresponded to activities 
planned under the PSE-2. However, the degree 
to which the PSE-2 actually drove ministerial and 
donor action is mixed given limited ownership of 
the PSE-2 across ministries. Furthermore, many 
initiatives were of a ‘pilot’ nature and need to be 
consolidated or expanded before they may be 
deemed ‘system-level changes,’ such as: (i) the 
introduction of MENA-led school feeding; (ii) 
introduction of preschool teacher training at 
ENIs; (iii) extension of early grade reading 

pedagogies and EGRAs; (iv) introduction of 
EGMA; (v) trials for PASEC; and (vi) delivery of 
training under FGB. As such, links between plan 
implementation and system-level changes 
remain indirect. 

Implications for GPE 

Despite some progress, the limited extent of 
system-level changes during the PSE-2’s 
implementation period (2015-2019) may be 
partly due to its transitional nature. The PSE-2 
pledged to continue and scale up certain 
initiatives launched under the PSE-1. However, 
few initiatives were institutionalized nationwide, 
and their further entrenchment faces risks as the 
ProDEG does not consistently build on PSE-2 
initiatives. Attention to issues of scaling and 
sustainability during the review period was 
limited in general, as donors primarily followed 
a project-logic and did not coordinate 
substantially on this matter, and the government 
made few commitments to taking over and 
scaling up donor activities. Whilst GPE already 
provides substantial planning-related guidance, 
further guidance for LEGs and ESPIG grants on 
how to mainstream scaling and sustainability 
considerations may be helpful to enhance the 
likelihood of donor-driven pilot initiatives 
translating into government-owned, system-
wide changes. 

Learning outcomes and equity  

Changes in learning outcomes, 
equity and gender equality 

Despite a dip at the beginning of the review 
period due to Ebola, access to education in 
Guinea recovered and progressed at the primary 
and secondary levels. Key trends in impact-level 
indicators include:    

▪ Substantial gains in primary enrollment 
rates. The primary gross enrollment rate 
(GER) increased from 78.7 percent in 2015 to 
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90.8 percent in 2018, while the net 
enrollment ratio (NER) increased from 69.6 
to 74.3 percent between 2016 and 2018.  

▪ Modest increases in the Gender Parity 
Index (GPI) for primary and lower 
secondary enrollment, from 0.89 to 0.90 
between 2016 and 2018 for the primary 
GER, and from 0.61 to 0.66 between 2015 
and 2018 for lower secondary GER.  

▪ The transition rate from primary to lower 
secondary levels increased from 64.9 
percent to 71.1 percent between 2015 and 
2018. Furthermore, the lower secondary 
GER increased from 41.4 percent to 45.4 
percent between 2015 and 2018. 

▪ Likely deterioration in efficiency of 
secondary education as seen in increases in 
lower secondary dropout rates (from 11.4 
percent in 2013 to 12.2 percent in 2017) and 
repetition rates (15.2 percent in 2016 to 18.8 
percent in 2018) during the review period. 
Furthermore, the transition rate from lower 
to upper secondary education decreased 
from 71.2 percent in 2016 to 59.8 in 2018.  

There is insufficient data to assess changes in 
learning outcomes at large and over time. 
Nevertheless, several observations can be 
derived from available data, including: 

▪ Improvements in early grade reading 
among sample of students in which early 
grade reading pedagogies were introduced 
and assessments were conducted. Learning 
outcomes in general, however, remain low, 
with overall mean EGRA scores suggesting a 
continued lack of reading capacities among 
children assessed, and CE2 learning 
assessment results for French and 
mathematics also remaining low. 

▪ There were no substantial differences in 
learning outcomes between girls and boys. 
There were slight differences in learning 
outcomes between students from urban 
and rural areas, with rural students scoring 
higher than their urban counterparts in CP2, 
and vice versa for CE2 French and 
mathematics.   

Likely links to observed system 
level changes 

The extent to which system-level changes during 
the review period contributed to impact-level 
improvements is modest at best. As noted 
previously, several system-level changes made 
during the review period remain limited in scale 
and as such it is unlikely that such changes 
brought about impact-level improvements 
observed during the review period. 
Furthermore, improvements in access at the 
primary and secondary levels seem to have been 
driven as much by the increased supply of 
private and community-run schools as by the 
construction (in line with the PSE-2) of public 
schools and classrooms.  

Implications for GPE 

The increased prominence of private sector 
education provision is an important feature of 
the Guinean education landscape, as 57.4 
percent and 6.6 percent of the 4,136 total 
primary classrooms added between 2015 and 
2018 were from private and community-led 
schools respectively. Despite this trend, the PSE-
2 and PRoDEG touch only briefly on the issue of 
private education, without discussing trends nor 
proposing a vision for the sector. This rise of 
private sector education may generate 
challenges for the validity of GPE’s country-level 
ToC. If education sector plans only weakly 
address private education provision, and if the 
share of students directly reached by the 
government’s education system declines, the 
causal links posited in the ToC (between sector 
plan implementation and system-level changes, 
and subsequently impact-level changes) may 
become less effective.    
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Conclusions/ 
Overall observations 

GPE contributions 

Overall, GPE contributions in Guinea during the 
PSE-2 period fell short of expectations, relative 
to both GPE grant objectives and to rallying the 
wider ‘country-level partnership’ around 
sector-wide goals and mechanisms.  

Evidence emerging from stakeholder 
consultations and reviewed documents highlight 
that GPE’s contribution to Guinea was strong in 
the following areas: 

▪ GPE helped strengthen sector planning 
processes and documents during the 
review period, but the ownership of the 
resulting plan remains limited in the 
Guinean context as they are not ‘in sync’ 
with national processes. While GPE funding 
requirements, ESPDGs and QA processes 
supported the preparation of two sector 
plans, these plans remain ‘grafted’ on top of 
national processes, in the sense that they do 
not yet emerge ‘organically’ in response to a 
national demand.  

▪ GPE financial and non-financial 
contributions to mutual accountability 
have helped finance key sector monitoring 
activities and put the spotlight on 
outstanding weaknesses, including through 
steady advocacy by the Secretariat country 
lead, and support for sector dialogue from 
CAs. However, GPE requirements such as 
plan endorsement have not significantly 
strengthened donors’ and ministries’ 
institutional incentives to focus on sector-
wide monitoring, and GPE’s own tools 
remain more focused on impact-level 
indicators than on activity-level reporting, 
which in Guinea remains a major concern. 
Finally, the GPE Secretariat was a notable 
champion for the participation of civil 
society, but was unable, in the absence of a 

CSEF grant, to markedly enhance civil society 
capacities.     

Evidence emerging from stakeholder 
consultations and reviewed documents highlight 
that GPE’s contribution to Guinea was modest in 
the following areas: 

▪ GPE contributions to domestic financing 
were modest, and few efforts were made to 
influence international financing beyond 
the program co-funded by the ESPIG. GPE’s 
funding requirements were a relatively 
ineffective tool to mobilize public domestic 
funds, and domestic education financing 
progressed only modestly in Guinea. The 
influence of elements of GPE’s country-level 
operational model over harmonization and 
alignment beyond FoCEB partners was 
weak, and harmonization will even weaken 
under the ProDEG as the World Bank will not 
be participating in the upcoming GPE-AFD 
co-funded program.     

▪ GPE contributed to sector plan 
implementation principally through its 
ESPIG, in a context of overall limited PSE-2 
implementation. The ESPIG-backed FoCEB 
constituted the most direct and aligned form 
of support for the PSE-2. The consultative 
nature of the ESPIG’s design meant it 
dovetailed closely with the PSE-2, but also 
led to some dispersion of its priorities, which 
contributed to complicating and delaying its 
implementation, and perhaps diminished its 
ability to focus on some of GPE’s priorities, 
such as gender equality and inclusive 
education.   

Emerging good practices 

In Guinea, sectoral planning processes have 
invited and called upon the contributions of 
non-education ministries throughout the 
review period and to some degree even prior to 
it, for instance the ministries of finance, public 
service, decentralization and health. These 
exchanges have supported a coordinated and 
integrated approach to education, and increased 
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the awareness and buy-in of other ministries for 
the work of education ministries.  

During the review period, several studies were 
conducted to assess the effectiveness of pilot 
initiatives. These assessments were 
commissioned by donors but executed by 
ministerial services. This practice built evaluative 
capacity as well as informed the adjustment or 
expansion of reviewed initiatives.  

Strategic Questions for GPE 

1) On plan ownership: How can GPE support 
quality planning processes without 
undermining governmental ownership? 
How can the value of plans be differentiated 
from the value of ESPIGs, and 
communicated even to ministries not likely 
to benefit directly from ESPIG funding? How 
can GPE measure intrinsic ‘demand’ for 
sector plans, and are sectoral planning 
processes relevant in all contexts? Should 
comprehensive sectoral plans be a funding 
requirement, or merely a suggestion? 

2) On monitoring sector plan implementation: 
How can GPE clearly communicate the 
importance of quality annual 
implementation reports to governments? 
How can CAs, GAs, other development 
partners and civil society be involved as 
mutual accountability allies in this effort? 
And does GPE itself need to afford as much 
attention to sector plan implementation as 
it has for sector plan development? 

3) On seeking government co-funding for GPE 
grants: To what extent would seeking ESPIG 
co-funding from the government (a) help the 
government ringfence planned capital 
expenditures from other uses, and (b) help 
to further strengthen the linkages between 
government and donor programming, 
thereby preparing the groundwork for 
handing over donor-backed pilots to the 
government for scaling and consolidation? 
Similarly, to what extent should GPE seek 
ESPDG co-funding from the government to 

increase government ownership of these 
processes? 

4) On GA selection guidance: How can GPE 
ensure that processes for its existing (and 
recently updated) GA selection is known and 
followed, and further clarify processes for 
when the government’s decision does not 
coincide with the candidate recommended 
by the LEG’s review committee? 

5) On TVET and employability: Can GPE clarify 
whether and under what conditions its 
ESPIG funds are available to support TVET 
activities (beyond those targeted at out-of-
school children), particularly where these 
may reach children of similar age and 
vulnerability as those in lower secondary? 
And what are implications for GPE’s next 
strategy with regards to the issue of 
employability and external efficiency of the 
education system? For instance, could and 
should basic education curricula – soon to be 
reformed in Guinea – be tailored more to 
national labor market needs? 

6) On the rise of private education: What 
guidance can GPE offer countries – drawing 
from national experiences across its 
developing country partners – with regards 
to how to regulate private education 
provision? And to what extent does the rise 
affect the plausibility of GPE’s country-level 
ToC, which focuses on strengthening a 
government-led policy cycle in contexts in 
which governments control fewer and fewer 
schools directly? 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and purpose of the summative evaluation 

1. The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) is a multilateral global partnership and funding platform 
established in 2002 as the Education for All Fast Track Initiative (EFA/FTI) and renamed GPE in 2011. GPE 
aims to strengthen education systems in developing countries, in order to ensure improved and more 
equitable student learning outcomes, as well as improved equity, gender equality and inclusion in 
education.2 GPE brings together developing countries, donor countries, international organizations, civil 
society, teacher organizations, the private sector and foundations.  

2. This evaluation is part of a larger GPE study that comprises a total of 20 summative and eight 
formative country level evaluations (CLE). The overall study is part of GPE’s monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) strategy 2016-2020, which calls for a linked set of evaluation studies to explore how well GPE 
outputs and activities contribute to outcomes and impact3 at the country level. The objective of each 
summative CLE is to assess: (i) GPE 
contributions to strengthening 
education systems and, ultimately, the 
achievement of education results 
within a partner developing country in 
the areas of learning, equity, equality 
and inclusion; and hence (ii) the 
relevance, efficiency and effectiveness 
of GPE’s theory of change (ToC) and of 
its country-level operational model.4 
See Box 1.1. 

3. The primary intended users of 
the country level evaluations are 
members of the Global Partnership for 
Education, including Developing 
Country Partner (DCP) governments 
and members of local education 
groups (LEGs) in the sampled 
countries, and the Board. The secondary user is the Secretariat. Tertiary intended users include the wider 
education community at global and country levels.  

 
2 Global Partnership for Education (2016): GPE 2020. Improving learning and equity through stronger education 
systems. 
3 In the context of this assignment, the term ‘impact’ is aligned with the terminology used by GPE to refer to sector 
level changes in the areas of learning, equity, gender equality and inclusion (reflected in GPE Strategic Goals 1 and 2 
described in the GPE 2016-2020 Strategic Plan). While the country evaluations examine progress towards impact in 
this sense, they do not constitute formal impact evaluations, which usually entail counterfactual analysis based on 
randomized control trials. 
4 Assignment Inception Report (based on the evaluation TOR), p.1. 

 

Box 1.1. Scope of this summative evaluation 

This summative country evaluation is focused on eliciting insights 
that can help GPE assess and, if needed, improve its overall 
approach to supporting developing country partners. It does not 
set out to evaluate the performance of the government of the 
Republic of Guinea, other in-country stakeholders, or of specific 
GPE grants. 

The core review period for this CLE, 2015-2019, covers the period 
of the last sector plan, the Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation 2 
(PSE-2), which ran from 2015-2018, as well as the appraisal of 
Guinea’s forthcoming education sector plan, the Programme 
Décennal de l’Éducation en Guinée (ProDEG) 2020-2029. The 
review period thereby includes the most recent Education Sector 
Plan Implementation Grant (ESPIG), which ran from 2015 to 2019. 
Of note, both the PSE-2 and ESPIG were initially planned for 2015-
2017 but were extended for reasons explained in this report. 
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1.2 Methodology overview 

4. The guiding frameworks for the evaluation are the evaluation matrix (Appendix I) and the country-
level theory of change (ToC) for Guinea (Appendix II).5 A brief summary of the country evaluation 
methodology is provided in Appendix III of this report. For further details, please refer to the Inception 
Report for the overall assignment (January 2018).  

5. For the Guinea CLE, the evaluation team consulted a total of 86 stakeholders from MENA, METFP-
ET, MESRS, from a Prefectural Directorate of Education (Direction Préfectorale de l’Éducation, DPE), from 
bilateral and multilateral donor agencies, from civil society organizations, from a teachers union, from the 
GPE Secretariat and from other backgrounds (see Box iii.i in Appendix III for number of stakeholders 
consulted broken down by category, and Appendix V for the list of consulted stakeholders). Most of these 
stakeholders were consulted in Conakry, Guinea, between September 9 and 19, 2019, whilst the 
remainder were consulted by phone/skype shortly before or after the mission. As part of this study, the 
evaluation team also reviewed a wide range of relevant documents, databases, websites as well as 
selected literature (see Appendix VI for a list of reviewed documents). 

6. The report presents findings related to the three ‘Key Questions’ (KQs) from the evaluation matrix, 
which trace the contribution of GPE support to country-level objectives (KQ I); of country-level objectives 
to better systems (KQ II); and of better systems to progress towards impact (KQ III). The findings of this 
report are accordingly presented under three sections that each correspond to one of the KQs. In turn, 
each section is divided into sub-sections of findings that address the contribution claims under each KQ. 
The three KQs and the six contribution claims (A, B, C, D, E, F) are presented in Figure 1.1. 

Figure 1.1 The evaluation presents findings on key evaluation questions and contribution claims 

  

 
5 This country-specific ToC was adapted from the generic country-level ToC that was developed in the assignment 
Inception Report.  
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7. Throughout, the report uses tables to provide readers with broad overviews of key CLE findings on 
the respective issue. To facilitate quick orientation, the simple color coding scheme is based on a three-
category scale in which green equals ‘strong/high/achieved’, amber equals ‘moderate/medium/partly 
achieved’, red signifies ‘low/weak/not achieved’, and grey indicates a lack of data. In each table, the 
respective meaning of the chosen color coding is clarified. The color coding is intended as a qualitative 
orientation tool to readers rather than as a quantifiable measure. 

1.3 Structure of the report 

8. Following this introduction, Section 2 gives an overview of the national context of Guinea, with a 
focus on the education sector (section 2.2), and on the history of the country’s involvement with GPE 
(section 2.3). 

9. Section 3 presents evaluation findings related to GPE’s contributions to sector planning; mutual 
accountability through inclusive policy dialogue and sector monitoring; sector financing; and sector plan 
implementation.  

10. Section 4 discusses education system-level changes in Guinea during the period under review 
(2015-2019) and likely links between these changes and progress made towards the country-level 
objectives. 

11. Section 5 presents an overview of the impact-level changes in terms of equity, gender equality, 
inclusion and learning outcomes observable in Guinea over the course of the 2015-2019 review period, as 
well as any likely links between these changes and system-level changes noted in section 4. 

12. Section 6, finally, presents overall conclusions of the evaluation and outlines several strategic 
questions to GPE, with regard to the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of GPE’s country level ToC 
and of its country-level operational model. 
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2 Context 

2.1 Overview of Guinea 

13. The Republic of Guinea is a West African country which gained its independence in 1958 and 
emerged from its most recent period of military rule in 2010, when multi-party democratic presidential 
elections were successfully held. The land area of Guinea is 245,720 square kilometers6 and the country 
had a population of 12.4 million people in 2018,7 with this figure projected to increase to 16.3 million by 
2030.8 Guinea’s population is very young, with over 45 percent of Guineans under the age of 15, according 
to a 2014 national population census, and projections for children under the age of 15 to make up more 
than half (54 percent) of the country’s total population by 2030. The relative youth of the Guinean 
population has considerable implications on the demand for education as the country’s school-age 
population is expected to increase from 5.2 million children in 2014, to approximately 8 million in 2030 
(RESEN 2019, p.32). 

14. Guinea fell under military rule following a coup in 2008 after the death of its long-term president 
Lansana Conté, who was president from 1984 to 2008, that same year. The brief period of military rule 
(2008-2010) was marked by violence against civilians, notably in September 2009. The country remained 
marked by political unrest and violence following the end of military rule in 2010, such as attacks on the 
presidential palace in 2011, and contested legislative elections in 2013. This period was subsequently 
followed by the outbreak of the Ebola virus disease between 2014 and 2015, which disrupted the end of 
the 2013-2014 school year, delayed the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year to January 2015, and 
brought about the loss of approximately 33 weeks of education due to school closures.9 While the country 
has recently witnessed increased stability, available research highlights the continued occurrence of 
protests, often violent, in the country related to divergences between political actors in the context of 
elections, expressions of societal discontent (e.g. over costs of living, water and electricity shortages), and 
union demands, especially of civil servants (RESEN, p.29). A prominent example of such an occurrence is 
that of a series of teachers’ strikes in 2017 and 2018, in which a particular episode of the strikes resulted 
in clashes between the police and protestors, bringing about seven deaths and several injured. As a result 
of the strikes, Guinean students were estimated to have lost roughly 30 percent of class hours, or a 
cumulative total of eight weeks of the school year by March 2018.10 The strikes appear to have ended in 

 
6 World Bank, Land area (sq. km) – Guinea https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2?locations=GN, 
retrieved October 2019. All links in this document were retrieved in October 2019, unless otherwise indicated. 
7 World Bank, Population, total -  Guinea | https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=GN.  
8 UNICEF, IIEP-Pôle de Dakar-UNESCO “Analyse du secteur de l’éducation de la République du Guinée” April 2019, 
p.30. This document constitutes the most recent Education Sector Analysis (ESA) for Guinea, and is universally 
referred to as RESEN (Rapport d’État du Système Éducatif National) in the country, and throughout this report. 
9 United Nations Development Group (UNDG) - Western and Central Africa. 2015. “Socio-Economic Impact of Ebola 
Virus Disease in West African Countries: A call for national and regional containment, recovery and prevention.” 
P.26. Of note, fewer weeks of schooling were lost in Guinea than in Sierra Leone or in Liberia. 
10 See RESEN, p. 148 and 247. According to the RESEN, the strikes were launched in response to the introduction of 
a new salary grid in 2016 which structured salary amounts according to teachers’ education-level (referred to as the 
Licence/master/doctorat [LMD] system), and which resulted in the suspension of salaries for a large number of 
officials recruited in 2005-2010 who were found to have “non-compliant records” by the Ministry of Public Service. 

 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2?locations=GN
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=GN
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January 2019, following the reaching of an accord between the government and the teachers union at the 
forefront of the strikes,11 although local strikes have occurred since. Despite these tensions, Guinea has 
largely avoided armed conflicts, or the spillover of conflict, of its neighboring countries (Côte d’Ivoire, 
Liberia and Sierra Leone). 

15.  While economic growth in the country in the last two decades has been relatively low,12 Guinea 
has experienced a recent increase in GDP growth since 2016. After a dip in GDP growth during the 2013-
2015 period (from 5.9 percent in 2012 to 3.9 percent in 2013 and subsequently 3.7 percent in 2014), the 
following years saw an increase in GDP growth from 3.8 percent in 2015 to 13.4 percent in 2017, largely 
driven by investments in the mining of the country’s abundant deposits of bauxite and gold.13 Data on the 
incidence of poverty from 2012 onwards was not available. However, available data from 2007-2012 
indicates an increase from 53 percent in 2007 to 55.2 percent in 2012, with simulations based on census 
data estimating this figure to further increase to 58 percent in 2014.14 While the country’s Human 
Development Index (HDI) increased from 0.37 in 2005 to 0.46 in 2017, it is ranked low by global standards 
(175th out of 189 countries).15 

16. As per its most recent long-term national development plan, the Plan National de Développement 
Économique et Social (PNDES) 2016-2020, Guinea aims to achieve sustainable structural transformation 
of its economy through an increase in the value-added and productivity of its primary sector (both 
agricultural and extractive activities), linked to the emergence of a modern economy based on industry 
and services. In pursuit of these aims, the PNDES is envisioned to be implemented across four priority 
pillars: (i) promotion of good governance for sustainable development; (ii) sustainable and inclusive 
economic transformation; (iii) inclusive development of human capital; and (iv) sustainable management 
of natural resources.16 

2.2 Education sector in Guinea 

17. The obligation of the Government of Guinea to provide free education for all Guineans aged 
between six and 16 years old is outlined in the National Education Orientation Law of June 1997.17 The 
administration and management of education in Guinea is spread across three ministries, namely: the 
Ministry of National Education and Literacy (Ministère de l’Éducation Nationale et de l’Alphabétisation, 

 
11 For more information, see Africanews, “Guinée : accord pour mettre fin à trois mois de grève des enseignants,” 
January 2019 https://fr.africanews.com/2019/01/11/guinee-accord-pour-mettre-fin-a-trois-mois-de-greve-des-
enseignants/. 
12 Average annual GDP per capita growth between 1998-2016 is estimated to have been 0.6 percent, approximately 
1.2 percentage points lower than that of Sub-Saharan Africa for the same period (source: World Bank, “Country 
Partnership Framework for the Republic of Guinea for the period FY 2018-FY23”, May 2018, p. 3).  
13 World Bank, GDP growth, Guinea https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?locations=GN.  
14 IMF, Guinea: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper, July 2013, p. 8; and World Bank, Country Partnership Framework, 
p. 5. The World Bank’s country partnership framework document notes that the most recent data on incidence of 
poverty in Guinea is from 2012.   
15 UNDP, Human Development Indices and Indicators, 2018 Statistical Update: Guinea. 
16 Ministère du Plan et de la Coopération Internationale, Plan National de Développement Économique et Social 
2016-2020, February 2017. 
17 La loi d’orientation de l’éducation nationale, no. 97/022/AN of 19 June 1997, article 6.  

 

https://fr.africanews.com/2019/01/11/guinee-accord-pour-mettre-fin-a-trois-mois-de-greve-des-enseignants/
https://fr.africanews.com/2019/01/11/guinee-accord-pour-mettre-fin-a-trois-mois-de-greve-des-enseignants/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?locations=GN
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MENA), the Ministry of Technical Education, Vocational Training, Employment and Labor (Ministère de 
l’Enseignement Technique, de la Formation Professionnelle, de l’Emploi et du Travail, METFP-ET), and the 
Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research (Ministère de l’Enseignement Supérieur et de la 
Recherche Scientifique, MESRS). In terms of sub-sectors covered by each ministry, MENA is charged with 
management of pre-primary education,18 primary and secondary education, civic and moral education, 
literacy and non-formal education and the promotion of national languages. Technical and Vocational 
Education and Training (TVET) comes under the jurisdiction of the METFP-ET, while the MESRS is charged 
with the management and administration of higher education. 

18. With regards to management of the education sector below the central level, the administration of 
basic education at sub-national levels under MENA is divided according to the following decentralized 
structures: Regional Inspectorates of Education (Inspections Régionales de l’Éducation, IRE), Prefectural 
Directorates of Education (Directions Préfectorales de l’Éducation, DPE), Communal Directorates of 
Education (Directions Communales de l’Éducation, DCE), and School Delegations for Elementary Education 
(Délégations Scolaires de l’Enseignement Élémentaire, DSEE) at the sub-prefectural level. For TVET, the 
only sub-national entities under the METFP-ET are Regional Directorates of Technical Education, 
Vocational Training, Employment and Labor. MESRS does not have sub-national entities by region. Across 
the board, subnational entities operate as decentralized branches of the central ministries (which they 
depend on for resources as well as for staff and teacher recruitment), as opposed to being devolved 
entities with budgetary and managerial autonomy.19  

19. Guinea’s education system is organized by pre-primary, primary, lower and upper secondary levels 
of education, and the official age ranges for each level of education are outlined in Table 2.1. In addition 
to this, TVET is offered via three education streams—post-primary, type A and type B—each with their 
own duration and scope,20 while higher education in Guinea comprises of a bachelor’s degree (diplôme 
de licence) program of three years, Master’s degree programs of four years and PhD programs of 
approximately seven years. Pre-service teacher training is undertaken through a two-year program at an 
École Nationale d’Instituteurs (ENI) for instruction in primary schools, or at an Institut Supérieur des 
Sciences de l’Éducation de Guinée (ISSEG) for instruction in secondary schools. Of note, the administration 
of these teacher training institutes is spread across ministries, with ENIs managed by the METFP-ET and 
ISSEGs managed by the MESRS. Furthermore, in-service teacher training is managed by MENA.  

 
18 The management of pre-primary education was transferred to MENA in August 2017 from the Ministry of Social 
Action and Promotion of Women and Children (Ministère de l’Action Sociale, de la Promotion Féminine et de 
l’Enfance, MASPF-E). 
19 In principle, the administration of primary education (along with various other social and infrastructural services) 
is devolved to municipalities as per the Local Government Code. In practice, the Code is not fully enforced, and 
Guinean municipalities lack human and financial resources to operate effectively. Consequently, sub-national 
education entities effectively fall under, and depend upon, the central ministries for salaries and recurrent resources. 
See World Bank “Republic of Guinea- Overcoming Growth Stagnation to Reduce Poverty- systematic country 
diagnostic” 16 March 2018, p.42. 
20 The post-primary stream of TVET is offered to out-of-school students from primary and lower secondary level 
through a training program of between 9 and 18 months, after which students receive a professional qualification 
certificate. Type A TVET is aimed at lower secondary graduates and stands as an alternative to upper secondary 
education in a lycée, through which students receive a certificate of professional education and a certificate of 
professional aptitude after two and three years of training respectively. Type B TVET is offered to individuals with 
either a bachelor’s degree or who have completed Type A TVET, and typically consists of one to three years of 
professional training, after which a senior technician certificate (brevet de technicien supérieur) is awarded.   
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Table 2.1 Official school age by level21 

LEVEL GRADE  AGE GROUP 
(YEARS) 

NUMBER OF 
SCHOOL-AGE 

CHILDREN (2017-
2018) 

STUDENTS ENROLLED, 
ALL AGES 

(2017-2018) 

Preschool / Pre-
primary 

Pre-school 1, 2, 3 3-5/6 1,463,411 194,728 

Primary 1-6 6/7-11/12 2,201,293 1,998,858 

Lower Secondary 7-10 12/13-15/16 1,131,954 514,705 

Upper Secondary 11-12 16/17-18/19 717,372 187,538 

Total: 5,514,030 

(3-19 years of age) 

2,895,82922 

(pre-school to upper 
secondary) 

20. The proportion of children who are out-of-school (OOS) in Guinea is significant: 44 percent of 
children aged between five and sixteen (1.6 million children) were out-of-school as of 2016, and 90 
percent thereof (1.4 million) have never been enrolled in school (RESEN, p.59). Based on UIS 2016 data 
drawing on household-level surveys, around 36 percent of children of primary school age were out of 
school (40 percent for girls), around 43 percent of children of lower secondary school age were out of 
school (48 percent for girls), and around 60 percent of children of upper secondary school age were out 
of school (70 percent for girls). In general, the proportion of out-of-school-children (OOSC) increases for 
older age groups, due to low survival rates in the education system, with less than half of students 
reaching lower secondary school and only a fifth reaching upper secondary schools in 2016 (RESEN, p.55) 

21. Further to this, private schools form a substantial part of the Guinean education system,23 and the 
number of private schools outnumbered public schools at the pre-primary and secondary (but not 
primary) levels as of 2017-2018. The vast majority of private schools in Guinea are either secular schools 
which operate in parallel to the public education system, or Franco-Arab private schools, in which Arab 
language and Islamic theology courses are offered, in addition to courses in core subjects which are taught 
in French.24 Out of the total of 3,586 private schools at the primary and secondary levels in 2017-2018, 

 
21 Source: RESEN, p. 44-45, and annual education statistics yearbooks for 2017-2018 For the number of school-aged 
children for pre-primary, lower secondary, and upper secondary education, precise figures are not included in the 
yearbooks for that year and were computed using age-specific enrollment data and the net enrollment rate. 
22 To this number of students enrolled may be added the small amounts of children and youth enrolled in ‘parallel’ 
streams of education, such as the 5612 children enrolled in ‘second-chance education centers’ (known as ‘NAFA’), 
in 2017-2018 (as per annual education statistic yearbooks for that year), and the 34,234 children and youth enrolled 
in technical and vocational education centers in 2016 (whether private or governmental; RESEN, p.50). Finally, just 
over 100,000 students (mostly over 19 year of age) were enrolled in higher education in 2016 (RESEN, p.51). 
23 Unless otherwise specified, data on various education indicators (e.g. enrollment rates, pupil-classroom ratios, 
pupil-teacher ratios) include all types of schools, i.e. public, private and community schools.  
24 The Guinean public-school system also consists of Franco-Arab schools at both the primary and secondary levels. 
The principal distinction between public Franco-Arab schools and non-Franco-Arab schools is the offering of six 
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there were 2,928 secular schools, 568 Franco-Arab schools, and 90 Catholic schools. Community-led 
provision of pre-primary and primary education is also significant in Guinea (see Table 2.2 for number of 
students in community schools), and there were 240 Centres d’encadrement communautaire (CECs), or 
community centers, which provided pre-primary education services in the 2017-2018 school year.25 Of 
the 777 community-run primary schools in 2017-2018, 577 were secular, 163 were Franco-Arab schools, 
and 37 were classified as “other.”26 As noted in Table 2.2, private provision of education takes up a 
substantial proportion of the overall provision of education in Guinea, with the number of private 
preschools and secondary schools especially exceeding the numbers of public ones.  

Table 2.2 Schools, Students and Teachers in Guinea (2017-2018)27 

SCHOOLS 

Level Public Private Community 

Preschool 2 2,067 245 

Primary 6,837 2,480 777 

Secondary28 680 1,106 0 

Total 7,519 5,653 1,022 

STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 

Level Students in Public Schools Students in Private Schools Students in Community 
Schools 

Total % Female Total % Female Total % Female 

Preschool 638 51 177,834 49 16,256 49 

Primary 1,365,330 45 563,284 48 70,244 41 

Secondary 418,259 35 283,984 46 0 0 

Grand total 1,784,227 42 1,025,102 48 86,500 42.5 

  

 
weekly hours of Arab language courses, two weekly hours of Islamic education and two weekly hours of theological 
study, in addition to the required 30 weekly hours of instruction in core subjects offered by public schools (RESEN, 
p. 91). There were a total of 750 primary and secondary public Franco-Arab schools in 2017-2018.      
25 Available data from the pre-primary annual statistics yearbook 2017-2018 did not further specify what category 
of establishment the remaining five out of 245 community preschools fell under. Other possible categories of 
preschools, apart from CECs, included preschool complexes (complexes préscolaires), nurseries (maternelles), and 
kindergartens (jardins d’enfants).  
26 MENA, Annuaire statistique enseignement primaire 2017-2018, December 2018, p. 198. 
27 MENA, Annuaire statistique enseignement primaire 2017-2018, December 2018; MENA, Annuaire statistique 
enseignement secondaire 2017-2018, December 2018.   
28 While annual education statistics yearbooks for secondary education published by MENA provide some 
information on secondary education disaggregated by lower and upper secondary levels, they did not provide data 
which disaggregated either levels of education further according to public, private or community-run schools. For 
the 2017-2018 school year, across public, private and community-run schools, there were 1,383 and 403 lower and 
upper secondary schools respectively, 514,705 and 187,538 lower and upper secondary students respectively, and 
19,963 and 10,736 lower and upper secondary teachers respectively (MENA, Annuaire statistique enseignement 
secondaire 2017-2018, December 2018, p. 132).  
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TEACHERS 

Level Teachers in Public Schools Teachers in Private Schools Teachers in Community 
Schools 

Total % Female Total % Female Total % Female 

Preschool 29 86 5,346 72 368 30 

Primary 25,300 38 14,219 23 1,297 13 

Secondary 10,932 8 19,767 2 0 0 

Grand total 36,261 29 39,332 19 1,665 17 

22. Given high pupil-classroom ratios at both primary and secondary levels (45.4 and 49.4 in 2018, 
respectively), particularly in urban areas, roughly one quarter of primary students nationwide are taught 
as part of a double-shift system, with the proportion much higher in urban areas (e.g. Conakry, 62 
percent). Conversely, 19 percent of students are taught in multi-grade settings, particularly in rural areas 
where fewer classrooms are available (only one percent in Conakry).29  

23. Guinea’s history of sector-wide planning dates back to the early 2000s, with the Education For All 
Program (Programme Éducation pour Tous, PEPT, 2002-2008) and the Education Sector Plan (PSE-1) 2008-
2015 the first sector plans which spanned all education sub-sectors.30 The PSE-2 2015-2017 was developed 
as a follow-on to the PSE-1,31 and is set to be followed by the Programme Décennal de l’Éducation 
(ProDEG), Guinea’s forthcoming sector plan which is projected to cover the 2020-2029 period.32 Education 
sector plan documentation in Guinea includes the following: (i) a high-level education sector policy letter, 
‘Lettre Politique Sectorielle de l’Éducation’ (LPSE), (ii) a narrative plan outlining the context, vision, 
objectives, activities and implementation arrangements, and (iii) a multi-year budgeted implementation 
plans (plan d’action pluriannuel budgétisé, PAPB). These documents are based on (iv) the financial 
simulation model for education (modèle de simulation financière de l’éducation, MSFE), which in turn is 
based on (v) a medium-term expenditure plan (cadre de dépenses à moyen terme, CDMT). Table 2.3 
provides an overview of the review period and the main policies, plans and GPE grants in Guinea between 
2010 and 2020. 

24. Guinea’s current local education group (LEG), the Groupe Sectoriel pour l’Éducation (GSE), was 
established in 2016, following an update of the LEG’s terms of reference and replacing the previous LEG, 
the Forum Guinéen des Partenaires pour l’Éducation (FGPE), which operated between 2014 and 2016 (see 
Finding 4). The GSE is attended by development partners (DPs), local civil society groups, teachers’ unions, 
representatives of private education providers, as well as secretary generals and personnel from select 
units of the education ministries. 

 
29 MENA, Rapport d’analyse des statistiques scolaires de l’enseignement élémentaire et secondaire, 2018, p.44. 
30 Previous national Education Sector Adjustment Programs (PASE-1, 1990-1995 and PASE-2, 1995-2000) focused 
only on primary education. Of further note, whilst the PSE-1 covered all sub-sectors, it was not significantly 
implemented due to the political changes and instability in its 2008-2015 period, described earlier in this section. 
31 The PSE-2 was designed as a transitional education plan (TEP) – see section 3.2 for further information. 
32 The ProDEG was endorsed by development partners, the Local Education Group (LEG), and the government of 
Guinea in October 2019, as this evaluation report was being written. Any reference to, or analysis of, the content of 
the ProDEG in this evaluation is based on the draft version of the plan dated 18 September 2019. A subsequent 
comparison of the September draft to the final October version shows that the documents are near-identical, as 
most changes had been made by September. 
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Table 2.3 Timeline of key policy documents in the Guinean education sector 

CATEGORY 
PRE 

2010 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

POST 
2020 

2011 

Review Period          Review period for this CLE  

National 
Development 
Plans 

    DSRP33 2013-2015      

   
    PNDES 2016-2020 

Sector Plans 

PEPT 
2002-
2008 

  

         

PSE-1 2008-2015    

n/a34 

 

      PSE-2015-2017, extended to 2018  

   

       ProDEG 
2020-
2029 

JSRs * * * *  * * * * * *  

GPE Grants 

ESPIG 2008-2014 (restructured in 2010)       

 
ESPIG 2010-14 (restructured from 2008-14 
ESPIG) 

      

      ESPIG 2015-2019 (initially 2015-2017)  

   
ESPDG 
2012 

    ESPDG 2017-2018; ESPDG 
2018-2019 

 

   
  PDG 2014-2015    PDG 

2019 

Next 
ESPIG 

2.3 GPE in Guinea 

25. Guinea joined GPE in 2002 and is represented on the Board through the Africa 2 constituency. The 
country has received eight grants from GPE: three Education Sector Plan Development Grants (ESPDG), 
two Program Development Grants (PDGs) and three Education Sector Plan Implementation Grants 
(ESPIGs). This evaluation focuses on the period 2015-2019, which includes the full period of 
implementation of the most recent ESPIG (2015-2019), which was channelled through the multi-donor 
Pooled Fund for Basic Education (Fond Commun de l’Éducation de Base, FoCEB), co-funded by the Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), UNICEF, and the World Bank via its Ebola Recovery and 
Reconstruction Trust Fund. The grant agent (GA) for this ESPIG was the World Bank, whereas the GA for 
the most recent ESPDGs (2017-2019) was UNICEF. The review period encompasses the full period of the 
PSE-2 sector plan, which was initially intended for the period 2015-2017 and subsequently extended by a 

 
33 Document de Stratégie de Réduction de Pauvreté, 2013-2015.  
34 Due to sequential delays in the preparation of the 2016 census and the subsequent ESA (RESEN), the ProDEG, 
originally planned to launch in 2019, is still under development and has been deferred to 2020. Consequently, there 
was no official sector plan guiding the sector in 2019, as the PSE-2 was not updated for that year. 
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year to 2018. Furthermore, the review period covers the ProDEG preparation process. The current 
Coordinating Agency (CA) in Guinea is GIZ, having taken over from UNICEF since 2018.35 See Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4 GPE grants to Guinea36 

GRANT TYPE YEARS ALLOCATIONS 
(US$) 

DISBURSEMENTS (US$) GRANT 
AGENT 

Program Implementation 
(ESPIG) 2020-2023 

37,900,000 

(expected) 

0 

(not yet launched) 
AFD 

2015-2019 37,800,000 36,544,109 IBRD 

2010-2014 24,000,000 24,000,000 UNICEF 

2008-2014 40,000,000 40,000,000 IBRD 

200837 117,800,000 n.d. IBRD 

Sector Plan Development 
(ESPDG) 

2018-2019 218,055 n.d. UNICEF 

2017-2018 219,401 n.d. UNICEF 

2012 250,000 241,360 IBRD 

Program Development 
Grant (PDG) 

2019 200,000 n.d. AFD 

2014-2015 150,000 136,539 IBRD 

26. As part of GPE’s global and regional activities (GRA) program, Guinea was included as a focus 
country in a grant aimed at improving national reporting systems on financial flows, which lasted from 
2013 to 2016, and was managed by the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS), in partnership with the 
UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP).38  

27. Guinean civil society organizations did not receive any grants from the Civil Society Education Fund 
(CSEF), because no Guinean civil society organization was a member of the Africa Network Campaign on 
Education for All (ANCEFA), which administers CSEF grants for the region, until 2018. 

28. At the time of review, Guinea was not one of the countries eligible for the GPE multiplier, because 
it is a low-income country whereas countries must be lower middle-income countries to be eligible.39 

29. At the time of writing, an ESPIG for 2019 onwards is in the process of being developed, but the 
application for the ESPIG had not yet been submitted. The upcoming ESPIG is set to include a variable 
tranche (VT), as per GPE’s New Funding Model (NFM). However, due to the overall lack of information on 
the new ESPIG at the time of writing, this evaluation is not able to comment on the effects, or potential 
effects, of the VT’s funding modality and “stretch” indicators on education sector progress in Guinea.   
  

 
35 UNICEF was the CA between 2010 and 2018.  
36 “Guinea”, GPE website, https://www.globalpartnership.org/country/guinea.  
37 The ESPIG 2008 was intended to run until 2014, but was restructured following the 2008 coup, with some funds 
continuing under IBRD management and others being re-allocated to a 2010-2014 ESPIG managed by UNICEF.  
38 The amount of the grant (covering all countries: Guinea, Côte d’Ivoire, Lao PDR, Nepal, Uganda, Vietnam and 
Zimbabwe) was US$2.1 million. From GPE, Results agreement with the UNESCO UIS on Education Financing under 
the GRA program, 2013. 
39 GPE, “GPE Multiplier: Factsheet” 2019, p.2. https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/factsheet-gpe-multiplier.  

https://www.globalpartnership.org/country/guinea
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/factsheet-gpe-multiplier
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3 GPE contributions to sector planning, 
implementation, dialogue/monitoring and 
financing 

3.1 Introduction 

30. This section summarizes findings related to Key Question I of the evaluation matrix: “Has GPE-
support to Guinea contributed to achieving country-level objectives related to sector planning, to sector 
dialogue and monitoring, to more/better financing for education, and to sector plan implementation? If 
so, then how?”40 

31. The GPE country-level theory of change, developed in the inception report and adapted to the 
Guinea context (Appendix II), outlines four contribution claims related to GPE’s influence on progress 
towards achieving to country-level objectives (one claim per objective).  

32. This section is structured around and tests the four contribution claims by answering two sub-
questions for each phase of the policy cycle. First, in Guinea, what characterized sector planning, mutual 
accountability, sector financing or ESP implementation respectively during the period under review? And 
second, has GPE’s support contributed to observed changes in (and across) these dimensions and, if so, 
how? 

3.2 GPE contributions to education sector planning41 

Overview 

33. This section addresses the following Country Evaluation Questions (CEQs): 

▪ What characterized the education sector plan in place during the core 2015-2019 period under 
review? (CEQ 1.1.b) 

▪ Has GPE support to sector planning contributed to better (more relevant, more realistic, 
government-owned) education sector plans? (Key Question V)42 During the 2015-2019 period under 
review, have there been unintended, positive or negative, consequences of GPE financial and non-
financial support? (CEQ 3.2) 

 
40 Improved planning, dialogue/monitoring, financing, and plan implementation correspond to Country-Level 
Objectives (CLOs) 1, 2, 3 and 4 of GPE’s 2016-2020 Strategic Plan. 
41 This section addresses evaluation questions CEQ 1.1 b and 1.2 b-d, as well as to (cross cutting) CEQs 3.1 and 3.2. 
42 In particular: To what extent has the revised Quality Assurance and Review (QAR) process for education sector 
plans contributed to the development of better-quality education sector plans? Why? Why not? (CEQ 9); To what 
extent have the revised ESPDG mechanism and/or ESPIG grant requirements (under the GPE New Funding Model 
launched in 2015) contributed to the development of better-quality education sector plans? Why? Why not? (CEQ 
10); To what extent has GPE support to inclusive sector dialogue influenced sector planning? (CEQ 11b). 
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▪ What factors other than GPE support are likely to have contributed to the observed changes (or lack 
thereof) in sector planning? (CEQ 3.1) 

▪ What are implications of evaluation findings for GPE support to Guinea? (Key Question IV) 

34. A high-level overview of evaluation findings on sector planning is provided in Table 3.1. These 
observations are elaborated on through the findings and supporting evidence presented below. 

Table 3.1 Overview: CLE findings on sector planning and related GPE contributions 

PROGRESS TOWARDS A 
GOVERNMENT-OWNED, ROBUST 

ESP?43 
DEGREE OF GPE CONTRIBUTION44 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS 

LIKELY HELD TRUE45 

Achieved. Both plans developed 
during the review period are 
robust, but there are limitations in 
terms of government ownership. 

Strong. ESPIG funding requirements, 
ESPDG funds and GPE guidelines and 
plan review processes contributed 
significantly to successful sector analysis 
and planning processes for the PSE-2 
and ProDEG. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Characteristics of sector planning during the review period 

Finding 1:  The two sector plans produced by Guinea over the course of the review period 
are credible as per GPE standards and of comparable quality and content, with 
some progress in terms of data availability. However, national ownership of 
sectoral plans remains limited, due to the perception that they are primarily 
instruments to mobilize external resources for basic education. 

35. Guinea has a long history of sector-planning, having produced sector plans for the primary sub-
sector since the 1990s, and sector-wide plans since the early 2000s.46 Since the late 2000s, the planning 
process is concentrated around the following key elements:(a) the national development plan as a starting 

 
43 In this case, the objective is considered ‘achieved’ if a sector plan underwent a rigorous appraisal process, as per 
GPE/IIEP guidelines, and was endorsed by development partners in country.  
44 The assessment is based on whether the CLE found evidence of (i) GPE support likely having influenced (parts of) 
sector planning; (ii) stakeholder perceptions on the relevance (relative influence) of GPE support (iii) existence or 
absence of additional or alternative factors beyond GPE support that were equally or more likely to explain (part of) 
the noted progress. The same assessment criteria are used for rating GPE contributions in all following chapters. 
45 For sector planning, the five underlying assumptions in the country level ToC were: (1) country level stakeholders 
having the capabilities to jointly improve sector analysis and planning; (2) stakeholders having the opportunities 
(resources, time, conducive environment) to do so; (3) stakeholders having the motivation (incentives) to do so; (4) 
GPE having sufficient leverage within the country to influence sector planning, and (5) EMIS and LAS producing 
relevant and reliable data to inform sector planning.  
46 Subsequent plans include: two national Education Sector Adjustment Programs (PASE-1, 1990-1995, and PASE-2, 
1995-2000) focused on primary education; the Education For All Program (PEPT 1, 2002-2008), the first plan to span 
all sub-sectors; the Education Sector Plan 2008-2015 (PSE 1); the Education Sector Plan 2015-2017 (PSE 2); and most 
recently, the forward-looking ten-year education program 2020-2029 (ProDEG), which at the time of writing is being 
finalized. The corresponding French names are ‘Programme d’Ajustement du Secteur de l’Éducation’ (PASE), 
‘Programme Éducation pour Tous’ (PEPT), ‘Plan Sectoriel de l’Éducation’ (PSE) and ‘Programme Décennal pour 
l’Éducation’ (ProDEG). 
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point;47 (b) a high-level education sector policy letter  which outlines key sector priorities and is signed by 
relevant education ministries and the ministry of finance; (c) a simulation model for the education sector 
and medium-term expenditure plan, which are informed by data from the ministries of finance and 
planning provide the overall budgetary framework for sectoral planning;  (d) a multi-year strategic sector 
plan developed on the basis of a participatory process led by a national, inter-ministerial team (usually 
supported to some extent by consultants), including a narrative outlining priorities, strategies and 
financing and implementation arrangements, a results framework outlining outcome-level goals and 
indicators, and a multi-year budgeted implementation plan outlining activity-level targets, costs, 
financing, and implementation responsibilities; and finally, (f) annual action plans by ministry and 
department. Decentralized instances also undergo planning cycles that are expected to align with the 
sectoral plan as well as with local developmental priorities. In practice, the extent to which sectoral 
priorities and activities across ministries and levels of government align with the ‘official’ sector plan 
varies, as explored later in this section and in subsequent sections on sector plan implementation (3.5). 

36. The two plans developed over the course of the review period insert themselves within this 
historical continuity of sector planning, both in terms of process, and in terms of their content. The main 
plan for the period, the PSE-2 (2015-2017), was developed in 2013/14 as an explicit follow-on to the 
preceding PSE-1 (2008-2015), as the name indicates. The PSE-2 introduced relatively few new ideas 
relative to the PSE-1, for two reasons. First, because the PSE-1 was never properly implemented as a plan 
(due largely to the political and economic instability the country underwent prior to 2015, see context 
section 2), the PSE-2 inherited several of the PSE-1’s unfinished activities and unaccomplished targets. 
Secondly, due to the absence of recent census data, the government decided to delay a comprehensive 
education sector analysis necessary to the development of a full-fledged sector plan, and instead opted 
to design a ‘transitional’ PSE-2 that would cover only three years (rather than seven, as previous plans 
had). Instead of opting to introduce significant changes during that time, the period covered by the PSE-2 
was thus seen both as an opportunity to catch up on some of the gaps of the PSE-1, and as an opportunity 
to lay the foundations for a number of larger reforms to be implemented by its successor, such as the 
extension of basic education to include lower secondary, and reforms in the pre-primary, TVET and higher 
education sectors.48 

37. The ten-year plan– known as Programme Décennal de l’Éducation (Ten-year education program, 
ProDEG, finalized and endorsed around the time of writing, in October 2019) – accordingly builds on 
several aspects of the PSE-2 (and by extension, the PSE-1), promising to make good on the aforementioned 
reforms. Table 3.2 below provides a high-level overview of both plans’ priorities, which – though 
structured differently – resemble each other. In particular, it is noteworthy that in addition to the 
traditional emphasis on access, equity, quality, and governance, both plans emphasize TVET as a particular 
area of priority, and refer to the importance of aligning the education system’s performance with the 
country’s economic development needs. Other shared priorities are pre-primary education, improving 
access in rural areas and for girls, and strengthening central and decentralized capacities in human 
resource management, financial management, data management. Table 3.2 also summarizes key sectoral 
issues identified at the time of each plan’s development. These broadly resemble each other, with the 
difference of more socio-economic stability in the run-up to the latest plan. In general, both plans 
summarize and address issues identified in preceding sectoral diagnostic exercises (a summary of PSE-1 

 
47 Such as the current ‘Plan National de Développement Économique et Social’ (PNDES 2016-2020), or the previous 
‘Document de Stratégie de Réduction de Pauvreté’ (DSRP, 2013-2015). These plans are usually prepared by the 
Ministry of Planning and/or the Ministry of Finance, and outline the cross-sectoral priorities of the government. 
48 See PSE-2 appraisal (2014, p.28) which notes that the PSE-2’s strategies do not appear to aim at reforming the 
education sector, and instead appear to be interim actions which await the development of a longer-term policy. 
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achievements for PSE-2, an ESA for the ProDEG). However, both plan appraisals question whether the 
strategies selected are sufficiently prioritized, bold and evidence-based to tackle the challenges faced by 
the Guinean education sector. This is further explored in Table 3.2 below. 

Table 3.2 Key sector issues and plan priorities for the PSE-2 and PRODEG 2020-2029 

KEY SECTOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY PSE-249 KEY SECTOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY ESA 201950 

Context 

• Period of political and social troubles in 2008-2012 
disrupted sector progress 

• Poor sector data due to the absence of recent 
census information 

Access and Equity 

• Some progress in gross enrollment rates (primary, 
girls and boys), but stagnation or decline in primary 
completion rates between 2008 and 2012 

• Insufficient funding and coverage of TVET 

• Ongoing inequities driven by gender, income and 
geographic location 

Quality 

• Poorly qualified and ageing teacher population with 
outdated teaching methods 

• Inadequate school infrastructure and teaching and 
learning materials 

Management 

• Inadequate funding especially for primary and 
investment expenditures 

• Institutional and individual capacity gaps at central 
and decentralized levels 

• Lack of crisis preparedness 

Context 

• Economic growth but limited poverty reduction 

• Strong population growth, with high demographic 
pressure projected for post-primary cycles 

Access and Equity 

• Growing enrollment at all levels, and increasing 
share of non-state education provision at all levels 
(already in the majority for pre-primary and upper 
secondary) 

• Primary completion remains low at 67 percent in 
2016, driven by high repetition rates, and 
incomplete schools 

• Insufficient TVET capacity relative to needs and 
demand 

• 44 percent of 5-16-year olds are out of school 
(2016), particularly girls, and poor and rural 
children 

• Girls remain under-represented at all levels, despite 
some improvements in recent years 

Quality 

• Teacher qualifications and allocations a major 
concern, with significant regional disparities 

Management 

• Increase in domestic funding but disproportionately 
focused on higher education and salaries 

• Capacity and coordination challenges, particularly 
at the decentralized levels, and in terms of 
supervision 

 
49 Summary based on overviews found in PSE 2015-2017, pp. 13-24 and in the ‘Lettre de Politique Sectorielle de 
l’Éducation’ (May 2014, pp.3-4). No comprehensive education sector analysis was conducted ahead of PSE-2 
development, since it was felt that accurate census data was not available at that time. 
50 Based on the executive summary of the ESA (« RESEN »), final version, July 2019.  
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PSE-2 PRIORITIES PRODEG 2020-2029  PRIORITIES 

Vision: “Develop an inclusive, quality education 
system able to produce human capital which responds 
to the needs of the informal and modern sectors of 
the economy.”51 

The plan outlines four priorities: 

1. Progressing towards universal primary education 
through enlarging basic education and lower secondary 
education and reducing disparities 

2. Improving the quality and relevance of 
teaching/learning at all levels 

3. Developing training in line with national economic 
needs at the technical, vocational and higher education 
levels 

4. Strengthen governance of the sector through improving 
steering, coordination, deconcentration and 
decentralization.  

The results framework, in turn, is structured around 
three headings (equitable access, quality, 
governance), with 19 sub-objectives (“objectifs 
spécifiques”), 49 results, and 207 activities. 

No sector-specific vision, but the plan cites alignment 
with the vision of the national development plan 
(PNDES).52 

The plan outlines five objectives, supported by six 
Priority Programs (PP): 

1. Development of a diversified basic education system, 
Supported by PP 1, “Equitable access to general 
education” 

2. Strengthened links between education and the needs 
of the economy, supported by PP 4, “Extension and 
reform of TVET”, and Priority Program 5, “Reform of 
higher education and scientific research” 

3. Promotion of adult literacy, supported by PP 3, 
“Literacy and adult education” 

4. Improved quality of learning at all levels, supported by 
PP 2, “Quality and Relevance of Education”, as well as 
aspects of PP 4 (TVET) and PP 5 (higher education) 

5. Improved governance of the sector, supported by PP 6: 
“Governance and steering of the education system”, as 
well as aspects of PP 4 (TVET) and PP 5 (higher 
education) 

The results framework is structured around the six 
priority programs, with 36 sub-programs, 127 results, 
and 427 activities. 

38. The ProDEG was finalized in October 2019. Overall, the PSE and the ProDEG are both plans of 
satisfactory quality. Table 3.3 below provides a summary overview of the extent to which (according to 
ratings by the GPE secretariat) both plans meet GPE minimum quality criteria for ESPs (in the case of the 
ProDEG) and transitional education plans (TEPs) (in the case of the PSE-2). The table also provides 
evaluator comments on differences between the two plans.53 

 
51 From Annex 1 of the plan, “Logic Model”, version August 31, 2014. 
52 The PNDES vision is to “Promote strong and high-quality growth to improve the well-being of Guineans and 
structurally transform the economy, whilst putting the country on the path towards sustainable development.” 
(ProDEG, 18th of September 2019 draft, p.24, own translation). 
53 To improve comparability, the table places comparable ESP/TEP criteria/sub-criteria on the same line. Color-codes 
indicate whether a given standard is, overall, ‘met’ (green) or ‘not met’ (red). For the PSE-2, ratings are taken directly 
from GPE’s results framework (indicator 16). This data is provided by the GPE Secretariat to the evaluators. Numbers 
inside cells indicate the points awarded across sub-criteria for a given criterion, relative to the maximum possible 
number of points. Most sub-criteria can be rated zero (not addressed), one (partially addressed), or two (fully 
addressed), and some criteria (e.g. ‘achievable’) have up to nine sub-criteria. For the ProDEG, results framework data 
was not available at the time of writing as the plan was only finalized in October 2019. Indicative plan ratings are 
therefore drawn from the GPE Secretariat’s initial comments (July 6, 2019) on the first draft of the ProDEG, which 
rate the same criteria. Like indicator 16 ratings, these ‘Secretariat comments’ rate sub-criteria on a three-point scale 
(“good,” “some improvements necessary” or “to improve”). ESP sub-criteria rated as “Good” are given two points in 
this table, those rated as “some improvements necessary” are given one point, and those rated as “to improve” are 
given 0 points. Caution should be exercised in comparing PSE-2 and ProDEG ratings, given the difference in sources. 
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Table 3.3 GPE secretariat ratings of plan quality, and evaluator comments on changes across plans 

ESP/TEP STANDARDS SECRETARIAT QUALITY RATINGS CHANGE/IMPROVEMENT BETWEEN THE TWO 
PLANS 

(EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON INTERVIEWS 
AND DOCUMENTS, E.G. PLAN APPRAISALS) 

PSE-2 2015/17 
(TEP) 

PRODEG 
2020/29 

(ESP)  

(AT 
APPRAISAL 

STAGE) 

Overall vision (n/a for 
TEPs) 

n/a 1/2 

No change. Neither plan outlines an explicit 
vision or a set of values. Both plans refer to 
existing national development plans but are 
not well-aligned with their timeline.54 The 
ProDEG also cites continental and global 
frameworks (e.g. the SDGs), mostly in passing. 

Strategic 

14/14 10/14 

No change. Though Secretariat ratings 
(preliminary in the case of the ProDEG) would 
suggest that the PSE-2 was more ‘strategic’ in 
terms of addressing quality, equity and 
efficiency issues, both plans exhibit limitations 
in how they select, justify and prioritize 
strategies. Both plans’ appraisals note that, in 
several cases, proposed actions seem ‘timid’ 
relative to the problem to be addressed.  

Targeted (TEP) 

6/8 n/a 

Not directly comparable. As a TEP, PSE-2 is 
explicitly designed to lead-up to the 
development of a longer-term plan. It loses 
some points for not focusing on ‘critical 
needs’, partly because the TEP was not 
explicitly developed in a crisis context,55 and 
partly because, like the ProDEG, it does not 
explicitly prioritize, and covers ‘everything’.  

Holistic (ESP) n/a 6/6 
No change. Both plans cover all levels of 
education.  

 
54 The PSE-2 (2015-2017) built on the DSRP 2013-2015, which expired the year the plan began. Similarly, the ProDEG 
2020-2029 builds on the PNDES 2016-2020, set to expire as the ProDEG kicks in. 
55 With relation to the question of which ‘critical needs’ the PSE-2 addresses, the coder comments: “This question 
made the reviewer consider the Guinea TEP as an interim ESP rather than a TEP that was prepared to respond to a 
crisis situation.” (source: ESP_TEP_databse_2014_2015_MasterFile_v2, “Guinea_16a” tab, H20, excel spreadsheet). 
The evaluators tend to agree with this assessment, as the designation of the PSE-2 as a TEP was driven more by the 
lack of recent census data than by an immediate crisis situation (notwithstanding political challenges in 2008-2012). 
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ESP/TEP STANDARDS SECRETARIAT QUALITY RATINGS CHANGE/IMPROVEMENT BETWEEN THE TWO 
PLANS 

(EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON INTERVIEWS 
AND DOCUMENTS, E.G. PLAN APPRAISALS) 

PSE-2 2015/17 
(TEP) 

PRODEG 
2020/29 

(ESP)  

(AT 
APPRAISAL 

STAGE) 

Evidence-based 2/2 2/2 

Some improvement. Unlike the PSE-2, the 
ProDEG is based on an ESA, the first since 
2004. This difference is somewhat mitigated 
by the nonetheless reasonable evidence basis 
for the PSE-2,56 and the limitations of the ESA 
(data only up to 2016, questionable census 
data). Neither plan draws on international / 
scholarly evidence of ‘what works’ to 
determine its strategies. 

Operational (TEP) / 
Achievable (ESP) 

10/10 14/18 

Possible deterioration. Both plans draw on 
sound simulation models, offer some 
discussion of capacity development goals,57 
and are translated into comprehensive multi-
year action plans. However, whereas the PSE-
2 was designed on the basis of known donor 
financing, the ProDEG incorporated the largest 
source of expected external financing only 
very late in the planning process, limiting the 
operational relevance of certain plan elements 
which could not be updated at that stage.58  

 
56 Though no full education sector analysis was conducted prior to PSE-2 development, the ESPDG 2012-2014 and 
the World Bank financed the preparation of two studies about constraints and opportunities in the education sector 
(see next finding). Existing data and studies were summarized in the Rapport bilan du PSE préparé par l’équipe 
technique nationale (November 2013), which informed the writing of the PSE-2 (see PSE-2, footnote 3).   
57 The existence of a capacity development plan falls under the ‘targeted’ criteria for TEPs, and ‘achievable’ for ESPs. 
58 Of note, these late developments are not fully reflected in ratings shown in the third column of this table. The 
ProDEG’s inability to account for this large anticipated source of external financing earlier in the process was due to 
the hesitancy, on the part of certain development partners, to see their financing reflected in the plan before having 
it officially endorsed by their headquarters, as it was felt that listing the financing in the plan constituted a 
commitment. The development partners in question ultimately agreed (late in the process) to have their financing 
reflected in the plan when it was clarified that this did not represent a formal commitment or contract. 
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ESP/TEP STANDARDS SECRETARIAT QUALITY RATINGS CHANGE/IMPROVEMENT BETWEEN THE TWO 
PLANS 

(EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON INTERVIEWS 
AND DOCUMENTS, E.G. PLAN APPRAISALS) 

PSE-2 2015/17 
(TEP) 

PRODEG 
2020/29 

(ESP)  

(AT 
APPRAISAL 

STAGE) 

Sensitive to context 3/4 0/2 

Possible deterioration. The PSE-2 dedicates a 
(brief) chapter to risk analysis and mitigation, 
but the ProDEG cites risks only in its summary 
of the ESA, and proposes no mitigation 
measures (as noted in both the appraisal and 
initial secretariat comments, and not resolved 
in the final plan).59 

Attentive to disparities60 4/4 5/6 

Some improvement. Both plans consider 
gender and geographic issues and offer data 
disaggregated along this dimension. The 
ProDEG overall draws on better data (thanks 
to the ESA) and proposes more advanced 
measures for children with disabilities. 

Overall, at least 3/5 met 
for TEP and 5/7 met for 
ESP? 

Yes (4/5) Yes (6/7) 

Some improvement. Overall, both plans share 
some strengths (operationalization) and some 
weaknesses (strategy selection and 
prioritization). Both appraisals recommend 
their respective plans for endorsement. The 
ProDEG benefits from an ESA and is a more 
reader-friendly document. However, it is not 
fundamentally different from the PSE-2, and it 
will require periodic updates if it is to guide 
the sector for a full decade, as it ambitiously 
envisions. 

39. As the table illustrates, the two documents are, in general, of comparable quality. This is the case 
despite the fact that one is a TEP and the other an ESP, and despite the corresponding difference in the 
length of the time period covered. In terms of shared strengths, both plans outline a set of concrete, time-
bound and costed strategies and activities, designed to support a set of designated education outcomes 
pertaining to equitable access, quality, relevance, and sector governance. Both plans map the 
convergence of government and donor funding and forecast funding gaps of less than ten percent of total 
planned costs. Several governmental stakeholders (from both education-specific and other ministries) 
compared the sector plan favorably to other sectoral plans in Guinea, particularly in terms of the quality 
of the simulation model and medium-term expenditure framework. In terms of shared weaknesses, 

 
59 In practice, the PSE-2 failed to anticipate or mitigate any of the consequences of the Ebola outbreak which affected 
its implementation, given that the PSE-2 was almost finalized by the time the effects of the crisis became apparent. 
60 ‘Attentive to disparities’ is not a stand-alone quality criterion for TEPs, as related sub-ratings fall under the 
‘sensitive to context’ quality criterion. For enhanced comparability to the ESP (ProDEG), these sub-ratings are here 
summarized on their own row.  
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neither plan proposes a strong rationale in terms of strategy selection or prioritization,61 neither plan 
offers concrete measures to manage implementation bottlenecks (particularly with regards to 
construction), and both exhibit weaknesses in terms of the coherence of content (activities, targets, costs, 
etc.) across planning documents.62 

40. In moving from the PSE-2 to the ProDEG, Guinea went from having a TEP to an ESP. In theory, these 
are two different planning tools which respond to different contexts. In practice, the difference between 
both plans were muted in stakeholders’ perceptions, for several reasons. First, both planning documents 
are of approximatively the same length and comprehensiveness; both cover all education sub-sectors; 
and both plans underwent similar plan development processes (aside from the lack of an ESA for the PSE-
2). Second, although the ProDEG covers ten years, its costed multi-year action plan covers three years, 
like the PSE-2’s, meaning several of the practical plan preparation processes and timelines resembled each 
other. Third, the PSE-2 was a TEP not due to an explicit crisis (like TEPs in other contexts), but rather due 
to a lack of data.63 This led some observers to describe it as an ‘interim ESP’ rather than as a TEP proper. 

64 Whilst this ‘interim’ character was strongly entrenched in the PSE-2 (and differentiates it from the 
ProDEG, including in the minds of country-level stakeholders), the ‘handover’ from the PSE-2 to the 
ProDEG was not, ultimately, very effective. The degree to which the ProDEG explicitly scales PSE-2 
initiatives and draws on PSE-2 lessons is limited: only some lessons in the ProDEG’s chapter five on sectoral 
coordination are explicitly linked back to the PSE-2 implementation experience. These sparse references 
to the previous plan, noted for their rarity in both the GPE Secretariat’s initial ProDEG comments (pp.4-5) 
and the ProDEG independent appraisal (p.48), are partly due to the fact that no comprehensive PSE-2 
evaluation or completion report was available at the time of ProDEG development (unlike for the PSE-1, 
for which a summary assessment was produced in 2013 to inform PSE-2 development).65  

41. Notwithstanding any strengths and weaknesses of the plans, most in-country stakeholders 
commented more extensively on the utility of sectoral planning processes than on the quality of the 
planning documents. Both positive aspects and limitations were noted about the utility of these processes. 

▪ Positive aspects of the planning processes include the fact that they were led by national, inter-
ministerial technical teams,66 and that they were broadly participatory in the sense of involving 
other line ministries, development partners, civil society organizations, teachers unions, and 

 
61 One donor representative attributed the lack of clear prioritization (and, correspondingly, some dispersion in 
programming) to the fact that in a resource-constrained environment, every ministry and directorate vies for a share 
of funding, and that it is politically easier for the government to include more demands in the plan than to arbitrate. 
62 For instance, several activities found in the PSE-2’s action plan are not listed in its logical framework. The ProDEG 
notes external financing figures in its action plan, but not in its narrative financing chapter. 
63 As noted in the PSE-2 document and by stakeholders. In the end, the Ebola outbreak coincided with the finalization 
and launch of the PSE-2, but it was not the original reason for the decision to pursue a transitional plan. 
64 See footnote on the ‘targeted’ row of Table 3.3, above. 
65 Équipe Technique Nationale du PSE, « Rapport bilan du PSE », Novembre 2013. 
66 In both cases, these teams were supported by a combination of national and international consultants, e.g. from 
UNESCO/IIEP in the case of the recent ProDEG process. Nonetheless, plan appraisals and consulted non-ministry 
stakeholders both point to the leadership and competence of the inter-ministerial technical team, composed to a 
large degree of experienced officials from various ministries. Both plan development processes incorporated 
capacity development activities, such as a study tour to Tunisia in the context of the PSE-2 preparation, and thematic 
workshops for the ProDEG. (see budget, ESPDG 2012; and budget, ESPDG 2017-18, version March 16, 2018, tab C.3). 
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decentralized education authorities.67 Both governmental and donor stakeholders praised the PSE-
2 and ProDEG planning processes as productive moments which generate new data and bring 
together sectoral actors. 

▪ In terms of limitations, several persons questioned the extent of the various education ministries’ 
ownership of the plans, despite their leadership in the planning processes. Group interviews with 
officials from a variety of ministries revealed a common perception that sector plans such as the 
PSE-2 and the ProDEG are primarily a donor resource mobilization instrument, which may not be 
undertaken in the same fashion if it were not a GPE funding requirement (see next finding). METFP-
ET and MESRS in particular were widely described as having low ownership of these plans, as 
external plan funding has historically been concentrated on MENA activities. Some representatives 
from these ministries feel that their participation in planning processes is mostly ‘on behalf of 
MENA’, but that their ministries do not themselves derive much benefit from these plans. At the 
decentralized-level, ownership (and even awareness) of plans is equally weak, as activities are 
guided by routine administrative tasks or specific donor projects with limited linkages to a sectoral 
vision and few, if any, references to sectoral plans like the PSE-2 (cf. RESEN 2019:279). 

▪ This issue is replicated to some degree at the level of development partners. First, though most 
major donors participated in sectoral planning processes, donors outside of the main co-funded 
program (the FoCEB) have tended to design and approve programs before the development of the 
sector plan for the corresponding period, rather than in parallel to it, thus limiting the practical 
utility of the plan as an expression of government priorities and as a donor coordination instrument 
(examples include GIZ, KfW, WFP, and most recently the World Bank). This is further discussed in 
sections 3.3 (dialogue) and 3.4 (financing) in this chapter. Second, the reticence (noted in Table 3.3) 
of some development partners to have their funding included in the ProDEG’s costed multi-year 
action plan until very late in the planning process further limited the plan’s utility as a mechanism 
to position and coordinate various domestic and international funding streams, and is likely to 
thereby contribute to limited ownership for said action plan. 

42. This lack of ownership represents the greatest weakness of sectoral planning in Guinea today. 
Despite the satisfactory quality of central planning processes and documents, the plans themselves are 
not perceived to be strong drivers of sectoral work. This is reflected in a variety of institutional 
arrangements which circumvent sector plans: (a) during the 2015-2017 period, the MESRS and METFP-ET 
both continued to operate partly with reference to their own sub-sectoral planning documents which 
preceded the PSE-2;68 (b) the PSE-2’s medium-term expenditure framework is not fully aligned with the 
individual medium-term expenditure frameworks of the MENA, METFP-ET and MESRS, whether in terms 
of overall structure or specific indicators; and (c) the relationship between central and local education 
plans is unclear, with local plans varying from region to region and making few references to the PSE-2 

 
67 Appraisals for both plans testify to the participatory nature of planning processes, both of which involved several 
regional workshops with actors outside Conakry. At the same time, several documents note limitations in terms of 
the depth of this participation. The ProDEG appraisal (August 2019 version, pp.16, 19) notes that development 
partners and local actors were involved more at the validation stage than at the design stage of the ProDEG process, 
and that their input is not always reflected in the (draft) ProDEG. The ESA (RESEN, p.324) notes that whilst parents’ 
and teachers’ associations are involved/invited to planning processes, they tend to participate more as observers 
than as active contributors.  
68 This was particularly the case for the MESRS’ higher education strategy for 2014-2020 (Document de politique et 
de stratégie du développement de l’enseignement supérieur et de la recherche scientifique pour la période 2014-
2020, or ‘DPSS/ESRS 2014-2020’), and to a lesser degree for the METFP-ET’s TVET plan 2007-2017. RESEN, p.277. 
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after 2016.69 Finally, there exists an unclear relationship between planning exercises funded by donors 
such as for the PSE-2 and ProDEG, and other sector-wide priority-setting mechanisms funded by the 
government, such as the ‘National Conference on the State of Education’ in 2008 (‘assises nationales des 
états généraux de l’éducation’), and more recently the ‘National Commission for Reflection on Education’ 
in 2016 (Commission Nationale de Réflexion sur l’Éducation, CNRE, see Box 3.1).70 Overall, issues of plan 
ownership and influence affected the PSE-2’s implementation period (see also section 3.5 in this chapter), 
and are likely to similarly affect the upcoming ProDEG.71 

 
69 Several of these points are thoroughly discussed in section 9.2.2 of the RESEN 2019 (pp.271-280), which concludes: 
“Few references are made […] to the PSE as the main strategic plan of the sector. At the central level, the ministries 
continued their own planning in parallel to the PSE, without systematically referring to it. At the decentralized level, 
[…] references to the PSE have been very rare.” 
70 As the ESA (RESEN 2019:280-281) notes, some stakeholders (both from the ministry and from development 
partners) expressed concern about overlap, duplication and lack of alignment between the CNRE and ProDEG 
processes. Although the ProDEG cites the CNRE’s report as one of its reference documents (p.24, September 2019 
version), the reference is brief and the link between both processes and their priorities is not made explicit. 
71 One interviewed development partner representative noted that it was challenging to mobilize METFP-ET and 
MESRS stakeholders for the development of the ProDEG, until one donor (the AFD) suggested that it would fund 
activities beyond basic education. This suggests the ProDEG continues to be seen as a tool to mobilize external 
funding for basic education, rather than as a holistic, government-owned sectoral planning document.  

 

Box 3.1. National Commission for Reflection on Education. 

The commission was instituted in November 2016 through the presidential decree D/2016/327/PRG/SGG, with 
the objective of ‘establishing a clear diagnostic of the totality of the education sector in order to generate 
proposals for reforms to undertake by the beginning of the coming school year’ (decree p.1). It consisted of 24 
members representing MENA, METFP-ET, MESRS, and MASPF-E, two teachers unions (the Syndicat Libre des 
Enseignants et Chercheurs de Guinée, SLECG, and the Fédération Syndicale Professionnelle de l'Éducation, FSPE), 
civil society organizations (such as the Fédération Guinéenne des Parents d’Élèves d’Étudiants et Amis de l’École, 
FEGUIPAE), the prime minister’s office, and the president’s office (but no foreign donors or NGOs). Its funding 
was provided by the office of the president. In 2017, the commission delivered its report, outlining 24 immediate 
measures, 40 short-term measures, 13 medium-term measures and one long-term measure, across the areas of 
access, quality, governance, and financing. Measures are varied and include, for example, (a) extending basic 
education to include lower secondary, (b) moving the preschool directorate from MASPF-E to MENA, (c) creating 
new directorates in various ministries, (d) revitalising the national in-service training program, (e) re-orienting 
higher education students from private to public universities, (f) strengthening the capacities of education 
administrators, (g) introducing sex education in school curricula, (h) ensuring that only graduates of teacher 
training colleges are recruited as new teachers, (i) instituting a one percent tax on telecommunications to 
finance education, etc. The final report is accompanied by several draft decrees, several of which have since 
been passed by the president, and some of which were referenced by stakeholders during consultations for this 
evaluation (e.g. point b and point h in the list in this paragraph). 

Sources: Décret D/2016/327/PRG/SGG portant sur la création de la commission nationale de réflexion sur 
l’éducation nationale; Commission nationale de réflexion sur l’Éducation, Documents de travail, 2017. 
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GPE contributions to sector planning  

Finding 2:  GPE remains at the heart of sector planning and sector analysis in Guinea, as its 
ESPIG funding requirements, ESPDG funding, and various guidelines stood as key 
drivers of these processes and contributed to raising the quality of the plans, 
whilst drawing in resources from the government and development partners. 

43. GPE offers a series of financial and non-financial mechanisms to support sector planning. Table 3.4 
provides an overview of these mechanisms, grouped by whether they are likely to have made a 
significant,72 moderately significant, or limited/no contribution to sector planning in Guinea. This grouping 
does not constitute a formal score. 

Table 3.4 GPE contributions to sector planning during the 2015-2019 review period 

PSE-2 PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE PRODEG PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLANNING 

ESPIG pre-2015 funding requirement: GPE’s 
requirements, whereby ESPIG grants are conditional 
on the existence of a credible sector plan, provided 
a major incentive for the development of PSE-2, as 
ESPIG funding for PSE-1 had come to its planned 
close in 2014/15.73 

• ESPIG funding requirement 1 (a credible plan): like 
for the PSE-2, the prospect of a new ESPIG provided 
a major incentive to develop a comprehensive 
sector plan (which is an ESPIG funding requirement 
under GPE’s funding model), as noted in particular 
by ministerial stakeholders. 

• ESPDG funding: GPE provided two ESPDGs 
(US$219,000 in 2017/18 for ESA preparation, 
US$218,000 in 2018/19 for ESP preparation), which 
covered roughly 44 percent of the 2017/19 ESA and 
ESP development process, with the rest funded by 
other donors.74 GPE’s contributions funded 
equipment, data-collection, training for the national 
technical team (US$53,000), and over a dozen 

 
72 In this section and all sections that follow, a GPE contribution is rated ‘significant’ if it made a clear, positive, and 
noticeable difference in an outcome of interest to GPE. This outcome of interest need not necessarily be ‘improved 
planning overall’, but could be a noticeable improvement in sub-components of this desirable outcome, such as 
‘improved government ownership’, ‘improved participation’, ‘improved results framework’, etc. Assessments are 
based on evaluator judgement based on interviews and documents consulted for this CLE. 

73 Other factors included the expiry of PSE-1 (2008-2015) and the sectors’ low level of external funding (PSE-2, p.1). 
The importance of GPE’s funding requirement is evident from the LEG’s endorsement letter for the plan, which 
prominently mentions GPE. Source: “Lettre d’endossement PSE-2, Septembre 2014.” Although GPE’s ‘new funding 
model’ only became operational in 2015 (i.e. after the approval of the 2015-2018 ESPIG in December 2014), the 
requirement to have an endorsed sector plan predates this ‘new’ funding model and goes back at least to the early 
days of the Fast-Track Initiative (FTI), GPE’s predecessor fund. As early as 2004, access to catalytic fund support 
was conditional on having an endorsed sector plan that met the ‘benchmarks’ of the FTI indicative framework. 
Source: Education for All-Fast Track Initiative, “Framework Paper,” 30 March 2014. 
74 For the ESA, the ESPDG funded US$219,000, the expiring multi-donor co-funded project FoCEB (GPE, WB, AFD) 
provided US$250,000, AFD provided US$12,000, and UNICEF provided US$15,000. For the ESP preparation, the 
ESPDG funded US$218,000, and AFD provided US$240,000. The government did not directly fund the process, but 
provided in-kind support (e.g. staff time). Source: “feuille de route Guinée”, no date, excel spreadsheet. 
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PSE-2 PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE PRODEG PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE 

regional consultations (US$86,000). Other funds 
principally funded external consultants (for 
technical assistance and the independent 
appraisal). ESPDG funds thus constituted the 
largest, broadest and most direct form of support to 
the inter-ministerial national planning team.75 

MODERATE CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLANNING 

• ESPDG funding: GPE provided an ESPDG of 
US$250,000 in 2012-2014 to finance two sets of 
consultations and studies ahead of plan 
development.76 The studies were designed to 
contribute to funding regional consultations as well 
as build the capacities of the ministries’ planners. 
The full results are unclear as no activity or ESPDG 
completion report was available to the evaluators.  

• GPE plan review processes: interviewed 
stakeholders did not express strong views on GPE’s 
revised review processes for ESPs.79 This was partly 
due to the limited awareness of these processes. Of 
those who did comment, reviews were mixed.80 
Documents show that both the initial GPE 
Secretariat comments and the independent 
appraisal were considered in the development of 
later ProDEG draft.81 

 
75 The possibility that another donor may have supported ProDEG development in the absence of GPE support 
cannot be formally excluded. However, no evidence was found in documents or consultations to suggest that GPE 
‘crowded out’ funds in this manner. If anything, the requirement for a credible, LEG-endorsed plan and the ESPDG 
are likely to have ‘crowded in’ funds from others, relative to a (hypothetical) situation without GPE. 
76 The studies were (1) an analysis of the drivers of education sector stagnation (US$130,000 of ESPDG funding), (2) 
an analysis of constraints and opportunities for the expansion of basic education from six to ten years (US$120,000 
of ESPDG funding). The World Bank co-financed the first study to the amount of US$30,000. ESPDG funds paid for 
international and national consultations, data collection and analysis, and national and regional validation 
workshops. Source: “ESPDG 2012, Guinée GPE budget synthétique” (tableau excel). 
79 Changes to ESP review processes in recent years (2014-2017) include the introduction of new GPE/IIEP guidelines 
for ESP/TEP preparation and appraisal, the introduction of a pool of pre-vetted, trained and ‘independent’ appraisal 
consultants which LEGs can call upon; the introduction of “GPE Secretariat Initial Comments” on an early draft of the 
ESP, which are shared with the LEG; the requirement that the country respond to the appraisal by way of an 
“appraisal memo”; and the introduction of an appraisal ‘quality check’ conducted by the GPE Secretariat. The latter 
two were not yet available at the time of this evaluation, as the ProDEG was being finalized. Source: GPE, Roadmap 
for education sector plan development grants, 2016. Available at 
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/roadmap-education-sector-plan-development-grants 
80 One ministry official noted that whilst comments from the GPE secretariat and the independent appraisal 
generated additional work, they were welcome as they ultimately sought to strengthen the plan. One representative 
of an international agency noted an ‘inflation of comments’ (Secretariat comments, appraisal, LEG comments) which 
came in at various times, were not coordinated, and at times questioned items already discussed and decided in 
participatory fashion. They also noted that comments may be addressed ‘on the surface’ without changing the reality 
behind the plans. 
81 For instance, several changes were noted between the May 2019 version, commented upon by the GPE 
secretariat, and the final version (for instance, several disaggregated results framework values were added, as 
recommended in the Secretariat comments). Other Secretariat comments have not (or not yet) resulted in changes 
(for instance, with regard to the need to further elaborate on planned higher education reforms). A number of 
independent appraisal recommendations also informed the finalization of the plan, although available 
documentation shows that the ProDEG writing team ‘pushed back’ on several appraisal suggestions, see “Éléments 
de réponse aux commentaires de l’évaluation indépendante, implications et actions a entreprendre pour la 

 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/roadmap-education-sector-plan-development-grants
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PSE-2 PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE PRODEG PLAN / PLANNING CYCLE 

• Plan appraisal: both the PSE-2 (p.2) and the 
endorsement letter (p.2) refer to the independent 
appraisal (2014) and to the incorporation of its 
recommendations into the final draft, leading to a 
moderate improvement in planning documents.77  

• GPE/IIEP guidelines: GPE/IIEP’s first set of 
guidelines for ESP preparation were released in 
2012.78 Whilst it cannot be pinpointed what 
difference the documents made to the PSE-2 
(neither documents reviewed nor consulted 
stakeholders explicitly cited the guidelines, and 
corresponding TEP guidelines were only released in 
2016, after the PSE-2 had been finalized), there is 
evidence that the guidelines were indeed consulted 
(e.g., the 2014 appraisal visibly follows their 
recommended appraisal structure).   

• Support from GPE Grant Agent: UNICEF, the grant 
agent for the two ESPDGs (2017-2019) and the 
coordinating agency for most of the review period, 
actively supported coordination during the ESA and 
ESP development processes.  

• ESPIG funding requirement 3 (data systems): the 
new funding model’s (NFM) fixed tranche funding 
requirements (availability of critical sector data and 
learning assessments) constituted an incentive for 
conducting an ESA, which had not been done since 
2004. Beyond that, requirements are unlikely to 
have influenced ProDEG design, partly because the 
country already met most requirements.82 

• GPE/IIEP guidelines: the 2015 planning guidelines 
were used for the preparation of the ProDEG, and 
the 2015 appraisal guidelines used for the 
preparation of its appraisal.83 Among stakeholders 
who were familiar with the documents, they were 
deemed generally useful. There is also evidence 
that appraisal guidelines contributed to an 
improved appraisal.84 

• GPE Secretariat advocacy: two stakeholders (civil 
society, development partner) noted that the 
country lead of the GPE Secretariat advocated 
during their visit for the participation of civil society 
in sectoral processes, including planning. 

LIMITED/NO CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLANNING 

• LEG endorsement: GPE’s funding model requires 
sector plans to be endorsed by local education 
groups (LEG). The PSE-2 was endorsed in September 
2014 by donors and civil society groups. This did not 

• Workshop on gender-responsive education sector 
planning (GRESP): GPE and the United Nations 
Girls’ Education Initiative (UNGEI) hosted a regional 
workshop on GRESP in Lomé in May 2018, attended 

 
finalisation du ProDEG”, no author, no date. Moreover, a number of changes promised (in the latter document) in 
response to the appraisal (e.g. better outlining of risk mitigation measures, adding a discussion in the preface of how 
the plan development process built planning capacities) did not materialize in the final plan. 
77 A rapid review of planning documents against the PSE-2’s appraisal’s 12 recommendations shows that three 
recommendations were addressed and that four recommendations were not addressed in the final PSE-2 draft. The 
consideration of the remaining five recommendations could not be assessed based on available documentation. 
78 GPE/IIEP, Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation and Appraisal, November 2012. 
82 See the “Matrice des prérequis du modèle de financement du PME - Guinée” produced by the GPE Secretariat in 
May 2019, as part of phase 1 of the QAR process for the next ESPIG. Requirement include the existence of a 
functional education management information system, and of a learning assessment system. 
83 See ProDEG appraisal, p. 13 (August 2019 draft), which references both sets of guidelines. 
84 The PSE-2 and ProDEG appraisal are both of acceptable quality, but the structure of the latter, which follows 
appraisal guidelines, is somewhat clearer, more analytical, and less descriptive. However, its final recommendations 
section is weak and less informative than that of the PSE-2 appraisal (source: evaluator assessment). 
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notably contribute to enhanced plan ownership by 
the endorsing parties, as ownership of the plan 
remained limited, as noted in the preceding finding. 

by five stakeholders from Guinea (two MENA, one 
ministry of budget, one UNICEF, one Plan Guinea). 
Workshop findings were shared with the LEG (GSE) 
upon return, but most follow-up actions planned 
are outstanding, and the workshop had no 
detectable impact on ProDEG preparations.85 

• Variable tranche: the next ESPIG will have a 
variable tranche. However, only preliminary work 
had occurred on the variable tranche at the time of 
writing, principally involving the upcoming ESPIG 
GA, its consultants involved in drafting upcoming 
ESPIG program documents, and the GPE Secretariat. 
The mechanism does not appear to have influenced 
planning: awareness of it was limited among other 
stakeholders, and it is not mentioned in the 
ProDEG, despite its potential implications with 
regards to financing and performance indicators. 

NOT APPLICABLE / TOO EARLY TO TELL 

 • LEG endorsement: at the time of writing, the 
ProDEG had just been endorsed (October 2019). It 
is too early to assess whether this endorsement will 
contribute to actors’ ownership of, and alignment 
with, the plan. 

44. Overall, during the review period, GPE processes contributed to both the existence and the quality 
of sectoral analyses and plans, by providing incentives, resources, and guidance for these processes. ESA 
and ESP preparation processes successfully mobilized the country-level partnership – constituted of 
government, development partners, and non-governmental organizations – which provided some of their 
own time and resources to contribute to the development of the PSE-2, the RESEN, and the ProDEG. At 
the same time, GPE’s strong contribution carries the risk of some unintended consequences, discussed in 
the next finding. 

45. No strong comments were made on the issue of planning timelines. The ProDEG in particular 
experienced delays, due to delays in data-collection for the RESEN and delays in the nomination of the 
ProDEG’s inter-ministerial technical steering committee.86 The timeline for plan endorsement (most 
recently scheduled for August 2019) and the submission of the application for the ESPIG were thus pushed 
back a number of times, and both actions were pending at the time of writing. One consequence of these 
delays is that the PSE-2 2015-2017 was extended to 2018 (also due to its implementation in 2015 being 
derailed by the Ebola crisis), and that the sector was left without formal plan for 2019. 

Additional factors beyond GPE support  

46. Additional positive factors beyond GPE support that likely contributed to sector planning during the 
2015-2019 review period include: (a) the accumulated experience of several senior education officials 
with sectoral planning, due to their involvement in several previous exercises over the course of the last 

 
85 See UNGEI, “Learning Report 3: Regional Workshops on Gender-Responsive Education Sector Planning”, May 2018. 
P.10 outlines planned follow-up actions for Guinea. 
86 As noted in the initial Secretariat comments on the ProDEG, July 6, 2019, p.1. 
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two decades; (b) the productive involvement of ministries outside the education sector in sectoral 
planning exercises, such as the ministry of planning, the ministry of budget, and the ministry of finance; 
and (c) the financial and/or technical contributions of several other donors to planning processes, 
including the World Bank (for PSE-2), and the AFD and UNICEF (for the ProDEG). 

47. Additional negative factors include (a) issues with the quality of the 2016 census data, which 
generated delays in the RESEN process, and (b) competition between and within education-specific 
ministries for domestic and international funds, in a generally resource-scarce environment. As two 
development partner representatives noted, this competition makes it difficult for plans to prioritize 
interventions. Finally, (c) the Ebola outbreak experienced by Guinea between early 2014 and late 2015 
(and the corresponding four-months school closure and delay in the beginning of the 2014-2015 school 
year, see box 3.4, finding 15) coincided with the finalization and launch of the plan. Although consulted 
stakeholders and documents do not suggest specific ways in which the outbreak affected the PSE-2 plan 
development process (which was by then fairly advanced, and which was in any case only going to cover 
three years due to the lack of census data), the outbreak to some degree undermined the relevance of 
the plan (which does not mention Ebola once in its final, August 2014 version, even though the outbreak 
was by then well underway), as well as its subsequent implementation (see section 3.5).87 Overall, 
although the Ebola outbreak does not appear to have derailed the planning process as such, the outbreak 
showcased a lack of adaptability in the planning process, which did not prove flexible enough in its final 
phases/months to respond to and incorporate outbreak-related considerations.  

48. No unintended positive effects of GPE support for sector planning were registered. Certain 
unintended negative consequences (or at least risks) of GPE support for sector planning are discussed in 
the next finding. 

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 3:  GPE’s strong contribution to planning supports improved planning but also 
carries risks, as plans are strongly associated with ESPIGs. Education ministries, 
particularly those not historically supported through ESPIGs thus have limited 
ownership of the plans. 

49. In Guinea, most of the GPE theory of change’s assumptions around sector planning (see Table 3.1) 
held during the review period: country level stakeholders had the capabilities and opportunities to 
improve sector analysis and planning; basic education management information system (EMIS) and 
learning assessment system (LAS) data was available to inform planning; and GPE had sufficient leverage 
within the country to influence planning. Yet, the centrality of GPE’s ESPIG as an incentive for planning in 
Guinea generates some unintended risks for the effectiveness and sustainability of planning processes: 

▪ Plans are perceived principally as an ESPIG funding requirement, rather than as a guiding document 
for the government. Consequently, GPE is occasionally perceived like another donor, rather than 
like a ‘country-level partnership’, and compared to other donors. For example, one government 
official described ESPIG funding requirements as ‘heavy’ and ‘lengthy’, and contrasted them with 
the simpler, faster processes of bilateral donors in country, who did not require elaborate data-
collection and consultations prior to the determination of their sectoral support programs. 

 
87 For one, the government’s emphasis shifted from implementing plans developed prior to the Ebola crisis to 
implementing its Ebola response plan, such as the Plan de riposte stratégique contre Ebola (see Box 3.4), and 
subsequently the Stratégie de relance socioéconomique post-Ebola (2015-2017), operationalized through the Plan  
d’Actions Prioritaires  Post-Ebola. 
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▪ The fact that ESPIGs concentrate on basic education but that GPE guidelines stipulate that sector 
plans should cover all education sub-sectors (pre-primary to higher education) generates confusion 
and frustration. As noted in Finding 1, this has led officials from MESRS and METFP-ET to feel limited 
ownership of sectoral planning processes, and to perceive their involvement as a courtesy towards 
MENA, rather than as a contribution to an integrated sectoral vision.88 

50. In other words, the one theory of change assumption for which there was weaker support in Guinea 
is that stakeholders have the motivation (incentives) to jointly improve sector analysis and planning. 
Whilst stakeholders have strong incentives to attract external funding for their activities – such as via the 
ESPIG – they have limited intrinsic interest in high-quality sector plans, as these are not seen as important 
determinants of either domestic or international funding, other than GPE’s own grants. 

51. Two stakeholders (one international, one ministry) suggested that providing the government with 
more direct control over ESPDG funds may strengthen government ownership of ESA and ESP processes, 
and may reduce delays therein, arguing that some of the transaction costs for ESPDGs are quite heavy 
relative to the small amounts of money involved (amounts which are frequently transferred wholesale to 
ministries as part of larger ESPIGs, with fewer transaction-costs-per-dollar). 

3.3 GPE contributions to mutual accountability through sector 
dialogue and monitoring89 

Overview 

52. Table 3.5 provides an overview of evaluation findings on mutual accountability for education sector 
progress and on related GPE contributions during the review period. These observations are elaborated 
on through the findings and supporting evidence presented below. 

 
88 As one development partner representative noted, the interest of the MESRS and METFP-ET for the ProDEG 
development process was initially low, and increased only when the AFD hinted that it would reserve some funds to 
support ProDEG activities beyond basic education. 
89 This section addresses evaluation questions CEQ 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, as well as to (cross cutting) CEQs 3.1 and 3.2. 
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Table 3.5 Overview: CLE findings on sector dialogue and monitoring, and related GPE 
contributions 

PROGRESS 
TOWARDS 
MUTUAL 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
(SECTOR 

DIALOGUE) 

DEGREE OF GPE 
CONTRIBUTION 

(SECTOR 
DIALOGUE) 

PROGRESS 
TOWARDS 
MUTUAL 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
(SECTOR 

MONITORING) 

DEGREE OF GPE 
CONTRIBUTION 

(SECTOR 
MONITORING) 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING 

ASSUMPTIONS LIKELY 
HELD TRUE90 

Modest. LEG 
meetings are 
inclusive and 
became more 
effective and 
regular during the 
review period. 
Government 
leadership remains 
mixed partly due to 
competition 
between education 
ministries.  

Strong. 
Mechanisms at the 
heart of the GPE 
ToC (LEG, CA) were 
operational and 
supported sector 
dialogue, and 
improvements 
therein since 2015.  

Modest. Joint 
sector reviews 
(JSRs) and annual 
reporting existed 
before 2015 but 
have witnessed 
improvements in 
activity-level 
reporting. 
However, 
mechanisms 
remain too weak 
to provide a clear 
picture of sector 
progress. 

Strong. GPE’s 
grants funded key 
monitoring 
activities (JSRs, 
ESA, annual 
censuses and 
reports), and the 
GPE country lead 
provided specific 
recommendations 
for monitoring 
improvements. 

1 2 3 4 

Strengths and weaknesses of sector dialogue  

Finding 4:  Sector dialogue has become more organized, frequent and inclusive over the 
course of the review period, with the LEG serving as a productive forum. 
However, there are ongoing coordination challenges between development 
partners, between education ministries, between central and decentralized 
levels, as well as across these actors. Moreover, whilst civil society groups are 
included, limited resources make it challenging for them to actively contribute 
and engage.  

53. Sector dialogue mechanisms have evolved over time in Guinea. 

▪ During the 2008-2014 period, a LEG (in French language, ‘Groupe Local des Partenaires de 
l’Éducation’, GLPE) was in place, but faced a number of limitations. As per PSE-1 provisions (pp.63-
68), it principally involved development partners and education ministries (CSOs and/or teachers’ 
unions were not included at that time), and its operations, like those of the whole sector, were 
disrupted by the difficult political context between 2008 and 2012.91 

 
90 For sector dialogue and monitoring, the four underlying assumptions in the country level ToC were: (1) GPE has 
sufficient leverage at global and country levels to influence LEG existence and functioning; (2) country level 
stakeholders having the capabilities to work together to solve education sector issues. (3) Stakeholders have the 
opportunities (resources, time, conducive environment) to do so; (4) stakeholders have the motivation (incentives) 
to do so.  
91 The LEG was not able to proactively monitor the implementation of the PSE-1, but nonetheless played an 
important role in restructuring pooled fund operations (which included GPE ESPIG funding) in 2010. The LEG also 
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▪ In August 2014, the ministries in charge of education decreed the creation of a new body, the 
‘Forum Guinéen des Partenaires pour l’Éducation’ (FGPE) to become the de facto LEG (see arrêté 
conjoint 3357/SGG, August 25, 2014). The forum was designed for broad participation, including 
departments from four ministries with education responsibilities, various other related ministries 
(e.g. budget, civil service), civil society, private sector representatives, media representatives, 
teachers unions, international NGOs, and development partners.92 The FGPE operated between 
2014 and 2016 in a context of productive relations between the government and development 
partners, despite challenges experienced by the sector during that period (due to the Ebola crisis, 
among other factors). However, two consulted development partners suggested that the FGPE’s 
very large membership reduced the effectiveness of meetings and discussions.93 

▪ In late 2016, the LEG’s terms of reference and membership list were updated, and the FGPE became 
the ‘Groupe Sectoriel pour l’Éducation’ (GSE). The GSE reduced ministerial participation to secretary 
generals and selected units (e.g. strategy and planning units). It also (like the preceding FGPE) 
includes development partners, international NGOs, local civil society groups, teachers’ unions, and 
representatives of private education providers. The GSE operates to this day as the LEG and meets 
regularly, if not quite monthly (ten times in 2017, eight times in 2018, as per the sectors’ annual 
performance reports). 

  

 
had to contend with the fact that the number of education ministries, which had been reduced from three to one in 
2007, was brought back to three after 2010. This meant that the provisions made for sector dialogue in the PSE-1 
document (which in any case are not very detailed) were not fully relevant and applicable anymore. 
92 As per the letter that establishes it, the FGPE was to be chaired by the general secretaries of the education 
ministries (annual rotation), financed out of the MENA budget. It was also meant to have thematic sub-groups, 
although the specific nature and membership of these groups is not described. Some thematic groups existed in the 
context of the preparation of the PSE-2, but they became less active in subsequent years. 
93 See also RESEN p.273 : « Avant le GSE existait le Forum guinéen des partenaires de l’éducation, qui incluait un plus 
grand nombre de membres. Sa grande taille fut considérée comme une contrainte à un fonctionnement efficace. »  



  FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 31 

© UNIVERSALIA 

54. In general, most stakeholders (domestic and international, governmental and non-governmental) 
perceived the GSE as a good mechanism for exchanges between the government and development 
partners, and as an improvement over previous groups.94 It serves as a space that partly focuses on sector-
wide issues, and partly focuses on project-specific issues: partners provide updates on their respective 
projects; sectoral processes are discussed (e.g. sector plan preparation; terms of reference for annual 
sectoral progress reports); technical knowledge and best practices are shared (one stakeholder cited the 
example of ‘active pedagogies’); and GPE processes are discussed (e.g. selection of ESPIG grant agent). 
The GSE has also on occasion been used to discuss how to better align donor funding with the sector plan, 
and how to harmonize donor funding modalities with each other, and with national structures.95 Minutes 
are taken and shared with GSE members, and include a list of follow-up actions which are to be monitored 
at the subsequent meetings. Overall, stakeholders from all groups felt that the GSE has contributed to 
establishing an atmosphere of productive collaboration, during and outside of meetings. 

55. Nonetheless, the GSE faces some limitations. First, intended follow-up actions are often only partly 
implemented. Second, whilst the GSE has thematic sub-groups (e.g. early childhood, quality), these in 
practice do not meet on a regularly basis (as noted in GSE minutes, December 2017, p.12), and there is 
little record of their composition or actions. Third, whilst civil society representatives commented 
positively on their inclusion in GSE meetings, their participation is not very active (cf. RESEN, p.324), 96 due 
(according to civil society and other stakeholders) not to limited inclusion or intimidation, but to the 
limited resources civil society groups have access to, preventing them from preparing effective inputs for 
meetings. Fourth, whilst teacher unions are included in the GSE, they have tended to choose strikes and 
the streets to express their demands in recent years, with no evidence that their involvement in the GSE 
has served as a forum for discussion, mediation and preventing escalation. Finally, the participation of 
development partners remains uneven: a first group of partners, involved in the FoCEB, are most active 
(World Bank, AFD, UNICEF); a second group of partners with sector programs are also regularly involved 
(GIZ, KfW/Plan, WFP); whilst a third group of partners attends rarely, despite the existence of major sector 
support programs (e.g. Islamic Development Bank, Saudi Development Fund, Kuwait Fund). 

56. Although the GSE is a good platform for government-development partner exchanges, it has not 
been able to resolve coordination challenges within the government itself. These challenges were noted 
by several stakeholders both inside and outside the government and are extensively discussed in the 
RESEN (p.274). They include the use of different sub-sectoral plans and medium-term expenditure 
frameworks which are not aligned with each other or the PSE-2 (see section 3.2); a general competition 
for scarce domestic and international resources; and frustration amongst non-basic education ministries 

 
94 In line with this perception, the RESEN (p.231) notes: “La communication entre les PTF et l’administration de 
l’éducation s’est améliorée grâce à la création du GSE en 2016. Cette nouvelle structure semble avoir atteint son but 
qui est de régulariser les échanges entre les ministères en charge de l’éducation et les PTFs. » Other groups within 
which donors met regularly during the review period are (a) a donor-only group which is not formalized but meets 
occasionally, and (b) monthly FoCEB monitoring meetings, which involve FoCEB donors (World Bank, AFD, UNICEF) 
as well as government representatives. However, the latter does not have a sector-wide perspective. 
95 For instance, a study (called for by the GPE Secretariat country lead, and financed by AFD) was presented at the 
December 2017 LEG (GSE) meeting to explore options for increased alignment of external funding to national 
systems. Cf., Institutions & Development, “Efficacité et modalités de l’aide: diagnostic et opportunités d’un 
alignement renforcé et propositions d’évolutions pour le FoCEB”, December 2017. However, as noted in Finding 10, 
this and other LEG conversations have to date not led to progress in terms of donor alignment or harmonization.  
96 The RESEN (p.324, own translation) notes about civil society that “their role seems to limit itself to the participation 
of certain individuals in [sectoral] meetings as observers without real active participation… their role in planification 
(at all levels) and public accountability (at the central level) is very limited.” 
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about the concentration of external funding on MENA. During the 2015-2019 review period, several 
structures were set up to support inter-ministerial coordination and dialogue, with mixed success. The 
Comité Interministériel de Pilotage et de Coordination (CIPC) and the Comité Stratégique National de 
l’Éducation (CSNE) were both created in 2016 to steer the sector at a high-level, the former expected to 
meet twice a year at the ministerial-level, the latter expected to meet four times a year at the level of 
secretary generals.97 In practice, these have not met at the intended frequencies,98 are not well-known, 
and attract mixed reviews (cf. RESEN, p.273).99 Other coordination structures during the review period 
were also hampered in their effectiveness. The ‘Coordination du PSE’ (C/PSE) is in theory tasked with 
coordinating the implementation of the PSE-2 across ministries, but in practice focused on coordinating 
the multi-donor project for basic education (FoCEB).100 In turn, the medium-term expenditure framework 
unit (CDMT) is supposed to coordinate ministry’s budgets, but is perceived as biased towards MENA by 
other ministries as it is housed within MENA facilities. 

57. The lack of effective inter-governmental coordination has hampered the government’s leadership 
in the sector, with the consequence – noted by both development partners and government officials – 
that the government struggles to impose a harmonized vision, and that individual ministries are easily 
distracted from agreed-upon priorities by external funding opportunities. This issue of leadership has 
been compounded by frequent changes at the ministerial level in education ministries, due to several 
cabinet reshuffles.101 

58. Finally, subnational entities are not represented at GSE meetings, but separate dialogue and 
coordination structures exist at community, departmental, and regional levels.102 These structures are 
intended to support local annual planning and monitoring and include relevant local authorities. However, 
their functioning varies strongly from area to area, partly due to the absence of domestic funding for 
decentralized coordination. These entities therefore rely on external funding, which fluctuates and is 
unevenly distributed across the country.103 Even where they function, the RESEN notes that the 
committees are not well-known, and function more as reactive or information-sharing fora than as 
platforms for proactive planning and coordination (RESEN, p.322-23). This is partly due to the historically 
highly centralized nature of sectoral management, with limited consideration for input from decentralized 
levels, which has gradually led to less interest in local coordination structures. 

 
97 Participation in the CIPC is restricted to government stakeholders. The CSNE includes the coordinating agency, civil 
society and teachers union representatives. 
98 The CSNE did not meet in 2016, met three times in 2017, and twice in 2018, as per annual performance reports. 
The minutes of the GSE meeting of December 2017 also refer to the need to hold more CIPC/CSNE meetings (p.11). 
99 The ProDEG (p.68) notes that the mandates of the CSNE and the GSE overlaps, and suggests abolishing the CSNE. 
100 This issue resulted from the fact that the same person was both PSE coordinator and FoCEB coordinator, and that 
the activities of the C/PSE were funded by FoCEB funds. 
101 In the face of these challenges, the RESEN (p.275) suggests the possibility of returning to a situation with only one 
education ministry, as has been the case in the past (e.g. 2008). Whilst consulted stakeholders did not comment on 
this option, one interviewee noted that governments may face political economy incentives to maintain higher 
numbers of ministries, as it enables them to distribute more positions and appointments to political supporters. 
102 Known respectively as Communal Education Steering Committee, (Comité Communal de Pilotage de l’Éducation, 
CCPE), the Prefectural Education Steering Committee (Comité Préfectoral de Pilotage de l’Éducation, CPPE), and the 
Regional Education Steering Committee (Comité Régional de Pilotage de l’Éducation, CRPE). 
103 The annual sectoral performance reports (RAPs) provide unclear information on the frequency of decentralized 
coordination meetings. The 2017 report notes that no meetings were not held, whereas the 2018 report notes that 
all meetings were held. Both figures seem implausible as there is likely to be regional variation. 



  FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 33 

© UNIVERSALIA 

Strengths and weaknesses of sector monitoring  

Finding 5:  In 2013, Guinea committed to producing annual ESP implementation reports, 
and since 2016, these reports have increasingly reported activities against sector 
plan targets. However, weaknesses in the availability and quality of sector data 
as well as in the credibility and readability of annual implementation reports 
mean that sector progress and achievements remain difficult to measure. 
Moreover, the link between sector monitoring and sector planning, budgeting 
and implementation processes remains weak.  

59. During the review period 2015-2019, sector plan monitoring in Guinea built on four central 
components: (a) annual sectoral action plans, tied to the PSE-2’s 2015-2017 multiannual action plan, 
which outline activity financing and activity- and outcome-level targets; (b) annual statistical yearbooks 
which provide regular data on the sector; (c) annual sectoral performance reports (known as ‘RAPs’, 
rapports annuels de performance) which report on the technical and financial implementation of the 
annual action plan; and (d) annual joint sector reviews at which a wide variety of sector stakeholders 
review the RAPs, discuss sectoral progress and emit recommendations for improvement. Whilst all of 
these components predate the 2015-2019 review period, some have evolved and improved in recent 
years. Nonetheless, sector monitoring in Guinea continues to face several challenges. The strength, 
weakness and evolution of each component is discussed in turn in the subsequent paragraphs. 

60. First, annual sectoral action plans lay the basis for annual monitoring as they outline financial and 
technical objectives for the year, along with corresponding indicators, cost estimates, and financing and 
implementation responsibilities. These plans are supposed to be produced yearly by the various ministries 
and directorates, based on the existing agreed-upon sectoral plan (and its updated multi-annual action 
plan), and are to be aggregated into one overarching action plan encompassing all sub-sectors and all 
donor-financed activities. This mechanism dates back at least a decade. However, in practice annual action 
plans are not always produced or validated, meaning the sector operates without a harmonized action 
plan (as was the case both pre-2015 and more recently, e.g. in 2015, 2016, 2018, 2019).104 This constitutes 
a challenge for annual monitoring as it means that it is unclear what targets the RAPs ought to report 
against, especially as the targets from the PSE-2’s 2015-2017 action plan become less and less relevant 
over time.105 

61. Second, annual statistical yearbooks provide data on the status of each sub-sector and are used to 
compute sectoral outcome-level indicators reported in the RAPs (e.g. the gross enrollment rate). 
Yearbooks provide information about the number of students and teachers, the number of schools and 
classrooms, and the status/availability of certain school infrastructures and inputs (e.g. textbooks, school 
meals, latrines). Most data is disaggregated by school level and year, sex, region of the country and 
rural/urban setting, with some additional disaggregation (for some years, sub-sectors and datasets) by 
school ownership (public / private / community), school religious affiliation, and teacher qualification, 

 
104 One reason for the absence of annual action plans is that they are not perceived to drive sector resource allocation 
and activity implementation. Government efforts are therefore concentrated on action plans related to donor 
projects, which are reliably produced as they are tied to funded activities. This challenge was accentuated in Guinea 
during the review period due to the fact that the ESP coordination unit was also the coordination unit for the FoCEB, 
and focused much of its attention on the latter (which funds its operations). 
105 The 2019 JSR raised this issue and decided to ensure an action plan would be available for 2020, but its validation 
awaits the finalization of the new sector plan (the ProDEG), and may therefore be delayed. 
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among other variables.106 Yearbooks for most sub-sectors were produced every year during the review 
period, with support from dedicated donor funding (cf. RESEN, p. 18).107 An improvement in recent years 
involves the increasing use of digital data-collection and management tools, for which trainings, 
supported by donors, were rolled at central and subnational levels. However, decentralized stakeholders 
consulted noted that the utilization of digital tools often remains challenging given the lack of 
equipment.108 Other challenges include (a) the fact that denominator data, based on national census data, 
is not perceived as credible due to concerns about the politicized nature of the census; (b) related overall 
perceptions of poor data quality; and (c) the still limited utilization of data for decision-making, particularly 
at decentralized levels.109 Overall, the annualized collection and dissemination of data is gradually 
contributing to the consolidation of national EMIS capacities and instruments, particularly at the national 
level, and to a more ad hoc degree, at the subnational level. Nonetheless, the EMIS remains highly 
dependent on donor funds, and, the quality of education data remains a challenge, as exposed most 
recently in 2017 when the introduction of biometric monitoring of student numbers revealed that over 
half of students allegedly enrolled in higher education were not, in fact, attending university.110 For further 
information on EMIS data quality and use, see Appendix XII. 

62. Third, Annual Performance Reports (RAPs) are the key sector tool expected to report on the 
implementation of annual action plans, and of the overall sector plan. The production of RAPs during the 
review period in and of itself constitutes an improvement relative to the past. During much of the PSE-1 
implementation period, no comprehensive progress reports were produced ahead of JSRs, and 
stakeholders had to await the post-JSR ‘aide-mémoire’ to obtain an account of sector progress, often 
without clear reporting on targets, and with more focus on donor projects than on the sector plan. In 
2013/14, following its participation in the GPE Sector Monitoring Initiative (specifically the February 2013 
regional consultation for francophone Africa in Ouagadougou), Guinea committed to producing annual 
ESP implementation reports that reported out on intended activities, outcomes and financing. Guinea 
then indeed began to produce RAPs ahead of JSRs (and then continued to do so throughout the review 
period), but like the previous aide-mémoires, RAPs in 2013-2016 reported on sector ‘achievements’ and 
‘issues’ in general terms, with limited reference to planned targets and budgetary provisions. Following 
several sets of recommendations and workshops driven in part by the GPE Secretariat’s country lead (see 
next finding on GPE contribution), the 2017 and 2018 RAPs exhibit some improvement in terms of 
reporting most activities against intended implementation targets, and activity-by-activity reporting on 
actual versus planned expenditures. Despite this, even these recent RAPs continue to exhibit several 

 
106 Yearbooks do not present financial or expenditure data, which is indeed presented in annual RAPs (albeit with 
limited amounts of detail and disaggregation). 
107 Yearbooks are usually released in December after the completion of the preceding school year (e.g. December 
2018 for the 2017/2018 school year). This is well ahead of annual JSRs, held in or after March of the following year. 
108 In one case cited, electronic tablets were provided during training, but were taken back following the training, 
leaving decentralized stakeholders with no equipment to apply their newly acquired knowledge. 
109 Based on a survey of ministry officials, the RESEN 2019 (p.308-309) reports that most respondents (73 percent) 
agree that they have ‘access to data needed to their work’, but that less than 40 percent think that the data is of 
good quality (much the reverse, as more than 40 percent ‘do not agree at all’ that the data is of good quality). 
110 As reported in https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-39152602 [in French], retrieved October 2019. A biometric 
verification exercise for students has only been carried out in higher education. A biometric verification exercise for 
all civil servants, including teachers, was carried out in 2018, although the cleaning of the teacher registry was still 
underway in 2019. See Sanoh, Sekou, “Biométrie: Plus de 42 mille agents non encore recensés alors que les 
opérations prennent fin en mai”, GuineaNews, 11 April 2018, and BBC Afrique, “Plus de 6 mille enseignants n'ont 
pas été recensés en Guinée”, 19 August 2019. 

 

https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-39152602
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challenges for sector monitoring: (a) the sources of target values are often unclear given the fact that no 
validated annual action plans were produced for several years of the 2015-2019 review period; (b) the 
sources of reported achievements (e.g. number of classrooms built) are not provided or disaggregated 
and cannot be easily verified;111 (c) the planned or used sources of financing for most activities are unclear; 
(d) there are discrepancies between disbursements and activities;112 (e) some sections appear copy-
pasted from year-to-year, or from target to achievement, and (f) the level of explanation which RAPs 
provide for stated implementation gaps is usually limited (e.g. one sentence) and in some years entirely 
absent (e.g. 2015). Altogether, despite some improvements in the extent to which they focus on sector 
plans and in the extent to which they strive to report actual against planned values, RAPs do not provide 
a comprehensive or reliable picture of sector progress, and need to be triangulated against other data 
(section 3.5 in this report comments further on the challenges in using RAPs to monitor PSE-2 
implementation). 

63. Finally, JSRs bring sector stakeholders together on an annual basis to review the RAP and make joint 
recommendations for sector improvements. Guinea’s JSRs go back at least to 2005, and have witnessed 
certain improvements in recent times, despite still not meeting most JSR quality standards as per GPE 
results framework ratings (indicator 18), not least due to ongoing weaknesses in the quality of RAP data 
which serves as a key input into JSRs. In the absence of credible plan implementation data, JSRs focus on 
‘achievements from the past year’, as opposed to progress against plan. Details are outlined in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6 Overview of how Guinea’s JSRs perform against GPE’s JSR quality standards (results 
framework indicator 18)113 

JSR QUALITY 
STANDARDS 

GPE SECRETARIAT RATING OF 
WHETHER THE JSR QUALITY 

STANDARD IS MET 

EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON DOCUMENTS (I.E 
JSR AIDE-MEMOIRES) AND CONSULTED 

STAKEHOLDERS 

2016 JSR 2017 JSR 2018 JSR 

Participatory and 
inclusive 

Yes No No • JSRs since 2015 are broadly participatory, involving all 
ministries in charge of education, other relevant 
ministries (e.g. planning), a broad range of 
development partners, local civil society associations, 
and teachers’ unions. This represents a change from 
pre-2015, when participation focused more on key 
basic education stakeholders (ministry, donors). 

 
111 The Mission Reports of the GPE Secretariat country lead (which are shared with the LEG) provide several examples 
of discrepancies and inaccuracies in RAP reporting. See, in particular, GPE Secretariat, “Rapport de mission,  17 – 28 
AVRIL 2017”, pp.4-7, which for example traces back the number of primary classrooms listed as built in the RAP 2016 
to an interim report prepared months earlier for the Presidency. Yet the figure in this interim report (627 classrooms) 
lacks a clear source, and lies significantly above the 377 classrooms built according to MENA’s own figures. 
112 For instance, the RAP for 2016 notes that, for primary classroom construction, only seven percent of the intended 
sums were disbursed, but over half the intended classrooms were built. Several such examples are noted in back-to-
office reports of the country lead of the GPE Secretariat, e.g. February 2016, April 2017, June 2019. 
113 JSR quality criteria are the criteria scored by GPE’s Results Framework (RF) indicator 18. For definitions, see GPE. 
“Results Framework Indicators: Methodological Briefs,” June 2017, p. 47. Three years of GPE RF scores were available 
at the time of this review, see GPE, “Partner country data on GPE results framework for 2015 – 2018”. Ratings for 
the 2019 JSR are not displayed as they were not available at the time of writing. However, other evidence (from 
stakeholders, documents) about the 2019 JSR have been incorporated into the overall finding. 
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JSR QUALITY 
STANDARDS 

GPE SECRETARIAT RATING OF 
WHETHER THE JSR QUALITY 

STANDARD IS MET 

EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON DOCUMENTS (I.E 
JSR AIDE-MEMOIRES) AND CONSULTED 

STAKEHOLDERS 

2016 JSR 2017 JSR 2018 JSR 

• The extent to which decentralized authorities are 
represented (in person or through prior input) varies 
from year to year. 

• Meeting agendas and ‘aide-mémoires’ suggest that in 
practice, government and large development 
partners participate most actively, with limited active 
civil society / union participation. Tight agendas and 
the prevalence of ‘plenary sessions’ limit 
opportunities for participation, despite the scheduling 
of dedicated discussion time.  

Evidence-based No No No • Field visits are conducted ahead of JSRs to inform 
discussions. 

• Annual sectoral performance reports are produced 
and disseminated (in draft form) ahead of JSRs. 
Despite some improvements relative to 2012, the 
quality and reliability of the data in reports remains 
too limited (in terms of reporting on output and 
outcome indicators, financing information, previous 
JSR recommendations, and sector strengths and 
weaknesses) to be rated as ‘evidence-based’. 

• JSRs draw on annual statistical booklets from the 
previous year. 

Comprehensive Yes No114 Yes • All sub-sectors (pre-school, primary, secondary, TVET, 
higher education) are addressed in JSRs. 

A monitoring tool No No Yes115 • Since 2015, JSRs explicitly aim to monitor sector plan 
implementation, building on annual performance 
reports.116 However, there remain several issues with 
monitoring. JSR discussions focus on ‘highlights and 
issues of the year’ as opposed to reviewing actual 
versus planned activities, and analyzing gaps. RAPs do 
not always indicate data sources, do not always report 
on plan targets, are unclear about financing, and 
overall do not provide a reliable picture of progress on 
planned activities (see also rest of this finding). 

 
114 The evaluators could not establish why the 2017 JSR was rated as ‘not comprehensive’ by GPE’s results 
framework, as detailed rating data was not available. The JSR’s agenda indicates it covered all sub-sectors. 
115 Although the GPE results framework ratings indicate an improved rating for the 2018 JSR on this standard, 
documents and stakeholders consulted by evaluators did not point to strong changes from previous JSRs to this one. 
116 Before 2015, JSRs tended to mix up the review of plan implementation (sector-wide), and the review of the 
implementation of the main donor-backed co-funded project. 
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JSR QUALITY 
STANDARDS 

GPE SECRETARIAT RATING OF 
WHETHER THE JSR QUALITY 

STANDARD IS MET 

EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON DOCUMENTS (I.E 
JSR AIDE-MEMOIRES) AND CONSULTED 

STAKEHOLDERS 

2016 JSR 2017 JSR 2018 JSR 

An instrument for 
change anchored 
in an effective 
policy cycle 

No No No • JSR ‘aide-mémoires’ make note of recommendations. 
Since 2017, JSRs allocate time to review 
recommendations from previous years. However, 
monitoring is unsystematic and/or indicates that 
recommendations were not implemented. 

• In 2016-2018, JSRs were held in April/May, early 
enough to be able to inform governmental planning 
and budgeting processes in June. However, the 2019 
JSR moved back to June. 

64. Overall, monitoring during the 2015-2019 review period was more systematic, more inclusive, and 
more focused on sector-wide issues (as opposed to individual donor projects) than sector monitoring 
during the preceding 2008-2014 planning period. However, the noted weaknesses in sector data in 
general and in RAP reporting in particular mean that it remains overall difficult to monitor the technical 
and financial implementation of sector plans. Moreover, monitoring appears to have a limited impact on 
subsequent implementation activities as recommendations from one year are frequently not 
implemented in following years, and improvements in some years (e.g. improved financial reporting in 
RAP 2017, earlier JSRs in 2017-2018) have not been upheld in 2019. Finally, monitoring continues to rest 
on a number of centralized instruments, such as JSRs or RAPs, which in turn have heavily relied on donor 
funding and on the work of ad hoc structures, such as the plan coordination unit (C/PSE, which also 
coordinates the FoCEB and is funded thereby). ‘Routine’ monitoring functions, such as activities by central 
and decentralized audit and inspection units, suffer from a lack of non-salary funding, significantly 
inhibiting their ability to carry out their work (cf. RESEN 2019, pp.301-305). Civil society representatives, 
in turn, stressed their weak involvement in monitoring: “Civil society is not involved… the problem of 
Guinea is a problem of monitoring (le problème du suivi).” All in all, sector monitoring therefore continues 
to provide a limited basis for ‘mutual accountability’, whether between ministries and the government, 
between ministries themselves, or between Guinea’s population and its government. 

GPE contributions to sector dialogue and monitoring  

Finding 6:  Several GPE mechanisms, including ESPIG financing and proactive engagement 
from the GPE Secretariat’s country lead, have contributed to improved sector 
dialogue and monitoring in recent years. Resulting improvements in sector 
dialogue are likely to be sustained due to buy-in from LEG members, whereas 
sector monitoring gains are still uneven and fragile. 

65. GPE offers a series of financial and non-financial mechanisms to support sector dialogue and 
monitoring. Table 3.7 provides an overview of these mechanisms, grouped by whether they have made a 
significant, moderately significant, or no/limited contribution to mutual accountability in Guinea. This 
grouping is indicative and does not constitute a formal score. 
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Table 3.7 GPE contributions to mutual accountability during the 2015-2019 review period 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO MUTUAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

• ESPIG funding: the main sector co-funded project (FoCEB), of which GPE’s ESPIG 2015-2019 constituted 
roughly two thirds, financially supported several aspects of sector monitoring, such as (a) annual JSRs 2015-
2018, (b) the production of annual statistical booklets 2015-2018 and the dissemination of tools for statistical 
analysis of sector data,117 and (c) the production of RAPs, 2015-2018. The FoCEB also funded decentralized 
sector dialogue (CCPE, CPPE and CRPE meetings) in selected parts of the country (cf. RESEN 2019, p. 323).  

• ESPDG funding: GPE’s ESPDGs in 2012/13, 2017/2018 and 2018/19 funded substantial shares of the PSE-2, 
RESEN, and ProDEG development processes, which all brought together sectoral stakeholders at both central 
and decentralized levels. Although the extent to which sector stakeholders feel an ownership of the resulting 
plans varies (see section 3.2), these processes are central building blocks for mutual accountability.  

• GPE Secretariat support for improved sector monitoring: throughout the review period, the GPE 
Secretariat’s country lead used country visits to draw attention to issues with sector monitoring mechanisms 
(specifically, JSRs and RAPs), and was one of the main drivers of the (partial) improvements observed. See Box 
3.2. 

• LEG: the LEG has been central to sector dialogue, particularly since its restructuring as the narrower GSE in 
2016/17. Despite ongoing limitations (limited follow-up, varying participation, dormant sub-groups), it is a 
key forum for country-level actors of GPE – including the government, development partners, and others – to 
exchange and align on sector-wide (as well as occasionally project-specific) issues. 

MODERATE CONTRIBUTION TO MUTUAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

• Coordinating agency: based on stakeholder feedback, the CA in Guinea (UNICEF) fulfilled their mandate to 
support sector dialogue by helping to organize regular LEG meetings (GSE, hosted by the education 
ministries), as well as representing development partners at CSNE meetings and on other relevant occasions. 

• ESPIG grant agent and co-funders: actors within the ESPIG-backed co-funded project (FoCEB), including the 
ESPIG grant agent (World Bank) and co-funders (UNICEF and AFD), participated in regular joint monitoring 
missions and contributed to the production of annual joint monitoring reports. Although focused on the 
FoCEB, these activities contributed valuable data on sector monitoring, given FoCEB alignment to the PSE-2. 

• GPE Secretariat advocacy for inclusion of civil society: three stakeholders (one civil society, one government, 
one donor) credited the GPE Secretariat’s country lead with contributing to the more systematic inclusion of 
civil society in sectoral dialogue processes in recent years, by repeatedly stressing the importance thereof in 
meetings.118 

• ESPIG funding requirement 1 (credible plan): the requirement of a credible ESP somewhat supported sector 
dialogue, by partially motivating two reasonably consultative ESP development processes (see section 3.2). 
However, as noted in the preceding finding, sector monitoring processes (JSRs, RAPs) do not provide quality 
data on plan implementation, and sector dialogue has not focused on supporting PSE-2 implementation, but 
rather on a combination of project-level updates, and on forward-looking work on the RESEN and ProDEG. 

LIMITED/NO CONTRIBUTION TO MUTUAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
117 Donor support, prominently led by funding from the ESPIG-backed FoCEB, contributed to funding EMIS training 
and data-collection at all levels, and to strengthening the information data-chain from local to central levels (cf. 
RESEN 2019:321). 
118 As one civil society representative noted: “What interests the other donors is their own activities, but it’s [name 
of the GPE Secretariat country lead] who is in the process of boosting the collaboration between the education 
system and social partners (‘les partenaires sociaux’).” One donor noted that GPE (through the Secretariat as well as 
its processes and requirements) is “one of the few actors who ensures that civil society is represented.” However, 
as noted in this and the previous section, whilst civil society regularly attends consultations and convenings, it does 
not always participate as actively as governmental and development partner representatives.  
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• Consultative ESPIG application process: at the time of writing, the process to design the upcoming ESPIG was 
still underway. This process has involved several consultations with education ministries, some 
representatives of decentralized authorities, and selected development partners, to prioritize ProDEG 
components to be supported by the new program. In theory, ESPIGs are unique in the sector-wide nature of 
their design process. In practice, no consulted stakeholder mentioned this in relation to sector dialogue. 

• ESPIG data-related funding requirement: there is no evidence that fixed tranche data-related funding 
requirements for the upcoming ESPIG (‘availability of critical data or of a plan to generate it’) have stimulated 
sector monitoring, e.g. by influencing the ProDEG. 

•  

NOT APPLICABLE / TOO EARLY TO TELL 

• Variable tranche mechanism: whilst the upcoming ESPIG will incorporate a variable tranche, relevant 
indicators have not been defined as of the time of writing, and there is no evidence that variable tranche 
considerations have influenced ProDEG design.  

• Technical guidance / knowledge-sharing: evidence did not point to any GPE-generated global-level guidance 
or knowledge products which contributed to enhanced mutual accountability in 2015-17 in Guinea, likely 
because GPE has only more recently developed guidance for countries on this topic.119 

• CSEF funding: no CSEF funding was awarded to organizations in Guinea during the review period, despite calls 
from local civil society for the importance of involving communities and citizens in sectoral monitoring. 

66. Whilst neither improvements nor remaining limitations can be directly attributed to the GPE 
Secretariat (CL)’s interventions, Back-To-Office-Reports (BTORS) over the course of the review period 
document the CL’s insistence on these recommendations from visit to visit, including the organization of 
dedicated meetings to review strengths and weaknesses of JSRs and RAPs. At least two consulted 
government positively remarked upon these efforts, crediting the CL for fostering attention and proposing 
solutions for these issues. 

67. Overall, as noted in Table 3.7, several elements of GPE’s country-level operational model have 
contributed to sustaining and strengthening sector dialogue efforts – despite ongoing limitations. As one 
donor representative noted (own translation), “The global partnership has helped to rally and convene 
education sector partners… the collaboration goes beyond the [ESPIG-funded] FoCEB.” Another noted: « 
GPE tries to federate partners. » 

 
119 GPE’s JSR guidance (2018) is too recent to have had noticeable effects on the quality of JSRs in Guinea at the time 
of writing, and it was not mentioned by interviewed stakeholders. 
120 Source: BTOR June 2019, v6, annex 1, which tracks the progress of annual JSRs against each recommendation. 

Box 3.2. Efforts by the GPE Secretariat country lead to strengthen sector monitoring 

Throughout the review period (and to some extent before it), the GPE Secretariat’s country lead (CL) has used 
country visits to draw attention to weakness of sectoral monitoring processes, and to make recommendations 
to improve them. In particular, the CL made a series of ten written recommendations in 2015 to improve JSRs 
and RAPs in terms of logistics, participation, timing, documentation, and focus, and has documented progress 
on each of these recommendations every year since. As of 2019, at least partial improvement was observed on 
seven out of ten recommendations (inviting development partners not currently represented on the LEG to 
attend meetings; attendance of subnational actors; holding the review earlier in the year; making the final RAP 
document available before the JSR; greater involvement of permanent ministry structures in the production of 
the RAP; improvement in the degree to which the RAPs compare achieved to planned figures; improvement in 
the degree to which JSRs focus on sector-wide, as opposed to project-specific, issues). However, no 
improvement was observed on at least three out of ten recommendations (extension of JSRs from two to three 
days; holding JSRs outside of Conakry; involving development partners in the committees preparing JSRs).120 
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68. Moreover, GPE country-level actors have developed an active, regular and participatory sector 
dialogue routine. Nonetheless, the degree to which sector dialogue and monitoring are centered on the 
PSE-2, as opposed to individual donor programs, remains mixed, partly due to the variable ownership of 
the sector plan across ministries (higher in MENA, lower in others) and development partners (higher 
among FoCEB donors, lower among others). Overall, mutual accountability for sector plan implementation 
remains limited, and is complicated by the fact that annual RAPs still do not provide a clear, 
comprehensive and credible picture of progress against the sector’s annual financial and technical targets. 
Moreover, whilst recent gains in sector dialogue appear to be carried by a variety of actors, gains in sector 
monitoring have rested heavily on GPE funding and CL involvement, and are likely to continue to do so in 
the medium-term as ministries and development partners have prioritized this less to date.  

69. The evaluation encountered no positive unintended/unplanned effects of GPE support. However, 
it encountered an unintended/unplanned negative effect of GPE support, namely, the friction generated 
between stakeholders by the most recent grant agent selection process for the upcoming GPE ESPIG. 
Frictions revolved around the fact that different ministries exhibited different preferences over the GA 
(related to perceptions of which sub-sector each candidate agency would fund), as well as around the fact 
that the government’s final choice was not the agency whose application earned the highest technical 
rating from the review committee formed by the LEG (GSE). The issue generated tensions between 
development partners, between government ministries, and between government actors and certain 
partners. Although the GA selection process has officially concluded at the time of writing and the final 
decision has been endorsed by the LEG, a diverse range of stakeholders noted lingering frictions between 
selected actors.121 Several actors wondered whether GPE should have conflict-resolution mechanisms in 
place, as discussed below under Finding 8. 

Additional factors beyond GPE support  

70. Additional positive factors beyond GPE support that likely contributed to strengthening processes 
and mechanisms for mutual accountability include (a) the stabilization of the political and economic 
context relative to the previous PSE-1 2008-2014 implementation period; (b) the fact that both CAs active 
during the period (first UNICEF, then GIZ) dedicated some of their own resources to supporting sector 
dialogue; (c) the fact that most donor activities are implemented through the responsible units of the 
various education ministries, which results in the use of common classroom construction models, 
textbooks, training formats, etc. 

71. Additional negative factors which limited the basis for mutual accountability between key sector 
stakeholders include (a) ongoing inter-ministerial competition for scarce domestic and international 
resources; (b) ongoing challenges in technical tracking, including mis-alignment between ministries’ 
various medium-term expenditure plans, the sector plans’ projections, and the national budget; (c) the 
fact that the C/PSE, in charge of coordinating PSE-2 implementation, was also in charge of coordinating 
FoCEB implementation, and frequently focused on the latter; (d) the lack of domestic resources to finance 
the operations (beyond salaries) of established monitoring mechanisms, such as internal audit services, 
the inspectorate, and the human resources division; (e) repeated teacher strikes throughout the review 
period, which generated tensions between the government and union representatives; (f) the limited 

 
121 It is noteworthy that the World Bank’s upcoming sector program will not be channelled through a joint fund with 
AFD, GPE, and UNICEF (like the FoCEB during 2015-2018), but through a stand-alone modality. This may be partly 
explained by timing considerations, with the Bank keen to launch its program in 2019 in order to avoid losing eligible 
funds, whereas the upcoming GPE-AFD co-funded project will likely launch in 2020 following RESEN and ProDEG 
delays. However, it seems possible that the Bank would have pooled its funds with the upcoming ESPIG (and 
potentially with AFD and UNICEF) if it had been selected as the GA for the upcoming ESPIG.   
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internal or external resources available to civil society organizations to participate in sector monitoring 
exercises (e.g. monitoring textbook distribution). 

72. No unintended positive effects of GPE support for sector dialogue and monitoring were registered. 
Certain unintended negative consequences of GPE processes for sector dialogue are discussed in finding 
eight, below. 

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 7:  The monitoring of sector plan implementation processes is a central component 
of the policy cycle, yet stakeholders’ motivation to engage in such monitoring 
remained low in Guinea throughout the review period. This hinders the 
development of a strong mutual accountability culture. 

73. Evidence to support the GPE ToC’s assumptions for contributions to sector dialogue and sector 
monitoring, as outlined in Table 3.5, was mixed in Guinea. Assumption one – that GPE has sufficient 
leverage to influence LEG functioning – was found to hold. The work of the LEG (GSE) was actively 
supported by the CA during the period (UNICEF), and was used to, among other things, discuss a number 
of GPE-supported sector-wide exercises, such as the preparation of the RESEN (ESA) and of the ProDEG 
(ESP). Moreover, as noted, at least two civil society representatives expressed the sentiment that GPE 
Secretariat advocacy contributed to the ongoing representation of civil society on the LEG. 

74. Evidence for the other assumptions was more uneven. Assumptions two and three – that country 
level stakeholders have, respectively, the capabilities and the opportunity to work together to solve sector 
issues – was found to partly hold. At the central level, donor funding for JSRs, RAPs, EMIS and other key 
elements of sector monitoring provided some opportunity to central actors to collect data and to convene 
to review it. However, opportunities for decentralized dialogue and for the carrying out of routine 
monitoring activities by ministerial units and by civil society counterparts (e.g. parents) remain limited, 
largely due to resource constraints. Sector monitoring capabilities, in turn, are not sufficient to ensure the 
production of high-quality RAPs, despite efforts to strengthen monitoring practices and to increasingly 
involve permanent structures (not ad hoc structures) in the production of annual implementation reports. 

75. Finally, the last assumption – that stakeholders have the motivation to work together to solve 
education sector issues – was found in many cases not to hold. Within the government, this was due to a 
lack of overall leadership, a sense of competition between ministries, and low ownership of the PSE-2. 
Among donors, a number exhibited active interest in sector dialogue, but few were engaged in promoting 
sector-wide monitoring given the priority for donors to monitor activities they directly fund, and the 
perception that sector-wide monitoring remains too weak to replace their own reporting.122 
Consequently, despite FoCEB funding for JSRs/RAPs providing opportunity, and GPE Secretariat CL 
suggestions for JSR/RAP improvements strengthening capabilities, there was little critical pressure from 
other actors during the review period to strengthen sector-wide mutual accountability. Ultimately, 
performance monitoring needs to be a cross-cutting government priority, and requires not just ‘capacities’ 
and ‘guidance’ but a culture of accountability to citizens. Reliable reporting on activities, results financial 
flows also complicates corruption, builds trust, and encourages increased development partner alignment 
with national systems, contributing to a virtuous cycle (and vice-versa). 

76. Of note, one set of actors to express strong motivation for sector monitoring were civil society 
representatives. The GPE country-level ToC foresees the possibility of supporting civil society 

 
122 One group of interviewed ministry officials noted that the CA constituted an exception, as it contributed to the 
preparation of RAPs, among other things by getting other donors to share their information with the ministry. 
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contributions to sector monitoring through the Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) grants. However, no 
CSEF grant was provided to Guinea during the review period, partly because the Education for All (EFA) 
coalition Guinea only joined the Africa Network Campaign on Education for All (ANCEFA), which manages 
CSEF grants in the West Africa region, in 2018.  

Finding 8:  The GA selection process for the planned, upcoming ESPIG generated friction in 
Guinea, as the government’s ultimate decision did not coincide with the 
candidate recommended by the GA selection committee. GPE’s “standard 
selection process” guidance was not sufficient to ensure full clarity and 
transparency, although it still represented an improvement from the past. 

77. GPE outlines a “Standard Selection Process for Grant Agents.” The February 2016 version of these 
guidelines was in place at the time the selection process for the GA for the upcoming ESPIG began in 
Guinea in 2017.123 Whilst several elements of the guidelines were followed in Guinea (e.g. preliminary 
discussions with the LEG on possible aid modalities, production of terms of reference, solicitation of 
expressions of interest, composition of a selection committee, use of a rating grid to compare 
applications), the candidate recommended by the selection committee on the basis of (marginally) higher 
technical ratings was not ultimately the candidate selected by the government to be the future GA. As 
noted, this generated confusion and friction amidst both government officials and development partners, 
with some questioning why the recommendation of the selection committee was not validated, and 
others questioning the selection committee’s composition and ratings. Moreover, it was not fully clear to 
many stakeholders what had ultimately led the government’s GA decision.124 Of note, on October 26, 
2018, technical and financial partners in Guinea voted to unanimously endorse the government’s choice, 
thereby concluding the official process. 

78. The GPE’s selection process for grant agents, both in its past and recently revised version, discusses 
the use of a selection committee and selection criteria, but does not explicitly address the possibility of 
the government not endorsing the candidate recommended as a result of this process. Whilst the 
selection process documentation refers to GPE’s conflict-resolution procedures in the case that conflict 
arises, these were not well-known by stakeholders in Guinea.125 Moreover, whilst stakeholders noted the 
involvement of the Secretariat’s CL for Guinea in mediating the process (e.g. by calling for a meeting 
between technical and financial partners to discuss the process in October 2018, which ultimately resulted 
in endorsement of the government’s decision), several felt that the process overall had remained unclear, 
in particular with regards to whether the government should have the final say, or whether the joint 
government-donor technical evaluation committee should have the final say.126 

 
123 A more recent version of these guidelines was released in May 2019. The guidelines are available here 
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2016-02-gpe-standard-process-for-selection-of-grant-
agents-espig.pdf (2016 guidelines) and here https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-07-
standard-selection-process-for-grant-agents.pdf (2019 guidelines). 
124 Some stakeholders suggested that the final decision was taken at the level of the President’s office, and may have 
involved other considerations than purely education-related/sectoral factors. 
125 The minutes of the December 2017 LEG/GSE meeting (p.7) note, with regards to the GA selection process: “Rules 
to apply in the case of conflict? Does GPE have a model or does one need to be developed?” (« Règlements à 
appliquer en cas de conflit? Le GPE dispose-t-il d’un modèle ou alors il faut en élaborer? »). 
126 Even in the recently updated guidance, there remains tension between the requirement that “the dialogue 
leading up to the decision on the choice of GA should be transparent and participative”, and the note that “the final 
selection of the GA must be decided by the government”. It is not clear what to do when the conclusions of said 
dialogue and said selection differ. 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2016-02-gpe-standard-process-for-selection-of-grant-agents-espig.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2016-02-gpe-standard-process-for-selection-of-grant-agents-espig.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-07-standard-selection-process-for-grant-agents.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-07-standard-selection-process-for-grant-agents.pdf
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79. Despite the challenges described, one (international) stakeholder noted that the introduction of 
GPE guidelines on GA selection (first in 2017, updated in 2019) were, overall, a welcome addition, arguing 
that prior episodes of GA selection in Guinea were resolved behind closed doors between the government 
and selected agencies, without transparency or a clear process. In that sense, the GPE-recommended GA 
selection process may be credited with making visible and transparent frictions which would likely have 
existed anyway. 

3.4 GPE contributions to sector financing127 

Overview 

80. A high-level overview of evaluation findings on sector financing and related GPE contributions is 
provided in Table 3.8. These observations are elaborated on through the findings and supporting evidence 
presented below. 

Table 3.8 Overview: CLE findings on sector financing and related likelihood of GPE contributions 
for 2015-2019 

PROGRESS MADE TOWARDS MORE/BETTER EDUCATION 
SECTOR FINANCING 

LIKELIHOOD128 OF GPE 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO:129 

UNDERLYING 
ASSUMPTIONS 

APPLIED?130 

Total real 
domestic 
education 
expenditure 

Education 
share of 
domestic 
budget 

Met 
20% 
Goal?131 

Total intl. 
education 
financing 
to country 

Quality of 
intl. 
financing 

Share of 
domestic 
financing 

Amount 
of intl. 
financing 

Quality 
of intl. 
sector 
financing 

GPE 
leverage 
on 
domestic 
finance 

Context 
permits 
improve
d quality 
of sector 
financing 

Slight 
increase (5-
10%) 2015-
2018. 

Slight 
increase 
2015-
2018, 
from 
roughly 
13 to 
14%. 

Modest 
progress 
made. 

 

Increase 
(24%) 
2015-
2017. 

 

Unchanged Low Medium Medium 1 2 

 
127 This section addresses evaluation questions CEQ 1.5 and 1.6, as well as to (cross cutting) CEQs 3.1 and 3.2. 
128 Note that, different from similar tables in previous chapters, the summary focuses on the ‘likelihood’ rather than 
the ‘degree’ of GPE contributions. This reflects the nature of the respective change processes, which make it difficult 
to elicit evidence on direct links between GPE support and observed changes. 
129 Assessment is based on: (i) existence/absence of positive change in respective area; (ii) stakeholder views on 
likelihood of GPE support/funding criteria having influenced domestic or international funding decisions; and (iii) 
absence or existence of additional factors that are as/more likely than GPE support to explain noted trends. 
130 For sector financing, the two underlying assumptions in the country level ToC were: (1) GPE has sufficient leverage 
to influence the amount and quality of domestic education sector financing; and (2) External (contextual) factors 
permit national and international stakeholders to increase/improve the quality of sector financing.  
131 One of GPE’s ESPIG funding requirements is that 20 percent of total (non-debt) government expenditure be 
invested in education, or that government expenditure on education shows an increase toward this threshold. 
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Characteristics of sector financing during review period  

Domestic Financing  

Finding 9:  While total domestic education financing in Guinea increased slightly in both 
absolute and relative terms during the review period, much of this is due to 
rising salary expenditures. Moreover, basic education’s share of education 
expenditures fell, and capital expenditures remained concentrated in higher 
education. 

81. Total education expenditures (in absolute terms and as share of national expenditures): Available 
data on Guinean education sector financing suggests that domestic education financing in Guinea has 
increased slightly in both absolute terms and as a share of total public expenditures during the 2015-2019 
period. As shown in Table 3.9, domestic public financing for education increased in absolute terms by 
approximately 7.5 percent from 1.5 trillion GNF in 2015 to 1.6 trillion GNF in 2018 (in constant 2015 
GNF).132 Further to this, available data suggests that education expenditures as a share of total public 
expenditures increased slightly during the review period, whilst continuing to fall short of 15 percent, and 
thus also of the 20 percent international benchmark (exact figures are unclear and vary by source, see 
Table 3.9).133 Despite these increases, however, Guinean domestic education financing remains low, with 
government spending per primary student in 2016 (US$53) representing only approximately 11 percent 
of GPE’s estimate of the annual cost of educating a child in a developing country.134  

Table 3.9 Domestic education sector financing in Guinea, 2015-2018 

CATEGORY 2015 2016 2017 2018 TREND 

Total domestic education expenditure, 
all levels, constant US$ (millions), 
source: UIS 

211.4 233.6 222.1 n.d. 
Slight increase, 

despite 
fluctuation 

 
132 Figures represent executed expenditures for education (across all three education ministries) obtained from RAPs 
2015-2018 and adjusted for inflation by the evaluators, taking 2015 as the base year. Calculations were made based 
on annual inflation rates for 2016-2018 obtained from World Bank data. Annual inflation rates in Guinea during the 
review period fluctuated from 8.2 percent in 2016 to 9.8 percent in 2018 (World Bank, “Inflation, consumer prices 
(annual %)” https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/FP.CPI.TOTL.ZG?locations=GN). 
133 The exception to this, as noted in Table 3.9, is GPE RF data for indicator 10 which notes an overall decrease in 
domestic education expenditures as a share of total public expenditures between 2015 and 2017, despite an increase 
from 2015 to 2016. Available documents do not provide clear reasons for the different, decreasing trend presented 
by GPE RF data, compared to data from UNESCO UIS and RAPs. Differences between RF, UIS and RAP indicators are 
due to differences in (a) the ways debt interest payments are included in the denominator (total government 
expenditures), (b) whether education-related spending from all ministries or only education-focused ministries is 
included, and (c) whether budgeted or executed amounts are used (for a discussion of this indicator, see GPE, Results 
Framework Indicators: Methodological Briefs, June 2017, p. 24-25). Given the lack of access to ‘source data’ in most 
case, the evaluation team was not able to adjust for these differences and ensure full comparability across sources. 
However, the main point of the data presented is to show that, across sources, education’s share of total government 
expenditures has at best modestly increased, and in case remains below the 15 percent mark. 
134 478 US$ in 2016 dollars, based on a conversion of the US$457 in 2012 dollars cited in this post: 
https://www.globalpartnership.org/funding/education-costs-per-child. UNESCO UIS data only provides data on 
government spending per primary student in Guinea for 2016 for years included in this evaluation’s review period.  

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/FP.CPI.TOTL.ZG?locations=GN
https://www.globalpartnership.org/funding/education-costs-per-child
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CATEGORY 2015 2016 2017 2018 TREND 

Total domestic education expenditure, 
all levels, constant GNF millions 2015, 
source: RAPs  

1,492,353 1,791,540 1,871,408 1,604,417 
Slight increase, 

despite 
fluctuation 

Expenditure on education as a share of 
total governmental expenditure, 
source: UIS 

11.6% 15.8% 13.4% n.d. 
Slight increase, 

despite 
fluctuation 

Expenditure on education as a share of 
total governmental expenditure, 
source: RAPs 

13.9% 16.1% 14.7% 14.8% 
Slight increase, 

despite 
fluctuation 

Expenditure on education as a share of 
total governmental expenditure, 
source: GPE RF indicator 10 

14.3% 16.3% 13.2% n.d. Up then down 

Expenditure on education as share of 
GDP, source: UIS 

2.5% 2.5% 2.2% n.d. Decrease 

82. Sector plan funding: at its inception, the PSE-2 was anticipated to cost a total of US$773m for 2015-
2017, of which less than five percent (US$26.6m) were expected to be a funding gap. At the end of the 
2015-2017 period, the actual funding gap was smaller than that, at US$14.4m (see Table 3.10). This 
smaller-than-projected funding gap appears to have been due to larger-than-projected domestic and 
international funding for education (including ESPIG funding). Broken down by year, a funding gap was 
observed in 2015, whereas 2016 and 2017 witnessed a surplus in resources. Such a trend is explained by 
the slow start (“début timide,” as mentioned by one stakeholder) of the implementation of the sector 
plan, largely due to the outbreak of Ebola in 2014-2015 (see Box 3.4 in Finding 16). 

Table 3.10 PSE-2 projected and actual costs, funding, and funding gap for 2015-2017 (US$ millions) 

 
PROJECTED VALUES135 ACTUAL VALUES136 

2015 2016 2017 TOTAL 2015 2016 2017 TOTAL 

Total resources 273.2 242.7 257 772.9 245 252.9 260.6 758.5 

 
135 The PSE-2’s financial projections were presented only in terms of GNF millions and not in USD millions, with the 
exception of the projected funding gap. As such, values for projected domestic funding, external funding and total 
resources in USD millions were obtained by converting GNF figures in the PSE-2’s financial projections using historical 
exchange rates from the World Bank for each year between 2015 and 2017. Since the PSE-2 was initially designed 
to cover only 2015-2017, projected values exist only for those years (an updated/extended budget was never made). 
136 Values for domestic funding were obtained by adjusting total executed budgets as reported in RAPs to inflation 
according to World Bank data on inflation rates for each year during the 2015-2017 period (roughly 8-9 percent each 
year). Such values were then converted to USD millions using exchange rates for each year between 2015 and 2017 
obtained from World Bank data. RAPs did not report on external funding executed annually during the 2015-2017 
period, and as such this evaluation uses data on official development assistance (ODA) from the OECD’s Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) as a measure of external sector funding. Overall, given fluctuation in exchange rates, gaps 
between official and market exchange rates, limitations in the underlying data, and the use of varying sources 
(necessitated by the fact that no single source contains all relevant data), figures in this table should be read as 
approximations which provide a general sense of reality, rather than as precise point-estimates. 
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PROJECTED VALUES135 ACTUAL VALUES136 

2015 2016 2017 TOTAL 2015 2016 2017 TOTAL 

Domestic funding 209 187.5 199.2 595.6 199.4 200 205.9 605.2 

External funding excl. ESPIG 42.1 37.7 40 119.7137 38.1 45.4 47.1 130.6 

External funding incl. 
ESPIG138  

54.7 50.3 52.6 157.6 45.7 53 54.7 153.3139 

Approximated funding gap 
incl. ESPIG 

14.6 9.9 10.3 34.9 28.1 (10.2) (7.6) 10.3 

Approximated funding gap 
excl. ESPIG 

27.2 22.5 22.9 72.7 35.7 (2.6) 0 33.1 

Share of the funding gap 
filled by the GPE ESPIG 

46% 56% 55% 52% 21% 
n/a (no 

gap) 
100% 68.5% 

83. Whilst Table 3.10 shows that total resources available for PSE-2 implementation in 2015-2017 were 
sufficient to cover originally planned resource needs, PSE-2 were in fact implemented over the longer, 
2015-2019 period. Taking this into account, resources available for plan implementation would appear to 
have exceeded original resources needs. And yet, as is described later in section 3.5, many PSE-2 activities 
were ultimately not implemented as planned, and several interviewed government stakeholders cited 
widespread financial constraints as key impediments to plan implementation throughout the review 
period (see section 3.5, Finding 16). The reason for this is that, although PSE-2 resource needs were met 
at an aggregate level, the vast majority of governmental education sector funding continued to flow into 
recurrent spending (salaries and other), instead of into capital expenditures that could have supported 
PSE-2 activities. This is further explored in the following paragraphs.  

84. Salary expenditures: First, as shown in Table 3.11, recurrent expenditures continued to constitute 
the bulk of total domestic education expenditures throughout the review period, and contributed to much 
of their increase. Indeed, increases in public education expenditures were largely driven by increases in 
expenditures on salaries in 2017 and 2018, and in non-wage recurrent expenditures (further discussed 
below) between 2015 and 2017. Documents reviewed and stakeholders interviewed noted that the 
increase in teacher salaries in 2017 were in response to a nationwide teachers’ strike launched in the same 
year,140 with a subsequent increase in expenditures on teacher salaries in 2018 prompted by the upgrading 

 
137 For reasons of comparability with actual external funding excluding ESPIG (data obtained from OECD CRS), FoCEB 
costs excluding the ESPIG contribution, i.e. contributions from the AFD, UNICEF and World Bank, were added to the 
projected external funding outlined in the PSE-2. Non-ESPIG FoCEB contributions were US$15m for 2015-2019, and 
as such US$3m were added to each year’s projected external funding gap excluding the ESPIG between 2015 and 
2017.    
138 The ESPIG was initially projected to spend US$37.8m over the 2015-2017 period, but ultimately disbursed this 
sum over five years (2015-2019). For simplicity, projected and actual ESPIG spending were averaged across their 
respective periods (US$12.6/year projected for 2015-2017, US$7.56/year actual for 2015-2019).  
139 Approximated external education funding to Guinea for each year including ESPIG funding was calculated by 
dividing the overall cost of the ESPIG by the five years it spans (US$7.56m) and adding this value to annual education 
ODA inflows to Guinea (based on OECD-CRS data) for each year between 2015 and 2017.  
140 As noted in Section 2.1, the teachers strike was launched in response to the introduction of a new salary grid in 
2016 which resulted in the suspension of salaries of a significant proportion of officials recruited between 2005 and 
2010. The strike is noted as having prompted a 40 percent salary increase among teachers. See RESEN, p. 148.   
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of salaries for all sub-sectors following the reaching of an agreement between the government and the 
teachers union at the forefront of the strike.141  

Table 3.11 Domestic education budget by expenditure type, 2015-2018 (GNF millions, 2015 
constant)142 

YEAR 
TOTAL RECURRENT 

(% OF SECTOR 
BUDGET) 

WAGE (% OF 
SECTOR BUDGET) 

NON-WAGE 
RECURRENT (% OF 
SECTOR BUDGET) 

TOTAL CAPITAL (% 
OF SECTOR 
BUDGET) 

2015 1,429,014 (95.9%) 961,076 (64.4%) 467,938 (31.4%) 63,339 (4.1%) 

2016 1,610,743 (90.2%) 900,416 (50.3%) 710,326 (39.7%) 180,797 (9.8%) 

2017 1,631,177 (87.2%) 1,003,034 (53.6%) 628,143 (33.4%) 240,232 (12.8%) 

2018 1,535,109 (96%) 1,111,745 (69.3%) 423,364 (26.4%) 69,308 (4%) 

85. Capital expenditures: Second, while capital expenditures increased in both absolute and relative 
terms between 2015 and 2017, the MESRS took up an average of 70.6 percent of total capital expenditures 
across education ministries per year, compared to MENA’s average of 23 percent of total education capital 
expenditures during the review period. Indeed, capital expenditures constituted only 3.2 percent of 
MENA’s expenditures during the 2015-2018 period, with the bulk of its expenditures taken up by salaries 
(average of 87.3 percent of annual executed MENA budgets for the period 2015-2018). The fact that 
MENA capital expenditures remain a small proportion of its budget, despite the overall increases in the 
education budget, may explain the continued citing of financial constraints as a key impediment to sector 
plan implementation among government and donor stakeholders interviewed (see Finding 16).   

86. Non-wage recurrent expenditures: During the review period, Guinea allocated a substantial share 
of its education budget to non-wage recurrent expenditures. However, the share of such expenditures 
relative to the total education budget, declined from 40 percent in 2016 to 26 percent in 2018. This was 
largely driven by the discontinuation of MESRS’ provision of scholarships to students in private higher 
education institutions (though scholarships to some students who had already begun their studies are 
being continued). MESRS expenditures on these scholarships represented 52 percent of its total 
expenditures in 2016, a major increase from 0.5 percent in 2006 (from 400 million GNF in 2006 to 389 
billion GNF in 2016, see RESEN, p.151). Transfers were made directly by the Ministry of Finance to private 
education institutions on the basis of the student enrollment lists.143 Following a biometric assessment in 

 
141 The agreement between the government and le syndicat libre des enseignants et chercheurs de Guinée (SLECG) 
was reached in March 2018 (RAP 2018, p. 43). Despite this, a news report suggests that the strikes continued in 
October-December 2018 following the reaching of a subsequent agreement in January 2019 (see Africanews, 
“Guinée : accord pour mettre fin à trois mois de grève des enseignants,” 
https://fr.africanews.com/2019/01/11/guinee-accord-pour-mettre-fin-a-trois-mois-de-greve-des-enseignants/).  
142 From RAPs 2015-2018.  
143 RESEN, p. 151. The rationale for the provision of scholarships by the MESRS, beginning in 2006, for private higher 
education was largely to compensate for the insufficient number of places in public universities, whilst encouraging 
enrollment in higher education (see also Finding 18 under the “Equity” section). With regards to the transfer 
modality (direct transfers on the basis of enrollment lists), it resembles the practice used for per-student transfers 
to primary and secondary schools, but carries greater fiduciary risks given the greater value of tertiary transfers. 

 

https://fr.africanews.com/2019/01/11/guinee-accord-pour-mettre-fin-a-trois-mois-de-greve-des-enseignants/
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2016, however, many students on these lists were uncovered to not actually being enrolled,144 leading the 
government to decide to gradually discontinue the provision of scholarships at least to private higher 
education institutions (referred to by stakeholders interviewed and documents as “les transferts au 
privé”). This explains decreases in non-wage recurrent expenditures between 2016 and 2018 (see Table 
3.11).145 

Table 3.12 Shares of public domestic education expenditures by sub-sector, 2015-2018, and per 
pupil cost, 2016146 

SUB-SECTOR 2015 2016 2017 2018 
COSTS PER STUDENT 

(GNF, 2016 ONLY) 

Pre-primary 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 n/a 

Literacy 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.5 n/a 

Primary 42.3 41.2 41.3 41.3 461,662 

Lower 
Secondary 

10.5 10.2 
10.2 

10.2 765,480 

Upper 
Secondary 

6 5.8 
5.9 

5.9 1,168,243 

TVET 4.1 4.3 4.8 4.6 3,078,820 

Higher 
Education 

36.8 37.9 37.1 37.5 5,514,229 (public) 

9,375,373 (private) 

87. Expenditures by sub-sector: In terms of expenditures by sub-sector, public expenditures on 
primary education in Guinea remained below the GPE target of 45 percent147 throughout the review 
period, with RAPs indicating that such expenditures decreased marginally from 2015 to 2018 (see Table 
3.12).148 Basic education as a whole (pre-primary, primary and lower secondary) constituted slightly more 
than half of domestic education expenditures during the review period, with RAPs indicating that this also 
slightly decreased over time (from 53.1 percent in 2015 to 52.1 percent in 2018). In turn, higher education 

 
144 See https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-39152602 [in French]. 
145 The RESEN notes that no higher education students were supported by the state to enter private schools during 
the 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 school years (p. 151). A 2018 news report, however, suggests 258 billion GNF, or 33 
percent of the MESRS total budget, continued to be expended on such scholarships in 2017 (Jeune Afrique, 
“Universités: en Guinée, le privé joue sa survie,” 2018, 
https://www.jeuneafrique.com/mag/549104/economie/universites-en-guinee-le-prive-joue-sa-survie/). One 
government stakeholder noted that scholarships continue to be provided for students who had received the 
scholarships prior to the announcement of their discontinuation and who have yet to finish their studies.  
146 From RAPs 2016-2018. Unit costs from RESEN, p.163. 
147 The GPE target for domestic financing for primary education as a share of total domestic education financing of 
45 percent applies to countries which have not reached Universal Primary Education (UPE), such as Guinea. 
148 UNESCO UIS reports primary education expenditures as increasing over the 2014-2017 period, rather than 
decreasing, from 38.9 percent in 2014 to 40.5 percent in 2017. Nevertheless, based on the RAPs and UNESCO UIS 
data, it can be surmised that expenditures on primary education have represented approximately 40 percent of total 
education expenditures, and remain below the 45 percent GPE target. 

 

https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-39152602
https://www.jeuneafrique.com/mag/549104/economie/universites-en-guinee-le-prive-joue-sa-survie/
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took up the bulk of the remaining share of education expenditures in the review period, and the sub-
sector’s share of the education budget increased during the 2015-2018 period, even following the gradual 
discontinuation of scholarships to students in private higher education institutions (see previous 
paragraph). Higher education therefore continues to take up a large share of the total education budget, 
something noted – frequently with concern – by several consulted stakeholders both inside and outside 
of education ministries.149 As noted in Table 3.12, per student expenditures for higher education (public) 
in 2016 were approximately 12 times greater than that of primary education.150 

88. Budget execution rates: Budget execution rates improved somewhat during the review period: 
execution rates for the total education budget (i.e. total budget for MENA, METFP-ET and MESRS) 
increased overall during the review period (from 76.5 percent in 2015 to 96.8 percent in 2017, before 
decreasing to 86.3 percent in 2018). Execution rates of capital expenditures, however, fluctuated 
considerably, increasing from 71.9 percent in 2015 to 112.5 percent in 2016, before dropping to 86.5 
percent in 2017 and subsequently to a low of 27 percent in 2018. Of note, execution rates of MENA’s 
capital budget lagged consistently behind that of the total budget, as it decreased between 2015 and 2017 
(from 72.7 percent to 64.9 percent), before dropping again significantly to 12.5 percent in 2018.151 The 
RAP 2016 notes that the increase in execution of capital expenditures between 2015 and 2016 is related 
to payments made for infrastructure expenditures for higher education, though the fact that it surpasses 
the 100 percent mark is noted as requiring further investigation (“mérite une analyse plus approfondie,” 
RAP 2016, p. 48). The subsequent drop in execution rates between 2017 and 2018 is noted by the RAP 
2018 as a result of budgetary constraints which precluded the pursuit of infrastructure expansion (“Le 
secteur de l’Éducation et de la Formation n’a pas poursuivi la politique d’extension d’infrastructure due 
aux contraintes budgétaires,” RAP 2018, p. 43).152 

 
149 Shares of education expenditures for upper secondary education remained stable throughout the review period; 
similarly, expenditures on TVET as a share of total education expenditures saw only a marginal increase during the 
review period. 
150 Due to the limited details provided in RAPs, the evaluation team was not able to fully establish why the share of 
higher education expenditures relative to total education spending remained almost unchanged in 2016-2018 (see 
Table 3.12), despite the abolition of public scholarships to students in private universities in 2017. Some stakeholders 
(but no documents) indicate that scholarships continue to be paid out to students who were already receiving them 
(but not to new students). The RAPs 2017 and 2018 show that despite decreasing from 608 billion GNF in 2016 to 
563 billion GNF in 2017 (RAP 2017, p.51) and 435 billion GNF in 2018 (RAP 2018, p.44), non-wage recurrent MESRS 
expenditures (which include scholarships) continue to take up 62 percent of MESRS expenditures in 2018 (ibid). The 
RAPs also show that MESRS wage expenditures jumped significantly between 2017 and 2018, from 140 to 207 billion 
GNF, meaning overall MESRS recurrent spending was stable despite the decline in non-wage spending (ibid). The 
reason for this reported jump in MESRS wage expenditures could not be established by the evaluation team. 
151 Data drawn from RAPs 2016-2018.   
152 The evaluation could not establish a conclusive reason for why MENA’s disbursement rates for budgeted capital 
expenditures are the lowest of any of the education ministries. One international stakeholder suggested that this 
may be due to the fact that donors invest heavily in basic education, meaning the government felt less pressed to 
invest its own funds in this area. Another suggested a political economy explanation, whereby wealthier, more 
politically influential groups have an interest in education resources being channeled to higher education (including 
scholarships for private higher education institutions) rather than to public basic education, which their children do 
not attend. Finally, one domestic stakeholder suggested that MENA’s capital expenditures was shrinking as some 
school-level funding was increasingly being channeled directly to sub-national entities through the Agence Nationale 
de Financement des Collectivités (though this would not explain why budgeted amounts are not shrinking). Overall, 
however, other stakeholders and documents consulted did not provide evidence to triangulate these hypotheses. 
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89. Altogether, the sector’s domestic financing did not improve substantially during the review period. 
Slight budgetary increases remain insufficient relative to the needs of a growing school population. 
Moreover, spending – particularly capital spending – remains disproportionately focused on higher 
education, despite the planned discontinuation of scholarships to students of higher education 
institutions. Whilst some governmental stakeholders argued that the education sector had in recent years 
risen as a national / presidential priority, the data overall does not confirm this picture: the PNDES 2016-
2020 only commits six percent of its total projected expenditures to education,153 and the limited 
(inflation-adjusted) budgetary increases observed during the review period resulted from a strike-induced 
settlement. Although Guinea’s economic growth during the period154 may have provided a positive 
enabling environment for the 5-10 percent increase in real sector spending witnessed since 2015, growth 
in public sector spending has actually lagged behind GDP growth, as education’s share of GDP decreased 
from 2.5 percent in 2015 to 2.2 in 2017 (UIS data). 

International Financing  

Finding 10:  After dropping between 2011 and 2014, sector ODA and basic education ODA 
both recovered in 2015-2017 due to increasing contributions from a number of 
bilateral donors. However, the period witnessed no progress in terms of donor 
harmonization or alignment, with most external funding still project-based. 

90. Overall, education official development assistance (ODA) to Guinea in the past decade has 
remained relatively stable, despite some fluctuations (see Figure 3.1). Education ODA increased from 
US$38.1m in 2015 to US$47.1 m in 2017, following a period of consecutive annual decreases between 
2011 and 2014 (from US$40.8m to US$30.7m). 

91. Aid to education as a share of overall ODA also increased during the 2015-2017 period, from 6.2 
percent in 2015 to 9.2 percent in 2017, though it remains below a high of 15 percent in 2010.155 The 
relatively lower share of ODA allocated to education since 2012, shown in Figure 3.1, is primarily due to 
large increases over the 2012-2016 period in total ODA allocated to Guinea, driven by two external events. 
First, in 2012 and 2013, total ODA figures more than doubled, relative to 2011, due to large (bilateral and 
multilateral) debt relief initiatives linked to Guinea’s gradual return to constitutional rule. In those two 
years, debt relief made up over half of recorded ODA, depressing all other sectors’ ODA shares.156 Second, 

 
153 Pillar 3 of the PNDES, “Inclusive Development of Human Capital,” is aimed at improving the average life 
expectancy and overall access to education among Guineans, and is projected to take up 38.2 percent of total PNDES 
costs, the second-highest among the other pillars and behind Pillar 2, “Sustainable and Inclusive Economic 
Transformation” (49.3 percent of PNDES costs). More specifically, education and technical training is projected to 
constitute 6 percent of total PNDES costs. See PNDES 2016-2020, p. 137.  
154 Annual real GDP growth in Guinea increased substantially from 3.8 percent in 2015 to 10.8 percent in 2016, before 
reaching a high of 13.3 percent in 2017 (World Bank data, see chapter 2). Reports on national budget execution 
produced by the Ministry of the Budget indicate that executed Guinean national budgets have also increased in 
recent years, from approximately 12.8 trillion GNF (US$1.4 billion) in 2017 to 16 trillion GNF (US$1.7 billion) in 2018 
(Ministère du Budget, Rapport sur l’exécution du budget annuel, 2017 and 2018).  
155 Data is drawn from the OECD-CRS database which compiles flows from multilateral and bilateral donors (both in 
and outside the OECD development assistance committee, DAC). Data thus reflects limitations inherent to the OECD-
CRS dataset (such as incomplete reporting from certain non-DAC donors, such as Saudi Arabia). Data past 2017 was 
not available at the time of writing. Figures in this paragraph and Figure 3.1 exclude GPE funds, to enable a clear 
picture of trends in other donors’ contributions. 
156 If, as in Figure 3.1, ODA is calculated net of debt relief, education’s share of total ODA declined much more slowly, 
from 13.7 percent in 2011 to 11.7 percent in 2012 and 11 percent in 2010. In that period, ODA shares of general 
budget support increased substantially, and those of the health sector increased modestly. 
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in 2014-2016, total ODA figures (net of debt relief) jumped as humanitarian and health sector ODA rose 
substantially in response to the Ebola outbreak, correspondingly lowering education’s share of total ODA 
from 11 percent in 2013 to 6-8 percent in 2014-2016 (net of debt relief). However, except for 2014 when 
education ODA fell slightly in absolute terms, the decrease in education’s share of total ODA appears to 
have been driven predominantly by Ebola-induced jumps in total ODA, rather than a de-prioritization of 
education per se. Additional ODA for the health sector therefore does not appear to have competed 
directly with education ODA, which recovered in 2015 and reached new record highs in 2016 and 2017. 

Figure 3.1 Education ODA to Guinea excluding GPE funds, 2009-2017 (constant 2017 US$ millions) 

 

92. Bilateral donors remained the principal source of education ODA to Guinea. Key bilateral donors 
include France (US$57.5m, 44.0 percent of non-GPE sector ODA in 2015-2017), Germany (US$26.2m, 20.0 
percent) and Saudi Arabia (US$11.4m, 8.7 percent), followed by Japan, the USA and Kuwait. In turn, the 
World Bank represented the largest multilateral donor at 6.1 percent of non-GPE education ODA for the 
2015-2017 period (US$8m), followed by UNICEF (US$3.2m) and the World Food Program (WFP, US$1.6m).  

93. The overall increase in education ODA during the 2015-2017 appears to have been driven by the 
following: (i) substantial increases in annual German ODA between 2014 and 2016 (from US$6m to 
US$10.8m), linked to the launch of the second phase of the GIZ-led Promotion de l’Éducation de Base 
(PEB) project in 2015 and ongoing support for primary school construction from the KfW; (ii) the entry of 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait as significant donors in 2015 (from US$0.0m and US$0.2m in 2014 to US$5.5m 
and 4.7m in 2016, respectively), primarily supporting school construction; and (c) steady increases in 
annual ODA contributions from the World Bank (from US$1.2m in 2014 to US$3.2m in 2017).157 Looking 
ahead, the World Bank committed a total of US$60m of project funding to the Guinean education sector 
through its Country Partnership Framework (CPF) for 2018-2023, which includes a US$50m project for 
basic education which was approved in July 2019 and is set to close in 2024.158 

 
157 The end of the Ebola outbreak in 2016 led to corresponding decreases in 2017 in health sector ODA (though the 
latter remains higher than pre-outbreak) and in humanitarian ODA. However, rather than ‘freeing up’ resources for 
other sectors in Guinea, such as education, this simply led to total ODA to Guinea falling from US$622m to US$513m. 
Overall, there are no strong signs that the start or end of the Ebola outbreak strongly influenced education ODA. 
158 While referred to in the CPF 2018-2023 as the “Improving Educational Quality and Governance” project, the World 
Bank’s US$50m investment in Guinea appears as the “Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education” 
(2019-2024) in subsequently published, project-specific documentation (see World Bank, Project Appraisal 
Document – Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education, June 2019). The remaining US$10m pledged 
by the CPF to Guinea’s education sector is aimed at a regional, higher education project entitled “Higher Education 
and Centers of Excellence” (See World Bank, Country Partnership Framework for the Republic of Guinea FY2018-
FY2023, May 2018, p. 83).  
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94. ODA to basic education in Guinea increased annually between 2010 and 2016, both in absolute 
terms (from US$14.4m to US$20.8m per year) and as a share of total education ODA (from 31.2 percent 
to 42.3 percent), before dropping between 2016 and 2017 (from US$20.8m to US$17.3m; from 42.3 
percent to 35.3 percent). GPE’s ESPIGs made the largest contributions to basic education in recent years 
(US$33.2m, 2014-2017), followed by Germany (US$28.7m) which increased its annual basic education 
ODA from US$5m in 2014 to US$10m in 2015-2016 (dropping back to US$5m in 2017).159 

95. Several stakeholders interviewed (both governmental and other) noted the sector’s continued 
dependence on donor funding for capital expenditures. Indeed, the PTAB 2015-2017 suggests that donor 
contributions were projected to take up 56.3 percent of planned capital expenditures within the PSE-2. 
Subsequent reporting in RAPs (cf. RAP 2017) suggests that the government underspent on capital 
expenditures relative to plans (especially at MENA level), whilst overspending on salaries, resulting in an 
even higher share of capital expenditures which relied on external funding.160 

96. In terms of harmonization of donor funding, financial contributions from DPs during the review 
period were largely made as stand-alone projects, and external assistance in Guinea remains 
fragmented,161 in line with a history wherein efforts to create sector or sub-sector wide pooled funds have 
repeatedly been followed by periods of diminished coordination.162 The main exception to this is FoCEB, 
a multi-donor co-funded project,163 managed by the World Bank, and funded by AFD, GPE’s ESPIG, the 
World Bank, and UNICEF. The FoCEB, set up to support the PSE-2, included fewer donors than the co-
funded project previously set up to support the PSE-1 (although political instability in 2008-2012 hindered 
the latter’s operations, with KfW retreating from the fund in response to delays in organizing elections). 
In turn, the next iteration of the GPE-supported co-funded project will likely not involve the World Bank, 
which has recently launched a stand-alone project aimed at basic education (in line with the World Bank’s 
CPF for Guinea, 2018-2023).164 

97. In terms of alignment, different donors and projects have continued to employ different 
disbursement and reporting practices, resulting in a high workload for ministries and difficulties in 

 
159 In contrast, most of France’s sector ODA is allocated to higher education, and Kuwait’s aid is classified as 
‘unspecified’ by the OECD, although at least some of this supported basic education (via classroom construction). 
160 One ministry official noted that “90 percent of MENA resources are spent on salaries, so only activities funded by 
partners are realized.” One donor representative noted that “There is nothing for education quality, other than 
development partner financing”. For instance, almost all trainings available to the sector are funded by donor 
projects (RESEN, p.321). 
161 A 2017 study commissioned the AFD notes the overall “fragmentation of external financing” in the Guinean 
education sector, seen in the presence of numerous DP-led projects, each with their own targeted sub-sectors and 
specific results frameworks (see Institutions & Development 2017, p. 21). 
162 USAID’s evaluation of their Guinea Basic Education Program Portfolio from 2006 notes “cyclical waves” of donor 
coordination during the 1990s and early 2000s, in which conditional non-project budget support which was provided 
by a set of donors (USAID, the French Cooperation and the World Bank) under the first phase of the PASE (1990-
1995) was discontinued under the second phase of the PASE (1995-2000), with collaborative planning and decision-
making processes deteriorating at the turn of the century (see USAID, Program Evaluation for USAID/Guinea Basic 
Education Program Portfolio, May 2006, p.1). 
163 While the term “fond commun” suggests that the FoCEB was a pooled fund, in practice the FoCEB did not provide 
budget/sector support but operated as a multi-donor co-funded project with a distinct set of components, planned 
outcomes and activities, all focused on basic education (see Finding 16 for further details on the project).  
164 This is partly due to the World Bank’s financing timelines, which required the launch of a new project in 2019, 
whereas the new pooled fund will not launch until 2020, and to different preferences over funding modalities.  
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comparing and reconciling different funding sources.165 Certain programs such as the FoCEB showed some 
improvement in terms of implementing activities through established government services, relative to the 
pre-2015 multi-donor co-funded project which entrusted much of implementation to ad hoc structures, 
given the challenging political context. However, FoCEB financial reporting continued to be managed by 
the ad hoc C/PSE, rather than by ministries’ own financial affairs directorates. As per the PSE-2, 2015-2017 
was intended to be a period during which governmental financial management systems would be 
strengthened sufficiently to enable more aligned funding modalities to emerge after 2017. A 2017 study 
commissioned by the AFD concluded that some improvements had occurred and proposed the option of 
using a ‘Budget d’Affectation Spécial’ (BAS), a dedicated budget line aligned with governmental processes, 
to channel resources from the next ESPIG-supported multi-donor project. However, at the time of writing, 
the selection of the modality for this fund was still in progress, and other donors’ modalities remain as in 
the past.166 

98. Several factors complicate harmonization and alignment in Guinea. A primary factor, cited by 
governmental and donor stakeholders alike, is the weak leadership of the government, due to a lack of 
domestic resources and to competition between education ministries. As a consequence, ministries tend 
to accept donor funding on donor terms, without much power or incentive to promote harmonization 
and alignment across donors.167 A second factor is that political troubles in 2008-2012 reduced several 
donors’ willingness and ability to provide more aligned funding, with some donors such as KfW retreating 
from more harmonized funding modalities in that period (and not returning thereto as of late 2019). A 
related, third factor is that the disruptions in the PSE-1 period led to mis-alignment between donors’ 
funding cycles and sectoral planning cycles, with several donor projects being designed and launched 
ahead or across sectoral plans.168 Finally, a fourth factor complicating harmonization and alignment is that 

 
165 A 2017 study commissioned by the AFD found the various donor-led projects in Guinea as comprised of distinct 
“non-fungible” sources of finance, with donors each stipulating different requirements and utilizing specific tools. 
The study further posits that this significantly adds to the workload of departments in education ministries in 
consolidating and monitoring of such projects (Institutions & Development, p. 21).  
166 As with other elements of Guinea’s education sector, this has to be understood in the context of long-term 
fluctuations in sectoral capacities. For instance, minutes from an EFA-FTI Catalytic Fund Committee Meeting (Dakar, 
December 10, 2017, p.6) note with regards to Guinea that “The World Bank mentioned that the country had 
undergone an extensive audit of all ministries, and that after implementation of on-going reforms, the country may 
be ready for direct sector budget support.” However, both capacities and trust were damaged by the countries’ 
political troubles in 2008-2012, and the education sector to this day does not benefit from direct budget support.  
167 In terms of power, one ministerial official noted that donor support often feels like a ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ offer, 
with limited ministerial influence. In terms of incentives, certain central entities may face disincentives to promote 
harmonization, as poor coordination may result in several donors funding the same activities, which generates 
opportunities for rent-seeking and the misappropriation of funds. In turn, certain actors such as ad hoc project 
implementation units, funded by projects, may have incentives to hinder increased alignment as it may lead to a 
discontinuation of their units. Though some donors including the CA proposed options towards strengthening 
coordination and alignment among DPs, such potential options mostly focused on DPs already in the co-funded 
project. 
168 Examples include phase 1 of KfW/Plan International’s Promotion de l’éducation de base en Guinée (PEB), which 
covers 2013-2017, and its phase 2, which covers 2018-2021 (in both cases cutting across PSE-1, PSE-2 and ProDEG 
timelines). The World Bank’s latest basic education support project (2019-2024) was also launched ahead of the 
finalization of the ProDEG and extends beyond the ProDEG’s initial three-year costed work plan. However, 
stakeholders and documents consulted indicate that the project has been designed to align with the upcoming (at 
the time, draft) sector plan, the development of which the World Bank was involved in (see World Bank, PAD - Project 
for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education, June 2019, p. 18). 
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the degree of donors’ involvement with sectoral planning and dialogue processes varies, with non-OECD 
donors showing less involvement to date. 

GPE contributions to sector financing  

Finding 11:  GPE’s 2015-2019 ESPIG constituted over a third of external donor funding for 
basic education during the review period, and was instrumental to the sector’s 
only co-funded program. However, GPE funding requirements had little 
influence over domestic allocations, and it is too early to tell whether its 
advocacy for increased alignment of external funding with national systems will 
bear fruit at least in the context of the next ESPIG-backed program. 

99. GPE offers a series of financial and non-financial mechanisms to support the quantity and quality of 
education sector financing. Table 3.13 provides an overview of these mechanisms, grouped by whether 
they have made a significant, moderately significant or insignificant contribution to sector financing in 
Guinea. This grouping is indicative and does not constitute a formal score. 

Table 3.13 GPE contributions to domestic and international financing during the review period 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO DOMESTIC 
FINANCING 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCING 

• n/a • ESPIG funding financed 4.3 percent of total PSE-2 
costs between 2015-2018,169 representing 16 percent 
of all education ODA and 40 percent of total basic 
education ODA for the period 2015-2017.170 

MODERATE CONTRIBUTION TO DOMESTIC 
FINANCING 

MODERATE CONTRIBUTION TO INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCING 

• GPE support for sector planning: There are no 
indications that the PSE-2 2015-2017 or the 
ongoing development of the ProDEG 2020-2029 
have enabled MENA, METFP-ET or MESRS officials 
to advocate to the MEF for increased domestic 

• ESPIG funding modality: The ESPIG (2015-2019) was 
financed via the FoCEB, a multi-donor co-funded 
project. Though co-funded programs date back to the 
1990s in Guinea and although the FoCEB was itself 
only partially aligned on government systems,172 the 

 
169 US$33.1 million out of US$772.9 million. ESPIG funding disbursed for the period 2015-2018 was obtained from 
the grant’s implementation status report (ISR) dated January 2019 (World Bank, Implementation Status & Results 
Report, Guinea – Pooled-Fund for Basic Education, January 2019).  
170 Data on ESPIG contributions relative to overall ODA and basic education ODA is calculated based on OECD CRS 
data. ESPIG funding as share of basic education ODA increased from 40.4 percent in 2015 to 43.4 percent in 2017, 
while decreasing as a share of total education ODA during the same period, from 17.3 percent to 15.4 percent.  
172 GPE’s results framework indicator 29 (alignment) rates the 2015-2018 ESPIG as aligned on five out of ten criteria 
(ESPIG is aligned with the ESP, ESPIG expenditures are included in the medium-term expenditure framework, ESPIG 
is included in the national budget, government procurement rules are used, and ESPIG financial accounts will be 
audited by the government’s external auditor), and not aligned on five out of ten criteria (the national annual shows 
specific appropriations for the ESPIG’s planned expenditures, the majority of financing is directly disbursed to the 
government, the ESPIG uses the expenditure process used for the national budget, the ESPIG’s financial accounting 
is directly on the government’s systems, and ESPIG execution information is included in annual sectoral 
implementation plans). Since it fulfills less than seven out of ten alignment criteria, the ESPIG is overall rated as ‘not 
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funding.171 Yet, two governmental stakeholders 
noted that the RESEN (part-GPE funded) and the 
GPE secretariat country lead have recently drawn 
increased attention to the disproportionality of 
higher education allocations. The ProDEG projects 
a reduction in higher education allocations over 
the 2020-2030 period (from 20 to 15 percent), 
and a rise in primary and particularly TVET 
expenditures. It remains too early to tell whether 
these will be realized. 

FoCEB, of which GPE was the largest contributor, still 
constituted the most advanced form of donor 
harmonization during the review period, and it is 
likely that project would not have come together 
without GPE’s ESPIGs. However, GPE’s involvement in 
the co-funded project did not compel other donors to 
channel their support through the FoCEB or other 
multi-donor co-funded projects, and therefore had 
limited influence over harmonization beyond the four 
FoCEB-involved donors (two of which, World Bank 
and AFD, still channeled other parts of their support 
through stand-along projects during the 2015-2019 
period).173 

• GPE advocacy for donor alignment with country 
systems: LEG minutes from December 2017 note that 
a study aimed at exploring future options for 
increased alignment to national systems was 
recommended by GPE, and financed by the AFD. 
Stakeholder interviewed note the study’s significant 
role in ongoing discussions surrounding the potential 
use of a Budget d’Affectation Spécial for the future 
ESPIG, which would increase the next GPE-AFD-
UNICEF multi-donor project’s alignment to national 
systems.  

LIMITED CONTRIBUTION OR LACK OF EVIDENCE ON 
CONTRIBUTION TO DOMESTIC FINANCING 

LIMITED CONTRIBUTION OR LACK OF EVIDENCE ON 
CONTRIBUTION TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCING 

• ESPIG funding requirements: GPE requires 
countries to meet or move towards meeting the 
20 percent target and to commit to funding their 
ESP. Education sector financing as a share of total 
public expenditures increased during the review 
period, although it remains below the 20 percent 
target. Interviewed stakeholders did not perceive 

• GPE support for sector planning: There is no 
evidence to suggest that GPE support for sector 
planning contributed to increased education ODA. 
Whilst most major donor projects in 2015-2018 were 
reflected in the PSE-2 and aligned with the plan in 
general terms, several of these were designed prior 
to the plan’s finalization and were thus not directly 
influenced by it. 

 
aligned’. In terms of harmonization, GPE’s results framework indicator 30 (harmonization) rates the 2015-2018 ESPIG 
as ‘co-financed’, a notch above a ‘stand-alone’ project and a notch below a sector-wide pooled fund. 
171 Whilst the Government of Guinea broadly spent the total sums for education expected under the PSE-2 for 2015-
2017/18, specific allocations across ministries and recurrent/capital expenditures varied greatly relative to the plan 
(see first finding in this section). Moreover, the government missed its targets for the sector’s overall share of 
government funding. Available sector finance reporting in RAPs suggests that targets for 2017 (15.3 percent) and 
2018 (14.9 percent) were not met. The actual total budget executed for MENA, METFP-ET, and MESRS as a share of 
total public expenditure was 14.7 and 14.8 percent for 2017 and 2018 respectively (see Table 3.9, Finding 9). This 
does not include education-related expenditure from other ministries such as the MASPF-E.  
173 Even within the FoCEB, different donors had different disbursement requirements (e.g. one based on activities, 
one based on reports), meaning that requirements were not fully harmonized within the co-funded project. That 
said, representatives of other FoCEB donors reviewed the contributions of the ESPIG to the FoCEB positively, praising 
the ESPIG’s flexibility in terms of repurposing funds post-Ebola in 2015 or extending the FoCEB timeline into 2019, 
as well as the active participation of the GPE Secretariat’s country lead in many joint monitoring missions. 
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the ESPIG funding requirements as a driver for 
increases in domestic education financing. 

• GPE advocacy (global-level): At the February 2018 
Dakar Conference for GPE’s 2018-2020 
replenishment campaign, Guinea’s pledge 
predicted a decrease in domestic education 
expenditure’s share of total public expenditures, 
from 15.6 percent in 2016 to 15.3 percent in 
2019, and subsequently to 14.9 percent in 
2020.174 As such, the pledge mechanism is unlikely 
to have an effect on raising domestic financing. 

• ESPIG co-funding: in Guinea, although GPE’s 2015-
2019 was co-funded, it is not clear that this funding 
was ‘additional’ relative to funding that would have 
been provided if there was no ESPIG. In other words, 
there are no signs that ESPIG funding crowded in 
‘additional’ financing into the sector. It is likely that 
funds allocated to the FoCEB by the AFD, the World 
Bank and UNICEF would have supported the 
education sector (and basic education) even if there 
had been no ESPIG, given these actors’ historical 
involvement in the country and sector. 

NOT APPLICABLE / TOO EARLY TO TELL 

• CSEF grant: civil society in Guinea did not receive a CSEF grant during the review period. 

• GPE Multiplier: Guinea was not eligible for the GPE Multiplier during the review period.  

100. Overall, GPE financial contributions to the Guinean education sector stood as one of the largest 
compared to DP contributions during the review period, with GPE’s ESPIGs representing the largest 
external contribution to basic education, constituting close to 40 percent of all basic education ODA 
between 2015 and 2017. Moreover, evidence suggests that GPE made a modest contribution to the 
quality of external financing during the review period: as noted, the FoCEB may not have come together 
without ESPIG backing, and the Secretariat’s country lead advocated during the review period for a study 
(ultimately funded by the AFD) about options to increase the next co-funded project’s alignment with 
government systems. 

101. In turn, GPE appears not to have made strong contributions to leveraging additional domestic sector 
financing in Guinea during the review period. Stakeholders interviewed did not mention government 
commitments at the Dakar Conference for GPE’s 2018-2020 replenishment campaign as critical in bringing 
about improvements in domestic sector financing observed during the review period, and previous 
government pledges for 2017 and 2018 to increase education expenditures in both absolute terms and as 
a share of total public expenditures were ultimately not met. ESPIG requirements for progress towards 
the 20 percent target were also not perceived by interviewed stakeholders as a factor for increases in 
domestic sector financing.  

Additional factors beyond GPE support  

102. Additional factors which positively affected sector financing in Guinea during the review period, 
beyond GPE support, as noted throughout this section, include: (i) overall restoring of political stability 
following the ending of military rule in 2010 and period of political unrest in 2013-2015 (see Section 2.1); 
(ii) an increase in global education ODA during the review period, which may have contributed to increases 
observed in Guinea;175 and (iii) the arrival of new donors such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and concurrent 
increases in contributions from longstanding donors such as Germany, France and Japan.  

 
174 Despite the pledge outlining a marginal decrease in domestic education expenditures as a share of total public 
expenditures, the pledge outlines an increase for real expenditures in absolute terms from 1.5 trillion GNF in 2016 
to 3.2 trillion GNF in 2019. Yet historically, executed education budgets in real terms for 2017 and 2018 (1.8 trillion 
GNF and 1.6 trillion GNF respectively) were below their annual targets (2.4 trillion GNF and 2.8 trillion GNF 
respectively). See Global Partnership for Education (GPE). “GPE Replenishment Pledge for Guinea for 2017-2020.” 
175 Total international ODA to education increased from US$11 billion in 2014 to US$12.3 billion in 2017, reaching a 
high of US$12.7 billion in 2016 (Donor Tracker, Education, https://donortracker.org/sector/education).  

https://donortracker.org/sector/education
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103. Factors which negatively affected sector financing include: (i) ongoing disproportionate allocation 
and execution of domestic expenditures in higher education; (ii) limited ownership of the PSE-2 among 
ministries and DPs (see Section 3.2); and (iii) limited capacities among education ministries to apply for 
Budget national de développement (BND) funding (see Finding 12 below). 

104.  An additional factor which affected sector financing was the nationwide teachers strikes in 2017-
2018 which resulted in increases in domestic expenditures on teacher salaries. Whilst this may have 
contributed to increasing budget allocations to the sector, perceptions of this change were mixed among 
consulted stakeholders, some seeing in it a contribution to making the teacher profession more attractive, 
whilst others seeing it as a costly, political measure which would not improve the quality of teaching. 

105. There was no direct evidence that GPE’s financial support to basic education displaced or 
discouraged domestic or international financial support for the sector/sub-sector, although one 
international stakeholder expressed the concern that donor funding for primary/secondary school 
construction had led the government to invest less in these areas, arguing that this explains the fact that 
MENA’s disbursement rates for budgeted capital expenditures are the lowest of any of the education 
ministries.176 Further, the fact that GPE ESPIG’s have been concentrated on basic education (much like 
funds from several other funding partners) has generated unintended negative effects in other ways. For 
example, stakeholders at MESRS and METFP-ET expressed the sentiment that GPE support is not 
genuinely responsive to country priorities, as well as frustration about being solicited to participate in 
sectoral planning and monitoring processes from which they do not directly benefit (in their own 
perception), and for which they consequently feel limited ownership (see Finding 13). 

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 12:  GPE had limited influence over the amount and quality of domestic education 
financing during the review period. Though this challenges some assumptions in 
GPE’s country-level theory of change, stakeholders identified at least two other 
avenues through which GPE could influence domestic financing in the future.  

106. In Guinea, there was limited evidence to support the two underlying financing assumptions of GPE’s 
country-level ToC (see Table 3.8). Assumption two – that external/contextual factors permitted national 
and international stakeholders to increase/improve the quality of sector financing – only partly held. 
Whilst some efforts were made to strengthen donor coordination through the FoCEB, as well as its 
upcoming successor, increased harmonization was complicated by the misalignment of donor funding 
timelines as well as by tensions generated by the GA selection process for the upcoming GPE ESPIG. In 
turn, increased alignment was complicated by the hesitance of certain donors to channel funds through 
permanent ministry structures, as some financial management capacity development activities planned 
under the PSE-2 have not, as of yet, been completed (see section 3.5, Finding 15). 

107. In turn, assumption one – that GPE has sufficient leverage to influence the amount and quality of 
domestic education sector financing – did not hold. As noted earlier in this section, GPE has had limited 
influence over domestic education financing in Guinea. The amount of such funding has risen only slightly, 
driven largely by strike-induced salary increases and by large capital expenditures in the higher education 
sector, with little identifiable influence of ESPIG funding requirements or GPE secretariat advocacy. GPE’s 

 
176 The stakeholder noted that one way for this to happen would be for the government to count classrooms funded 
by donors against its own classroom targets, whilst re-purposing the funds it had itself allocated for these 
classrooms. However, the evaluation team could not formally verify this possibility.  
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limited influence over domestic financing in Guinea is no surprise, as this issue has been noted in the 
synthesis report for the first year of country-level evaluations,177 and the GPE Board is already in the 
process of exploring a new mechanism to support countries in funding education.178 

108. In Guinea, the evaluation came across two options to potentially support domestic fund-raising. 
The first was mentioned by representatives of a non-education related ministry. These stakeholders noted 
that all ministries need to prepare documentation and studies to access funds from the national 
development budget (budget national de développement, BND), the government-wide fund for 
investment/capital expenditures. They further noted that ministries’ low capital expenditures may at 
times be due to their inability to submit proposals of sufficient quality to be endorsed by the ministry of 
finance, and that a way donors could help ministries mobilize domestic funding would thus be to provide 
technical assistance to strengthen domestic funding requests. This suggests an avenue for resolving a 
potential obstacle to domestic capital expenditures.   However, one development partner representative 
challenged the idea that capacity gaps of this kind are a major impediment to domestic funding, arguing 
that the national development budget was simply not resourced well-enough to satisfy demands from all 
sectors. Low capital expenditures are therefore likely to result from either (a) macro-economic budget 
constraints, cited in the RAP 2018 (p.43), or from (b) the low prioritization of basic education capital 
expenditures relative to higher education (see Finding 9 in this section). 

109. A second option to secure capital investments for basic education may be to involve the 
government as a co-funder in the ESPIG-supported project, tying donor disbursements to corresponding 
government disbursements for shared activities. Beyond providing a concrete incentive to the 
government to fund capital or non-salary recurrent investments (since every coin invested brings in co-
funding from donors), this co-funding approach supports scaling and sustainability as pilot approaches are 
immediately funded by the government, and costs can be gradually transferred to the national budget. 
According to one ministry official, this approach was more common in the past but has not been used 
extensively in Guinea in recent years. Looking across the region, this approach has been successfully used 
in The Gambia, where the government co-funded the 2014-2018 Results for Education Achievement and 
Development (READ) project, and where several initially donor-funded projects have been gradually 
transferred to and scaled by the government.179 

 
177 See https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-02-gpe-synthesis-report-country-level-
evaluations_0.pdf  
178 The Education Sector Investment Case (ESIC) is a new GPE mechanism currently still being piloted. It was not 
applied in Guinea during the review period. 
179 See the corresponding Gambia Country-Level Evaluation report, e.g. p.37. Retrieved October 2019. 
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2018-10-gpe-final-report-evaluation-the-gambia.pdf. In 
Guinea, the evaluation team encountered one example of a donor (the Islamic Development Bank, IsDB) which 
secured an agreement from the government to co-fund the construction of classrooms (whereas other donors 
expect the government to provide the land for construction, but not necessarily direct co-funding). The IsDB’s co-
funding arrangement appears to have worked as the government disbursed close to the amount promised (US$1.5m 
relative to US$1.7m), with the gap due to fewer schools being constructed than expected due to implementation 
delays. Source: Banque Islamique de Développement, Fiche de Projet: Project d’Appui au Programme du Secteur de 
l’Enseignement Primaire (2012-2018), Revue de la Performance du Portefeuille de la BID en Guinée, 2019. 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-02-gpe-synthesis-report-country-level-evaluations_0.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2019-02-gpe-synthesis-report-country-level-evaluations_0.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2018-10-gpe-final-report-evaluation-the-gambia.pdf
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Finding 13:  In Guinea, a country with several education ministries and an increasing focus 
on TVET, the concentration of ESPIG funds on the basic education sub-sector has 
generated questions on how responsive to country needs GPE’s support is. 

110. GPE is a partnership, of which developing country partners and major bi- and multi-lateral actors, 
including their country offices, are crucial actors. This partnership has sector-wide aspirations, and 
accordingly encourages sector-wide planning, monitoring, financing, and results. In theory, the fact that 
GPE’s own funds have historically concentrated on funding basic education do not mean that the 
partnership as a whole focuses on basic education, as other actors – domestic and international – do, in 
Guinea and in other countries, fund the TVET and higher education sub-sectors. 

111. In practice, however, the concentration of ESPIG funds on basic education has in Guinea resulted in 
the impression that the partnership as a whole prioritizes basic education over other sub-sectors – and 
indeed, the three primary goals of the GPE 2016-2020 strategy focus on pre-primary, primary and lower 
secondary indicators. In the Guinean context, this presents several challenges. First, as previously noted, 
it frustrates ministries (such as the MESRS and METFP-ET) who receive limited direct support, and 
consequently feel little ownership for sector-wide processes at the heart of GPE’s country-level 
operational model. Secondly, it threatens to deepen feelings of inter-ministerial competition, which, as 
one governmental stakeholder noted, can occasionally translate into frictions between officials from 
different ministries. Finally, it contributed to the perception that GPE’s ESPIGs were informed more 
strongly by GPE’s global priorities (basic education, and specifically equity, quality and efficiency, as per 
GPE’s 2016-2020 strategy) than by national priorities. For instance, governmental stakeholders from 
various ministries (not just METFP-ET) reflected on the great importance of TVET in a context in which 
many children have dropped out of school, and/or have never attended school, and/or are unlikely to be 
able to gain employment from the low-quality education they receive, even if they make it through 
secondary education.180 In that context, several stakeholders believed that it would be important for GPE 
to support the scaling of the TVET sub-sector, to turn it from an ‘alternative avenue’ for drop-outs into a 
pillar of the education system and economy (beyond existing GPE support for ‘second-chance’ and ‘non-
traditional’ education for school drop-outs and OOSC). As one MENA stakeholder noted, echoing several 
colleagues: “The GPE must change paradigm… nothing is done to encourage the young to take up technical 
education.”181 

112. For the upcoming ESPIG, it appears that some of the current tension around sub-sectoral 
allocations, and TVET funding in particular, may be alleviated by the fact that the ESPIG will be co-funded 
by AFD funds which will partly support the TVET and higher education sub-sectors. Combining ESPIG funds 
with other funds in this fashion will likely support the perceived relevance of the upcoming co-funded 
project as well as the ProDEG itself. However, going forward, GPE may want to clarify to countries the 

 
180 This concern for TVET, related to providing employment opportunities for youth, may be partly linked to the 
concern – also observed in neighboring countries – that unemployed youth may join armed groups that operate in 
part of the region, or leave and attempt a dangerous journey to Europe. 
181 Of note, the METFP-ET, in charge of TVET, also suffers from a lack of domestic funding. The increased importance 
accorded to TVET by the government, as described by stakeholders, is not yet reflected in the national budget. The 
main donor project to support youth employability and vocational training during the period – albeit primarily for 
university-aged youth – is the World Bank’s Stepping up Skills project (BoCEJ 2014-2021), which provides training 
and coaching, although it has encountered implementation challenges (see World Bank, Implementation Status & 
Results Report: Guinea – Stepping Up Skills Project, December 2019). Under the upcoming World Bank Country 
Partnership Framework FY2018-2023 for Guinea (May 10, 2018), the Bank plans to maintain support for TVET, 
although most of its additional funding for the sector will focus on basic education, particularly early childhood. 

 



60 FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 

© UNIVERSALIA 

extent to which its own ESPIG funds are available to support TVET activities and ministries, where country 
and context call for it. 

3.5 GPE contributions to sector plan implementation182 

Overview 

113. Table 3.14 provides an overview of evaluation findings on sector plan implementation and on 
related GPE contributions during the review period. These observations are elaborated on through the 
findings and supporting evidence presented below. 

Table 3.14 Overview: CLE findings on sector plan implementation and related GPE contributions, 
2015-2019 

PROGRESS MADE TOWARDS SECTOR 
PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

DEGREE OF GPE CONTRIBUTION 
DEGREE TO WHICH 

UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS 
LIKELY HELD TRUE183 

Mixed. Some interventions in 
education quality and sector 
management, initiated under the 
PSE-1, were continued and delivered 
on-target under the PSE-2. 

However, PSE-2 implementation fell 
short of several targets, especially in 
school construction. 

Mixed. GPE’s ESPIG 2015-2019 
contributed to the implementation of 
key activities within the PSE-2. However, 
it fell short of its own targets, and the 
extent to which its activities will be 
scaled up or sustained by the 
government is unclear. GPE’s non-
financial contributions to 
implementation were limited.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Strengths and weaknesses of sector plan implementation  

Finding 14:  The PSE-2 continued the delivery of some key interventions in education quality 
and management which were initiated under the PSE-1. However, 
implementation of the PSE-2 fell short of several of its targets, due to weak 
ministerial plan ownership and implementation systems, to contextual 
challenges, and to lower-than-planned MENA capital expenditures. 

114. Several factors noted in previous sections presented challenges for sector plan implementation 
during the review period. As noted in chapter 2, difficult contextual factors hindered PSE-2 
implementation at various moments in the 2015-2019 period (Ebola in its early years, teacher strikes more 
recently). As noted in section 3.2, the PSE-2 and its multi-year action plan (PTAB) were of satisfactory 

 
182 This section addresses evaluation questions 1.3 and 1.4, as well as to (cross cutting) CEQs 3.1 and 3.2. 
183 For sector plan implementation, the six underlying assumptions in the country level ToC were: (1) Relevant 
government actors have the motivation to implement the sector plan; (2) government actors have the opportunity 
(resources, time, conducive environment) to implement the plan; (3) government actors have the technical 
capabilities to do so; (4) country level stakeholders have the motivation and opportunity to align their own activities 
with the priorities of the ESP; (5) country level stakeholders take part in regular, evidence based joint sector reviews 
and apply resulting recommendations to enhance ESP implementation; and (6) the sector plan includes provisions 
for strengthening EMIS and LAS to produce timely, relevant and reliable data. 
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quality, but were largely perceived as external resource-mobilization documents, and therefore only 
weakly translated into ministerial operational priorities. As noted in section 3.3, non-MENA ministries 
continued to follow their own (older) plans; PSE-2 annual implementation plans were only prepared for 
some years; and the plan’s coordination unit (C/PSE) has focused more on FoCEB implementation than on 
PSE-2 implementation. Moreover, as noted in section 3.4, adequate plan financing at the aggregate level 
obscures insufficient domestic capital expenditures at the basic education level, relative to anticipated 
amounts. Altogether, the PSE-2 was never implemented as a plan per se. Instead, progress relied on the 
piecemeal implementation of several donor-funded projects as well as on uneven domestic financing and 
was inhibited by contextual challenges ranging from the Ebola crisis in 2014-2015 to teacher strikes in 
2016-2017.184 

115. These factors explain the implementation challenges faced by the PSE-2 during the review period, 
described in the rest of this finding. Overall, notwithstanding data challenges in assessing the state of PSE-

 
184 The fact that the PSE-2 was a TEP was not found to significantly affect its implementation (either negatively or 
positively), relative to other factors cited. At most, the short implementation timeline may have contributed to 
several objectives being too ‘ambitious’ relative to available time and budget (as noted in the PSE-2 appraisal, not 
least in relation to construction targets, p.23). However, being (too) ambitious is not necessarily linked to being a 
TEP, as the ProDEG appraisal equally describes the ten-year program as such (which is not necessarily negative). 
185 The PSE-2 results framework is in reference to the PSE-2’s logic model (Annex 1), provided to the evaluation team 
in Excel format, which details planned results, and activities for each PSE component, and ultimately outlines 
baseline values and targets for years 2015-2017. 
186 Examples of activities mentioned in the PSE-2 results framework but not reported on in RAPs include “school 
projects to be developed by ENIs” (Result 2.2.2, Activity 3), “development of a tutoring system” (Result 2.2.4, Activity 
2), “elaboration of technology programs for lower secondary schools” (Result 2.2.3, Activity 2), among others.  
187 For example, while the 2017 RAP reports on the production and distribution of CP1 and CP2 booklets, notebooks, 
abécédaires, and teaching guides for that year, the 2018 RAP reports only on a general number of textbooks 
produced and distributed. Another example of this is in the reporting of the extension of national coverage of school 
feeding, which is seen in 2015 and 2016 RAPs, but no longer reported on in 2017 and 2018 RAPs.  

 

Box 3.3. Data limitations with regards to assessing the state of sector plan implementation  

As noted in Section 3.3, the quality of RAP reporting on sector plan implementation was limited throughout the 
review period, despite some improvements in recent years. Specific challenges include: 

Uneven level of reporting on activity-level progress across years: Reporting on progress against annual activity-
level targets was limited in the 2015 RAP compared to those of later years during the review period, which in turn 
constrains the evaluation’s ability to detect possible key achievements made that year. Furthermore, while the 
PTAB covers the period 2015-2017, only the 2016 and 2017 RAPs provide detailed reporting on annual execution 
of individual PTAB activities. The 2018 RAP does not provide detailed reporting on the PTAB as in previous years.  

Targets for several activities differ across documents: Annual targets noted in RAPs for several key activities 
planned in the PSE-2, such as in-service teacher training and classroom construction differ from those indicated in 
the PSE-2 result framework.185 Examples of this can be seen in Table 3.15, which compares number of classrooms 
constructed during the review period versus both RAP and PSE-2 targets. Changes in targets are not discussed or 
explained in the RAPs.  

Uneven depth of reporting across different activities: While the PSE-2 results framework provides activity-level 
targets across a large number of activities, a substantial number of activities are not reported on across RAPs, and 
as such the extent to which such activities have been implemented remains unclear.186 Furthermore, activities 
reported on in RAPs often differ across years, thus allowing for only partial reporting on several activities.187  
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2 implementation (see Box 3.3 below), available documentation suggests that the PSE-2 failed to reach 
most of its intended targets: 

▪ At the outcome level, only 11 of 70 PSE-2 results indicator targets were met by 2018. A detailed 
review is provided in Appendix VII, and sectoral outcome/impact-level trends are further discussed 
in chapter 6. 

▪ At the activity level, though data is not available for each year, RAPs for 2016 and 2017 indicate that 
approximately half of the more than 300 activities planned for each year were completed.188 

116. Table 3.15 provides an overview of key planned PSE-2 interventions that were achieved, partially 
achieved and not achieved between 2015 and 2018. The table also notes selected achievements during 
the period which were not explicitly included in the sector plan. Given that the PTAB outlined hundreds 
of activities, the presentation in the table is indicative, not exhaustive. 

Table 3.15 Review period achievements against PSE-2 activity-level targets, 2015-2018189 

ACCESS AND EQUITY 

(PSE-2 Priority 1: Progressing 
towards universal primary 

education and reducing disparities) 

QUALITY 

(PSE-2 Priority 2: Improving quality and 
relevance of teaching and learning at all 
levels; Priority 3: Developing training in 

line with national economic needs at the 
technical, vocational and higher education 

levels) 

MANAGEMENT 

(PSE-2 Priority 4: Strengthening 
governance of the sector by improving 

steering, coordination, deconcentration 
and decentralization) 

KEY ESP ACTIVITY TARGETS FULLY ACHIEVED BY 2018 

• Literacy campaign: 97,917 
adults trained under 
functional literacy campaigns 
between 2016 and 2018 
(slightly above PSE target of 
97,891 by 2017).190 

• Early grade reading:191 Extension of 
schools utilizing early grade reading 
pedagogies from 80 in 2014 to 250 
in 2018 (met PSE-2 target of 250 by 
2017); in-service training of 670 
teachers and teacher trainers in 
early grade reading pedagogies 
(met PSE-2 target of 635 by 
2017);192 EGRA learning 
assessments (met PSE-2 target). 

• Learning assessments: In addition 
to EGRA, learning assessments 
were for CE2 and CP2 in 2016 and 

• School improvement grants 
(Plans d’Amélioration d’École, 
PAEs): Grants aimed at improving 
learning activities, school 
environments and monitoring of 
teachers were made to 6,777 
schools by 2017.195 

• School-based management: 
Extension of training in school-
based management, Formation 
en Gestion à la Base (FGB), to 

 
188 152 of 309 planned activities (49.2 percent) in the PTAB for 2016 were reported as completed, while 176 out of 
329 activities (53.5 percent) were reported as completed in 2017. 
189 Data in this table was collected from RAPs for 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018. 
190 World Bank. Implementation Status & Results Report, Guinea- Pooled-Fund for Basic Education, June 2019. 
191 In-country stakeholders and government documents referred to the introduction of early grade reading 
pedagogies and learning assessments for early grade reading collectively as “EGRA” or “the EGRA approach.” For the 
purpose of this evaluation, the use of the term EGRA refers only to the learning assessments.  
192 500 teachers and 170 teacher trainers completed training in the EGRA approach by 2017, meeting the PSE-2 
target of a total of 635 personnel receiving such training by 2017. 
195 No target is mentioned in the PTAB, but the grants are listed as an activity in the PSE-2 under the plan’s efforts 
towards deconcentration and decentralization (see PSE-2, p. 68). 
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2017 respectively (no specific 
targets for number of learning 
assessments in PSE-2). Trials for 
PASEC undertaken in 20 primary 
schools in 2018 as planned.193  

• Textbooks (primary): 
Approximately 7.8 million primary 
level textbooks were printed and 
distributed by late 2018. However, 
these were behind schedule (PSE-2 
target: 7.8 million by 2016/17), and 
there were some differences in the 
number of textbooks printed and 
distributed across sources.194      

256 primary schools in between 
2015 and 2019.196 

• Transfer of financial resources to 
decentralized MENA structures: 
425 DSEEs, 8 IREs and 38 
DPEs/DCEs reported receiving 
grants in 2018, as planned. 

• Study on diversification of 
pathways to upper secondary 
education (la diversification des 
filières d’enseignement au lycée), 
completed in 2018.  

• Study on expansion of basic 
education completed in 2018. 

• Annual statistics yearbooks: 
Statistics yearbooks printed for 
each year between 2016 and 
2018 for pre-primary, primary 
and secondary sub-sectors, as 
well as for NAFA centers. 

KEY PSE-2 ACTIVITY TARGETS NOT FULLY ACHIEVED BY 2018 

• Construction (preschools): 
Renovation of 20 Centres 
d’encadrement 
communautaire (CECs) in 
three regions partially 
completed by 2018 (reported 
as 68 percent). No evidence 
to suggest construction of 

• Pre-school teacher training: 
Piloting of pre-service preschool 
teacher training for 65 teachers at 
three ENIs in 2015. Total of 131 
teachers trained between 2015-
2018 (including those trained as 
part of the pilot), short of PSE 
target of 632. 

• Harmonization of human 
resource databases: 
Harmonization of MENA and 
METFP-ET databases, as well of 
MENA’s planning and statistics, 
public service and human 
resource departments not yet 
completed by June 2019.202  

 
193 While no specific activity-level targets were outlines in the PSE-2 results framework, learning assessments, as well 
as PASEC participation, were included under Priority 2 of PSE-2, under planned improvements for primary education 
(see p. 58). 
194 According to the ESPIG ISR for January 2019, 7.8 million textbooks were produced and distributed by November 
2018. The PSE-2 target is noted in a FoCEB monitoring report for the second-half of 2018, published in February 2019 
(see MENA, “Rapport de la mise en Œuvre des activités du Deuxième Semestre 2018 du FoCEB”, p. 18). Of note, 
some sources diverged in their reporting of distribution of textbooks during the review period, with the RAP 2018 
(published mid-2019) indicating that only 223,300 primary school textbooks were distributed in 2018, despite 7.4 
million textbooks having been printed, and the FoCEB monitoring report for the second-half of 2018 itself also noting 
in an appendix that only approximately 450,000 textbooks were distributed (see MENA, “Rapport du Deuxième 
Semestre 2018 du FoCEB, p. 27). One interviewed government stakeholder noted that distribution of textbooks to 
primary schools continued throughout 2019, and this is supported by the latest ESPIG ISR (published June 2019) 
which indicates approximately 8 million primary textbooks printed and distributed by June 2019.   
196 The target related to the FGB within the PSE-2 results framework is reflected in terms of teachers’ attendance 
rate (target of 80 percent by 2017), and as such did not express the delivery of FGB training in terms of number of 
schools or teacher beneficiaries.  
202 The World Bank ISR on the ESPIG, from June 2019, notes that the harmonization of databases as “almost 
achieved” with “99% of school codes” having been harmonized (see p. 9).  
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preschool complexes (target 
of 2 for 2018), or 
construction of new CEC 
hangars during the 2015-
2017 period took place (PSE 
target: 165 for 2015-2017).  

• Construction (primary 
schools): Total of 1,224 
classrooms constructed for 
the 2016-2018 period which 
is below targets set out in 
the RAPs (1,380 for 2016-
2018),197 and in the PSE 
(3,701 for 2015-2017). 

• Construction (lower 
secondary schools): 509 
classrooms constructed 
between 2016 and 2018,198 
below targets set in RAPs 
(790 for 2016-2018) and the 
PSE (869 for 2015-2017).  

• Construction (upper 
secondary): 48 classrooms 
constructed in 2017, target 
for that year set out in RAP 
met (48 classrooms). No 
reporting of classrooms 
constructed in lycées in RAPs 
for other years, and as such, 
no evidence to suggest 
overall PSE target of 190 
classrooms constructed by 
2017 was met.   

• Literacy Centers: 224 out of 
226 NAFA centers (‘second-
chance schools,’ écoles de la 

• In-service teacher training: A total 
of 14,542 primary and lower 
secondary teachers received in-
service training in French, 
mathematics and professional 
practices, meeting FoCEB but not 
PSE-2 targets.200 

• Textbooks (lower secondary): 
Approximately 726,000 lower 
secondary textbooks printed and 
distributed by 2018, below PSE-2 
target of 1.5 million by 2017.201 

 
197 The number of classrooms constructed noted here does not include the “approximately 500 classrooms at the 
primary and secondary-level” cited as having been constructed in 2015 by the RAP 2015 (see p. 10). The RAP does 
not specify how many classrooms were built for either level of education that year, apart from the approximate 
figure of 500 across levels of education. 
198 No information provided in 2015 RAP on construction of secondary school classrooms apart from the construction 
of “approximately 500 classrooms at the primary and secondary-level” (RAP 2015, p. 10).  
200 Figure of 14,542 teachers cited from World Bank ISR for June 2019 (12,802 primary and 1,740 lower secondary 
school teachers). Targets for number of teachers receiving in-service training differ across sources. The World Bank 
ISR notes a target of 10,131 by 2018, the PSE-2 RF notes a target of 17,146 for the 2015-2017 period, while the 2018 
aide-memoire for the joint government-DP FoCEB mission mentions a target of 9,900 teachers trained by 2019. 
201 Latest ESPIG ISR indicates that 975,000 lower secondary textbooks were printed and distributed by June 2019, 
still below the PSE-2 target of 1.5 million.  

 



  FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 65 

© UNIVERSALIA 

seconde chance) reported as 
having been equipped for re-
opening. However, available 
data suggests that not all 
NAFA centers were 
functional by 2018.199 

KEY ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN IN THE REVIEW PERIOD THAT WERE NOT IN THE ESP 

 • Introduction of EGMA: EGMAs 
carried out for CE1 students in 40 
schools in 2018. 

 

117. Overall, PSE-2 activities which were delivered on target were seen especially in education quality 
and sector management, and key achievements were the extension of EGRA, the conducting of learning 
assessments, the provision of school improvement grants, and the delivery of training in school-based 
management. Of note, many of these PSE-2 activities implemented according to plan represented 
continuations of initiatives which began before the review period: (i) the first EGRA assessment was 
conducted in 2014 with World Bank support;203  (ii) CE2 and CP2 learning assessments were re-launched 
in 2012 following a period without assessments since 2008; (iii) school improvement grants launched in 
2007, with the first wave delivered in the 2010-2011 school year;204 (iv) school-based management 
training was piloted during the 2012-2014 period.205   

118. In contrast, one of the key sets of activities delivered below PSE-2 targets were school constructions 
at the primary, lower secondary and upper secondary levels. Available documentation suggests that 
expected government funds for the construction of classrooms at both the primary206 and lower 
secondary levels207 were not disbursed as planned over the course of the review period,208 increasing the 

 
199 126 out of a total of 247 listed NAFA centers were reported as functional for the 2017-2018 school year (see 
MENA, Rapport d’analyse de l’annuaire statistique des centers NAFA 2017-2018, December 2018). Two 
governmental stakeholders interviewed note that despite recent progress made in the equipment of NAFA centers, 
considerable challenges remain in the provision of trained teachers and of adequate infrastructure. 
203 MENA, Évaluation précoce de la lecture, August 2019, p. 13.  
204 “Aide-Mémoire conjoint du Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation (PSE) ” December 2011, p. 52.  
205 Following the introduction of the FGB in 128 schools during the pilot phase (2012-2014), the training was 
introduced to a total of 256 additional schools in two phases in 2015-2017 and 2017-2019 respectively (MENA, 
Programme “Formation en gestion de base (FGB)” 2012-2019, September 2019). 
206 As part of the PTAB, a total of 221.7 GNF of government funds was projected for classroom construction over the 
2015-2017 period at the primary and lower secondary levels respectively. The 2017 RAP reporting on execution of 
the PTAB indicates that government funds allocated to classroom construction at the primary-level was not 
disbursed in 2017, projecting instead that a total of 13.7 billion GNF would be disbursed over the 2018-2019. The 
2018 RAP does not provide reporting on execution of the PTAB, however, and the report does not mention the 
construction of primary classrooms with government funds in 2018. 
207 While the PTAB projected 72.2 billion GNF of government funds for lower secondary classroom construction for 
2015-2017, available information suggests 19.2 billion of government funds were disbursed in 2016 (see RAP 2016, 
p. 75). RAP 2017 reporting on the execution of the PTAB does not provide information on the execution of planned 
government funds for lower secondary classroom construction for that year, while the RAP 2018 mentions the 
construction of 48 such classrooms with government funds (RAP 2018, p. 24).  
208 The drop in the government’s capital budget execution rates for education between 2017 and 2018 is noted by 
the RAP 2018 as a result of budgetary constraints which precluded the pursuit of infrastructure expansion (“Le 
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extent to which construction hinged on donor support.209 While the notion that classroom construction 
ultimately did not meet their PSE-2 targets, and formed a substantial, if not majority, part of the PSE-2’s 
planned capital expenditures, it should be noted that several stakeholders interviewed still saw the 
classrooms which were constructed during the review period as a key sectoral achievement of recent 
years.  

GPE contributions to sector plan implementation 

Finding 15:  GPE contributed to PSE-2 implementation principally through its ESPIG 
contributions to FoCEB. While the ESPIG contributed to key activities, it is 
unclear to what extent these activities will be scaled up or sustained by the 
government.  

119. GPE used financial and non-financial mechanisms to support sector plan implementation. Table 
3.16 provides an overview of these mechanisms, grouped by whether they are likely to have made a 
significant, moderately significant or insignificant contribution to plan implementation in Guinea. This 
grouping does not constitute a formal score. 

Table 3.16 GPE contributions to sector plan implementation during the 2015-2019 review period 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

• ESPIG support to PSE-2: GPE’s ESPIG stood as the principal contribution to the FoCEB overall (US$37.8m out 
of a total of US$52.8m) and each of its components and sub-components (see Table 3.17). The multi-donor 
co-funded project was aligned with the PSE-2 and supported several initiatives of the plan. GPE’s US$37.8m 
ESPIG contributed to 4.3 percent of total PSE-2 costs, 16 percent of all education ODA and 40 percent of 
basic education ODA for the period 2015-2017. The ESPIG covered 52 percent of the PSE-2’s projected 
funding gap (see section 3.4, Table 3.10). Interviewed governmental stakeholders highlighted FoCEB 
contributions in classroom construction, in-service training of primary school teachers, and grant-making to 
schools and decentralized MENA structures. 

MODERATE CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

• ESPIG support to strengthening plan implementation capacities: While the ESPIG, via the FoCEB, financially 
supported the work of the C/PSE (the temporary cross-ministerial structure mandated with coordinating 
both the PSE-2 and the FoCEB), the C/PSE’s FoCEB responsibilities competed with its PSE-2 coordination 
role, meaning that plan-related activities (e.g. ensuring annual implementation plans were prepared) were 

 
secteur de l’Éducation et de la Formation n’a pas poursuivi la politique d’extension d’infrastructure due aux 
contraintes budgétaires,” RAP 2018, p. 43). In part, these constraints may have derived from the increasing amounts 
of the education budget taken up by higher education scholarships during the review period. Two other hypotheses 
for limited capital expenditures, noted by only one stakeholder each, were that education ministries lacked 
capacities to submit documentation of sufficiently high quality to access funds from the BND (see finding 12), and 
that donor funding for constructions may have displaced domestic funding. Whilst the latter indeed dropped, the 
evaluation team could not verify this causal link (for one, many activities not funded by donors also lacked domestic 
funding). 
209 Even donor-backed construction targets were not always achieved, due to unexpected cost increases and delays 
in procurement and construction. 
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at times delayed or not completed.210 Moreover, the planned transfer of management competencies to 
perennial structures within the education ministries experienced delays and has not yet been completed. 

• GPE support to sector dialogue and monitoring: as noted in section 3.3, GPE supported the production of 
annual statistical yearbooks, the production of annual implementation reports (RAPs), and the organization 
of an annual joint sector review. Whilst these provided opportunities for stock-taking, there is limited 
evidence that sector monitoring informed/improved sector plan implementation, due to the mixed quality 
of data, and the limited degree of follow-up on recommendations from previous JSRs and GSE (LEG) 
meetings. 

LIMITED CONTRIBUTION OR LACK OF EVIDENCE ON CONTRIBUTION TO SECTOR PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

• Funding requirement (LEG endorsement): There is no evidence that GPE’s requirement for sector plans to 
be endorsed by the LEG enhanced donor support for the plan. Several donors (e.g. KfW, GIZ, WFP, and most 
recently the World Bank) designed and approved their support programs prior to plan endorsement.211 

• CA: the coordinating agency contributed to sector dialogue and plan development, but not directly to plan 
implementation.  

• Secretariat visits: visits by the Secretariat country lead concentrated on issues of sector planning, sector 
monitoring, and ESPIG implementation. They did not directly contribute to sector plan implementation.  

NOT APPLICABLE 

• Variable tranche (VT): The VT mechanism is planned to be introduced in the upcoming ESPIG which is being 
formulated at the time of writing. As such, the VT within the ESPIG is yet to be finalized. 

• CSEF grant: civil society in Guinea has not received a CSEF grant.  

120. GPE’s most direct contribution to the implementation of the PSE-2 was its financial contribution to 
the FoCEB via its ESPIG 2015-2019 (see Finding 16 for further details on FoCEB achievements and 
contributions to PSE-2 implementation). Yet two points are worth highlighting.  First, the scale of FoCEB-
funded interventions varied, with only some activities of national/near-national scope. In particular, ESPIG 
contributions via the FoCEB to in-service training for primary school teachers and to the making of grants 
to schools and decentralized MENA structures are likely to have covered a substantial proportion of the 
Guinean education sector.212 Secondly, neither available documentation nor interviewed stakeholders 
noted government commitments to scaling-up or continuing the majority of activities delivered on-target 
through FoCEB funding, with the possible exception of the extension of early grade reading pedagogies.213 

 
210 This is not a FoCEB/ESPIG/GPE issue per se, and rather relates to the government’s decision to appoint the same 
service to coordinate both the PSE-2 and the FoCEB. 
211 The sector plan largely adapted to donor-supported programs which were designed prior to its endorsement, 
rather than donor-supported programs adapting to the sector plan (see Section 3.2), and as such inclusion of 
activities within the sector plan is more a reflection of the formulation of the plan coming after the fact of the design 
of donor-led initiatives. 
212 Based on data provided by the 2017-2018 annual statistics yearbook, it is likely that the in-service training of 
primary school teachers funded by FoCEB covered more than half of all public primary teachers in Guinea: 14,522 
teachers trained across tiers during the 2015-2018 period, versus a total of 25,531 primary school teachers in 2017-
2018. In turn, grants to decentralized structures covered all 8 IREs in the Guinean education sector, and a substantial 
proportion of the total number of DPEs/DCEs and DSEEs. Finally, the number of schools reported as receiving school 
improvement grants through FoCEB support likely covered the majority of primary schools in Guinea (7,256 schools 
receiving grants, versus 6,837 public schools and 10,094 total primary schools in 2017-2018). 
213 While documents did not provide evidence for a government commitment to scale-up or continue efforts to 
extend the use of early grade reading pedagogies in schools, the RAP 2017 notes that government funds were 
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As such, the extent to which in-service training primary school teacher training, grant-making to schools 
and decentralized structures, and the functional literacy campaign will be continued likely depends on the 
continued inclusion of such programming within the next ESPIG or other donor-led initiatives. 

121. The evaluation did not identify any unanticipated, positive/negative effects of GPE support on 
sector plan implementation. 

Additional factors beyond GPE support  

122. Additional factors beyond GPE support that positively supported the implementation of the PSE-2 
were contributions by the government (mostly for salaries, but also some capital expenditures) as well as 
from other development partners, in the form of financial support and technical assistance. Some of the 
key donor initiatives noted during the review period include: 

▪ (i) school construction undertaken by JICA (primary and lower secondary classrooms), the Islamic 
Development Bank (primary classrooms), the Kuwait Fund for Arab Economic Development (lower 
secondary classrooms), the Saudi Development Fund (TVET infrastructure), and Kreditanstalt für 
Wiederaufbau (KfW) with implementation partners, Plan Guinea (primary classrooms); 

▪ (ii) GIZ’s program, Promotion de l’éducation de base en Guinée (PEB), costed at 22.1 million Euros, 
whose second phase began in 2015 and is set to end in December 2019, which focused on education 
quality through improvements to pre- and in-service teacher training, technical support to ENIs, and 
delivery of GIZ-led pedagogical approaches (Filles éduquées réussissent [FIERE] and Fit for School); 

▪ (iii) school feeding led by the WFP throughout the period, with support from Japan and USAID;214 

▪ (iv) UNICEF support, apart from its contribution to FoCEB, through its country-program aimed 
especially at improving access and education quality in preschools, and in improving education 
access for girls and children in rural areas;215 and, 

▪ (v) a US$20 million World Bank-supported program aimed at improving youth employability, 
Booster les compétences pour l’employabilité des jeunes (BoCEJ 2014-2021).216  

123. Factors that negatively affected the implementation of the PSE-2 include: (i) the outbreak of Ebola 
in 2014, which negatively affected PSE-2 implementation in its first year (see Box 3.4); (ii) nationwide 
teachers’ strikes in 2017-2018 which interrupted the normal school year, as well as the on-time delivery 
of some planned activities within the PSE-2;217 (iii) a system-wide lack of financial resources to conduct 

 
disbursed for the training of teachers in such pedagogies, as well as in the conducting of EGRAs (RAP 2017, p. 76-
77). 
214 WFP provided school meals to Guinean primary schools through its home-grown school feeding program. The 
program covered 750 schools in 2014 (see SABER, Rapport Pays: Republique de Guinee – Alimentation Scolaire, 
October 2018, p. 5), and an interviewed stakeholder noted that this has since increased to 885 in 2019, covering five 
of Guinea’s 8 total regions. 
215 Referred to in RAPs from 2016-2018 as “Appui à l’éducation de base,” i.e. support for basic education.  
216 World Bank, Implementation Status & Results Report: Guinea – Stepping Up Skills Project, June 2019. 
217 The January 2019 ISR notes that the teachers’ strikes caused a “paralysis of the education sector” in late-2017 
and led to the majority of students not attending school, with potential delays in the roll-out of programming in the 
training of teachers and school directors in school management (World Bank, ISR, January 2019). The RESEN notes 
that as a result of the teachers’ strikes, students lost between 27 to 29 percent of class hours over the course of the 
school year in 2017-2018, with the strikes cumulatively taking up eight weeks of the school year by March 2018 
(RESEN, 2019, p. 247).  
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activities as planned;218 (iv) the uneven level of ownership of the sector plan among the different 
education ministries, which in turn negatively affected the extent to which the METFP-EP and the MESRS 
implemented activities as outlined in the PSE-2 (see section 3.2). 

124. No unintended positive/negative effects of GPE support for sector plan implementation were 
registered. 

 

 
218 Interviewed government stakeholders from at least 10 different departments within the education ministries 
reported an overall lack of financial resources in the delivery of activities planned. Some specific examples of 
challenges posed by the lack of adequate funding, cited by interviewed stakeholders, included: lack of resources to 
conduct support or monitoring missions to sub-prefectures; lack of funding to conduct inspections outside of 
Conakry; financial constraints precluding the more frequent conducting of learning assessment and increasing 
capacities of MENA staff in learning assessment data analysis; lack of funding for the revision of textbooks; and the 
lack of vehicles for transportation of teachers for the purpose of deployment.   
219 UN News, “UN declares end to Ebola virus transmission in Guinea; first time all three host countries free,” 
December 2015, https://news.un.org/en/story/2015/12/519082-un-declares-end-ebola-virus-transmission-guinea-
first-time-all-three-host, retrieved 8 November 2019. 
220 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Ebola (Ebola Virus Disease) – Case Counts, 
https://www.cdc.gov/vhf/ebola/history/2014-2016-outbreak/case-counts.html, retrieved 11 October 2019. 
221 Republic of Guinea, Post-Ebola Socio-Economic Recovery Strategy (2015-2017), June 2015, p. 16.  
222 United Nations Development Group - Western and Central Africa. 2015. “Socio-Economic Impact of Ebola Virus 
Disease in West African Countries: A call for national and regional containment, recovery and prevention.” 
223 World Bank, PAD – Pooled-Fund for Basic Education (FoCEB), July 2015, p. 7.  
224 RAP 2015, p. 26.  

 

Box 3.4: Ebola in Guinea, 2014-2015 

Guinea experienced an outbreak of Ebola, beginning in mid-February 2014 and ending in late 2015 with the 
World Health Organization’s declaration of the end of the transmission of the virus.219 By the end of 2015, there 
were 2,536 confirmed deaths as a result of a total of 3,804 cases of Ebola in the country.220  The epidemic is 
noted as having disrupted the final four months of the 2013-2014 school year, with school attendance in 
affected locales dropping by approximately 35 percent between March and June 2014, as well as delaying the 
beginning of the 2014-2015 school year to January 2015.221 Students lost approximately 33 weeks of education 
due to the school closures.222  

In response to the outbreak, the government issued an Ebola response plan, Plan de riposte stratégique contre 
Ebola (PRSE), costed at US$83m,223 and outlining measures aimed at training teachers in preventing the spread 
of the disease, regular temperature-taking among students and personnel, hand-washing facilities, among 
others.224 

Following the outbreak, an additional sub-component, 1.2: School Health and Hygiene, was added to the FoCEB-
funded project, which financed the purchasing and distribution of hand-washing kits and the construction of 
latrines and water points in primary schools. The addition of the sub-component was accompanied by the 
addition of funding of US$1m from the World Bank’s ERRTF, as well a slight re-orientation of ESPIG 

https://news.un.org/en/story/2015/12/519082-un-declares-end-ebola-virus-transmission-guinea-first-time-all-three-host
https://news.un.org/en/story/2015/12/519082-un-declares-end-ebola-virus-transmission-guinea-first-time-all-three-host
https://www.cdc.gov/vhf/ebola/history/2014-2016-outbreak/case-counts.html
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Finding 16:  GPE’s ESPIG represented the largest financial contribution to the FoCEB, a multi-
donor co-funded project (with AFD, UNICEF and the World Bank) supporting key 
basic education activities of PSE-2. However, notable delays in project activities 
were seen in classroom construction, textbook distribution and the transfer of 
project management competencies to permanent MENA structures.  

125. As noted previously, GPE’s US$37.8m ESPIG for 2015-2019 channeled financial support to the 
Guinean education sector through the multi-donor co-funded project, FoCEB (US$54.3m), which aimed 
at: (i) improving access to and acquisition of basic education for hard-to-reach populations; (ii) reinforcing 
MENA capacities in evidence-based management;226 and (iii) supporting implementation of the education 
sector’s Ebola Strategic Response Plan (Plan de riposte stratégique contre Ebola [PRSE]). GPE’s ESPIG stood 
as the principal financial contributor to the co-funded project (71.6 percent), with the AFD and UNICEF 
contributing US$14.5m (27.5 percent) and US$1m (1.9 percent) respectively, as well as the World Bank 
contributing US$1m via the Ebola Recovery and Reconstruction Trust Fund (ERRTF).227 Within planned 
FoCEB activities, ESPIG funding contributions were spread across all of the project’s components and sub-
components, with the ESPIG contributing the majority of funds across all sub-components (see Table 
3.16). Because FoCEB progress reports do not distinguish activities/achievements by donor, this finding 
reports in general on collective FoCEB activities/achievements, all of which were primarily ESPIG-funded. 
228 The GA of the ESPIG (and administrator of the FoCEB) was the World Bank, and the project closed in 
August 2019. 

126. The FoCEB was designed to respond to requests from the government for support in 
implementation of the PSE-2 and the PRSE, focusing on the activities falling under the remit of MENA in 
the primary, secondary, adult literacy and non-formal sub-sectors, as well as a “limited set of 
interventions” for pre-primary education.229 An interviewed DP stakeholder noted that the design of the 
FoCEB took place in the context of the development of the PSE-2 and was steered by the government in 
terms of providing decisions on PSE-2 activities requiring FoCEB funding. Whilst this made the FoCEB 
responsive to government needs and aligned to the sector plan, two other donor representatives noted 
that it also resulted in a project with limited prioritization and broad scope, as many departments vied to 
have their activities included. In the end, the FoCEB consisted of three components (Access and Equity; 
Quality of Teaching and Learning Conditions; and Strengthened Management and Governance in 
Education), each with their respective sub-components. Details are provided in Table 3.17. 

 
225 A comparison of the ESPIG application and the project’s PAD suggests that much of the ESPIG funds for the 
additional sub-component 1.2 were taken from funds originally planned for school infrastructure, sub-component 
1.1, for which planned contributions decreased from US$16.1m, in the ESPIG application, to US$11.8m, in the PAD.   
226 FoCEB program objectives as per ESPIG application (see GPE Requête de Financement …, p. 11). 
227 The ESPIG and FoCEB covered 52 percent and 75 percent of the PSE-2’s projected funding gap respectively. See 
section 3.4, Table 3.10. 
228 While FoCEB has been closed since August 2019, neither the World Bank grant completion report for the ESPIG 
(set to be released early 2020) nor an end-of-grant evaluation (not yet undertaken) were available at time of writing. 
Information on FoCEB performance was taken from World Bank ISRs up to June 2019, as well as joint donor-
government FoCEB monitoring mission reports for the 2016-2018 period. 
229 As mentioned in the PAD for the FoCEB (p.7).  

 

contributions to the co-funded project towards allocation of funding for the sub-component (US$3.4m from 
ESPIG).225    
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Table 3.17 Breakdown of FoCEB funding and ESPIG contributions by project component (in USD 
millions)230 

 FOCEB TOTAL ESPIG 
CONTRIBUTION 

Component 1: Equity and Access 25.9231 17.8 (68.7%) 

Sub-Component 1.1: Classrooms and Furniture 15.9 11.8 (74.2%) 

Sub-Component 1.2: School Health and Hygiene 6.5 3.4 (52.3%) 

Sub-Component 1.3: Non-Formal Education and Functional Literacy 3.5 2.6 (74.3%) 

Component 2: Quality of Teaching and Learning Conditions 21.7 16.1 (74.2%) 

Sub-Component 2.1: Teacher Training and Pedagogical Support 3.6 2.6 (72.2%) 

Sub-Component 2.2: Teaching and Learning Material  7.6 5.7 (75%) 

Sub-Component 2.3: Accountability, Incentives and Decentralization  10.5 7.8 (74.3%) 

Component 3: Strengthened Management and Governance in 
Education 

5.2 4 (76.9%) 

Sub-Component 3.1: Governance and Reforms232 2.6 2 (76.9%) 

Sub-Component 3.2: Project Management and Coordination of the ESP  2.6 2 (76.9%) 

127. In terms of alignment to the PSE-2, FoCEB supported the implementation of the plan activities 
under three of its four strategic priorities, including access (through financing of primary and lower 
secondary classroom construction, provision of furniture, roll-out of functional literacy campaigns, and 
upgrading of NAFA centers), quality (through design and delivery of pre- and in- service training of primary 
and lower secondary school teachers; production and distribution of teaching and learning materials to 
preschool centers, primary schools and lower secondary schools, as well as activities aimed at improving 
decentralized and school-based management), and sector management (by strengthening M&E capacities 
of MENA in data management and analysis for evidence-base decision-making, supporting ongoing 
reforms in HR management processes, and provision of support for capacity-building of MENA for 
oversight of the project and coordination of the PSE-2). Furthermore, sub-component 1.2 School Health 

 
230 World Bank, Project Appraisal Document: Pooled-Fund for Basic Education (FoCEB), July 2015.  
231 This figure includes US$1m of funding from the ERRTF (World Bank) to sub-component 1.2: School Health and 
Hygiene.  
232 This sub-component aimed at building capacities in M&E (at the preschool-level, in the administration of EGRA, 
and in the assessment of outcomes of primary and lower secondary in-service teacher training, among others), and 
in improving data management capacities at MENA in the provision of equipment and tools for data collection and 
analysis (statistical analysis software, integration of central and decentralized databases, and expansion of existing 
databases). Furthermore, the sub-component also aimed at improving human resource management through the 
harmonization of databases across MENA departments and with the Ministry of Finance for the purpose of tracking 
teacher deployment and participation in in-service teacher training. 
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and Hygiene aimed at purchasing and distributing hand-washing kits and constructing latrines in primary 
schools, in response to the outbreak of Ebola in 2014 (see Finding 16, Box 3.4).233 

128. As of June 2016, 97 percent of the GPE ESPIG (US$36.7 million) had been disbursed.234,235 At the 
same time, only slightly more than half of the FoCEB’s outcome- and activity-level targets appeared to 
have been achieved at that time. 

▪ In general, six out of ten FoCEB project development objectives (PDOs) and 14 of 23 output-level 
targets were reported as achieved by mid-2019 (see Appendix VIII for full details on FoCEB 
achievements). 

▪ Key activities which were delivered according to their outlined targets include: the construction of 
latrines, upgrading of NAFA centers, channeling of grants to schools and decentralized MENA 
structures, and in-service teacher training for primary and lower secondary teachers. 

▪ Under-achievement of delivery of activities versus project targets were noted as of June 2019 for: 
classroom construction, production and distribution of teaching and learning materials to 
preschools, harmonization of databases across divisions (human resource, public service, and 
planning and statistics), and in the transfer of competencies in project and financial management 
to MENA’s Department of Financial Affairs (Département des Affaires Financières, DAF). However, 
several activities were still underway and most output-level targets were expected to be achieved, 
or almost achieved, in time for project closure.236 Furthermore, the extent to which other FoCEB co 
funders disbursed committed funds was at a similar level as that of GPE, indicating that any under-
achievement of activities according to targets was likely not due to significant shortfalls in 
financing.237  

129. Reasons for the delays in certain FoCEB activities largely appear to be activity-specific, rather than 
cross-cutting, with stakeholders interviewed and documents highlighting the following: (i) delays in the 
construction of primary school classrooms brought about by the termination and re-awarding of contracts 
to construction firms;238 (ii) a four-month delay in the commencement of lower secondary classroom 

 
233 In response to Ebola, US$3.4m GPE funds were redirected from several other activities (primarily classroom 
construction) to support the new school health and hygiene component. 
234 From World Bank, Implementation Status & Results report, June 2019, p. 10. Data on GPE disbursements 
disaggregated by project component was not available. 
235 It should be noted that the project was extended by approximately one year, and as such disbursements were 
spread across the five years of the project duration following the extension, rather than the four years as originally 
planned. Original closing date: July 1, 2018; closing date following extension: August 31, 2019. 
236 Project closure was scheduled for August 31, 2019 (after revision to the original closing data, scheduled for July 
1st, 2018). The final project completion report was not available at the time of writing. 
237 While reporting on disbursement of funding from other donor contributors to FoCEB for 2019 was not available 
to the evaluation team, a 2018 MENA report on FoCEB implementation notes that 82.9 percent of AFD funds 
(approximately US$10m) and 100 percent of UNICEF funds (US$1m) had been disbursed by the end of 2018 (MENA, 
Rapport de la mise en oeuvre des activités du FoCEB du semester 2 – 2018, February 2019, p. 8). 
238 According to the ISR, contracts with “poorly performing firms” were terminated following a “implementation 
support mission” carried out in November 2018 (World Bank, ISR, June 2019, p.2). The ISR (ibid, p.6) also notes that 
“Construction of the remaining classrooms for primary and lower secondary schools (as well as the provision of 
furniture) are underway and are expected to be completed by end of June 2019.” 
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construction in rural areas;239 and (iii) ongoing discussions between the C/PSE, Ministry of Public Service 
and the DAF on the implementation of a competency transfer plan.240 Available evidence suggests that 
the bulk of the planned printing and distribution of primary school textbooks under FoCEB was delayed, 
with 7.4 million out of a planned total of 7.8 million textbooks delivered to schools in November 2018, 
instead of March-April 2019 as planned,241 and ultimately short of the ESPIG target of July 2018.242 Of 
further note, no reasons were provided by available documentation on the substantial under-purchasing 
of teaching and learning materials for preschools (approximately 15,700 purchased out of 50,000 
planned). 

130. Despite its own implementation challenges, the ESPIG-backed FoCEB was a key contributor to 
sector plan implementation, and directly supported several activities which were delivered according to 
their respective sector plan activity-level targets. These include: (i) financial support for MENA’s roll-out 
of in-service primary school teacher training according to the three-tiered classification of teachers (total 
of 14,522 primary school teachers trained across tiers); (ii) transferring of financial resources to schools 
through the provision of school improvement grants (7,256 schools reported as receiving such grants by 
2018); (iii) grant-making to decentralized MENA structures, i.e. 8 IREs, 38 DPEs/DCEs and 425 DSEEs; (iv) 
financing the roll-out of a functional literacy campaign which reached approximately 98,000 youth and 
adult beneficiaries; (v) provision of financial support for in-service training of teachers in early grade 
reading pedagogies and in the conducting of EGRAs; and several other activities.243 In sum, the FoCEB – 

 
239 The bi-annual FoCEB implementation report published by MENA for the second half of 2017 notes that primary 
construction is projected to begin in May 2018. However, subsequent bi-annual implementation reports note that 
construction began in September 2018. The reports do not provide any further details on possible reasons for the 
delay. See MENA, Rapport de la mise en œuvre des activités du FoCEB du semestre 2 – 2017, February 2018, p. 10; 
and MENA, Rapport de la mise en œuvre des activités du FoCEB du semestre 2 – 2018, February 2019, p. 11. 
240 A December 2017 FoCEB report notes that design of a competency transfer plan had not yet begun (see 
Institutions & Development, “Efficacité et modalités de l’aide: diagnostic et opportunités d’un alignement renforcé 
et propositions d’évolutions pour le FoCEB”, December 2017, p. 30). The June 2019 World Bank ISR also notes that 
agreement had yet to be sought on the exact plan and start date (World Bank, ISR, June 2019, p. 10).  
241 Bi-annual FoCEB implementation reports indicate that a contract for the printing of 7.4 million primary textbooks 
with a publishing company was signed in November 2017, with the delivery of textbooks to schools originally 
scheduled for March-April 2018 (MENA, “Rapport de la mise en Œuvre des activités du Deuxième Semestre 2017 du 
FoCEB”, p. 14). Subsequent reports indicate, however, that the textbooks were printed and distributed in November 
2018, due to “difficulties encountered by MENA” in providing the printing company with the CD-Rom for the 
textbooks to be printed (see MENA, “Rapport de la mise en Œuvre des activités du Deuxième Semestre 2018 du 
FoCEB”, p. 15). 
242 Documents differed on the targeted date for, and quantity of, textbooks to be distributed, with bi-annual FoCEB 
implementation reports indicating 7.8 million textbooks to be distributed by 2016/17, and ESPIG ISRs indicating 3 
million textbooks produced and distributed by July 2018. Neither FoCEB implementation reports nor ESPIG ISRs 
provided any reasons for the differences in deadlines, nor any indication of this deadline having been pushed back. 
Nevertheless, the ESPIG ISR from June 2018 indicates only 480,000 primary textbooks were printed and distributed 
by November 2017, with the subsequent ISR (published in January 2019) indicating 7.8 million textbooks having been 
printed and distributed by November 2018, broadly in line with bi-annual FoCEB implementation reporting for the 
second-half of 2018 which indicates that an additional 7.4 million textbooks were printed and distributed in 
November 2018, on top of approximately 450,000 textbooks printed and distributed in 2016/17. 
243 Activities mentioned here appear to have been either financed exclusively by FoCEB, or principally financed by 
FoCEB (i.e. FoCEB funding was the main source of funding for the activity), based on data provided in RAP reporting 
on the PTAB in 2016 and 2017, which indicates activity-level sources of funding and disbursement.  
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and through it, the ESPIG – contributed to several of the PSE-2’s key achievements during the review 
period. 

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 17:  In Guinea, like in many low-income countries, the overwhelming share of total 
sector funding is domestic, but the majority of capital/investment spending is 
external. As such, key sector plan implementation achievements during the 
review period hinged on donor support. Though the government endorsed the 
sector plan, it did not align its systems or spending to it and faced little internal 
or external pressure to prioritize its implementation. 

131. Only one of the GPE ToC’s assumptions for GPE’s contributions to sector plan implementation, 
noted in Table 3.13, fully held in Guinea: namely, the assumption that the sector plan includes provisions 
for strengthening EMIS and LAS to produce timely, relevant and reliable data (assumption 6). A number 
of other assumptions partly held: country level stakeholders take part in regular, evidence-based joint 
sector reviews, although the resulting recommendations do not necessarily enhance ESP implementation 
(assumption 5); and country level stakeholders have the motivation and opportunity to align their own 
activities with the priorities of the ESP (assumption 4), with at least most donors pledging to support sector 
plan implementation, despite in some cases finalizing their program design prior to the plan’s 
endorsement. 

132. The three remaining ToC assumptions in Guinea are about the motivation, opportunity and 
capabilities of the government to implement its sector plan. In terms of motivation, education ministries 
as previously noted felt little ownership of the plan, particularly outside of MENA where it was felt the 
plan brought no benefits, and to some degree even within MENA where the plan was at times equated 
with FoCEB and thus perceived as a donor mobilization instrument (see section 3.2). Moreover, there is 
little public accountability for plan implementation, as the ministers in office at the time of plan design 
have changed, and as the plan is not well-known in the public and media sphere.244 In terms of 
opportunity, a certain paradox exists in Guinea. At the aggregate level, the plan funding gap was small, 
and the government disbursed the overall amounts expected under the plan’s budget (see section 3.4). 
However, many individual activities were reported as not implemented due to the lack of government 
funding (see section 3.5, based on RAPs). In other words, the government paid the full PSE-2 price, but 
obtained less than full PSE-2 results. This is partly explained by the fact that resources, though available, 
were not spent as originally intended: capital expenditures, particularly for MENA, were much lower than 
anticipated, as funding was partly diverted to unplanned but politically salient items (teacher salaries, in 
response to strikes), and in part to wholly unplanned areas that benefit a minority of students (spending 
on private higher education scholarships rocketed during the period, until it was recently interrupted 
following the discovery of irregularities in student numbers).  Overall, resource flows remain difficult to 
track due to the limited quality of PSE-2 activity and financial reporting. This relates to the last issue – 
capabilities. As described in the RESEN (2019:294), sectoral financial management remains complicated 
as several units are involved within and across ministries, managing different elements of the national 
budget. Moreover, the national budget, ministries’ various medium-term expenditure frameworks, and 

 
244 By contrast, governmental and donor stakeholders pointed to two elements to which education ministries were 
very responsive: (a) national examination results, and (b) teacher strikes. Due to their very public nature, these 
events repeatedly attracted attention and led to governmental action, including the calling in 2017 of the 
Commission Nationale de Réflection sur l’Éducation, co-chaired by one of the striking teachers unions. 



  FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 75 

© UNIVERSALIA 

the PSE-2 budget do not align in terms of structure or data. As noted in this section, although the PSE-2 
aimed at strengthening financial management capabilities, these activities have not yet been completed. 

133. Overall, the case of Guinea points to the importance of the government’s commitment to its own 
plan, as well as its capability to mainstream plan priorities and costs across its planning, implementation 
and budgetary tools. It also suggests that governments are likely to be most responsive to politically 
salient issues, pointing to the importance of raising public accountability for plans in the future.    
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4 Progress towards a stronger education system 

Introduction 

134. This section summarizes evaluation findings related to Key Question II from the evaluation matrix: 
“Has sector plan implementation contributed to making the overall education system in Guinea more 
effective and efficient?” Key sub-questions are: 

▪ During the 2015-2019 period under review, how has the education system changed in relation to 
(a) improving access to education and equity, (b) improving education quality and relevance (quality 
of teaching / instruction), and (c) improving sector management? If there were no changes, then 
why not and with what implications? (CEQ 4)  

▪ How has sector plan implementation contributed to observed changes at the education system 
level? (CEQ 5) 

▪ What are implications of evaluation findings for GPE support to Guinea? (Key Question IV) 

135. Progress towards a stronger education system is measured by drawing on evidence of changes 
that go beyond specific activities or outputs, and, instead, constitute changes in the existence and 
functioning of relevant institutions (e.g. schools, ministries), as well as changes in relevant rules, norms 
and frameworks (e.g. standards, curricula, teaching and learning materials) that influence how actors in 
the education sector interact with each other.245  

136. Table 4.1 provides an overview of system-level improvements observed in selected key aspects, 
whether the respective issue had been addressed in the TEP (PSE-2), and whether TEP implementation 
likely contributed to the observed changes.246 

 
245 See definition of ‘education systems’ in the terminology table of this report (Appendix XIII). The GPE 2020 
corporate results framework defines six indicators for measuring system-level change: (a) increased public 
expenditure on education (RF10, covered in section 3.3 on education financing); (b) equitable allocation of teachers 
(RF11, covered here under Access and Equity); (c) improved ratios of pupils to trained teachers at the primary level 
(RF12, covered here under Quality and Relevance); (d) reduced student dropout and repetition rates (RF13, covered 
in section 5); (e) the proportion of key education indicators the country reports to UIS (RF14, covered here under 
Sector Management); and (f) the existence of a learning assessment system for basic education that meets quality 
standards (RF15, covered here under Quality and Relevance). 
246 The fact that a certain issue had been addressed in the ESP does not guarantee that related changes occurred 
because of ESP implementation.  
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Table 4.1 Overview: CLE findings on contribution of plan implementation to systems change, 2015-
2019 

IMPROVEMENTS MADE 
DURING THE 2015-2018 

REVIEW PERIOD?247  

HAD ISSUE BEEN 
ADDRESSED IN THE 

PSE-2?248  

LIKELIHOOD THAT PSE-2 
IMPLEMENTATION 

CONTRIBUTED TO NOTED 
IMPROVEMENTS249 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING 

ASSUMPTIONS 
LIKELY HELD 

TRUE250 

Access: Low. Some primary and 
secondary school construction 
undertaken. However, primary 
pupil-classroom ratios 
increased, and decreases in 
secondary pupil-classroom 
ratios likely due to increases in 
private schools. Number of 
public preschools remains very 
limited.  

Yes. Primary and 
secondary classroom 
construction were key 
activities under the 
PSE-2’s priority on 
access. 

High. Classroom 
construction was a key 
priority of the PSE-2, and 
RAPs show (partial) progress 
against PSE-2 targets. 

1 2 3 4 

Equity: Low. Expansion of 
MENA-led school feeding during 
2015-2018. No evidence for 
system-level improvements in 
inclusive education, increasing 
gender equity or alleviating 
financial burden of education 
for households 

Partly. Apart from the 
expansion of MENA-led 
school feeding, the 
PSE-2 did not outline 
system-level changes 
for inclusive education, 
gender equity, or 
reducing financial costs 
of education for 
households.  

Low. While expansion of 
MENA-led school feeding 
likely linked to PSE-2 
implementation, no 
improvements noted for 
inclusive education, gender 
equity or reducing financial 
costs of education. 

Quality and Relevance: 
Modest. Pilots for changes in 
pre-service teacher training 
approaches. However, 
worsening pupil-teacher ratios 
at primary level; continued 
shortage of trained teachers.  

Yes. Introduction of 
pre-service training for 
preschool teachers and 
changes in pre-service 
training included in 
PSE-2. 

Mixed. Pre-service teacher 
training improvements likely 
driven by PSE-2 
implementation. Reforms of 
teacher recruitment 
mentioned in PSE-2, but also 
driven by work of CNRE. 

 
247 Rating options and related color coding: Green = strong/comprehensive. Amber = modest/fragmented; Limited/in 
isolated areas only – red; Insufficient data – grey. 
248 Green = yes, comprehensively. Amber = yes, albeit partly/with gaps. Red = no or insufficiently. Grey = unclear. 
Of note, the fact that an issue was addressed in an ESP does not guarantee that positive changes in this area were 
due to ESP implementation. This table thus has two columns, one for whether issue was addressed in the relevant 
ESP, and a second for whether there is evidence that improvements were due to ESP implementation (as opposed 
to, say, being due to a donor project that had little or no connection with the ESP). 
249 Green = High. Amber = Moderate; Red = Low. Grey = Insufficient data. 
250 The underlying assumptions for this contribution claim are: (1) sector plan implementation leads to improvements 
of previous shortcomings in sector management; (2) there is sufficient national capacity (technical capabilities, 
political will, resources) to analyze, report on and use data and maintain EMIS and LAS; (3) ESP implementation leads 
to improvements of previous shortcomings in relation to learning; and (4) it leads to improvements in relation to 
equity. 
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IMPROVEMENTS MADE 
DURING THE 2015-2018 

REVIEW PERIOD?247  

HAD ISSUE BEEN 
ADDRESSED IN THE 

PSE-2?248  

LIKELIHOOD THAT PSE-2 
IMPLEMENTATION 

CONTRIBUTED TO NOTED 
IMPROVEMENTS249 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING 

ASSUMPTIONS 
LIKELY HELD 

TRUE250 

Management: Modest. Gains 
made in EMIS, learning 
assessments, school-level 
management, decentralized 
management and fund 
transfers. Limited progress in 
human resource management, 
inspections and audit. New 
higher education quality-
assurance agency. 

Yes. Learning 
assessments, school-
level management, 
decentralized funds 
transfers, and 
development of EMIS 
capacities and human 
resource management 
in PSE-2. 

Partly. Improvements in 
administration of learning 
assessments, school-level 
management, and 
decentralized funds 
transfers were supported by 
FoCEB in line with PSE-2, but 
other initiatives (e.g. EGMA, 
new higher education 
agency) were driven by 
donor projects and not 
outlined in the PSE-2. 

Progress towards a stronger education system during 2015 -2019 period 251 

Finding 18:  System-level improvements during the review period were limited to localized 
pilot interventions in the areas of access, quality, and management. Primary 
pupil-classroom ratios and pupil-teacher ratios deteriorated during the review 
period, and there was little systems progress in terms of equity. 

137. This section reviews system-level changes in the review period, based on GPE priorities in relation 
to Access, Equity, Quality and Relevance of Education, and Sector Management. 

Access 

138. Efforts to increase access 
to education during the 2015- 
2019 period were seen in the 
increases in number of schools 
across primary, lower and upper 
secondary levels of 

 
251 Unless specified, data for indicators in relation to access and quality (e.g. pupil-classroom ratios, pupil-teacher 
ratios) include all schools, i.e. public, private and community-run. Data disaggregated according to school type is 
discussed in this section where available/relevant. See section 2.2 at the top of this report for numbers of schools, 
students and teachers in Guinea according to school type.  

 

Figure 4.1 Pupil-classroom ratios for primary and secondary 
education in Guinea, 2015-2018 
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education.252, 253 However, the degree to which increases in schools and classrooms kept pace with growth 
in school populations varied across sub-sectors, with pupil-classroom ratios at the primary level increasing 
during the review period, while pupil-classroom ratios at the secondary-level (both lower and upper 
secondary) decreased during the review period (see Figure 4.1).254 Additionally, the number of schools 
with multi-grade primary school classes increased overall, from 3,129 in 2015 to 4,146 in 2018.255 Of 
further note, regarding pupil-classroom ratios: 

▪ Pupil-classroom ratios increased particularly in public primary schools. Available data suggests 
that while pupil-classroom ratios at the primary level have increased across the board,256 such 
increases were seen to a larger extent in public schools (where pupil-classroom ratios increased 
from 42.9 in 2015 to 49.5 in 2018) than in private schools (where pupil-classroom ratios increased 
from 37.4 to 37.7 during the 2015-2018 period). The pupil-classroom ratio in community primary 
schools decreased from 47.7 in 2015 to 45.8 in 2018.257 

▪ Pupil-classroom ratios decreased at lower and upper secondary levels. Available data for pupil-
classroom ratios disaggregated to lower and upper secondary levels of education suggests that 
decreases were observed for both levels of education over the period, with the pupil-classroom 
ratio at the lower secondary-level decreasing from 58.3 to 55.5 during the 2015-2018 period, and 
that of the upper secondary-level also decreasing from 42.6 to 37.9 during the same period.258 

▪ However, public secondary schools, especially urban ones, continue to have high pupil-classroom 
ratios, despite decreases during the review period. While gaps in pupil-classroom ratios decreased 
across public-private and urban-rural axes of differentiation for secondary education as a whole,259 
available data suggests that pupil-classroom ratios remain substantially higher in public secondary 
schools (67.3 in 2018) than in private secondary schools (36.1 in 2018), and are especially high in 
urban public secondary schools (96.8 in 2018). 

 
252 Guinea’s National Education Orientation Law of June 1997 mandates the government to provide free and 
mandatory education for all Guineans aged between six and 16 years old 
253 See Appendix X for information on numbers of schools for primary and secondary levels of education.  
254 Pupil-classroom ratios reflected in Figure 4.1 include students and classrooms in both public and private schools, 
obtained from annual statistics yearbooks published by MENA from 2014-2018. Data on pupil-classroom ratios 
disaggregated according to public or private schools was not available for all years during the review period, and as 
such are not presented visually. Such data, where available, is instead discussed in the following paragraphs.  
255 Based on figures from annual statistics yearbooks for primary education from 2015 and 2018. Data on multi-grade 
classes was not included in annual statistics yearbooks for secondary education.  
256 A MENA report on annual primary and secondary education statistics for 2017-2018 estimates a deficit of 4,345 
primary classrooms, of which 4,167 in rural areas and 178 in urban areas (MENA, Rapport d’analyse des statistiques 
scolaires élémentaires et secondaires 2017-2018, p. 37). 
257 Pupil-ratio classrooms in urban areas increased from 47.9 in 2015 to 50.4 in 2018, and from 36.4 in 2015 to 41.6 
in rural areas. Source: annuaire primaire 2014-2015, p.60, and rapport primaire-secondaire 2017-2018, p.36. 
258 The evaluation was not able to obtain data on pupil-classroom ratios for lower and upper secondary levels for 
2016 and 2017. Instead, annual education statistics yearbooks made available for this study (2014-2015 and 2017-
2018) reflected pupil-classroom ratios for secondary education as a whole, as presented in Figure 4.1. 
259 Pupil classroom ratios for public secondary schools decreased from 72.3 in 2015 to 67.3 in 2018, as did that of 
private secondary schools, from 37.2 to 36.1. Pupil-classroom ratios for urban secondary schools (both public and 
private) decreased from 56.7 to 53.1 in the same period, as did that of rural secondary schools from 42.6 to 40.7. 
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139. Available data suggests that improvements in pupil-classroom ratios for secondary education were 
driven more by increases in the number of private secondary schools, than by increases in the number of 
public secondary schools. While the government remained the principal provider of primary education 
services in Guinea during the review period,260 the number of private secondary schools outnumbered 
public ones throughout the review period and increases in private secondary schools outpaced that of 
public secondary schools. Between 2015 and 2018, the number of public secondary schools increased 
from 613 to 680, compared to the substantially higher increase in private secondary schools from 884 to 
1,106 schools. This growth in private secondary schools continues a trend highlighted by the RESEN of 
rising shares of students enrolled in private lower and upper secondary schools, with students enrolled in 
private upper secondary schools constituting the majority of all students enrolled in upper secondary 
schools in 2016 (see Finding 25 for discussion of increasing prominence of private education in Guinea).261  

140. With regards to pre-primary education, a change observed during the review period was the 
transfer of the management of pre-primary education to MENA in August 2017 from the MASPF-E.262 
Nonetheless, the provision of pre-primary education through state-run preschools remains very limited, 
with a total of two public preschools, situated in Conakry, in the entire system as of 2018.263 Private 
preschools instead constitute the large majority of preschools in Guinea (2,067 out of a total of 2,314 
preschools in 2018), and their number increased between 2016 and 2018 from 1,800 to 2,067 
preschools.264 Pre-primary education services delivered in community centers, or Centres d’encadrement 
communautaire (CECs) were the significant alternative modality to private preschools in Guinea. Available 
documentary evidence, however, indicates that: (i) the number of CECs has decreased between 2016 and 
2018, from 398 in 2016 to 240 in 2018;265 and (ii) the majority of CECs are not functional.266  

141. Neither country-level sources of data nor UNESCO UIS data provided any information on average 
distance to schools for any years during the review period.  

 
260 Students enrolled in public primary schools as a share of total students enrolled in primary education increased 
marginally from 68 percent in 2015 to 68.3 percent in 2018.  
261 Students enrolled in private lower secondary and upper secondary schools as a share of total students enrolled 
in such schools respectively increased between 2006 and 2016, from 17 percent to 35 percent for lower secondary 
and 18 percent to 51 percent for upper secondary (RESEN, p. 49). 
262 As per decree D/2017/204/PRG/SGG of August 2017, as noted in RAP 2017, p. 19.  
263 Available data indicates that despite a decrease in pupil-classroom ratios among public preschools (from 28.1 in 
2016 to 24.5 in 2018), such a decrease was driven not by increases in numbers of classrooms (which increased from 
25 to 26 between 2016 and 2018), but instead by a decrease in number of children enrolled in the public preschools 
(from 702 children in 2016 to 638 in 2018).   
264 The RESEN notes that private preschools covered 87 percent of total children enrolled in pre-primary education 
in 2016 (RESEN, p. 48), and available data for 2018 suggests that this has increased to 91.3 percent (177,834 out of 
a total of 194,728 children). 
265 Possible reasons for the decrease in number of CECs were not provided in available RAPs or annual education 
statistics yearbooks.  
266 The Project Information Document for a World Bank project in early childhood and basic education from 2019 
notes that approximately 60 percent of CECs in Guinea are not functional due to gaps in resources and numbers of 
teachers. Furthermore, the document notes that while CECs were originally aimed towards providing families with 
a “complete package of early childhood development services” including health education, parental education and 
literacy for mothers, such a comprehensive provision of ECE services has yet to materialize (World Bank, Project 
Information Document – Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education, 2019, p. 7).  
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Equity 

142. Overall, system-level improvements in terms of improving equitable access to education in Guinea 
during the review period (2015-2019) were limited to modest improvements in national ownership of 
school feeding, with no detectable system-level gains in relation to better provision of education to 
children with disabilities, and no systemic improvements to increase gender equality.  

143. School feeding: Some efforts were undertaken on the part of the government to increase the 
coverage, and improve the management, of a government-led school feeding program during the review 
period. The PSE-2 states that the government aims to promote the extension of school feeding through 
the (i) adoption of a school feeding policy; (ii) the creation of national directorate (direction nationale) for 
school feeding; (iii) the opening of an annual budget envelope for school feeding; and (iv) mobilization of 
community-level actors and DPs in school feeding.267 With regards to the adoption of the school feeding 
policy, a donor noted that the policy remains under development with the involvement of the WFP. A 
Systems Approach for Better Education Results (SABER) country report on school feeding in Guinea 
indicates that the division within MENA charged with the management of school canteens was elevated 
to the status of National Directorate, and that a multi-sectorial steering committee for school feeding was 
established. However, the study notes that operational capacities within these structures remain low.268 
With regards to the allocation of finances within annual education budgets for school feeding, the 
government is noted as having opened a budget line for school canteens, at the level of 1.9 percent of 
MENA expenses. The same SABER study also notes that the involvement of non-state actors (community, 
civil society and private sector) remains low, especially in the conception of school feeding programs. 
Nevertheless, while coverage of government-run school canteens remains limited (approximately three 
percent of all rural primary schools), the government is noted as having increased the number of schools 
with government-run school canteens from 15 schools in 2015 to 191 schools in 2018, spread across 11 
prefectures. There is a lack of evidence about how this program has affected school perceptions and 
attendance. 

144. Cost of education: Despite the notion that basic education should be free, the latest available data 
suggests that household expenditures are substantially higher than government expenditures for both 
primary and lower secondary education.269 As noted in the RESEN, while no recent data is available on 
household expenditures, there was no evidence that the financial burden of education for households 
diminished during the review period. Neither stakeholders nor documents reviewed highlighted 
significant initiatives aimed at reducing the costs of basic education, e.g. through provision of scholarships, 
during the review period. Indeed, available information from the RESEN on recurrent expenditures by 
type, disaggregated to sub-sectors, indicates that there were no domestic expenditures on scholarships 
for the primary, lower and upper secondary levels in 2016 (cf. RESEN 2019:160). A key initiative on the 
part of the government, however, in reducing costs of higher education was the provision of state-funded 

 
267 PSE-2, 2014, p. 52.  
268 More specifically, the study posits that operational capacity gaps are seen in low competencies for planning and 
in the conducting of sensitization campaigns in rural zones. The main source for this paragraph is République de 
Guinée “Alimentation Scolaire- SABER Rapport Pays” October 2018, p. 1, 2, and 11. 
269 UNESCO UIS data only provides information on household funding per primary and lower secondary student for 
2012. Based on this data, household funding per primary student was US$52.3 versus US$37.5 government funding 
per primary student of the same year, while household funding per lower secondary student was US$107.3 versus 
US$39.5 government funding per lower secondary student. Up-to-date information on household expenditures were 
not provided by the RESEN, which noted a lack of recent studies into household expenditures on education.  
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scholarships for students in private higher education institutes beginning in 2006, aimed initially at 
compensating for the insufficient number of places in public universities, whilst continually encouraging 
enrollment in higher education.270 The RESEN estimates that approximately 89 percent of students in 
private higher education institutions received public scholarships during the 2015-2016 school year. The 
MESRS-provision of such scholarships, however, was discontinued in 2016 as it was found that many 
students enrolled were ‘ghost students’, and as these scholarships were increasingly constituting a 
financial burden for the sector, benefitting only a very small share of the population (see Finding 9). 

145. Inclusive education: No substantial gains were made during the review period in terms of system-
level change to better meet the educational needs of children with special needs and/or learners from 
disadvantaged groups. The PSE-2 did not outline substantial initiatives apart from the planned completion 
of a mapping of handicaps at the primary-level (Result 1.2.4, Activity 1 in PSE-2 results framework, 
“Développer une cartographie des handicaps”) and the construction of access ramps in newly-constructed 
primary schools.271 Stakeholders interviewed and documentary evidence suggest that an inclusive 
education project (entitled “Projet éducation inclusive”), a joint initiative between MENA and the MASPF-
E which began prior to the review period under the PSE-1, entered its second phase in 2015. However, 
the extent to which the project has brought about any detectable system-level changes during the review 
period is unclear, due largely to the lack of reporting on its execution in joint sector reviews.272 The 
management of inclusive education in Guinea continues to be spread across MENA and the MASPF-E, with 
a sizeable project (costed at US$12.5m), “Autonomisation et Education Inclusive,” led by the MASPF-E in 
partnership with MENA and the METFP-ET, having commenced in January 2019 (past the completion of 
the PSE-2, and ahead of the finalization of the ProDEG).273  

146. Gender in education: Few system-level measures were put in place during the review period with 
regards to gender equality and gender equity in education. A notable initiative mentioned by stakeholders 
and undertaken with regards to gender equality in Guinea in recent years is the GIZ-led teaching approach, 
FIERE (Filles éduquées réussissent), which is aimed at improving girls’ enrollment in basic education, 
preventing dropouts among girls and in improving the quality of teaching for girls in primary education. 
However, the rollout of the FIERE approach appears to have largely been undertaken under a GIZ-led 
project during the period 2012-2014,274 with some further GIZ-supported activities in 2017-2018 related 

 
270 As noted in a news report: JeuneAfrique, Universités: en Guinée, le privé joue sa survie,” 2018,  
https://www.jeuneafrique.com/mag/549104/economie/universites-en-guinee-le-prive-joue-sa-survie/. 
271 RAP 2016 reports that the mapping of handicaps was not completed that year (see RAP 2016, p. 78), subsequent 
RAPs do not report on the state of execution of the mapping.  
272 RAP 2015 notes the roll-out of the second phase of the inclusive education project following activities delivered 
under the project’s first phase which consisted of the identification of 160 pilot schools for the delivery of special 
education, the development of a training manual for teachers and teacher trainers and in the development of a 
national strategy for inclusive education. Subsequent RAPs, however, do not report on progress in the execution of 
the second phase this project.  
273 The principal objective of the project is the construction and equipment of Centres Régionaux d’Apprentissage de 
Métiers pour Personnes Handicapées (CRAMPH) with the view of assuring the provision of inclusive education for at 
least 800 children and improving the employability of 1,500 young people with disabilities. Due to the recent nature 
of this initiative, and the lack of reporting available on its implementation, the status of its implementation is unclear. 
274 See GIZ, “Basic education for socially disadvantaged girls,” https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19563.html, 
retrieved 16 October 2019.  

 

https://www.jeuneafrique.com/mag/549104/economie/universites-en-guinee-le-prive-joue-sa-survie/
https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19563.html
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to in-service teacher training.275There is no evidence to suggest that the use of the approach has been 
generalized across a substantial proportion of schools within the Guinean education system, and there is 
no indication that the government has scaled up the implementation of the approach.276 

147. Rural/urban disparities: several government and donor stakeholders emphasized the importance 
of reducing rural/urban disparities, and noted that some recent initiatives (e.g. school feeding, some 
classroom construction) focused on rural areas. However, most of these initiatives did not operate at 
national scale, and little recent data is available to assess whether barriers to a quality education for rural 
children (which combine demand- and supply-side constraints) have been reduced. No recent data on 
distance to school was available, and the update to the school mapping instrument used to determine 
construction priorities, planned under the PSE-2 and the FoCEB, was not completed. Data on rural/urban 
differences for key indicators is provided in this and the next chapter, where available. 

Quality and Relevance of Education  

148. Pupil-teacher ratios did not improve at the primary level, but some gains were observed at both 
the lower and upper secondary levels. Pupil-teacher ratios (PTRs) increased slightly at the primary level 
from 47.1 to 49 between 2015 and 2018. At the pre-primary level, the PTR decreased overall in the same 
period, from 42.7 to 33.9 (although it increased in the few public preschools, from 15.3 to 22). At the 
secondary level, PTRs decreased at both the lower (from 27.9 to 25.8) and upper levels (from 19.8 to 17.5) 
between 2015 and 2018. The RESEN estimates the need for the recruitment of an additional 7,450 
teachers by the state in order to achieve the benchmark of a pupil-teacher ratio of 40 at the primary 
level.277 Stakeholders and documents consulted did not indicate a clear explanation for improvements in 
PTRs at the secondary-level during the review period, other than that these were likely supported by the 
increasing number of private secondary schools.  

149. Data on pupil-trained teacher ratios (PTTRs) during the review period was not available.278 
However, available data on proportions of teachers with the minimum required pre-service teacher 
training indicates a severe shortage in trained teachers in secondary schools. While 88.7 percent of 
public primary school teachers were found to have received pre-service training from specialized teacher 
training institutions in 2018 (a figure which decreased marginally from 88.9 percent in 2015), only 19.5 
percent of public secondary school teachers in 2018 were trained in ISSEGs.279 Ten interviewed 
stakeholders (donor, governmental, other) noted inefficiencies in teacher recruitment and in the posting 
of teachers following the completion of pre-service teacher training within the Guinean education system 
as a key reason for the lack of trained teachers in Guinean schools (see Box 4.1). 

 
275 The 2017 RAP notes 400 teachers were trained in the FIERE approach that year, while the 2018 RAP notes that 4 
out of 10 ENIs received GIZ support in the implementation of the FIERE approach.  
276 The PSE-2 notes that the continuation and further integration of the FIERE approach, as it was undertaken prior 
to 2015, will not be done under the sector plan due to the high costs of the approach (see PSE-2, p. 81).  
277 See RESEN, p. 87. The primary pupil-teacher ratio recommended by UNESCO is 40:1. Pupil-teacher ratios for all 8 
regions in Guinea at the primary level were higher than this in 2018.   
278 UNESCO UIS data indicates that the pupil-trained teacher ratio at the primary level increased from 60.8 in 2014 
to 62.6 in 2016. UIS data does not provide such information for other years in the review period, nor does it provide 
information on pupil-trained teacher ratios at the pre-primary or secondary levels of education.   
279 The MENA report on primary and secondary education statistics from 2017-2018 (p.35) considered primary school 
teachers to have been “adequately trained” if they had received pre-service training from the following: Formation 
Initiale des maitres en Guinée; ENIs; Écoles Normales (EN) Higher Education; EN Secondary; EN Primary; and “Normal 
Classes” (Cours Normal).   
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150. With regards to teacher deployment, available data indicates that the equitable allocation of 
primary school teachers in Guinea improved marginally during the review period, with the country 
meeting GPE’s criteria of an average degree of coherence (R2 of number of teachers and number of 
students per school) in public primary schools of 0.8 or more.284 GPE RF data (indicator 11) indicate that 
the level of coherence was 0.81 in 2014, and RAPs report slight increases to 0.82 in 2016 and 0.84 in 2018. 
A reason for the observed improvements may be the ongoing implementation of a “transfer scale” 
(barème de mutation du personnel) put in place in 2013 and aimed at providing a formula for equitable 
teacher deployment, although several stakeholders noted issues with the implementation of the scale, 

 
280 The RESEN notes that the opening of the competitive process for teacher recruitment began in 2000 following 
teachers union demands, and that prior to the opening of the process, competitions for teaching positions were 
limited to candidates who had completed formal teacher training (RESEN, p. 84). 
281 Total expenditure on these scholarships was approximately US$740,000 in 2016, taking up 1 percent of all 
expenditures on scholarships and transfers in the Guinean education sector for the same year (RESEN, p. 147). 
282 World Bank, Project Information Document – Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic 
Education, 2019, p. 5.  
283 Ibid, p.5 and 9. 
284 This reasonably high level of coherence is largely a legacy of efforts begun in the 1990s in terms of teacher 
distribution, which were partly sustained throughout the 2000s. See RESEN, p. 89. 

 

Box 4.1: Teacher recruitment in Guinea 

Stakeholders interviewed and documentary evidence underlined an overall disconnect between established pre-
service teacher training and ongoing processes for teacher recruitment as a key factor for shortages in trained 
teachers in the Guinean education system. Teacher recruitment for the public-school system occurs via a public 
competition held by the Ministry of Public Service which is open to all candidates with the required academic 
qualifications to become a civil servant, regardless of whether a candidate has completed formal teacher training. 
This is despite the presence of ENIs and ISSEGs, which stand as the official public structures charged with the 
pedagogic training of primary and secondary school teachers respectively, and which each deliver two-year pre-
service training programs and require a competitive application process for admission.280 One possible reason for 
ongoing enrolment at ENIs, despite the lack of guaranteed employment as a teacher, is the existence of 
scholarships to ENI students.281   

The RESEN (p.84) highlights this process of teacher recruitment, led by the Ministry of Public Service, as 
problematic and as the driver of shortages in trained teachers, especially in secondary schools, as it reduces the 
incentive to obtain formal teacher training. Civil society and government stakeholders consulted underlined an 
ongoing systemic inefficiency in terms of the presence of a set of individuals who have completed teacher training 
in either ENIs or ISSEGs, and who are not recruited as teachers following the competitive recruitment process 
despite shortages of trained teachers in Guinean schools. Consequently, some trained teachers instead join 
private- or community-schools, which largely manage their own recruitment. 

Furthermore, the current process of teacher recruitment remains “overly centralized,” with a lack of harmonized 
data systems across ministries (education, public service, decentralization) further resulting in inefficiencies in 
needs-based recruitment and distribution of teachers.282 Moreover, stakeholders highlighted that few teachers – 
many of whom originate from the capital region – are willing to be posted to rural regions. Government 
stakeholders noted that reforms to this process are ongoing, as the government is preparing a presidential decree 
for restricting hiring to students of teacher training institutes, and for the transfer of responsibilities of teacher 
recruitment to sub-national education authorities.283 These decrees appear to have partly resulted from the work 
of the “Commission Nationale de Réflexion sur l’Éducation” in 2017/2018. 
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and a 2016 diagnostic study identified several constraints in this regard.285 These include: (i) lack of 
information-sharing on student needs and teacher vacancies among structures; (ii) a lack of adequate 
support for decentralized structures from the central-level; (iii) and a lack of communication of the 
deployment tool. The government has recently promised a series of reforms in terms of teacher hiring, 
which it remains too early to assess (see Box 4.1). 

151. During the review period (2015-2019), efforts were undertaken to incorporate new 
methodologies and levels of teacher training, but these remain partly at the pilot stage and do not yet 
cover most of the country. As noted in Table 3.15 in Finding 14, the piloting of a three-year pre-service 
training program for preschool teachers at three ENIs was undertaken as part of the implementation of 
the PSE-2, and the introduction of the program adds on to an existing 18-month preschool teacher training 
program delivered by Caritas Guinea (or L’Organisation Catholique pour la Promotion Humaine, see 
RESEN, p.214). The number of teachers trained every year under the program, however, remains small 
(approximately 30 per year), and the vast majority of preschool teachers (across public, private and 
community-run) continue to not be formally trained.286 Other initiatives in teacher training during the 
review period included (i) the introduction of in-service teacher training on early grade reading 
pedagogies, as part of the overall extension of EGRA during the review period; and (ii) support to four ENIs 
by the GIZ-sponsored project PEB to incorporate the ‘FIERE’ approach, aimed at strengthening girls’ 
education, into teacher training. However, these initiatives do not cover the Guinean education system at 
large, and the extent to which they constitute, or will constitute, a system-level improvement remains 
unclear. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that data from learning assessments have been 
systematically used to inform the content or structure of teacher training. While learning assessments 
conducted during the review period (EGRA, and learning assessments for CE2 and CP2) included modules 
to measure teachers’ teaching competencies and training needs, and produced recommendations for 
improving in- or pre- service teacher training, there is no evidence that these subsequently informed 
changes in teacher training.  

152. Whilst in-service training for most primary school teachers (14,522 out of 25,531) was delivered 
with FoCEB support during the review period, there is no evidence to suggest that such training will be 
continued, either through continued donor funding or through the scaling up of efforts by the 
government. Neither stakeholders interviewed nor documentary evidence indicated any other changes 
or improvements in either content or rate of delivery of teacher training, with available evidence instead 
suggesting the continuation of a number of system-level challenges: (i) an overarching lack of a set of 
national standards or activities for continuous professional development, with in-service teacher training 
almost exclusively donor-funded;287 (ii) significant gaps in teacher training needs and in-service teacher 

 
285 See RAP 2017, p. 56-57 and RAP 2018, p. 48.  
286 Only 377 out of a total 5,743 preschool teachers obtained a preschool educator diploma in 2018. Available 
information from annual statistics yearbooks did not further specify the numbers of teachers receiving preschool 
education training from either the ENIs or the program delivered by Caritas Guinea.  
287 In-service teacher training is described as “fragmented” in vision, “nearly entirely donor-funded” and “often 
delivered in an ad hoc” manner by a World Bank project document (World Bank, Project Information Document – 
Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education, 2019, p. 9). 
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training content delivered;288 and (iii) a disconnect between pre- and in- service teacher training due in 
large part to the spreading of the administration of teacher training across three ministries.289 

153. Progress in the availability of teaching and learning materials during the review period varied 
across sub-sectors. Available data from RAPs and annual statistics yearbooks indicate that textbook-pupil 
ratios deteriorated at the primary (from 3.7 in 2015 to 2.6 in 2018) and upper secondary (from 0.2 in 2016 
to 0.1 in 2018) levels, while the textbook-pupil ratio at the lower secondary level increased from 2.7 in 
2016 to 3.5 in 2018. This deterioration is notable since the printing of textbooks was a major goal of the 
PSE-2. As noted in Finding 16, however, the bulk of the planned printing and distribution of primary school 
textbooks (7.4 million out of a planned total of 7.8 million) was delayed, and took place only in November 
2018, instead of PSE-2 targets for 2016/17, and FoCEB targets for July 2018. The printing and distribution 
of these textbooks likely continued in 2019, and as such data on textbook-pupil ratios for the period 2015-
2018 may not yet be capturing the possible positive trends brought about by the substantial printing and 
distribution of primary textbooks undertaken in late 2018 and early 2019.290 Increases in textbook 
availability at the lower secondary-level may be tied to the acquisition and distribution of 726,000 
textbooks undertaken as part of the PSE-2 (see Finding 14). 

154. There were no improvements or changes made to existing curricula during the review period, in 
line with the fact that the PSE-2 did not outline any specific initiatives in this regard.291 An interviewed 
government stakeholder noted that the curricula currently utilized in basic education in Guinea has 
remained the same since the 2000s, further noting that curriculum revisions for all levels of basic 

 
288 Training content gaps appear to be in relation to training on ECE, CP and secondary levels of education, teaching 
of languages, and in multi-grade teaching (from an in-service teacher training evaluation report published by MENA 
cited in World Bank, Project Information Document – Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and 
Basic Education, 2019, p. 9). 
289 ENIs are managed by the METFP-ET, ISSEGs by the MESRS and in-service training by MENA, and a disconnect 
between pre- and in- service training resulting from this separation is mentioned in World Bank, Project Information 
Document – Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education, 2019, p. 5. Interviewed 
stakeholders indicate that this disconnect is seen in: (i) a lack of coordination of the formulation of teacher training 
programs/content across ministries; and (ii) a lack of harmonization of data between databases on in-service training 
(managed by MENA), pre-service training (managed by the METFP-ET and MESRS respectively) and on teacher 
recruitment (managed by the Ministry of Public Service).  
290 The latest ESPIG ISR (published June 2019) indicates approximately 8 million primary textbooks printed and 
distributed by June 2019, an increase from the 7.8 million of such textbooks reported in the ISR published in January 
2019. As noted in Finding 14, however, some sources diverged in their reporting of distribution of primary textbooks 
during the review period, with the RAP 2018, published mid-2019, indicating only 223,300 of 7,363,497 textbooks 
having been distributed as of 2018. Without providing formal evidence, two governmental stakeholders noted risks 
that some textbooks would not reach their intended beneficiaries and instead be sold on the marketplace, and one 
donor representative suggested that, historically, parents have been more likely to obtain textbooks from local 
merchants rather than from the state. 
291 The closest the PSE-2 mentions in terms of a planned activity for revision of curricula is in the expression of a 
broad aim towards the “revision of curricula (in particular for lower secondary education in the context of enlarging 
basic education)” (see PSE-2, p. 31). Such a revision of curricula, however, is neither mentioned as a specific activity 
in the PSE-2 RF, nor reported on in any RAPs. This is likely because the plan was intended to be transitional. 
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education have been included as a key priority in the ProDEG, and as such are planned to be undertaken 
in the future.292  

Sector Management 

155. Neither stakeholders interviewed nor documents reviewed indicated significant gains made 
during the review period in terms of institutional, organizational or individual capacities, though a 
program for the strengthening of capacities in education administration was drafted in 2019, in view of 
the ProDEG.293 The program document and the RESEN suggest the following key challenges in capacities 
in the Guinean education sector: (i) a lack of awareness of administrative and accounting procedural 
manuals among deconcentrated government actors; (ii) an overall lack of autonomy in financial and 
human resources management, on the part of decentralized government structures; (iii) a lack of clarity 
on the distribution of responsibilities among decentralized government structures; (iv) weaknesses in 
auditing and evaluation practices at the central-level; and (v) competition between the responsibilities of 
different directorates with respect to planning, budgeting and oversight.294 Additionally, as noted in 
Finding 15, a key aspect of FoCEB was the transfer of management capacities to the DAF and other MENA 
technical departments through the contracting of consultant specialists in financial management and 
procurement, and through the development of competencies transfers plans aimed at formalizing the 
relationship between the consultant and respective MENA department. The competency transfer plan for 
the DAF had not yet been agreed upon as of June 2019,295 and one interviewed government stakeholder 
noted an overall lack of follow-up activities since the departure of the consultant supposed to transfer 
competencies to the DAF.  

156. Transfer of management of pre-primary education to MENA: As noted previously, the 
management of pre-primary education was transferred from the MASPF-E to MENA in 2017. MENA 
stakeholders and one donor representative deemed this transfer to be beneficial, given MENA’s higher 
visibility, funding, and capacities. However, based on most recent available data, the number of state-run 
preschools remained extremely low (only two, see Table 2.2), pre-school teacher training was just in a 
pilot phase, and the national policy on pre-primary education remained under development.  

157. EMIS capacities: As noted in Finding 5, some (mostly donor-led) improvements were observed in 
sector monitoring in terms of the development and publication of annual statistics yearbooks for pre-
primary, primary, and secondary sub-sectors; the increasing use of digital data collection and 
management tools; and improvements in the capacities of selected individuals to manage and query 
databases. However, key challenges remain in the Guinean context in relation to the lack of domestic 
resources for EMIS, the lack of data accessibility and use at sub-national levels, and the lack of credibility 
of census data. Guinea has not regularly reported data to the UNESCO’s UIS in recent years.296 See also 
Appendix XII. 

 
292 Sub-component 2.1: Revision/adaptation of curricula/programs within the ProDEG aims to revise curricula for 
levels of basic education (from preschool to upper secondary education), as well as deliver training to teachers on 
the new curricula (ProDEG, September 2019 draft, p. 41-42).  
293 See Programme: Renforcement des capacités de l’administration éducative, June 2019 (no author). Though the 
program appears to be designed to inform the ProDEG, the draft ProDEG (September 2019) does not refer to it. 
294 See RESEN, p. 270, and Programme: Renforcement des capacités de l’administration éducative, June 2019.  
295 Institutions & Development, December 2017, p. 30; and World Bank, ISR, June 2019, p. 10. 
296 The only year during the review period with significant data is 2016. Even for that year, GPE’s results framework 
indicator 14 (2019 collection) notes that only eight out of 12 key indicators were reported, short of the 10 out of 12 
required to be counted as ‘meeting this criterion’ of the GPE results framework. For comparison, Guinea reported 
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158. Human resources management: The review period witnessed some progress in terms of the 
harmonization of teacher databases between MENA’s strategy and human resources directorates. 
However, the harmonization of MENA databases with those of other ministries (ministry of finance, 
ministry of public service), planned under the PSE-2 and the FoCEB, has not been completed.297 Two 
interviewed government stakeholders highlighted malfunctioning equipment (e.g. MENA’s internal 
servers) and the lack of financial resources to make repairs as challenges to the database harmonization. 
Other notable observations regarding human resources management in the Guinean education system 
include: (i) ongoing reforms to teacher recruitment (see Box 4.1); (ii) ongoing implementation of a teacher 
“transfer scale” in relation to equitable teacher deployment (as mentioned in section on Quality and 
Relevance of Education); (iii) and the continued management and delivery of incentives for teachers.298    

159. TVET and higher education quality assurance and accreditation: A national quality assurance and 
accreditation agency for TVET and higher education, the Autorité Nationale d’Assurance Qualité (ANAQ), 
was created in 2017, and granted accreditation to five programs and partial accreditation for six others 
by mid-2019.299 The establishment of the ANAQ appears to not have been included as a planned activity 
within the PSE-2, despite having been supported by the World Bank’s BoCEJ project. Activities related to 
further reinforcement of the ANAQ appear to have been included in the ProDEG’s PAPB 2019-2022.300    

160. Learning assessment system: During the review period, Guinea made progress towards a learning 
assessment system (at least at the primary level), although the system remains far from ‘established’. 
Progress was made inasmuch as Guinea has continued to implement a series of primary level national 
assessments and international diagnostic tools, continuing on from assessments carried out during the 
2012-2014 period.301 National Large Scale Assessments (NLSAs) administered during the review period 
included a CE2 learning assessment in French and mathematics in 2016 and a CP2 learning assessment in 
French and mathematics in 2017. International assessment tools used during the review period include 
the carrying out of EGRA assessments in 2016 and 2018,302 the piloting of EGMA assessments in 40 schools 

 
nine of 12 key indicators in 2014 (GPE RF 2017 baseline), and nine out of 12 indicators in 2015 (GPE RF 2018 data), 
in both cases also not meeting the 10 out of 12 criterion. 
297 World Bank. Implementation Status & Results Report, Guinea- Pooled-Fund for Basic Education, June 2019. 
298 Three kinds of incentives for teachers exist in Guinea: (i) performance incentives; (ii) multi-grade class incentives 
(i.e. incentives for teachers who teach multi-grade classes); and (iii) incentives for teachers to teach in rural areas 
(primes de zone). Due to an overall lack of reporting on changes made during the review period to these incentives, 
either in the RESEN, RAPs or FoCEB monitoring reports, however, it is unclear whether any progress has been made 
in the structure, content or rate of delivery of these over the course of the 2015-2019 period. Whilst stakeholder 
confirmed that these incentives continued to exist, several noted issues with their management and pay-out at the 
sub-national level, such as payments being delayed or reaching the wrong hands. 
299 World Bank, Guinea – Stepping Up Skills Project, June 2019, p. 7. 
300 Activity code 431, Le fonctionnement de l’ANAQ est renforcé, ProDEG PAPB 2019-2022, August 2019 version.  
301 The 2012 CE2 learning assessment report notes that despite the government’s commitment to conducting CE2 
learning assessments annually and CP2 and CM2 learning assessments once every three years, the period of 2008-
2011 saw no learning assessments for any education level conducted due to the socio-political instability in the 
country at that time (MEPU-A, Évaluation des compétences des élèves de CE2 en français et calcul, March 2013, p 
12). In 2012-2015, learning assessments resumed (CE2 learning assessment in 2012, EGRA in 2014). 
302 Of note, EGMA and EGRA assessments are diagnostic tools which are not traditionally considered International 
Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) as they are administered individually in selected countries, are not administered at 
comparable times (as PASEC is), and their results are not usually comparable across settings (and in particular, 
languages), despite the overarching methodology, questions, and scoring being similar. See, for example, Barbara 
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in 2018, and trials for PASEC were undertaken in 20 schools in the same year, as part of the second edition 
of the international learning assessment.303 Positively, assessments have happened with significant 
government involvement, under the overall responsibility of MENA’s National Education System 
Assessment Unit (Service National de Coordination de l’Évaluation du Système Éducatif). However, the 
system still faces ‘limitations’, as assessments have for now focused on primary education, have all almost 
entirely relied on external donor funding, and have not always been representative of the full student 
population.304 With regards to the use of learning assessment data, interviewed government stakeholders 
from two MENA technical departments noted that learning assessments are conducted with the aim of 
informing system-level and school-level changes. In particular, the results from repeated EGRA 
assessments during the review period was used to justify the expansion of early grade reading assistance 
approaches used in assessed schools (see Finding 22 for more details). The evaluation did not encounter 
other examples of how learning assessment data has to date informed decision-making on school 
management or classroom-level reforms.305  

161. Inspections and audit:  The system for school inspections in Guinea appears to be constrained by a 
number of key challenges, including: (i) a lack of financial resources to conduct school inspections, 
particularly in more remote prefectures in the country; (ii) a lack of a system for professional development 
of inspectors; and (iii) inadequate recruitment of new inspectors to replace the current ageing set of 
inspectors who are retiring.306 Similarly, ministerial audit services suffer from a lack of funding to carry out 
activities (other than salaries). This did not change during the review period, with the exception of 
sporadic donor funding for selected audit activities (such as the auditing of lower secondary textbook 
distribution), or for the purchasing of motorbikes in selected areas.307 

162. School-level management: With regards to school-level management, the principal initiative 
carried out during the review period came through the Formation en gestion à la base (FGB), a set of 
trainings launched in 2012 and extended to 256 schools between 2015 and 2019 with FoCEB funding. The 
approach aimed to provide training to teachers, school directors, DSEE personnel, community-level actors 

 
Bruns, “Three Years after SDG Adoption: It's Time for Action on Learning Data”, 17 September 2018, accessible at 
https://www.riseprogramme.org/node/658.  
303 Building on PASEC 2014, which was conducted in ten African countries, the second edition of PASEC’s 
international assessment will include five additional African countries, including Guinea. (GPE, “PASEC’s contribution 
to measuring how much children are learning,” 2018, https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/pasecs-contribution-
measuring-how-much-children-are-learning). Data cleaning is ongoing and the results have not yet been released. 

304 The use of international diagnostic tools, if regular and led/overseen by the government (as EGRAs have started 
to be in Guinea), can contribute to and/or be an integral part of a national LAS. Indeed, it may be ambitious or 
counterproductive to expect low-capacity countries to develop their wholly own NLSA instruments. The fact that 
these assessments do not occur every year does not mean that they do not constitute a ‘system’ (most state-level 
assessments in the United States, for comparison, occur only every four years). Indeed, as per GPE’s results 
framework indicator 15, Guinea has been rated as having a national LAS throughout the 2015-2018 period. 
305 However, this study notes the added inclusion of a set of system-level recommendations within the report on 
CE2 learning assessment results in 2016, which had not been included in the 2012 edition of the report. Due to the 
lack of subsequent learning assessment reports at the time of writing, however, it is unclear whether or how 
recommendations from the 2016 report were subsequently taken up during the review period.  
306 Points (ii) and (iii) mentioned in World Bank, Project Information Document – Guinea Education Project for Results 
in Early Childhood and Basic Education, 2019, p. 10. 
307 For instance, the Islamic Development Bank financed the acquisition of 123 motorbikes to enable inspections. 
Source: Banque Islamique de Développement, Fiche de Projet: Project d’Appui au Programme du Secteur de 
l’Enseignement Primaire (2012-2018), Revue de la Performance du Portefeuille de la BID en Guinée, 2019. 

 

https://www.riseprogramme.org/node/658
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/pasecs-contribution-measuring-how-much-children-are-learning
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/pasecs-contribution-measuring-how-much-children-are-learning
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and parents to tackle issues in school-level monitoring, particularly in relation to teacher attendance, 
textbook distribution, and reading/comprehension. While the FGB is noted as having brought about 
school-level improvements,308 there is no evidence to suggest that the training approach is planned to be 
generalized across a greater number of schools in the future, and it is not listed as a planned activity in 
the ProDEG. Neither ENIs nor ISSEGs currently include school management in their pre-service teacher 
training programs, and school directors do not receive pre- or in-service training to carry out their roles.309 

163. Decentralized management and funding: Grants were made to the sub-national and school- levels 
via two initiatives during the review period, largely funded by the FoCEB: (i) grants made to decentralized 
MENA structures (including IREs, DPEs/DCEs and DSEEs); and (ii) grants made to schools to support annual 
school improvement plans (PAEs) formulated by school directors. With regards to grants to schools, in 
particular, there is evidence that transfer systems have been strengthened through the development of a 
procedural manual outlining transfer objectives, conditions, execution modalities, and roles and 
responsibilities.310 A similar procedural manual for transfers to decentralized MENA structures appears to 
be under development.311 However, it is not clear whether either set of transfers will be continued, as 
they are not mentioned in the ProDEG. Overall, resources for sub-national authorities remain limited, with 
the exception of regions which have selectively benefitted from the support of donor projects (RESEN, 
p.320). 

Did TEP (PSE-2) implementation contribute to system -level changes? 

Finding 19:  Most observed instances of systems strengthening corresponded to activities 
planned under the PSE-2. However, the absence/presence of donor funding – 
rather than activity’s inclusion in the plan – appears to have been determinant 
of progress, and most efforts have not yet been scaled nationwide.  

164. Table 4.2 provides an overview of the main system-level changes identified in the previous finding 
and whether their achievement was likely linked to the implementation of the PSE-2. 

 
308 A report on the implementation of the FGB published by MENA indicates progress across the FGB’s three results 
indicators in schools where FGB training was conducted: (i) a reduction in the rate of absenteeism among teachers 
from 5.9 percent in 2014 to 2 percent in 2018; (ii) a reduction in textbook losses (from 8 percent in 2014 to 3.3 
percent in 2018), and (iii) an increase in the percentage of primary students with improved reading capacities 
(“Pourcentage d’élèves sachant lire couramment”), from 6.1 percent in 2017 and 20.3 percent in 2018. See MENA, 
Programme “Formation en gestion de base (FGB)” 2012-2019, September 2019, p. 13-14.  
309 World Bank, Project Information Document – Guinea Education Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic 
Education, 2019, p. 10 
310 As noted in Institutions & Development 2017, p. 30-31. In terms of amounts, the PAD for the FoCEB notes that 
the unconditional portion of these grants were intended to be, on average, US$190 per school per year, with actual 
amounts depending on school size. Grants also included a results-based portion, ranging from US$40 to US$90, 
based on schools’ performance measured according to exam scores and “complementary data collected by 
DPE/DCE/DSEE, inspectors and planners” (World Bank, PAD: Pooled-Fund for Basic Education (FoCEB), July 2015, p. 
47). Neither stakeholders interviewed, nor other documents reporting on the performance of the FoCEB, report on 
the possible effects of the results-based portion of grants on school performance. 
311 Institutions & Development 2017, p. 30-31.  



  FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 91 

© UNIVERSALIA 

Table 4.2 Key system-level improvements in the review period, and their ties to the PSE-2  

SYSTEM-LEVEL IMPROVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS LINKED TO PSE-2? IMPROVEMENT SUPPORTED BY 
DONORS? 

SIGNIFICANT AND LIKELY SUSTAINABLE IMPROVEMENTS 

Primary and secondary 
classroom construction: 1,224 
primary, 509 lower secondary, 
and 48 upper secondary 
classrooms constructed during 
review period. 

Yes: Included as activities in PSE-2 
RF. Result 1.2.1, Activity 1: Primary 
classroom construction. Result 1.3.1, 
Activity 1: Construction and 
equipment of infrastructure for 
colleges (lower secondary) to reduce 
disparities. Result 1.4.2, Activity 2: 
Construction of classrooms at the 
upper secondary level.  

Largely. FoCEB (GPE ESPIG, AFD, 
UNICEF, ERRTF), JICA, Islamic 
Development Bank, Kuwait Fund 
for Arab Economic Development, 
Saudi Development Fund, KfW, Plan 
Guinea provided the bulk of 
financing for classroom 
construction. Government funds 
also supported some constructions 
(RAP 2017). Communities provided 
land. 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS, IF IMPLEMENTED AND/OR STRENGTHENED FURTHER 

School feeding: Creation of 
national directorate for school 
feeding; creation of budget line 
within MENA budget; expansion 
of MENA-led school feeding from 
15 to 191 schools for 2015-2018.  

Yes: Expansion of number of primary 
school children covered by MENA-
led school canteens included in PSE-
2 RF as Activity 3, Result 1.2.3. 

Partly. MENA has begun its own 
school feeding program with 
government funding, but the 
largest school feeding program is 
still run by WFP.  

Teacher “transfer scale”: 
implementation of scale; study 
conducted in 2016 for 
recommendations for 
improvements to the scale. 

Yes: Putting in place of the scale 
included under Priority 4 of PSE-2, 
among activities related to human 
resource management. 

Largely. FoCEB noted as the only 
financial contributor to this 
initiative in 2016 and 2017 PTABs. 
Scale managed by ministries’ HR 
directorates. 

Changes in teacher training 
approaches: Introduction of 
preschool pre-service teacher 
training at three ENIs, training of 
four ENIs in the ‘FIERE’ approach. 

Yes: Included in PSE-2 RF under 
Result 2.1.1, Activity 2: Pre-service 
training of educators in ENIs. In-
service training of teachers in FIERE 
approach mentioned under Section 
7.2 “In-service teacher training.” 

Entirely. UNICEF listed as the only 
donor for pre-school teacher 
training in 2017 PTAB. ‘FIERE’ 
approach supported by GIZ. 

Learning assessments: Extension 
of EGRA; Administering of CP2 
and CE2 national learning 
assessments; Introduction of 
EGMA; Participation in PASEC 

Yes: Activities related to EGRA 
included under Result 2.2.3: 
“Reading levels of pupils in CP are 
improved in pilot schools”; Learning 
assessments, as well as PASEC 
participation, included under Priority 
2 of PSE-2, under planned 
improvements for primary education 

No: Introduction of EGMA not 
included in the PSE-2.  

Largely. FoCEB listed as the 
principal donor for EGRA-related 
activities, though government 
funds aimed at such activities also 
reported as disbursed in 2017 
PTAB. 

Recent EGMAs supported by GIZ. 
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SYSTEM-LEVEL IMPROVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS LINKED TO PSE-2? IMPROVEMENT SUPPORTED BY 
DONORS? 

School-level management: 
Delivery of training under FGB 
approach 

Yes: Use of the FGB approach 
included under Result 3.4.1, Activity 
4 of PSE-2 RF. 

Entirely. FoCEB (GPE ESPIG, AFD, 
UNICEF, ERRTF) the only financial 
contributor to implementation of 
FGB training. 

Sub-national and school-level 
funds transfers: Grant-making to 
decentralized MENA structures; 
school improvement grants made 
according to PAEs, strengthened 
transfer systems. 

Yes: Grant-making to decentralized 
structures and to schools, according 
to PAEs, included under Priority 4, in 
activities related to Deconcentration 
and Decentralization. 

Entirely. FoCEB (GPE ESPIG, AFD, 
UNICEF, ERRTF) the only financial 
contributor to both sets of funds 
transfers. 

TVET and higher education 
quality assurance: Establishment 
of ANAQ in 2017, which has 
engaged in ongoing accreditation 
of TVET and higher education 
programs between 2018 and 
2019. 

No: The establishment of ANAQ is 
not mentioned in the PSE-2. 

Largely. World Bank project BoCEJ 
supported the establishment and 
initial activities of ANAQ, with the 
government funding salaries. 

165. As noted in Table 4.2, most initiatives aimed at supporting system-level improvements, with the 
exception of the introduction of EGMA and the establishment of the ANAQ, were outlined in the PSE-2. 
However, as noted in sections 3.2 and 3.5 of this report, the degree to which the PSE-2 actually drove 
ministerial and donor action is mixed given limited ownership of the PSE-2 across ministries, and the fact 
that some donors finalized their support programs ahead of PSE-2 finalization (e.g. the GIZ-led PEB, whose 
two phases, 2013-2017 and 2018-2021, cut across PSE-1, PSE-2 and ProDEG timelines). 

166. The table above suggests two further reasons for limited significant and sustainable system-level 
improvements in Guinea in the review period:  

▪ Donor support provided the majority of funding for all observed system-level improvements: All 
system-level improvements were supported by donors, with four out of the eight improvements 
listed in Table 4.2 entirely funded by external financing. 

▪ Limited scale of majority of interventions: many initiatives were of a ‘pilot’ nature and need to be 
consolidated / expanded before they may be deemed ‘system-level changes’. This can be observed 
for: (i) introduction of MENA-led school feeding program to 191 schools by 2018; (ii) the 
introduction of pre-service preschool teacher training at three ENIs; (iii) the extension of early grade 
reading pedagogies and EGRAs in 250 schools; (iv) introduction of EGMA to 40 schools; (v) trials for 
PASEC in 20 schools; and (vi) delivery of training under FGB in 384 schools. 

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 20:  Despite some progress, the limited extent of system-level changes during the 
PSE-2’s implementation period (2015-2019) may partly be due to its transitional 
nature. Even so, the lack of explicit scaling or hand-over planning presents 
challenges for the sustainability of system-level changes pursued during the 
review period. 

167. Underlying assumptions from GPE’s country-level ToC about how sector plan implementation 
contributes to system-level changes (see Table 4.1) only partly held during the review period. As described 
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in this section’s findings, sector plan implementation led to limited improvements of previous 
shortcomings in sector management (assumption 1) and in learning (assumption 3), and to few systematic 
improvements in terms of equity (assumption 4). Whilst national capacities to analyze and report on 
sector data were strengthened, limitations on their use subsist, particularly at sub-national level 
(assumption 2). 

168. One reason for limited progress may be that the PSE-2 was explicitly designed as a short-term 
transitional plan, to link two longer-term plans (the preceding PSE-1 and the upcoming ProDEG). 
Positively, the PSE-2 pledged to continue certain initiatives launched under the PSE-1 (e.g. the FGB 
approach, the EGRA approach), and several of these were indeed scaled beyond their PSE-1 pilots. 
However, few initiatives were institutionalized nationwide, and their further entrenchment faces risks as 
linkages between the PSE-2 and the ProDEG are weak. First, whereas the PSE-2 explicitly cites PSE-1 
lessons, the ProDEG does not cite PSE-2 lessons (as noted in the ProDEG appraisal, see this report, 3.2). 
Second, whilst the PSE-2 aimed to strengthen ministerial financial and human resource management 
systems in view of enabling further reforms under the ProDEG, progress in these areas has been mixed 
and delayed (see this report, 3.4). Third, several apparently successful PSE-2 initiatives are not currently 
included for continuation or scaling in the ProDEG (for instance, school-level grants, or the FGB approach). 

169. More generally, attention to issues of scaling and sustainability during the review period were 
limited, whether in terms of the PSE-2, in terms of ProDEG preparation, or in terms of issues addressed 
during sector dialogue and monitoring events. While the delivery of several important activities (such as 
widespread teacher training) may be deemed an achievement in a frequently challenging context, such 
initiatives were often one-offs or restricted to certain parts of the country, with no clear sense of how 
they would be scaled to the remainder of the country, institutionalized at the central level, and continued 
after the end of project-specific funding. Donors, primarily following a project-logic, did not coordinate 
substantially on this matter, and the government has made few commitments to take over and scale 
donor activities.312 Whilst GPE already provides substantial planning-related guidance which should cover 
some of these aspects, further guidance for LEGs and ESPIG grants on how to mainstream scaling and 
sustainability considerations may be helpful to enhance the likelihood of pilot, donor-driven initiatives 
translating into government-owned, system-wide changes.313 
  

 
312 School feeding is a partial exception, whereby the government finally started its own program after years of WFP 
assistance. However, while WFP supported the launch of the government’s program, the latter remains small and 
WFP in parallel continues to operate its own, much larger program. 
313 Of course, domestic funding is another constraint, already prominently featured in the GPE’s country-level ToC. 
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5 Progress towards stronger learning outcomes 
and equity 

Introduction 

171. This section summarizes evaluation findings related to Key Question III from the evaluation matrix: 
“Have improvements at education system level contributed to progress towards impact?”314 Key sub-
questions are: 

▪ During the period under review, what changes have occurred in relation to (a) learning outcomes 
in basic education, (b) equity, gender equality and inclusion in education? (CEQ 6) 

▪ Is there evidence to link changes in learning outcomes, equity, gender equality and inclusion to 
system-level changes identified under CEQ 4? (CEQ 6) 

▪ What other factors can explain changes in learning outcomes, equity, etc.? (CEQ 6) 

▪ Going forward, what are implications of findings for the GPE ToC/operational model? (CEQ 7) 

172. The section below provides a brief overview of medium-term trends in relation to basic education 
learning outcomes, equity, gender equality and inclusion that occurred in Guinea up to and during the 
review period. The evaluation is not attempting to establish verifiable links between specific system-level 
changes that occurred during the review period and impact-level trends, given that the CLE covered a 
relatively short timeframe, and, in most cases, it is too early to expect specific changes to be reflected in 
impact-level trends. However, where links are plausible, these are discussed. Table 5.1 summarizes CLE 
findings on any such plausible links, which are further elaborated on below. 

Table 5.1 Overview: CLE findings on contribution of system-level changes to impact-level changes 

IMPROVEMENTS MADE DURING 
REVIEW PERIOD? (2015-2019) 

LIKELIHOOD THAT TRENDS WERE 
INFLUENCED BY SYSTEM-LEVEL CHANGES 

DURING REVIEW PERIOD (2015-2019) 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING 

ASSUMPTIONS 
LIKELY HELD 

TRUE315 

Equity, Gender Equality and Inclusion: 
Modest. Improvements in primary and 
lower secondary enrollment, as well as 
modest gains in gender equity of 
enrollment. However, deterioration in 
lower secondary dropout and repetition 

Modest. Improvements in access to primary 
education modestly linked to increases in 
number of primary school classrooms, 
especially private ones, and expansion of 
WFP and MENA-led school feeding. 
Improvements in access to, and retention in, 
lower secondary education likely linked to 

1 2 

 
314 Key sub-questions are: CEQ 6: (i) During the period under review, what changes have occurred in relation to (a) 
learning outcomes in basic education, and (b) equity, gender equality and inclusion in education, (ii) Is there evidence 
to link changes in learning outcomes, equity, gender equality, and inclusion to system-level changes identified under 
CEQ 4?, (iii) What other factors can explain changes in learning outcomes, equity, etc. CEQ 7, and (iv) Going forward, 
what are implications of findings for the GPE ToC/operational model? 
315 The underlying assumptions for this contribution claim are (1) changes in the education system positively affect 
learning outcomes and equity, and (2) country-produced data on equity, efficiency and learning allow 
measuring/tracking these changes. 
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IMPROVEMENTS MADE DURING 
REVIEW PERIOD? (2015-2019) 

LIKELIHOOD THAT TRENDS WERE 
INFLUENCED BY SYSTEM-LEVEL CHANGES 

DURING REVIEW PERIOD (2015-2019) 

DEGREE TO WHICH 
UNDERLYING 

ASSUMPTIONS 
LIKELY HELD 

TRUE315 

rates, as well as transition rates from 
lower to upper secondary education. 

increased private provision of secondary 
education. No evidence to suggest 
improvements in gender equity of enrollment 
linked to any system-level changes during the 
review period.  

Learning: Insufficient data, overall. 
However, improvement in learning 
outcomes among children beneficiaries 
of early grade reading program, from low 
levels. Relatively limited gender 
disparities noted in learning outcomes; 
larger disparities according to geography 
and school type (private, public).  

Not enough data to analyze, though 
available evidence suggests learning 
outcomes, in general, remain low. 
Improvement in early grade reading likely 
due to extension of early grade reading 
pedagogies to 250 schools.  

Trends in learning outcomes, equity, gender equality and inclusion in the 
education sector in Guinea from 2015 to 2019  

Finding 21:  Despite a dip at the beginning of the review period due to Ebola, access to 
education in Guinea recovered and progressed during the review period at the 
primary and secondary level (but not pre-primary). Gender equality in 
enrollment also progressed modestly. However, the efficiency of secondary 
education deteriorated. 

Equity, Gender Equality and Inclusion in Basic Education 

173. Despite the political instability witnessed in Guinea between 2008 and 2014, the Guinean education 
system made modest gains in primary and lower secondary enrollment.316 Table 5.2 provides an overview 
of trends in the key impact-level indicators in the evaluation matrix, grouped by whether they showed 
improvement, stability, deterioration, or whether available data is inconclusive. Highlights from the table 
include: 

▪ Substantial gains in primary enrollment rates during the review period, as well decreases in the out-
of-school rate among primary school-aged children. Of note, increases in enrollment relative 
between 2015 and 2018 may partly be large because gross enrollment rates (GERs) were at a low 
in primary and lower secondary in 2015,317 due to the outbreak of Ebola. With the exception of 
2015, the upward enrollment trend observed since 2006 was continued during the review period.318 

 
316 Annual statistics yearbooks indicate that the primary gross enrollment rate (GER) increased from 78.7 percent in 
2008 to 82.9 percent in 2014, while secondary GER increased 35.6 percent to 39 percent during the same period. 
UNESCO UIS data indicated similar trends for both GERs, despite different numerical figures with the primary GER 
increasing from 84.2 percent to 93.9 percent and the lower secondary GER increasing from 41 percent to 46 percent 
between 2008 and 2014.  
317 Annual statistics yearbooks indicate that the primary GER decreased from 82.9 percent to 78.7 percent between 
2014 and 2015, while the secondary GER decreased from 39 percent to 36 percent for the same period.  
318 The RESEN also notes that enrollment rates in Guinea have been increasing since 2006 up to 2016, with the 
exception of a dip in enrollment in 2015 due to the outbreak of Ebola (RESEN, p. 48).  
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Despite this, Guinea remains substantially below the Universal Primary Education (UPE) target of 
100 percent net enrollment. 

▪ Modest increases in gender equity in primary and lower secondary enrollment during the review 
period. However, the Gender Parity Index (GPI) for the lower secondary gross enrollment rate (GER) 
remains low, indicating the persistence of significant gender disparities in lower secondary 
enrollment.  

▪ Increases in transition rate from primary to lower secondary education, as well as in lower secondary 
enrollment, despite a decrease in the primary completion rate during the review period.  

▪ Likely deterioration in efficiency of secondary education, and stagnation in efficiency in primary 
education, as seen in increases in lower secondary dropout and repetition (and stagnation of those 
indicators at the primary level) and decreases in transition rates from lower to upper secondary 
education. 

Table 5.2 Trends in indicators for Equity, Gender Equality and Inclusion in Basic Education319 

INDICATORS THAT IMPROVED FROM 2015 TO 2019 

• Primary enrollment: Primary gross enrollment ratio (GER) increased from 78.7 percent in 2015 (82.9 percent 
in 2014, pre-Ebola) to 90.8 percent in 2018, while the net enrollment ratio (NER) increased from 69.6 percent 
to 74.3 percent between 2016 and 2018 (no NER data available for 2015). Primary GER for girls increased from 
70.6 percent to 82.6 percent in the same period and that of rural areas increased from 63.6 percent to 76.3 
percent. 

• Transition rate from primary to lower secondary: The transition rate from primary to lower secondary levels 
increased from 64.9 percent to 71.1 percent between 2015 and 2018.  

• Lower secondary enrollment: Lower secondary GER increased from 41.4 percent to 45.4 percent between 
2015 and 2018. Lower secondary GER for girls increased from 31.7 percent to 36.3 percent between 2015 and 
2018 and GER for all students in rural areas increased from 19.8 percent to 21.9 percent during the same time 
period. 

• Gender equity in primary and lower secondary enrollment: Gender Parity Index (GPI) for primary GER 
increased marginally from 0.891 to 0.903 between 2016 to 2018, and for primary NER from 0.818 to 0.837. 
With regards to lower secondary enrollment, the GPI for lower secondary GER increased from 0.61 in 2015 to 
0.66 in 2018, and for lower secondary NER from 0.635 to 0.686.  

• Lower secondary completion rate: The lower secondary completion rate increased during the review period 
for both sexes, from 28.5 percent to 36.4 percent between 2015 and 2018, and for girls, from 21.3 percent to 
29.9 percent for the same period.  

  

 
319 Data reflected in Table 5.2 was taken from three main sources: (i) annual statistics yearbooks for primary and 
secondary levels of education which were published during the review period; (ii) a report on annual education 
statistics from 2017-2018 (MENA, Rapport d’analyse des statistiques scolaires de l’enseignement élémentaire et 
secondaire général, 2018); and (iii) PSE-2 results indicators as reported in RAPs 2016-2018, which included outcome-
level indicators. Apart from data on out-of-school children, all indicators in Table 5.2 take into account public, private 
and community schools. UNESCO UIS data was either incomplete or missing for the years included in the evaluation’s 
review period across all indicators of interest related to equity, gender equality, and inclusion, which in turn 
precluded the utilization of UNESCO UIS as a source of data on impact-level trends for this evaluation. Base years in 
table for various indicators (e.g. from 2015 to 2019, or 2016 to 2018) vary depending on availability of data for given 
years across sources.  
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INDICATORS THAT STAGNATED FROM 2015 TO 2019 

• Pre-primary enrollment: The pre-primary GER remained relatively stable, increasing marginally from 13.1 
percent in 2016 to 13.3 percent in 2018. 

• Primary repetition rate: remained stable overall, despite a decrease from 11.6 percent to 10.5 percent 
between 2016 and 2017, before increasing to 11.6 percent again from 2017 to 2018. 

INDICATORS THAT DETERIORATED FROM 2015 TO 2019 

• Primary completion rate: Completion rate at the primary level decreased overall, from 58.9 percent in 2015 to 
54.1 percent in 2018. The primary completion rate also decreased among girls from 48.9 percent to 45.7 
percent during the 2015-2018 period, and in rural areas, from 41.4 percent to 40 percent during the same 
period. The GPI for primary completion improved marginally, from 0.706 to 0.729 between 2015 and 2018. 

• Lower secondary repetition rate: The lower secondary repetition rate increased during the review period, from 
15.2 percent in 2016 to 18.8 percent in 2018. 

• Lower secondary dropout rate: The lower secondary dropout rate increased from 11.4 percent in 2013 to 12.2 
percent in 2017. Of note, the lower secondary dropout rate increased substantially from 11.4 percent in 2013 
to 19 percent in 2014, before dropping to 10.6 percent in 2015.320 

• Transition rate from lower to upper secondary: The proportion of children transitioning from lower to upper 
secondary has decreased significantly from 71.2 percent in 2016 to 59.8 percent in 2018.  

• Upper secondary enrollment: The upper secondary GER decreased overall from 28 percent in 2015 to 26.1 
percent in 2018, and the NER decreased from 16.8 percent to 14.8 percent. Marginal decreases were noted for 
GERs for girls (from 19.5 percent to 19 percent between 2015 and 2018) and in rural areas (from 7.1 percent 
to 7 percent in 2018).  

INDICATORS FOR WHICH NO CONCLUSIVE DATA IS AVAILABLE 

• Number/rate of OOSC: though increases in gross and net enrollment rates at primary and lower secondary 
level (but decreases at upper secondary level) suggest numbers and rates of out-of-school children in basic 
education may have decreased, no formal data on these figures is available past 2016. 

• Primary dropout rate: The only data which was available on the primary dropout rate during the review period 
was for 2018, during which it was 11.5 percent.321 Primary dropout data for other years was not available. 

• Access for children with special needs: There was an overall lack of data on the enrollment of children with 
disabilities over time. The only information on enrollment of children with special needs was seen in a PSE-2 
results indicator on the number of children with disabilities as a share of total primary school students, which 
decreased from 0.6 percent in 2016 to 0.46 percent in 2018.   

• School-life expectancy: Data not available from country sources, UNESCO UIS statistics or in the RESEN. 

• Access for poorest: Country-level data and the RESEN do not provide any income-disaggregated data.  

 
  

 
320 Noted in MENA, Rapport d’analyse des statistiques scolaires de l’enseignement élémentaire et secondaire 
général, 2018, p. 73. Possible reasons for the sharp increase observed in 2014 were not provided.  
321 Ibid, p. 40. 
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Learning Outcomes in Basic Education 

Finding 22:  Overall, there is insufficient data to assess changes in learning outcomes at large 
and over time, although improvements in reading competencies were noted in 
schools in which early grade reading pedagogies were introduced. Available data 
suggests few differences in learning outcomes by gender, but ongoing disparities 
between children in rural and urban areas, and substantially lower learning 
outcomes among students in community-run schools. 

174. The main sources of information regarding learning outcomes during the review period were 
reports on national learning assessments and EGRA results published by the Service National de 
Coordination de l’Évaluation du Système Éducatif (SNECESE). During the 2015-2019 period, MENA 
conducted learning assessments for CE2 in 2016 and CP2 in 2017, as well as EGRAs in 2016 and 2019 (as 
well as an EGRA in 2014). Overall, however, information is scarce: only EGRA results allow a comparison 
over time, yet the sample of students assessed includes only those who were in schools in which the early 
grade reading pedagogies and assistance were introduced (with the exception of a control group in 2019, 
but not in prior years).322 In turn, the evaluation is unable to compare changes in learning outcomes 
measured by CE2 and CP2 national learning assessments over time, due to only one learning assessment 
for each of these grades of primary education having been conducted during the review period. Learning 
assessments at the lower secondary levels of education were not conducted in Guinea, and as such any 
data on learning outcomes in basic education during the review period is limited to the primary level of 
education.  

Table 5.3 EGRA results from 2014, 2016 and 2019, overall mean score323  

SCHOOL TYPE324 2014 2016 2019 

Treatment schools, 
overall mean score 

23.85 31.81 41.66 

Control schools, overall 
mean score 

n/a n/a 40.87 

 
322 The 2019 EGRA included a sample of 40 “control” schools in which early grade reading pedagogies were not 
introduced, as well as a sample of 120 schools in which early grade reading pedagogies were introduced. (MENA, 
Évaluation précoce de la lecture: Rapport, August 2019, p. 8). 
323 The overall mean score of the EGRAs (on a scale of 0-100) was the prime statistic highlighted in reports to reflect 
overall change in results over time. This figure aggregates mean results for all sub-tests included in the EGRA, such 
as vocabulary, reading orientation, reading words, reading of texts, reading comprehension and writing. A score 
between 0 and 25 indicates struggling students whose reading abilities are clearly insufficient for their grade. A score 
between 26 and 50 indicates students who only partly master the basic competencies to become a good reader. A 
score between 51 and 75 indicates students who are on the path towards acquiring essential reading competencies. 
A score between 76 and 100 indicates students who have already acquired essential reading competencies. Source: 
QA, p. 24. 
324 Treatment schools refer to schools, which were sampled in either 2014, 2016 or 2019 EGRAs, in which early grade 
reading pedagogies and assistance were introduced. Control schools refer to schools in which such pedagogies and 
assistance were not introduced, and which were sampled in an EGRA. As noted above, however, such a sample of 
control schools was only included in the 2019 EGRA. 
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175. Several observations may be made about learning outcomes in Guinea, based on learning 
assessments conducted during the review period: 

▪ Improvements in early grade reading among students assessed by EGRA: As shown in Table 5.3, 
overall mean EGRA scores increased steadily from 2014 to 2019. Disaggregating results by EGRA 
sub-tests suggests that the most substantial improvements were in students’ environmental 
vocabulary, spatial vocabulary and reading orientation, while less progress was made in students’ 
performance in reading and comprehension, and reading of invented words.325 However, as noted, 
the sample of students assessed as part of the EGRAs conducted over the course of the review 
period included only those who were in schools in which the early grade reading pedagogies and 
assistance were introduced. As such, while improvements in EGRA scores among the sample of 
students indicates progress achieved as a result of the early grade reading pedagogies utilized in 
class, it is unlikely that such an improvement is representative of learning outcomes in early grade 
reading among Guinean children at large.326 

▪ Learning outcomes in general, however, remain low: Despite improvements, overall mean scores 
of EGRAs suggested a continued lack of reading capacities among children assessed.327 The notion 
that learning outcomes remain low in Guinea is also seen in results for the CE2 learning assessment 
conducted for French and mathematics in 2016.328 Results from the CP2 learning assessment 
suggest a relatively higher performance, though reasons for this are not explained in documents 
available.329  

▪ No substantial differences in learning outcomes between girls and boys: Reports for the EGRAs 
and learning assessments for CP2 and CE2 indicate that gender did not make a significant difference 
in learning outcomes. Overall mean scores for EGRA in 2019 by gender differed by 2.7 points, in 
favour of boys (43 for boys versus 40.3 for girls);330 overall mean scores for the CE2 learning 
assessment in 2016 by gender differed only by 0.25 points (39.67 for boys versus 39.42 for girls); 
and a slightly higher CP2 learning assessment overall mean score among boys compared to girls in 
2017 (63.2 for boys versus 60.6 for girls).  

▪ Slight differences in learning outcomes between students from urban and rural areas: Some slight 
differences were seen in learning outcomes according to zone, at both the CP2 and CE2 levels, with 
the overall mean score for rural students three points higher than that of urban students at CP2 

 
325 See MENA, Évaluation précoce de la lecture: Rapport d’évaluation, August 2019, p. 31-32, for full comparison of 
results for sub-tests in 2014 and 2019.  
326 The overall mean score of the control subset of schools was 40.87, slightly lower than that of the 120 which had 
such pedagogies introduced, as reflected in Table 5.3 (MENA, Évaluation précoce de la lecture: Rapport, August 
2019, p. 23). 
327 As noted in MENA, Évaluation précoce de la lecture: Rapport d’évaluation, August 2019, p. 1.  
328 CE2 learning assessment results indicate that the overall mean score (on a scale of 0 to 100) was 39.4, with mean 
scores on French and mathematics 38.6 and 40.5 respectively (MENA, Évaluation des acquis des élèves du CE2 en 
français et calcul: Rapport technique, July 2016).  
329 The overall mean score among students assessed by the CP2 learning assessment was 61.9, with mean scores for 
French and mathematics 70.6 and 53.2 respectively (MENA, Évaluation en lecture EGRA au CP2, July-August 2016). 
330 The report on results for the 2016 EGRA noted a difference of 3.59 points in favour of boys (40.47 for boys versus 
36.88 for girls). Despite the higher difference in results obtained by boys and girls in 2016 compared to 2019, the 
difference in 2016 was found to not be statistically significant (MENA, Évaluation en lecture EGRA au CP2, July-August 
2016, p. 46).   
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(60.6 for urban students versus 63.6 for rural students),331 and the mean score for students in urban 
areas for CE2 mathematics three points higher than that of students from rural areas (42 for urban 
students versus 39 for rural students).332 Reports on EGRA results from 2014-2019 do not provide 
data on overall mean scores disaggregated according to urban or rural zones of the country.   

▪ Disparities in learning outcomes among students in private, public and community-run schools: 
CE2 students in private schools scored higher on average than their counterparts in public and 
community-run primary schools in both French and mathematics.333 While the disparity between 
public and private schools in average scores in French and mathematics at the CP2 level were small, 
scores among students enrolled in community-run schools were substantially lower.334 Available 
learning assessment reports do not provide data disaggregated by socioeconomic background.      

176. Finally, in addition to school type and location, the RESEN (pp.78-80) notes that, based on the 
results of EGRAs conducted in 2014 and 2016, factors positively associated with better learning outcomes 
in Guinea include textbook availability, the speaking of French at home, the education levels of students’ 
parents, and whether a teacher received pre-service teacher training. In turn, student age and repetition 
were negatively correlated to student performance in learning assessments. 

Is there evidence to link changes in learning outcomes, equity, gender 
equality and inclusion to system -level changes identified? What other 
factors can explain observed changes (or lack thereof)?  

Finding 23:  The extent to which system-level changes during the review period contributed 
to impact-level improvements is modest at best, due largely to the limited scale 
of system-level changes between 2015 and 2018. 

177. The evaluation is not attempting to establish verifiable links between system-level changes and 
impact-level trends, given that it is too early to formally measure causal linkages. However, Table 5.4 
discusses the extent to which links are plausible in key areas of impact-level improvement. 

 
331 CP2 students in rural areas on average scored better than students in urban areas in both French (69.2 for urban 
students versus 72.3 for rural students) and mathematics (51.9 for urban students versus 54.8 for rural students). 
Whilst available documentation did not provide any rationale for the better scores in rural areas, one possible reason 
are the lower pupil-classroom ratios in rural areas at both primary and lower secondary level (see finding 18). 
Another possibility may be that a higher share of low-performing rural students drop out, as compared with urban 
students. Indeed, drop-out rates are highest in rural areas and among children from poor households (RESEN, p.117). 
332 While CE2 students in urban areas scored better on average than students in rural areas in French, they did so to 
a lesser degree (39.5 for urban students versus 37.7 for rural students; difference of 1.8 points). 
333 The overall mean score for CE2 students enrolled in private schools was 43.66, compared to that of students 
enrolled in public schools (39.05) and community-run schools (33.65) (MENA, Évaluation des acquis des élèves du 
CE2 en français et calcul: Rapport technique, July 2016, p. 47). 
334 The overall mean score for students enrolled in community-run primary schools in the CE2 learning assessment 
was 54.7, a figure which trails behind that of 62 and 63 for students enrolled in public and private primary schools 
respectively (MENA, Évaluation des acquis des élèves du CP2 en Français et Calcul: Rapport technique, December 
2017, p. 29).  
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Table 5.4 Contributions of system-level improvements to identified impact-level improvements 

IMPACT-LEVEL 
IMPROVEMENTS 

LIKELIHOOD THAT SYSTEM-LEVEL CHANGES CONTRIBUTED TO THE IMPROVEMENT? 

Improved access to 
primary education: 

Primary enrollment 

Modest: While available sector reporting noted increases in primary enrollment during 
the review period, it did not provide possible reasons for this improvement. System-
level changes aimed at improving access to primary education during the review 
period, which may have supported increases in (gross and net) primary enrollment 
include (i) the overall increase in primary school classrooms between 2015 and 2018, 
consisting largely of an increase in private primary school classrooms;335 and (ii) the 
expansion, if still only to a minority of schools, of both WFP and MENA-led school 
feeding programs during the review period.336    

Improved reading 
scores in selected 
primary schools 
(time-series data 
available only for a 
small sample of 
schools benefiting 
from a pilot early 
grade reading 
intervention) 

Modest: As noted in Finding 22, mean scores for EGRAs increased between 2014 and 
2019 in sampled “treatment” schools (i.e. schools which used early grade reading 
pedagogies) which were included in EGRAs conducted in 2014, 2016 and 2019 
respectively. These pedagogies likely contributed to this improvement, although very 
limited 2019 data on a control group of schools indicated similar levels of literacy. The 
in-service training of most primary teachers in Guinea (planned under the PSE-2, 
supported by the FoCEB) may have supported improved reading outcomes, although 
there is insufficient data and these FoCEB-funded trainings may have been a one-off. 
Moreover, stagnation in primary pupil-teacher ratios and deterioration in pupil-
classroom ratios are ongoing system-level constraints on improved learning outcomes, 
as are the lack of revision of curricula (now planned under the upcoming ProDEG) and 
decreases in textbook-pupil ratios during the review period. 

Improved access to, 
retention in, and 
completion of lower 
secondary education: 

Transition rate from 
primary to lower 
secondary 

Lower secondary 
enrollment  

Lower secondary 
completion 

Low: Improvements to access and retention in lower secondary were more likely 
brought about by overall increases in private provision of secondary education services 
than by system-level improvements in the public education system. As noted in Finding 
18, while increases in public secondary schools and classrooms were seen during the 
review period, increases in the number of private secondary schools outpaced that of 
public secondary schools, with increases in number of private secondary classrooms 
also outpacing that of public secondary classrooms.337 The number of private 
secondary schools and classrooms outnumbered that of public secondary schools and 
classrooms throughout the review period. 

 
335 The number of primary schools increased from 9,246 in 2015 to 10,094 in 2018, and the number of primary school 
classrooms correspondingly increased from 39,919 to 44,058 during the same period. However, of the 4,139 primary 
schools added during this period, private school classrooms accounted for 57.4 percent, while public classrooms 
added accounted for 36 percent.  
336 Out of a total of 10,094 schools in 2018, the MENA school feeding program covered 191 schools in 2018, while 
the WFP program covered 885 schools in 2019 (according to one donor interviewee). 
337 The number of private secondary school classrooms increased from 6,862 in 2015 to 8,312 in 2018 (21.1 percent 
increase), while the number of public secondary classrooms increased from 5,312 in 2015 to 5,905 in 2018 (11.2 
percent increase). Annual statistics yearbooks did not provide data on numbers of public or private secondary 
schools disaggregated according to either lower or upper secondary.  
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IMPACT-LEVEL 
IMPROVEMENTS 

LIKELIHOOD THAT SYSTEM-LEVEL CHANGES CONTRIBUTED TO THE IMPROVEMENT? 

Gender equity in 
primary and lower 
secondary enrollment 

No evidence: Available evidence does not establish any clear linkages between any 
system-level changes and the observed modest narrowing of gender disparities for 
primary and lower secondary enrollment during the review period. As noted in Finding 
18, few measures aimed at gender equality were put in place during the review period. 

178. Two observations may be highlighted with regards to Table 5.4. First, several system-level changes 
observed during the review period (2015-2019) remain limited in scale, as noted in Finding 19, and as such 
it is unlikely that such changes brought about impact-level improvements observed during the review 
period.  

179. Second, improvements in access at the primary and secondary level seem to have been driven as 
much by the increased supply of private and community-run schools than by the construction of public 
schools and classroom. Whilst more private classrooms / schools were added at both levels, publicly 
funded construction also contributed by more explicitly targeting rural areas. Moreover, public schools 
overall continue to enroll more students, both per school and in total. Finally, despite increases in the 
number of both public and private schools and classrooms, pupil-classroom ratios increased during the 
review period, suggesting that increases in classroom availability did not keep pace with student 
enrollment.  

Implications for GPE’s ToC and country -level operational model  

Finding 24:  It is difficult to trace impact-level changes observed in Guinea to system-level 
improvements, due to a lack of sufficient data on learning outcomes, and the 
time needed for system-level improvements to have an effect on key sector 
indicators. 

180. The underlying assumptions for this contribution claim, as noted in Table 5.1, are: (1) changes in 
the education system positively affect learning outcomes and equity; and (2) country-produced data on 
equity, efficiency and learning allow for the measuring/tracking of these changes. Given the lack of 
system-level improvements related to equity; the fact that pupil-teacher ratios at the primary level 
deteriorated; and that learning data was available only for a limited set of schools, neither of these 
assumptions held. Overall, it is therefore difficult to follow the GPE country-level ToC through to impact-
level change, in the case of Guinea, also due to the likely time lag between given system-level 
improvements and changes in key impact-level indicators.  

181. The regular conducting of EGRAs in Guinea between 2014 and 2019 allowed for the closest 
approximation of an initiative which had been implemented as part of the sector plan, accompanied by 
the introduction of in-service teacher training in early grade reading pedagogies, and which ultimately 
had a positive effect on the learning outcomes of children who were beneficiaries of the intervention. 
However, due to the relatively limited scale of the extension of EGRA, it is unlikely to have had an effect 
across a wide-reaching sample of schools within the Guinean education system, and as such has not had 
an impact on early grade reading outcomes of Guinean students at large.   
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Finding 25:  The increased prominence of private sector education provision is an important 
feature of the Guinean education landscape. However, it remains a blind spot of 
the PSE-2, and to some extent, of the GPE country-level ToC. 

182. During the review period, the importance of non-governmental education provision (of which most 
is private, and some is community-led) continued to grow in Guinea, in line with regional trends.338 For 
instance, of the 4,139 primary classrooms added between 2015 and 2018, 1,491 were public (36 percent), 
2,376 were private (57.4 percent) and 272 were community-led (6.6 percent). As of 2018, over a third of 
students (35 percent) in Guinea attended private schools (see Table 2.2 in this report), up slightly from 
33.3 percent in 2015. 

183. Despite this trend, the PSE-2 and ProDEG only touch briefly on the issue of private education, 
without discussing explicit trends (despite these being explicitly noted in the RESEN). As such, the sector 
has not proposed a clear regulatory vision for the private sector, and neither LEG (GSE) meetings nor JSRs 
have contributed to highlighting and tackling this development.339 This is despite the fact that 
representatives of private education providers are regularly invited to sectoral consultations and events. 
However, the extent of their participation remains limited to date. 

184. The rise of private sector education in Guinea – and other GPE developing country partners – may 
also generate challenges for the validity of GPE’s country-level ToC. The ToC rests on sector plan 
implementation driving changes in the government-led education system, and these system-level changes 
in turn ultimately contributing to impact-level changes. However, if education sector plans only weakly 
address private education provision, and if the share of students directly reached by the government’s 
education system declines, the causal links posited in the GPE country-level ToC may become less 
effective. In addition to this, given the regional nature of the trend, there may be an opportunity for GPE 
as a global knowledge-broker to support developing country partners in learning from each other’s 
experiences in regulating private sector education provision, whether as a threat or as an opportunity.340 
  

 
338 See, for instance, Vives, Lisa, “Private schools gain a foothold in Africa”, in Africa Renewal, August-November 
2017. https://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/august-november-2017/private-schools-gain-foothold-africa.  
339 Private education provision, banned in the initial years of independence, was authorised in 1984. A national forum 
on private education provision was held in 2012, which noted that many of the provisions of the national policy on 
private education (lettre de politique de l’enseignement privé) were not being implemented. Updates to the policy 
and its control mechanisms were planned under the PSE-2 (if only vaguely described therein, see p.38 and 68), but 
not carried out. As such, private (as well as community) schools continue to operate largely independently of the 
government (an issue which the ProDEG addresses even less than the PSE-2). Interactions between the government 
and the private sector appear to be decided on a case-by-case basis. For instance, textbooks printed during the 
review period were to be also distributed to private and community schools, some private school teachers benefited 
from recent in-service training drives, and at the higher education level the government provides scholarships for 
students at private universities. With respect to sector dialogue, the associations of private education promoters 
(Association des Promoteurs de l'Enseignement Privé) and founders (Association des Fondateurs de l'Enseignement 
Privé) are nominally members of the LEG (GSE), but records available to the evaluation team (e.g. GSE minutes) show 
no sign of their participation or attendance. These associations do not seem highly active or formalized, and the 
evaluation team was not able to meet with representatives thereof. 
340 In 2019, GPE’s Board approved a “Private Sector Engagement Strategy”. However, the strategy focuses on GPE’s 
engagement with the business community, membership associations and providers of ancillary education services 
(e.g. IT solutions), not on private schools / private education providers as such. See GPE, “Factsheet: GPE’s Private 
Sector Engagement Strategy”, August 2019, available at https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/gpes-private-
sector-engagement-strategy-glance.  

https://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/august-november-2017/private-schools-gain-foothold-africa
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/gpes-private-sector-engagement-strategy-glance
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/gpes-private-sector-engagement-strategy-glance
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6 Conclusions and strategic questions/issues 
185. This final section of the report draws overall conclusions deriving from the evaluation findings 
and formulates several strategic questions that have been raised by the findings of the Guinea country-
level evaluation. These questions are of potential relevance for GPE overall and may warrant further 
exploration in other upcoming country-level evaluations. 

186. This section answers CEQ 7 and CEQ 8 from the evaluation matrix: 

▪ What, if any, aspects of GPE support to Guinea should be improved? What, if any, good practices 
have emerged related to how GPE supports countries? (CEQ 7) 

▪ What, if any, good practices have emerged related to how countries address specific education 
sector challenges/how countries operate during different elements of the policy cycle? (CEQ 8) 

6.1 Conclusions 

187. GPE’s contributions in Guinea during the PSE-2 period fell short of expectations, relative both 
to GPE grant objectives and to rallying the wider ‘country-level partnership’ around sector-wide goals 
and mechanisms. On a positive note, given Guinea’s recent political troubles, the 2015-2018 period was 
the first complete policy cycle during which GPE’s country-level operational model was able to operate 
without significant interruption. This enabled GPE to support improvements in the quality of sector-wide 
mechanisms in Guinea, without however exercising much influence over country-level actors’ ownership 
of these mechanisms. This in turn inhibited effectiveness of the GPE country-level model, since country-
level actors never fully rallied around the sector plan, frequently equated the plan with the ESPIG-backed 
FoCEB program, and perceived themselves as complying with funding requirements rather than driving a 
sectoral vision. In other words, although GPE’s funding requirements, funding, and Secretariat advocacy 
supported modest improvements, the sense of a ‘partnership for education’ in Guinea remains weak – 
between ministries, between development partners, and ultimately, between the government, 
development partners, and society as a whole, with many of those who can afford it turning their back on 
public education. Moreover, the partnership has been weakened by ongoing tensions, not originally 
caused by GPE but stirred by disagreement over ESPIG funding priorities and ESPIG GA selection. At the 
end of the ‘transitional’ 2015-2018 period, Guinea’s education system is not significantly more ready to 
deliver on its vision. The PSE-2, as far as can be ascertained from partial monitoring data, did not achieve 
most of its activity- or outcome-level targets, even two years after its planned completion, and despite a 
number of important initiatives supported by GPE and others, few of them are sufficiently substantial or 
sustainable to put the country’s education system on track to meet national or international goals.341 
  

 
341 These conclusions are in line with the conclusions of the Synthesis Report (Rapport Synthèse) of the Commission 
Nationale de Réflexion sur l’Education (CNRE), which notes: “From the Sectoral Adjustment Program for Education 
(PASE) to the Sectoral Education Program (PSE), much road has been travelled, but neither has significantly weighed 
on the trajectory of school in Guinea. Moreover, many of these programs’ recommendations were not implemented, 
making their contributions even harder to read. Where measures have been implemented, they have not succeeded 
in halting the decline of the education system.” CNRE, Documents de Travail, 2017, p.158. 
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188. GPE’s country-level ToC outlines four country-level objectives for GPE’s support. Table 6.1 
recapitulates this evaluation’s assessment of the degree of GPE contribution to each of these in Guinea. 

Table 6.1 Overview of GPE contribution to country-level objectives of the GPE country-level ToC 

COUNTRY-LEVEL OBJECTIVES RATING OF DEGREE/LIKELIHOOD OF GPE 
CONTRIBUTION 

Sector Planning Strong 

Sector Dialogue and Monitoring (Mutual Accountability) Strong 

Sector Financing Modest 

Sector Plan Implementation Modest 

189. The following paragraphs further review GPE’s contributions to key areas of its country-level ToC: 

▪ GPE helped to strengthen planning processes and documents during the review period, but the 
ownership of the resulting plans remains limited in the Guinean context as they are not ‘in sync’ 
with national processes. GPE’s funding requirements and ESPDGs contributed to the preparation 
of two sector plans of satisfactory and comparable quality during the review period, based in both 
cases on participatory processes which generated valuable sectoral evidence and exchanges. 
Strengths of both plans included relatively well-articulated financial frameworks and multi-year 
action plans, as well as manageable funding gaps. GPE’s processes (ESA and ESP guidance, ESPDG 
application, Quality Assurance and Review processes) were individually seen as adequate and 
supportive,342 but collectively as rather heavy, and of more importance to the GPE Secretariat than 
to the country. In general, sector plans remain ‘grafted’ on top of national processes - in the sense 
that they do not (yet) emerge ‘organically’ in response to a national demand – as evidenced by the 
fact that (a) planning processes were entirely funded by donors, (b) ministries continued to use 
other planning instruments, (c) ministry and national budget categories do not align with ESP/TEP 
priority programs, (d) sectoral planning cycles do not align with electoral or national development 
strategy cycles, and (e) a national sectoral reflection exercise was conducted in 2017 by the 
government, without donors and with hardly any reference to the existing (PSE-2) sector plan. This 
suggests that the active involvement and capacity building of government officials in planning 
exercises is not enough to ensure the existence of both administrative/financial tools and of political 
commitment to implement said plans. 

▪ GPE financial and non-financial contributions to mutual accountability have helped to put the 
spotlight on weaknesses in sector monitoring, but there remains a long way to go. A mix of 
financial backing for key monitoring activities as well as steady advocacy by the Secretariat country 
lead have contributed to increased efforts on the part of country-level actors to improve the quality 
of LEG meetings, JSRs, and annual implementation reports. The CA in Guinea also actively supported 
sector dialogue (e.g. by supporting the organization of LEG meetings) as well as sector monitoring 
(e.g. by actively participating in JSRs and by contributing to collect donor information for annual 
RAPs). If sustained, these efforts may contribute to the gradual entrenchment of both capacities 
and expectations for sector-wide reporting in the future. So far, GPE requirements such as plan 
endorsement have not significantly strengthened donors’ and ministries’ institutional incentives to 
focus on sector-wide monitoring, and GPE’s stance in favor of civil society was widely deemed to be 
supportive of their participation (through process guidelines and Secretariat advocacy), though 

 
342 The new ESPIG funding requirements (e.g. on data) or the variable tranche have not influenced the draft ProDEG. 
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insufficient to bolster their underlying capacities in the absence of a CSEF grant. Overall, the poor 
quality of data and annual implementation reporting in Guinea remains a major concern, as it 
prevents the effective tracking of sector progress and sector resources. GPE’s tools in this regard 
are still relatively blunt, as it has historically focused more on impact-level indicators than on 
activity-level reporting.  

▪ GPE contributions to domestic financing were modest, and few efforts were made to influence 
international financing beyond the program co-funded by the ESPIG. In Guinea, GPE’s funding 
requirements were a relatively ineffective tool to mobilize public domestic funds since 
requirements have been ‘met’ through pledges in a context in which executed amounts often lag 
behind budgeted ones, and even pledged amounts have at times implied decreases in the sector’s 
share of total government expenditures (e.g., as per Guinea’s domestic financing pledge at the GPE 
replenishment conference 2018). Despite sound economic growth (above ten percent in real terms 
in 2016 and 2017), domestic education financing progressed only modestly in Guinea, driven largely 
by salary increases, and basic education’s share of sectoral funding declined slightly, with very few 
governmental capital expenditures at that level (as most investments, e.g. in construction, have 
come from donor or private/community funding). With regards to international financing, GPE’s 
ESPIG constituted a non-negligible share (40 percent) of international funding for basic education 
and contributed to sustaining historical co-funding arrangements between the AFD, the World Bank 
and UNICEF through the FoCEB. However, the influence of elements of GPE’s country-level 
operational model (funding requirements, funding, CA) over harmonization and alignment beyond 
the FoCEB was weak. Harmonization will even weaken under the ProDEG as the World Bank will not 
be participating in the upcoming GPE-AFD co-funded program.  

▪ GPE contributed to sector plan implementation principally through its ESPIG, in a context of 
overall limited transitional plan implementation. The ESPIG-backed FoCEB constituted the most 
direct and aligned form of support for the PSE-2. The consultative nature of the ESPIG’s design 
meant it dovetailed closely with the PSE-2, but also led to some dispersion of its priorities, which 
contributed to complicating and delaying its implementation, and perhaps diluted its focus on some 
GPE priorities, such as gender equality and inclusive education. Other actors aligned more loosely 
with the sector plan: the government concentrated on funding salary expenditures, whereas other 
donors funded a variety of projects whose timelines only loosely coincided with those of the PSE-1, 
PSE-2, and ProDEG. Ultimately, sector plan implementation was piecemeal, with less than half of 
planned targets achieved in some years. These weaknesses are not inconsistent with the GPE 
country-level ToC, but rather reflect aforementioned weaknesses in plan ownership and plan 
mutual accountability. An additional element of concern is that, whereas plan financing targets 
were mostly met, plan implementation targets were not, and annual implementation reports (RAPs) 
do not always provide a clear sense of how resources initially allocated to PSE-2 activities were 
ultimately spent. Thought it is too early to assess ProDEG implementation, a number of notable 
activities implemented under the PSE-2 do not appear in the new plan, meaning that it is unclear 
whether they can be scaled or sustained, and suggesting limited continuity between policy cycles. 

▪ System-level changes during the review period were limited. This was due partly to the short-term 
and transitional nature of the plan, but also to the plan’s partial implementation, and to the fact 
that many system-relevant initiatives were donor-driven and not of national scale. At the impact-
level, data suggests access to primary and lower secondary education improved strongly for boys 
and even more for girls, more than making up for an Ebola-caused dip in enrollment in 2015. This 
improvement is likely explained principally through increased classroom supply (a ten percent 
increase in the number of classrooms in Guinea), of which over half were privately held. This 
increasing importance of private education provision, a regional trend, was a blind spot of both the 
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PSE-2 and the FoCEB during the review period, and is a gap in the GPE country-level ToC. It also 
generates substantial questions about the future of the public education system, as Guinea risks 
falling into a low-level equilibrium wherein society does not trust government schools to provide a 
compelling education, and the government in turn feels little pressure to make changes. 

190. In general, six out of 23 assumptions of GPE’s country-level ToC held in Guinea (26 percent). 
Another 10 assumptions (44 percent) partly held, and the remaining seven (30 percent) were found to not 
hold. Assumptions tended to hold or partly hold in areas where GPE was identified to have made the 
strongest contributions (planning and dialogue/monitoring), but decreasingly held at higher levels of 
change. The assumption that country-level actors, in particular the government, had the ‘motivation’ to 
make improvements frequently did not hold, given the low interest, in particular among non-MENA 
ministries, for sector plans and processes from which they did not seem to benefit. 

Table 6.2 Share of GPE ToC assumptions that were found to hold, by contribution claim 

Area Proportions of Assumptions that held, partially held or did not hold 

Sector Planning 80%  20% 

Sector Dialogue and 
Monitoring 

25% 50% 25% 

Sector Financing 50% 50% 

Sector Plan 
Implementation 

17% 50% 33% 

System-Level Changes 75% 25% 

Impact-Level Changes 100% 

Total 26% 44% 30% 

191. Several aspects of the GPE’s country-level operational model functioned well during the review 
period: 

▪ The coordinating agency (CA) for most of the period (UNICEF) actively supported sector dialogue 
and represented donors at various events and consultations. UNICEF’s involvement was supported 
by the fact that it was also the GA for GPE’s ESPDGs in 2017-2019, which allowed it to dedicate staff 
to supporting sectoral and GPE-related processes. Towards the end of the review period, GIZ 
(representing the Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development) became CA and 
vowed to dedicate some time/resources towards the role, showing some level of commitment 
among development partners in Guinea to collectively supporting sector dialogue. The change in 
CA was deemed reasonable at that time given that UNICEF had recently completed two four-year 
cycles as the CA. 

▪ The performance of the ESPIG grant agent (GA) during the review period (the World Bank) was, 
overall, reviewed positively, as exhibited by the fact that there was interest among MENA 
stakeholders to retain the World Bank as the GA for the upcoming ESPIG. The GA supported the 
organization of joint FoCEB monitoring missions, which provided valuable data about sector 
achievements (though with a FoCEB focus, as opposed to a sector-wide lens). The performance of 
the most recent ESPDG GA (UNICEF) was also deemed positive, although questions were raised 
about the level of ESPDG transaction costs (for the government) given the relatively small amounts 
of money involved. 

▪ Advice and input from the GPE Secretariat’s country lead (CL) were mentioned frequently and 
positively in Guinea. The Guinean case suggests that country leads may exercise a substantial 
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influence through advocacy at LEG and JSR meetings (if and as they attend) on issues ranging from 
civil society participation, to the quality of sector monitoring, to sub-sectoral arbitrage. This 
influence may have been supported by the fact that the CL has been closely involved with Guinea 
for several years, including prior to joining the GPE Secretariat. 

▪ GPE processes showed adequate flexibility with regards to timelines (e.g. with regards to grant 
applications or no-cost extensions for existing grants) as external events (Ebola, problematic census 
data) repeatedly delayed ESPIG and ESPDG implementation. The flexibility of GPE’s 2015-2019 
ESPIG in terms of restructuring its funds to support school hygiene activities in the wake of the Ebola 
crisis increased its relevance to the country’s priorities at the time.343 

192. However, the GPE model also encountered, and partly contributed to, a number of challenges. 

▪ In countries with a history of competition between education ministries, GPE’s model can 
exacerbate tensions by calling for sector-wide processes, and then focusing ESPIG funds on basic 
education. Other education ministries then feel they are participating ‘on behalf of basic education’. 

▪ In a context in which education for employment is a rising national concern, GPE’s historical (and 
ongoing perceived) preference for funding basic education over TVET was interpreted by certain 
actors (not just in the TVET ministry) as a sign of GPE being less responsive to national needs. 

▪ The selection process for the upcoming ESPIG’s GA generated friction amongst country-level actors. 
Whilst the involvement of parties at several levels of the government complicated the process, 
several actors suggested GPE could clarify how to handle a situation in which the government 
ultimately selects a GA different from the one recommended by the GA application review 
committee. Even so, the recent introduction of GPE guidelines for the GA selection supported 
increased (if ultimately not full) transparency in a process which had, in Guinea, previously been 
decided without any LEG involvement. 

▪ GPE’s role as a regional/global knowledge-broker was mentioned only occasionally during the 
review period, principally in the context of ‘study visits’ enabling government officials to travel to 
regional workshops, such as on gender-responsive education sector planning in 2018.  

▪ Whilst the review period witnessed efforts on a number of GPE priorities such as EMIS and LAS, a 
number of other GPE priorities – such as gender equity and equality, inclusive education, and 
efficiency – did not witness significant traction during the review period. 

193. Finally, it was too early to tell the relevance and effectiveness of recent updates to the GPE model, 
such as the ESPIG variable tranche mechanism. Whilst the upcoming ESPIG will include a variable tranche, 
this had no detectable influence on the ProDEG development process, and few stakeholders were aware 
of the new mechanism and its implications. In turn, the fact that the upcoming ProDEG is an ESP, whereas 
the PSE-2 was a TEP, does not appear (likely) to make a difference in terms of the plan’s respective 
relevance to context or achievability, due to the fact that the PSE-2 already covered all sub-sectors (unlike 
some other TEPs), and that the ProDEG’s initial operational plan extends over three years just as the PSE-
2 did. Indeed, the ongoing relevance of the ten-year ProDEG is likely to hinge on it being periodically 
updated to respond to emerging trends in the coming decade.  

 
343 This is despite the fact that Guinea was (somewhat surprisingly) not classified as a fragile and conflict-affected 
country throughout the review period, and therefore did not officially fall under the purview of GPE’s 2013 
operational framework for effective support in fragile and conflict-affected countries. See 
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2013-05-GPE-Operational-Framework.pdf.  

https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2013-05-GPE-Operational-Framework.pdf
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6.2 Good practices arising from Guinea for other countries  

194. The following ‘good practices’ were noted by the evaluation team that may be of interest to other 
DCPs: 

▪ Involvement from non-education ministries in sectoral planning processes: in Guinea, throughout 
the review period and to some degree even prior to it, sectoral planning processes have invited and 
called upon the contributions of non-education ministries, for instance the ministries of finance, 
planning and budget (for macro-economic and budgetary projections), the ministry of public service 
(for recruitment issues), the ministry of decentralization (for empowering decentralized education 
authorities), and the ministry of health (for school health and hygiene issues). These exchanges have 
supported a coordinated and integrated approach to education, and increase the awareness and 
buy-in of other line ministries for the work of education ministries.  

▪ Conducting assessments of pilot initiatives: during the review period, several studies were 
conducted to assess the effectiveness of recently launched initiatives, such as new methodologies 
to strengthen reading skills (‘EGRA’), trainings to strengthen school-level management, school 
improvement grants, and others.344 Several of these assessments were commissioned by donors, 
but executed by ministerial services, such as the Service National de Coordination de l’Évaluation 
du Système Éducatif (SNCESE). This practice built evaluative capacity as well as informed the 
adjustment or expansion of reviewed initiatives.  

6.3 Strategic questions 

195. The following strategic questions arise from this CLE for GPE and may be particularly relevant in 
thinking about the role that GPE plays in a context like Guinea, where the education sector has, despite 
progress in selected areas, not met domestic and international targets in recent years: 

▪ On plan ownership: Without GPE financial and non-financial support, countries like Guinea are 
unlikely to conduct ESAs and develop comprehensive ESPs, or at least not to international quality 
standards. Yet with GPE support, ESPs are quickly associated with ESPIG funding and easily mistaken 
for a ‘GPE tool’. How can GPE support quality planning processes without undermining 
governmental ownership? How can the value of plans be differentiated from the value of ESPIGs, 
and communicated even to ministries not likely to benefit directly from ESPIG funding? How can 
GPE measure intrinsic ‘demand’ for sector plans, and are sectoral planning processes relevant in all 
contexts? Should comprehensive sectoral plans be a funding requirement, or merely a suggestion? 

▪ On monitoring sector plan implementation: In Guinea as in a number of other countries, JSRs and 
annual implementation plans have tended to focus on what has been done, as opposed to reporting 
against what has been planned (or on what can be done to close gaps, or on whether 
recommendations from last year were followed-up on). Moreover, reporting is often by donor 
project, as opposed to against the sector plan (and its costed multi-year action plan). Finally, in a 

 
344 These studies, also cited in relevant sections of this report, include MENA, “Évaluation précoce de la lecture: 
Rapport d’évaluation” August 2019 (on EGRA); MENA, “Programme Formation en Gestion à la Base 2012-2019 – 
Rapport Bilan” August 2019 (on school-level management); and SNCESE, “Évaluation des subventions aux Écoles 
Primaires (PAE) – Rapport d’analyse de Performance des Écoles” October 2018 (on school subsidies). 



110 FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 

© UNIVERSALIA 

reversal of traditional performance measurement challenges, there is more and better at reporting 
on ‘impact-level indicators’ (e.g. the number of children in school) than on the implementation of 
specific activities (e.g. the number of classrooms built). In this context, how can GPE clearly 
communicate the importance of quality annual implementation reports to governments? How can 
CAs, GAs, other development partners and civil society be involved as mutual accountability allies 
in this effort? And does GPE itself need to afford as much attention to sector plan implementation 
as it has for sector plan development? 

▪ On seeking government co-funding for GPE grants: In Guinea, the ESPIG was co-funded by a 
number of donors, but the degree to which several of its initiatives will be maintained or scaled 
remains unclear, as government capital spending on basic education remained very limited. To what 
extent would seeking ESPIG co-funding from the government (a) help the government ringfence 
planned capital expenditures from other uses, and (b) help to further strengthen the linkages 
between government and donor programming, thereby preparing the groundwork for handing over 
donor-backed pilots to the government for scaling and consolidation? Similarly, to what extent 
should GPE seek ESPDG co-funding from the government to increase government ownership of 
these processes?  

▪ On GA selection guidance: Processes for the selection of GPE GAs can generate frictions, or 
exacerbate existing divisions in certain contexts. How can GPE ensure that processes for its existing 
(and recently updated) GA selection is known and followed, and further clarify processes for when 
the government’s decision does not coincide with the candidate recommended by the LEG’s review 
committee? 

▪ On TVET and employability: stakeholders and sectoral plans point to an increasing prioritization of 
TVET in Guinea – reflecting a concern for employability, yet GPE’s ESPIGs focus on basic education, 
and GPE’s current strategy does not focus on links between the education system and the labor 
market. Can GPE clarify whether and under what conditions its ESPIG funds are available to support 
TVET activities (beyond those targeted at out-of-school children), particularly where these may 
reach children of similar age and vulnerability as those in lower secondary? And what are 
implications for GPE’s next strategy with regards to the issue of employability and external 
efficiency of the education system? For instance, could and should basic education curricula – soon 
to be reformed in Guinea – be tailored more to national labor market needs? 

▪ On the rise of private education: During the review period, Guinea witnessed the further growth of 
private education provision, which enrolls over a third of children in school. What guidance can GPE 
offer countries – drawing from national experiences across its developing country partners – with 
regards to how to regulate private education provision? And to what extent does the rise affect the 
plausibility of GPE’s country-level ToC, which focuses on strengthening a government-led policy 
cycle in contexts in which governments control fewer and fewer schools directly? 
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Appendix I  Revised Evaluation Matrix 

MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

Key question I: Has GPE support to [country] contributed to achieving country-level objectives related to sector plan implementation, sector dialogue 

and monitoring, and more/better financing for education?345 If so, then how? 

CEQ 1: Has GPE contributed to education sector plan implementation in [country] during the period under review? 346 How?  

CEQ 1.1a (prospective CLE) 
What have been strengths and 
weaknesses of sector planning 
during the period under 
review?347 

What are likely reasons for 
strong/weak sector planning? 

• Extent to which the country’s sector plan met the 
criteria for a credible ESP as put forward in GPE/IIEP 

Guidelines348 

− ESP is guided by an overall vision 

− ESP is strategic, i.e. it identifies strategies for 
achieving its vision, including required human, 
technical and financial capacities, and sets priorities) 

• Sector plan(s) for the period 
covered by the most recent 
ESPIG  

• Education Sector Analyses and 
other documents analyzing key 
gaps/issues in the sector 

• Descriptive analysis 

• Triangulation of 
data deriving from 
document review 
and interviews 

 
345 OECD DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. 
346 The core period under review varies for summative and prospective evaluations. Prospective evaluations will primarily focus on the period early 2018 to early 
2020 and will relate observations of change back to the baseline established at this point. The summative evaluations will focus on the period covered by the 
most recent ESPIG implemented in the respective country. However, where applicable, (and subject to data availability) the summative evaluations will also look 
at the beginning of the next policy cycle, more specifically sector planning processes and related GPE support carried out during/towards the end of the period 
covered by the most recent ESPIG. 
347 This question will be applied in prospective evaluations in countries that have not yet developed a (recent) sector plan, such as Mali, as well as in countries 
that have an existing plan, but that are in the process of embarking into a new planning process. In countries where a sector plan exists and where related GPE 
support has already been assessed in Year 1 reports, future reports will use a similarly descriptive approach as outlined under question 1.1b, i.e. briefly 
summarizing key characteristics of the existing sector plan.  
348 Global Partnership for education, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal. Washington and 
Paris. 2015. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation. Available at: https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-
preparation  

 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-preparation
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-preparation
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

− ESP is holistic, i.e. it covers all sub-sectors as well as 
non-formal education and adult literacy 

− ESP is evidence-based, i.e. it starts from an 
education sector analysis 

− ESP is achievable 

− ESP is sensitive to context 

− ESP pays attention to disparities (e.g. between 
girls/boys or between groups defined geographically, 
ethnically/culturally or by income) 

• For TEPs: Extent to which the country’s sector plan met 
the criteria for a credible TEP as put forward in 
GPE/IIEP Guidelines349 

− TEP is shared (state-driven, developed through 
participatory process) 

− TEP is evidence-based 

− TEP is sensitive to context and pays attention to 
disparities 

− TEP is strategic, i.e. it identifies strategies that not 
only help address immediate needs but lay the 
foundation for realizing system’s long-term vision 

− TEP is targeted (focused on critical education needs 
in the short and medium term, on system capacity 
development, on limited number of priorities) 

• GPE ESP/TEP quality assurance 
documents 

• GPE RF data (Indicator 16 a-b-c-
d)352 

• Other relevant reports or 
reviews that comment on the 
quality of the sector plan  

• Interviews 

 
349 Global Partnership for Education, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal. Washington and 
Paris. 2016. Guidelines for Transitional Education Plan Preparation. Available at: https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-
plan-preparation  
352 If the respective ESP has not been rated by GPE (i.e. if no specific information is available on indicators 16 a-d), the evaluation team will provide a broad 
assessment of the extent to which the ESP meets or does not meet the quality criteria. This review will be based on existing reviews and assessments of the 
sector plan, in particular the appraisal report. To the extent possible, findings of these assessments will be ‘translated’ in terms of the GPE/IIEP quality standards. 

 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-plan-preparation
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-plan-preparation
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

− TEP is operational (feasible, including 
implementation and monitoring frameworks) 

• Extent to which the ESP/TEP meets GPE quality criteria 
as outlined in the GPE 2020 results framework 
(indicators 16a, b, c and d)350 

• Extent to which the ESP/TEP addresses the main 
issues/gaps in the education sector (as identified 
through Education Sector Analyses and/or other 
studies) 

• Extent to which the process of sector plan preparation 
has been country-led, participatory, and transparent351 

• Stakeholder views on strengths and weaknesses of the 
most recent sector planning process in terms of: 

− Leadership for and inclusiveness of sector plan 
development 

− Relevance, coherence and achievability of the sector 
plan 

CEQ 1.1b (summative CLE) 
What characterized the 
education sector plan in place 
during the core period under 
review?  

• ESP/TEP objectives/envisaged results and related 
targets 

• For ESPs: Extent to which the country’s sector plan met 
the criteria for a credible ESP as put forward in GPE/IIEP 
Guidelines353 

• Sector plan(s) for the period 
covered by the most recent 
ESPIG  

• GPE ESP/TEP quality assurance 
documents 

• Descriptive analysis 

 
350 If no GPE ratings on these indicators are available, evaluation team’s assessment of extent to which the ESP meets the various criteria outlined under indicator 
16a-d. 
351 Global Partnership for Education, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal. Washington and 
Paris. 2015. Available at: http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002337/233768e.pdf   
353 Global Partnership for Education, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal. Washington and 
Paris. 2015. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation. Available at: https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-
preparation  

 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002337/233768e.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-preparation
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-education-sector-plan-preparation
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

− ESP is guided by an overall vision 

− ESP is strategic, i.e. it identifies strategies for 
achieving its vision, including required human, 
technical and financial capacities, and sets priorities) 

− ESP is holistic, i.e. it covers all sub-sectors as well as 
non-formal education and adult literacy 

− ESP is evidence-based, i.e. it starts from an 
education sector analysis 

− ESP is achievable 

− ESP is sensitive to context 

− ESP pays attention to disparities (e.g. between 
girls/boys or between groups defined geographically, 
ethnically/culturally or by income) 

• For TEPs: Extent to which the country’s sector plan met 
the criteria for a credible TEP as put forward in 
GPE/IIEP Guidelines354 

− TEP is shared (state-driven, developed through 
participatory process) 

− TEP is evidence-based 

− TEP is sensitive to context and pays attention to 
disparities 

− TEP is strategic, i.e. it identifies strategies that not 
only help address immediate needs but lay the 
foundation for realizing system’s long-term vision 

• GPE RF data (indicator 16 a-b-c-
d) 356 

• Other relevant reports or 
reviews that comment on the 
quality of the sector plan  

 
354 Global Partnership for Education, UNESCO International Institute for Educational Planning. Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Appraisal. Washington and 
Paris. 2016. Guidelines for Transitional Education Plan Preparation. Available at: https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-
plan-preparation  
356 If the respective ESP has not been rated by GPE (i.e. if no specific information is available on indicators 16 a-d), the evaluation team will provide a broad 
assessment of the extent to which the ESP meets or does not meet the quality criteria. This review will be based on existing reviews and assessments of the 
sector plan, in particular the appraisal report. To the extent possible, findings of these assessments will be ‘translated’ in terms of the GPE/IIEP quality standards. 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-plan-preparation
https://www.globalpartnership.org/content/guidelines-transitional-education-plan-preparation
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

− TEP is targeted (focused on critical education needs 
in the short and medium term, on system capacity 
development, on limited number of priorities) 

− TEP is operational (feasible, including 
implementation and monitoring frameworks) 

• Extent to which the ESP/TEP meets GPE quality criteria 
as outlined in the GPE 2020 results framework 
(indicators 16a, b, c and d) 355 

CEQ 1.2a (prospective CLE) Has 
GPE contributed to the 
observed characteristics of 
sector planning? How? If no, 
why not? 

a) Through the GPE ESPDG 
grant- (funding, funding 
requirements)  

b) Through other support for 
sector planning (advocacy, 
standards, quality 
assurance procedures, 
guidelines, capacity 
building, facilitation, CSEF 
and ASA grants, and cross-
national sharing of 

evidence/good practice )357 

a) Contributions through GPE ESPDG grant and related 
funding requirements:  

• ESPDG amount as a share of total resources invested 
into sector plan preparation.  

• Types of activities/deliverables financed through ESPDG 
and their role in informing/enabling sector plan 
development 

b) Contributions through other (non ESPDG-related) 
support to sector planning: 

• Evidence of GPE quality assurance processes improving 
the quality of the final, compared to draft versions of 
the sector plan  

•  Stakeholder views on relevance and 
appropriateness/value added of GPE Secretariat 
support, in-country assistance from GA/CA, 
Secretariat/GA/CA advocacy, capacity building, 

• Draft and final versions of the 
sector plan  

• Related GPE ESP/TSP quality 
assurance documents  

• Secretariat reports, e.g. country 
lead back to office/mission 
reports 

• Other documents on 
advocacy/facilitation provided 
by Secretariat, CA or GA 

• Country-specific ESPDG grant 
applications 

• Interviews 

• Education sector analyses and 
other studies conducted with 
ESPDG funding 

• Triangulation of 
data deriving from 
document review 
and interviews 

 
355 If no GPE ratings on these indicators are available, evaluation team’s assessment of extent to which the ESP meets the various criteria outlined under indicator 
16a-d. 
357 Advocacy can include inputs from Secretariat, grant agent, coordinating agency, LEG, and GPE at global level (e.g. Board meetings, agreed upon standards). 
Knowledge exchange includes cross-national/global activities organized by the Secretariat, as well as the sharing and use of insights derived from GRA and KIX 
grant-supported interventions.  
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facilitation; GPE standards, guidelines, CSEF and ASA 
grants, and knowledge exchange in relation to: 

− Improving the quality (including relevance) of 
education sector plans 

− Strengthening in-country capacity for sector planning 

CEQ 1.2b-d (summative CLE – 
currently in Part B of the 
matrix below and labelled CEQ 
9-11) 

   

CEQ 1.3 What have been 
strengths and weaknesses of 
sector plan implementation 
during the period under 
review?  

What are likely reasons for 
strong/weak sector plan 
implementation? 

• Progress made towards implementing sector plan 
objectives/meeting implementation targets of 
current/most recent sector plan within envisaged 
timeframe (with focus on changes relevant in view of 
GPE 2020 envisaged impact and outcome areas).  

• Extent to which sector plan implementation is funded 
(expected and actual funding gap) 

• Evidence of government ownership of and leadership 
for plan implementation (country specific).358  

• Government implementation capacity and 
management, e.g.: 

− Existence of clear operational/implementation plans 
or equivalents to guide sector plan implementation 
and monitoring 

− Clear roles and responsibilities related to plan 
implementation and monitoring 

• Sector plan(s) for the period 
covered by the most recent 
(mostly) complete ESPIG  

• DCP government ESP/TEP 
implementation documents 
including mid-term or final 
reviews  

• Relevant programme or sector 
evaluations, including reviews 
preceding the period of GPE 
support under review  

• JSR reports 

• Reports or studies on ESP/TEP 
implementation commissioned 
by other development partners 
and/or the DCP government 

• CSO reports 

• Descriptive analysis 

• Triangulation of 
data deriving from 
document review 
and interviews  

 
358 For example, in some countries one indicator of country ownership may be the existence of measures to gradually transfer funding for specific ESP elements 
from GPE/development partner support to domestic funding. However, this indicator may not be applicable in all countries. Stakeholder interviews will be an 
important source for identifying appropriate, context-specific indicators for government ownership in each case.  
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− Relevant staff have required 
knowledge/skills/experience) 

• Extent to which development partners who have 
endorsed the plan have actively supported/contributed 
to its implementation in an aligned manner. 

• Extent to which sector dialogue and monitoring have 
facilitated dynamic adaptation of sector plan 
implementation to respond to contextual changes 
(where applicable) 

• Extent to which the quality of the implementation plan 
in the ESP/TEP and of the plan itself is influencing the 
actual implementation (e.g. achievability, prioritization 
of objectives). 

• Stakeholder views on reasons why plan has or has not 
been implemented as envisaged 

• Interviews 

• DCP’s plan implementation 
progress reports 

CEQ 1.4 Has GPE contributed to 
the observed characteristics of 
sector plan implementation?  

If so, then how? If not, why 
not?  

a) Through GPE EPDG, ESPIG 
grants-related funding 
requirements and the 
variable tranche under the 
New Funding Model 

(NFM)359  

b) Through non-financial 
support (advocacy, 
standards, quality 

a) Contributions through GPE EPDG and ESPIG grants, 
related funding requirements and variable tranche 
under the NFM (where applicable)  

• Proportion of overall sector plan (both in terms of costs 
and key objectives) funded through GPE ESPIG 

• Absolute amount of GPE disbursement and GPE 
disbursement as a share of total aid to education 

• Evidence of GPE grants addressing gaps/needs or 
priorities identified by the DCP government and/or LEG 

• Degree of alignment of ESPIG objectives with ESP 
objectives. 

• Grant implementation is on time and on budget 

• ESP implementation data 
including joint sector reviews 

• GPE grant agent reports and 
other grant performance data 

• Secretariat reports, e.g. country 
lead back to office/mission 
reports 

• GPE ESP/TSP quality assurance 

documents  

• Other documents on GPE 
advocacy/facilitation 

• Country-specific grant 
applications 

• Triangulation of 
data deriving from 
document review 
and interviews 

• Where applicable: 
Comparison of 
progress made 
towards ESPIG grant 
objectives linked to 
specific 
performance targets 
with those without 
targets (variable 
tranche under the 

 
359 Where applicable. 
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assurance procedures, 
guidelines, capacity 
building, and facilitation, 
and cross-national sharing 
of evidence/good 

practice)360 

• Degree of achievement of/progress toward achieving 
ESPIG targets (showed mapped to ESPIG objectives, 
and sector plan objectives) 

• Evidence of variable tranche having influenced policy 
dialogue before and during sector plan implementation 
(where applicable) 

• Progress made towards sector targets outlined in GPE 
grant agreements as triggers for variable tranche under 
the NFM, compared to progress made in areas without 
specific targets (where applicable) 

• EPDG/ESPIG resources allocated to(implementation) 
capacity development 

• Stakeholder views on GPE EPDG and ESPIG grants with 
focus on: 

− Value added by these grants to overall sector plan 
implementation 

− The extent to which the new (2015) funding model is 
clear and appropriate especially in relation to the 
variable tranche 

− How well GPE grant application processes are 
working for in-country stakeholders (e.g. are grant 
requirements clear? Are they appropriate 
considering available grant amounts?) 

b) Contributions through non-financial support 

• Types of GPE support (advocacy, facilitation, knowledge 
sharing) aimed at strengthening sustainable 
local/national capacities for plan implementation  

• Interviews 

• Education sector analyses 

• Country’s poverty reduction 
strategy paper 

New Funding 
Model) 

 
360 Facilitation provided primarily through the GPE Secretariat, the grant agent and coordinating agency. Advocacy – including inputs from Secretariat, grant 
agent, coordinating agency, LEG, and GPE at global level (e.g. Board meetings, agreed upon standards). Knowledge exchange - including cross-national/global 
activities related to the diffusion of evidence and best practice to improve sector planning and implementation. 
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• Relevance of GPE non-financial support in light of DCP 
government’s own capacity development plan(s) 
(where applicable) 

• Stakeholder views on relevance and effectiveness of 
GPE non-financial support with focus on: 

− GPE non-financial support contributing to 
strengthening sustainable local/national capacities 
relevant for plan implementation 

− GPE non-financial facilitating harmonized 
development partners’ support to plan 
implementation 

• Possible causes for no/ limited GPE contribution to plan 
implementation. 

CEQ 1.5 How has education 
sector financing evolved during 
the period under review?  

a) Amounts of domestic 
financing 

b) Amounts and sources of 
international financing 

c) Quality of domestic and 
international financing 
(e.g. short, medium and 
long-term predictability, 
alignment with 
government systems)? 

1. If no positive changes, then 
why not? 

a) Amounts of domestic education sector financing 

• Changes in country’s public expenditures on education 
during period under review (absolute amounts and 
spending relative to total government expenditure) 

• Extent to which country has achieved, maintained, 
moved toward, or exceeded 20% of public expenditures 
on education during period under review 

• Changes in education recurrent spending as a 
percentage of total government recurrent spending 

b) Amounts and sources of international financing 

• Changes in the number and types of international 
donors supporting the education sector 

• Changes in amounts of education sector funding from 
traditional and non-traditional donors (e.g. private 
foundations and non-DAC members)  

• Changes in percentage of capital expenditures and 
other education investments funded through donor 
contributions 

• Creditor Reporting System 
(CRS) by OECD-DAC 

• UIS data by UNESCO 

• National data (e.g. Education 
Management Information 
Systems, National Education 
Accounts, Joint Sector Reviews, 
public expenditure reviews) 

• GPE results framework 
indicator 29 on alignment 

• Trend analysis for 
period under review 

• Descriptive analysis 
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c) Quality of sector financing 

• Changes in the quality (predictability, alignment, 
harmonization/modality) of international education 
sector financing to country 

• Changes in the quality of domestic education financing 
(e.g. predictability, frequency and timeliness of 
disbursements, program versus input-based funding) 

• Extent to which country dedicates at least 45% of its 
education budget to primary education (for countries 
where PCR is below 95%) 

• Changes in allocation of specific/additional funding to 
marginalized groups 

• Changes in extent to which other donors’ 
funding/conditional budget support is tied to the 
education sector 

CEQ 1.6 Has GPE contributed to 
leveraging additional education 
sector financing and improving 
the quality of financing?  

If yes, then how? If not, then 
why not? 

a) Through ESPIG funding and 
related funding 
requirements? 

b) Through the GPE multiplier 
funding mechanisms 
(where applicable)? 

 

a) Through ESPIG funding and related requirements 

• Government commitment to finance the endorsed 
sector plan (expressed in ESPIG applications) 

• Extent to which GPE Program Implementation Grant-
supported programs have been co-financed by other 
actors or are part of pooled funding mechanisms 

• Stakeholder views on extent to which GPE funding 
requirements (likely) having influenced changes in 
domestic education financing 

• Changes in relative size of GPE financial contribution in 
relation to other donor’ contributions 

• Trends in external financing and domestic financing 
channeled through and outside of GPE, and for basic 
and total education, to account for any substitution by 
donors or the country government 

• ESPIG grant applications and 
related documents (country 
commitment on financing 
requirement 

• Donor pledges and 
contributions to ESP 
implementation) 

• Creditor Reporting System 
(CRS) by OECD-DAC 

• UIS data by UNESCO 

• National data (e.g. Education 
Management Information 
Systems, National Education 
Accounts, Joint Sector Reviews, 
public expenditure reviews) 

• Interviews with national actors 
(e.g. Ministry of Finance, 

• Comparative 
analysis (GPE versus 
other donor 
contributions) 

• Triangulation of 
quantitative analysis 
with interview data 
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2. Through other means, 
including advocacy361 at 
national and/or global 
levels? 

• Alignment of GPE education sector program 
implementation grants with national systems362 

• Possible reasons for non-alignment or non-
harmonization of ESPIGs (if applicable)  

b) Through the GPE multiplier funding mechanism 

• Amount received by DCP government through the GPE 
multiplier fund (if applicable) 

• Stakeholder views on clarity and efficiency of multiplier 
application process  

c) Through other means (especially advocacy) 

• Likelihood of GPE advocacy having contributed to 
country meeting/approaching goal of 20% of the total 
national budget dedicated to education 

• Changes in existing dynamics between education and 
finance ministries that stakeholders (at least partly) 
attribute to GPE advocacy363 (e.g. JSRs attended by 
senior MoF staff) 

• Amounts and quality of additional resources likely 
mobilized with contribution from GPE advocacy efforts 
at country or global levels 

• Amounts and sources of non-traditional financing (e.g. 
private or innovative finance) that can be linked to GPE 
leveraging 

Ministry of Education, Local 
Education Groups/ 
Development partner groups) 

 
361 Through the Secretariat at country and global levels, and/or GPE board members (global level, influencing country-specific approaches of individual donors) 
362 GPE’s system alignment criteria including the 10 elements of alignment and the elements of harmonization captured by RF indicators 29, 30 respectively. 
363 This advocacy can have taken place in the context of GPE support to education sector planning, sector dialogue, and/or plan implementation 
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CEQ 2 Has GPE contributed to strengthening mutual accountability for the education sector during the period under review? If so, then how?  

CEQ 2.1 Has sector dialogue 
changed during the period 
under review?  

If so, then how and why? If not, 
why not? 

• Composition of the country’s LEG (in particular civil 
society and teacher association representation), and 
changes in this composition during period under 
review; other dialogue mechanisms in place (if any) and 
dynamics between those mechanisms 

• Frequency of LEG meetings, and changes in frequency 
during period under review 

• LEG members consulted for ESPIG application 

• Stakeholder views on changes in sector dialogue in 
terms of: 

− Degree to which different actors lead, contribute to, 
or facilitate dialogue 

− Inclusiveness 

− Consistency, clarity of roles and responsibilities 

− Meaningfulness (i.e. perceptions on whether, when 
and how stakeholder input is taken into account for 
decision making) 

− Quality (evidence-based, transparent) 

− Likely causes for no/limited (changes in) sector 
dialogue 

• LEG meeting notes 

• Joint sector reviews or 
equivalents from before and 
during most recent ESPIG 
period 

• GPE sector review assessments 

• ESP/TSP, and documents 
illustrating process of their 
development 

• Back to office reports/memos 
from Secretariat 

• ESPIG grant applications 
(section V – information on 
stakeholder consultations) 

• Interviews 

• Pre-post 
comparison 

• Triangulate results 
of document review 
and interviews 

• Stakeholder analysis 
and mapping 

CEQ 2.2 Has sector monitoring 
changed?  

If so, then how and why? If not, 
why not? 

• Extent to which plan implementation is being 
monitored (e.g. results framework with targets, 
performance review meetings, annual progress 
reports… and actual use of these monitoring tools)  

• Frequency of joint sector reviews conducted, and 
changes in frequency during period under review; 
nature of JSR meetings held; and any other monitoring 
events at country level (e.g., DP meetings…) 

• LEG and JSR meeting notes 

• Joint sector review reports/aide 
memoires or equivalents from 
before and during most recent 
ESPIG period 

• GPE sector review assessments 

• Grant agent reports 

• Back to office reports/memos 
from Secretariat 

• Pre-post 
comparison 

• Triangulate the 
results of document 
review and 
interviews 
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• Extent to which joint sector reviews conducted during 
period of most recent ESPIG met GPE quality standards 
(if data is available: compared to JSRs conducted prior 
to this period) 

• Evidence deriving from JSRs is reflected in DCP 
government decisions (e.g. adjustments to sector plan 
implementation) and sector planning 

• Stakeholder views on changes in JSRs in terms of them 
being: 

− Inclusive and participatory, involving the right 
number and types of stakeholders 

− Aligned to existing sector plan and/or policy 
framework 

− Evidence based 

− Used for learning/informing decision-making 

− Embedded in the policy cycle (timing of JSR 
appropriate to inform decision making; processes in 

place to follow up on JRS recommendations)364 and 

recommendations are acted upon and implemented 

• Stakeholder views on extent to which current practices 
of sector dialogue and monitoring amount to ‘mutual 
accountability’ for the education sector. 

• Likely causes for no/ limited (changes in) sector 
monitoring. 

• Interviews 

 
364 Criteria adapted from: Global Partnership for Education. Effective Joint Sector Reviews as (Mutual) Accountability Platforms. GPE Working Paper #1. 
Washington. June 2017. Available at: https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/helping-partners-make-best-use-joint-sector-reviews  

 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/helping-partners-make-best-use-joint-sector-reviews
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CEQ 2.3 Has GPE contributed to 
observed changes in sector 
dialogue and monitoring?  

If so, then how? If not, why 
not? 

a) Through GPE grants and 
funding requirements365 

b) Through other support 
(capacity development, 
advocacy, standards, 
quality assurance, 
guidelines, facilitation, 
cross-national sharing of 

evidence/good practice)366 

a) Grants and funding requirements 

• Proportion of total costs for sector dialogue 
mechanisms (and/or related specific events) funded 
through GPE grants 

• Proportion of total costs for sector monitoring 
mechanisms (e.g. JSR) funded through GPE grants 

• Stakeholder views on extent to which GPE funding 
process (e.g. selection of grant agent, development of 
program document, grant application) and grant 
requirements positively or negatively influenced the 
existence and functioning of mechanisms for sector 
dialogue and/or monitoring  

b) Non-grant related support 

• Support is aimed at strengthening local/national 
capacities for conducting inclusive and evidence-based 
sector dialogue and monitoring  

• Support is targeted at gaps/weaknesses of sector 
dialogue/monitoring identified by DCP government 
and/or LEG 

• Support for strengthening sector dialogue/monitoring 
is adapted to meet the technical and cultural 
requirements of the specific context in [country] 

a) and b) 

• LEG meeting notes 

• Joint sector reviews or 
equivalents from before and 
during most recent ESPIG 
period 

• GPE sector review assessments 

• Grant agent reports 

• Back to office reports/memos 
from Secretariat 

• Interviews 

• CSEF, KIX documents etc.  

• Triangulate the 
results of document 
review and 
interviews 

 
365 All relevant GPE grants to country/actors in country, including CSEF and KIX, where applicable. 
366 Capacity development and facilitation primarily through Secretariat, coordinating agency (especially in relation to sector dialogue) and grant agent (especially 
in relation to sector monitoring). Advocacy through Secretariat (country lead), CA, as well as (possibly) GPE at the global level (e.g. Board meetings, agreed upon 
standards). Knowledge exchange includes cross-national/global activities organized by the Secretariat, as well as the sharing and use of insights derived from 
GRA and KIX grant-supported interventions. Knowledge sharing also possible through other GPE partners at country level (e.g. other donors/LEG members) if 
provided primarily in their role as GPE partners. 
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• Stakeholder view on relevance and appropriateness of 
GPE grants and related funding process and 
requirements, and of other support in relation to: 

− Addressing existing needs/priorities  

− Respecting characteristics of the national context 

− Adding value to country-driven processes (e.g. 
around JSRs) 

• Possible causes for no/ limited GPE contributions to 
dialogue/monitoring. 

CEQ 3: Has GPE support had unintended/unplanned effects? What factors other than GPE support have contributed to observed changes in sector 
planning, sector plan implementation, sector financing and monitoring?  

CEQ 3.1 What factors other 
than GPE support are likely to 
have contributed to the 
observed changes (or lack 
thereof) in sector planning, 
financing, plan implementation, 
and in sector dialogue and 
monitoring? 

• Changes in nature and extent of financial/non-financial 
support to the education sector provided by 
development partners/donors (traditional/non-
traditional donors including foundations)  

• Contributions (or lack thereof) to sector plan 
implementation, sector dialogue or monitoring made 
by actors other than GPE  

• Changes/events in national or regional context(s) 

− Political context (e.g. changes in 
government/leadership) 

− Economic context 

− Social/environmental contexts (e.g. natural disasters, 
conflict, health crises) 

− Other (context-specific) 

• Documents illustrating changes 
in priorities pursued by 
(traditional/non-traditional) 
donors related implications for 
[country] 

• Relevant studies/reports 
commissioned by other 
education sector actors (e.g. 
donors, multilateral agencies) 
regarding nature/changes in 
their contributions and related 
results  

• Government and other (e.g. 
media) reports on changes in 
relevant national contexts and 
implications for the education 
sector 

• Interviews 

• Triangulate the 
results of document 
review and 
interviews 
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CEQ 3.2 During the period 
under review, have there been 
unintended, positive or 
negative, consequences of GPE 
financial and non-financial 
support?  

• Types of unintended, positive and negative, effects on 
sector planning, financing, sector plan implementation, 
sector dialogue and monitoring deriving from GPE 
grants and funding requirements 

• Types of unintended, positive and negative, effects 
deriving from other GPE support. 

• All data sources outlined for 
CEQs 1 and 2 above 

• Interviews 

• Triangulate the 
results of document 
review and 
interviews 

Key question II: Has sector plan implementation contributed to making the overall education system in [country] more effective and efficient?  

CEQ 4 During the period under 
review, how has the education 
system changed in relation to:  

a) Improving access to 
education and equity? 

b) Enhancing education 
quality and relevance 
(quality of 
teaching/instruction)? 

c) Sector Management?367 

If there were no changes in the 
education system, then why 
not and with what 
implications?368 

a) Improving education access and equity - focus on 
extent to which DCP meets its own performance 
indicators, where available, e.g. related to:369 

• Changes in number of schools relative to children 

• Changes in the average distance to schools 

• Changes in costs of education to families 

• Changes in the availability of programs to improve 
children’s’ readiness for school) 

• New/expanded measures put in place to ensure 
meeting the educational needs of children with special 
needs and of learners from disadvantaged groups 

• New/expanded measures put in place to ensure gender 
equality in education  

b) Enhancing education quality and relevance (Quality of 
teaching/instruction) – focus on extent to which DCP 
meets its own performance indicators, e.g. related to: 

• Education Management 
Information System (EMIS)  

• UIS data 

• World Bank data 

• Household survey data 

• ASER/UWEZO other citizen-led 
surveys 

• Grant agent progress reports 

• Implementing partner progress 
reports 

• Mid-term Evaluation reports 

• GPE annual Results Report 

• Appraisal Reports 

• Public expenditure reports 

• CSO reports 

• Pre-post 
comparison of 
statistical data for 
periods under 
review 

• Triangulate the 
results of document 
review with 
statistical data, 
interviews and 
literature on ‘good 
practice’ in specific 
areas of systems 
strengthening  

 
367 The sub-questions reflect indicators under Strategic Goal #3 as outlined in the GPE results framework as well as country-specific indicators for system-level 
change and elements (such as institutional strengthening) of particular interest to the Secretariat.  
368 Implications for education access and equity, quality and relevance, and sector management, as well as likely implications for progress towards learning 
outcomes and gender equality/equity. 
369 The noted indicators are examples of relevant measures to indicate removal of barriers to education access. Applicability may vary across countries. Where 
no country specific indicators and/or data are available, the CLE will draw upon UIS (and other) data on the described indicators.  
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• Changes in pupil/trained teacher ratio during period 
under review 

• Changes in equitable allocation of teachers (measured 
by relationship between number of teachers and 
number of pupils per school) 

• Changes in relevance and clarity of (basic education) 
curricula 

• Changes in the quality and availability of teaching and 
learning materials 

• Changes in teacher pre-service and in-service training 

• Changes in incentives for schools/teachers 

c) Sector Management – focus on extent to which DCP 
meets its own performance indicators, e.g. related to: 

• Changes in the institutional capacity of key ministries 
and/or other relevant government agencies (e.g. 
staffing, structure, organizational culture, funding) 

• Changes in whether country has and how it uses EMIS 
data to inform policy dialogue, decision making and 
sector monitoring 

• If no functioning EMIS is in place, existence of a realistic 
remedial strategy in place  

• Changes in whether country has and how it uses quality 
learning assessment system within the basic education 
cycle during period under review 

(a-c):  

• Likely causes for no/ limited changes at system level 
(based on literature review and stakeholder views) 

• SABER database 

• Education financing studies 

• Literature on good practices in 
education system domains 
addressed in country’s sector 
plan 

• Interviews 

• ESPIG grant applications 

• Relevant documents/reports 
illustrating changes in key 
ministries’ institutional capacity 
(e.g. on restructuring, internal 
resource allocation) 

CEQ 5 How has sector plan 
implementation contributed to 
observed changes at education 
system level? 

• The specific measures put in place as part of sector plan 
implementation address previously identified 
bottlenecks at system level 

• Sources as shown for CEQ 4 

• Literature on good practices in 
education system domains 
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• Alternative explanations for observed changes at 
system level (e.g. changes due to external factors, 
continuation of trend that was already present before 
current/most recent policy cycle, targeted efforts 
outside of the education sector plan) 

addressed in country’s sector 
plan 

• Education sector analyses 

• Country’s poverty reduction 
strategy paper 

Key question III: Have improvements at education system level contributed to progress towards impact?  

CEQ 6 During the period under 
review, what changes have 
occurred in relation to: 

a) Learning outcomes (basic 
education)? 

b) Equity, gender equality and 
inclusion in education? 

Is there evidence to link 
changes in learning outcomes, 
equity, gender equality, and 
inclusion to system-level 
changes identified under CEQ 
4? 

What other factors can explain 
changes in learning 
outcomes, equity, etc.? 

Changes/trends in DCP’s core indicators related to 
learning/equity as outlined in current sector plan and 
disaggregated (if data is available). For example:  

a) Learning outcomes 

• Changes/trends in learning outcomes (basic education) 
during period under review (by gender, by socio-
economic group, by rural/urban locations) 

b) Equity, gender equality, and inclusion 

• Changes in gross and net enrollment rates (basic 
education) during review period (by gender, by socio-
economic group, by rural/urban) 

• Changes in proportion of children (girls/boys) who 
complete (i) primary, (ii) lower-secondary education 

• Changes in transition rates from primary to lower 
secondary education (by gender, by socio-economic 
group) 

• Changes in out of school rate for (i) primary, (ii) lower-
secondary education (by gender, socio-economic 
group, rural/urban location) 

• Changes in dropout and/or repetition rates (depending 
on data availability) for (i) primary, (ii) lower-secondary 
education 

• Sector performance data 
available from GPE, UIS, DCP 
government and other reliable 
sources 

• Teacher Development 
Information System (TDIS) 

• Education Management 
Information System (EMIS)  

• National examination data 

• International and regional 
learning assessment data 

• EGRA/EGMA data  

• ASER/UWEZO other citizen-led 
surveys 

• Grant agent and Implementing 
partner progress reports 

• Mid-term Evaluation reports 

• GPE annual Results Report 

• Studies/evaluation reports on 
education (sub)sector(s) in 
country commissioned by the 
DCP government or other 
development partners (where 
available) 

• Pre-post 
comparison of 
available education 
sector data 
(examination of 
trends) during and 
up to 5 years before 
core period under 
review 

• Triangulation of 
statistical data with 
qualitative 
document analysis 
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

• Changes in the distribution of out of school children 
(girls/boys; children with/without disability; ethnic, 
geographic and/or economic backgrounds) 

• Plausible links between changes in country’s change 
trajectory related to learning outcomes, equity, gender 
equality, and inclusion during period under review on 
the one hand, and specific system-level changes put in 
place during the same period 

• Additional explanations for observed changes in 
learning outcomes, equity, gender equality, and 
inclusion other than system-level changes noted under 
CEQ 4 and 5 

• Likely reasons for impact-level changes during period 
under review 

• Literature on key factors 
affecting learning outcomes, 
equity, equality, and inclusion 
in comparable settings 

Key question IV: What are implications of evaluation findings for GPE support to [country]?  

CEQ 7 What, if any, aspects of 
GPE support to [country] 
should be improved? What, if 
any, good practices have 
emerged related to how GPE 
supports countries? 370 

• Insights deriving from answering evaluation questions 
above e.g. in relation to:  

− Clarity and relevance of the roles and responsibilities 
of key GPE actors at the country level (Secretariat, 
GA, CA, DCP government, other actors) 

− Strengths and weaknesses of how and whether GPE 
key country-level actors fulfill their roles (both 
separately and jointly i.e. through a partnership 
approach) 

− The relative influence/benefits deriving from GPE 
financial and non-financial support respectively (with 
focus on the NFM, where applicable) 

• All of the above as well as (for 
summative evaluations) 
sources applied for CEQs 9, 10 
and 11 (part B below) 

• Triangulation of 
data collected and 
analysis conducted 
for other evaluation 
questions  

 
370 For both questions CEQ 7 and 8 the notion of ‘good practice’ refers to acknowledging processes, mechanisms, ways of working etc. that the CLE found to work 
well and/or that were innovative in that specific context. The intention is not to try and identify globally relevant benchmarks or universally ‘good practice’. 
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MAIN EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS AND SUB- 

QUESTIONS 
INDICATORS 

MAIN SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

ANALYSIS 

− Extent to which logical links in the GPE theory of 
change are, or are not, supported by evidence 

− Extent to which originally formulated underlying 
assumptions of the ToC appear to apply/not apply 
and why 

− Extent to which different elements in the theory of 
change appear to mutually enforce/support each 
other (e.g. relationship sector dialogue and sector 
planning) 

− Stakeholder satisfaction with GPE support 

CEQ 8 What, if any, good 
practices have emerged related 
to how countries address 
specific education sector 
challenges/how countries 
operate during different 
elements of the policy cycle?371 

• Insights deriving from answering evaluation questions 
above e.g. in relation to:  

− Effectiveness of approaches taken in the respective 
country to ensure effective sector planning, sector 
dialogue and monitoring, sector financing, sector 
plan implementation. 

− Successful, promising, and/or contextually 
innovative approaches taken as part of sector plan 
implementation to address specific sector 
challenges372 

• All of the above as well as (for 
summative evaluations) 
sources applied for CEQs 9, 10 
and 11 (part B below) 

• Triangulation of 
data collected and 
analysis conducted 
for other evaluation 
questions 

 

 
  

 
371 This could mean, for example, highlighting strengths of existing mechanisms for sector planning that either reflect related GPE/IEEP guidelines and quality 
criteria or that introduce alternative/slightly different approaches that appear to work well in the respective context.  
372 For example, highlighting promising approaches taken by the respective government and development partners to try and reach out of school children. Please 
note that ‘innovative’ means ‘innovative/new in the respective context’, not necessarily globally new.  
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Appendix II  GPE country-level theory of change for Guinea 

 

 

 



132 FINAL REPORT – GUINEA 

© UNIVERSALIA 

 

 LEGEND 

xxx Non-financial GPE inputs/support (technical assistance, facilitation, advocacy) 

xxx GPE financial inputs/support (grants) and related funding requirements  

 Country-level objectives that GPE support/influence directly contributes to. Underlined items are issues (at least partly) supported through 
the ESPIG-funded PDSEB sub-sector plan. 

 Global-level objectives that GPE support/influence directly contributes, which have consequences at country level (policy cycle continuum) 

 Global-level objectives with ramifications at country level, that are influenced but not solely driven by GPE’s global and country-level 
interventions and/or influence 

 Intermediate outcomes: Education system-level changes 

 Impact: Changes in learning outcomes, equity, equality, and inclusion 

 Contextual factors 

 

Corresponding Strategic Objective in the GPE 2020 Strategic Plan 

 Numbers represent the key areas where logical linkages (explanatory mechanisms) connect different elements of the theory of change to one 
another (‘because of x, y happens’). Numbers are aligned with the anticipated sequencing of achievements (1. sector plan development, 2. 
sector plan implementation, sector monitoring and dialogue, 3. education system-level changes, 4. envisaged impact. 

S.O. # 3 

1 1 
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Appendix III  Evaluation methodology 

The evaluation aims to assess the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of GPE’s inputs at the country 
level and the validity of GPE’s theory of change to establish if and how GPE outputs and activities 
contribute to outcomes and impact.373 The guiding frameworks for the evaluation are the evaluation 
matrix (Appendix I) and the country-level theory of change for Guinea (Appendix II).374  

The overall approach to this evaluation is theory-based and uses contribution analysis. CA is a theory-
based approach to evaluation designed to identify the contribution a program or (series of) interventions 
is making to observed results through an increased understanding of why observed changes have 
occurred (or not occurred) and the roles played by the intervention and by other internal and external 
factors respectively.375. 

The evaluation team chose contribution analysis as the main approach to this assignment as it is 
particularly useful in situations (i) where a program is not experimental, but has been implemented on 
the basis of a relatively clearly articulated theory of change; (ii) where the change processes in questions 
are complex rather than one-dimensional, i.e., where change is influenced due to a variety of inter-related 
factors as opposed to single policy interventions that could be isolated; (iii) where the change processes 
in question are highly context-specific. A report deriving from applying contribution analysis does not 
provide definite proof, but rather provides an evidence-based line of reasoning from which plausible 
conclusions can be drawn on the types and reasons for contributions made by the program/intervention 
in question. CA draws upon both quantitative and qualitative evidence to build the ‘contribution story’ for 
the program or intervention(s) under review. 

This country level evaluation (CLE), of GPE’s support to the national education system of the Republic of 
Guinea, is part of a larger GPE study that comprises a total of 20 summative and eight formative CLEs. In 
October 2018, the approach for the summative evaluations was slightly modified. Starting in FY18, these 
new ‘summative plus’ (including this evaluation) will have the following modifications: 

▪ ‘Summative plus’ CLE will not only explore one policy cycle376 and related GPE support (‘first policy 
cycle’), but also include the beginning of the following policy cycle (the ‘second policy cycle’). This 
will allow addressing questions around the transition from one ESP to the next and related GPE 
contributions,  

▪ The CLEs will also explore strengths, weaknesses and value added of the revised GPE Quality 
Assurance and Review (QAR) and ESPDG mechanism.  

 
373 In the context of this assignment, the term ‘impact’ is aligned with the terminology used by GPE to refer changes 
in the areas of learning, equity, gender equality and inclusion (reflected in GPE Strategic Goals 1 and 2 described in 
the 2020 Strategic Plan). While examining progress towards impact in this sense, the country evaluations do not 
constitute formal impact evaluations, which usually entail counterfactual analysis based on randomized controlled 
trials. 
374 This country-specific ToC was adapted from the generic country-level ToC that had been developed in the 
assignment Inception Report.  
375 See, for example: Mayne, J. “Addressing Cause and Effect in Simple and Complex Settings through Contribution 
Analysis”. In Evaluating the Complex, R. Schwartz, K. Forss, and M. Marra (Eds.), Transaction Publishers, (2011). 
376 i.e. from sector planning and related sector dialogue to sector plan implementation and monitoring during the 
period covered by the most recent fully or mostly disbursed ESPIG. 
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▪ The reports for ‘summative plus’ will include a final section on Strategic Questions, which will 
summarize – if applicable – suggestions for how GPE support to the respective country can be 
improved, and/or which will outline overarching questions about the GPE operational model that 
may be worth further exploring in the context of other summative and prospective CLE. 

The process for this country evaluation involved four stages: (i) assessing the availability and quality of 
data, adapting the country-level theory of change and conducting a country-specific stakeholder mapping 
to determine priorities for consultations during the in-country site visit (see Appendix IV); (ii) in-country 
data collection during a nine-working day mission to Guinea from September 9 to 19, 2019; (iii) assembling 
and assessing the GPE contribution story; and (iv) writing the evaluation report. 

Data collection and analysis were conducted by a team of two international and one national consultant. 
Methods of data collection included:  

▪ Document and literature review (see Appendix VI for a list of consulted documents) 

▪ Stakeholder consultations through individual 
and group interviews in Conakry, Guinea (as 
well as a visit to Coyah). In addition, 
telephone interviews were conducted with 
three individuals, including the Secretariat 
country lead. Appendix V provides a list of 
consulted stakeholders. In total, the 
evaluation team interviewed 86 individuals 
(see Box iii.i), of which 10 were women.  

▪ Education sector performance data analysis, 
drawing upon publicly accessible information 
on learning outcomes, equity, gender 
equality and inclusion, and education 
financing.377 

The evaluation team analyzed the available data 
using qualitative (descriptive, content, comparative) 
and quantitative techniques, thereby triangulating 
different data sources and methods of data collection. 

 
  

 
377 The key sources of data are the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) database, data.uis.unesco.org; the 
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) Creditor Reporting System (CRS), 
https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRS1; and country-level datasets and data sources. 

Box iii.i: Consulted Stakeholders 

MENA: 40 

METFP-ET: 5 

MESRS: 7 

C/PSE: 5 

Other ministries and government agencies: 10 

Grant and coordinating agents: 4 

Bilateral and multilateral donors: 9 

Civil Society/Teacher Organizations/Parent 
organizations: 4 

Private sector: 1 

GPE Secretariat: 1 
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Appendix IV  Stakeholder mapping 

STAKEHOLDER 

INTEREST IN/INFLUENCE ON GPE COUNTRY-
LEVEL PROGRAMMING 

IMPORTANCE FOR THE EVALUATION 

ROLE IN THE COUNTRY-LEVEL 
EVALUATION 

Global 

Secretariat Interest: High.  

Influence: High. The Secretariat 
operationalizes guidance on overall direction 
and strategy issued by the Board. 

Importance: High 

The main internal stakeholders 
and users of the evaluation; Key 
informants; country lead 
facilitated the evaluation team’s 
contacts with stakeholders. 

Board members (from 
developing countries 
included in the sample) 

Interest: High.  

Influence: High. Board members influence the 
direction, strategy development and 
management of GPE, and they ensure 
resources. The extent to which DCP Board 
members are involved in and intimately 
familiar with GPE grants in their respective 
countries likely varies. 

Importance: High 

Guinea is represented on the GPE 
Board through the Africa 2 
constituency.  

These board members were not 
consulted during the course of 
this country evaluation.  

Country-level 

MENA Interest: High 

Influence: High. Responsible for shaping and 
implementing education sector policy and 
managing related financing. Focal point with 
GPE Secretariat. 

Importance: High. Main partner for GPE grant 
design and implementation. 

Key informants at country level. 
Directors of all key MENA 
directorates were interviewed in 
person during the country visit 
(see Appendix V, list of consulted 
individuals). 

Additionally, personnel from a 
DPE interviewed during visit of 
Coyah. 

METFP-ET and MESRS Interest: High 

Influence: High. Responsible for shaping and 
implementing education sector policy and 
managing related financing. 

Importance: High. Responsible for 
implementing measures planned in the PSE-2. 

Key informants at country level. 
METFP-ET and MESRS personnel 
were interviewed in-person 
during country visit (see Appendix 
V, list of stakeholders). 
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STAKEHOLDER 

INTEREST IN/INFLUENCE ON GPE COUNTRY-
LEVEL PROGRAMMING 

IMPORTANCE FOR THE EVALUATION 

ROLE IN THE COUNTRY-LEVEL 
EVALUATION 

C/PSE Interest: High 

Influence: High. Responsible for shaping and 
implementing education sector policy and 
managing related financing. Focal point with 
GPE Secretariat. 

Importance: High. Main partner for GPE grant 
design and implementation. 

Key informants at country level. 
Key C/PSE personnel were 
interviewed in person during the 
country visit (see Appendix V, list 
of consulted individuals). 

 

Other Line Ministries and 
organizations involved in, 
or relevant for (basic) 
education, equity and 
equality issues. MASPF-E, 
MEF, MPDECI 

Interest: High 

Influence: High. Responsible for shaping and 
implementing education sector policy and 
managing related financing. 

Importance: High. Responsible for 
implementing measures planned in the ESP. 

Key informants at country level 
(see Appendix V, list of consulted 
individuals). 

Key Education Sector Stakeholders (national level) 

Grant Agent: World Bank  Interest: High 

Influence: High. Responsible for managing the 
ESPIG in Guinea.  

Importance: High 

Key informant at country level. 

Consulted after the visit in Guinea 
by phone.  

Coordinating Agency: GIZ Interest: High 

Influence: High. Through its facilitating role, 
the coordinating agency plays an important 
role in the functioning of the LEG. Importance: 
High 

Key informant at country level. 
Consulted during the visit in 
Guinea. 

Development Partners 
(donor agencies, 
multilateral organizations):  

AFD, ChildFund Guinea, 
Plan International 

Interest: High 

Influence: Medium-High, through their 
participation in the LEG, in sector monitoring 
exercises, as well as to their own activities in 
the education sector. 

Importance: High 

Key informants at country level 
were interviewed in person 
during the country visit. 

Multilateral organizations: 
WFP, UNICEF 

Interest: High 

Influence: Medium-High, through their 
participation in the LEG, in sector monitoring 
exercises, as well as to their own activities in 
the education sector. 

Importance: High 

Key informants at country level 
were interviewed in person 
during the country visit. 
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STAKEHOLDER 

INTEREST IN/INFLUENCE ON GPE COUNTRY-
LEVEL PROGRAMMING 

IMPORTANCE FOR THE EVALUATION 

ROLE IN THE COUNTRY-LEVEL 
EVALUATION 

Non-governmental 
organizations:  

National Coalition, Guinea 
Education for All 

Interest: High 

Influence: Medium. Civil society included in 
LEG and participates in sector planning 
consultations and education sector reviews.  

Importance: Medium-High. 

Key informants at country level 
were consulted during the 
country site visit. 

Teacher organizations:  

FSEP, FEGUIPAE 

Interest: High 

Influence: Medium. Teachers unions included 
in LEG and participate in sector planning 
consultations and education sector reviews 

Importance: Medium-High. 

Key informants at country level 
were consulted during the 
country site visit. 

Relevant education sector 
institutions: UNESCO Pole 
de Dakar  

Interest: Medium 

Influence: Low.  

Importance: Medium 

Key informants at country level 
were consulted during the 
country visit. 

Private Sector 
representatives: Private or 
faith-based schools 

Interest: Medium 

Influence: Medium-High. Some 
representatives of private education providers 
included in LEG.  

Importance: Medium 

No consultation of 
representatives of private 
education providers. Personnel 
involved in World Bank’s BoCEJ 
project stood as sole stakeholder 
from the private sector consulted 
during country visit.  
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Appendix V  List of consulted individuals 

In total, 86 individuals were interviewed in Guinea, of which 10 were women. All consulted individuals, 
except for eight, were based in Conakry. Seven individuals from decentralized MENA structures were 
consulted through a day trip to Coyah. Three individuals were consulted over the phone, while the rest 
were interviewed in person. 
 

ORGANIZATION NAME TITLE M/F 

Ministries and Agencies of the Republic of Guinea  

MENA Mory Sangaré Minister M 

Casimir Diaora Deputy Minister M 

Abdoulaye Diarouga Diallo GPE Focal Point M 

Condé Moussa Head of Section, SNFCPE M 

Lucie D’Avila Lama Head of Section, SNFCPE F 

Diallo Momafou Solion  Head of Studies, SNFCPE M 

Toupou Onoouo  Head of Section, SNFCPE M 

Issa Youssouf Sangoné Head of section, SNFCPE M 

Fékou Poalia Camara Head of studies, SNFCPE M 

Keita Karim C/E, BSD M 

Soulemagne Camara D6, BSD M 

Fabeté Camara C/S Planification, BSD M 

Pépé Edouard Thea C/S Carte scolaire M 

Daniel Tinguiano  CE. BSD M 

Mamadou Bah Temporary Consultant M 

Moussa Diakite Director, SNCESE M 

Fatoumata Koumbadio Diallo Head of section, Secondary Education F 

Amadou Youla Director, EMI-CLM M 

Doré Perènamou Civil Engineer, SNIES M 

Ibrahima Kalil Toure DGA, SNIES M 

Matheiu Haba Head, Construction Department, 
SNIES 

M 

Robert Vieu Loua Architect, FoCEB, SNIES M 
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ORGANIZATION NAME TITLE M/F 

Sonre Abdoulaye Department of Construction Manager 
SNIES 

M 

Sékou Koreyate Coordinator, UGP Project, SNIES M 

Mamadou Cherif Diallo Head of Audit Department  M 

Abdoul Gadiri Bah Head of training, Internal Audit 
Department 

M 

Moussa Diocelsaté Head of Audit Department M 

Mamadou Aliou Fofana Accountant, DAF M 

Sadou Thierno Bah Accountant, DAF M 

Mory Dabo DRH M 

Balsé Moussa Diao  Database Administrator, DRH  M 

Condé Mamady Layamou Head of Administration management M 

Ibrahima Kalil Camara Cellule Cadre de Dépense à Moyen 
Terme du Secteur de l'Éducation 

M 

Dadoumatok Traoré DPE, Coyah, F 

Tenin Mady Kaba C/SP ESGT, Coyah M 

Louis Aerré Camara CS/BSD, Coyah M 

Mamadou Hady Diallo QSPEF, Coyah M 

Jean Camba Tolno CS/BSD, Coyah M 

Diawara Mamadry CSP/ ESGT, Coyah M 

Alpha Mamadou Bany AIBSD/ DPE Coyah M 

MESRS Abdoul Karim Diallo Head of BSD M 

Amadou Diouldé Diallo BSD M 

Mamoudou Collou Diallo DGA- Recherche, ISSEG M 

Dr. Barry Hamidou Head of Department, Higher 
Education, ANAQ 

M 

Dr.Mamby Keita DGA- DGES M 

Dr. Momo Bangoura DGES M 

Djénabou Baldé Head of Advanced Studies, ISSEF F 

METFP-ET Lansana Komara Minister M 

Kandé Alama  Head of SSP/BSDIETFD, BSD M 

Ahmed Fetau Bangoura National Director M 
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ORGANIZATION NAME TITLE M/F 

Dr. Diane Baba National Director M 

Alphalia Bayo DGA, AFTPD-S M 

C/PSE Aboubacar Cisse PSE Coordinator M 

Saliou Mamadou Diallo Evaluation Specialist M 

Paul Bavgui Procurement manager, FoCEB M 

Ibrahima Alpha Bah Administrative and Financial 
manager, FoCEB 

M 

Namoudou Keita Assistant Coordinator, FoCEB M 

MASPF-E Bernadette Lamou CD/DNE F 

Togba Césaire Icopoghomou Principal Technical Advisor M 

Alpha Camara  DNA/DNE M 

Aboubacar Kamballak Koulibaly Head, Inclusive Education project M 

Alsény Conté Assistant Advisor, Inclusive Education 
project 

M 

Ibrahima Diallo Researcher, Inclusive Education 
project  

M 

MEF Bournaby Yattara Secretary General F 

Dr. Condé Lanciné Advisor, CRPD M 

Mamadou Gandobah Advisor, Public Finances M 

MPDECI Pema Guilavogui Deputy Minister M 

Patrice Kamano Head of Strategy and Macroeconomic 
Planning 

M 

Bilateral and multilateral donor agencies 

Plan International Marius Yao Boatene Director of Education Project, Plan 
International Guinea 

M 

ChildFund Guinea Sara Silva Millimo Education Specialist, Child Fund 
Guinea 

M 

GIZ (Coordinating 
Agency) 

Thierno Ibrahima Diallo Partnership Expert, GIZ M 

Abdoul Rahmane Diallo  M 

UNICEF Hassimoiou Diallo Education Officer M 

Mamadou Aliou Diallo  M 

WFP Youssouf Kaba Senior Program Associate, School 
Feeding  

M 
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ORGANIZATION NAME TITLE M/F 

AFD Moussa Doumbouya Chief of Mission M 

World Bank (Grant 
Agent) 

Assane Dieng Team Leader, Pooled Fund for Basic 
Education 

M 

Karine M Pezzani Senior Operations Officer F 

UNESCO IIEP Anton de Grauwe Head, Technical Cooperation, IIEP M 

Moussa Ouedraogo Consultant, Education Policy and 
Analysis, IIEP  

M 

Civil society and Teachers Unions 

National Coalition, 
Guinea Education for 
All 

Fatoumata Dabo  Partnerships and Resource 
Mobilization Manager  

F 

FSPE Ramatoulaye Toure First Secretary  M 

FEGUIPAE Lansana Soumah Administrative Secretary F 

Jeanne Soumah Gender in Education F 

Private Sector 

BoCEJ Thierno Illiassa Balde  Project Coordinator M 

GPE Secretariat 

 Douglas Chester Lehman Guinea Country Lead M 
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Appendix VI  List of reviewed documents 

Note: all web links in this document as of 30th October, 2019. 

▪ “Aide-Mémoire conjoint du Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation (PSE) ” Conakry. No Author. 
December 2011. 

▪ “Aide-Mémoire conjoint du Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation (PSE) ” Conakry. No Author. 
December 2012. 

▪ “Aide-Mémoire conjoint du Programme Sectoriel de l’Éducation (PSE) ” Conakry. No Author. June 
2012. 

▪ “Appui au Programme Décennal pour l’Éducation en Guinée Cofinancement du Partenariat Mondial 
pour l’Éducation et de l’Agence Française de Développement- Note Conceptuelle ” No Author. May 
2019. 

▪ Barbara Bruns, “Three Years after SDG Adoption: It's Time for Action on Learning Data”, 17 
September 2018, available at https://www.riseprogramme.org/node/658  

▪ BBC Afrique, “Plus de 6 mille enseignants n'ont pas été recensés en Guinée”, 19 August 2019, 
available at https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-49391379.  

▪ “BTOR Lehman April 2017 Guinea Senegal” (Email from Douglas Chester Lehman to the GPE 
secretariat) 27 March 2017. 

▪ “BTOR Lehman Boucher Guinea May 2016” (Email from Douglas Chester Lehman to the GPE 
secretariat) 11 November 2016. 

▪ “BTOR Lehman Boucher November 2016 Missions” (Email from Douglas Chester Lehman to the GPE 
secretariat) 8 May 2016. 

▪ “BTOR Lehman France Chad Guinea Germany Jan-Feb 2016” (Email from Douglas Chester Lehman 
to the GPE secretariat) 9 November 2016. 

▪ “BTOR Lehman West Africa January 2018” (Email from Douglas Chester Lehman to the GPE 
secretariat) 23 April 2018. 

▪ “Cadre Logique du PSE Intérimaire 2015-2017” Excel Sheet. No author.31 August 2014. 

▪ “Guinea ESPDG Application” Meeting of the Grant Applications Review Committee (GARC). 2 March 
2017. 

▪ “Guinea ESPDG Application” Meeting of the Grant Applications Review Committee (GARC). No 
Author. 4 April 2018. 

▪ “Guinea ESPDG Extension” Meeting of the Grant Applications Review Committee (GARC). No 
Author. 1 March 2018. 

▪ “Guinea ESPDG Extension” Meeting of the Grant Applications Review Committee (GARC). No 
Author. 17 June 2019 

▪ “Guinea PDG Application” Meeting of the Grant Applications Review Committee (GARC). No Author. 
30 January 2019. 

▪  “Guinée PTAB ESP Action Plan 2015-2017” No Author. 31 August 2014 

https://www.riseprogramme.org/node/658
https://www.bbc.com/afrique/region-49391379
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▪ “Modèle de simulation financière en éducation et formation- Guinée 2019-2030” No Author. 1 May 
2019. 

▪ “MU Review ISR 2, Guinea Pooled Fund for Basic Education Project (P148127)” No Author. No Date. 

▪ “Programme de Renforcement des capacités de l’administration éducative” No Author. 12 June 
2019. 

▪ “Progress Review Comments – Guinea” No Author. January 2018. 

▪ “Recommandations consolidées Revue” No Author. September 2015. 

▪ Bureau de Stratégie et de Développement, Ministère de l’Éducation Nationale et de 
l’Alphabétisation “Rapport d’Analyse de l’Annuaire Statistique des Centres NAFA” République de 
Guinée. Conakry. December 2018. 

▪ Bureau de Stratégie et de Développement, Ministère de l’Éducation Nationale et de 
l’Alphabétisation “Rapport d’Analyse des Statistiques Scolaires de l’Enseignement Élémentaire et 
Secondaire General 2017-2018” République de Guinée. Conakry. December 2018. 

▪ Coopération Allemande, GIZ “Promotion de l’Éducation de Base en Guinée – Offre élargie” 
PowerPoint Presentation. No date. 

▪ Direction Nationale du Budget “Rapport sur l’Exécution du Budget Annuel 2017”, Ministère du 
Budget, République du Guinée. June 2018. 

▪ Direction Nationale du Budget “Rapport sur l’Exécution du Budget Annuel 2018”, Ministère du 
Budget, République du Guinée. April 2019. 

▪ Direction Nationale du Budget “Rapport sur l’Exécution du Budget de l’État à fin Mars 2019”, 
Ministère du Budget, République du Guinée. June 2018. 

▪ Education for All- Fast Track Initiative “Catalytic Fund Committee Meeting Minutes” Dakar. 
December 2007. 

▪ Education for All-Fast Track Initiative “Framework Paper” 30 March 2014. Available at 
https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/methodology-education-all-fast-track-initiative-
fti-ec-guide-200403_en_2.pdf 

▪ “Éléments de réponse aux commentaires de l’évaluation indépendante, implications et actions à 
entreprendre pour la finalisation du ProDEG”. No author. No date. 

▪ Fillion, P., Rwehera, M. “Guinée- Rapport d’évaluation Technique du Programme Sectoriel de 
l’Éducation (PSE) 2015-2017 ” June 2014. 
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Appendix VII  Progress on PSE-2 implementation 
 

SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

Access and Equity 

Pre-primary 
(ages 3 - 5) 

1.1 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
pre-primary 

n.d. n.d. 13.2% 13.10% 13.9% 13.8% 14.6% 13.3% 
Improvement, target 
not met 

1.1.1 
% children in community-
run preschools 

n.d. 
n.d. 

14.0% 13.0% 14.6% 13.4% 15.2% 8.4% 
Deterioration, target 
not met 

1.1.2 
% classrooms in 
community-run 
preschools 

n.d. 
n.d. 

13.4% 18.0% 14% 14.7% 15.5% 8.1% 
Deterioration, target 
not met 

Primary 
(Grade 1 - 6) 

1.2.a 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
primary 

82.1 78.7% 86.8% 84.5% 88.8% 90.0% 90.8% 90.8% 
Improvement, target 
met 

1.2.b 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
primary (rural) 

62.8 63.6% 69.3% 68.8% 72.2% 75.2% 75.6% 76.3% 
Improvement, target 
met 

1.2.c 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
primary (girls) 

73.5 70.6% 93.1% 75.6% 94.0% 81.5% 94.3% 82.6% 
Improvement, target 
not met 

1.2.d 
Net enrollment rate, 
primary 

66.3 n.d. 68.7% 69.6% 70.7% 73.4% 72.7% 74.3% 
Improvement, target 
met 

1.2.1.a Gross entry ratio, primary n.d. 80.2 90.1% 98.9% 92.0% 109.3% 94.0% 97.7% 
Improvement, target 
met 

1.2.1.b Gross entry ratio (girls) 79.72 75.6 86.0% 93.1% 88.5% 103.5% 91.0% 92.6% 
Improvement, target 
met 

1.2.1.c Net intake rate, primary 46 39.1 49.0% 51.3% 50.9% 52.7% 52.9% 47.0% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.2.2 
Gross entry ratio, primary, 
rural 

n.d. n.d. 80.4% 91.4% 84.3% 100.1% 88.2% 85.1% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 
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SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

1.2.3 
Gross entry ratio, Gender 
Parity Index 

n.d. n.d. 0.92 0.891 0.93 0.901 0.95 0.903 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.2.4 
% children with disabilities 
among primary school 
students 

0.5% n.d. 0.60% 0.60% 0.70% 0.57% 0.80% 0.46% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

Lower 
Secondary 
(Grade 7 - 11) 

1.3.a 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
lower secondary 

44.2% 41.4% 49.3% 44.5% 51.8% 43.1% 54.4% 45.4% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.3.b 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
lower secondary (girls) 

33.3% 31.7% 38.2% 34.1% 40.9% 34.2% 43.7% 36.3% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

 Gross enrollment ratio, 
lower secondary (rural) 

n.d. 19.8%  20.7% 26.6% 21.4% 30.2% 21.9% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.3.1 
Effective transition rate, 
primary to lower 
secondary 

n.d. 
n.d. 

74.1% 67.4% 75.1% 72.4% 77.1% 71.1% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.3.2.a 
Gross entry ratio, 
Rural/urban parity index 

n.d. n.d. 0.610 0.313 0.620 0.321 0.630 0.318 Target not met 

1.3.2.b 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
lower secondary, rural 

n.d. n.d. 26.6% n.d. 30.2% n.d. 33.8% n.d. No Data 

Upper 
Secondary 
(Grade 11 - 
12) 

1.4.a 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
upper secondary  

28.0% 28.0% 28.6% 28.9% 28.7% 28.5% 28.9% 26.1% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.4.b 
Gross enrollment ratio, 
upper secondary (girls) 

18.8% 19.5% 20.3% 19.5% 20.8% 20.3% 21.2% 19.0% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.4.1 
Effective transition rate, 
lower to upper secondary 
(college/lycée) 

n.d. n.d. 76.9% 71.2% 73.9% 71.1% 72.5% 59.8% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.4.2.a 
Gross entry ratio to Grade 
11 

29.6% 24.9% 22.2% 20.6% 21.6% 24.3% 23.2% 20.4% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.4.2.b 
Gross entry ratio to Grade 
11 (rural) 

6.5% n.d. 4.2% 5.4% 4.4% 6.7% 6.7% 15.9% 
Improvement, target 

met 
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SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

ETFP 

1.5 
Number of learners per 
100,000 residents  

314 324 445 329 483 352 517 n.d. 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.5.1.a 
% learners in TVET as 
proportion of secondary 
students 

5.5% n.d. 7.3% 4.9% 7.7% 5.2% 7.9% n.d. 
Improvement, target 

not met 

1.5.2.b 
Number of learners in 
Type A  

15954 n.d. 27368 n.d. 31172 n.d. 34977 n.d. No Data 

1.5.3.c 
Number of learners in 
Type B 

11520 n.d. 15037 n.d. 16101 n.d. 17165 n.d. No Data 

1.5.4.d 
Number of learners in 
short-term professional 
training  

1134 n.d. 6194 n.d. 7880 n.d. 9567 n.d. No data 

1.5.2.e 
% girls among new 
entrants to ETFP 

46.7% n.d. 49.5% n.d. 49.9% 34.5% 50.2% n.d. Insufficient data 

1.5.3 
% of learners placed in 
internships 

50.0% n.d. 60.0% n.d. 70.0% n.d. 80.0% n.d. No data 

Higher 
Education 

1.6.1 
Number of students per 
100,000 residents 

826 917 826 905 826 903 826 784 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

1.6.2 % girls among students n.d. n.d. 30.0% 29.0% 35.0% 29.7% 45.0% 27.9% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

Literacy  

1.7.1 

Total number of people 
who have become literate 
by different modes of 
literacy instruction 

37912 n.d. 104576 0 105207 97000 105840 97000 Target not met 

1.7.2 
Number of learners in 
NAFA centers 

5528 n.d. 6870 2710 7317 5684 7764 5612 Target not met 

1.7.3 
Number of learners in 
CAPs in dual training 

n.d. n.d. 2162 0 4729 n.d. 7701 n.d. No data 

Quality and Relevance 
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SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

Pre-primary 
(ages 3 - 5) 

2.1.1 
% educators certified by 
ENIs 

n.d. n.d. 11.0% 11.4% 11.0% 11.0% 15.0% 11.0% Target not met 

2.1.2 
% educators benefiting 
from counsel support  

n.d. n.d. 40.0% 62.0% 50.0% 24.0% 60.0% 25.0% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.1.3 Kit-pedagogic group ratio 0.1 n.d. 0.65 0.33 0.83 0.5 1 0.5 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

Primary 
(Grade 1 - 6) 

2.2.a Primary Completion Rate 58.5% n.d. 65.1% 59.4% 67.9% 53.0% 70.7% 54.1% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.2.b 
Primary Completion Rate 
(girls) 

50.9% n.d. 57.6% 49.5% 60.3% 44.9% 62.2% 45.7% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.2.c 
Primary Completion Rate 
(rural) 

42.3% n.d. 45.5% 44.9% 47.6% 38.6% 50.5% 40.0% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.2.1 Textbook-student ratio 4.0 n.d. 5.0 3.5 5.0 2.8 5.0 2.6 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.2.3 
Success rate of CP 
students in reading 

n.d. n.d. 14.2% 31.7% 17.6% 68.8% 21.7% 68.8% 
Improvement, target 

met 

2.2.4.a Survival rate to CM2 76.2% n.d. 79.7% 74.0% 81.6% 71.4% 84.1% 63.3% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.2.5.b Survival rate to CM2 (girls) 50.9% n.d. 57.6% 65.0% 60.3% 64.5% 62.2% 55.8% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

3.2.3.a Repetition rate, primary n.d. n.d. 12.6% 11.6% 11.9% 10.5% 11.2% 11.6% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

Lower 
Secondary 
(Grade 7 - 11) 

2.3.1 
Number of students by 
pedagogic group 

75.3 n.d. 74.5 75.1 72.5 74.8 70.7 76.2 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.3.2 Textbook-student ratio 1.3 n.d. 5 2.74 5 3.12 5 3.45 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.3.3 
% students oriented 
towards science studies at 
upper secondary, upon 

n.d. n.d. 40.0% 61.0% 45.0% 64.0% 50.0% 58.6% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 
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SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

completion of lower 
secondary education 

3.2.4.b 
Repetition rate, lower 
secondary (College) 

n.d. n.d. 22.0% 15.2% 20.0% 16.1% 19.0% 18.8% 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

Upper 
Secondary 
(Grade 11 - 
12) 

2.4.1 
Number of students by 
pedagogic group  

71.2 n.d. 55.3 77.7 52.4 67.8 49.6 62.6 
Improvement, target 

not met 

2.4.2 Student to textbook ratio 1.3 n.d. 5.0 0.2 5.0 0.4 5.0 0.1 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

2.4.3 

% students with science 
backgrounds among 
individuals admitted to 
BAC 

32.0% n.d. 40.0% 47.8% 45.0% 38.5% 50.0% 45.1% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

3.2.5.c Repetition rate, lycée n.d. n.d. 23.6% 12.6% 22.5% 17.1% 21.4% 11.8% 
Improvement, target 

met 

ETFP 

2.5.1 
Number of trainers 
trained 

 n.d. 540 n.d. 2160 n.d. 2700 n.d. No data 

2.5.2 
% of individuals 
completed TVET 
employed  

22.8% n.d. 27.0% n.d. 32.0% n.d. 37.0% n.d. No data 

2.5.3 

Current expenditures on 
ETFP as share of current 
expenditures for 
education 

4.9% n.d. 5.9% 4.3% 6.2% 5.0% 6.5% n.d. No data 

Higher 
Education 

2.6.1 
% of individuals 
completed higher 
education employed 

n.d. n.d. 27.0% n.d. 32.0% n.d. 37.0% n.d. No data 

2.6.2 
Pupil-Qualified Teacher 
Ratio (with MA) 

332 n.d. 302 308 266 294 239 260 
Improvement, target 

not met 
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SUB-SECTOR 
INDICATO

R NO. 
INDICATOR 

BASELINE 
DATA (YEAR 

UNSPECIFIED) 
2015 

2016 
TARGET 

2016 
2017 

TARGET 
2017 

2018 
TARGET 

2018 COMMENT 

Literacy 
(Alphabetisati
on) 

2.7.1 
Success rate for final 
evaluations at literacy 
centers 

n.d. n.d. 90.0% n.d. 93.0% n.d. 95.0% n.d. No data 

2.7.2 
Success rate for final 
evaluations at NAFA 
centers 

n.d. n.d. 25.0% 38.0% 30.0% 39.0% 40.0% 40.0% 
Improvement, target 

met 

2.7.3 
Number of qualified 
teachers in literacy 

0 n.d. 750 n.d. 1500 1940 2250 1940 
No change, target not 

met 

Steering and Coordination 

 3.1.1 
Current expenditures for 
education as share of 
state resources 

n.d. n.d. 18.5% 17.5% 18.9% 14.7 19.2% n.d. 
Deterioration, target 

not met 

 3.3.1.a 
Rate of use of primary 
school teachers 

n.d. n.d. 95.0% 90.5% 95.0% 89.7% 95.0% 90.0% 
Improvement, target 

not met 

 3.3.2.b 
Coefficient for allocation 
of primary school 
teachers to students  

0.808 n.d. 0.81 0.82 0.812 0.8654 0.814 0.837 
Improvement, target 

met 

 3.4.1.a 
Average number of 
meetings among steering 
and coordination organs 

0 n.d. 2 1 2 7 2 n.d. 
Improvement, target 

met 

 3.4.2.b 
% of recommendations 
implemented 

0 n.d. 50% n.d. 60% n.d. 70% n.d. No data 
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Appendix VIII  Areas of ESPIG 2015-2019 
contributions 
Data in this table is based on the latest Implementation and Status Report (ISR) from the World Bank for 
the FoCEB (Guinea Pooled Fund for Basic Education) available at the time of writing: World Bank 
“Implementation Status & Results Report – Pooled-Fund for Basic Education (P148127)” 13 June 2019. 

Of note, the FoCEB had been extended until August 31st, 2019, and several of the targets listed below (for 
instance, in terms of classroom construction) were expected to be achieved by project completion. 
However, the final project completion report was not available at the time of writing. 

 

PROJECT 
COMPONENTS 

INDICATORS TARGET ACHIEVED STATUS  

Equity and 
Access to 
Education 

PDO targets378 

Enrollment capacity of new classrooms (once completed 
and equipped) at the lower secondary level resulting from 
project interventions.  

11,520 2,800 
Not 
met 

Beneficiaries in NAFA centers 
(cumulative) 

Total 13000 11614 
Not 
met 

Female 10400 9489 
Not 
met 

Primary schools in which the conditions of water points 
are below standards 

66% 71% 
Not 
met 

Gross enrollment rate at the primary 
level 

Overall 90.6% 91% Met 

Girls 82.3% 83% Met 

Enrollment capacity of new classrooms (delivered and 
equipped) at the primary level resulting from project 
interventions 

17,150 10,330 
Not 
met 

Direct project beneficiaries 
Total 2,450,000 2,743,971 Met 

Female 46% 46% Met  

Primary schools in which the conditions of latrines are 
below standards 

20% 21% 
Not 
met 

Intermediate results indicators379 

Number of additional classrooms 
built by project interventions 

Total 580 295 
Not 
met 

 
378 Targets for these indicators were set to be achieved by 31 August 2019. Actual values are as of 7 June 2019. 
379 Targets for these indicators were set to be achieved by July 2018. Actual values for the indicators are as of 7 June 
2019. 
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PROJECT 
COMPONENTS 

INDICATORS TARGET ACHIEVED STATUS  

Primary 400 243 
Not 
met 

Lower Secondary 180 52 
Not 
met 

Number of standalone latrines built by project 
interventions 

233 233 
Met  

Number of standalone water points built by project 
interventions 

403 357 
Not 
met 

NAFA centers renewed 121 237 Met  

Quality of 
Teaching and 

Learning 
Conditions 

PDO targets  

Number of words per minute measured in EGRA sub-test 
8a in CP2 (experimental schools) 

22% 25% 
Met 

Additional enrollment in Literacy 
campaign (project areas) 

Total 97,000 97,000 Met 

Female 67,900 67,900 Met 

Intermediate results indicators 

Beneficiaries of decentralised grants 

Overall 7,580 7,727 Met 

Schools 7,115 7,256 Met 

DPE/DCE/IRE/DSEE 465 471 Met 

Teaching and learning materials 
produced and disbursed  

Pre-primary 
50,000 15,771 Not 

met 

Primary 3,000,000 8,042,240 Met 

Lower secondary 470,000 974,985 Met 

Number of teachers trained 

Total 10,131 14,542 Met 

Primary 8,424 12,802 Met 

Lower Secondary 1,707 1,740 Met 

School performance appraisal system established and 
communicated to schools and deconcentrated levels of 
MEPU-A, and data collection of baseline completed 

Yes Yes Met 

Strengthened 
Management 

and 
Governance in 

Education 

PDO targets 

Analytical reports (using collected data) available and 
disclosed 

5 5 Met 

Intermediate Results indicators  

Tool for statistical analysis of EMIS fata designed and 
disseminated 

Yes Yes Met 

Staff affectation following procedures 95% 91% Not 
met 
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PROJECT 
COMPONENTS 

INDICATORS TARGET ACHIEVED STATUS  

DRH, DGSPDE and SNFPP databases have been 
harmonized  

Yes No Not 
met 

MEN-A, Civil service Ministry, and Ministry of Finance 
teachers database has been harmonized 

Yes No Not 
met 

Renewed School Mapping used Yes No Not 
met 

A Skills Transfer Plan is established, being implemented, 
and regularly monitored 

Yes No Not 
met 
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Appendix IX  Selected sector financing data 

 DATA 

Total domestic educ. expenditure Domestic public financing for education increased in 
absolute terms by approximately 7.5% from 1.5 trillion GNF 
in 2015 to 1.6 trillion GNF in 2018. According to both 
UNESCO UIS and country sources, education expenditures 
increased in the early years of the review period before 
decreasing towards the end.  

• UNESCO UIS data: increased from US$211.4m in 2015 to 
US$233.6m in 2016 before decreasing to US$222.1m in 
2017.  

• RAPs (GNF millions): increased from 1,492,353 in 2015 to 
1,871,408 in 2017, before decreasing to 1,604,417 in 2018.   

Education share of total government 
Expenditures 

UNESCO UIS: Increase from 11.6% in 2015 to 2015 to 15.8% 
in 2016 before decreasing to 13.4% in 2017.  

RAPs: Increase from 13.9% in 2015 to 16.1% in 2016, before 
decreasing to 14.8% in 2018. 

GPR RF indicator 10: Increase from 14.3% to 16.3% between 
2015 and 2016, before decreasing to 13.2% in 2017. 

% of domestic education financing allocated to 
Primary education 

RAPs: decrease from 42.3% in 2015 to 41.3% in 2018. 

UNESCO UIS:  increase from 38.9 percent in 2014 to 40.5 
percent in 2017. 

While data sources differ on the direction of trends in 
education financing allocated to primary education, it can 
nonetheless be surmised that expenditures on primary 
education have represented approximately 40 percent of total 
education expenditures and remain below the 45 percent GPE 
target. 

% of domestic education financing allocated to 
Secondary education 

Lower secondary: 

• RAPs: Decrease from 10.5 percent in 2015 to 10.2 percent 
in 2018 

Upper secondary: 

• RAPs: Decrease from 6 percent in 2015 to 5.9 percent in 
2018  

% or domestic education financing to other sub-
sectors 

Pre-primary: 

• RAPs: Stable at 0.2 percent throughout 2015-2018 period 

Literacy: 

• RAPs: Increase from 0.2 percent in 2015 to 0.5 percent in 
2018 

TVET: 

• RAPs: Increase from 4.1 percent in 2015 to 4.6 percent in 
2018 
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 DATA 

Higher Education: 

• RAPs: Increase from 36.8 percent in 2015 to 37.5 percent 
in 2018. 

Funding by expenditure type  Capital expenditure allocations: increased between 2015 
and 2017 from 4.1% to 12.8% before decreasing to 4% in 
2018.  

Recurrent expenditure allocations: decreased from 95.9% to 
87.2% from 2015 to 2017 before increasing to 96% in 2018.   

• Expenditures on salaries increased in both absolute terms 
and as a share of total expenditures, from 961 billion GNF 
(64.6 percent) to 1.1 trillion GNF (69.3 percent) between 
2015 and 2018 

• Non-wage recurrent expenditures increased in absolute 
terms and as a share of total expenditures between 2015 
and 2016, from 468 billion GNF (31.4 percent) to 710 
billion (39.7 percent), before decreasing steadily to 423 
billion GNF (26.4 percent) in 2018. 

Amount of international financing Total education ODA increased from US$30.7 m in 2014 to 
US$41.6m in 2017. 

Education ODA as share of overall ODA Education ODA as share of overall ODA increased between 
2014 and 2017, from 5.8 percent in 2014 to 8.4 percent in 
2017.  

ESPIG amount as % of education ODA during 
review period 

ESPIG funding represented 16 percent of all education ODA 
and 40 percent of basic education ODA from 2015-2017. 

ESPIG amount at % of actual ESP financing ESPIG funding support financed 4.3 percent of PSE-2 costs 
between 2015-2018.  
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Appendix X  Selected system-level country 
data 
 

Changes suited to remove barriers to equitable access to education  
ISSUE OBSERVATIONS 

Changes in # of schools relative 
to # of children 

Primary 

The total number of primary schools increased from 9,246 in 2015 to 10,094 
in 2018, while the total number of children enrolled increased from 
1,649,043 to 1,998,858 in the same period.  

There was also an increase in the number of classrooms from 39,919 to 
44,058 during the 2015-2018 period.  

The pupil-classroom ratio increased from 41.3 in 2015 to 45.4 in 2018.  

Secondary (upper and lower) 

The total number of secondary schools in the country increased from 1,497 
in 2015 to 1,786 in 2018. The number of classrooms increased from 12,174 
in 2015 to 14,217 in 2018.  

The pupil-classroom ratio improved from 52.7 in 2015 to 49.4 in 2018.   

Changes in average distance to 
school 

Neither country-level sources of data nor UNESCO UIS data provided any 
information on average distance to schools for any years during the review 
period. 

Changes in costs of education to 
families 

Household expenditures were significantly greater than government 
expenditure for both primary and lower secondary education in 2012 (based 
on UNESCP UIS data): 

• household funding per primary student was US$52.3 versus US$37.5 
government funding per primary student 

• household funding per lower secondary student was US$107.3 versus 
US$39.5 government funding per lower secondary student 

Up-to-date information is not available due to a lack of recent studies into 
household expenditures. 

Changes in availability of 
programs to improve children’s 
readiness for school 

The total number of pre-primary schools increased from 2,208 in 2016 to 
2,314 in 2018. The number of children enrolled in pre-primary education 
decreased from 238,247 in 2016 to 194,728 in 2018. 

• However, private preschools constituted the majority of preschools in 
Guinea, increasing from 1,800 to 2,067 between 2016 and 2018. 

• Number of CECs (community centers) decreased from 398 to 240 in the 
2016-2018 period. 

• There were 2 public preschools throughout the 2016-2018 period. 

The pupil-classroom ratio for pre-primary schools improved from 59.7 in 
2016 to 44.3 in 2018.  
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ISSUE OBSERVATIONS 

New/expanded measures put in 
place to meet the educational 
needs of children with special 
needs and learners from 
disadvantaged groups 

There is a lack of evidence to suggest that there were any substantial gains 
made in terms of new or expanded measures put in place to meet the 
educational needs of children with special needs and/or learners from 
disadvantaged groups during the review period.  

Projet education inclusive, a joint initiative between MENA and the MASPF-E 
which began prior to the review period under the PSE-1, entered its second 
phase in 2015. However, the extent to which the project has brought about 
any detectable system-level changes during the review period is unclear, 
due largely to the lack of reporting on its state of execution in available 
annual sector reviews 

Another project, “Autonomisation et Education Inclusive,” led by the MASPF-
E in partnership with MENA and the METFP-ET, began in January 2019. The 
principal objective of the project is the construction and equipment of 
Centres Régionaux d’Apprentissage de Métiers pour Personnes Handicapées 
(CRAMPH) with the view of assuring the provision of inclusive education for 
at least 800 children and improving the employability of 1,500 young people 
with disabilities. Due to the newness of this initiative, and the lack of 
reporting available on its implementation, it is unclear the extent to which it 
has brought about system-level changes during the review period. 

New/expanded measures put in 
place to further gender equality 
in education 

There was an overall lack of new or expanded measures put in place during 
the review period. 

A notable initiative was the GIZ-led teaching approach FIERE (Filles éduquées 
réusissent), which aimed at improving girls’ enrollment in basic education, 
preventing dropouts among girls and in improving the quality of teaching for 
girls in primary education. This project was undertaken between 2012 and 
2014 and there is no evidence to suggest that this approach has been 
generalized across a substantial proportion of schools within the Guinean 
education system, and there is no indication that the government has scaled 
up the implementation of the approach.  

Other (may vary by country) School feeding 

• Ongoing development of national school feeding policy in 2019 

• Elevation of division within MENA charged with management of school 
canteens to status of National Directorate; establishment of multi-
sectorial steering committee. 

• Budget line for school canteens opened; 1.9 percent of MENA expenses 
on school feeding in 2019 

• Increase in coverage of MENA-led school feeding, from 15 schools in 2015 
to 191 schools in 2018. 
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Changes suited to remove barriers to quality education  
ISSUE OBSERVATIONS 

Changes in pupil/teacher ratio Pre-Primary pupil-teacher ratio improved from 42.7 in 2016 to 33.9 2017-
18, but the pupil-teacher ratio in public pre-primary schools deteriorated 
from 15.3 to 22 in the same period.  

Primary pupil-teacher ratio worsened from 47 to 49 between 2015 and 
2018. The pupil-teacher ratio in public primary schools also worsened from 
48.8 to 54 during the same period.  

The pupil-teacher ratio at the lower secondary level improved from 27.9 to 
25.8, while that of the upper secondary level improved from 19.8 to 17.5. 

Changes in pupil/trained teacher 
ratio 

UNESCO UIS data indicates that the pupil-trained teacher ratio at the primary 
level increased from 60.8 in 2014 to 62.6 in 2016. UIS data does not provide 
such information for other years in the review period, nor does it provide 
information on pupil-trained teacher ratios at the pre-primary or secondary 
levels of education.   

While 88.7 percent of public primary school teachers were found to have 
received pre-service training from specialized teacher training institutions in 
2018 (a figure which decreased marginally from 88.9 percent in 2015), only 
19.5 percent of public secondary school teachers in 2018 were trained in 
ISSEGs. 

Changes in equitable allocation 
of teachers (measured by 
relationship between number of 
teachers and number of pupils 
per school 

Equitable allocation of primary school teachers in Guinea improved 
marginally during the review period. GPE RF data indicates that the average 
degree of coherence (R2 of number of teachers and number of students per 
school) in public primary schools was 0.81 in 2014, and RAPs suggest a 
subsequent increase from 0.82 in 2016 to 0.84 in 2018.  

Changes in relevance and clarity 
of (basic education) curricula 

There were no improvements or changes made to existing curricula during 
the review period. Curricula revisions for all levels of basic education 
included as a key priority in the ProDEG, Guinea’s forthcoming sector plan 
for 2020-2029.  

Changes in availability and 
quality of teaching and learning 
materials 

Primary 

Textbook-pupil ratio decreased from 3.7 in 2015 to 2.6 in 2018. 

Secondary 

The textbook-pupil ratio at the upper secondary level deteriorated from 0.2 
in 2016 to 0.1 in 2018, while the textbook-pupil ratio at the lower secondary 
level increased from 2.7 in 2016 to 3.5 in 2018. 
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ISSUE OBSERVATIONS 

Changes to pre-service teacher 
training 

Efforts undertaken to incorporate new methodologies and levels of teacher 
training. However, these remain partly at the pilot stage, and do not yet 
cover most of the country: 

• Piloting of three-year pre-service training program for preschool teachers 
at three ENIs. Number of teachers trained every year under the program, 
however, remains small (approximately 30 per year), and the vast 
majority of preschool teachers (across public, private and community-run) 
continue to not be formally trained in ECE. 

• introduction of in-service teacher training on early grade reading 
pedagogies, as part of the overall extension of EGRA during the review 
period 

• Support to four ENIs by the GIZ-sponsored project PEB to incorporate the 
‘FIERE’ approach, aimed at strengthening girls’ education, into teacher 
training 

No evidence to suggest learning assessment data has been used to inform 
any possible changes to teacher training.  

Changes to in-service teacher 
training 

Delivery of in-service training for 14,522 primary school teachers during the 
review period across a three-tiered classification of competencies under 
FoCEB funding. However, there is no evidence to suggest that such training 
will be continued, either through continued donor funding or through the 
scaling up of efforts by MENA.  

Persistent system-level challenges in teacher training during the review 
period: (i) an overarching lack of a set of national standards or activities for 
continuous professional development, with in-service teacher training 
almost exclusively donor-funded; (ii) significant gaps in teacher training 
needs and in-service teacher training content delivered; (iii) a disconnect 
between pre- and in- service teacher training due in large part to the 
spreading of the administration of teacher training across three ministries.   

Changes in incentives for 
schools/teachers 

Three kinds of incentives for teachers exist in Guinea: (i) performance 
incentives; (ii) multi-grade class incentives (i.e. incentives for teachers who 
teach multi-grade classes); and (iii) incentives for teachers to teach in rural 
areas (primes de zone). Due to an overall lack of reporting on changes made 
during the review period to these incentives, either in the RESEN, RAPs or 
FoCEB monitoring reports, however, it is unclear whether any progress has 
been made in the structure, content or rate of delivery of these over the 
course of the 2015-2019 period.  
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Progress in strengthening sector management  
ISSUE OBSERVATIONS 

Changes in the institutional 
capacity of key ministries and/or 
other relevant government 
agencies (e.g. staffing, structure, 
organizational culture, funding) 

Neither stakeholders interviewed nor documents reviewed indicated 
significant gains made during the review period in terms of institutional, 
organizational or individual capacities, though a program for the 
strengthening of capacities in education administration was drafted in 2019. 

The program document and the RESEN suggest the following key challenges 
in capacities in the Guinean education sector: (i) a lack of awareness of 
administrative and accounting procedural manuals among deconcentrated 
government actors; (ii) an overall lack of autonomy in financial and human 
resources management, on the part of decentralized government structures; 
(iii) a lack of clarity on the distribution of responsibilities among 
decentralized government structures; (iv) weaknesses in auditing and 
evaluation practices at the central-level; and (v) an overall lack of individual 
planning and management capacities, among others. 

Is a quality learning assessment 
system (LAS) within basic 
education cycle in place? 

The learning assessments conducted during the review period include: 

• CE2 learning assessment in French and Mathematics in 2016 

• CP2 learning assessment in French and Mathematics in 2017 

• EGRAs in 2016 and 2018 

• EGMAs were introduced in 40 schools in 2018 and trials for PASEC were 
undertaken in 20 schools as well 

Interviewed government stakeholders note that learning assessments were 
conducted with the aim of forming recommendation for system level and 
school-level changes. Apart from utilization of EGRA results to inform 
extension of early grade reading pedagogies between 2014 and 2019, the 
evaluation was not able to find other evidence for how learning assessment 
data has to date informed decision-making on school management or 
classroom-level reforms 

Does country have functioning 
EMIS? 

Some improvements observed with regards to development and publication 
of annual statistics yearbooks. 

Key challenges remain in the Guinean context in relation to the lack of 
resources, and hence lack of generalized use of digital data collection tools, 
and the lack of credibility of census data, with such challenges having 
implications on the quality of statistical data overall.    

Changes in how country uses 
EMIS data to inform policy 
dialogue, decision making and 
sector monitoring 

Some improvements were observed in sector monitoring in terms of 
development and publication of annual statistics yearbooks for pre-primary, 
primary, and secondary sub-sectors (as well as for NAFA centers), and in the 
increasing use of digital data collection and management tools, at least in 
part due to donor funding. 
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Appendix XI  Selected impact-level country 
data 

Impact level trends  
ISSUE OBSERVED TRENDS 

Learning outcomes 

Changes/trends in learning outcomes (basic 
education) during period under review (by 
gender, by socio-economic group, by 
rural/urban locations) 

EGRAs were held in 2014, 2016 and 2019 and the reports 
indicate: 

• Improvement in early grade reading- the overall reading 
score increased over from 23.85 in 2014 to 31.81 in 2016 
and 41.66 in 2019.  

• Despite an improvement in the scores, mean scores 
remained low, suggesting a lack of sufficient reading 
capacities 

• There are no substantial differences in the learning 
outcomes between girls and boys. Overall scores for EGRA 
in 2019 by gender differed by 2.7 points in favour of boys.  

Based on results of the CE2 and CP2 assessments  

• The overall scores for the assessments were low and there 
was no substantial difference between boys and girls. The 
mean score for girls in the CE2 assessment was 39.42 
compared to 39.67 for boys while in the CP2 assessment, 
means score for girls was 60.6 compared to 63.2 for boys.  

• There are slight differences in learning outcomes between 
students from urban and rural areas. The overall mean 
score for rural students is three points higher than that of 
urban students at CP2 and the mean score for students in 
urban areas for CE2 mathematics is three points higher 
than that of students from rural areas. 

• There were also differences among students in private, 
public and community-run schools, with students in 
private schools scoring higher in both French and 
Mathematics in the CP2 and CE2 assessments.  
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ISSUE OBSERVED TRENDS 

Equity, gender equality and inclusion 

Changes in (i) gross and (ii) net enrollment 
rates (basic education including pre-primary) 
during review period (by gender, by socio-
economic group, by rural/urban 

Pre-primary  

The gross enrollment ratio remained relatively stable, 
increasing marginally from 13.1% in 2016 to 13.3% in 2018 

Primary 

Gross enrollment ratio in primary schools increased from 
78.7% in 2015 to 90.8% in 2018.  

GER for girls increased from 70.6% to 82.62% in the same 
period and the GER in rural areas increased from 63.6% to 
76.3%.  

Gender Parity Index (GPI) for primary GER increased from 
0.891 to 0.903 between 2016 to 2018. 

Net enrollment ratio in the country increased from 69.6% in 
2016 to 74.3% in 2018, and from 62.6% to 67.7% for girls 

Lower Secondary 

Gross enrollment rate increased from 41.4% to 45.4%.  

GER for girls increased from 31.7% to 36.3% between 2015 
and 2018 and GER for all students in rural areas increased 
from 19.8% to 21.9% in the same time period.  

GPI for lower secondary GER increased from 0.61 in 2015 to 
0.662 in 2018. 

Net enrollment ratio in the country increased from 28.9% in 
2015 to 30.6% in 2018, and from 22.6% to 24.9% for girls. 

Upper Secondary 

Overall GER in upper secondary decreased from 28% in 2015 
to 26.1% in 2018. GER for female students remained 
relatively stable, changing from 19.5% to 19% between 2015 
and 2018. GER in rural areas also remained relatively stable, 
changed from 7.1% in 2015 to 7% in 2018 

Net enrollment ratio in the country decreased from 16.8% in 
2015 to 14.8% in 2018, and from 12.3% to 11.1% for girls. 

Changes in (i) primary completion rate and (ii) 
lower secondary completion rate (by gender) 

Primary completion rate: Completion rate at the primary 
level decreased overall, from 59.4% in 2016 to 54.1% in 2018. 
The primary completion rate also decreased among girls 
from 49.5% to 45.7% during the 2016-2018 period, and in 
rural areas, from 44.9% to 40% during the same period. 

Lower secondary completion rate: The lower secondary 
completion rate increased during the review period for both 
sexes, from 28.5 percent to 36.4 percent between 2015 and 
2018, and for girls, from 21.3% to 29.9% for the same period. 
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ISSUE OBSERVED TRENDS 

Changes in out of school rates for (i) primary 
and (ii) lower secondary  

No data on out of school children was available past 2016.  

RESEN data suggests that 44 percent of children aged 
between five and sixteen (1.6 million children) were out-of-
school as of 2016, and 90 percent thereof (1.4 million) have 
never been enrolled in school (p.59).  

UIS 2016 data (drawing on household-level surveys) indicates 
that 36 percent of children of primary school age were out of 
school (40 percent for girls), around 43 percent of children of 
lower secondary school age were out of school (48 percent 
for girls), and around 60 percent of children of upper 
secondary school age were out of school (70 percent for 
girls). 

Changes in the distribution of out of school 
children (girls/boys; children with/without 
disability; ethnic, geographic, urban/rural 
and/or economic backgrounds depending on 
data availability) 

There was no available data on distribution of out-of-school 
children in Guinea during the review period.  

Changes in transition rates from primary to 
lower secondary education (by gender, by 
socio-economic group) 

The transition rate from primary to lower secondary levels 
increased from 64.9 percent to 71.1 percent between 2015 
and 2018.  

The proportion of children transitioning from lower to upper 
secondary has decreased significantly from 79.2% in 2012, to 
71.2% in 2016 and was 59.8% in 2018. 

Changes in dropout and/or repetition rates 
(depending on data availability) for (i) primary, 
(ii) lower-secondary education 

Dropout data was not available in most years, except 2018 
(see finding 21). 

Primary repetition rate: remained stable overall, despite a 
decrease from 11.6% to 10.5% between 2016 and 2017, 
before increasing to 11.6% again from 2017 to 2018.  

Lower secondary repetition rate: increased during the 
review period, from 15.2% in 2016 to 18.8% in 2018. 

Lower secondary dropout rate: increased from 11.4% in 
2013 to 12.2% in 2017. Of note, the lower secondary dropout 
rate increased substantially from 11.4% in 2013 to 19% in 
2014, before dropping to 10.6% in 2015. 
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Appendix XII  Light EMIS assessment 

Overview of strengths/weaknesses of data quality and use in Guinea  

CRITERIA 
EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON DOCUMENTS REVIEWED AND STAKEHOLDERS 

CONSULTED 

Data Quality Strengths: 

Annual statistical yearbooks have been produced each year during the review period. They 
are usually released within six months of the close of a given school year. 

Data covers public, private and community schools, and is disaggregated by gender and 
location, down to the sub-prefectural level. 

The introduction of new methods in recent years (biometric registration, table-based data 
collection) has made data collection more efficient and reliable. 

Challenges:  

Data quality is low. Based on a survey, less than 40 percent of ministry officials agree that the 
data is of good quality. More than 40 percent ‘do not agree at all’ that the data is of good 
quality (RESEN 2019, pp.308-309). 

Annual yearbooks do not provide data on children with disabilities / special needs. 

During 2015-2018, Guinea only reported one year of data to UIS (2016). 

Denominator data (demographic data, e.g. about the total number of children in a region) is 
based on census data which several stakeholders perceived it as unreliable (e.g. no children 
reported in certain regions) and potentially as politically influenced. 

Data Use for 
Decision-
making 

Strengths: 

Annual yearbooks are the main source of information on the sector, and are used by 
ministries and development partners to report on the sector and plan ahead. 

Ministry officials perceive that the data they need is available. Based on a survey, 73 percent 
agree that they have ‘access to data needed to their work’ (RESEN 2019, pp.308-309). 

Challenges:  

Concerns about quality inhibit utilization to drive decisions at central levels. 

Data access issues also inhibit use. Data is not accessible through an inter- or intra-net. It is 
also not publicly accessible.380 Only three out of eight regions are able to access relevant 
data. 

Databases of MENA’s HR and strategy department have been harmonized, but differences 
with in-service training database subsists, as well as between MENA, the ministry of finance 
and the ministry of civil service (e.g. with regards to teacher and payroll records).  

Influencing 
Factors  

Supportive: 

Donors, including the ESPIG-supported FoCEB, have actively supported routine activities, 
such as data-collection, data analysis, and data validation workshops for the production of 
annual statistical booklets. Donors have also supported the strengthening of capacities and 
the development of new tools, e.g. related to collecting data through electronic tablets and 
to managing and querying databases.381 Some workshops are conducted at decentralized 
levels and have supported collaboration between levels of government (RESEN, p.270). 

 
380 World Bank, “Appraisal Document: Project for Results in Early Childhood and Basic Education”, June 2019, p.17. 
381 See MENA, “Rapport de la mise en œuvre des activités du FoCEB du semestre 2 - 2018”, 2018, pp.19-20. 
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CRITERIA 
EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT BASED ON DOCUMENTS REVIEWED AND STAKEHOLDERS 

CONSULTED 

Limiting: 

In MESRS and METFP-ET, two directorates (Bureau Stratégie et Développement, and Service 
de Statistique et Planification) coexist with overlapping mandates for statistics, which 
generates tensions and coordination challenges (RESEN 2019, p.292). 

Some donor support has focused exclusively on MENA, leading to gaps in the processes and 
capacities between MENA and other ministries. 

There are few domestic resources to support EMIS, e.g. to replace equipment when it breaks 
(servers, laptops), or to formally train new staff when staff turnover occurs.  
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Appendix XIII  Terminology 

Alignment Basing support on partner countries’ national development strategies, institutions 
and procedures.382 

Basic 
education 

Pre-primary (i.e., education before Grade 1), primary (Grades 1-6), lower secondary 
(Grades 7-9), and adult literacy education, in formal and non-formal settings. This 
corresponds to International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 2011 levels 
0-2. 

Capacity In the context of this evaluation we understand capacity as the foundation for 
behavior change in individuals, groups or institutions. Capacity encompasses the 
three interrelated dimensions of motivation (political will, social norms, habitual 
processes), opportunity (factors outside of individuals e.g. resources, enabling 
environment) and capabilities (knowledge, skills).383 

Education 
Management 
and 
Information 
System (EMIS) 

A system for the collection, integration, processing, maintenance and dissemination 
of data and information to support decision-making, policy-analysis and formulation, 
planning, monitoring and management at all levels of an education system. It is a 
system of people, technology, models, methods, processes, procedures, rules and 
regulations that function together to provide education leaders, decision-makers and 
managers at all levels with a comprehensive and integrated set of relevant, reliable, 
unambiguous and timely data and information to support them in fulfilling their 
responsibilities.384 

Education 
systems 

Collections of institutions, actions and processes that affect the educational status of 
citizens in the short and long run.385 Education systems are made up of a large number 
of actors (teachers, parents, politicians, bureaucrats, civil society organizations) 
interacting with each other in different institutions (schools, ministry departments) 
for different reasons (developing curriculums, monitoring school performance, 
managing teachers). All these interactions are governed by rules, beliefs, and 
behavioral norms that affect how actors react and adapt to changes in the system.386 

 
382 OECD, Glossary of Aid Effectiveness Terms.  
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/aideffectivenessglossary.htm. GPE understands ‘country systems’ to relate 
to a set of seven dimensions: Plan, Budget, Treasury, Procurement, Accounting, Audit and Report. Source: 
Methodology Sheet for Global Partnership for Education (GPE) Indicators. Indicator (29) Proportion of GPE grants 
aligned to national systems. 
383 Mayne, John. The COM-B Theory of Change Model. Working paper. February 2017 
384 GPE 2020 Results Framework Indicator 20 Methodology Sheet.  
385 Moore, Mark. 2015. Creating Efficient, Effective, and Just Educational Systems through Multi-Sector Strategies of 
Reform. RISE Working Paper 15/004, Research on Improving Systems of Education, Blavatnik School of Government, 
Oxford University, Oxford, U.K.  
386 World Bank. 2003. World Development Report 2004: Making Services Work for Poor People. Washington, DC: 
World Bank; New York: Oxford University Press. 
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Equity In the context of education, equity refers to securing all children’s rights to education, 
and their rights within and through education to realize their potential and 
aspirations. It requires implementing and institutionalizing arrangements that help 
ensure all children can achieve these aims. 387 

Financial 
additionality 

This incorporates two not mutually exclusive components: (a) an increase in the total 
amount of funds available for a given educational purpose, without the substitution 
or redistribution of existing resources; and (b) positive change in the quality of funding 
(e.g., predictability of aid, use of pooled funding mechanisms, co-financing, non-
traditional financing sources, alignment with national priorities). 

Gender 
equality 

The equal rights, responsibilities, and opportunities of women, men, girls, and boys, 
and equal power to shape their own lives and contribute to society. It encompasses 
the narrower concept of gender equity, which primarily concerns fairness and justice 
regarding benefits and needs.388 

GPE support The notion of “GPE support” encompasses financial inputs deriving from GPE grants 
and related funding requirements, as well as non-financial inputs deriving from the 
work of the Secretariat, the grant agent, the coordinating agency, and from GPE’s 
global, regional, and national level engagement through technical assistance, 
advocacy, knowledge exchange, quality standards and funding requirements. 

Harmonization The degree of coordination between technical and financial partners in how they 
structure their external assistance (e.g. pooled funds, shared financial or procurement 
processes), to present a common and simplified interface for developing country 
partners. The aim of harmonization is to reduce transaction costs and increase the 
effectiveness of the assistance provided by reducing demands on recipient countries 
to meet with different donors’ reporting processes and procedures, along with 
uncoordinated country analytic work and missions.389 

Inclusion Adequately responding to the diversity of needs among all learners, through 
increasing participation in learning, cultures, and communities, and reducing 
exclusion from and within education.390 

 

 
387 Equity and Inclusion in Education. A guide to support education sector plan preparation, revision and appraisal. 
GPE 2010; p.3. Available at: 
file:///C:/Users/anett/AppData/Local/Packages/Microsoft.MicrosoftEdge_8wekyb3d8bbwe/TempState/Download
s/2010-04-GPE-Equity-and-Inclusion-Guide.pdf  
388 GPE Gender Equality Policy and Strategy 2016-2020. GPE 2016, p. 5f. Available at:  
http://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2016-06-gpe-gender-equality-policy-strategy.pdf  
389 Adapted from OECD, Glossary of Aid Effectiveness Terms 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/aideffectivenessglossary.htm, and from Methodology Sheet for Global 
Partnership for Education (GPE) Indicators. Indicator (30) Proportion of GPE grants using: (a) co-financed project or 
(b) sector pooled funding mechanisms. 
390 GPE 2010, p.3. 

file:///C:/Users/anett/AppData/Local/Packages/Microsoft.MicrosoftEdge_8wekyb3d8bbwe/TempState/Downloads/2010-04-GPE-Equity-and-Inclusion-Guide.pdf
file:///C:/Users/anett/AppData/Local/Packages/Microsoft.MicrosoftEdge_8wekyb3d8bbwe/TempState/Downloads/2010-04-GPE-Equity-and-Inclusion-Guide.pdf
http://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/2016-06-gpe-gender-equality-policy-strategy.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/aideffectivenessglossary.htm

