
Reference  
Guide



FOREWORD. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  4

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  6

INTRODUCTION . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  7

From Awareness to Action: 
Addressing the Learning  
Crisis. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 8

Why These Indicators?  
Building on the WDR 2018. .  .  .  .  .  .  . 10

Instruments & Data Sources. .  .  .  .  .  .  . 11

Implementing the GEPD 
in a Country. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  13

Visualizing the GEPD  
Interface. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  15

DETAILED INDICATOR.
INFORMATION. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  18

Outcomes

Learning Poverty . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  20

Proficiency by Grade 2/3. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  21

Proficiency by End  
of Primary . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 22

Proficiency on GEPD  
Assessment. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 23

Participation . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 24

Practice 

Teacher Presence. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 26

Teacher Content  
Knowledge. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 27

Teacher Pedagogical  
Skills . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 28

Basic Inputs. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  30

Basic Infrastructure. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  31

Readiness for Learning. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 33

Student Attendance. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  34

Operational Functions. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 36

Instructional Leadership. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 37

School Knowledge. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 38

Management Skills. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 39

Policy 

Attraction. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  41

Selection & Deployment. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 42

Support. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

Evaluation . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  44

Monitoring & Accountability . .  .  .  .  45

Intrinsic Motivation. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  46

Standards. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 47

Monitoring. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  48

Nutrition Programs. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  49

Health Programs. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  50

Early Childhood Education. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  51

Caregiver –  
Financial Capacity. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 52

Caregiver –  
Skills Capacity. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 53

Clarity of Function  
Implementation. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  54

Attraction. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 55

Selection & Deployment. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 56

Support. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

Evaluation . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 58

Politics 

Characteristics  
of Bureaucracy. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  60

Impartial Decision-Making. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  61

Mandates & Accountability. .  .  .  .  .  .  . 62

National Learning Goals. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 63

Financing. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  64

FREQUENTLY .
ASKED QUESTIONS . .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  65

REFERENCES. .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  71

Contents

Global Education Policy Dashboard Reference Guide    |   3



spent in teaching, if books and other teaching supplies were getting to school before the start of the academic 
year, if students were receiving school meals on time, if there was school violence, and other critical variables 
that influenced learning outcomes. This was a crucial element of my tenure, and it helped guide not only 
national-level decisions, but those of the regional and local authorities.

While there are many instruments and initiatives that measure quality of education, in my experience and in 
conversations with ministers of education all over the globe, there is something still missing. There continues 
to be an unmet need for comprehensive and quality data to strengthen decision-making. And there are several 
reasons for this. First, the high cost of existing school survey instruments makes them unattainable to many 
countries that navigate very resource-constrained environments. Second, the limited scope of the existing 
surveys, which tend to focus on a subset of school-level factors, and thus provide (in isolation) an incomplete 
picture of the realities of the schools and the systems in which they operate. Third, the failure to contextualize 
the information within the broader education system. By this, I refer to the need to look beyond the schools, 
to also pay attention to the broader policy frameworks that determine the quality of service delivery as well as 
the political and bureaucratic system in which they are created. And lastly, the difficulty of getting access to 
information quickly to allow timely decisions, in the case of existing school survey instruments.

The 2018 WDR speaks of the need of measuring learning to make it a serious goal. It is our belief that if we 
want countries to reach such goal, we need to ensure that along with the measurement of learning, we also 
measure the elements that influence learning so that countries can see if they are moving in the right direc-
tion. That is the motivation behind the Global Education Policy Dashboard (GEPD): to address the problems 
with existing instruments, and offer countries much-needed, comprehensive, and timely information that 
could be used to strengthen the effectiveness of the decisions made to improve learning. And I think we have 
met that goal. 

The GEPD offers timely, cost-effective, comprehensive, and contextualized information to shine a light on the 
main determinants of learning outcomes providing a full picture of how the system is working. To put this 
into perspective, in the first country where the GEPD was implemented, its indicators explained 78% of the 
between-school learning variation, which is more than existing instruments can explain.. Data collection cost 
about a third of the price of existing alternatives. Additionally, the time elapsed from data collection to the 
reporting of information averages three months, ensuring that insights can be a timely input into countries’ 
policymaking. Beyond providing more and faster data at a lower cost, the GEPD makes the best use of all the 
evidence we have at our disposal to ensure efforts to improve learning are as effective as they can be. In look-
ing at the GEPD and its indicators, one can easily notice that they integrate the latest cutting-edge research 
in the field by incorporating (and measuring) notions such as bureaucratic capacity, growth mindset among 
teachers, principals’ management practices, and many others that represent the collaboration of multiple 
teams, units, and practices across the World Bank.

With the WDR18, we shone light on learning to highlight that there was a crisis. With the Global Education 
Policy Dashboard, we now have a tool to empower countries to identify the reasons behind the learning crisis 
in their territory. With this, we can work together on designing and implementing effective solutions to start 
fighting the learning crisis.

Jaime Saavedra
Global Education Director, World Bank Group

Before Covid-19, the world was facing a learning crisis: more than half of 10-year- 
old children in low- and middle-income countries could not read and understand 
a simple text. These children were in Learning Poverty. Additionally, 258 million 
children and youth of primary- and secondary-school age were out of school. 
This was a tragedy that had been building up over the years and that had gained 
attention because we are able to measure it. It is one of the most urgent crises of 
our times. To galvanize action, the World Bank launched a global learning target: to 
decrease, by 2030, the share of children in Learning Poverty by at least half.

With Covid-19, the world now faces a crisis within a crisis. The pandemic has brought twin shocks to educa-
tion—massive school closures and a subsequent deep economic recession—that threaten to exacerbate the 
learning crisis, especially for the poor. To combat the virus, schools were closed in more than 180 countries, 
leaving—at its peak in early April—close to 1.6 billion children and youth out of school. According to our ini-
tial estimates, the economic recession could result in close to 7 million students dropping out of school. In 
the absence of appropriate response, children’s learning, nutrition, and mental health will be dramatically 
affected. Early estimates indicate that each young person in this generation might lose US$16,000 (in net 
present value) in foregone earnings. 

Achieving the global learning target is now even more challenging and will require substantial ramping-up 
of efforts. Each country must define its own path and its own actions, taking into account what is politically 
acceptable, operationally feasible, and technically correct. And Ministers of Education do not have until 
2030 to achieve a target. Ministers of Education have a short policy window in which they need to enact 
changes. And to generate changes and make evidence-based decisions, they need fast and affordable data. 

When I was a Minister of Education in my home country, Peru, I used data as a compass to guide my deci-
sion-making. In fact, many data points traced the route towards critical changes to the education system. As 
a minister, I needed several data points. First, I required data on outcomes. Information on students’ learning 
to understand the status of the education system, set goals around learning, measure progress towards these 
goals, and pinpoint schools and institutions that were excelling and others where we needed to intensify our 
efforts. Second, I required data on outputs. We needed to know what was happening inside classrooms to un-
derstand why learning was (or was not) taking place. And we needed to know if inputs were reaching schools 
with the right quality and at the right time. To collect this information, we created an instrument called Sema-
foro Escuela (which translates to “School Stoplight”) that was nationally, regionally and locally representative 
and that allowed for inference at the different levels of education. With Semaforo Escuela, we were able to 
monitor if principals were in schools, if children and teachers were in the classrooms, how many hours were 

FOREWORD
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This document was produced by Sergio Venegas Marin, Reema Nayar, and Halsey Rogers under the over-
all guidance of Jaime Saavedra and Omar Arias. The indicators were developed by the Global Education 
Dashboard team, which also includes João Pedro Azevedo, Brian William Stacy, Marta Carnelli, and Alice 
Danon, with major contributions from Ezequiel Molina and from Zahid Hasnain, Daniel Rogger, Kerenssa 
Mayo Kay, and Anita Sobjak of the World Bank’s Bureaucracy Lab. The team thanks Melissa Ann Adel-
man, Hanna Katriina Alasuutari, Samer Al-Samarrai, Diego Ambasz, Luis Alberto Andres, Ciro Avitabile, 
Juan Baron, Magdalena Bendini, Tara Betaille, Michael Crawford, Amanda Devercelli, Sophie Charlotte Emi 
Ayling, David Evans, Margaret Grosh, Alaka Holla, Renata Lemos, Toby Linden, Libbet Loughnan, Diego 
Luna Bazaldua, Charlotte McClain-Nhlapo, Adelle Pushparatnam, Alonso Sanchez, Tigran Shmis, Iva Tra-
ko, Julieta M. Trias, Michael Trucano, Maria Oviedo, Maria Jose Vargas Mancera, and Jeremy Veillard for 
their contributions. During its concept note review stage, the project benefited from the technical com-
ments and support of Deon Filmer, Amer Hasan, Steve Knack, Gayle Martin, Harry Patrinos, Dena Ringold, 
and Shobhana Sosale. The team also received guidance from a Technical Advisory Board composed of Luis 
Crouch, Jorge Ferrão, Pamela Grossman, Sean Harford, Susanna Loeb, Silvia Montoya, Karthik Muralidha-
ran, Jean Philbert Nsengimana, Ritva Reinikka, Sara Ruto, Justin Sandefur, Tarek Shawki, Rossieli Soares, 
Jakob Svensson, Miguel Székely, and George Werner. Additionally, the team has consulted with multiple 
organizations, including the Global Campaign for Education-US, Oxfam, and the Center for Inclusive Pol-
icy. The handbook was art directed and designed by Nicole Hamam with illustrations by Margaret Flatley. 
The work was made possible thanks to the support from our partners—Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 
UK’s Department for International Development, and the Government of Japan.  

Policymakers in low- and middle-income countries who are working to improve 
student learning often find themselves flying blind. They see the budget that goes 
into education and (sometimes) the learning that students come out with, but they 
lack information on many of the crucial factors in between—the practices, policies, and 
politics—that drive those learning outcomes. The Global Education Policy Dashboard 
(GEPD) shines a light on those hidden drivers.

Many countries, despite having substantially increased access to education for their children and youth, now 
realize that they are facing a learning crisis (UIS 2017, World Bank 2018). In low- and middle-income countries, 
despite near universal enrollment in primary school, 53 percent of children could not read and understand a 
simple story by late primary age (World Bank 2019). This statistic underlined the reality that schooling is not 
the same as learning—even though education policy often assumes that it is (Pritchett 2013). It also showed 
just how far off track the world is from the aspiration embodied in Sustainable Development Goal 4, of pro-
viding quality education to all children at least through secondary school. 

The learning crisis has only deepened with the extended school closures and the sharp economic recessions 
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Global Learning Poverty could rise from 53% to 63%, and the children affected 
by these learning losses stand to lose a collective US$10 trillion in future lifetime earnings (World Bank 2020b). As 
the pandemic and its aftermath accentuate deficiencies in education systems around the world, a political window 
of opportunity for urgently needed policy reforms to improve quality and equity could open in many countries.

The World Development Report 2018 argued that the learning crisis has multiple causes: poor service delivery in 
schools and communities, policies that are not aligned toward learning for all, and unhealthy politics and low bureau-
cratic capacity. To tackle the crisis and improve learning for all children, countries need to know where they stand 
on these three key dimensions: practices (or service delivery), policies, and politics. But providing such a systemwide 
overview requires better measurement. Many of these drivers of learning are not captured by existing administra-
tive systems. And although new measurement tools capture some of those aspects well, no single instrument pulls 
together data on all these areas. This gap leaves policymakers in the dark about what is working and what isn’t.

To fill this gap, the World Bank, with support from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the UK’s Depart-
ment for International Development, and the Government of Japan, has launched a Global Education Policy 
Dashboard, which measures the drivers of learning outcomes in basic education around the world. In doing 
so, the GEPD highlights where systems are falling short in providing quality education for all children,  iden-
tifies gaps between current practice and what evidence suggests would be most effective in promoting learn-
ing for all, and helps governments in setting priorities and tracking progress as they work to close those gaps.  

ACKN   WLEDGEMENTS INTRODUCTI   N



8    |    From Awareness to Action: Addressing the Learning Crisis Global Education Policy Dashboard Reference Guide    |   9

THE HUMAN CAPITAL PROJECT (HCP), a WBG global initiative to accelerate investments in people for 
greater equity and economic growth, is building political commitment for reforms and investments that will 
transform human capital outcomes for the good of people and economies. As a first step under the HCP, the 
Bank in 2018 released a Human Capital Index (HCI) for 157 economies, attracting considerable attention to 
the challenge. The Index provides an easy-to-understand answer to the question “How much human capital 
will a child born today acquire by the end of secondary school, given the risks to health and education that 
prevail in the country where she was born?” The education component of the HCI is the learning-adjusted 
years of schooling measure, which combines quantity and quality of education into a single outcome metric. 
Because much of the HCI’s overall variation from country to country is due to differences in education out-
comes, the Index makes countries keenly aware of how the learning crisis undermines their human capital 
and limits the lifetime opportunities of their children (Kraay 2018, Filmer et al 2018). 

To shine the spotlight even more brightly on this crisis, in September 2019, the World Bank and the UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (UIS) introduced the concept of Learning Poverty (LP), drawing on a newly assem-
bled data on learning and participation. Learning Poverty is defined as the percentage of 10-year-olds who 
cannot read and understand a simple story (with out-of-school primary-age children counted as not reading). 
Using these data, the Bank and UIS estimated that 53 percent of children in low- and middle-income coun-
tries could not read and understand a simple story by the end of primary school. Moreover, progress was 
slow: without significant acceleration in efforts, the global rate of learning poverty would still be 43% in 2030, 
making it impossible to reach the SDG 4 aspiration of quality secondary education for all (World Bank 2019). 
Beyond releasing the Learning Poverty indicator, the WBG launched a campaign focused on improving learn-
ing outcomes in client countries and established an ambitious new Learning Target, which aims to cut by at 
least half the global rate of Learning Poverty by 2030. 

With the COVID-19 pandemic generating widespread learning losses, the world now faces an even direr sce-
nario. Global Learning Poverty is projected to rise to 63%, making even more difficult to achieve the target of 
cutting Learning Poverty by half by 2030 (Azevedo 2020). But as the problem grows, so does the commitment 
from countries to do what’s needed to address the learning crisis. Around the world, among countries and 
development partners, we see an ever-greater call for action to protect and build the foundational skills that 
are central to human capital accumulation.

But awareness of the challenge is just a first step: while the Index and the Learning Target are designed to 
motivate action, other tools are needed to guide that action. Outcome indicators alone do not tell a country 
what steps are necessary for improvement. Similarly, the HCI and LP indicators are likely to change only 

From Awareness to Action: 
Addressing the Learning Crisis

slowly, leaving countries in need of shorter-term metrics of progress. When countries act on the drivers of 
learning, they need indicators that can highlight areas to improve and provide useful feedback on whether 
they are moving in the right direction. 

The Global Education Policy Dashboard fills those needs. It collects and presents data on the specific 
areas where countries need to act to improve learning outcomes, using indicators that can show progress 
relatively quickly (in 1 to 2 years, say). What are those areas? The WDR 2018 argues that struggling educa-
tion systems lack one or more of four key school-level ingredients for learning: prepared learners, quality 
teaching, learning-focused inputs, and the skilled management that pulls them together. But the problems 
are not just at school level; these deficiencies in service delivery are typically signs of deeper systemic 
problems. They are driven by policies that are not well designed or implemented to promote learning for 
all children and youth, and these misalignments in turn reflect problems caused by unhealthy politics or a 
lack of bureaucratic capacity. To tackle the learning crisis, and to achieve and sustain learning gains at scale, 
countries therefore need to know where they stand on all these dimensions.

The dashboard tracks progress in all three of these areas: practices (or service delivery), pol-

icies, and politics. Its indicators are comprehensive (in that they holistically cover the most important driv-
ers of learning at scale) but also focused (so that they can focus stakeholders’ attention on what really is most 
important). With these indicators, the dashboard (1) highlights gaps between what the evidence suggests is 
effective in promoting learning and what is happening in practice in each system; and (2) allows a way for 
governments to track progress as they act to close those gaps. It thereby helps countries to monitor how well 
they are oriented toward improving learning and attainment for all children—and thus ultimately toward im-
proving the HCI as well. While every country needs to identify priorities for investment and policy reforms 
that are best suited to its own context, the dashboard can provide a much stronger evidence base for that work. 

While every country needs to identify priorities for investment and 

policy reforms that are best suited to its own context, the dashboard 

can provide a much stronger evidence base for that work.
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THE DASHBOARD PROJECT COLLECTS NEW DATA IN EACH COUNTRY using three new in-
struments: a School Survey, a Policy Survey, and a Survey of Public Officials. Data collection involves 
school visits, classroom observations, legislative reviews, teacher and student assessments, and inter-
views with teachers, principals, and public officials. In addition, the project draws on some existing data 
sources to complement the new data it collects. A major objective of the GEPD project was to develop 
focused, cost-effective instruments and data-collection procedures, so that the dashboard can be inex-
pensive enough to be applied (and re-applied) in many countries. The team achieved this by streamlining 
and simplifying existing instruments, and thereby reducing the time required for data collection and 
training of enumerators. 

FIGURE 2: COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF DASHBOARD INDICATORS

THE STRUCTURE OF THE DASHBOARD BUILDS 

ON THE WDR 2018 conceptual framework outlined 
earlier (Figure 1). At the center are the outcome indi-
cators capturing learning for all (meaning learning 
combined with access). These are ringed by indicators 
representing the four main school-level service-deliv-
ery factors, labeled as “practices”: prepared learners, 
capable teaching, appropriate inputs and infrastruc-
ture, and capable school management that brings the 
other factors together to produce learning. The next 
set of indicators proxy for the policies that affect each 
of these areas, and the final set captures the political 
context and bureaucratic capacity of the system. Sus-
tained system-wide improvement in learning will like-
ly depend on better performance in these policy and 
politics domains.

In selecting and developing the indicators for the dashboard, the team applied three main criteria:
1.	 First, each indicator should predict better learning and access outcomes (based on sound empirical 

evidence or a strong conceptual presumption to support the relationship).
2.	 Second, with concerted effort, it should be possible to improve the indicator over a relatively brief 

period—1 to 2 years, say—so that the indicator can serve as a marker of progress for a government com-
mitted to the longer-term challenge of improving learning.

3.	 And third, it should be possible to generate the data for the indicator every 2 years at a reasonable cost. 

The list includes 39 indicators distributed among the four levels symbolized by Figure 1: 5 outcome measures, 
11 indicators of practices (or service delivery), 18 policy levers, and 5 indicators for politics and bureaucratic 
capacity. Figure 2 provides a summary of all the indicators that are included. Please refer to Detailed Indicator 
Information for more information on each indicator, together with the rationales for and definitions of each. 

The team defined these indicators based on extensive literature reviews and numerous discussions with 
experts inside and outside the World Bank. Many of the indicators are adapted or borrowed from existing 
initiatives, such as the Service Delivery Indicators (SDI) and the Systems Approach for Better Education 
Results (SABER) Policy Intent frameworks. 

Why These Indicators?  
Building on the WDR 2018 Instruments & Data Sources

FIGURE 1:  
STRUCTURE OF THE DASHBOARD
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More information pertaining to each of the three instruments can be found below:

SCHOOL SURVEY  The School Survey collects data primarily on practices (the quality of ser-
vice delivery in schools), but also on some de facto policy indicators. It consists of streamlined 
versions of existing instruments—including Service Delivery Surveys on teachers and in-
puts/infrastructure, Teach on pedagogical practice, Global Early Child Development Database 
(GECDD) on school readiness of young children, and the Development World Management 
Survey (DWMS) on management quality—together with new questions to fill gaps in those 
instruments. Though the number of modules is similar to the full version of the Service De-
livery Indicators (SDI) Survey, the number of items and the complexity of the questions with-
in each module is significantly lower. The School Survey includes 8 short modules: School 
Information, Teacher Presence, Teacher Survey, Classroom Observation, Teacher Assessment, 
Early Learner Direct Assessment, School Management Survey, and 4th-grade Student As-
sessment. For a team of two enumerators, it takes on average about 4 hours to collect all in-
formation in a given school. For more information, refer to the Frequently Asked Questions.  

POLICY SURVEY  The Policy Survey collects information to feed into the policy de jure indica-
tors. This survey is filled out by key informants in each country, drawing on their knowledge 
to identify key elements of the policy framework (as in the SABER approach to policy-data col-
lection that the Bank has used over the past 7 years). The survey includes questions on poli-
cies related to teachers, school management, inputs and infrastructure, and learners. In total, 
there are 52 questions in the survey as of June 2020. The key informant is expected to spend 
2-3 days gathering and analyzing the relevant information to answer the survey questions.  

SURVEY OF PUBLIC 
OFFICIALS

 The Survey of Public Officials collects information about the capacity and orien- 
   tation of the bureaucracy, as well as political factors affecting education out-

comes. This survey is a streamlined and education-focused version of the civil-servant surveys that 
the Bureaucracy Lab (a joint initiative of the Governance Global Practice and the Development 
Impact Evaluation unit of the World Bank) has implemented in several countries. The survey in-
cludes questions about technical and leadership skills, work environment, stakeholder engage-
ment, impartial decision-making, and attitudes and behaviors. The survey takes 30-45 minutes per 
public official and is used to interview Ministry of Education officials working at the central, re-
gional, and district levels in each country. 

While most dashboard indicators are derived from data collected using these instruments, the team also 
draws on existing data for a small number of indicators. This is particularly key for outcome data (school 
participation and learning), where the team reports existing data wherever possible. Similarly, because 
factors outside the education system also affect education outcomes, the dashboard also includes a few 
indicators based on existing data from other sectors. For example, many factors that affect whether chil-
dren are in school and ready to learn lie outside the education system. Thus, policy levers for this practice 
area include indicators like the share of children that are well-nourished and the share of children that are 
fully immunized, among others; these indicators draw on non-dashboard data sources. Please refer to the 
Detailed Indicator Information for more details.
 

POPULATING THE DASHBOARD REQUIRES, aside from the expert-filled Policy Survey, collecting na-
tionally representative data from two field surveys, as noted above—the school and public official surveys. 
The sample sizes are as follows: 

Sample of Schools: The sample size for the School Survey normally consists of 200 to 300 
schools, a number that allows for the reporting of nationally representative estimates with a high 
level of precision for all the GEPD indicators. Within this sample of schools, the team interviews 
200-300 school principals and 1,000-1,500 teachers, while also conducting assessments of 600-900 
1st-graders and (depending on classroom size) 4,000-6,000 4th-graders. 
.

Sample of Public Officials: The sample size for the Survey of Public Officials is 200. These pub-
lic officials work in the Ministry of Education at either the central, regional, or district level. In the 
typical country, the breakdown of the sample is 60 officials at the central level, 70 at the regional 
level, and 70 at the district level. Other than the director(s) and the person in charge of human re-
sources of each office, who are always interviewed, all public officials are randomly selected. 

TABLE 1 – STEPS TO IMPLEMENT GEPD IN A COUNTRY

TEAM NECESSARY ACTIONS

Government 

•	 Confirm country’s participation 

•	 Provide information for sampling

•	 Establish technical working group to engage with WB on the project

•	 Pursue approvals to visit schools

•	 Provide WB with letter of support to use during fieldwork

•	 Attend a stakeholder validation meeting once data has been collected

GEPD

•	 Confirm country’s participation

•	 Procure local survey firm (or support gov in doing so)

•	 Draw sample in collaboration with the government

•	 Translate all instruments into local language(s) [if not available already]

•	 Engage with local stakeholders to link GEPD with existing initiatives

•	 Supervise fieldwork

•	 Process data and compute indicators

•	 Validate data with the government counterparts

Implementing the GEPD in  
a Country
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The implementation of the GEPD is always customized to the needs and context of each country. However, 
there are some steps that both the GEPD team and the country counterparts must follow for successful 
implementation; these are listed in Table 1. 
 
While the actual start of the fieldwork might sometimes be timed to take advantage of other ongoing data col-
lection efforts in a particular country, the actual implementation – from training of enumerators to reporting 
of the validated information – is expected to take three months. 

Potential benefits of participating in the GEPD vary from country to country depending on the maturity 
of existing country data systems. In some countries, the School Survey may serve as the only source of 
data to identify problems in the education system, so the team may focus its efforts on guaranteeing that 
the GEPD can be regularly reapplied. Other countries may have strong data monitoring systems already; in 
these countries, the GEPD 1) helps verify the quality of the data already being collected, 2) helps identify gaps 
that could be filled in the data that are collected as part of the country’s regular monitoring, and 3) offers a 
wealth of new data collection instruments, training materials, fieldwork methodologies, and other resources 
that these countries could use in their ongoing data collection and reporting efforts. 

From there, the user will have the option to drill down on specific issues or areas that are relevant to the country.  
For instance, if the user clicks on Basic Infrastructure, the user will be sent to the following page with more 
information on the topic. 

EACH COUNTRY HAS ITS OWN LANDING PAGE that shows the outcomes (learning indicators), and 
then all of the school level Practices that affect learning. The design is such in order to promote progress on 
the key drivers that could be driving low learning.

Visualizing the GEPD Interface 



And the GEPD interface is designed in such a way that countries can monitor progress over time

And see how they compare to other countries

  The data shown is fictional and used for illustration purposes only.
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MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Source

Global Learning 

Assessment  

Database  

(https://github.

com/worldbank/

GLAD) 

 Approach

Learning Poverty is the weighted average of the share of the population below the 

minimum proficiency level, adjusted by the out-of-school population.

LP =  SD + [(1-SD) x LD]

where:

LP = Learning poverty

SD = the schooling deprivation dimension, which captures the share of children of 

primary-school age who are out of school; this dimension is reflected by the indicator of 

Out-of-School children. This dimension is linked to the indicator 4.1.4 fthe SDG 4 thematic 

framework.

LD = the learning deprivation dimension, which captures the share of children at the end 

of primary who are below the minimum proficiency level (MPL) for reading, as defined 

by the Global Alliance to Monitor Learning (GAML) in the context of the SDG 4.1.1b 

monitoring, and observed by the indicator BMP (for “below minimum proficiency”)

For more information, refer to the detailed methodology description found in the report 

Ending Learning Poverty: What will it take?

INDICATOR

Proportion of children in grades 2/3 achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) math-
ematics. Where data allows, this indicator will be disaggregated by gender, so that users can drill down on this 
variable.  

BACKGROUND

Despite their great progress in increasing access to education for their children and youth, many countries now 
face a learning crisis:  too often, schooling does not lead to much learning. As the WDR 2018 emphasized, realiz-
ing education’s promise will require that countries place learning at the center of their education policies.  The 
first step is to measure learning and highlight the challenge. This indicator therefore provides countries with a 
snapshot of how much learning is happening inside their classrooms, by reporting the results of well-designed 
student assessments and highlighting where there are no assessments available. This indicator will come di-
rectly from reporting by the UNESCO Institute of Statistics, the custodian of Sustainable Development Goal 4.

Proficiency by Grade 2/3
LEARNING  

This outcome indicator measures whether students are learning, by reporting data from 
well-designed student assessments of math and language abilities.  

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Source

UNESCO Institute  

of Statistics 

 Approach

For this learning measure, the dashboard team proposes to use indicator 4.1.1 of the 

SDGs: “Proportion of children in grades 2/3 . . . achieving at least a minimum proficiency 

level in (i) reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex.”  The team will coordinate closely with 

UNESCO UIS to include data validated for use in reporting under the SDG monitoring 

process. It will thus benefit from the UIS’s current initiative to define minimum 

proficiency levels for domains, as well as the linking/alignment needed to put the 

different assessments (international, regional, national) on the same scale. Under the 

UIS definition of percentage of children achieving the pre-defined minimum proficiency 

level, the percentage will be calculated as follows:

 

MPLt,n,s = MPt,n,s / Pt,n

where:

MPLt,n,s
 
= the number of children at stage of education n, in year t, who have 

achieved at least the minimum proficiency level in subject s.

Pt,n = the number of children and young people at stage of education n, in year t, in 

any proficiency level in subject s.

In countries where learning data are not available, the current plan is for the dashboard 

to highlight this gap.

INDICATOR

Share of children that are not able to read a short age-appropriate text with comprehension around age 10. In 
cases where it is possible, this indicator will be disaggregated by gender.

BACKGROUND

The benefits of education stem not just from the number of years a student spends sitting in the classroom, but 
from the skills that a student acquires (Prichett 2013; World Bank 2018). For example, research suggests that it 
is the cumulative skills acquired, and not schooling, that serves as a predictor of economic growth (Hanushek 
& Woessmann 2012). In many studies, simple measures of foundational skills are able to explain wages even 
after controlling for the workers’ years of schooling (Hanushek et al. 2015; Valerio et al. 2016). Because of this, it 
is important to report on indicators that speak to the acquiring of foundational skills that are central for other 
learning to take place and for the overall formation of productive workers; one of such skills is basic literacy 
(World Bank 2019). To address this need, the World Bank recently launched the Learning Poverty indicator, 
which combines shortfalls in school access and learning in one simple measure. It measures a straightforward 
concept: the share of children around the world who are not able to read a short age-appropriate text with 
comprehension around age 10. Because, as the SDGs emphasize, children should be both enrolled in school and 
learning, out-of-school children are counted as learning-poor.

Learning Poverty
LEARNING & PARTICIPATION  

This outcome indicator measures whether students are learning, by reporting on the 
combination of schooling and learning at the end of primary, building on the indicators of 
reading proficiency and school enrollment generated in the SDG 4 reporting process. 
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INDICATOR

Proportion of children in 4th grade achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) math-
ematics, based on the GEPD student assessment. This indicator will be disaggregated by the gender of the stu-
dent as well as the type of area where the school is located (rural/urban).  

BACKGROUND

Despite their great progress in increasing access to education for their children and youth, many countries 
now face a learning crisis:  too often, schooling does not lead to much learning. As the WDR 2018 emphasized, 
realizing education’s promise will require that countries place learning at the center of their education policies.  
The first step is to measure learning and highlight the challenge. This indicator aims to provide countries with 
a snapshot of how much learning is happening inside their classrooms by reporting the results from a learning 
assessment directly collected as part of the GEPD School Survey. For some countries, this learning data will be 
the only internationally comparable data available. In those cases, the GEPD will highlight the lack of other 
learning data.  

Proficiency on GEPD Assessment
LEARNING  

This outcome indicator measures whether students are learning by reporting data 
collected as part of the 4th-grade Student Assessment that is part of the GEPD’s School 
Survey. A strength of the learning data reported under this indicator is that, unlike the 
learning data generated for SDG monitoring, it can be matched directly to all other 
school-level GEPD indicators.

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument
SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Source

Based on Service 

Delivery Indicators 

(SDI) Student 

Assessment  

(with minor 

adaptations) 

 Approach

For this learning measure, the dashboard team uses the learning data collected through 

the School Survey. The School Survey includes a 30-minute math and language 

assessment for 4th-grade students. The assessment is given to one randomly selected 

4th-grade class in each school visited as part of the data collection effort. 

The assessment is done in a group setting (rather than one-to-one), and it provides equal 

amounts of time to language and mathematics. 

In countries where other learning data are not available, the dashboard will highlight this 

gap.  In such cases, only the data collected through the School Survey Assessment will be 

reported.

INDICATOR

Proportion of children at the end of primary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and 
(ii) mathematics.  Where data allows, this indicator will be disaggregated by gender, so that users can drill down 
on this variable.  

BACKGROUND

Despite their great progress in increasing access to education for their children and youth, many countries now 
face a learning crisis:  too often, schooling does not lead to much learning. As the WDR 2018 emphasized, realiz-
ing education’s promise will require that countries place learning at the center of their education policies.  The 
first step is to measure learning and highlight the challenge. This indicator therefore provides countries with a 
snapshot of how much learning is happening inside their classrooms, by reporting the results of well-designed 
student assessments and highlighting where there are no assessments available. This indicator will come di-
rectly from reporting by the UNESCO Institute of Statistics, the custodian of Sustainable Development Goal 4.  

Proficiency by End of Primary
LEARNING   

This outcome indicator measures whether students are learning, by reporting data from 
well-designed math and language student assessments.    

 Approach

For this learning measure, the dashboard team proposes to use indicator 4.1.2 of the 

SDGs:  “Proportion of children at the end of primary achieving at least a minimum 

proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex.”  The team will coordinate 

closely with UNESCO UIS to include validated data used for reporting under the 

SDG monitoring process. It will thus benefit from the UIS’s current initiative to define 

minimum proficiency levels for domains, as well as the linking/alignment needed to put 

the different assessments on the same scale. 

As noted in the UIS metadata for this indicator, the indicator is calculated as the 

percentage of children and/or young people at the relevant stage of education 

achieving or exceeding a pre-defined proficiency level in a given subject: 

 

Performance above the minimum level, PLt,n,s, above minimum = p

where p is the percentage of students in a learning assessment at stage of education 

n, in subject s in any year (t-i) where 0 ≤ i ≤ 5, who has achieved the level of proficiency 

that is greater than a pre-defined minimum standard, Smin. The minimum standard 

is defined by the global education community, taking into consideration regional 

differences.

In countries where learning data are not available, the dashboard will highlight this gap. 

 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Source

UNESCO Institute  

of Statistics
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INDICATOR

Adjusted primary net enrollment rate, defined as the “number of pupils of the school age group for primary 
education, enrolled either in primary or secondary education, expressed as a percentage of the total population 
in that age group.” This indicator will be disaggregated by gender.

BACKGROUND

Achieving learning for all requires that all children be in school. Schooling has expanded dramatically over the 
past 50 years, and previously marginalized groups, especially girls, are much more likely to start primary school 
and stay enrolled. However, access remains an issue in some areas and for certain vulnerable groups, even at the 
primary level. Conflict-affected countries remain a glaring exception to the global success in making primary 
school near universal, with primary enrollment rates as low as 35% (in South Sudan in 2015). Recent studies have 
also highlighted the fact that many school systems are not accessible to children with disabilities. A recent study 
on 19 developing countries found that less than 50% of children with disabilities were attending school (Male & 
Wodon 2017). Even internal threats such as gender-based violence continue to keep many girls out of school. At 
the same time, the extended school closures and the economic recessions associated with COVID-19 threaten 
to push millions of children out of school (World Bank 2020). All of this translates into a need to continue mon-
itoring school participation.

The GEPD reports on the adjusted net enrollment rate, as opposed to other similar indicators, because it pro-
vides a precise measure of the participation of the official primary school age population to the education sys-
tem. It reflects the actual level of achievement of the Universal Primary Education (UPE) goal. As reported by 
UIS, while the net enrollment rate shows the coverage of pupils in the official primary school age group in the 
primary education level only, the reported indicator counts as enrolled those of the official primary school age 
range who have reached secondary education (because they might have entered primary education early or 
skipped grades). 
 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Source

UNESCO Institute  

of Statistics

 Approach

School participation will be measured by enrollment rates of children in the primary-

school age group, using UIS reported Adjusted Net Primary Enrollment data, which is 

derived from household surveys. 

The calculation method used by UIS is to (1) divide the total number of students in the 

official primary school age range who are enrolled in primary or secondary education by 

the population of the same age group and (2) multiply the result by 100.

Participation
PARTICIPATION    

This indicator summarizes school participation by reporting the net enrollment rate 
among primary-age children.  
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INDICATOR

Percentage of 4th-grade teachers who have mastered the content knowledge covered in a 4th-grade curriculum.  
This determination is based on a global standard of minimum proficiency for 4th-grade teachers developed in 
consultation with outside experts.  This indicator will be disaggregated by gender and urban/rural location.  

BACKGROUND

Teacher content knowledge is an important determinant of teaching quality. To be able to communicate and 
explain the curriculum, a teacher must have a good mastery of the material. When students in low- and mid-
dle-income countries are in classes led by teachers with higher content knowledge, they learn substantially 
more (Metzler & Woessmann 2012; Bietenbeck et al. 2017; Bold et al. 2018). But research shows that in many 
countries, teachers have not mastered the subject they are teaching (Bruns & Luque 2015; Tandon & Fukao 2015; 
World Bank 2016; Bold et al. 2017) and that their students learn little from attending school. 

Teacher Content Knowledge
TEACHING  

This indicator measures the teachers’ mastery of the content that they currently teach or 
are supposed to teach.

 Approach

This indicator is based on revised versions of teacher content-knowledge assessments 

developed for the Service Delivery Indicators (SDI) Surveys, where the revisions reflect 

the findings of extensive psychometric analyses carried out by the dashboard team. 

These assessments are 30-minute exams taken by randomly selected teachers on ei-

ther mathematics or language, depending on the subject they teach. To measure their 

subject content knowledge, teachers are asked to mark (or “grade”) mock student tests 

in language and in mathematics. This method of assessment, which has been widely 

used in recent surveys, has two advantages. First, it assesses teachers in a way that was 

consistent with their normal activities—namely, marking student work. Second, by not 

testing teachers in the same way as students are tested, it avoids directly challenging 

their professionalism.  

Example:

Below is a test paper by a primary school student. Please mark the answers using a 3 for 

those answers that are correct and a 7 for those answers that are not correct. For those 

answers that you mark 7, you must write the correct answer in the space provided. 

Complete the sentences with the correct words from the brackets.

a) �Where (Does, Where, How long) does it take to walk 

to this school?

(a) 7 (a) How long

b) When (Where, When, What) is your sister doing? (b) 7 (b) What

				  

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument
SCHOOL SURVEY

 ��Data Sources

Based on the 

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instrument

INDICATOR

Percent of teachers who are present in the school during an unannounced visit. This indicator will be disaggre-
gated by the teacher’s gender and urban/rural location.

BACKGROUND

The quality of teaching is a function of both a teacher’s skills and a teacher’s presence to ensure opportunities 
to use those skills to help students. To measure teacher presence, the GEPD collects and reports observational 
data on teacher attendance. Being present in the classroom is necessary (though not enough) for teaching and 
learning to happen. High levels of teacher absence severely impair students’ ability to learn and result in sig-
nificant losses of class time during the school year (Chaudhury et al. 2006; Bruns & Luque 2015; Lavy 2015). A 
recent study in seven Sub-Saharan African countries found that 44 percent of teachers were absent from class, 
either because they were absent from school, or because they were in the school but not in the classroom (Bold 
et al. 2017). And absence matters: experimental research in India has found that reducing teacher absence by 21 
percent increased students’ learning by 0.17 standard deviations (Duflo et al. 2012). Note that this indicator is 
meant to capture how well the system succeeds in getting teachers into the classroom—not to focus attention 
on the teachers themselves, but on the strengths or failings of the system that manages them.

Teacher Presence
TEACHING   

This indicator measures teacher attendance among a randomly selected set of teachers 
(up to 10 per visited school). 

 �Approach

The methodology for collecting the needed information is the following: the principal 

will be notified that a visit will take place within a two-week window. On the day of the 

visit, the field team will collect the teacher roster and check for presence in the school 

of a random sample selected from the list of teachers who are normally supposed to be 

teaching at the time of the visit. The number of teachers that are part of the sample is 

up to 10, depending on the size of the school visited. This is an adaptation of Chaudhury 

et al. (2006) methodology that allows for the reduction of the number of school visits 

to just one per school. Teachers’ presence in the classroom will also be measured, but 

presence in the school will be the indicator reported in the dashboard.

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument
SCHOOL SURVEY

 ��Data Sources

Based on the  

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instrument
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Teacher Pedagogical Skills
TEACHING   

This indicator measures the teachers’ mastery of the pedagogical skills needed to 
properly teach the content.

INDICATOR

Percentage of 4th-grade teachers who reach a certain level of proficiency in pedagogical skills. This indicator is 
disaggregated by teacher gender and urban/rural location.

BACKGROUND

Good teaching skills are not just about subject content knowledge. They also require that teachers know how 
to translate their content knowledge into effective pedagogy in the classroom. Teachers must also know how to 
assess student capabilities and react appropriately, for example by asking questions that require various types of 
responses and by giving feedback on those responses, commonly referred to as “knowledge of the context of learn-
ing” (Johnson 2006; Danielsson 2007, Pianta et al. 2007, Coe, Aloisi, Higgins and Major 2014; Ko & Sammons 2013, 
Vieluf et al. 2012). While factors like curriculum and teacher qualifications explain a small fraction of the variation 
in student learning (Burchinal, Howes, and Kontos 2002), the quality of teacher-child interactions has been shown 
to explain a much larger share of student learning (Dobbie & Fryer 2013; Hamre 2014; Muijs et al. 2014).

 Approach

To measure teachers’ pedagogical skills, the GEPD uses Teach, a World Bank-developed 

classroom observation tool. This is a new instrument designed to capture the quality of 

teaching in low- and middle-income countries (Molina et al. 2018). The tool captures (i) 

the time teachers spend teaching and the extent to which students are on task, and (ii) 

the quality of teaching practices that help develop students’ socioemotional and cogni-

tive skills. More specifically, it measures 1) Time on Task, 2) Classroom Culture (supportive 

learning environment, positive behavioral expectations), 3) Instruction (lesson facilitation, 

checks for understanding, feedback, critical thinking), and 4) Socioemotional skills (au-

tonomy, perseverance, and social & collaborative skills). A randomly selected 4th-grade 

class is recorded during the school visit, and the video is then scored using the Teach 

tool. An example of how the tool scores the behaviors that comprises the score for each 

teacher is below. 

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument
SCHOOL SURVEY

 �Data Sources

Teach  

SCORE

1 LOW 2 MEDIUM 3 4 HIGH 5

The teacher 
provides specific 
comments or 
prompts that help 
clarify students’  
misunderstandings

Teacher either 
doesn’t provide 
students with 
comments 
about their 
misunderstanding 
OR the comments 
provided are 
simple/evaluative

The teacher 
provides students 
with general 
or superficial 
comments/
prompts 
about their 
misunderstandings.

Teacher provides 
students with 
specific comments 
that contain 
substantive 
information 
that helps 
clarify students’ 
misunderstandings
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INDICATOR

Average number of basic infrastructure aspects (0-5) available in schools. This indicator will be disaggregated 
by urban/rural location.  

BACKGROUND

A lack of critical infrastructure is likely to reduce learning. Provision of safe drinking water at schools has been 
linked to lower student school absenteeism and higher learning across the developing world, due to significant 
reductions in the diarrheal disease burden (O’Reilly et al. 2008; Barde et al. 2013). Functioning toilets make the 
school more attractive to attend and likely reduce absence caused by illness. Electricity and classroom visibility 
are also likely to improve the ability of the teacher to teach and students to learn.  And as with the school inputs, 
many stakeholders see these types of infrastructure as basic elements of a quality learning environment, mak-
ing them important to track in a dashboard. The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) call for inclusive and 
equitable quality education, with the aim of ensuring equal access to all levels of education for the vulnerable, 
including disabled children. Yet, a recent report by the World Bank and the Global Partnership for Education 
(GPE) found that in 19 developing countries, primary school completion for children with disabilities is just 
48% (Male & Wodon 2017). The pervasiveness of this problem precipitates the need for governments to invest 
in adapting their infrastructure and materials for students with disabilities. For this reason, the dashboard cap-
tures the level of school and classroom accessibility to children with physical disabilities to shine a light on this 
important issue.

Basic Infrastructure
INPUTS & INFRASTRUCTURE    

This indicator measures the availability of basic infrastructure in the average school. 
The infrastructure aspects included, based on the literature and general expectations, 
are availability of (i) drinking water, (ii) functioning toilets, (iii) electricity, (iv) internet 
connectivity, and (v) accessibility for people with disabilities.

 Approach

Questions directed to teacher and/or principal AND direct 

observation. For each of the elements included in this indicator, 

the questions go beyond basic availability to better capture the 

actual user experience. For instance, the questions on bathrooms 

go beyond checking whether there are bathrooms. They aim 

to capture the actual experience of the students in using this 

infrastructure by reporting on they are separate for boys/girls, 

whether they are functioning, whether they are clean, etc. Some 

of the actual questions include: 

Is the road leading to the school accessible to a student in 

wheelchair?  [Enumerator observes]

What is the main source of drinking water provided by the 

school? [Enumerator observes]

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Service Delivery Indicators (SDI)  

instruments

UNICEF Access to School and the  

Learning Environment I - Physical,  

Information and Communication

WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring  

Programme (JMP) for Water Supply, 

Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)

 

INDICATOR

Average number of basic inputs (0-5) available in schools. This indicator is disaggregated by urban/rural location.  

BACKGROUND

Basic inputs for learning are an important element of school quality. They serve as teaching aids for the teacher 
and help create an environment conducive to learning. Functional blackboards and chalk may promote learning 
because students learn better by having information presented through multiple modalities, especially through 
visual means (Mayer 2003). Pens, pencils, textbooks, and exercise books provide students with the opportunity 
to engage with the material in a way that enhances learning. On this point, there is literature outlining the 
relationship between opportunities for practice (which require these inputs) and learning outcomes. Similarly, 
while research connecting classroom furniture to learning is limited, it is reasonable to assume that lack of ba-
sic furniture could hinder learning—and that in any event, in the minds of stakeholders, any education system 
should provide basic furniture for students and teachers. Over the past decades, with the tremendous growth 
in ICT, many studies have investigated the effects of integrating ICT into teaching and learning. When used by 
well-prepared teachers, technologies can create opportunities for learning because they allow learners to access, 
extend, transform and share ideas and information in multimodal communication styles and formats. They 
help the learner to share learning resources and spaces, promote learner-centered and collaborative learning 
principles and enhance critical thinking, creative thinking and problem-solving skills (Majumdar 2013).

Basic Inputs
INPUTS & INFRASTRUCTURE    

This indicator measures the availability of basic inputs in the average school. These 
inputs, based on the literature and general expectations, are (i) functioning blackboard 
and chalk, (ii) pens, pencils, and exercise books in 4th-grade classrooms, (iii) textbooks, 
(iv) basic classroom furniture, and (v) access to ICT.

 Approach

Questions directed to teacher and/or principal AND direct observation. For each of the 

elements included in this indicator, the questions go beyond basic availability to better 

capture the actual user experience. Rather than just measuring the availability of an 

input, they measure whether the input is present at the time of the visit, functional, of 

quality, and being used. For example: 

How many PCs, laptops, and/or tablets are available at the school? [enumerator 

observes] 

How many students had accessed to them over the past two weeks? [question to 

principal]

Are the PCs, laptops, and/or tablets functional?[enumerator turns on electronic to test]

Are they connected to the internet? [enumerator accesses internet to test]

Refer to FAQs for more ICT Questions

MEASUREMENT

 �Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instruments

UNESCO – Guide 

to  Measuring 

Information and 

Communications 

Technologies (ICT) 

in Education
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INDICATOR

Share of 1st grade students with basic skills to succeed in primary school. This indicator is disaggregated by 
gender and urban/rural location, as well as by type of skill (numeracy, literacy, executive function, and socio-
emotional). 

BACKGROUND

One of the main drivers of low learning levels in primary is the fact that many children arrive at school without 
foundational skills (or capacities/abilities) to learn. Factors like malnutrition, illness, and lack of early childhood 
stimulation associated with poverty undermine early childhood learning (Lupien et al. 2000; McCoy et al. 2016; 
Walker et al. 2007). Deprivations in the early years have long-lasting effects because they impair infants’ brain 
development (Coe et al. 2007; Garner et al. 2012; Nelson 2016). Even in a good school, deprived children learn 
less. Moreover, breaking out of lower learning trajectories becomes harder as these children age because the 
brain becomes less malleable (World Bank 2018). Thus, poor-quality education systems are likely to amplify 
these initial differences; in contrast, high-quality early childhood programming is a powerful tool to help most 
disadvantaged children catch up to peers.

Many outcome measures describe how prepared students are for learning by the time they first enroll in 
school. Two key domains are the cognitive and socio-emotional domains. Cognition refers to the processes by 
which knowledge is acquired and manipulated and includes abilities such as memory, problem-solving, and an-
alytical skills (Damon, Kuhn, & Siegler 1998). Socio-emotional skills refer to the children’s ability to regulate their 
social interactions and emotional reactions. Both sets of skills vary significantly within countries by household 
income levels, with significant developmental gaps between rich and poor children in high-income countries 
and low- and middle-income countries alike. Similarly, children in poverty are more likely to have their devel-
opment of self-regulation and other important socio-emotional skills disrupted by unpredictable environments 
and sustained levels of stress. 

 

Readiness for Learning
LEARNERS    

This indicator measures the extent to which learners are prepared to learn, by assessing 
the cognitive and socioemotional skills they have when they first arrive at primary school.    

 Approach

A short direct assessment is given to 3 randomly selected 1st-grade children in each 

school. Based on consultations with experts and psychometric analysis of GECDD/

MELQO items, the GEPD team produced an assessment that includes a total of 16 

exercises. These exercises include 7 for literacy, 5 for numeracy, 2 for executive function, 

and 2 for socio-emotional.  For example, for literacy, children are asked:

•	 Name as many things that you can eat as you can

•	 Tell me the names of all the animals that you know

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Global Early Child 

Development 

Database 

(GECDD)/MELQO 

Instrument  
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INDICATOR

Percentage of students who are present in their classroom during an unannounced visit.  This indicator is 
disaggregated by the student’s gender and urban/rural location.  

BACKGROUND

It is fundamental that children arrive to school ready to learn for learning to take place. While the Readiness 
for Learning indicator captures an aspect of readiness by measuring skills of 1st-graders, this indicator takes a 
step back and reports on students’ actual presence in the classroom. Not only are millions of children still not 
enrolled in primary school, but in some countries this is compounded by the problem of chronic absenteeism 
among the enrolled student body. A child absent from school is a child not able to learn. There could be a variety 
of reasons for student absenteeism, ranging from health and nutrition problems to safety concerns. What is cer-
tain is that student absenteeism is much higher among students of low socio-economic backgrounds, and that 
such absenteeism has an impact on learning outcomes even after controlling for socioeconomic status (OECD 
2016; Garcia & Weiss 2018; Wilson et al. 2008).

The reported indicator therefore uses student presence as a proxy for students’ readiness to learn. 

Student Attendance
LEARNERS    

This indicator measures student attendance as one proxy for learner preparedness.

 Approach

During the school survey visit, an enumerator visits a randomly selected 4th-grade 

class and calculates the share of students present by comparing the number of children 

present to the number of children on the roster.

The resulting number is an estimate, given that in some countries there will be 

inconsistencies between the number of children supposed to attend and the number 

of children enrolled. For instance, there might be cases where children who attend 

regularly are not actually officially enrolled, which could lead us to overestimate student 

attendance.

.

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed 
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INDICATOR

A score from 1 to 5 capturing presence and quality of instructional leadership based on the answers provided by 
the teachers at each school. The indicator is disaggregated by rural/urban location. 

BACKGROUND

Good instructional leadership is important because it represents the prioritization of learning in a school system. 
The literature has highlighted the importance of having an instructional leader—usually the school principal or a 
district employee—to provide pedagogical support to teachers. One important aspect of instructional leadership 
involves identifying struggling teachers and students and providing them the support they need to improve. A 
common and effective way is to use classroom observations to diagnose teachers’ strengths and weaknesses in 
order to provide targeted feedback on how to improve pedagogical skills (Beisiegel, Mitchell, & Hill 2018; Mc-
Duffie et al. 2014; Walkoe 2015). Interventions like classroom observations and frequent feedback can improve 
instructional quality and thus indirectly impact learning (Bruns et al. 2018; Fryer 2017), especially when comple-
mented with incentives and/or student learning information to guide instruction (Fryer 2017; de Hoyos et al. 2017; 
Dee & Wyckoff 2015; Gitomer et al. 2015).  Therefore, instructional leadership goes beyond the bureaucratic man-
agement of the school and instead provides support to the teacher-student relationship to ensure that learning 
takes place. Abundant evidence suggests that sustained provision of coaching and instructional leadership that 
is tailored to teachers’ specific needs results in significant student learning gains (Evans & Popova 2016; Evans & 
Betaille 2019; Kraft et al. 2018; Murnane & Ganimian 2014a; Conn 2014; Darling-Hammond et al. 2017).  

Instructional Leadership
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT         

The aim of this indicator is to measure the availability and quality of instructional 
leadership (or coaching) at each school, regardless of who is providing it.

 Approach

As part of the School Survey, the Teacher module inquires about the teachers’ experience 

with classroom observations, pedagogical feedback, and support. For example, questions 

include:

Has your classroom ever been observed?

What was the purpose of the classroom observation?

After the observation, did you have a meeting to discuss the results of your observation? 

If yes, how long did it last? Did s/he provide you any feedback?

Think about last week at school – did you have written lesson plans for last week?

Did you discuss the lesson plans for that week with anyone before teaching them? If yes, 

with whom?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

SDI and SABER 

instruments 

INDICATOR

A score from 1 to 5 capturing presence and quality of core operational management functions. This score is built 
using the responses to the two vignettes outlined below. Each of the vignettes has an equal weight. The indica-
tor is disaggregated by rural/urban location.

BACKGROUND

Recent studies have highlighted the importance of management quality for higher productivity in the public 
sector (Branch et el. 2012; Bloom, Propper, et al. 2015; McCormack et al. 2014, Rasul & Rogger 2013; Lavy & Boi-
ko 2017).  In many countries, poor management and governance undermine the quality of education. Though 
the allocation of responsibility differs from country to country and from school to school, there is a set of core 
functions that are within the purview of most of the world’s systems of basic education. In the literature, these 
core functions have been categorized into three large dimensions: planning, implementation, and monitoring 
(Pritchett & Pande 2006). Together, these functions bring together teaching, inputs, infrastructure, and prepared 
learners in an environment where learning takes place. These functions range from the selecting and hiring of 
teachers to the implementation of school repairs. The aim of this indicator is to measure whether core opera-
tional functions are carried out for each school, regardless of whether there is a school principal. The indicator 
will measure two things: presence of functions and quality of functions. 

�Operational Functions
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT     

The aim of this indicator is to measure whether core operational management functions 
are carried out for each school, regardless of whether there is a school principal. The 
indicator measures two things: presence of functions and quality of functions (in terms of 
whether they are carried out in a timely manner).

 Approach

The School Management module of the School Survey, which is directed to the principal, 

head teacher, or most senior teacher includes 2 vignettes describing hypothetical 

scenarios related to (i) infrastructure repair/maintenance, and (ii) school material 

availability. Other core functions – like teacher hiring, supervision, and training – are 

being captured through other indicators. Each vignette has 4-6 questions asking how the 

function would be handle or if handled at all. 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but adapted from 

Development 

World 

Management 

Survey (DWMS) 
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INDICATOR

A score from 1 to 5 capturing the principal’s mastery of two key managerial skills: problem-solving in the short 
term, and goal-setting in the long term. The indicator is disaggregated by gender and rural/urban location.    

BACKGROUND

Poor management can undermine the quality of education. Principals need to have the right skills to manage 
their time effectively, to confront problems, and to create an environment where good teaching and learning 
goals are in place. Studies have shown that management practices are an important determinant of teacher 
effort and engagement as well as student achievement (Coelli & Green 2012; Dhuey & Smith 2014; Grissom, Ka-
logrides, and Loeb 2015; Crawfurd 2017; Dobbie & Fryer 2013; Angrist et al. 2013). For example, a study of school 
management data from 8 countries showed that a 1.0 standard deviation increase in an index of management 
capacity was associated with a 0.23-0.43 standard deviation increase in learning outcomes (Bloom et al. 2015). 
The index of management capacity is based on a list of 20 different practices grouped into four categories: op-
erations, monitoring, target-setting, and people/talent management. They include practices such as adopting 
educational best practices and rewarding high performers. This dashboard indicator is meant to measure the 
principal’s facility with using some of these key practices, which have been linked to other factors contributing 
to learning, such as quality teaching and a conducive learning environment.  

 Management Skills
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT         

The aim of this indicator is to measure the extent to which principals have core managerial 
skills (such as problem-solving in the short-term, and goal-setting in the long-term) that 
will enable them to be better school leaders.

 Approach

For this indicator, the principal (if the school has one) is asked a series of questions 

as part of the School Management module of the School Survey. For problem-solving, 

there are 3 questions related to a hypothetical scenario. These questions use root-cause 

analysis to analyze how the principal would react to a given situation. For goal-setting, 

the principal is asked a series of questions about the goals that he/she has set for the 

given academic year. The quantitative and qualitative responses gathered through these 

questions will then be scored according to a rubric to combine them into a single score. 

For instance, questions could include: 

Imagine that you conduct a school-wide student assessment, and while the performance 

is good overall, you notice that there is one class in particular that is lagging behind the 

others. What would be the first thing you would do? What actions would you take? How 

would you monitor progress? 

Think about last week at school – did you have written lesson plans for last week?

Did you discuss the lesson plans for that week with anyone before teaching them? If yes, 

with whom?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Development 

World 

Management 

Survey (DWMS) 

INDICATOR

A score from 1 to 5 capturing the extent to which the principal is familiar with certain key aspects of the day-
to-day workings of the school (in schools that have principals). The indicator is disaggregated by rural/urban 
location and by the gender of the principal.

BACKGROUND

Principals are in a unique position to fulfill the operational and instructional leadership functions, but to do so 
effectively, they need to have sufficient knowledge about their own schools. Operationally, being aware of any 
problems with inputs and infrastructure in the school is necessary for creating and implementing an action 
plan to acquire them and maintain them. Similarly, to be able to act as instructional leaders and provide the 
necessary pedagogical support, principals must be familiar with the performance of the teachers working in 
their school. A principal who is not aware of the performance of the teachers and students or the availability of 
key inputs and infrastructure will be unable to effectively act as a school leader. 

�School Knowledge
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT     

The aim of this indicator is to measure the extent to which principals have sufficient 
knowledge about their own schools to be effective managers.

 Approach

To measure this indicator, there are 7 questions in the School Management module of 

the School Survey inquiring about some key indicators that are being collected through 

the other modules of the school survey. The questionnaire will gauge principals’ basic 

knowledge of their own school. Some examples include: 

Percentage of students who have their textbooks

Does class X have a functional blackboard?

Percentage of teachers who could solve a specific item from the teacher assessment

Principals’ knowledge will be scored based on how close each principal’s answer is to the 

actual figure for his or her school (as derived from the school survey data).  

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instrument 
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on policy questions. Responses will be scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors that increase the attractiveness of the teacher profession. Two scores are reported: one 
for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.  

BACKGROUND

Getting talented people to become teachers is essential. The evidence indicates that those considering whether 
to go into the profession care about what they would earn relative to other occupations (Boyd et al. 2006b; Dolton 
1990; Wolter & Denzler 2003) and what the long-term career opportunities are (OECD 2012; Darling-Hammond 
2010), and that higher salaries attract more able candidates into teaching (Barber & Mourshed 2007; Figlio 1997; 
Hanushek, Kain & Rivkin 1999). There is considerable evidence that teachers also care a great deal about their 
working conditions (Boyd et al. 2005a; Hanushek, Kain & Rivkin 2004a, 2004b; Jackson 2010). And yet, in many 
countries, teachers are facing a declining social status and worsening working conditions (Elacqua et al. 2018; 
Evans & Yuan 2017). The observational studies described above are complemented by the causal evidence from 
Dal Bo et al (2013) in Mexico, which finds that higher wages attract more able applicants as measured by their 
IQ, personality, and public-sector orientation. Finally, there is also evidence that the status of the profession 
beyond the financial compensation also matters (Berlinski & Ramos 2018). 

Attraction
TEACHING     

This lever measures whether teaching is an attractive profession with good salary and 
benefits (compared to potential alternatives), good working conditions, respect from 
society, and opportunities for career progression.  

 Approach

There are 8 questions being used to calculate this indicator. They are part of the Policy 

Survey (de jure) and Teacher Questionnaire module in the School Survey (de facto). The 

questions include:

1.	 (de jure) What is the average public-school initial teacher salary? (salary expressed as 

% of GDP per capita)

2.	(de facto) How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your social status in the 

community?

3.	(de facto) How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your job as a teacher?

4.	(de facto) During the last academic year, did you receive any bonuses, in addition to 

your salary? For what?

5.	(de jure) Are there incentives, financial or other forms of recognition, for teachers 

working in hard-to-staff schools or in grades/subjects that are in need of more 

qualified teachers?

6.	(de facto) If two people became public teachers five years ago and one was much 

better at teaching than the other, would he/she be promoted faster?

7.	 (de jure) Is there a well-established career path for teachers?

8.	(de facto) Over the past year, was your salary ever delayed? If yes, how many times? 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Systems Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

– Service Delivery 

(SABER-SD) 

Instrument

Development 

World 

Management 

Survey (DWMS)
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric that 
considers the factors associated with good support systems for teachers. Two scores are reported: one for de jure 
policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.  

BACKGROUND

Equipping teachers with the skills they need to succeed in a classroom and continuously supporting them to 
improve their skills is crucial. First, few (if any) individuals are born effective teachers. Everyone needs subject 
content knowledge, pedagogical skills, and lots of practice to be successful in the classroom. Second, adequate 
training and initial experience help to anticipate and minimize mistakes on the job. Several studies have found 
that the first few years of experience considerably improve a teacher’s effectiveness in the classroom—regard-
less of whether the teacher acquires this experience through clinical practice or during a probationary period 
(Boyd et al. 2009; Chingos & Peterson 2010; Hanushek et al. 2005; Hanushek & Rivkin 2010; Rivkin et al. 2005). 
This shows that teachers can improve their practice substantially, and so support mechanisms are necessary 
to help teachers reach their potential and perform at their best. A 2013 survey of 34 countries found that 90% 
of teachers had participated in professional development within the previous year (OECD 2014). But although 
there were high attendance rates, these trainings tended to be brief, overly theory-focused, and of low quality. 
Subsequently, current research shows that teachers’ content knowledge and pedagogical skills did not improve 
as a result of these training programs (Evans et al. 2017). Recent research has shown that to be effective, training 
needs to be more tailored to the needs of individual teachers, integrated with classroom practice, and reinforced 
with frequent follow-up visits and tailored coaching (Evans & Popova 2016; Evans et al. 2017).  

Support
TEACHING     

This lever measures the quality of the support available to teachers as proxied by the 
availability and quality of pre-service and in-service training opportunities.   

 Approach

To measure this indicator, 14 questions are used. These 14 questions relate to availability 

and quality of pre-service education programs, mentoring programs, practicum 

experience, and professional development.  They are asked in the Policy Survey (de jure) 

and School Survey (de facto). For example:

1.	 (de jure) Are teachers required to complete a pre-service practicum as part of their 

pre-service training?             

2.	(de facto) Did you attend any of the following professional development trainings 

specifically for teachers in the last 12 months? Approximately how many total days did 

the training last? Over how many weeks was this training and related follow-up spread? 

What was the main topic of the training? How much of the training took place in your 

classroom (if any)?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instrument

In-Service Teacher 

Training Survey 

Instrument (ITTSI) 

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5 will be calculated based on policy questions. Responses will be scored according to 
a rubric that considers the best practices for selection and deployment.  Two scores are reported: one for de jure 
policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

While attraction is important, it has to be complemented with the right selection and deployment policies. Case 
studies on high-performing systems such as Singapore, South Korea, and Finland show that these countries 
have a very competitive process to select applicants to teacher initial education programs (Auguste, Kihn & Mill-
er 2010, Darling-Hammond 2010, Barber & Mourshed 2007). While more recent studies find that having a com-
petitive selection mechanism is important, we still don’t know enough about which specific instruments (e.g., 
written test, mock classroom, etc.) work best in selecting teachers (Rockoff et al. 2011). As a result, the literature 
supports using multiple selection instruments and trial periods before awarding teachers long-term contracts.  
It is also important to actively deploy capable teachers to schools where their skills are most needed; without 
purposeful incentives or allocation, teachers will likely gravitate towards schools serving better-off students, 
deepening inequalities in the system (Boyd et al. 2005a; Hanushek et al. 2004b).

Selection & Deployment 
TEACHING     

This lever measures the extent to which there is a meritocratic system for recruiting 
teachers—specifically, whether that system takes into account content knowledge, 
pedagogical skills, and other relevant characteristics in making hiring and deployment 
decisions.  

 Approach

For measuring this indicator, seven questions are used. These include de jure questions 

asked in the Policy Survey and de facto questions from the School Survey. For example:

1.	 (de jure) What are the requirements to become a public-school teacher?

2.	(de facto) Which of the following are considered during the recruitment process 

of new teachers? Options include: completed required coursework, achieved a 

specific educational qualification, graduated from any tertiary education degree 

program, graduated from a tertiary degree program specifically designed to prepare 

teachers, passed a subject content knowledge written test, passed an interview-stage 

assessment, had a minimum amount of practical professional experience, passed an 

assessment conducted by a supervisor based on the practical professional experience, 

the conduct during mockup class

3.	(de jure) Which of the following criteria are used to determine whether to fulfill a 

teacher’s request to be transferred to another school?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Based on 

the Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Results (SABER) – 

Teachers   
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 5 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good monitoring and accountability systems for teachers. Two scores 
are reported: one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Increasing the frequency of school monitoring has been found not only to predict reduced absenteeism in India, 
but also to be ten times more cost-effective in improving student learning than reducing the student-teacher 
ratio (Muralidharan et al. 2016), which can be another option to reduce absenteeism through improved teacher 
motivation. In another study in India, Duflo et al (2012) found that making salaries in part dependent on atten-
dance and monitoring attendance using cameras reduced absence by 21 percentage points. On the other hand, 
providing increases in salaries that were not tied to attendance or performance in Indonesia led to no change 
in teacher effort as reflected in skills acquisition or attendance (de Ree et al. 2018). Based on the available litera-
ture, this indicator captures policy aspects that are associated with incentivizing teacher presence. In countries 
where teacher absenteeism is not a pervasive problem, these policies may not be needed, but where teacher 
absenteeism is a problem, they may help mitigate it. 

Monitoring & Accountability
TEACHING     

This lever measures the extent to which teacher presence is being monitored, whether 
attendance is rewarded, and whether there are consequences for chronic absence.   

 Approach

The 5 questions that are part of this indicator cover the collection of data on absences, 

incentives for being present, reasons for being absent, and consequences for being 

frequently absent. They are asked in the Policy Survey and School Survey (as part of the 

Teacher Questionnaire module). The questions combine de facto and de jure information. 

The questions include:

1.	 (de jure) Is data on teacher absences being systematically collected at national/

regional level on a regular (at least annual) basis?

2.	(de jure) Do teachers receive rewards (financial or non-financial, such as prizes, 

certificates, bonuses, or promotions) for meeting a specific attendance threshold (e.g. 

80% of school days)?

3.	(de facto) During the last academic year, have you received any rewards, in addition to 

your salary because of regular attendance?

4.	(de facto) Over the past year, did you have to miss class because of any of the 

following? Collect paycheck, School administrative procedure, Errands with the school 

district office, Request from the school district office or other government official

5.	(de facto) What happens if a teacher is absent over 40% of the time without proper 

justification within an academic year? 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instruments  

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 10 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good evaluation systems for teachers. Two scores are reported: one for 
de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Monitoring and evaluating teaching and learning is key for guiding interventions. First, identifying low-per-
forming teachers and students allows education systems to provide them with adequate support to improve. 
One example is using an observation rubric to diagnose teachers’ strengths and weaknesses and then provide 
targeted feedback on how to improve their pedagogical skills (Beisiegel, Mitchell, & Hill 2018; McDuffie et al. 
2014; Walkoe 2015). The evidence from Brazil and the United States suggests that interventions where coaches 
observe and continuously provide feedback to teachers can have positive effects on instruction quality and 
indirectly on student learning (Bruns et al. 2018; Kraft, Blazar, & Hogan, in press).  When these interventions 
are complemented with student learning information to guide instruction, the effects can become larger (Fryer 
2017; de Hoyos et al. 2017).  Second, teacher evaluation also helps identify good practices that can be shared 
across the system to improve school performance. For example, the IMPACT teacher evaluation system in 
Washington DC, which monitors quality and rewards good performance, led to substantial improvements in 
teaching quality and student learning (Dee & Wyckoff 2015; Gitomer et al. 2015).

Evaluation  
TEACHING     

This lever measures whether there is a teacher evaluation system in place, and if so, what 
types of decisions are made based on the evaluation results.  

 Approach

There are 10 questions that are part of this indicator. These cover the existence of a 

public authority that evaluates teachers, defined performance standards, criteria for 

evaluation performance, and consequences for negative/positive evaluations. They are 

asked in the Policy Survey and School Survey (as part of the Teacher Questionnaire 

module). The questions combine de facto and de jure information. For example:

1.	 (de jure) Is there a law or regulation that assigns responsibility to a public authority 

(national, sub-national, or local) to evaluate the performance of public-school teachers? 

Are there defined performance standards for public school teachers? Which criteria are 

used to evaluate teachers?

2.	(de facto) During the last school year, were you formally evaluated? Which authority 

evaluated your work? What specific aspects of your work did they evaluate you on? 

What would happen if a teacher received 2 or more negative evaluations? What would 

happen if a teacher received 2 or more positive evaluations?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Service Delivery 

Indicators (SDI) 

Instrument

Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Results (SABER) – 

Teachers   
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5 is calculated based on 9 policy questions. Responses are scored based on whether 
there are stipulated standards for each of the basic inputs and infrastructure aspects. Two scores are reported: 
one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

For each of the practice indicators of inputs and infrastructure (basic inputs and basic infrastructure), the GEPD 
identifies the two main key policy levers and proposes an approach to measure them. Given the similarities 
between the two practice indicators, the same premise is used for the policy levers associated with each. The 
first refers to the presence of standards. Standards set the basic guidelines for what inputs and infrastructure 
should be available in every school (public or private). Lack of guidance on what the standards should be leaves 
the discretionary power to the school, district, or subnational levels, which could mean that some areas have the 
necessary inputs and infrastructure for effective learning while others do not. While evidence on this indicator 
is scarce, there is a strong theoretical presumption that, along with adequate enforcement, standards mandat-
ing universal provision of basic inputs and infrastructure are an important tool for ensuring that all schools 
will have them.  

Standards
INPUTS & INFRASTRUCTURE      

This lever measures the extent to which policies set standards for what inputs and 
infrastructure need to be available at every school.   

 Approach

The questions that make up this indicator can be found in the Policy Survey and in the 

School Management module of the School Survey. They ask whether standards require all 

schools to have certain inputs and infrastructure, as well as whether those standards are 

known by the staff working in the schools. For example:

1.	 (de jure) Is there a policy in place to require that students in all public schools have the 

prescribed textbooks?

2.	(de facto) Do you know if there are standards in place to require that students in all 

public schools have the prescribed textbooks?

3.	(de jure) Is there a policy in place to require that students in all public schools have 

access to computers?

4.	(de facto) Do you know if there are standards in place to require that students in all 

public schools have access to computers?

5.	(de jure) Is there a policy in place that require all schools to have access to functional 

hygienic facilities?

6.	(de facto) Do you know if there are standards in place to require all schools to have 

access to functional hygienic facilities?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based 

on Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Results (SABER) 

– School Finance  

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5 is calculated based on 13 questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric that 
considers how the answers indicate that the teachers are intrinsically motivated. Two scores are reported:  one 
for de jure policy existence of policies that may increase intrinsic motivation and one for de facto presence of 
intrinsically motivated teachers. 

BACKGROUND

A reason for low levels of effort among teachers may be poor intrinsic motivation:  teachers may feel burned out, 
unappreciated by the community, or discouraged because of their poor working conditions, lack of support, or 
low levels of autonomy within the classroom (Benabou & Tirole 2003; Pink 2009). While the empirical literature 
on this is thin, there is rigorous evidence from the health sector in India, Pakistan, and Zambia that higher in-
trinsic motivation can leads to substantial increases in effort (Ashraf et al 2014; Callen et al 2015; Lee 2017). Effort 
might also differ depending on the goals and beliefs of the teachers. Several studies have shown that teacher 
expectations can determine which students learn more than others (IES 2014; Rosenthal & Jacobson 1966), pre-
sumably in part through the teachers’ level of motivation and effort in working with those students. If teachers 
believe and expect that some students will succeed while others will not (in some cases, due to the students’ 
gender, caste, ethnicity, race, or other presumed characteristic), then teachers are more likely to concentrate 
their efforts on presumed higher-potential students while leaving others behind.

Intrinsic Motivation  
TEACHING     

This lever assesses whether teachers are intrinsically motivated to teach. The questions 
address this phenomenon by measuring the level of intrinsic motivation among teachers 
and also asking about teacher values that may be relevant for ensuring that the teacher is 
motivated to focus on the learning of all children, and not just some.  

 Approach

To calculate this indicator, 12 questions are posed to teachers through the Teacher 

Questionnaire in the School Survey and 1 additional question is collected through the 

Policy Survey. These questions capture: teacher views on absenteeism, teacher views on 

preferential treatment to certain children, teacher views of growth mindset, teacher’s 

primary reasons for becoming a teacher, and the existence of probationary periods to 

allow those who do not like the profession to exit if needed. Some examples include:

For each of the following, indicate Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree: 

1.	 (de facto) It is acceptable for a teacher to be absent if the assigned curriculum has 

been completed

2.	(de facto) Students deserve more attention if they attend school regularly

3.	(de facto) Students can always substantially change how intelligent they are

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Sabarwal and 

Jawdeh (2017)

Based on 

Carol Dweck’s 

Growth Mindset 

Questionnaire
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 4 questions relating to availability of programs and 4 de facto el-
ements to capture quality of the programs. Responses to each set of 4 questions are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good nutrition programs for children and mothers. Two scores are 
reported: one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Malnutrition can severely undermine early childhood learning (Lupien et al. 2000; McCoy et al. 2016; Walker et 
al. 2007). Children in developing countries, particularly those at the bottom end of the income distribution, are 
subject to nutrient deprivation, infectious diseases, and chemically toxic or physically dangerous environments, 
which affect them not only after birth, but also in the womb. Just to illustrate the magnitude of these depriva-
tions, 30% of children under 5 in developing countries are physically stunted, which is typically due to chronic 
malnutrition (Black et al. 2017). This lever measures the existence of social programs aimed at supporting moth-
ers and their children in achieving proper nutrition in the early years, especially during the first 1,000 days of 
life. Examples of such social programs and supports include breastfeeding interventions and protections to 
micronutrient supplements. Many of these interventions have been linked to greater cognitive ability, leading 
to better educational outcomes in developing countries (Eilander et al. 2010; Horta et al. 2015).  

Nutrition Programs
LEARNERS       

This lever captures a sense of the availability and quality of programs that support early 
childhood nutrition during the mother’s pregnancy as well as during the first 5 years of life.   

 Approach

This indicator is based on 4 de jure questions asked through the Policy Survey on the 

availability of nutrition programs. For each of those de jure questions, an element of 

program quality will be captured by the inclusion of de facto information on coverage, 

coming either from the School Survey (for school feeding) or from external data sources 

(for the remaining three). For example:

1.	 (de jure) Does a national policy to encourage salt iodization exist?

2.	(de facto) Percentage of households with salt testing positive for any iodide among 

households 

3.	(de jure) Does a national policy exist to encourage iron fortification of staples like 

wheat, maize, or rice?

4.	(de facto) Percentage of children age 6–23 months who had at least the minimum 

dietary diversity and the minimum meal frequency during the previous day

5.	(de jure) Is there a publicly funded school feeding program?

6.	(de facto) Percentage of schools reporting having publicly funded school feeding 

program

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

System Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

– Early Childhood 

Education 

(SABER-ECE)

Demographic and 

Health Surveys 

(DHS)/ Multiple 

Indicator Cluster 

Surveys (MICS)

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 16 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good monitoring systems for inputs and infrastructure. Two scores 
are reported:  one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

To ensure that all schools meet the standards stipulated, there must be some form of monitoring system in 
place. Such system will monitor the schools that might be missing certain factors (such as functioning toilets), 
which will highlight the schools that are not in compliance with the standards and thus are in need of further 
support. In the event that funding has been allocated to introduce a particular input or infrastructure aspect in 
a school, monitoring also facilitates the process of ensuring that the investment materializes into the desired 
inputs (Collier & Hoeffler 2005). In the end, monitoring learning conditions will provide policymakers with 
information and tools to better address the needs and problems of schools (Amin et al. 2008).

Monitoring 
INPUTS & INFRASTRUCTURE           

This lever measures the extent to which there is a monitoring system in place to ensure 
that mandated inputs and infrastructure are in fact available at the schools. This set of 
questions will cover three aspects: 1) Is there someone monitoring? 2) Is there a system 
monitoring all schools? And 3) is the community involved in the monitoring?  

 Approach

The 16 questions that make up this indicator can be found in the Policy Survey as well as 

the School Information module that is part of the broader School Survey. They ask about 

the (de facto and de jure) monitoring practices associated with each of the inputs and 

infrastructure aspects being tracked as part of the GEPD. For example:

1.	 (de facto) Is there someone monitoring that basic inputs are available to the students 

at the school? Basic inputs include: functioning blackboard, chalk, pens, pencils, 

textbooks, exercise books in 4th-grade classrooms, basic classroom furniture, and at 

least one computer in the schools.

2.	(de jure) Is the task of monitoring all basic inputs clearly allocated in the legislation?

3.	(de facto) What are the inputs that are being monitored?

4.	(de jure) Which basic inputs are clearly stipulated in the legislation as inputs that must 

be monitored?

5.	(de facto) Are parents or community members involved in the monitoring of availability 

of basic inputs?

6.	(de facto) What infrastructure aspects are being monitored?

7.	 (de jure) Is the task of monitoring basic infrastructure clearly allocated in the 

legislation?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Systems Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

(SABER) – School 

Finance   
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 4 de jure policy questions and 1 external de facto data point to 
capture coverage of early childhood education. Responses to the 4 questions are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good ECE systems for children under 5. Two scores are reported: one 
for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Pre-primary education can promote foundational skills. In countries ranging from Ethiopia to the United States, 
high-quality center-based programs have shown significant benefits in developing children’s language, cog-
nitive, motor, and socioemotional skills (Berlinski et al. 2008; Engle et al. 2011; Favara et al. 2017; Garcia et al. 
2016; Rao et al. 2014). By contrast, attending a low-quality ECE program can be worse than attending none at all 
(Bouguen et al. 2013; Rosero & Oosterbeek 2011). Studies in countries like Mozambique have shown the effec-
tiveness of center-based preschool programs is largely determined by the quality of child-caregiver interactions. 
Only half of children worldwide age 3-6 have access to pre-primary education. Coverage ranges vastly; from 21 
percent in low-income countries to 86 percent in high-income countries, with poorer children enrolled at the 
lowest rates in every country (UIS 2018).  

Early Childhood Education
LEARNERS       

This lever measures the extent to which the government supports access to quality early 
childhood education for children under 5.   

 Approach

This indicator is made up of two factors – 4 de jure questions included in the 

Policy Survey that inquire about the availability of public quality center-based 

care, and 1 de facto component that measures the participation rate in early 

childhood education. If data on quality is available, participation in ECE will be 

adjusted for quality. The various measures include the following: 

1.	 (de jure) Is there a policy that guarantees free education for some or all 

grades and ages included in pre-primary education (for children age 0-83 

months)?

2.	(de facto) Percentage of children age 36-59 months who are attending an 

early childhood education programme

3.	(de jure) Are there developmental standards established for early childhood 

care and education?

4.	 (de jure) According to laws and regulations, which of the following are 

required to become an early childhood educator, pre-primary teacher?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

System Approach for 

Better Education Results – 

Early Childhood Education 

(SABER-ECE)

Multiple Indicator Cluster 

Surveys (MICS) – Early 

Childhood Education 

Participation   

If available, best source 

of information for quality 

of ECE. E.g. Measuring 

Early Learning Quality and 

Outcomes (MELQO)

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 4 questions relating to availability of health programs as well as 
4 external de facto elements to capture quality of the programs. Responses to each set of 4 questions are scored 
according to a rubric that considers the factors associated with health programs for children and mothers. Two 
scores are reported: one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

Even with the best nutrition, health risks can cause malnutrition in children. The literature has pointed to 
worms, infections, and diarrheal disease caused by lack of sanitation facilities as health problems that are linked 
to malnutrition in children. Deworming, iodine supplements, and immunizations have led to major improve-
ments in children’s nutrition as well as their ability to learn (Galasso & Wagstaff 2016). These deprivations at 
such early ages have long-lasting effects because they impair infants’ brain development (Coe et al. 2007; Garner 
et al. 2012; Nelson 2016). In the context of the school system, such deprivations mean that many children arrive 
at school unprepared to fully benefit from it (Paxson & Shady 2007; Schady et al. 2015). Even in a good school, 
deprived children learn less. While the Health Programs GEPD indicator can report on only a few health pro-
gram types, these can signal whether problems in the provision of health services are reducing children’s school 
readiness. If desired, other sources of information, such as MICS and PHCPI, can be used to complement this 
information. 

Health Programs 
LEARNERS           

This lever captures the level of health guidance and support available to parents and 
children in the early years. Such support includes deworming treatment, prenatal visits, 
immunizations, and access to healthcare services.  

 Approach

This indicator is made up of two factors – 4 de jure questions included in the Policy 

Survey that inquire about the existence and availability of health policies and programs, 

and a de facto component for each to capture the quality and/or coverage of each 

program. For example:

1.	 (de jure) Are young children required to receive a complete course of childhood 

immunizations?

2.	(de facto) Percentage of children who at age 12-23 months had received all basic 

vaccinations 

3.	(de jure) Is there a policy that assures access to healthcare for young children? 

4.	(de facto) Percentage of children under 5 covered by health insurance

5.	(de jure) Are deworming pills funded and distributed by the government? [Only 

included if applicable]

6.	(de facto) Percentage of children age 6-59 months who received deworming 

medication. [Only included if applicable] 

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

System Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

– Early Childhood 

Education 

(SABER-ECE)

Demographic and 

Health Surveys 

(DHS)/ Multiple 

Indicator Cluster 

Surveys (MICS)  

https://mics.unicef.org
https://improvingphc.org
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 2 de jure questions and 2 external de facto data components. Re-
sponses to the 2 questions are scored according to a rubric that considers the factors associated good programs 
to build caregiver capacity in terms of parenting skills. Two scores are reported: one for de jure policy existence 
and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

This policy lever relates to support systems available to build caregiver capacity. There are two main types of 
support programs to build caregiver capacity: 1) those aiming to build their financial capacity to care for their 
children, and 2) those that aim to build their parenting skills. Both are important, and in many instances, they 
are offered in parallel. Programs that build caregivers’ capacity to support early childhood stimulation and 
healthy development can substantially improve children’s outcomes. Examples of such programs include home 
visits, school sessions, and school-based groups. These types of interventions have been found to have positive 
effects on both parental practices and children’s development in low- and middle-income countries (Alderman 
2011; Putcha & van der Gaag 2015; Cardenas, Evans, and Holland 2017; Yousafzai et al. 2016; Saima et al. 2014; 
World Bank 2016a; Barry et al. 2017).

Caregiver – Skills Capacity
LEARNERS       

This lever measures the availability and quality of programs that aim to build caregiver 
capacity—for example, programs that incentivize parents to provide their children 
with health checkups and vaccines, and programs that teach parents better parenting 
practices.   

 Approach

This indicator is made up of two factors – 2 de jure questions included in the Policy 

Survey that inquire about the availability of support programs to build the skills of the 

caregiver, and two de facto components that serve as de facto proxies of those skills. The 

questions are:   

1.	 (de jure) Does the government offer programs that aim to share good parenting 

practices with caregivers? 

2.	(de jure) Are any of the following publicly-supported delivery channels used to reach 

families in order to promote early childhood stimulation? Home visits, Group sessions, 

Community health programs, Health center waiting rooms, School-based groups, Mass 

media/Information campaigns

3.	(de facto) Percentage of children under age 5 who have three or more children’s books

4.	(de facto) Percentage of children age 24-59 months engaged in four or more activities 

to provide early stimulation and responsive care in the last 3 days with any adult in the 

household

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

System Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

– Early Childhood 

Education 

(SABER-ECE)

Multiple Indicator 

Cluster Surveys 

(MICS)   

  

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 1 de jure question and 1 external de facto data component. The 
response to the de jure question will be scored according to a rubric that considers the factors associated with 
good programs to strengthen caregivers’ financial capacity. Two scores will be reported: one for de jure policy 
existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

This policy lever relates to support systems available to build caregiver capacity. There are two main types of 
support programs to build caregiver capacity: 1) those aiming to build their financial capacity to care for their 
children, and 2) those that aim to build their parenting skills. Both are equally important, and in many instanc-
es, they are offered in parallel. Programs that build caregivers’ capacity to support healthy development can 
substantially improve children’s outcomes. A common type of program that tends to build caregiver capacity 
through a variety of interventions and nudges is the conditional cash transfer (CCT). Cash transfer programs 
can address acute material deprivation in households and improve developmental outcomes, particularly when 
provided with prenatal care and child services. For example, CCT programs in Ecuador, Mexico, and Nicaragua 
have reduced stunting, improved cognitive development, and promoted better parenting practices (Britto et al. 
2016; World Bank 2015).

Caregiver – Financial Capacity 
LEARNERS           

This lever measures the availability and quality of programs that aim to build the financial 
capacity of caregivers.  

 Approach

This indicator is made up of two factors – 1 question included in the Policy Survey that 

inquires about the availability of support programs to build the financial capacity of the 

caregivers and a de facto component that measures the coverage of such programs. The 

two measures are the following: 

1.	 (de jure) Are any of the following types of programs publicly-supported in your 

country? If yes, check whether or not they are conditional on prenatal care and child 

services? 

a. Anti-poverty interventions that focus on ECD [__] [__] 

b. Cash transfers conditional on ECD services/enrollment [__] [__] 

c. Cash transfers focused partially on ECD [__] [__]

2.	(de facto) Coverage of social protection programs (benefit incidence)

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

System Approach 

for Better 

Education Results 

– Early Childhood 

Education 

(SABER-ECE)

Atlas of Social 

Protection – 

Indicators of 

Resilience and 

Equity (ASPIRE)
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 3 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors that increase the attractiveness of the principal profession. Two scores are reported: 
one for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Being an effective school leader requires specific skills. The principal must go beyond the tasks of a teacher 
and show the vision and leadership necessary for the inputs, infrastructure, teachers, and the students to come 
together and create an effective learning system. These challenges require attracting the right candidates for 
principal positions. The role of the school principal must be clear and respected, and principals should be prop-
erly compensated, so that talented candidates are drawn to the profession.

Attraction
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT       

This policy lever measures whether the right candidates are being attracted to the 
profession of school principals. The questions capture the provision of benefits to attract 
and maintain the best people to serve as principals, as well as the level of satisfaction that 
principals experience with their jobs and within their community.   

 Approach

There are three questions that make up this indicator. They are part of the School 

Management module of the School Survey and the Policy Survey. Together, they get a 

sense of the recognition of the profession as well as the benefits associated with being a 

principal. The questions include:  

1.	 (de jure) Do the national policies governing the education system portray the position 

of principal or head teacher as professionalized and distinct figure within schools?

2.	(de facto) What is the average public-school principal salary? (salary will be expressed 

as a percentage of GDP per capita)

3.	(de facto) How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your social status in the 

community?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Mulkeen 2007

Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Outcomes – 

Service Delivery 

(SABER-SD)  

  

  

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on the 2 policy questions. The stipulation and allocation of each 
core function is scored using an equal weight when calculating the score. Two scores are reported: one for de jure 
policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

The existence of clear stipulations and allocation of these core functions is a first step to create a system that en-
sures that these functions are performed. However, many countries have not clearly articulated the allocation of 
these functions. A recent study finds that in Guatemala, Peru, Brazil, and the Dominican Republic around 25% of 
these core responsibilities—primarily the ones related to the implementation dimension of personnel manage-
ment functions—are not clearly articulated in the legislation (Adelman et al. 2018). The same study also shows 
that even in cases where the responsibilities have been allocated, there is often a confusion between the de jure 
allocation and the bureaucrats’ de facto understanding. Therefore, it is important that there be an expectation 
that these functions must be carried out and that those responsible for executing them know and understand 
their responsibility.

Clarity of Function Implementation 
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT            

This policy lever captures whether the core operational management and instructional 
leadership functions to be carried out in schools are articulated and allocated in 
legislation or existing policy frameworks.   

 Approach

This indicator will be based on two questions, one that will be answered through a 

legislative review and one that will be asked through School Management module (as 

part of the School Survey). The questions are the following: 

1.	 (de jure) Does the legislation and/or policies governing schools assign responsibility for 

the implementation of each of the following? Indicate for each, Yes/No as well as the 

level at which they are allocated: national, sub-national, local, or school.

(de facto) Do you know if the  policies governing schools assign responsibility for the 

implementation of each of the following? Indicate for each, Yes/No as well as the level 

at which they are allocated: national, sub-national, local, or school. 

— Maintenance and expansion of school infrastructure  

— Procurement of materials  

— Teacher hiring and assignment  

— Teacher supervision, training, and coaching of teachers  

— Student learning assessments  

— Principal hiring and assignment 

— Principal supervision and training

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

POLICY SURVEY

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Adelman et al. 

2018 
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 7 questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric that 
considers the factors associated with good support systems for principals. Two scores are reported: one for de 
jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation. 

BACKGROUND

Equipping principals with the skills they need to succeed in their role as school leaders to ensure they can carry 
out all the responsibilities that fall under their purview is crucial. As is the case with teachers, being effective as 
a principal is the result of specific preparation and training. There are many studies that show that more effec-
tive principals make a significant difference in school outcomes (Boyd et al. 2011; Branch, Hanushek, and Rivkin 
2012; Grissom 2011; Ladd 2011; Loeb, Kalogrides, and Béteille 2012). A principal scoring one standard deviation 
above the mean for principal effectiveness could increase the mean student achievement from the 50th to the 
58th percentile (Branch, Hanushek, and Rivkin 2012). Therefore, developing training and learning opportunities 
that will help principals better their skills can have a substantial impact on their effectiveness, and thus on stu-
dent outcomes. This is further corroborated by recent studies that have shown that providing principals with 
effective and relevant training opportunities results in improvements in their performance as well as student 
outcomes (Fryer 2017; Fryer 2014).

Support 
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT       

This policy lever measures the extent to which principals receive training and/or exposure 
to other professional opportunities that could help them be better school leaders. The 
questions assess whether such programs are provided, and if they are, at what level of 
quality.   

 Approach

A series of 8 questions (3 de jure and 4 de facto) make up this indicator. They are all 

included in the School Management module that is part of the School Survey as well as 

the Policy Survey. Together, they capture the extent to which principals receive training 

that is relevant for their day-to-day activities as well as the quality of those trainings. The 

questions include:   

1.	 (de facto) Have you ever received formal training on how to manage a school?

2.	(de facto) If so, what type of training have you received?  

3.	(de facto) Thinking back to the last training you had on how to manage a school, have 

you used the skills you gained at that training?

4.	(de facto) Thinking of the past year, how many trainings and professional development 

courses have been offered to principals?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Outcomes – 

Service Delivery 

(SABER-SD)

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Borden 2002  

  

  

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 4 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the best practices for selection and deployment. Two scores are reported: one for de jure policy 
existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

As mentioned earlier, being a principal requires specific skills. The principal must go beyond the tasks of a 
teacher and show the vision and leadership necessary for the inputs, infrastructure, teachers, and the students 
to come together and create an effective learning system. Aside from attracting strong candidates, the system 
must select the right ones as principals. This requires the process to be meritocratic and designed to select the 
candidates that will best fulfill the role of school leader, with all that the position entails.

Selection & Deployment  
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT            

This policy lever measures whether the right candidates are being selected to become 
principals. These questions probe whether the recruitment process is set up to ensure 
that the most qualified individuals get the positions. The indicator is based on whether: 
1) there is a standard approach for selecting principals, 2) that approach relies on 
professional/academic requirements, and 3) those requirements are common in practice.  

 Approach

The four questions (two de jure and two de facto) that make up this indicator are part of 

the School Management module of the School Survey and the Policy Survey. Together, 

they give a sense of whether there is a meritocratic recruitment process that considers 

professional background when hiring/promoting principals. The questions include: 

1.	 (de jure) Is there a systematic approach/rubric for the selection of principals?

2.	(de jure) How are principals selected?

3.	(de facto) In this district, what factors are considered when selecting a principal?

4.	(de facto) Which one of the previously mentioned do you think is the most important?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Newly developed, 

but based on 

Mulkeen 2007

Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Outcomes – 

Service Delivery 

(SABER-SD)  
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, calculated based on 8 policy questions. Responses are scored according to a rubric 
that considers the factors associated with good evaluation systems for principals. Two scores are reported: one 
for de jure policy existence and one for de facto policy implementation.

BACKGROUND

Given the important role that school principals have within the school and the potential effect of their actions 
(or lack thereof) on student outcomes, it is important to have accountability mechanisms in place. These mech-
anisms of evaluation serve as a way of ensuring that the principals are fulfilling their responsibilities and that 
they have the right skills to do so effectively. Monitoring the performance of principals can point at areas where 
more training is needed to guarantee the fulfillment of responsibilities. It can also highlight cases where certain 
important tasks like the provision of instructional leadership or the maintenance of school infrastructure are 
not being performed.

Evaluation   
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT            

This policy lever measures the extent to which principal performance is being monitored 
and supported through accountability measures. The indicator is based on 1) there is 
legislation outlining the need to monitor, 2) principals are being evaluated, 3) principals 
are being evaluated on multiple things, and 4) there the accountability mechanisms in 
place.  

 Approach

There are 8 questions that make up this indicator. These are asked through the Policy 

Survey and through the School Management module of the School Survey. The questions 

capture both de jure and de facto information. They inquire about whether: 1) there is a 

legislation outlining the need to monitor, 2) principals are being evaluate, 3) principals are 

being evaluated on multiple things, and 4) there are consequences to a positive/negative 

evaluation. For example: 

1.	 (de jure) Is there a national or sub-national law/regulation that specifies the need to 

monitor principal or head teacher performance?

2.	(de facto) During the last school year did any authority evaluate your work?

3.	(de facto) What specific aspects of your work did they evaluate you on?

4.	(de facto) What would happen if a principal received 2 or more positive evaluations?

5.	(de facto) What would happen if a principal received 2 or more negative evaluations?

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SCHOOL SURVEY

POLICY SURVEY

 Data Sources

Systems 

Approach for 

Better Education 

Outcomes – 

Service Delivery 

(SABER-SD)

Newly developed, 

but based on 

SABER – Teachers 
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, based on a series of 12 questions. For all questions, a score of 1 indicates low effec-
tiveness and 5 indicates high effectiveness in that area. This indicator is disaggregated by urban/rural location.

BACKGROUND

Beyond internal factors, such as the quality of management and skills of administrators, external influences 
can play an important role in the performance of the bureaucracy. The most common source of influence in 
decision-making in the bureaucracy is the political elite (Acemoglu & Robinson 2007). The politician-bureau-
crat nexus is central to the functioning of the bureaucracy, particularly the selection and motivation of public 
employees.  Clientelism, or the provision of jobs, contracts, welfare support, money, and so forth in exchange 
for political support, is a common feature of the public sector across countries in all regions and income groups 
(Bold et al. 2018; Anderson et al. 2014; Keefer 2007).  Political interference in personnel management can be dis-
ruptive to the effective functioning of the administration and of schools (Berenschot 2018; Bruns & Luque 2014). 
It can also impact the performance of the bureaucracy indirectly by lowering the motivation and satisfaction of 
civil servants affected by the clientelistic practices (Meyer-Sahling et al. 2018).  

Beyond personnel management, policy outcomes are often sub-optimal when clientelistic politics are predom-
inant. In India, for example, the effectiveness of digitally-enabled monitoring of health workers for improving 
attendance was conditional on local politics as many local governments did not use the data to sanction absent 
workers because they were protected by politicians (Dhaliwal & Hanna 2017).  In Pakistan, smartphone-based 
monitoring of district health supervisors in rural clinics doubled inspections of health facilities and reduced 
medical worker absenteeism, but the results were highly contingent on the severity of patronage politics in a 
locality (Callen et al. 2015). 

Impartial Decision-Making  
POLITICS & QUALITY OF BUREAUCRACY 

This module assesses the extent to which public officials implement policies in an 
impartial way, meaning that decisions are free from political clientelism or undue influence 
from any single interest group.    

 Approach

A series of 12 questions asked to public officials. For example: 

1.	 To what extent would you agree that hiring decisions in your organization are more 

likely to be based on political endorsements than on merit? 

2.	From your experience working in this organization, how much would you say politics 

affects the design and development of the school curriculum? For example, in the 

subjects taught or the language they are taught in.

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

SURVEY OF PUBLIC 
OFFICIALS

 Data Sources

Bureaucracy Lab 

– Survey of Public 

Officials   

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, based on a series of 12 questions. For all questions, a score of 1 indicates low effec-
tiveness and 5 indicates high effectiveness in that area. This indicator is disaggregated by urban/rural location.  

BACKGROUND

The implementation of national learning goals requires motivated and skilled bureaucrats (Hasnain et al. 2019). 
Given difficulties in monitoring, the selection of the right type of bureaucrat is key to a high-quality bureaucra-
cy.  Merit, instead of political appointments, as the main criterion for selection and promotion is the hallmark 
of the Weberian bureaucracy and can help create strong professional norms that drive performance. Intrinsic 
motivation and pro-social motivation are particularly important determinants of bureaucrats’ productivity. In-
trinsic motivation is the desire to work hard for the enjoyment of the task itself rather than for the rewards, such 
as higher pay, promotion, or recognition, that the achievement of the task may bring. Public-service or pro-social 
motivation is the desire to work and exert effort for the benefit of others and not for oneself. A large psychology 
and public administration literature show that it is the combination of intrinsic and pro-social motivation that 
drives effort and work of public sector workers (Grant 2008; Perry & Hondeghem 2008). A finding that is corrob-
orated by more recent experimental studies that show that more pro-social doctors and nurses perform better 
in their jobs (Callen et al. 2014; Deserranno 2019).    

The 12 questions included in this section of the questionnaire measure the following: knowledge and skills, 
work environment, merit, and motivation.

Characteristics of Bureaucracy  
POLITICS & QUALITY OF BUREAUCRACY         

This indicator assesses the characteristics of the bureaucracy, which is the implementing 
machinery of the government for achieving national learning goals and ensuring that the 
policies created to promote learning are enforced.

 Approach

A series of 12 questions asked to public officials. For example: 

1.	 Think about whether employees trust one another to undertake the commitments 

they make or if there is a general culture of mistrust in this organization. In your view, 

how often do employees of this organization trust one another to undertake the 

commitments they make? 

2.	How does your organization encourage innovation and the adoption of new practices 

in its day-to-day operations?
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, based on a series of 12 questions. For all questions, a score of 1 indicates low effec-
tiveness and 5 indicates high effectiveness in that area. This indicator is disaggregated by urban/rural location.

BACKGROUND

The WDR 2018 highlights how education systems are often poorly aligned with learning goals. These misalign-
ments are driven in part by technical complexities: education systems simultaneously pursuing many conflict-
ing goals, with many system actors continually interacting in complex ways. Even when learning is recognized 
as a central goal, it often receives less prominence than other objectives. And even when the learning goal is 
clearly defined, the way education systems are organized sometimes hampers performance. 

Goal alignment has two elements:  First, there needs to be an overall strategy and goal that is clearly ar-
ticulated. Second, all relevant organizations and stakeholders playing a role in the education system must be 
working towards that goal, or at the very least not hampering the efforts towards that goal. Effective goal ori-
entation in organizations revolves around sound management practices. Principal-agent approaches underline 
the centrality of monitoring and incentives to motivate staff to perform. Good management entails clarity in 
setting organizational goals and targets; regular monitoring of these targets; effective personnel management, 
including how managers distribute tasks across employees, involve staff in problem solving, and give staff the 
autonomy to carry out their tasks; and the regularity and robustness of performance evaluations. These goal-ori-
ented elements of management also need to be complemented with effective engagement of policy-makers and 
bureaucrats with communities to help parents monitor front-line service providers.

National Learning Goals   
POLITICS & QUALITY OF BUREAUCRACY 

The aim of this indicator is to capture the extent to which there is a goal and/or strategy 
that encapsulates a desire and a path to reach higher learning outcomes. This is what 
ultimately drives the work of the ministry and district offices that together, with the 
support of other stakeholders and civil society, work towards achieving those goals.    

 Approach

A series of 12 questions asked to public officials. For example: 

1.	 Does your organization have a clear set of learning targets that are aligned with 

national learning goals?

2.	To what extent would you say that members of your organization are knowledgeable of 

the organization’s learning targets and how they relate to their work?

MEASUREMENT
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INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5, based on a series of 9 questions. For all questions, a score of 1 indicates low effec-
tiveness and 5 indicates high effectiveness in that area. This indicator is disaggregated by urban/rural location. 

BACKGROUND

Effective management and work practices for the achievement of national learning goals are dependent on the 
clarity of mandates regarding responsibilities and allocation, independently of where those responsibilities are 
allocated (Prichett & Pande 2006). In many education systems there is confusion about education functions 
across levels of government and a lack of shared understanding amongst officials about these responsibilities.  
This confusion could be because of lack of legal clarity on the responsibilities, or gaps in the knowledge of the 
officials responsible, or failures in accountability systems for ensuring that these functions are effectively ful-
filled (Adelman et al. 2019).  

Drawing on the organization and management literature (Nadler & Tushman 1980; Gibbons 2003; Prichett 
2015), the concept behind this indicator is that coherence between officials’ understanding of the allocation of 
responsibilities matters for the outcomes produced by public education systems. When different parts of the 
system fail to work together, learning outcomes will fall short of what is possible. Given that these difficulties 
are enhanced when there is a vacuum in the legislation regarding responsibility for the execution of each of the 
core functions of the education system, this indicator will try to measure the extent to which these are defined, 
and the relevant actors are aware of those mandates. It will also measure the extent to which there are process-
es of transparency and accountability to help ensure that those mandates are being fulfilled. The 9 questions 
included in this questionnaire will measure the coherence, transparency, and accountability of bureaucrats.

 

Mandates & Accountability   
POLITICS & QUALITY OF BUREAUCRACY         

The aim of this indicator is to measure the extent to which the mandates are clearly 
defined and allocated in the legislation, as well as whether such allocation is reflected in 
practice.

 Approach

A series of 9 questions asked to public officials. For example: 

1.	 In your experience, is the organizational responsibility for teacher supervision and 

coaching clear?

2.	In your experience, is the organizational responsibility for procuring inputs clear?

3.	Does your organization make public its achievements of its performance targets?
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AUDIENCE, PURPOSE, AND RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER INSTRUMENTS 

1. Who is the audience of the dashboard? 
The current intended audience includes senior decision makers in ministries of education; senior officials 
in ministries of finance or planning who are monitoring education outcomes; and other stakeholders, 
including advocates. The idea is to link the dashboard data to the decision-making process. The dashboard 
is designed for stakeholders at the national level (or state/province level in federal systems, sample size 
permitting).

2. Is this a dashboard or diagnostic tool? 

It is a dashboard, and it is designed to complement rather than replace detailed diagnostics in specific 
areas. The dashboard identifies areas that need improvement, with the goal of sparking more in-depth 
diagnoses and discussion on how best to make those improvements happen. 

3. How does the dashboard relate to other instruments like SDI? 

The dashboard is designed as an overall system monitoring tool that builds on and complements existing 
tools. The instruments to collect data for the Dashboard use streamlined versions of items from all these 
existing tools, and they are much more focused than those tools within specific domains. On the other 
hand, the dashboard aims to be more comprehensive (or holistic) than existing tools, in that it covers the 
key drivers of the learning crisis at both the school and system levels. It brings together the core of many 
of the existing instruments in one place, allowing a snapshot that covers (among others) school readiness, 
teaching quality, inputs and infrastructure, and school management at the school level, and bureaucratic 
quality and finance at the system level. 
 When a country applies the dashboard, therefore, it may well identify areas that it needs to probe in great-
er depth--leading it to apply the full version of the original instrument. For example, poor performance 
on the “learners” indicators could lead a country to decide to apply more comprehensive tools to measure 
early childhood development (such as GECDD) and its determinants. 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTI   NS

INDICATOR

A score ranging from 1 to 5 that considers the quality of financing using two lenses – adequacy and efficiency. 
This score is calculated using 3 sub-indicators: 1) per-child spending (adequacy), 2) public management financ-
ing performance (efficiency), and 3) outcomes per spending (efficiency). If an existing data source is available, 
a fourth sub-indicator on equity will be included. The disaggregated information for each of these 4 sub-indica-
tors is available as a drill-down option. 

BACKGROUND

Many countries have successfully increased their investments in education; just in the last 15 years, govern-
ment spending on education has doubled. Yet much more is needed to achieve the ambitious learning agenda 
that countries have signed onto with the SDGs, and countries will also need to invest better. Using resources 
more efficiently, and targeting it at those who most need it, will require tackling weak links in spending-learn-
ing chains—by improving the alignment between spending and learning, reducing inequalities in spending, 
avoiding spending on the wrong things, and ensuring that the funds reach the schools. Therefore, the indicator 
proposed measures not just adequacy (how much money is being invested), but also equity and efficiency (how 
the investment is being distributed and whether it is achieving the expected results).
 

Financing    
POLITICS & QUALITY OF BUREAUCRACY         

The aim of this indicator is to capture key aspects of education financing that play a 
key role in promoting learning for all. These are adequacy and efficiency. If existing 
information is available, a sub-indicator on equity will also be reported. 

 Approach

All four sub-indicators mentioned above will be normalized, so that they can be added to 

generate a summary score to measure overall health of financing. The methodology for 

each of the sub-indicators is the following: 

1.	 To capture adequacy: Calculate per-child spending at the primary-school level using 

data from the UIS. 

2.	To capture efficiency in terms of performance of the financing processes: Use the 

summary score resulting from the Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability 

(PEFA) assessment. The score is then weighted to give additional weight to the service 

delivery pillar of the PEFA assessment. 

3.	To capture efficiency in terms of outcomes achieved for the given level of investment 

(return on education investment): Use stochastic frontier analysis to estimate the 

expected adjusted learning outcomes (combination of access and learning outcomes) 

associated with the different levels of per child spending. The sub-indicator reports the 

distance between the observed outcomes and the expected outcomes.

4.	To capture equity: When data availability allows, an equity sub-indicator will also be 

reported. This sub-indicator will be based on the comparison of the primary education 

spending per capita in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution to the 

national average.  

MEASUREMENT

 Instrument

EXISTING DATA.
SOURCE
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to schooling that leads to learning. It is worth emphasizing that the whole initiative is motivated by a 
focus on equity given the extensive evidence showing that shortcomings in the education system have 
the greatest impact on those that are already disadvantaged. Because the dashboard for each country is 
based on data from representative samples of schools, teachers, and public officials, the indicators offer 
a good national snapshot of the conditions in each area. While developing this national view is the main 
goal of this streamlined data-gathering effort, samples are large enough to allow some disaggregation to 
explore equity concerns (for example, along rural/urban or gender lines). Where larger samples are possi-
ble thanks to additional funding, additional disaggregation may be possible. 

In addition, some indicators specifically focus on measuring equity and inclusion in education. For ex-
ample, teaching pedagogical practices takes into account the teacher’s ability to adapt to different learning 
styles and to challenge gender stereotypes. Teacher intrinsic motivation includes questions on the extent 
to which teachers believe that every child can learn, regardless of gender, ethnicity, or socio-economic 
background. Basic infrastructure inquires about the accessibility of the schools and the classrooms to 
children with disabilities. All of the policy levers for learners are closely related to equity by touching on 
key aspects that can put children in different learning trajectories. These include nutrition, health, early 
childhood education, and caregiver capacity (in financial terms, but also in terms of parenting skills). 

7. How do the dashboard metrics align with the WB commitment that all education proj-

ects will be disability-inclusive by 2025? 

We are taking this commitment very seriously. One of our two outcome indicators relate to participation, 
and recent research shows that less than 50% of children with disabilities are attending school in the 
developing world (Male & Wodon 2017). This is largely the case because the schools are inaccessible for 
students with disabilities. Even if students with disabilities are in schools, there might be various barriers 
for learning. For this reason, the dashboard captures several aspects of the extent to which the schools 
are accessible to children with disabilities. We worked with the Education Global Practice’s Inclusive Ed-
ucation Thematic Lead and tried to align our questions with those developed by UNICEF. Through this 
process, the team consulted with, and received guidance from, the Global Campaign for Education-US. 
The Dashboard currently captures and reports on the following:

•	 Whether the school is accessible for students with disabilities. Based on:
•	 Is the road leading to the school accessible to students with disabilities for example in wheel-

chair, including during the rainy season? 
•	 Are there steps leading up to the main entrance? 
•	 If yes, is there a proper ramp in good condition usable by persons with disabilities, for example 

student using a wheelchair? 
•	 Is the main entrance to the school wide enough for a person in a wheelchair to enter?

•	 Whether the toilets are accessible for students with disabilities 
•	 Whether the classrooms are accessible for students with disabilities 
•	 Whether the curriculum, text books, and other learning materials are accessible for students with 

print disabilities (such as braille or audio book, large print, etc.)
•	 Whether there are children with disabilities and/or diverse educational needs in the school (includ-

ing physical, sensory, cognitive, intellectual, and psychosocial disabilities)
•	 Whether (all) teachers participated in training on inclusive education pedagogy and/or whether 

there are teachers who received more specialized training on inclusive education pedagogy, diverse 
learning needs, and support/enrichment for learning

•	 Whether there are screenings and assessment activities organized at the school (for example to as-
sess vision, hearing, motor skills, learning)

In addition to these, some of the instruments used for teaching (teacher questionnaire and Teach) cap-
ture the inclusiveness of the classes for all children. 

SCALE, SCOPE, AND NATURE

1. How many countries does it cover? 

During the initial phase, the dashboard approach is being implemented in 13 countries. However, it has 
been designed to be easily scalable, so that it can be rolled out quickly to all the Human Capital Project 
Countries, and then after that to many of the countries that the WBG works with. 

2. What is the scope of the data collection effort in each country?

In each country, the team visits a nationally representative sample of at least 200 schools to apply the 
School Survey and interviews 200 public officials to apply the Survey of Public Officials. As part of the 
School Survey, the modules will have the following sample size in each school:

Module 1 - School Information – Principal
Module 2 - Roster (Teacher Presence) – 10 teachers
Module 3 - Teacher Questionnaire – 5 teachers
Module 4 - Teacher Assessment – 5 teachers
Module 5 - Classroom Observation – 1 classroom
Module 6 - Direct Assessment – 3 children in 1st grade
Module 7 - School Management – Principal 
Module 8 – 4th-Grade Student Assessment – 1 classroom

The team will also collect data using a Policy Survey, which will be collected by a local consultant via 
legislative reviews and expert interviews. 

3. How actively do countries have to engage in collecting the indicators? 

In light of the many demands on public officials in participating countries, the project has been designed 
so that it doesn’t require governments to carry out survey and analysis tasks themselves. But because the 
dashboard is based primarily on school surveys and surveys of public officials, countries do need to take 
ownership if they want to participate. They don’t have to directly collect data for these new indicators, but 
they need to provide the necessary information for sampling and the necessary approvals for the surveys. 

4. Does the Dashboard include de facto or de jure indicators? 

The dashboard includes both de facto and de jure indicators. All service delivery indicators contain de facto 
information. These de facto indicators on the actual conditions in schools are the starting point for the 
dashboard, from which it then branches out to explore determinants in the policies and politics. At the 
same time, the de jure policies are policy levers that governments can use to try to change de facto indica-
tors, so including some indicators of these policies and how well they are implemented is also important. 
Policies and politics indicators are comprised of both types of questions.

5. Does the dashboard cover only public education? 

This depends on the country context and on each government’s needs. But in general, wherever private 
schools or privately managed schools have a significant market share, their performance should be includ-
ed in the dashboard indicators (at least the indicators on school-level learning conditions). 

6. Does the dashboard reward countries for making progress on educational equity and 

inclusion, or just for raising the average level of indicators? 

The indicators reflect a concern for equity—that is, for ensuring that all children and youth have access 
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results and start discussions around them, so that findings are validated and are more likely to result in ac-
tions. Third, the complementarity of the Dashboard with the Education Policy Design Lab project, which 
has created an approach for stakeholders and WB staff to make better use of this type of data. Lastly, the 
team strives to continue to link the initiative and its findings to the work of other local and international 
actors by maintaining a strong commitment to transparency and collaboration. In each country, the GEPD 
team presents to various teams within each government, to Local Technical Working Groups, develop-
ment partners, and others to ensure that where there are potential opportunities to collaborate, those are 
acted upon. 

PRESENTATION & USE

1. Why doesn’t the dashboard include a summary index and country ranking? 

An index would be a mash-up and not meaningful; also, in the Human Capital Index we already have an 
index that is motivating governments to focus on education. The dashboard thus does not rank countries 
but aid them in identifying where they need to act to promote progress on the HCI. 

2. Given that no index is reported, how are the indicators displayed? 

The service delivery/practice indicators are generally presented in the original metrics, as in SDI— e.g., 
teacher absence rate, percentage of teachers reaching minimum subject knowledge, average number of 
inputs and infrastructure — because those will be easy to understand. For policies and political indicators, 
each one of these questions (answers) are assigned a score (e.g., 1 point, 2 points) based on the level of 
progress of the practice, policy, or political indicator, respectively. Then, for each indicator, a score is gen-
erated based on these specific question scores. In the end, the GEPD reports a 1-5 score for each policy lever 
and system indicator. The scale assesses the extent to which a given education system has set the type of 
practices, policies and politics related to improved student outcomes. In terms of data visualization, the 
dashboard includes colors to easily pinpoint possible areas of improvement to policymakers. 

3. Does the system approach represented by the dashboard require tackling all problems 

at once? 

No—it allows us to identify the most important areas of the sector (or other sectors) to intervene in now, 
taking into account the linkages across these areas. (Scan globally, then act locally.)

LONG TERM VISION FOR THE DASHBOARD

1. What are the plans for the scale-up of the dashboard?

Given that the dashboard can help countries identify bottlenecks and monitor efforts to tackle the learn-
ing crisis, the goal is to potentially use this as a core component of the World Bank’s regular human capital 
monitoring to accompany the HCI, in the same way that the Bank’s regular poverty monitoring efforts 
measure progress toward the twin goals. Ensuring that we provide a credible tool is the first step. But the 
medium-term ambition is to try to reach as many Bank client countries as would like to participate. For 
this to happen, the team is working towards a systematic scale-up plan, which requires two developments: 

8. How does the dashboard capture the presence of ICT in the schools?

As part of the School Survey, enumerators check for the following:
•	 Access to electricity
•	 Number of PCs, Laptops, Tablets, or other computing devices
•	 Number of students having access to those devices
•	 Whether the devices are functional
•	 Whether the devices are connected to the internet
•	 Whether teachers have used computing devices to explain material in the past 2 weeks
The team is also working on prototyping an EdTech Readiness Index as part of the dashboard initiative 

that will measure countries’ readiness in catalyzing the potential of EdTech when successfully integrated 
into the curriculum. 

METHODOLOGY AND PRODUCTION PROCESS

1. What tools are used to collect data? 

The data-collection process is multifaceted, drawing a combination of various tools that have been de-
ployed in recent years to measure the quality of education. It is based on nimbler versions of SDI, SA-
BER-Policy Intent, GECDD (formerly MELQO), DWMS, ITTSI, TEACH, and a Bureaucracy Lab survey, all 
combined in three new dashboard survey instruments—the School Survey, Policy Survey, and Survey of 
Public Officials.

2. How was the cost of these instruments reduced? 

There are various ways in which the team streamlined the data collection process and cost. Some include:
•	 Fewer questions: The dashboard does not attempt to be as comprehensive as existing instruments. 

For example, it uses only a small subset of the existing de jure SABER indicators, and the Survey of 
Public Officials is much shorter than the standard surveys.

•	 Fewer school visits: The team makes only one visit per school.
•	 Tech innovations: GEPD uses tablet-based data collection in schools, wherever possible building on 

the recent experience of the successful Service Delivery pilot in Punjab.
•	 Economies of Scale: For classroom observations, a very resource-intensive component of data col-

lection, GEPD takes advantage of the implementation experience of the TEACH tool in multiple 
countries. Rather than observing the class live and coding the class in the field, classes are recorded, 
which reduces fieldwork and training by allowing all coding to be conducted in one location. 

•	 Lower training costs: The estimated cost of data collection per country is lower than other service 
delivery surveys because of the reduction in survey size as well as in complexity. Eventually our 
objective is to reduce costs even more by developing resources that will reduce the amount of ex-
pert-led training, travel, & staff time. 

3. How does the dashboard get buy-in of key stakeholders? 

There are three approaches used to ensure that countries are on board with the indicators and instru-
ments that are part of the dashboard as well as to have a higher probability of igniting action. First, the 
project team used Listening Labs to provide opportunities for the audience to express their opinion on 
what the content is, how it is displayed, and ways of improving it. Second, the team conducts stakeholder 
validations in-country. In these events, members of the dashboard team walk stakeholders through the 
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