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The Education 2030 Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action specifies that the
mandate of the Global Education Monitoring Report is to be 'the mechanism for monitoring
and reporting on SDG 4 and on education in the other SDGs' with the responsibility to
'report on the implementation of national and international strategies to help hold all
relevant partners to account for their commitments as part of the overall SDG follow-up
and review'. It is prepared by an independent team hosted by UNESCO.

The designations employed and the presentation of the material in this publication do
not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of UNESCO concerning
the legal status of any country, territory, city or area, or of its authorities, or concerning

the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.

The Global Education Monitoring Report team is responsible for the choice and the
presentation of the facts contained in this book and for the opinions expressed therein,
which are not necessarily those of UNESCO and do not commit the Organization. Overall
responsibility for the views and opinions expressed in the Report is taken by its Director.

2021/2 - GLOBAL EDUCATION MONITORING REPORT


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/igo/
mailto:publication.copyright%40unesco.org?subject=
mailto:publication.copyright%40unesco.org?subject=
https://en.unesco.org/gem-report/non-state_actors
http://www.unesco.org/open-access/terms-use-ccbysa-en
http://www.unesco.org/open-access/terms-use-ccbysa-en

SHORT SUMMARY

Non-state actors’ role extends beyond provision of schooling to interventions at
various education levels and influence spheres. Alongside its review of progress
towards SDG 4, including emerging evidence on the COVID-19 pandemic’s

impact, the 2021/2 Global Education Monitoring Report urges governments to see

all institutions, students and teachers as part of a single system. Standards,
information, incentives and accountability should help governments protect, respect
and fulfil the right to education of all, without turning their eyes away from privilege
or exploitation. Publicly funded education does not have to be publicly provided but
disparity in education processes, student outcomes and teacher working conditions
must be addressed. Efficiency and innovation, rather than being commercial secrets,
should be diffused and practised by all. To that end, transparency and integrity in
the public education policy process need to be maintained to block vested interests.

The report’s rallying call - Who chooses? Who loses? - invites policymakers to
question relationships with non-state actors in terms of fundamental choices:
between equity and freedom of choice; between encouraging initiative and
setting standards; between groups of varying means and needs; between

immediate commitments under SDG 4 and those to be progressively 350 mi"ion children

realized (e.g. post-secondary education); and between education and other

social sectors. are educatEd bg

Supporting the fifth Global Education Monitoring Report are two online non-state actors
tools: PEER, a policy dialogue resource describing non-state activity and
regulations in the world’'s education systems; and VIEW, a new website

consolidating sources and providing new completion rate estimates over time.

UNESCO is the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization.

It seeks to build peace through international cooperation in education, the sciences
and culture. UNESCO believes that political and economic arrangements are not
enough to secure the lasting and sincere support of the peoples. Peace must be
founded upon dialogue and mutual understanding, upon the intellectual and moral
solidarity of humanity. In this spirit, UNESCO develops educational tools and cultural
and scientific programmes to strengthen bonds among nations, help countries adopt
international standards and foster the free flow of ideas and knowledge sharing.

Since wars begin in the minds of men and

U n e sco women, it is in the minds of men and women

that the defenses of peace must be constructed
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The theme of this year’s Global Education Monitoring Report speaks to my entire life trajectory. | am the outcome
of a mix of private and public education and life choices. | started my education in a non-state pre-primary and
primary school before enrolling in a state secondary school in Sierra Leone, continued through to world-class
non-state universities in the United States and then to a multinational company as a research scientist in Kenya.
| am now channelling all | learned during these varied experiences into the combined roles | have in the Sierra
Leonean government on education and innovation.

With clear oversight of the full range of state and non-state activity in education now as a Cabinet minister,

| welcome this report’s emphasis on approaches to system governance all over the world. It acknowledges that
distinctions between public and private are increasingly blurred, making the arguments that stake positions on
clear dichotomies increasingly irrelevant.

| see my objective as Chief Innovation Officer to facilitate and support a vibrant national innovation and entrepreneurial
ecosystem that works for all education actors in Sierra Leone. It echoes the call in this report to ensure that all actors -
state and non-state - can work together to build an effective, dynamic and equitable education system for the benefit
of all. In that sense, this report reads my mind when it calls on governments to create spaces and set the conditions for a
variety of actors to interact, coordinate and cooperate. There is much to be gained from maximizing all parties’ expertise.

The truth of the matter is that public systems need to innovate to remain relevant, and that requires fresh thinking.
One of the first things we did when | arrived in the public education system was to put together a new curriculum
framework relevant to the 21st century. We built teacher training modules based on real needs. This report calls for
all countries to pick up on such practices. Skills development systems that feed on contributions from governments,
employers and the workers themselves are far more likely to keep pace with labour market dynamics.

Anyone in the public sector knows that public education is a conventional institution, which, by definition, is not easily
reformed. But with the fast and furious shift to digitization and globalization, education systems need to keep up.
More than that, they have a lot to gain if they do so. Partnerships with the private sector can help mobilize resources
and expertise across the board, and encourage initiatives that can fast-forward progress at a pace governments may
be unlikely to achieve on their own. We have recently issued tablets to administrators to help them track grades,
attendance and budgets. We have fully digitized school census data going right back to 2015 that we now interrogate
to track those left behind. All these enhance our ability to make an impact at scale within the public sector.

Many of our initiatives would not have left the starting block without funds. But this report calls for caution in our
haste to follow the money. What strategic interests are our partners putting first? Does their support align with
government priorities, does it avoid duplication or distraction, and will it be flexible to our evolving needs? The
questions asked in the recommendations are important for all of us to consider. ‘'Who is choosing?’, we are asked.
Sometimes it might not be clear. ‘'Who is losing?’, it asks again. ‘'Why is it always the same groups?’

Many people have been pretending that non-state actors do not or should not play a role in education today. This
report shows that they do already and will continue to do so tomorrow. Education is about the future. Whether you
are in the private or public sector, | encourage you to read the 2021/2 GEM Report's recommendations to be sure you
are not left behind on the vision it has for change.

Dr David Moinina Sengeh

Minister of Basic and Senior Secondary Education
and Chief Innovation Officer, Sierra Leone

Chair of the GEM Report Advisory Board
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KEY MESSAGES

There is no part of education in which non-state actors are not involved.

Put simply, without non-state actors, the education of 350 million more children would fall to the responsibility of
the state. But non-state engagement also affects the textbooks they use, the food in their canteens, the additional
support they get, the skills they learn and much more.

Most people support public education.

Three in four people in 34 middle- and high-income countries would prefer more public spending on education,
with support increasing the more unequal the country. Almost 9 in 10 think education should primarily be public.

But such support has gradually eroded in several low- and middle-income countries.

Where public schools had been in short supply and their quality had deteriorated, many families voted with their feet.
The share of private institutions worldwide increased by seven percentage points in about 10 years: to 17% by 2013 in
primary and to 26% by 2014 in secondary education. It has remained roughly constant since. In Central and Southern

Asia the share of private enrolment is 36% in primary and 48% in secondary education.

Public education is not free.

Households account for 30% of total education spending globally and 39% in low- and lower-middle-income countries.
Part is due to wealthier families trying to give their children a competitive advantage. But a large part is spent on
pre-primary, primary and secondary education that governments committed to provide free of charge. About

8% of families borrow to pay for education, rising to 12% in low-income countries and 30% or more in Haiti, Kenya,

the Philippines and Uganda.

Public education is often not inclusive.

Many public education systems fail to prevent stratification and segregation. An index of social diversity in schools,
based on Programme for International Student Assessment data, found that Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Mexico had
similar high levels of stratification in 2018, although only Chile tends to be criticized for the high share of private
institutions in its system.

No one type of provider delivers education of better quality than any other.

Data from 30 low- and middle-income countries show that, once household characteristics are accounted for,

the apparent premium from attending private school drops by half to two-thirds. In a sample of 49 countries,

the richest are almost 10 times likelier than the poor to go to private school. And parents who can choose schools
do so because of religious beliefs, convenience and student demographic characteristics rather than quality, about
which they rarely have sufficient information.
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Regulatory, monitoring and enforcement capacity tends to be low where the need is high.

Analysis of 211 education systems for the PEER website shows that regulations tend to focus on registration, approval
or licensing (98%), teacher certification (93%), infrastructure (80%) and pupil/teacher ratios (74%). Regulations are least
likely to focus on quality or equity: 67% regulate fee setting, 55% prevent selective student admission procedures

in non-state schools, 27% ban profit making and only 7% have quotas supporting access of disadvantaged groups.
Private tutoring is unregulated in 48% of countries and regulated only in commercial legislation in 11% of countries.

Non-state actors are even more present in early childhood, technical, tertiary and adult education.

This is sometimes at the expense of equity and quality. The generally higher cost of non-state early childhood and
tertiary education means urban elites are over-represented in these institutions. In the United States, profit-maximizing
universities have been linked with a deterioration of student outcomes. Institutions providing private training through
market competition or skills development systems, such as Australia’s TVET FEE-HELP loan programme and India’s
National Skill Development Corporation, were forced to rethink accountability and monitoring processes to increase the
quality of private provision and improve employability outcomes.

Governments need to see all education institutions, students and teachers as part of a single system.

Standards, information, incentives and accountability should help governments protect, respect and fulfil the right
to education of all and should prevent them from turning their eyes away from pockets of privilege or exploitation.
Publicly funded education does not have to be publicly provided, but disparity in education processes, student
outcomes and teacher working conditions should be addressed head-on. Efficiency and innovation should not be a
commercial secret; rather, they should be diffused and practised by all. To achieve that, transparency and integrity
in the public education policy process need to be maintained.
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KEY MESSAGES

Non-state involvement in education generates passionate debate with respect to two questions.

To what the extent is education a public investment or private consumer good?
What are the right to education implications regarding state and non-state actors’ responsibilities?

There is strong support for public education.

In 10 middle- and 25 high-income countries, 75% of respondents favoured more public education spending,
from 52% in the Czech Republic to 95% in the Philippines. Support for more public education spending
increases with income inequality.

Overall, 89% said the primary responsibility for providing school education rested with governments.
Reflecting strong exposure to non-state provision, respondents in India (46%), the Philippines (63%) and
Chile (76%) expressed the lowest support for public provision.

Education builds attitudes in support of social cohesion. However, the more educated are often the first
to reject public education.

Country experiences with non-state actors’ involvement in education vary widely.

In some countries, non-state actors have long been a foundation of the education system for cultural,
religious and historical reasons.

In other countries, the role of non-state actors has been limited.

A few introduced school choice as a conscious strategy to revamp the education system.

But for many poorer countries, trust in public education was eroded gradually.

Three core issues drive debate for or against non-state provision.

Proponents argue non-state actors are cost-efficient. Opponents argue that even where there is a clear
cost advantage, it is because the underlying issues are not addressed directly.

Proponents say non-state actors fill genuine gaps, while some prefer education to be adapted to their
beliefs and principles. Opponents cite equity and inclusion risks because disadvantaged populations have
less access to the options non-state actors offer.

Proponents assert that public education systems have grown into large centralized bureaucracies and
blunt initiative. Opponents argue that non-state innovation is often exaggerated and not replicable.

Recurring myths about state and non-state actors in education are questioned in this report.

State and non-state actors can be clearly distinguished.

The extent of privatization is known.

The private sector is to blame for privatization in education.
Public education is equitable.

Parents base school choice on robust information about quality.
Competition leads to school improvement.

Private schools and universities are better.

The private sector is a solution to the out-of-school challenge.
The private sector is a solution to education financing gaps.
Regulations can address all concerns about non-state provision.

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION



Education is both a public and a private good..........ccenccsiiveiseseseeseeens 9

The right to education involves entitlements and freedoms..........ccccccoveevvrirennnne. 9
Support for public eduCation iS STrONG ... 10
Diverse arguments drive debate for or against non-state provision................. 1
Muyths about state and non-state actors in education prevail.........cccccoucvnenee. 16
QUIAE O ThE FEPOIT ...t 21
RECOMMENAATIONS ..o 22

he Education 2030 Framework for Action, which is the

roadmap for achievement of the fourth Sustainable
Development Goal (SDG 4), highlights the crucial role
of non-state actors in education (Box 1.1): ‘Country-led
action will drive change; however, the ambitious
education goal cannot be achieved by governments
alone. They will need the support of all stakeholders,
including non-state actors’' (UNESCO, 2015, §86).

This report’s definition of non-state actors in
education is broad

In this report, ‘non-state’ is a broad, catch-all term describing
individuals and organizations involved not only in education
provision, but also in education financing and in influencing the

The framework recognizes (§10) that education is: state’s direction in its obligation to fulfil the right to education.

1

‘a public good, of which the state is the duty bearer
and ‘a shared societal endeavour, which implies

an inclusive process of public policy formulation
and implementation’, where civil society and the
private sector, among others, ‘have important roles
in realizing the right to quality education’ and the
state has an essential role in ‘setting and regulating
standards and norms; and

‘a fundamental human right and an enabling right’
for whose fulfilment countries must ‘ensure
universal equal access to inclusive and equitable
quality education”.

As such, the term is used in reference to:

Individuals who benefit from and/or pay for education

(e.g. users or purchasers of goods and services, taxpayers),
provide education (e.g. single school proprietors,
homeschooling providers) and express views on its content,
modality and delivery (e.g. through participation in school
management, through the political process).

Private corporations which also provide education-related
goods and services (as owners or managers) and which finance
(directly and indirectly) and influence education.

Philanthropic foundations, independent of private entities in
their direction, which mainly influence education policy, but
also play limited roles in provision and financing.

Despite this understanding that fulfilling the right to
education requires multiple stakeholders and that the role
of non-state actors has increased over the past 30 years,
non-state involvement in education generates passionate
debate, particularly over two key concepts: the extent

to which education is a public or private good, a form of

Non-governmental, civil society, trade union and faith-based
organizations, which may provide, finance and influence education.
Academics, researchers and think tanks, even if financed

by government, who generate evidence and knowledge
on education.

investment or consumption; and how to interpret the
right to education with respect to its implications for
state and non-state actors' responsibilities.

The media, which exert influence in the debate on the role of
non-state actors in education.

The above description makes it clear that the terms 'non-state' and
'private' are not interchangeable. Rather, private actors are a subset
of non-state actors.

2021/2 - GLOBAL EDUCATION MONITORING REPORT


https://apa.sdg4education2030.org/sites/apa.sdg4education2030.org/files/2020-12/Education2030%20Incheon%20Declaration%20and%20Framework%20for%20Action.pdf

EDUCATION IS BOTH A PUBLIC
AND A PRIVATE GOOD

Governments have not always led education. As a core
part of human existence, education historically was
organized spontaneously and informally. From the late
18th century in Europe, states saw the opportunity to
develop their economies through an educated workforce
and to develop and strengthen a sense of national
identity through public schools. This was ‘a decisive
break with the voluntary and pluralistic form of learning
which had preceded them, where church, family and quild
had provided for their own needs’ (Green, 2013, p. 12).

Governments were prepared to take on the high

cost of delivering a public good because of the wider
benefits to societies and economies. Without state
provision, individuals might not have invested as much
in education, depriving societies of their potential.

For newly independent countries in the 20th century,
building a public education system was the hallmark
of emancipation from colonialism. Public education
invariably aimed to promote noble ideals or ruling
ideologies. The new structures superseded and absorbed
traditional education structures managed by local
communities and religious organizations.

Education is also considered a private good. Consuming
more education improves an individual's opportunities
and may exclude others from them. Education becomes
a vehicle for differentiation and advancement: Those
who manage to climb the education ladder are better
placed to achieve a higher standard of living and higher
returns. As education systems cannot accommodate
everybody on the higher rungs, families do everything
they can to ensure that their offspring are the ones who
make it to the top.

Such competition generates demand, which in turn

leads to the supply of education goods and services.
Depending on national context and disposition, markets
may emerge in direct provision of education or in other
services that confer advantage, such as supplementary
tuition. Moreover, education is a costly enterprise,

and governments have differed in the extent to which
they provide sufficient financing. Some have been forced
or even actively chosen to downsize public education
systems, shifting the burden to households. As a result,
around the world, public authority over education differs,
as do citizen expectations of government responsibility
for education.
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THE RIGHT TO EDUCATION INVOLVES
ENTITLEMENTS AND FREEDOMS

The right to education has been enshrined in human
rights instruments for some 75 years, notably in

the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights and the 1989 Convention on the
Rights of the Child. These texts encompass both
entitlements and freedoms. Individuals have the right to
free and compulsory primary education, an entitlement
that should gradually be extended to higher levels of
education as countries’ capacity increases. But also
recognized are individuals’ rights to establish schools
and to choose the type of school they prefer for their
children, in line with their religious and moral convictions,
as long as these schools meet minimum government
standards. Such standards should ensure that education
is directed to full development of the human personality
and sense of dignity, strengthens respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms and enables effective
participation in a free society. Education should also
promote understanding, tolerance and friendship among
all nations and all ethnic, racial and religious groups
(United Nations, 1948; 1966).

In 1999, the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights issued its General Comment No. 13 to elaborate
on the right to education and resulting state obligations.
It set out four principles: There have to be enough
schools with appropriate infrastructure, trained teachers,
and teaching and learning materials; the schools

have to be accessible to all, without discrimination or
physical, technological or financial obstacles; curricula
and teaching methods have to be acceptable, relevant,
culturally appropriate and of good quality; and education
has to be flexible and adaptable to changing societal and
community needs (OHCHR, 1999).

Making countries responsible for meeting these
principles leaves open several questions on how they
should intervene. Should they provide, finance or
regulate education? All of these? In what mix? While
states have a duty to respect, protect and fulfil their
citizens' right to education, a wide range of non-state
actors with a variety of forms, arrangements and
motivation, from charity to profit, play a significant
role in many education systems. Their activities may
or may not involve collaboration with the government.
Should non-state actors’ participation in education

be encouraged, contained or prevented? The answers
may be specific to country context, education level and
type of activity. Governments may respond to popular
demand or steer it.


https://www.un.org/en/udhrbook/pdf/udhr_booklet_en_web.pdf
https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/cescr.aspx
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Education/Training/Compilation/Pages/d)GeneralCommentNo13Therighttoeducation(article13)(1999).aspx

SUPPORT FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION
IS STRONG

Education choices determine children’s lives. Parents
must not only make simple calculations of financial
costs and benefits but also take multiple, interrelated
factors into account. Choices regarding what is taught,
how, by whom and where reflect the competing world
views and aspirations of parents and of other education
stakeholders. They concern two main dimensions:
control and distribution of resources (socioeconomic
ideology) and values and beliefs for changing society
(sociocultural ideology). Those who believe that
government should have a greater role than market
forces in economic governance and distribution, as well
as those with liberal rather than conservative values
on gender, religion, equality and the environment, tend
to support more public spending on education and a
primary role for government in education provision.'

Education choices are highly political and are

reflected explicitly or implicitly in political agendas.

In addition to individual ideological and circumstantial
factors, understandings of social challenges and how
government, people and institutions should relate to one
another vary among countries. These understandings
influence attitudes on what policies government should
pursue and who should benefit from them.

Research on support for public education is
overwhelmingly from high-income countries. Among
17 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) countries, the majority of
respondents in all but Finland preferred increases in
public education spending. Higher national levels of
socioeconomic inequality were associated with stronger
preferences for more public spending, especially
among the poorest households. Higher national levels
of education inequality corresponded to greater
preferences for more public spending among the
richest households, as they would stand to benefit
first (Busemeuyer, 2012).

A recent survey of attitudes in Denmark, France,
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United
Kingdom confirmed high support for public education
spending. It was higher than in other areas: When
respondents were asked to prioritize one of eight
potential areas for additional spending, education was
the top option for 28%, with health care second at
22%. Support varied by education level, being higher

1 Thesection draws on Edlund and Lindh (2021)

for primary and secondary education (62%) than for
pre-primary (50%) and tertiary (47%). While 77% of
respondents supported school choice, over 60% opposed
a significant role for private schools in the national
education system. Support for private schools averaged
34%, ranging from 14% in Sweden to 49% in Ireland
(Busemeuyer et al., 2020).

Analysis of the 2016 International Social Survey
Programme (ISSP) special module data on the role of
government, commissioned for this report, addressed
public education support using a sample of 35 countries,
including 10 middle-income countries (Edlund and

Lindh, 2021). Overall, 75% of respondents favoured more
spending on education, with country shares ranging
from 52% in the Czech Republic to 95% in the Philippines.
Support for more public education spending increases
with income inequality (McCall, 2016); the Czech Republic
was among the countries with the lowest inequality

and the Philippines among those with the highest.

On average, support for more public education spending
was stronger in middle-income countries (89%) than in
high-income countries (68%) (Figure 1.1).

Overall, 89% of adult respondents said the primary
responsibility for providing school education rested
with governments, while 6% said families and

5% other institutions (private companies and for-profit
organizations; non-profit organizations, charities and
cooperatives; and religious organizations). Respondents
in a few countries were outliers. Reflecting strong
exposure to non-state provision, respondents in India
(46%),? the Philippines (63%) and Chile (76%) expressed
the lowest support for public provision (Figure 1.2).

Ideology partly explains attitudes in many countries.
Sociocultural ideology is twice as likely as socioeconomic
ideology (in 80% of countries vs 40%) to be a significant
factor in attitudes on public spending and public
provision. In poorer countries, the relationship between
socioeconomic ideology and attitudes is weaker for
public spending and stronger for public provision

(Figure 1.3). The bottom line is that ideology matters.
This is why ideas are at the centre of arguments for or
against the role of non-state actors in education.

Before exploring three key debates about non-state
provision, a finding that merits reflection relates to the
role of education itself. In 46% of the countries analysed,
a higher level of education was associated with a positive
attitude towards more public spending on education,

2 Theregional edition of this report on non-state actors in education will be dedicated to South Asia
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The more unequal a country, the more people favour increases in public education spending
Percentage of adults favouring more or much more spending on education and Gini index of income inequality, selected countries,
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Source: GEM Report team based on Edlund and Lindh (2021) and the World Development Indicators.

with a much stronger association in the richest two
thirds of countries (64%) than in the poorest third (15%).
By contrast, a higher level of education is associated with
a positive attitude towards a greater government role

in provision in just 9% of countries: 15% of the richest
countries and none of the poorest. In practice, the higher
the education level of a parent, the higher their income
and the higher the tendency, as will be seen, to send
children to private school. This poses a moral paradox
(Swift, 2003): Education is supposed to build attitudes

in support of social inclusion and cohesion; however,

a common complaint, especially in countries where
private provision is growing, is that elites are the first to
reject public education, leading to a societal belief that
public education quality is poor and a downward spiral
into belief that public education cannot improve.

CHAPTER 1« INTRODUCTION

DIVERSE ARGUMENTS DRIVE
DEBATE FOR OR AGAINST
NON-STATE PROVISION

Proponents and opponents of non-state actors in
education argue their cases in relation to the capacity
and legitimacy of state and non-state actors to promote
efficiency, equity and inclusion, and innovation in
education. These issues are seen through the lens of
whether people believe education is a good or service

to be procured through the market and whether people
should be able to choose education.


https://gem-report-2021.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/1.1.xlsx
https://www.routledge.com/How-Not-to-be-a-Hypocrite-School-Choice-for-the-Morally-Perplexed-Parent/Swift/p/book/9780415311175

FIGURE 1.2:

In most countries studied, over 80% support public provision of education
Percentage of adults who said the primary responsibility for providing school education rested with government, 2016
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ARE NON-STATE ACTORS MORE COST-EFFICIENT
IN EDUCATION?

Proponents of non-state activity in education argue
that it is inevitable since the state cannot cater for the
full range of parental demands for education. Non-state
actors have a variety of incentives to offer education
goods and services the state cannot provide. Some may
be motivated by charity, others by beliefs and ideas,
yet others by profit. Regardless, if the supply of these
goods and services is responsive to demand, then a
market mechanism is possible.

Others argue that education does not suit a conventional
market. Instead, it has been proposed, and in a few

cases attempted, to create a planned education

market: Producers, including non-profit and for-profit
organizations, compete for public contracts, while
consumers buy services with vouchers rather than

cash (Le Grand, 2003). Through such a quasi-market,

the government may not only try to increase the supply
of education but also achieve other objectives, such as
cost-efficiency. For this to happen, non-state provision
would need to be more cost-efficient than public provision.
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Ideology is a key factor in attitudes on government'’s role in education spending and provision
Percentage of countries where ideology supporting a greater state role in redistribution (socioeconomic) and a liberal approach on
gender, religion, equality and environment issues (sociocultural) explains support for more public spending and provision in education,

by country income, 2016
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In principle, if cost-efficiency in running schools

is proven to be feasible, then this raises various
issues. Cost-efficiency should not be the preserve
and commercial secret of non-state schools; rather,
knowledge of such practices should be diffused
throughout the education system and be practised
by all schools, state and non-state alike.

Where would such gains come from? The largest
education cost is teacher salaries. If a case could be
made that teachers in a country were paid too much,
then this should be a matter for public policy to resolve,
not a reason to change the model of provision. Non-state
actors may increase cost-efficiency by hiring young or
unqualified teachers in a few schools, but this is not a
sustainable solution. Alternatively, non-state providers
may be tempted to reduce inputs by focusing on
subjects whose results are measured, which may matter
for their funding, while neglecting other subjects; this is
also not sustainable.

Finally, making reliable cost comparisons between state
and non-state schools is challenging. For instance, public
schools tend to serve more disadvantaged populations,
which are costlier to educate, and are more likely to be in
rural areas, where costs again are higher.

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
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DO NON-STATE ACTORS DELIVER EQUITY
AND INCLUSION IN EDUCATION?

The second set of arguments is about equity and
inclusion. Those who oppose non-state schools point to
problems caused by school choice. If parents can choose
the school they want, without any guiding regulations,
then the richest are most likely to be able to afford the
best, often non-state schools, exacerbating inequality,
stratification and segregation.

Recent reports by UN Special Rapporteurs on the right to
education argue that privatization promotes segregation
and group differentiation due to the cost of access

to various types of schools, and that private schools
often mislead ill-informed parents about the quality of
education they offer (Singh, 2015).

There are equity implications in making education goods
or services marketable. Parental decision making requires
good information. However, information on school
characteristics is lacking or, if it exists, is unequally
provided, as more disadvantaged populations have less
access to it. Moreover, there are several hard-to-reach
populations to whom providers may be reluctant to
provide services, such as those living in remote areas
(Srivastava, 2020).


https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000372938/PDF/372938eng.pdf.multi
https://gem-report-2021.unesco.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/1.3.xlsx

In 2019, human rights, academic and advocacy experts
formulated 10 ‘quiding principles on the human rights
obligations of States to provide public education and

to regulate private involvement in education’, known as
the Abidjan Principles (Skelton et al., 2019). The principles
aim to provide a normative framework to inform debate
and assessment of privatization’s role in education

so as to guide countries in implementing related
international law (Adamson et al., 2021). They accept that
governments can fund non-state schools that comply
with government standards. Some of the principles call
for mechanisms of public accountability, regulation and
compliance monitoring.

Proponents of non-state provision support these
mechanisms and argue that, far from violating the
right to education, non-state providers contribute

to its fulfilment. In this view, international law does
not prescribe how states must fulfil their education
obligation. Thus governments can choose a mix of
public and private education as long as they assume
responsibility for regulation that imposes reasonable
obligations (Emmerson, 2020).

In many contexts, non-state actors have filled genuine
gaps in education provision, often for disadvantaged
groups neglected by public systems. Governments are
often reluctant to set up schools in informal settlements.
A review of slums/underserved areas in Pakistan’s eight
largest cities found that 25% lacked schools; in the

rest, 74% of the schools were private (CHIP Training

and Consulting, 2020). Non-state actors also make
valuable contributions in crisis and emergency contexts.
Following the catastrophic earthquake in Nepal in 2015,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) provided
supplementary education structures in locations the
government was slow to reach (Street Child, 2021). In El
Salvador, in urban areas afflicted by violence and gangs,
the share of enrolment in non-state schools is double the
national average (USAID et al., 2018).

A separate set of considerations relates to inclusion.
Some of those who think government should not have
a primary role in education provision challenge its
authority to decide on education content or its ability
to deliver education of a desired standard. Reasons
include religion, political ideology, mother tongue and
accessibility for learners with disabilities. Members of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights drafting
committee were influenced by the then-recent memory
of how public education was used to indoctrinate youth
during the Nazi regime in Germany. They wanted to
provide a counterpoint to the contested reference

to education being compulsory, which had been

approved by only a single vote margin in May 1948.

In addition, they were motivated by their national

and other contexts. Led by Lebanon, where education
was traditionally segregated along sectarian lines,

the UN General Assembly adopted the paragraph on
the parental right 'to choose the kind of education
that shall be given to their children’, albeit by a small
margin, 17 votes to 13 (with 7 abstentions), in November
1948 (Stanfield, 2021).

In many countries, some groups would prefer education
to be adapted to their beliefs and principles. Parents may
make a case for separate and non-state provision due to
concern that the local public school threatens the values
of the cultural, ethnic, linguistic or religious community
in which they want to raise their child. Governments
may argue that this conflicts with their commitment to
ensure equitable and inclusive education and interferes
with their ability to apply uniform standards in an effort
to provide the same quality of education to all children,
without exception.

Nevertheless, governments explicitly or implicitly
delegate responsibility to non-state actors for various
reasons. In a post-conflict environment, a government
may allow non-state actors to provide education as

a peacebuilding measure, for instance to an ethnic
minority. Governments may allow religious communities
to run schools, although some of these schools may
controversially seek exceptions from the national
curriculum, for instance in science or civic education.

In most countries, education for children with disabilities
was historically provided by non-state charitable actors.
Over time, governments have adopted legislation on
inclusive education that expects all children to attend
local mainstream schools. But when their transition

is not well prepared, these students may suffer from
prejudice and stigmatization. Parents who feel public
schools are not catering for the needs of their children
may place them back into non-state special schools.
Who is to blame for parallel education systems?

States that inadequately fund mainstream schools,

or non-state actors that respond to family demands?
Conversely, non-state schools reacting to pressure to
compete may exclude some students, including children
with disabilities, violating core principles of equity and
non-discrimination in education.

Last but not least, non-state actors influence equity

and inclusion in education in contrasting ways. Several
civil society organizations and, recently, philanthropic
foundations have advocated for education to be inclusive,
supporting legislation and policy changes. But when
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such actors’ advocacy efforts are so strong that they
effectively lead public debate and determine policy
change, questions arise as to whether such influence is
legitimate or undermines democratic processes.

DO NON-STATE ACTORS BRING MORE
INNOVATION TO EDUCATION?

Proponents of non-state involvement in education
assert that it helps increase innovation. Many ideas that
have transformed understandings of pedagogy emerged
at the margins of public education systems or even
outside them. A review of the lives of leading thinkers on
education shows that many questioned public education
systems’ ability to educate people (IBE, 2006). They
called for these systems to be fundamentally overhauled
or bypassed. Many were ostracized by the very systems
they sought to improve, or found more conducive
settings in which to apply their ideas, some of which
were eventually brought into public education, often
heavily diluted.

Public education systems have grown into large
centralized bureaucracies that can lose sight of the
populations they need to serve. A common criticism

is that they blunt initiative, force standardization and
demotivate students and teachers. Non-state actors
could address unmet needs, offering opportunities for
dedicated educators to innovate in education delivery
and management without the burden of administrative
rules. An analysis of 3,000 innovations in education
(‘an idea or technology that is a break from previous
practice, and is often new in a particular context, even
if not new to the world’) suggested that 60% were
implemented by NGOs, 26% by for-profit organizations
and 12% by public actors (Winthrop, 2018, p. 6). NGOs
innovate in areas from content (e.g. entrepreneurship
education) to inputs (e.g. supplementary reading
materials) and from systems (e.g. teacher motivation)
to monitoring (e.g. accountability).

However, innovation is often a buzzword, self-reported and
possibly exaggerated for fundraising or publicity. Trying to
claim a competitive advantage, non-state providers may
point to what is not working in public education, sowing
distrust. But what is presented as successful innovation

in small-scale controlled environments may not be
innovative, let alone replicable.

Some non-state actors are testing whether their
innovations work in public education systems. Promoting
Equality in African Schools, a UK-based NGO operating

32 secondary schools in Uganda and Zambia, works in
collaboration with Uganda’s education ministry to adapt
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and implement components of its support and supervision
model (Chu and Channa, 2019). Pratham, an Indian

NGO, has implemented its Read India, a programme
which supports the acquisition of foundational literacy
and numeracy skills both directly with schools and
communities and indirectly in collaboration with state
and local governments (Banerji and Chavan, 2016).
Escola Nova 21, an alliance of non-state actors and the
Barcelona Provincial Council, aimed to strengthen the
public school system in Catalonia, Spain. It consolidated
school transformation projects and experimented

with protocols for system-wide change (Escola Nova
21,2020). But these are exceptions; few non-state
actors have incentives to support state education.

Delivering innovation is a complex task for public
education systems. Changes need to be piloted

and tested for scalability. Challenges can include
bureaucratic obstacles, organizational capacity gaps,
lack of teacher and parental motivation, limited
financial means and political meddling and opposition.
However, public education systems are not negatively
predisposed to innovation by design. There are a
variety of mechanisms to introduce change.

Debate on innovation is often obscured by key concepts
being referred to in contradictory ways. Standardization
is maligned by those opposing what they see as

public education systems’ rigidity, conformity and

lack of differentiation. But those defending equity in
education promote standardization in their efforts

to abolish selective schools and champion common
core curricula to ensure standards are met in all
schools. While dismissing the idea that standardization
necessarily means uniformity of approach, they
suggest that non-state education provision is

more likely to lead to standardization in that sense,
arguing that competitive pressure, often influenced

by private providers, may accelerate a tendency

to conform. Ultimately, whether standardization
discourages innovation depends on what standards are
defined, how they are measured and assessed, what
incentives exist to achieve them and what feedback
mechanisms are in place so schools can learn from
good practices. The risks increase when standards are
defined using a narrow set of learning outcomes.

Terms such as ‘accountability’, ‘autonomy’ and ‘choice’
have been both hailed and demonized as organizational
principles of education. They are commonly linked

to non-state actors’ increasing role in education.

For instance, the World Bank based its promotion of
private education provision on the concepts of local
decision making and fiscal decentralization; school


https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10833-016-9285-5

autonomy regarding resources, personnel and content;
standards and accountability mechanisms; and parental
voice (Baum et al,, 2014). But granting more authority to
local government, schools and parents may exacerbate
inequality in allocations between rich and poor districts,
urban and rural schools, and more and less educated
parents. Choice, the driver of competition in the
marketplace, may not work the same way in education.
While any of these ideas can be examined on their
merits, they do not necessarily justify a bigger role for
non-state, and particularly private, education provision.

MYTHS ABOUT STATE AND NON-STATE
ACTORS IN EDUCATION PREVAIL

This report looks at a wide set of evidence from around
the world to review the role non-state actors play in
education. As noted above, any actor that does not
represent the state is considered a non-state actor

with a voice and stake in education, from impoverished
parents spending money on education to corporations
whose market dominance can shape education systems.
The report does not just look at non-state actors in
education through the conventional perspective of
private schools but also examines other direct and
indirect activities, from private tuition and assessment
systems to influence on university research agendas
and sales of educational toys. It maps activities that
affect people of various ages, from young children in
care to adults in professional training, which is mainly
provided by non-state actors. Ten recurring myths about
state and non-state actors in education are questioned
throughout this report.

State and non-state actors can be clearly distinguished.
There are multiple types of non-state schools

Values/Religion Profit Pedagogy

State-funded State-managed State-owned

not partly fully not partly  fully not partly fully

Low-fee High-fee

Discussion of non-state actors in education typically
involves a binary classification: public and private
schools. In practice, the landscape is more complex

and distinctions are far less clear-cut. Non-state actors
are highly heterogeneous. They enter the education
sector for diverse reasons related to ideas, values,
beliefs and interests. Many enter into formal or informal
organizational arrangements with government, including
contracting and public-private partnerships, which

blur distinguishing lines. While actors usually have a
defined purpose (e.g. provision, finance, regulation,
management), with agreed terms of reference

(e.g. objectives, time period, resource-sharing),

the processes governing them are not neat, orderly,
linear, rational or collaborative. Power between and
among state and non-state actors is not equally

shared or balanced. Interests are neither symbiotic nor
focused solely or even primarily on increasing quality or
efficiency. They likely result from bargaining between
actors having different, incomplete or privileged
information. Formal rules are mediated through informal
norms and sometimes hidden practices for advantage,
including economic gain, legitimacy and extension of
influence or power (Srivastava, 2020).
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The extent of privatization is known

Descriptions of trends in the role of non-state actors
often rely on the share of private institutions in total
enrolment. After the share grew by 7 percentage points
to 17% in primary and 26% in secondary education
within a 10-year period, it has remained relatively
stable since 2014. But these statistics underestimate
the extent of privatization if they exclude unregistered
institutions and overestimate it if they classify as
private institutions that, for all intents and purposes,
are public. Nor do they reflect the fact that technical,
vocational and adult education largely takes place

at work, outside the government’s purview. Even in
countries with no official non-state provision, including
Cuba (Gonzales, 2014) and the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea (Hui, 2019), the private tutoring
industry has grown in recent years. How do countries
account for public school teachers who supplement
their income by teaching students after hours?

How public is an education system that outsources
textbooks, assessment or data management, or even
catering and transport? Is a government policy

written by a lobbuyist still considered public?
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The private sector is to blame for privatization in education

Opponents of non-state education provision often
blame providers for private schools’ growth, but the
growth seems to be a symptom, not the cause. The vast
majority of private providers are single-proprietor
schools. They emerged in response to genuine parental
concerns about public school quality lowered by neglect.
Many low- and middle-income countries’' problems

in public education may not be of their own making.
Severe structural adjustment programmes often
reduced funding available to public education and other
services. Institutions that took decades to build quickly
unravelled and were impossible to restore. When the
decline in quality became clear, rich and, to a lesser
extent, also poorer households left the public system,
which undermined its support and left it underfunded.
Related factors that may have exacerbated such
situations include elitism among political leaders, which
increased their tolerance for inequality and reduced
their commitment to protect public education and the
disadvantaged populations that benefited from it.


https://www.aljazeera.com/features/2014/1/4/private-schools-gain-popularity-in-cuba
https://www.dailynk.com/english/tenfold-increase-in-private-education-cost-over-last-decade-in-north-korea/

Public education is equitable.

Another myth is that public education is free.
Households often incur high education costs through
hidden fees, avoidable out-of-pocket payments and
additional expenditure to compensate for what public
schools do not offer. Few policies and programmes (none
in poor countries) target marginalized populations for
benefiting from public education expenditure. While it is
common to criticize education systems that have opened
the doors to non-state providers, which exacerbate
inequality, many public education systems fail to
prevent stratification and segregation. An index of social
diversity in schools in Latin America, based on the results
of the Programme for International Student Assessment,
found that Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Mexico had similar
high levels of segregation in 2018 (OECD, 2019), although
only Chile tends to be criticized for the high share of
private institutions in primary and secondary enrolment.

Parents base school choice on robust information
about quality.

A foundational assumption among those who support
non-state schools and school choice is that parents,

as consumers, have access to information about the
best schools and use that information efficiently.

In practice, as the previous myth suggests, thisis a
fallacy. Differences between schools are small. Although
a visit to a school may reveal a lot about its quality,

few information sources, if any, can identify better
schools from a distance. What defines a better school

is contested and cannot be summarized in a single
score. The data required to identify the value schools
add to children’s academic outcomes are too complex
for most countries to manage, let alone communicate.
In any case, parents often ignore such information. They
choose schools that appeal to them for other reasons:
religious beliefs, convenience and students’ demographic
characteristics. In fact, parents often look for schools
whose students have the social status to which they
aspire and take advice from their social networks. Finally,
in practice, school choice is not available for many
households, notably those in rural areas.
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Competition leads to school improvement.

Another tenet of supporters of non-state activity

in education is that change is better than the status
quo. Public institutions transform slowly; public
education institutions are particularly slow to respond
to individual and societal demands for relevant skills.
Civil servants who do not perform are often protected,
and vested interests block innovations that could
increase efficiency and quality. Alternative providers
and the opportunity to choose them should ensure that
public schools accelerate needed reforms. In everyday
life, accountability and healthy competition motivate
some people to improve. In the economic sphere,

firms compete to survive, as profit making is why they
exist. But it is not clear how such dynamics play out

in education. Studies that demonstrate system-wide
effects of competition are rare, due to the complexity of
the subject matter, and findings have been inconclusive.
Worse, competition can lead non-state schools to
pander to parents’ aspirations, against good pedagogical
practice. For instance, they may choose English as

the language of instruction no matter what language
learners speak at home.
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Private schools and universities are better.

Whether private schools and universities are better
than public ones is much debated. Comparison of public
and private school examination pass rates is the usual
evidence relied upon for school league tables as reported
by the media and read by parents. The same is true of
university rankings, which have grown in number and
popularity as basic reference points of performance.

In practice, comparisons should take into account
differences between school and university types.
Student intake varies, with better-off, well-educated
and highly aspirational parents far more likely to choose
a private school. Private schools, in turn, may be able

to screen students to maximize the possibility of top
results. Often (though not always) better resourced,
they can more easily fulfil the potential of easy-to-teach
students. When such factors are controlled for,

the gap between public and private schools is usually
slashed or eliminated. And this is just one comparison
criterion. Should only final results be compared, not the
contribution of each school and university type to
improvement of students’ results? Should academic
outcomes be compared, but not life skills? At what point
in life should results be compared?



The private sector is a solution to the
out-of-school challenge.

With more than 350 million primary and secondary
school students enrolled in private institutions,

it is sometimes argued that non-state actors can

help increase enrolment levels and contribute to
achievement of SDG 4. It is true that crisis is inevitable
if these students switch over to the public education
system, as happened in countries where students left
private schools during the COVID-19 pandemic due to
financial issues or dissatisfaction with the schools.
However, non-state actors are not operating at the
scale necessary to contribute to universal primary and
secondary education completion. Private schools are
booming in urban areas, where enrolment levels are
already close to universal. But they are largely absent
in rural areas. And in low- and middle-income countries,
children from the richest 20% of households are 10 times
more likely to attend a private school than their peers
from the poorest 20%. The potential of low-fee private
schools to improve equity has been exaggerated.

The private sector is a solution to education financing gaps.

The Education 2030 Framework for Action holds

high hopes that the ‘private sector, philanthropic
organizations and foundations can play an important
role, using their ... business expertise and financial
resources to strengthen public education’, because
‘the private sector has emerged as a contributor

with significant potential to complement resources
for education’. The Global Partnership for Education
developed its Private Sector Strategy to ‘engage,
co-create and leverage private sector ... finance' to
advance its goals. Such documents suggest that
private-sector organizations can fill the financing gap
to achieve SDG 4. There is no evidence so far that they
are willing or able to do so. But the private sector could
make many other contributions. The obvious one is
paying tax, especially in low- and lower-middle-income
countries where domestic revenue mobilization

rates are low and opportunities for tax evasion and
avoidance are rife. Corporations could refrain from
corruption and from lobbying that distorts public
spending in education. The private sector leads

in terms of skills development but could do more.
Businesses could take a stronger lead in offering
childcare services as required by national regulations.
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Regulations can address all concerns about
non-state provision.

There is consensus that non-state activity in education
should be regulated. Not everyone should be allowed

to open a school. Not every building is suitable to

host students. Not every textbook should be used

in classrooms. Getting these basic conditions met is
challenging, as governments tend to do little monitoring
of any regulations imposed. But the main concern is that
regulations do not meaningfully address how to promote
equity and quality. Non-state education activity can
have system-wide implications on equity and quality.

Yet few governments monitor whether the flight of
wealthier households to private schools segregates the
education system. Few governments monitor how much
money households pay out of pocket for education

and what this means for equity. Many governments
allow selective school admissions. Few regulate private
supplementary tuition or lobbying, which remains largely
undefined under the guise of partnerships. Even fewer
have the resources to implement and enforce regulations
effectively. Finally, regulations cannot fix problems. They
provide guidance to actors who have to abide by them to
ensure equitable education.

CHAPTER 1« INTRODUCTION

GUIDE TO THE REPORT

About a quarter of a century ago in the United States,
when evidence started emerging about the unequal
effects of new organizational forms in public education
based on school choice, the authors of an early study
aptly summarized the findings with two questions: Who
chooses? Who loses? (Fuller and ElImore, 1996). As more
evidence accumulates on the mechanics, effectiveness
and consequences of school choice around the world,
the Global Education Monitoring Report takes these
questions to a global audience. Recommendations at the
end of this chapter refer to the most important debates
in relation to achieving SDG 4.

The thematic part of the report is organized into

seven chapters. The first four address key aspects

of non-state activity in primary and secondary
education - provision, regulation, financing and
influence - and the last three review these aspects

at other education levels, which tend to receive less
attention: early childhood education, tertiary education
and technical, vocational and adult education.

Chapter 2 analyses three kinds of provision of education
goods and services. First, core education services

are examined. A typology of non-state schools is
developed, based on their relationship with the state,
motivations of their establishment and costs to
households. The prevalence of non-state providers

and their key characteristics, such as resources and
outcomes, are monitored. Second, other learning-related
support goods and services are reviewed, including
supplementary private tutoring and textbook publishing.
Third, the chapter addresses other support goods

and services, increasingly procured privately, such as
infrastructure and catering. The effects of different
kinds of non-state provision on access, equity, inclusion,
quality, learning and efficiency are discussed.

Chapter 3 focuses on governance and regulation of
non-state actors in education and whether existing
mechanisms are fit for purpose. It approaches the
issue from a system-wide perspective, recognizing
that both public and private actors need to be held
accountable for compliance with minimum standards.
The analysis covers entry and exit, affordability,
teachers and curricula, and quality assurance. It is based
on profiles of regulatory practices in 211 education
systems, prepared by the GEM Report team and
available at the Profiles for Enhancing Education


https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED414628

Reviews (PEER) website. Special attention is paid
to regulation implementation and enforcement.

Chapter 4 examines financing aspects of non-state
activity in education. It looks at the ways governments
support non-state providers, the extent to which
households shoulder a share of total education costs,
engagement of non-state actors by donors and the
role of corporations and philanthropic foundations as
education funders.

Chapter 5 reviews an often overlooked factor, the role

of influence in swaying public opinion and public

policy for or against non-state actors in education.

It describes diverse channels, such as advocacy, research,
funding, lobbying and the selling of goods and services,
and various non-state actors, including corporations,
teacher unions, civil society organizations, think tanks,
private-sector associations and the media.

Chapter 6 looks at early childhood care and education,
where non-state provision is more prevalent than in
primary and secondary education in many countries,
and where compliance with standards needs to be
closely monitored.

Chapter 7 unpacks the special case of tertiary education,
where expansion of private provision has been rapid

in several countries, posing particular challenges for
governments that wish to promote equity and assure
quality. Post-secondary teacher training institutions are
another area in which non-state provision has emerged.

Chapter 8 looks at technical, vocational and adult
education and training, where non-state actors are
dominant. Public provision is limited to general skills,
while public funding mechanisms try to encourage
businesses to provide more on-the-job training and
individuals to continue developing their skills.

Finally, the monitoring part of the report, Chapters 9 to
21, serves two purposes. It updates on progress towards
the SDG 4 targets, including the interrelationship of
education with three other SDGs and the evolution

of education financing, based on data mostly up to
20179. In addition, it summarizes the latest evidence on
the impact of COVID-19 on each SDG 4 target. This is
the most serious crisis ever to have hit all the world’s
education systems at once, and has also negatively
affected data systems. As the crisis continues to unfold,
insights are emerging from scattered evidence.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The diversity of non-state activity in education is often
not understood. Far from a simple public vs private
dichotomuy, there is a variety of non-state school

types in terms of management, ownership, financing,
motivations, profit orientation and fee charging, as well
as various types of relationship with the state. Moreover,
the role of non-state actors extends well beyond
provision of schooling to many other interventions (e.qg.
from learning assessments to supplementary tuition),
at various education levels (e.g. from young children
receiving care to adults learning foreign languages)

and through multiple channels of influence (e.g. from
lobbying to research). The question for policymakers

is not just about whether non-state involvement in
education meets agreed standards of quality, but also
how non-state actors help or hinder efforts to ensure
equity and inclusion in education.

Two strategic directions, relating to funding and
provision, stand out in relation to governments’ task

of protecting and fulfilling the right to education. First,
governments pledged in 2015 that all children and young
people would have free, publicly funded access to a year
of pre-primary and 12 years of primary and secondary
education. However, with one in three countries devoting
less than 4% of GDP and 15% of total public spending

to education - the internationally agreed minimum
benchmarks - it is clear that many are not matching this
commitment with the required funding.

Second, governments need to decide how strong a role
they will play in delivering and managing education. Their
perspectives vis-a-vis school choice and non-state actors
vary widely. In some countries, for cultural, religious and
historical reasons, non-state actors have long been a
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foundation of the education system; in other countries,
the role of non-state actors has been limited. A few
introduced school choice as a conscious strategy to
revamp the education system.

But for many poorer countries, a switch to school choice
happened almost imperceptibly. Just as campaigns to
accelerate mass education were taking off, drastic cuts in
public education spending in the 1980s and early 1990s led
to the erosion of public education quality. Communities,
especially but not exclusively those better off, began

to meet their own education needs, rejecting the public
education system. With demand for schooling expanding
at unprecedented rates, governments decided that
oversight was beyond their means. Trust in governments
to provide education was broken and hence support for
public financing of education was undermined.

Various non-state actors have become more visible in
many aspects of education. Businesses make choices
about whether education is a lucrative activity and how
to market their goods and services, but also to whom
they are answerable: just shareholders or others as well?
NGOs and civil society organizations choose priorities
and decide how to address them: Should they fill gaps
or advocate for the state to do so? Foundations also set
priorities and choose how to influence society and how
closely to work with education systems. Teachers and
their organizations make choices that can strengthen or
erode trust in public education systems.

The report’s rallying call - Who chooses? Who loses? - is
an invitation for policymakers to question relationships
with non-state actors in terms of fundamental choices:
between freedom of choice and equity, the two poles
of education as a human right; between encouraging
initiative (i.e. improving quality anywhere in the system)
and setting standards (i.e. improving quality for all
learners); between population groups of different
means and different needs; between their immediate
commitments (i.e. 12 years of free education under

SDG 4) and those that are to be progressively realized
(e.g. post-secondary education); and between education
and other social sectors.

At the same time, as evidence in this introduction

suggests, most parents would like their children to have
access to a local, inclusive public school of good quality;
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they do not want uneven distribution of school quality,
which forces parents to search for a school that would
be better than the local school. They would prefer a
guaranteed place for their children at the local school
over having to go through a selective and competitive
admission process. Although parents may vary in the
priority they give to their children’s education, no parent
wants to spend out of pocket for what the education
system should be providing.

With these thoughts in mind, the following
recommendations were framed to help #RighttheRules to
ensure that equity in education is protected in financing,
quality, governance, innovation and policy making. The aim
is to harness the contributions non-state actors can make
to deliver education of quality without sacrificing equality.
Mobilizing this potential could also challenge governments
to purposefully address low quality and inequality that
afflict public provision. The recommendations are primarily
aimed at governments, whose responsibility it is to
protect and fulfil the right to education. However, they are
also meant to be used as an advocacy tool by all education
actors committed to supporting progress towards SDG 4.
As such, the recommendations call on all actors, state and
non-state alike, to play #RightbytheRules.

Establishing a strong legal framework and an enabling
policy and regulatory environment built on standards,
information, incentives and accountability must be done
in a participatory, transparent and equitable manner
through coordination, collaboration and cooperation.
Mechanisms need to be coherent across government
bodies and programmes; reflect input from non-state
actors, parents and communities; and incorporate good
practice from other countries. They should not dilute
government responsibilities for guaranteeing the right
to education.

Compared to the attention given to choice and market
mechanisms as levers to promote efficiency and
innovation in education, this report looks at state

and non-state actors through the lens of equity and
inclusion, two commitments to which all countries
subscribed in 2015. The recommendation is therefore
that, in their laws, policies and programmes related to
non-state actors, governments need to provide clear
answers to these five core questions from an equity
and inclusion perspective.



1. DOES THE FINANCING OF EDUCATION FAVOUR
SOME LEARNERS AND EXCLUDE OTHERS?

Fulfil the commitment to make 1 year of pre-primary and
12 years of primary and secondary education free — but
publicly financed need not mean publicly provided if equity
can be ensured

In many countries, far from education being free, families
are forced to spend a significant amount, even when
they send their children to public schools: more than
60% of total education spending in Kenya, Zambia and
Zimbabwe comes from households whose children are
attending public schools. About 16% of households save
and 8% borrow to pay fees in low- and middle-income
countries, often a consequence of governments not
spending enough.

Governments should make education of good quality free at
the point of access. They need to ensure that households
do not pay for education goods and services that their
countries have committed to make available free of
charge. Eliminating formal fees is an obvious starting
point but is rarely enough, as such fees are usually a
small part of total costs. Providing learning materials to
all for free and not imposing costly requirements that do
not contribute to learning, such as uniforms, are other
necessary steps.

Governments need to monitor out-of-pocket education
spending with household income and expenditure surveys.
Formal payments are often the only ones to which
governments pay attention. They often turn their
eyes away from other less well documented costs that
increase inequality, such as private supplementary
tuition. The effectiveness of policies that aim to target
resources at disadvantaged learners needs to be
evaluated and not assumed.

All providers, state and non-state, must offer the same
conditions to students. Support to strengthening
public education systems has to be a priority.

But a commitment for education to be publicly
funded does not mean that all education must be
publicly provided. In Finland and the Netherlands,
funding depends not on school type but on number
of students, with additional funds allocated for
students from disadvantaged backgrounds and with
special education needs. A foundation for equity is
that all education institutions be treated as part of
a single system with common rules and common
financial support and oversight mechanisms.

Any attempts to diversify provision should be designed in

a way that ensures equity. Countries that encourage the
diversification of provision, for instance by contracting
out the management of public schools, subsidizing

the operational costs of private schools or funding
households to attend the school of their choice,

can easily end up benefiting learners who are well off.
Three common design flaws need to be avoided in any
mechanism that provides financial support to non-state
actors: explicit or implicit student selection; explicit or
implicit fee charges; and the operation of profit-seeking
schools. Each of these poses a threat to equity.

Schools should not select students. Countries are
committed to non-discrimination in education, a principle
that must be reflected in school admission policies. This
challenge affects state and non-state schools alike.

At the same time, the right of families and students

to choose is enshrined in conventions and legislations.
Yet school choice can also exacerbate inequality. Poorer
families tend to have fewer options to choose from. They
have access to less accurate information on which to
base their choice or may lack the skills to use information
effectively. Even when information on schools is

publicly available, it may be irrelevant or misleading:
Measures of school quality tend to be narrow, naive

and subject to schools manipulating data to make
themselves appealing. To limit unintended consequences,
governments should finance schools adequately and
ensure that all schools meet quality standards. Choice
should not be used to compensate for weak government
accountability mechanisms in education.

Non-state providers funded by the state should not charge
any fees. While all countries should aim to ensure that
pre-primary, primary and secondary education are free,
many are far from this ideal. Several countries, often
with higher than average income inequality, have many
independent fee-charging private education institutions.
Even government-dependent private institutions
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charge fees. Along with ensuring timely and adequate
government funding for aided schools, as an intermediate
step all governments should cap school fees and ban
add-on fees. As of 2021, 55% of countries did not impose
a cap on the cost of childcare and 30% of countries did
not have regulations controlling fee levels in primary and
secondary education. Several states in India have fee
regulatory committees. Alternatively, governments could
regulate fees indirectly by establishing a reference price
to calculate support levels for poor students in non-state
schools, as in Chile and Céte d'lvoire, or introduce
progressive fee and other financial support policies that
target the most disadvantaged.

Profit making is inconsistent with the commitment to guarantee
free pre-primary, primary and secondary education. Ultimately,
governments should value equity more than businesses’
equity value. Interim measures, such as regulating or
banning profit making, can be used to address school
choice policies that exacerbate inequality. Currently, only
17% of countries ban for-profit provision in pre-primary
education and 28% in primary and secondary education.

2. DO ALL LEARNERS RECEIVE THE QUALITY OF
EDUCATION THEY ARE ENTITLED TO, OR ARE
SOME SHORT-CHANGED?

Establish quality standards that apply to all state and
non-state education institutions

Much attention is given to whether non-state schools
are better than state schools. Non-state school
admission selectivity makes this question difficult to
answer. Most studies suggest that, if there are any
differences between state and non-state schools, they
are small once student background is taken into account.
The main question for governments is whether each
school meets the same standards. Equitable access to
quality is a government responsibility.
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Governments need to establish quality standards that apply
to all education institutions. Quality standards, covering
not just inputs but also processes and results, protect
those who have the most to lose. They should also
cover safety (from teacher conduct to infrastructure)
and inclusion (from non-discrimination to curriculum).
These standards should not be so onerous that they
divert resources from teaching and learning, especially
in disadvantaged schools. They should relate to where
schools are and help them improve. Their achievement
should be assessed for each school, state or non-state,
and publicly reported to increase accountability.

Teachers should be valued as professionals in all schools.
Teacher qualifications and professional development
opportunities should not vary by provider. In some
countries, non-state providers have based their
cost-efficiency on recruiting unqualified teachers at low
salaries. Segmented teacher labour markets and wide
inequality in teacher pay and conditions are strong signs
of a malfunctioning education system. Governments
need to gradually address all root causes of such
imbalances. Whether in the private or the public system,
teachers should have their labour rights protected. This
was highlighted during the COVID-19 pandemic, when
many private school teachers had their salaries cut or
contracts terminated.

Quality assurance mechanisms need to be in place to monitor
and enforce standards. Some non-state providers may
enjoy considerable autonomy for historical or cultural
reasons and be reluctant to accept scrutiny, whether
they are faith-based or profit-oriented. Government
oversight through school inspections, evaluations and
learning assessments should be common to all providers.
State capacity to implement these mechanisms should
be factored into their design.

Countries need stronger quality assurance processes in
technical, vocational and tertiary education. As governments
increasingly subsidize individuals or contract with
companies to promote training, they need to protect
the most disadvantaged, who are vulnerable to fraud.
Likewise, for-profit universities have come under
scrutiny for offering education at the lowest end of the
quality spectrum and engaging in malpractice. In Brazil,
competition authorities have been struggling against
market concentration. In the United States, 7 of the

10 biggest for-profit education companies have been
found guilty of deceptive business practices, including
predatory recruitment and marketing strategies.



Governments need to prevent private supplementary tuition
from having a negative impact on system quality and equity.
Countries need to monitor private tutoring through
surveys. Policy responses could include measures

to support those at risk of not benefiting from such
services, as in Japan; tutor teaching permit requirements,
as in Malaysia; tutor standards, as in the Russian
Federation and Ukraine; and online registers for better
oversight, as in the Republic of Korea. China recently
banned online private tutoring out of concern that it
would negatively affect public education. Bans on private
tutoring by serving teachers have been introduced,
including in Kenya and Pakistan. However, enforcing

such bans could lead to an informal market. The priority
should be on addressing root causes, such

as low teacher pay and high-stakes final examinations.

3. ARE REGULATIONS EFFECTIVE
AND FEASIBLE OR DO THEY HAVE
UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES THAT
HARM DISADVANTAGED LEARNERS?

Establish common monitoring and support processes that
apply to all state and non-state education institutions

Regulation of non-state activity in education should
ensure that equity and inclusion standards are met in
infrastructure, curricula, learning materials or teacher
certification. But in practice, rules are often poorly
designed or weakly implemented, leaving the door open
for misconduct. Regulations need to treat non-state
providers with trust as partners, rather than antagonists.
And they need to protect the most vulnerable from
exploitation.

Governments need a clear vision and framework of how they
want to engage non-state actors and communicate this
vision through regulations. It is inconsistent to promote
access to public education when a parallel private
supplementary tuition system is prospering; to promote
equity when a private childcare market offers unequal
chances to young children from the start; to promote
quality when private provision creates segregation

and offers high standards only for some; and to
promote inclusion when some schools can set their

own admission criteria and fees. Governments should
develop clear policy on such issues and use regulations
to address them. The regulations should focus not on
administrative details and unrealistic input standards,
such as land and infrastructure requirements, but on
education processes and results related to health, safety,
quality and equity. Regulations should be periodically
reviewed and incrementally adjusted in a transparent
and participatory way, with input invited from state and
non-state schools.

Education providers should always be regulated as

education entities by education authorities and never just as
commercial entities by market regulators. Some providers
are regulated as businesses in early childhood care and
education, private supplementary tuition and vocational
training. Similarly, other providers are supervised by
social protection ministries or religious authorities.
Fragmentation of responsibilities implies that the
education system is not seen as a whole, leading to
both duplication and gaps.

Regulations need to be simple, transparent and efficient.

The paradox is that regulatory capacity is lowest

where the need for it, and the potential for corruption,

is highest. Where capacity to monitor and enforce
impractical rules is lacking, regulations become irrelevant
and counterproductive. Governments need to develop
more feasibly monitored standards, listening to all
stakeholders in an inclusive process. In sub-Saharan
African cities, including Accra, Kampala and Lagos, bribes
to government officials are common and only a fraction
of non-state education providers are registered. Lack

of monitoring capacity has also led to corruption in

the Global North in cases involving non-state actors in
vocational, technical and tertiary education, with issues
such as illegal admissions, aggressive marketing, unfair
treatment of staff and embezzlement of subsidies.
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Governments need to be honest about the causes of the
phenomenon they want to reqgulate. Just as they set
common standards for state and non-state schools, they
should also set common processes of monitoring and
support. They must have oversight of all learners and
cannot ignore those learners, often more disadvantaged,
who are served by non-state providers. Governments
also need to build a relationship of trust with non-state
providers, encouraging them to register, eliminating
arbitrariness in rules and communicating the right
incentives for them to run their schools effectively for
learners’ benefit. And they need to protect children whose
families have placed them in private schools and convey
the message that they care for all children’s education,
irrespective of what type of school they attend.

4. ARE GOOD IDEAS FOR EDUCATION
NURTURED OR STIFLED?

Facilitate the spread of innovation through the education
system for the common good

Nobody has a monopoly on good ideas. Education is a
social endeavour and a complex system. Policymakers
should be able to identify good practice and innovation
and to give good ideas time and space to develop.

The challenge for policymakers is to encourage
innovation, especially when the general public is likely
to prefer conformity over experimentation. But what
conditions promote or prevent innovations that tackle

CHAPTER 1« INTRODUCTION

the big challenges of education systems? How can such
innovations reach all and not just a few?

The government should work in partnership with all actors

to build an education system that works for all, prioritizing a
consultative approach. A culture of trust needs to be built
to promote innovation. Creating conditions and offering
platforms for multiple actors to interact and cooperate
can help the public education and training system
benefit from different views and different sources

of expertise and innovate to remain relevant. This is
especially important in the parts of the system most
affected by rapid change, such as skills development.

To start with, governments need to nurture innovation in the
public education system. Governments need to convey
the message that they are committed to excellence.
They should monitor learning and its determinants,
evaluate where good practices are taking place, compile
information about such practices, provide resources
enabling practitioners to exchange experiences, and pilot
good ideas and scale them up. Governments need fresh
ideas in education and should bring together those who
can develop them. To achieve that, they need to train
education officers to be able to identify and develop
such ideas.

Governments should also look for lessons from non-state
actors. Autonomous, contextualized and flexible
approaches to teaching and learning, especially as
regards marginalized learners, can generate new insights.
While governments may not run the non-state part of
the education system, they are responsible for oversight.
Admittedly, many governments have low capacity to
monitor and evaluate the public school system, let alone
a non-state one.

The government’s role is to create the right environment to
produce innovation. Education should not be seen as a
market where education ‘producers’ have incentives to
outcompete other providers. Instead, new ideas need to
be shared, tested and, if proven, adopted, with the state
facilitating the spread of ideas through the education
system and non-state actors volunteering ideas for the
common good rather than solely for economic motives.



5. ARE ALL VOICES GIVEN EQUAL
OPPORTUNITIES TO SHAPE THE
PUBLIC DEBATE IN EDUCATION?

Maintain the transparency and integrity of the public
education policy process so as to block vested interests

The mirror image of the case for innovation is the

need to protect education from narrow economic

and political interests. Just as policymakers should be
open to multiple voices, they need to be wary of both
loudspeakers and whisperers. Just as all actors should
have a genuine seat at the table, it is also essential for
communications with public officials about education
legislation, policy and regulation to be transparent.
Those with vested interests may be working to increase
their market share or political power rather than for the
public good. So how can public policy processes retain
their integrity? The relevance of this question increased
during the COVID-19 pandemic, which confronted
governments with difficult decisions, such as choices
over education technology.

Policymakers need to take into account insights and
perspectives from all stakeholders, not just the powerful.
Some strong actors have the potential to sway
policymakers enough to force their views into policy.
This can be done by lobbying behind closed doors

or through revolving doors enabling lobbyists and
policymakers to swap seats. Some actors popularize the
idea that education quality has fallen so much that only
drastic solutions outside government can help. As the
negative experience of contracting out state schools to
non-state managers in Liberia shows, there is no quick
route to resolving complex education challenges. Still,

it is counterproductive to discredit non-state actors’
involvement even when it offers quality-enhancing and
equity-oriented solutions for the system.

Governments need to monitor and safeguard against lobbying
by vested interests to prevent it from unduly influencing
public policy. To maintain trust in public policy processes,
a range of measures to promote transparency can be
applied, depending on capacity. These include open and
inclusive consultations; legislative committee hearings;
government or court petitions; freedom of information
acts promoting disclosure of donations to political
parties and meetings with senior government officials;
and rules against government officials who leave office
taking positions from which they could derive private
benefit, and against lobbyists and their sponsors taking
public office. These recommendations also apply to
international organizations, including UNESCO, all of
which need a clear policy on engaging with non-state
actors that prioritizes equity and inclusion.
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KEY MESSAGES

Non-state actors exist in multiple forms and provide education to 350 million children.

Non-state schools differ by management, financing, values, profit intent and fees charged.

The shares of private institutions worldwide increased from 10% in 2002 to 17% in 2013 in primary education
and from 19% in 2004 to 26% in 2014 in secondary education. They have since remained roughly constant.

For-profit schools are rare in middle- and high-income countries. Exceptions include Chile, where 26% of
15-year-olds attend such schools, and the United Arab Emirates, at 39%.

In the last decade, international schools’ numbers have almost doubled. Low-fee private schools are also
proliferating. About 18% in Ghana and 70% in Lagos, Nigeria, are unregistered.

Private schools tend to have better resources and attract richer students.

The richest households are 10 times more likely than the poorest to attend private primary school. Accounting
for peer effects and selection almost eliminated the private school advantage in 40 richer countries analysed
and slashed the premium of attending private school by half to two thirds in 31 low- and middle-income
countries.

In Latin American countries, public school students expect to participate in politics more than their private
school peers.

A review of 14 countries found that the top reasons for choosing a school were academic quality, teacher
quality, location and safety. Religion, ethnicity and culture also mattered. In seven sub-Saharan African
countries, parents’ satisfaction rates were higher for faith-based than for public schools.

Countries with choice policies have seen segregation increase. From 1998 to 2015, segregation of the lowest-
income students increased by about 15% in large districts in the United States, partly due to charter school
growth.

In addition to provision, non-state actors are involved in ancillary services.

Private tutoring, which is increasing even in regions where it had been uncommon, such as sub-Saharan Africa,
affects education system quality, teacher behaviour and equality. In India and Myanmar, teachers offering
tutoring put less effort into regular lessons.

The textbook industry is increasingly commercialized. Oversight varies dramatically by country: 12 of 50
countries have no process for approving instructional materials.

In recent years, many companies have been linking textbooks, assessment systems and online learning.
Market concentration can increase inequality and reduce accountability.

Governments are outsourcing more support services in education, including transport, technology and
food, but quality is not always protected. Several studies have found that districts in the United States
with privately managed cafeterias offer less healthy meals.
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Keg to discussion about non-state actors in education
is the perception that the number of students in
private schools has been growing. However, at least three
important issues on provision of education services by
non-state actors deserve closer scrutiny. First, schools
around the world defy simple categorization. Multiple
criteria can be used to classify schools, revealing high
diversity. Thus, determining the impact of non-state
expansion in education provision is not straightforward.

There are various ways to categorize
education providers

A Relationship with the state

e.g. ownership, management
A and financing
Independent
Dependent _
Objectives
\ 4 of providers

4 Values Profit }

Zero

High

GEM StatLink: https:/bit.ly/GEM2021_fig2_1
Source: GEM Report team.

Second, non-state schools have multiple effects, not all
of which have been explored with the same depth of
analysis. The effects on individual student outcomes,
both in the short and, to a lesser extent, long run,
including in domains other than education, have received
the most attention. However, there are important and
sometimes intractable questions on the effects of
non-state providers on education systems, notably on
equity, quality and efficiency. Is a parallel non-state
education system an isolated arrangement for the
children of wealthy or ambitious parents? Does it cause
the state system to improve or deteriorate?

Third, non-state actors’ engagement in education
provision is not limited to instruction. They are also
involved in other learning and support goods and services.
This chapter therefore also maps ancillary services

that routinely involve non-state actors, such as private
supplementary tuition, learning materials and outsourced
goods and services, from cleaning to catering.

ENROLMENT IN NON-STATE
SCHOOLS HAS BEEN GROWING

Non-state education providers defy easy categorization.
Criteria such as providers' relationship with the state,
their motivations and their price can be used to group
them (Figure 2.1). Yet all these criteria are on a continuum
and the boundaries between types are not always clear.
The degree to which any typology can be generalized
across countries depends on data availability and
national education systems' unique characteristics;
other criteria may be more important in some national
contexts than those captured here. However, regardless
of typology, evidence suggests that the role of non-state
actors in education provision has been growing.
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OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING
ARE THE USUAL CRITERIA FOR DEFINING
THE NON-STATE SECTOR

The UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) is the main
source of data on enrolment in public and private
institutions. It defines private education institutions
as those that are ‘not operated by a public authority
but controlled and managed, whether for profit

or not, by a private body (e.g. non-governmental
organisation, religious body, special interest

group, foundation or business enterprise)".

The share of private institutions worldwide increased
by 7 percentage points in about 10 years, from 10% in
2002 to 17% in 2013 in primary education and from
19% in 2004 to 26% in 2014 in secondary education,
but has since remained roughly constant.

There is significant regional variation. Central and
Southern Asia is the region with by far the highest
share of private enrolment: 36% in primary and
48% in secondary education in 2019. It has also

Private enrolment shares are highest in Southern Asia

Central and Southern Asia has the highest
share of private enrolment: 36% in primary
and 48% in secondary education

experienced the largest absolute increases since 2000.
The share generally does not exceed 20% in other
regions. The fastest increases in primary education
enrolment, with shares doubling or more, were observed
in Northern Africa and Western Asia and in Eastern and
South-eastern Asia, but the shares remain among the
world’s lowest at about 10%. Europe and Northern
America had the lowest rate of increase in primary
enrolment (remaining constant at about 10%) but the
highest rate of increase in secondary enrolment (from
9% in 2006 to 15% in 2014). The share of private
institutions grew more slowly than the global average in
sub-Saharan Africa and in Latin America and the
Caribbean (Figure 2.2).

Percentage of enrolment in private institutions, by education level, 1990-2019
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Source: UIS database.
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No relationship exists between the share of private
institutions and country income. While the share is
highest in lower-middle-income countries, influenced
by India, low-, upper-middle and high-income countries
report similar shares. However, some poorer countries
have low overall enrolment rates and above average
shares of private enrolment, which may suggest that
private institutions fill a gap in demand. In 13 countries,
at least 20% of lower secondary enrolment is in private
institutions, while the net enrolment rate is below

50%; of those, 10 are in sub-Saharan Africa, mostly
western Africa, 2 are in Central America (Guatemala and
Honduras) and Tis in Southern Asia (Pakistan) (Figure 2.3).

One dimension of non-state provision usually not captured
in the data relates to non-state actors operating schools
that are owned by the state. Analysis for this report

found that this was the case for private actors in 29 out of
96 countries, for faith-based actors in 17 out of 83 countries
and for other non-state actors in 19 of 81 countries.

The UIS definition of private schools focuses on
management and operation but ignores the distinction
between private schools that receive public funding

and those that do not. Analysis for this report found
that there are government-aided non-state schools

in 171 out of 204 countries: These include private
schools in 115 countries, faith-based schools in

120 countries; and non-governmental organization
(NGO) and community schools in 81 countries.

The Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA) defines private schools that receive less than
50% of their funds from public sources as ‘private
independent’ and the rest as ‘private dependent’ (OECD,
2019a). In a sample of 50 education systems with an
average private share of 19%, analysis of 2018 PISA
data suggests that about 46% of the private secondary
schools were dependent and 54% independent.

As with management, the reverse relationship where
non-state actors fund schools owned by the state is
less well known. Analysis for this report found that this
was the case for private actors in 31 out of 77 countries,
for faith-based actors in 8 out of 57 countries and for
foundations or philanthropic organizations in 21 out of
64 countries. However, available information does not
allow an assessment of the volume of this support.

Some poorer countries have a high share of private enrolment in lower secondary education even though overall

enrolment is low

Share of enrolment in private institutions and adjusted net enrolment rate, lower secondary education, 2018 or latest year
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Faith-based schools can be found
in 124 out of 196 countries

NON-STATE SCHOOLS DIFFER IN THEIR
FOUNDERS’ HIGHLY DIVERSE MOTIVATIONS

Many schooling systems have their roots in religious
or community education objectives. Faith-based and
community or NGO schools are typically motivated by
values and charitable duties.

Faith-based schools continue to be significant in much
of the world. Analysis for this report found that they
could be found in 124 out of 196 countries. Christian
faith-based schooling is state-owned and subsidized
in countries such as Belgium (Wodon, 2021). Global
primary and secondary enrolment in Catholic schools
is estimated to have increased by 43% between

1995 and 2016 (Wodon, 2019). As of 2018, 35 million
children were in Catholic primary schools, the majority
in English-speaking eastern Africa. About 19 million

Catholic faith-based schools are not always private

were enrolled in Catholic secondary schools, some
public and some private (Wodon, 2021) (Figure 2.4).

An analysis of faith-based schools for this report
found that one in six primary and secondary schools
is operated by Christian denominations in Cameroon,
Madagascar and the United Republic of Tanzania,

and more than one in two in the Democratic Republic
of the Congo and Rwanda. Government and churches
cooperate on all dimensions of education systems,
including admission processes, teacher qualifications
and salaries, and control of curriculum standards,
although such cooperation is more effective in some
countries than in others. In Cameroon, government
has not reimbursed churches for teacher salaries,
training and school construction, prompting requests
for compensation as part of debt relief negotiations.
By contrast, state-aided church schools in Rwanda
receive timely salaries and national curricula are
planned collaboratively (Scheunpflug and Wenz,
2021). Finally, religion is a common reason for

some families to opt out of the education system
altogether, choosing homeschooling instead (Box 2.1).

Percentage of students enrolled in Catholic institutions and in private institutions, selected countries, 2019 or latest year
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BOX 2.1:

Some families opt out of state and non-state schools to educate children at home

Parents homeschool when they feel the education system does not fulfil their aspirations for safety, quality or content. It can be motivated

by practical concerns, such as remote location or severe disability, but also by philosophical, religious or political reasons. About 3% of the

student population in the United States is homeschooled, the world's largest share (Ray, 2017). A 2016 survey found that the main reasons for
homeschooling were concern about school environment (34%), dissatisfaction with academic instruction (17%) and desire to provide religious (16%)

and moral (5%) instruction (US Department of Education, 2019).

The evidence base for homeschooling in other contexts is limited, but interest is growing (Kunzman and Gaither, 2020), not least because

of advocacy by a global conservative movement (Permoser and Stoeckl, 2020). In Brazil, although homeschooling had been illegal, around
22,000 students were in home education in 2019. A 2018 Supreme Court ruling had declared that it was not unconstitutional but needed further
regulation. A draft law allowing homeschooling, a government priority, was approved by the Constitution and Justice Commission of the lower

house of the National Congress in July 2021 (Costa, 2021).

Homeschooling can also reflect strong dissatisfaction with mainstream education. In the United Kingdom, a survey found that 24% of home
educators had chosen homeschooling because of circumstances such as health reasons or special education needs (Smith and Nelson, 2015). In
Australia, the primary motivations appeared to be concerns about school environment and curriculum quality (Jackson, 2017).

Home education was a necessity during the COVID-19 lockdown periods, which exacerbated gender imbalances as mothers took a higher share of
responsibility for homeschooling. The US Census Bureau Household Pulse Survey found that homeschooling increased to 5.4% in April/May 2020 and 1% in
September/October 2020 (Eggleston and Field, 2021). Homeschooling had adverse employment effects for mothers but not fathers (Petts et al, 2020).

Islamic education is provided in formal and non-formal
settings at the primary and secondary levels in more
than 50 countries with majority and minority Muslim
populations, including in western Africa (e.g. Nigeria

and Senegal) (d'Aiglepierre and Bauer, 2018), Northern
Africa and Western Asia (e.g. Morocco, Saudi Arabia and
Turkey), Southern Asia (e.g. Bangladesh and Pakistan)
and South-eastern Asia (e.g. Indonesia and Malaysia).

As with Christian faith-based schools, madrasas’
organizational arrangements vary from state-owned

to private subsidized and private independent, so they
cannot all be labelled public or private (Daun, 2018).

In Pakistan, 4.1 million students in 2017/18 were studying
in more than 31,000 deeni madaris (religious schools),
free religious education institutions for the poor from
the pre-primary to post-secondary level. They represent
8% of overall enrolment and 18% of enrolment in

private education institutions (Pakistan Ministry of
Federal Education and Professional Training, 2021).

In Pakistan, 18% of enrolment in
private education institutions is in
religious schools

In addition to management and financing, Islamic
faith-based provision varies considerably in pedagogy
and in the balance between teaching of religious

and secular content. Until the mid-2000s, Malaysia
used to have five types of religious schools: federal,
state, State Islamic Religious Council, people’s and
private. The last two taught the national curriculum
but were otherwise independent of government.

The government has been focusing on the integration
of religious and secular education (Hamid, 2018).

By 2019, religious schools had been grouped into

two broad categories: 314 national primary and
secondary religious schools under the Ministry of
Education and the state Religious Departments,

and 221 state-aided religious schools jointly controlled
by the ministry and the state religious authority or
school board of trustees (PEER country profiles).

Nigeria has a variety of state, state-aided and
independent Islamic faith-based schools. In 2018,
nearly 2 million students were enrolled in Islamiyya
primary schools (one third of the students were in
private schools), 109,000 in Islamiyya lower secondary
schools (half in private schools) and 364,000 in
Tsangaya, or traditional Koranic schools (more than
two thirds in private schools) (Nigeria UBEC, 2019).
The state schools integrate religious and secular
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In Zambia, more than 2,400 community schools in 2015 accounted

for about 20% of total primary enrolment

education and are jointly managed by the government
and religious individuals or organizations. State-aided
Islamiyya schools are also integrated and follow

a government-approved curriculum. Independent
faith-based schools include Tsangaya schools, Islamiyya
schools with broader coverage of religious issues,

and integrated Islamiyya schools (PEER country profiles).

Similar variety is observed in NGO schools’ relationships
with the state, further defying easy categorization.
Analysis for this report found that there were NGO and
community schools in 74 out of 196 countries. They tend
to operate on the edges of the formal education system
and focus on marginalized, out-of-school children,
offering flexible approaches to learning (Rose, 2007).
They may be spontaneous grass-roots interventions or
calculated responses to donor funding. In the best cases,
successful interventions have eventually been absorbed
into the mainstream education system, meeting
national standards and complementing public services.

In Southern Asia, there are two well-documented cases
of large, non-formal, spontaneously developed education
systems being gradually mainstreamed. In Bangladesh,
after a cyclone, war and famine struck the country in the
early to mid-1970s, several NGOs began charitable work in
rural areas, including non-formal education programmes.
By the early 2000s, these reached 1.5 million, or 9%,

of the 16 million primary education students. About

70% of those attending NGO schools were girls.

The system was gradually formalized, with NGO school
students participating in primary education graduation
examinations from the early 2010s, enabling them to
transition to formal secondary education. By 2018,

the system had begun to contract; the 674,000 students
in NGO schools represented less than 4% of total
enrolment (Bangladesh Directorate of Primary
Education, 2019; Campaign for Popular Education, 2005).

In Afghanistan, a community-based education system
responded to the major barriers to access for girls

and children in remote areas after the end of the
1996-2001 Taliban regime. With collaboration by local
government, communities and NGOs, the system
reached 334,000, or 5%, of the 6.3 million primary
education students in 2015. In 2018, a policy was
developed to formalize this system. The National
Education Strategic Plan 2017-21 envisaged expansion
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of the system in the short term and its eventual
contraction by 2030 (Afghanistan Ministry of Education,
2016; Bakshi, 2020). But the latest political developments
in the country put these plans at great risk. Conflicts
and crises, often the backdrop of NGO involvement in
education, overstretch governments’ limited capacity
and their ability to absorb services (Box 2.2).

Community schools were key to education expansion

in sub-Saharan Africa. Some countries’ education

systems have a long history of community-operated and
-supported schools, such as harambee secondary schools
in Kenya and the United Republic of Tanzania, and écoles
spontanées in Cameroon and Chad (Rose 2007; Martin,
2003). In Zambia, after a serious financial crisis followed by
structural adjustment policies that constrained the state’s
capacity for delivery of essential services, a community
school movement emerged, growing from 38 schools in
1996 to more than 2,400 in 2015 and accounting for about
20% of total primary enrolment. Only a few became state
schools, although all had to follow the national curriculum
after 2011 and received limited additional government
funding. NGOs and local communities are relied upon

for financing and management support, infrastructure
and capacity development (Bamattre, 2018). The Zambia
Community Schools Secretariat is responsible for
coordinating ideas, funding support and curriculum reform
with the government (Chilangwa, 2019).

Large-scale interventions are an exception. More
commonly, NGOs address education of particular groups,
such as children with disabilities, for whom public services
may be lacking. International NGOs, funded from their
own resources or from donor programmes, have often
initiated education provision through community-based
rehabilitation in some poorer countries.

In 2020, Humanity and Inclusion, an international NGO
advocating for education of children with disabilities,
implemented 52 projects in 27 countries (Humanity and
Inclusion, 2021). In Central and Eastern Europe and the
Caucasus, NGOs have led service provision, in some cases
transforming and adjusting to the transition from a
medical to an inclusive approach to education for children
with disabilities. In Armenia, where inclusive education
reforms have focused on placing children with disabilities
in mainstream public schools, cooperation between local
schools and NGOs operating at the grass-roots level has



Non-state education provision in emergency contexts offers relief, but concerns for sustainability remain

Non-state actors frequently provide education in fragile and conflict-affected countries, e.g. in refugee or internally displaced people’s camps.
Most non-state initiatives are relatively small; their scope, scale and long-term sustainability are critical issues, especially as they depend on
humanitarian funding, which tends to be short-term and unpredictable (UNESCO, 2019). Strong involvement of non-state actors can even create

disincentives for the state to fulfil its responsibilities.

In Afghanistan, Street Child, an NGO, worked with the government to support 100 community education centres in which an accelerated course
compressed six years of schooling into three. Students were then referred to local education authorities to prepare for transition to nearby state schools.
The centres demonstrated strong continuity, with 90% of students in Kabul's informal settlements transferring to state schools and 85% retained after one
year. Yet the state lacked capacity and did not commit to ensuring that the centres would be absorbed into the state sector (Street Child, 2021).

A'significant challenge in emergencies is the extent to which programmes use local NGO capacity, which contributes to long-term national
sustainability. US donor agencies, to reduce risk, tend to work with international service providers, selecting local contractors only in countries
with higher capacity levels (Harris and Brunjes, 2021). The US Agency for International Development introduced procurement reforms to direct
more funding to local contractors. However, because of concern over increased risk, lower accountability and limited control over corruption
(Dunning, 2013), the agency still typically works with selected NGO partners, mostly US based (USAID, 2019).

In Haiti, after the 2010 earthquake, the government received only 1% of humanitarian aid; instead, many NGOs and private contractors provided
services. The number of NGOs operating in Haiti is unknown. Estimates range from the 343 NGOs registered with the Ministry of Planning to over
10,000, according to the Catholic Institute for International Relations. Criticism of the proliferation of NGOs and private actors has focused on
where funding went, how lack of coordination hampered education delivery and the creation of parallel NGO structures, which further weakened
government channels (Hsu and Schuller, 2020; Ramachandran and Walz, 2015).

Responses to the Syrian refugee crisis also included substantial non-state activity. A 2016 mapping of NGOs engaged in education found
144 organizations, of which 45% were civil society organizations, 32% businesses and 10% foundations. In total, 61% of the private actors did not
have education as their mandate. Greater private participation in Syrian refugee education has resulted in less coordination and overdependence

on technology solutions (Menashy and Zakharia, 2017, 2021).

been fragmented (Nazaryan, 20217). Not all NGOs manage
to make such a transition smoothly and to engage
constructively with government services.

NGOs have led education provision to excluded
populations that the government education system
does not serve, such as street children. In Kenya,
education of street-connected children is left to
NGOs, charities and religious groups working locally
(Burkholder, 2020). The Consortium of Street Children,
a global alliance working towards promoting street
children’s rights worldwide, has highlighted how
formal and non-formal services provided by NGOs
for street children and families were suspended
during COVID-19, even as informal support networks
struggled to cope (Edmonds and Macloed, 2021).

NGOs, community-based organizations and donors

have been instrumental in advocating for education
provision to ethnic and linguistic minorities. In the
Plurinational State of Bolivia, Guatemala, Mexico and Peru,
over 1 million students from indigenous communities

attend intercultural bilingual schools, with growing
government engagement (Cortina, 2017). Guatemala’s
Abriendo Oportunidades programme, launched by
the Population Council and local and international
partners, focuses on indigenous girls aged 8 to 18,
using a culturally relevant, rights-based curriculum

to build life skills and assets and provide hands-on
professional training (Population Council, 2020).

A fundamental argument against for-profit independent
private schools is that they undermine equity and
interfere with governments’ role as duty bearers of
education. But providers’ profit orientation is often not
easy to discern. First, data may not distinguish between
for-profit and non-profit (Chapter 3). Second, registration
requirements may mask differences in actual profitability
or wealth. In the United Kingdom, ‘for-profit’ is supposedly
a small portion of the education system: 72% of
independent schools are registered as charities (ISC, 2021).
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In Sweden, 76% of independent school
students in 2019/20 attended schools
run as limited companies

However, schools that do not operate on a for-profit basis
may have operational profit while others may opt to be
classified as ‘for-profit’ primarily to increase autonomy
and reduce the regulation associated with operating as a
charitable trust (Martin and Dunlop, 2019).

A question addressed to head teachers in the 2015 PISA
offered insight into the extent of for-profit education

in middle- and high-income countries: It suggested that
such schools were a minority. Exceptions included Chile
and the United Arab Emirates, where 26% and 39% of
15-year-olds, respectively, attended for-profit schools
(Figure 2.5). The presence of sizeable for-profit provision
may indicate government support to market-based
education policies. In Sweden, 76% of independent school
students in 2019/20, amounting to 14% of primary and
secondary school enrolment, attended schools run as
limited companies (Holmstrém, 2020).

The Gulf Cooperation Council countries, which have the
world’s highest immigration rates, usually have specific
rules regarding education of non-nationals. In the United
Arab Emirates, where almost 90% of the population

has an immigrant background, education provision

relies on for-profit international schools (Kamal, 2018).
Except for Bahrain, which has not charged school fees
or imposed any restrictions on immigrant enrolment in
public schools, curricula and fees tend to be stratified

by immigrant community in the other countries.

For instance, Indian curriculum school fees are typically
75% lower than those at British and American curriculum
schools (Kippels and Ridge, 2019).

NON-STATE SCHOOLS VARY BY LEVEL
OF FEES CHARGED

Profit making in education is often confused with fee
charging. Yet the two are not as closely related as might
be imagined. Many non-profit schools charge fees.
Conversely, the extent to which fees are charged may
be the result of a policy decision to cover the cost of
enrolment in a non-state school (Chapter 4).

The fee spectrum varies on the basis of consumer ability
to pay. Two growing phenomena on the opposite ends
of the spectrum are elite international private schools
and low-fee private schools. The number of international
schools increased from 7,655 in 2011 to 12,372 in 2021.

CHAPTER 2 - PROVISION

More than 57% are located in Asia (ISC Research, 2027).
Elite international schools generally provide international
curricula, such as the International Baccalaureate,

and use English as a medium of instruction (Bunnell et al.,
2020). Large chains of global private schools include

the GEMS Education group, which runs over 70 schools;
Cognita in Asia, Europe and Latin America; and SABIS,
which operates in 20 countries (L.E.K. Consulting, 2020).

Few countries have a sizeable for-profit sector
Percentage of students, by type of secondary school
attended, selected countries, 2015
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Notes: The analysis focuses on education systems where at least 10%
of 15-year-olds were enrolled in non-state schools. Private schools are
defined as those managed directly or indirectly by an NGO, church,
trade union, business or other private institution. Head teachers
answered whether schools were run by religious institutions, other
not-for-profit or for-profit organizations.

GEM StatLink: https://bit.ly/GEM2021_fig2_5
Source: GEM Report calculations based on the 2015 PISA database.
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In Lagos, Nigeria, only some 30%
of private schools were approved

Such schools may not integrate fully into national
education systems. In Saudi Arabia, international
schools’ co-educational environments contrast with
mainstream schools’ single-sex organization (Hammad
and Shah, 2018). In Sri Lanka, enrolment in international
schools increased by 73% between 2017 and 2019, fuelled
by the increasing popularity of English instruction and
foreign curricula. Only 7 of the 389 international schools
were registered with the Ministry of Education; the rest
were registered as private businesses (Central Bank of Sri
Lanka, 2020).

‘Low fee’, 'low cost’ or ‘affordable’ private schools are
terms describing a broad range of modestly priced
schools in low- and middle-income countries. The terms
have also been used to describe the lower-cost end

of private schooling in Australia, Canada, the United
Kingdom and the United States (Walford, 2011). There is
no commonly agreed threshold for a private school to be
considered low fee. Various