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2019SEAPLM Regional Assessm&wsults: Lao PDR Country Report
1. Introduction

This report provides an overview of the main results for Lao PDR from thetitBeast Asia
Primary Learning Metrics (SIPAM)learning assessment. Thiegionalassessmenmeasured

achievement levels in reading, writing and mathemabtf<srade 5 studentsin six countries

Cambodial.ao PDRVialaysia, Myanmarthe Philippines and Vietnam.

SEAPLM aims to support participating countries in developng robust learning assessment
systamsthat are capable of effectiveljnonitoringOK A f RNByYy Q& f Swhidhyinityfr 2 dzii O
will contribute to improved quality and equity SEAPLM isa learning assessmeptogramme
particularlydesigned for Southeast Asiaountrieswith the 2019 datacollection the first cycle

of the assessmenTheSEAPLM 2019 mairegional reporiwas released in December 202BEA

PLM isled through a partnership between the Soutst Asian Ministers of Education
Organization (SEAMEQ)the UNICEF Regional Office for East Asia and the Paritic
participatingSoutheast Asian countriew/hich in the case of Lao PDR was led by the Ministry of
Education and Sports (MoES).

The improvement of the quality of primary education (Grades) With better learning outcomes

is identified as a key priority under the Lao PDR 9th Education and Sports Sector Development
Plan (ESSDP) 202%. This afterGrade 3 andGrade 9 Assessment oft@dent Learning Outcomes
(ASLO) in 2017 and 2QX®8spectivelyshowed children in school are not mastering the needed
literacy and numeracy skills appropriate for the levekdfication Grade 5 is the last grade of
primary education under the Lao PDR edhimn system.

The results in this report addrefigse key research objectivesf the 2019 SERLM assessment

1. To measurgzrade 5 student achievement levels in the core subjects of readingao
language writing and mathematics

2. To describe Lao PDR student and teacB&PLMNB & dzA G6&a 2y | &SNAS
OAGAT SyakKALE AYRAOIFGZ2NAT

3. To assess thequity of student learning outcomes in Lao PDR and the degree to which
these results vary significantly kgy contextual factorsuch as gender, location, ethnicity
and socioeconomic status (SES);

4. To identify teacher, school and classroom characteristiasare associated with higher
and lower results on the SHA_M assessment;

5. To translate the key findings into actionable policy recommendations.

It should be noted that data collection for SBAM 2019 was conducted prior to the COYD
pandemic.Theresults thus serve as a baseloithe situation prior to the pandemic and follew
up assessmentsangive a picture on the possiblearning losesfor Lao childrerirom prolonged
school closures due tihe pandemic


https://www.unicef.org/eap/reports/sea-plm-2019-main-regional-report

The report is divided int@evensections. Sectio2 presents gbrief overview of the SERLM
analytical framework and methodology. Section 3 summarizes Lao ®BdRe 5 student
performance in the three test subject areas (reading, writing and mathemafes}ion 4 details
the results from the comparisons of test scores across the main strata (gender;munahretc.).
Section 5 continues the comparisons with a focusamool and teacher characteristittgat are
associated with student achievement leseBSection 6 provides a brief summary of the global
citizenship indicators. Section 7 highlights the main results and provides recommendations.

2. An overview of the SHAM assessment framework and methodology
The detailed information of SHALM assessemt framework, methodology and implementation

is available imppendixDas wellas in the full regional repof{UNICEF & SEAR, 2020pvailable

at www.unicef.org/eap/reports/segplm-2019-main-regionatreport. In summary the SEAPLM
assessment framework is based on curriculum inputs fronoalh@astAsian countries, and the
process of deciding on test coverage and item format inductnsultations with participating
countries.

The SEALM tests and questionnaires were created using international methods and standards
for largescale assessments tdarning for common content areas among multiple national
curricula of SEAPLM patrticipating countriesThe assessment of reading, writing and
mathematics focuses on essential knowledge, skills and understanding of core concepts, in
addition to the degreehese skills can be used in a range of everyday situations (UNICEF &
SEAMEO, 202Mased on a review of the actual test items, curriculum experts fleEnMinistry

of Education and Sports Research Institute for EducatiSnience (RIEpconfirmed that nost

of the test items cover content that is part of th&ade 5 curriculum. There are some
exceptions such as the shape pattern and grouping questions in the eratticstestt but in
general the test content is consistent with the official (or intended)icutum in Lao PDR.

Data from SERLM 2019 were collected from a nationally representative sample of Lao PDR
Grade 5 children. All participating countries applied the same sampling procedures based on a 2
stage process usingrst ProbabilityProportional to Size (PPS) based on the number of enrolled
Grade 5 children in the schqaind £cond, one Grade 5 class was selected at random within each

al YL SR a0OKz22fto !''ff OKAfRNBY 2F (GKS aSt SOGSR
participation were reported against international standards of participation to evaluate the
reliability of national estimates. The Lao PDR sample includegu28iz and privateschoolsand
about4,700Grade 5 students. More details on the sampling arevled in the SERLM main

report (UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2020).

Backgroundlata werealsocollected from children, parents, teachers and head teachers in each
of the sampled schools through questionnaires. This information is usetulderstand better
the learning context.

LUNICEF & SEAMEO. (2020)-SEAa HnmMd alt Ay wSIA2ylt wSLERNIE / KAf RNBY Q&
countries. Bangkok, Thailand: United- G A 2y & / KAf RNBy Qa CdzyR 6! bL/9C0v g { 2dzi
Organization (SEAMEQBEAPLM Secretariat.


https://www.unicef.org/eap/reports/sea-plm-2019-main-regional-report

The SEALM National Team for Lao PDR included staff from ®il&Svere responsible for
managing the data collection operations such as trainings, coding and data entry. Survey
implementation and supervision activities were based on-BEM guidelines. Data collection

staff were trained by the National Team following SHM 19 standardized materials,
manuals and procedures. Technical experts from the Australian Council for Education Research
(ACER) and UNICEF supported the National Team in all operations thrgoghtry and remote
assistance.

The SEALM 2019 main suryaedata were collected at the end of the 2G2®19 school year (in
ApriF-May 2019).Tests and questionnaires weradministered in the official language of
instruction in school which is Lao languagempleted booklets and questionnaires were coded

atthe national level based on standardized procedufe& A f RNBEy Qa LISNIPEMXY | y OS

test items was calibrated and described on regional metrics proficiency scales so that learning
outcomes can be compared accurately and reliably between countriddaarguage versions.
Assuring data validity and survey reliability is critical for-BEM. The SERLM 2019 technical
standards (UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2020) were defined and agreed with participating countries and
experts.

Box 1: Readinitpe SEAPLM proftiency scales

INSEA [ aX addzRSyiaQ LINBPFAOASYyOe Ay SIFOK R2YFAY A
proficiency scales are underpinned by an empirical scale based on actual student responses irRh&9
2019 assessment. Studisrare located on the scale based on their demonstrated levels of proficiency.

Each proficiency scale is divided into bands describing different levels of student proficiency. These ban
developed against the empirical scale through a process afping test items by difficulty and item conten
Proficiency scales describe what children in each band can do. These bands of proficiency are uniqug
domain and therefore are not directly comparable across the domains.

The SEALM reading proficiecy scale (Appendix A Figure Al) includes 5 bands, ranging from Band 2 and
to Band 6 and above. The SEBM writing proficiency scale (Appendix A Figure A2) includes 8 bands, rd
from Band 1 and below to Band 8 and above. The BA mathematicgbroficiency scale (Appendix A Figu
A3) includes 8 bands, ranging from Band 2 and below to Band 9 and above.

For a child to be considered proficient in any given band, they must be able to correctly answer, on ave
least half the questions set ithat band. A child whose score is at the lower end of the range can corr
answer at least 50% of the questions set for that band. A child whose score is at the higher end of the ra
correctly answer close to 70% of the questions.

In summary, citdren in any given band can correctly answer the majority of the questions set for that ban
for lower bands but face greater difficulty in performing the activities set for higher bands. For instance, cl
in Band 3 can correctly answer most bétquestions set for Bands 1, 2 and 3, but are likely to correctly an
less than 50% of questions in Band 4.

Source: SERLM 2019 Main Regional Report Summary, UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2020




3. Student achievement resultstire core subjects

SEAPLMpresens student achievement results using an overall scale score as well as proficiency
bands(seeBox 1 above anthe SEAPLM Regional Repdidr more detail3. The scale scores are
useful for comparig student test results across the large number ofatales that are available

in SEAPLM, which is the focus of Sections 4 and &t Br assessing the overall level of
achievementthe proficiency bandésee Box 1are much more effectivbecause they summarize

the specific skills that students have within each subject area, by level.

Figures Al (reading), A2 (writing) and A3 (mathematics) in Appendix A provide the details of the
proficiency bands by subject.

3.1. Reading

TheSEA [ a HAamMp FaasSaavySyd FNIYSe2N] RSTAySa NBIF
responding to a range of written texts, in order to meet personal, societal, economic and civic
needs@ The definition focuses specifically on written texts and engites the interactions of

readers with themThe scale includes 5 bands of proficiency, ranging from Band 2 and below to

Band 6 and above. The proficiency within each band is described to illustrate what children can

do (see Appendix A TablelA

About half of LaoGrade 5 studentq49.6%)performed at Band 2 and below of the reading
proficiency scalethe lowestin the reading proficiency scalas shown in Figure 3.1 below
Sudents at this level are typicalgble to match one of four given words to dlustration of a
familiar object, place or symbol, where the task is simple, direct and repet@re example of
reading itemfor Band 2n Figire 3.2 below. Thisindicatesthat about half of Lao Gradestudents
can only recognizsinglefamiliar words anchave not yet developed the essential foundational
skillsneeded to become a proficient reader

Roughly one quarter (2529 of Lao Gade 5 studentsperformedat Band 3. This is defined as

being able to read a range of everyday texty R £ 2 O 1S & LIN®RthirdgytBayaieé RS I
clearly highlighted in the texias well as make some connections and inferences. These are
students that have demonstrated some basic reading skills, but still are performing substantially
below the exected level foiGrade5.

The remaining bands cover more advanced skills related to reading, drawing connections and
making inferences. Just under one quarter of Gaade 5 studentsperformed atBands 4 to 6;

and only 2.500f the students attained the highest proficiency Banan@l aboveindicating they

have acquiredeadingskillsin their language of instructiogenerallyexpected of children at the

end of primary educationTherelatively small proportion of Lao Gra8estudents meeting Band

6 and aboveshows dow number ofd K A 3 K LISvhie 2 lbdyeSdlibér of studentarein

the lowest bands.

2 UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2017, p. 21.



| KAt RNBYyQa NBFRAY3I LINETAOA $h¥ O SERWM paxtBipaty y 3
countries. On average, approximately 30% of Grade 5 childrdre sixcountries had achieved
Band 6 and aboveand 13%are at Band 5 are progressing towards achieving the expected levels
of reading proficiency at the end of primary educati This means that based on a regional
standard for performancemost Lao Grade 5 students are not performing at an adequate or
sufficientlevel. Grade 5 is the end of primary school in Lao R2R.tildren who do not meet

a minimum proficiency in readg by Grade 5 will likely struggle to transition to secondary
education.

Figure3.1. Percentage of Lao Grade 5 children in each Reading Band
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Data source: SERALM 201%atabase, calculation by report author

Figure 3.2 Example m#ading item, Band 2 and below

Which word?
a. Car

b. Shoe
C. Wheel
d. Cat

3.2. Writing
TheSEA [ a Hnamdp |daSaayYSyid FNIXIYSe2N] RSTAYySa
generating a range of written texts to express oneself and communicate with others, in order to

I

g NA



meet personal, societal, economic and civic ne@dsis definition considers the act of writing

as meaningnaking and does not include merely copying words or chunks of language. Measuring
the writing domain is new in the area of comparative lasgale assessment at primary level and

is a particular ackvementof SEAPLM 2019 where student writing is compared across a broad
range of official languages of instruction. The scale includes 8 bands of proficiency, ranging from
Band 1 and below to Band 8 and above. The proficiency within each band is detzirilstrate

what children can d¢see Appendix A TableA

More than half of Lao Grade 5 students (51.9%gredin Band 1 of the writing proficiency scale

the lowestband m the scale as shown in Figur& Below. Sudents at this levebnly havethe
GroAfAde G2 LINRPRdIzOS | F¥S¢ aSyidSyO®dwitssomnek SNE
imperative language, but inconsistent. Words used are likely to be basic and repettive
Combined with 11.1% of students wiperformed at Band 2, a total 063% of Lao Grade 5

students who sat SERLM 2019 or nearly 2 out 3 Grade 5 studentscan only produce very

limited writing with fragmented and inadequate vocabulary.

On the other hand, tadents who are in thehigher bands have demonstrated varying
proficiencies in writing skili® Laq the official language of instructignvith those in Band 8 and
above able to write cohesive text with detailed ideas and a good range of appropriate vocabulary.
Only 23% of Ladsrade 5 childreperformed at Band 7 and 8 or above, the highest 2 bands.

Figure3.3. Percentage ofao PDRade 5Schildren in eacWriting Band

100% 1
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70% EBand 7

60% Band 6

50% mBand5
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20%
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10%
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Data source: SEHRALM 2019 database, calculation by report author

The 2019 SEALM writing assessmenshowed a large portion of students across adix
participating countries araot demonstrating writing proficiencies expected of Gradsuslents.

3UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2017, p. 30

10



Approximately 30% of studentis the six participating countries including Lao RizdRe inBand

1 and below(in Lao PDR, the proportion is 51.9%) this band, tsidents maybe able toproduce

a few sentences wht some imperative language, but it is inconsistamntd the content isvery
limited. With Grade 5 being the last grade of primary school, children who do not meet a
minimum proficiency in writing will likely struggle to transition to secondary education.

3.3. Mathematics

Close tal in 3Lao Grade 5 student82.8%)performedat Band2 and belowof the mathematics

proficiency scale, the lowest band on the scale as shown in Figlilbe@w. Sudents inBand 2

and belowd YA IK{G 0SS | o-tligt numBersltogdtheraothgraright only be able to
countasmallcdB QG A2y 2F 20 2S00 4aAtzhNIenwiSdiRran/have Sifficitgizy 6 S NA
understanding place value, scales of measurement and orderdigithumbers. These children

are at the level of emerging mathematical skilist are relevant toearly gradesof primary

education.

A midlevel mathematical learner (Bands 3, 4 and 5) is beginning to solve arithmetic problems
more fluently and apply number properties and units of measureméht_ao Grade 5 students
who sat forthe 2019 SEARLM,24.3% performed at Band, 21.5% performed at Band 4, and
13.1% performed at Band Fhis indicateshtere are moreGrade 5 students classified in the
middle proficiency band8@nds 3, 4 and &pmpared with reading and writingnd fewerin the
lowest band

At the same time,there are also even fewetao students in the highesbands on the
mathematicsproficiencybands. In fact, less tharfoof the Grade 5 sample was classified in the
top half of the proficiency scale in mathematics, meaning they were in Band 6 or dbovere
proficient learner (Band 6 and above) can perform more mathematical operatiaisding with
fractions, interpret tables amh graphs, apply fractions and percentages, and aealyata
representations.

It is concerning that none of the Lao Grade 5 students who sat for the 201B19#a#ssessment

performed at the two highest bargbf the mathematics proficiency scales, Bahdrd Band 9
and above.

11



Figure 3. Percentage ofao PDR&rade 5children in eaciMathematicsBand
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Data source: SERLM 2019 database, calculation by report author

With 32.8%of Grade 5 studentgerformingat Band 2 and beloyand 58.9% in the middle bands
(Bands 3, 4 and 5), this indicates thmagjority of Grade 5 children are still working towards
mastering fundamental mathematical skillSsee amathematics sampléest item for Band 3in
FHgure 3.5 belowThis item needs very simpledlgit number calculation. The context has limited
information and requires little reading. Students need only basic application of the skill of finding
the difference betweerniwo numbers.

The averagsixparticipating countiesbetween band 2 an8 is 65% and 35%ave achieved band

6 and aboveWith Grade 5 being the last grade of primary schoolaigjdren who do not meet

the mathematical proficiency expected for Grade 5 will struggle to complete their primary
education awl/or to transition into secondary schoahd meet the challenges of a 21st century
skillsbased curriculum.

Figure 3.F=xample of Mathematical item, Band 3

Goals

The red team scored 4 goals. The blue team scored 7 goals.

How many more goals did the blue team score than the red team?
a. 3

b. 4

c. 7

d. M

12



3.4.Conclusion

What explains the low scores for Lao PGRde 5 students?t should be noted that the low
scores on th019SEAPLMregional assessment are consistent wiitle 2017Grade 3 ASLO and
the 2019Grade 9 ASLEnducted byMoESRIES

There are manyther factors that potentially explain why some students, and some schools,
perform better than others. The background questionnaires applied as part oiPEEAare
designed to learn more about learning contexts, and help identify school, teacher anchstude
characteristics that are associated with higher (or lower) scores on thePEHAassessments.
These results are the focus of the next two sections.

4. Grade 5 student achievement equiBhild and family background

comparisons

In addition to measuringnd describing studertnowledgein the three core subjects, one of the
core purposes of the SHAM regional assessment is to measure equity in learning outcomes.
One complicating factor with this task is the low scores and concentration of students in th
lowest proficiency bands. Nevertheless, there is still meaningful variation in the results, and it is
therefore necessary to identify significant differences between groups of students and different
communities. This kind of information is useful for pag and programming purposes.

Figure 4.1summarizes th@ercentage of Lao Grade 5 studemsach 02019 SEALMreading
proficiencybandsacross thesub-samplegroups The proficiency bands (see Figureabbveand
Table Alin Appendix Aprovide a useful way of considering overall performancesach tes.
The results in Figure 4.1 are consistent with previa@®. Osn Lao PDR and show significant
differences between subamplegroupsof students(MOESBEQUAL, 201KoESUNICER2019)

In Lao PDRcBooltype and locatiorsignificanty influence reading proficiencies of studenés
private school students perform better than public school students, and urban students have
better results than rural students. Fexample, 38oc0f private school studentgerformedat the
lowest proficiency band in reading, compared with 34 & publicschool studentsln terms of
gender,female students performed marginally better than their male student counterparts

13



Figure 4.1Percentage of.aoPDR @de 5children in eaclirReading@andby mainsub-
samplegroups
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Data source: SERALM 2019 database, calculation by report author

The largest gaps between students are for ethnicity/languagefamily income as measured by
socioeconomicstatus (SESNearly two thirds (65.7%) of students who report speaking a
language other than Laat home performedat the lowest band, which is nélg twice as high as

the percentage of Lao speakdarsthe lowestperforming band(38.7%) A smaller proportion
(22.1%)of children from the richest familieuintile 5 the highest SES category based on
possessions andvailability ofservices in the homee.g.electricity, water etc.) performed at

Band 2 andbelow,the lowest band in reading. This compares agad®s®%of Quintile 1 students

that come from the poorest duseholds and 49.4% of students in Quintile 3.

Figures B1 and B2 in Appendix B provide additional results for writing (B1) and mathematics (B2)
using the same format as in Figure 4.1. The results are very similar and show large gaps in
achievement levelacross thesesub-sample groupsTheresults forgenderdo vary somewhat
asgirls perform better in reading and writing but in mathematics the results are very similar
between boys and girl3he gender gap in favor of girls is higher among low performing Grade 5
students.

The main takeaway from Figure 4.1 (and B1 and B2)aisthtere is significant inequality in
educational opportunityand the quality of learningh Lao PDR. There are a lot of factors that
explain why students in urban areas and those from highevmebackgrounds perform better

on standardized tests. Some thfese factors are related to their home environment and the
support they receive in education. Other factors are related to their school and classroom
environments.

14



In the following sectionghese factors related to studerfamily background and school
classroom environments will be explored in more detail using the very comprehensiveLBEA
survey questionnaires. Tremis to identify individual variables that are associated with higher
or lower Grade 5 test score resultsThe actualcomparisons are dsed on the scale scores
provided by SERLM, and not the proficiency bands that have been summarized sd lfer
national scale scores have averages of roughly 280 points, with standard deviations near 20
points. The scale score is used in theseparisons because of the sheer quantity of variables
that are analyzed which total over 100 indicatorg and the difficulty of summarizing the
proficiency bands for so many variablés. most cases the scale score differences between
categories are reprted in standard deviationsvhich measureshow spread out the data isr
how far each observed value is from the meatue for the group

The statistical comparisons presented in Sectionstdrdugh 5.4are simply associations (or
correlations) and cannot be treated dsect effects on achievemenihe goal of these sections
istoLINE A RS |y AthleAvénh larde sei & Vafriabl&sNi the BRIAMIdatabaseand
summarize importanindividualindicators fromacross the different SERLM questionnaires. In
general the focus is orvariables that aresignificanty correlated with studenachievement, but
in some instances nesignificant variables are also flagged whbay are related tacommony
referenced characteristics, mainly in the case of teacher characteristics.

A more demanding filter is then applied using multivariate analysis where a large group of the
variablesreviewed in Sections 4-3.4 are included together in statistical modet§ student
achievementThe multivariate approachelps to sharpen the analysisfattors associated with
achievement by controlling for student and family backgroumtle main findings from the
multivariate modeling are presented in Section 5.5, and Appe@dixovides a more detailed
overview of the strengths and limitations of ttasalysis.

4.1. Studenfamily characteristics and learning resources

The equity omparisons othe Proficiencyscalefor readingin Figure 4.1also B1 and B2&iready
highlighted the significant differences between students based on gender, location, ethnicity
language and SES. The $EM questionnaires included other factors relaténl home
environments, child labour and education resources. The main findings are briefly summarized,
with complete results in a series of tables in Appendix B.

1 Preprimary participation is associated with higretudentassessmenscores. Students
whose parents reported they had two or more yearspoé-primary scored about one
half standard deviation higher than students who did not attemadly pre-primary
educaton (Table B1).

1 Grade 5 studentsvho aretwo yearsolder than the official age groymeaning students
who are 12 years or oldeperformedsignificantly lower than their younger counterparts
on the three testdor reading, writing and mathemati¢¥able B1). Just over Zbf the
Grade 5 sample is 12 years or older meaning that they enrolledaatior repeated a
grade.
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1 Significant proportions o&&rade 5 children report being engaged on a daily or weekly
basis in various work activities, includictgpres around the household (7§, agricultural
work (6@%9 and taking care of children (8§ (Table B2)Relatively few children are
engaged in physical labor or commercial activities. The thlildur indicators are not
consistently associated with testcores, as children who report less engagement in
householdrelated work activities actually tend to have lower test scores. One important
result is that children who report daily physical labour activities (abodb@Rsample)
scored significantly lowesn all three tests.

1 Students that report having books to read at home sdmignificantly highem all three
test subjects compared witstudentswho do not have reading materialRoughly 7%
of Grade5 children reported having none/very few books in the home (Table B3).

1 Students who have their own copies of the textbooks scored margihalyer than
students without their own textbooks (about 0.10 $Jthough the difference is
statistically significat. Only about 1% of studentsreported not having the textbooks
(Table B3)

4.2. Student and family engagement

The SEALM questionnaires included a number of indicators related to student and parental
engagement in schooling. Among the main finding$ude:

1 Students who report doing homework on a daily basis (abodb 86 samplg§ scorel
significantlyhigher than students who reportever/hardly eveidoing homework (about
25%o0f the sampl@. Thetest scoredifferencebetween these two groups of studentgs
about 0.70 standard deviations in each subject (Table B4).

1 Student test scores are significantly higher when parents regularly check their
homework. However, there iso consistentorrelation betweerthe frequencyparents
providehelp with homework and student test scores (Table B4).

1 Students with more engaged parenighich includes parents providing motivation to
succeedscored significantly higher on the SBAM tests (Table B4)hese finthgs are
supportedby a large body ofnternational research evidence that showsat parents
K2f RAy3 KAIK SELISOGlIGAZ2Yya FT2NJ (KSntenddt OKAf RC
Ay GKSANI OKAfRQAa aO0OK22f g2N] Aa ftAYyl1SR G2
participation in schootonferences and involvement in homework

1 About one third ofGrade 5 students have repeated a grade at leastgnand these
students scord about 0.40 standard deviations lower than students who have never
repeated the grade (Table B4).

5. School and teacher characteristics

The SEALM questionnaires also covered many aspects of the school environment, including
classrooms, teachers andh&ml resources. These indicators are important by themselves in
order to understand more about teaching and learning environments in Lao PDR. But they also
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potentially provide insight into a fundamental research question in education, which is what
schooland teacher factors lead to better student results on standardized ?eBtg&e comparisons
that are summarized in this secti@ttempt to provide some answers to this question, although

it is not possible to provide definitive evidence. This is especrallyfor teacher characteristics,
which is explained in more detail below.

5.1. School climate

An importantfeature of the teaching and learning environmenthg extent to which students
get along with other students and their teacheasad morebroadly having a safe, conducive
school environmentThe SERLM questionnaires asked students, teachers and satipagtors
aboutdifferent aspects of the school climate. The main findings include:

1 Relatively few students (generally %®r less) reporinot liking school, not feeling safe
at school, not belonging in school, or not making friends (Table B5).

1 Student test scores are lower when they report problems with not feeling safe at school
or not making friends, but as noted above this is a fairlylsshare of the students (Table
B5).

1 Teachers generally reported positive school climate conditamns series of questions
covering teacher morale, student attitudes apdrentalengagementA single index was
created for these indicators using factoraysis. Student achievement is significantly
higherin schools where the teachers report the highest values of this overall climate
indicatas (Table B6)

5.2. Teacher characteristics

Do teacher characteristi¢grofiles influence learning outcomes? Below are some findings from
the Lao PDR 2019 SBAM resultsThe findings below, however, need to be taken with some
caveats ase of the more challenging linkages to make in the-PEM data is between students
anR GSIFIOKSNE® ¢KA& A& 0SOFdzaS GKS addzRSgrd RI G
this reason much caution is required in interpreting the comparisons of student achievement
levels by teacher variables, especially for individual teacher clarsiits and teachereported
activities. As noted above, theseesults are still important by themselves since they provide
insight into the working behaviors of teachers, and their background and prepar&udrior the
task of understanding why someustents score higher or lower on the tests the linkages with
teachers are somewhat tenuous.

The main findings for teacher characteristics include:

4 There are some students in the sample that do not have data from tivgirteacher, and there are teachers that

are in the sample that do not have students in the student sample. During the data collection the priority was to
sample teachers who were responsible for grade 5, but again it is not possible to verify whethesichers in the
sample are actually responsible for teaching the students in the sample.
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1 57%of the sampled teachers are male, abou®dére between the age of 25 and 44, and
just under 606 report university level educatiorand 36% for upper secondary level
education(Table B).

1 Very few of the teacher characteristics are significantly correlated with student test
scores (Table @. One exception is that student achievement levels are positively
correlated with a teachereported classroom resources index based on learning
materials and infrastructureuch as desks and chaif$able B).

1 Teachers are generally confident in thaiility to teach according to a range of self
reported indicators. At least NS LJ2 NIi SR 0SAy3 avdziGS O2YyFARS
tasks like group work, discovery learning, problem solving, role playing, lecturing and
collaborative teaching (Table BTeachers were less confident in the areas of laboratory
activities, IC¥elated teaching, and differentiated instruction.

1 The teachetreported levels of confidencéiowever were generally not significantly
correlated with student test scores (Table BIffisis an importantffindingthat suggests
that manyteachersin Laosare overestimating theipedagogical skill#\n earlier studyn
fact showed that manygachers have very low levels of subject content and pedagogical
content knowledge

5.3.Classroom processes

Students and teachers were asked about classroom processes, which includes teaching and
learning activities (methods) as well as things like teacher absenteeism. The main findings
include:

1 Although the currenGrade Scurriculum has 4essons per week for Mathematics and 8
lessons per week for Lao languagsugprisingly high percentage of students (abou¥g0
report having less than 2 lessons per week in the subjects of Lao language and Maths.
These students score significantly loveerthe tests than students that report more than
2 lessons/week, and the difference was rougbl§ standard deviation(Table B8)lhe
lower frequency of lessons for these subjects could be linked to teacher absenteeism.

 60%of Gade5 studentsNBE LJ2 NIl SR G KIFd (S OKSNE 6SNBE a{ 2
absent from class (Table B8). Student test scores were significantly lower when they
reported that the teacher was often late or absent.

f High percentages dirade5 students (generally above 89y RA OF 1§ SR G KI G (K
2NJ Ga{GNBy3If& |3INBS¢e¢ gA0K OGKS adl uSYSy a
GSFOKSNJ Aa Slae (2 dzyRSNRGFYRéS aGKS GSI
6§81 OKSNI Sy 02 dzNisaderts whd dishided witle tNdsedstatements had
consistently lower student achievement levels (Table B8).

S
G|
SI OK:

5 Ministry of Education and Sports, Lao PDR, World Bank, 39%8&ms Approach for Better Education Results
(SABERJhe Learning Crisis in Lao PDR
http://wbgfiles.worldbank.org/documents/hdn/ed/saber/supporting_doc/EAP/Lao/SDI/Policy_Paper_Lao PDR_SA
BER%20SD_08 31 updated.pdf
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Teachers were asked about the frequency they employed specific techniques related to
Reading Activities (Table B9), Reading Emphasis (Table B10), Reading Comprehension
(Table B11) and Math Activities (Table B12). Teachers reported moderate to frequent use
0a5FAfteeés a2SS1teé¢v 2N SYLKIFara oa{aNry3 S
the techniques. A small number of these techniques were positively correlatdd wi

student achievement levels, includingading aloud to teacher, reading silently and read

I 6221 2F (GKS &aGdzRSyiQa OK2AO0So®

5.4. School characteristics

The SEALM questionnaires also asked school dire¢pscipalsto complete an extensive set

of quedions related to school characteristics. This information is augmented by merging in data
from the Education Management Information Syste&M|S, although these indicators are only
available for the public schools in the samglbe main results include:

l

Larger schools have better infrastructure and also significantly higher student test
averages (Table B131%of Grade5 students are studyinm a school with fewer than

100 students, compared with ¥gthat are in schools with 250 or more students.

Student test scores are significantly higher in schools that have libraries, compared with
schools that do not (Table B13); just oveP/@#f schoolgeported not having a library.

There is a lot of variation in the average studédcher ratio. Roughly half studentsis
studying in schools with studet¢acher ratios below 25, but 234.0f the students are

in schools with a ratio above 30 studemisr teacher. There is no consistent pattern (or
correlation) between studenteacher ratio and student test scores (Table B13).

Nearly 406o0f schools report that students share textbooks, and do not have individual
copies (Table B13). Achievement avesgre 0.4@.70 standard deviations higher in
schools where students have their own textbooks compared with schools where 3 or
more students have to share textbooks.

Schools that report offering extra instruction have significantly higher test scorés, bu
mainly when the extra instruction is paid for by parents, which was only reporte#bin 7
of the schoolgTable B1B 54%of schools reported offering extra tuition for free.

50-60% of schools reported shortages related to classrooms, toilets, instructional
YFOGSNAFfaAa FyR ljdZ ft AFASR (S OKSNAEZ Ff (dK2dzAK
NI} & KSNJ { KTaple Bi3) Shbidages are moderately correlated with student
achievemen averages, as schools that report not having shortages tend to have higher
averages.

Three indicators from the EMIS data are significantly correlated with the school average
SEAPLM scores on reading, writing and mathematics: the percentage of disgpakers

in the school, an infrastructure resource factor and the average pass rate (Table B14).
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1 Most schools reported being visited by an inspec2e8 times per year (Table B15).
Inspector visits to schools and classrooms had a moderate positive correlatibon
student achievement averagés.

1 Amongmany aspects of the school environmebhtio PDR 201SEAPLMresults show
students whohad teaches who were frequenthabsen, and who received fewer math
and Lao language lessons per week than what is intended in the curriculum, as well as
those whoshae textbookstend to have lower assessment resultfiese resultsan help
the Government introduce policies and reforms in areas arot@ather management
andresources for schools and students to improve learning outcomes

5.5. Multivariate results

The results in Sections 4 and &4 provide bivariate comparisons where student achievement
levels are compared against different values of a single vargldle aschool infrastructure or
teacher experience. A more rigorous statistical approach to identifying significant predictors of
student test scores is called multivariate analysis. Appendix C presents a more complete
background discussion on this techue and its implementation using the SBPAM data. The

main results are presented Wppendix CTablesCland C2

The purpose of multivariate analysis is to identify the most significant predictors of student
achievement among a large group of variablEsis makes it possible, in theory, to highlight the
main predictors that stand out amorige numerous variables that are statistically significant in
the various tables in Appendix B.

Themain findings from thenultivariate analysiare briefly summarizd:

1 Several student and family background measures are consistently significant predictors
of test scores. These include gender (girls score highezading and writingfurther
analysis onwhy boys have lower scores is needetaoTai speaker(positive also
indicating thatchildren from noALac Tai ethnic groups have likely low learning outcomes
I a GKSe& R 2offiial mediudSdf ihstruttiorfparental education (positive) and
family socioeconomic statufositive indicating as wellhat children from the poorest
familieshave lower learning outcomégsTheseaesults are not surprising, but they are an
important reminder that contextual featurgday an important role in affecting outcomes
like student achievement.

1 Students who have athdedtwo or more yearsof preschoolhave significantly higher
achievement than students who did not attend preschool.

1 Larger schools have higher levels of student achievement, even when contffolling
student background and location. Variables likérastructure and class size are not
included in the final modeling because they are highly correlated with school size

5 DESBs have an Inspection Unit whose staff visit schools
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1 The classroom average ftire frequency of teacher absences (according to studests)
negatively associated with test scoresd is statistically significantin 3 of the 6
estimations in Table C1.

1 One of the strongest predictors of student achievement is the measure of student
reported studentteacher engagement. This variable is an index of fadtasincludes
student questions andlarity of teacher explanation3.he results suggest thatudent
test scores are higher when their teachers arere engaged and active the classroom.

1 Test scores aresignificantly higher in classrooms where the teacher reports more
teaching materialgre available.

1 Teacher education and experience levels are also consistently positive and in most
estimations are also statistically significant.

1 The frequency of student reading activities (aloud or silently) is significantly associated
with student aclhevement in reading (Table C2)

6. Jobal AtizenshipOverview

One of the innovative features of the SBPAM regional assessment is the measurement of a
series of global citizenship indicatoAl global citizenship items are seffported on attitudes

and behaviors and not measuring knowledge and skéiliotal of68 questions were included in

the studentquestionnaire, divided into ten areas related to global citizenship. Teachers were also
asked questions about instruction related to global citizenship topics.

Figure 6.1 provides a summary of six of the core global citizens@)@@structs: 1) exposure
to GC issues at school; 2) Asian idgntB) concerns about environment 4) expected civic
behavior; 5 GC behaviors and intentionand 6) attitudes towards learning about global
citizenship. The questions are based on a scale, in most cabaghére 1 indicates low level of
concern/exposure, and 4 is high level of concern/expesThe global averagacross all six
participating countries is 50.

Lao PDR&rade 5 students score above average in areagxjposure to global citizenship issues
at school, Asian identify, GC behavioral intentions and attitudes about learning GCaréhey
somewhat below the regional average in terms of concerns about the environment and expected
civic behavior. Although in general the averages are close t&®dronmental issuesuch as
climate change and environmental polloih and topics related tothe classroom environment
such assolving disagreements with classmagggpeared to be the most important and valued
GC topics from regional findings.

"This indicator is referred t ePLMdatabiaseoButthe contenfisofacusedliom b a |
environmental issues, so the name has been slightly modified here.
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Figure 6.1. Lao PDR stud@nade 5 averages in Global Citizenship indicators
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Data source:SEAPLM 2019 database, calculation by report author

Figure 6.2 continues the summary with comparisons of Gaale 5 student global citizenship
scores on two indicators (exposure to GC at school and concerns about enviroraneyg}
several key stratalhe results show thdtao speaking female students from highest family SES
quintile going to urban private schools have the highest concern for environment and also
exposure to GC topics at schooRhisfinding encourageschools, teachers angarentsto
considethowthey carwidelysupportO K A f didase@awareness GC issuewithin existing
learning activities in core subjects such as reading and mathematidsalsoat outside of
schools. The results for gender and exposure according to GC issues in class (according to
teachers) are less consistent.
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Figure &. Lao PDR studefitade 5 averages in Global Citizenship indicators
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7. Main findings an€onclusions

The erformance of Lao Grade 5 students on the $EM 2019 proficiency scalés reading,
writing and mathematicslearly demonstrates the very low learning outcome that are consistent
with the Grade 3 (2017) and, Grade 9 (2019) ASADthese learning ssessmentsonsistently
show that young children are not acquiring the basic, foundational languagawandracyskills
they should be mastering for the grade level and which are needed for further edueatitthe
world of work

SEAPLM proficiency scales provide an insight into what children can do and, importantly, what
they should aim to do next. This, in tymnables a more nuanced teaching and learning strategy

Fd GKS yFradAz2ylf FyR aOK22f fS@Sta G2 SyadzsNB
abilities. Teaching the Grade 5 curriculum to students who are yet to master the foundational
skills ofreading, writing and mathematics will do little to improve student learning outcomes.
Understanding that learning is a progression and that teaching must be targeted at the level of
a0dzRSy GaQ I o6 AimpravikngSearningoutcOrSey balsidd bn thesdilts of SERLM

20109.

EarlyChildhood Education

Studens who have attendediwo or more years of preschool have significantly higher
achievement than students who did not attend prescho@his important finding shows that

early childhood eRdzOl G A2y Aad |y AYLRNIIYd AYyGSNBSyGAaz
intellectual, mental and sodiadevelopment and in preparing children for entry into primary
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education Grade 1. Pygrimary education provides the highest return on investment of all
education suksectors. Yet, it receives the smallest share of government expenditure compared
to primary, secondary and tertiary educatibn

Teachers attendancandteaching approaches

The frequency of teacher absences (according to students) is negatively associated with test
scores and is statistically significanthinee of the sixestimations in Table CThisresult suggests

that support is required foschool directorsand VEDCgn school managemenand monitoring
attendance of teachersind also understanding further reasons behind high absenteeism of
teachers

One of the strongest predictors of student achievement is the measure of studentted
studentteacher engagement. Thi@riable is an index of factors that includes student questions
and clarity of teacher explanations. The results suggest that student test scores are higher when
their teachers are more engaged and active in the classrdsimdents whose teachers ask them

to carry outreading activitiese.g. readingaloud or silentlyhave betterstudent achievement
scores in readingWith majority of Laostudents reaching Grade laut having proficiencies in
reading, writing and math equivalent to early grades of primanys requires differentiated
teaching approachewith teachers needing skills teach at the level o& (i dzZRSy (i dafd | 6 A f A
helping them catckup. This requiresfor continuous professional developmerior teachers
should be systematicaliynplementedto ensure all teachers amsufficientlyequipped withthe

right pedagogical skills but alsoprove their knowledge of theubjectthey are teaching.

Access tdearning materialsin print and digitalformats

A key finding from SERLM 2019 isetst scores are higher in classrooms where the teacher
reports more teaching materials are availalf#udents who have to share textbooks performed
lower in the assessment.Students that repomrd having books to read at home scored
significantly higher in all three test subjects compared with students who do not have reading
materials. Roughly 75% of Grade 5 children reported having none/very few books in the home.
ThelLao Social Indicator Survg3017)alsoshowsthat only 13% of children agkr-14 yearshave

3 or more book to read at home

Having access to quality teaching and learning materials such as textbooks, supplementary
reading materials in print and multimedia and digieegources is essential for learning, especially

in a context where teachers are often absent or have poor pedagogical akdlsvhere students

lack reading materials at hom&udents should beallowed to take hometextbooks and other
learning materialsSchool closures due to the COMI®pandemic makes it even more important

for students to have copies of textbooks and supplementary learning materials that they can take
home.

8 Ministry of Education and Sports, Lao PDR, Education and Sports Blacto2020
9 Lao Statistics Bureau, Lao Social Indicator Survey (LSISIl), 2017
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Poverty, ethnicity, language of instructioand gender disparities

Some key findings frotte multivariate analysishowkeyfactors arepositively associated with
test scoressuch agyender (girls score higher in reading and writihgn boy3, LacTai speaker
parental educatiao, and familysocioeconomic statusTheseresults are consistent with other
learning assessments that have been conducted in Lao HIBR also indicates that boys are
lagging behindespecially in reading and writinfhe gender gap in favor of girls ishHegamong
low performing Grade 5 student$heSEAPLM 2019esults for Lao PDR show thatadingwas
particularly challenging fomon-Lao speakerss about 66%of them performed at the lowest
band, which imlmosttwice as high as the percentage of Lao speakers in the leperfdrming
band (38.7%)Children from the poorest familiegend to lag behind in terms of learning
outcomes compared with those from the richest families.

Remedial supporfextra instruction

Satools that report offering extra instruction have significantly higher test scores, but mainly
when the extra instruction is paid for by parents, which was only reported in 7% of the schools
(Table B13); 54% of schools reported offering extra tuitionree.fWith many students not at

the level of what they should be mastering for Gradex Systematiacemedial support system

that helps students catchip should be in place. Thgolongedschool closure in some parts of

the countryLao PDRIue tothe COVIBL9 pandemidurther makes remedial supportrucial.
Moreover,teachingapproaches should be customized depending on the modatfiteliveryto

adopt inperson, blended and remote teaching. Strergjiing of teacher capacity and ensuring
access to teaching and learning materials are recommended as urgent actions.

Parental engagement is also a critical factor for student success in sdiweport shows
that children whoseparents provieéd them motivation to succeed, scored signifitdy higher
as well asstudentswhoseparents regularly check their homework.

Recommendations
1. Expandaccess tauality early childhood education programmemrticularlyin remote
rural areas andor children from nonLacTai ethnic groups

2. Enhance teacher managemeiricludingmonitoring of teacher absenteeisnunderlying
factors behind high teacher absenteeism should also be examined in order to understand
challenges that teachers are facirgtrict action should be taken awollectivemonitoring
by school principal parentsand Village Education Development Commitsd® EDCS)
Introduce hnovative solutios for real time and systematic monitoring.

3. Support continuous professional development of teacheiscluding in their
understanding of andconducting formative assessments to ensure they have the
knowledge and skills tmonitor whether children are learning and support those lagging
behind
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4. Strengthen provision of remedial support for studebis providing clear gdelines and
orientation for teachers on how to do thighis is particularly important taking into
account the missed school days due to CGMIPpandemic school closures and its impact
on learning lossTeachers should understand how to provid#ferentiated learning
supportwith the understanding that students are at varying levels of learning.

5. Teacher support for teaching ndrao speaking children should be strengthened given
that all recent largescale learning assessments show childremfmonLaoTai ethnic
groups lag behind in learning performance.

6. Promote reading activities in school and at holeproviding clear guidance to schools
and teachersThis also includes providing additional story books and reading materials
students.Encourage schools, parents and students to use the MoES digital platfam
app Khang Panya Lao to accedigital storybooks, audio books and other learning
materials online with offline functionality.

7. Ensure 1:1 studertextbook ratio and allow studestto bring textbooks home. Provide
additional learning materials, in print and online/digitally for easier accasofficial
textbooksfrom Grades 1 to 12 as well as additional storybooks and learning matals
available on theVloES Khang Panya Ldigital learning platform.Shools, students and
parents can be informed and encouraged to also use th#grm via web browser or as
an App allowing for offline access

8. Undestand better the underlying factors behind the gender gagearning outcomes
with boys at a disadvantagearticularly among low performing studentdore research
is needed to nderstandsocial normsrelated to gender that affect learningleacher
training should includgendersensitive teachingearning approaches

9. Promote climate smart education byntegrating environmental awarenesicluding
disaster preparednesand climate change adaptation and outside of schools.

10. Schools and VEDCs should work together to engage parents in school activities and in
0§ KSAN OKAf RREBWaQiEforniatbh dhlivhal éhilren are learning and how
parents can support them should be shared to parents by the scRaoénts nightsppen
schools and introducing activities that engages parents should be promoted.
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Appendix A. SEHALM proficiency band definitions

Table Al. SERLM proficiency band summary for Reading

Band

Band 6 and above
(317 and above)

2%

Band 5
(304 to less than 317)

6%

Band 4
(289 to less than 304)

16%

Band 3
(274 to less than 289)

26%

Band 2 and below
(less than 274)

50%

Description of what students can typically do

Understand texts with familiar structures and manage competing information

Students above band 5 can understand texts with familiar structures and manage competing information
when locating ideas and details. They are able to find multiple pieces of related information in texts with
familiar structures, and make connections between details and ideas to draw inferences. They are able to use
clues and explicit information to support inferences even when there is competing information. They are also
able to identify the most likely reasons for events and the reactions of characters in narratives, where that
information is only implied in the text.

Make connections to understand key ideas

Students in this band are able to connect pieces of related information across sections of texts, including
tables and diagrams, enabling them to understand key ideas. The context and ideas in the texts that they can
access may not be wholly familiar to the student. They can recognise phrases and sentences that convey the
same meaning, and make simple inferences when there is some competing information. They can identify the
purpose of prominent textual features in short, familiar texts and use textual features to aid them in locating
information.

Understand simple texts

Students in this band can understand simple texts that contain some ideas and information that is partly
outside of the student’s personal experience. Students can locate different, short expressions that have the
same meaning (e.g. synonyms), and use textual features to locate information in tables and other familiar text
types. They can connect prominent information across adjacent sentences. They can make simple inferences
when obvious clues are provided, in a range of simple texts of different types. Students are able to make
plausible interpretations of information in a text, and can identify the purpose of familiar text types. They are
able to use the textual features of familiar text types, such as tables and letters, to locate details. In matching
words to an image, they are able to choose between words that have similar but distinct meanings, and they
can identify longer sentences that describe an image.

Read a range of everyday texts fluently and begin to engage with their meaning

Students in this band are able to read a range of everyday texts, such as simple narratives and personal
opinions, and begin to engage with their meaning. They are able to locate prominent details in everyday texts,
as well as connect related information where it is obvious and there is minimal competing information. They
are typically able to make simple inferences from prominent information.

Identify relationships between words and their meanings

There were only a few items in SEAPLM that were below band 3, so it is not possible to create a general
description of what students below band 3 know and can do in Reading. However, the items that were
included indicate that students in band 2, and possibly below band 2, are typically able to match one of four
given words to an illustration of a familiar object, place or symbol, where the task is simple, direct and
repetitive. This demonstrates that students below band 3 are able to identify the meaning of some words.
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Table A2. SERLM proficiency band summary falriting
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